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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the Netherlands, there have been many discussibaut whether or not to establish a European
Defence Organisation. However, due to the politiaity D66 (Democrats '66), this discussion has
been revived in 2006 to such an extent that itydad an impact on political agendas of the Dutch
political parties. D66 declared that a EuropeanebDeé Organisation would increase the efficiency of
European cooperation. This thesis inquires intowiesvs of three political parties concerning the
establishment of a European Defence OrganisatienPivdA as largest social democratic party, the
CDA as largest confessional party and the VVD agelst liberal party. The central question is: “Do
the PvdA, the CDA and the VVD consider a Europeafebce Organisation as an addition to NATO,
valuable and necessary”? The PvdA is a politieatypwhich is generally not in favour of the use of
military force and military intervention, but inviaur of international solidarity and diplomacy.
Therefore, the PvdA sees executing humanitariaorectnd peace keeping missions as NATO's core
activity. The CDA is a political party which opeeatin the middle spectrum of political ideologies:
religious involvement in social problems and thesgrvation of the Christian values. The Christian
Democrats value Defence and believe that the govemhneeds to invest in the Dutch armed forces.
Moreover, the CDA likes to export peace and seglrtyond EU borders and sees NATO as EU’s
security provider. The VVD is a political party wieethe liberal values of liberty, tolerance and
responsibility are at the base of its existenceradeer, the VVD likes to invest in NATO as EU’s
primary security provider, and feels that the Eewop countries should share the defence burdens
equally with NATO. In this scope, responsibilityostdd also be shared and therefore, the EU should
contribute with military operations, such as the Bhlftle Groups missions (humanitarian, peace-
keeping and security restoring missions).

Regarding the views on the Dutch defence pptite PvdA, the CDA and the VVD share more
similarities then differences. All three parties against the creation of a European army for cmt
should not lose their sovereignty. In addition, theee parties express their wish for a more effiti
defence policy, based on international cooperatkurthermore, all three parties would like the
Netherlands to share the defence burdens equattyNATO, although the PvdA states that NATO
should not expect much from the Netherlands giterismall) size. In addition, all three partiesl fee
that the EU Battle Groups (Helsinki Headline Goalspuld only operate on low risk missions. The
VVD and the CDA would like the ‘Defence expenditsii@s a percentage of gross domestic product’
to be raised to the NATO standard of 2%. By comtithe PvdA does not see the need for this GDP
increase. Furthermore, the CDA is, just like theD/dnd the PvdA, convinced that the European
Defence Agency can provide for European standaidisaof military equipment and bring European
defence industries together, which will lower tledethce expenditures and prevent duplication. Within

the VVD and PvdA, experts and Members of Parlianagatdivided about the question whether or not
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to install a European Defence Organisation wittous European army. Only within the CDA do all
the experts and Members of Parliament agree vathefence policy. To continue, the VVD and the
CDA agree that the EU must not develop into a faldeuper state. The CDA and the VVD consider
NATO to be the most important organisation in tieddf of security and defence policy and they state
that nothing should diminish this status. By costirthe PvdA expressed to be in favour of European
autonomy. To continue, the CDA and the VVD areawdur of increasing the defence budget of the
Netherlands. By contrast, the PvdA does not fawuincrease of the defence funds. The VVD and
the CDA are not against the creation of a Eurofggefence Organisation within NATO in order to
gain more power within this organisation. In thiaywEuropean countries within NATO can form a
European bloc. In addition, the VVD and the CDA &gganimity’ within the EU decision-making
process as the reason why a European Defence wewdd work: this has already been proved during
the Yugoslav conflicts. To conclude: the PvdA, @A and the VVD do not consider a European
Defence Organisation as an addition to NATO valeadhd necessary in the field of political

ideology, finance, economics and ethics.
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PREFACE

The reason why | have decided to write my theseualb European Defence Organisation has three
causes. Firstly, the fact that | have been raiseamilitary (and political aware) family has made
interested in defence subjects. Secondly, the siéson about a European Defence Organisation has
been revived in the Netherlands since the politpaty D66 (Democrats 66) has pleaded to be in
favour of a European Army. Thirdly, during a vigitthe European Parliament in Brussels (January
2009), | heard more pleas for a European Defengarisation (EU Member of Parliament A. Neyts-
Uyttebroeck and EU Member of Parliament J. Maat&€hgse three factors have made me curious to
such an extent that | decided to write my thesmuaithe question whether or not to install a Euampe
Defence Organisation as part of the EU. In addittbe fact that the European Parliament Elections
take place in 2009 and the fact that NATO celebrage6d birthday in 2009, have contributed to my
personal interest.

As one might expect, | can not take all of the itreihce | would not have been able to write my
thesis without the contribution of other peoplaime and effort. For this reason, | would like to
acknowledge drs. R.W. Knops, MA, and drs. Wes3dk, for their time during their interviews. |
would also like to acknowledge Lieutenant General A.G.D. van Osch, MA, for putting my thesis
in perspective and for demonstrating the pracsadd of European’s and NATO’s defence policy. In
addition, | would like to thank my thesis supervisss. F.M. Termes, MA, for always giving me
constructive criticism.

It goes without saying that | could not have wrttay thesis without the support of my family and
friends. | would like to thank my parents, ChripRiand Carola Broekman, for | could always count
on their help and support, for they were alwaypared to reserve some time for me and for giving
me advice. To conclude, | would like to exprespecgl thanks to Christian Van Maaren, who has
encouraged me to do better, for helping me withtéolnical aspects of my thesis and for not being

afraid to be critical.
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INTRODUCTION

The question whether or not there is a needaf&uropean Defence Organisation has been
subject of discussion for many years in west Eumopeountries and the Atlantic countries
(Canada, United States of America). This discusstarted after World War Il during the
European integration process which began with thes&ls Treaty Organisation (1948). This
organisation was signed by: France, Belgium, Luxaumdp, the Netherlands and the UK. The
Brussels Treaty Organisation was created to devalopmmon defence system that enabled its
members to act as a united front against militpojitical and ideological threats. It proved to be
the source of inspiration to create the North Atarreaty Organisation (NATO) in 1949.
Looking at these two defence organisations, thes&is Treaty Organisation and NATO were both
quickly established. By contrast, it took the EUnyaears to create its owBuropean Security
and Defence Polic{ESDP), which obtains its legal basis within theddtricht Treaty “the
progressive framing of a common defence policy Whiaght lead to a common defencgU
Commission, 2005, “European Security and Defend&yh The ESDP was established within
the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). T#SP is an EU pillar that was founded at
the Maastricht Treaty (Treaty on the European Unl@93).

In the years between 1993 and 2006, there beep many discussions about whether or not to
establish a European Defence Organisation, butltbizission has been revived in 2006 to such an
extent that it really had an impact on politicabada’s of the Dutch political parties. This was due
to the Dutch social-liberal political party D66 (lecrats ‘66), which declared in November 2006
to be in favour of the establishment of a Europ&emy, which would increase the efficiency of
European cooperation (D66, 2006, “Het gaat om Mense D66 Tweede Kamer
Verkiezingsprogramma 2006/2010"). Moreover, in light of the European Parliament elections
in 2009, some candidates and current EU MembelPadfament have stated to be in favour of, or
against, a European Defence Organisation. Thesmiaexample: Jules Maaten, Jeanine Hennis-
Plasschaert, Annemie Neyts-Uyttebroeck, Hans vateBaJan Marinus Wiersma. Apart from this
discussion, the size of the Dutch defence budgstatso been subject of many lively debates.
However, these two subjects are more intertwinexh thne might suspect. For example, the
question if the Netherlands is able to pay for atraeEuropean Defence Organisation next to
NATO is often posed.

This thesis will inquire into the establishrhaf a European Defence Organisation and in
particular the views of three political parties ceming this subject. The central question is: “Do
the PvdA, the CDA and the VVD consider a Europeafebce Organisation as an addition to
NATO, valuable and necessary”? Because these fulge&al parties have been the main stream

of Dutch policy, this thesis therefore looks intwetviews of the three political ideologies:
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socialism, confessionalism, liberalism respectivaatyl the belonging largest political parties. The
choice for the PvdA (Party of Labour), the CDA (Stian Democratic Alliance) and the VVD
(People’s Party for Freedom and Democracy) in tihésis is demonstrated in figure 1 and 2 in
appendix two. In figure 1, the amount of seatdhgn $econd Chamber is demonstrated per political
party. In figure 2, the political preferences oé thutch population in 2009 can be found. As one
can observe, this thesis does not go into the ceaisee right-wing ideology, for the conservative
right-wing parties in the Netherlands are relatigbung compared to the PvdA, the CDA and the
VVD. Two conservative right-wing parties are foraexple: Proud of the Netherlands (TON) and
the Party for Liberty (PVV).

Next to literary research, this thesis cossidtthe results of three interviews: Mr. R.W. Kspp
MA, who is chairman of the CDA Defence Committedi= M. Wessels, MA, who is senior
policy assistant of the VVD and specialised in deéepolicy — and Lieutenant General A.G.D. van
Osch, MA, who is the Permanent Military Represéwmtatto the NATO and EU Military
Committee in Brussels, Belgium. Unfortunately, nte at the PvdA was able to respond to the
thesis questions, except for a short comment framMidn Dam, MSc, who is spokesman Foreign
Policy of the PvdA. Due to the fact that some atpet the PvdA reports were not clear enough
and the PvdA could not answer the thesis questioms,can observe that certain aspects of the
PvdA defence policy could not have been explaineslith an extend in comparison to the defence
policies of the VVD and the CDA.

In the first part of this thesis, the histaticontext of the EU and NATO will be provided in
order to comprehend the developments of the intiomel defence policies and the current
situation. In the second part, the question if ploditical parties consider a European Defence
Organisation as an addition to NATO necessary ballanswered. In addition, the answers to the
question whether the points of view of their Sec@idmber Committees of Defence differ from
the party itself will be given. Moreover, this tiealso answers the question if the political arti
would like a European Defence Organisation to bé gfathe EU or of NATO. The third part of
this thesis investigates whether or not the previanswers reflect the practical side of NATO'’s
and the EU’s defence policy. In addition, the guesif two defence organisations, NATO and a
European Defence Organisation, within Europe aasilide, usable and efficient will be answered.
These answers are obtained through literary relsesnd personal interviews. The conclusion in
chapter four will answer the central question.

To understand the influence that defence hdsmWestern Europe and subsequently the EU, a
survey of dates and occurrences can be found iaghendix ‘important dates’. When reading this
thesis, one should consult the appendix (“Imporetes”, p.61) in order to comprehend the dates,
treaties and the mentioned events in great ddtaitthermore, a time-line which indicates the

historical context of defence policy in Europe &&nfound in figure 3 on page 10.
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1. Chapter one
BACKGROUND

The last 100 years, Europe’s history has been sulijemany changes: wars and peace treaties
succeeded each other, disunited, and started aipepacks between European countries (World
War 1, World War 1l). Years of insecurity, war dne threat of war has created, next to fear, a
binding factor for some European countries for tlvewld act as a united front against their
enemies. There was one common purpose for the Bamopountries which were in conflict with
each other: to defeat the enemy and to gain victoagt century, European wars have had an
international character, starting with World Wa@WWwI) (1914-1918) and quickly followed by
World War Il (WWII) (1940-1945). This last war h&eft Europe divided. After 1945, there were
two superpowers in the world: the Union of Sovieti@list Republics (USSR) and the United
States of America (US). In addition, there wasghHevel of tension between the capitalist West
and the communist East. The USSR seized poweragr&in East European countries which was
not received well by the other members of the Allierces. This was the beginning of the Cold
War which started in 1946. “During a speech at dryltMissouri, on March 5, 1946, visiting
British Prime Minister Winston Churchill proclaiméidat Europe was divided by an ‘Iron Curtain’
as the nations of Eastern Europe fell increasingigder Soviet control. Yugoslavia, Albania,
Bulgaria, Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakiaalldnder Communist control by early 1948”
(US Department of State, “United States Relatioits RRussia: The Cold War”).

After WW II, France, Belgium, Luxembourg, tNetherlands and the UK desired for a common
defence system in order to prevent the horror\ttatld War | and Il had brought. It is therefore
not strange that one can state that European attegrstarted with defence: the Brussels Treaty
Organisation (1948), followed by the North Atlanficeaty Organisation (1949). The Brussels
Treaty Organisation was a European organisatioere#ds NATO strengthened the Euro-Atlantic
post-war bond. “NATO participation formally comnatt the USA and Canada to the defence of
Western Europe; and, ultimately, to the maintenarica formidable military presence in Europe
throughout the Cold War period” (Bretherton & Vogl2006, p.192). As NATO'’s first Secretary
General, Lord Ismay expressed: NATO’s goal wakéep the Russians out, the Americans in, and
the Germans down’ (Tremblay, 2008, “Why not Simflyolish NATO?").

In short, one can observe that with the Bilgs§eeaty Organisation, peace and security were
more important items for the West European cousittian economic integration. It was not a
common economy that would unite Europe and safegitar future, but a common defence
organisation. However, the first step that linkecoreomic interests with security was the

Schumann Plan (1950) which led to the establishroktite European Coal and Steel Community
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in 1952. This supranational organisation tried tevpnt Germany to restore its military
superpower by controlling the two fuels of war: Icaad steel. By doing so, the first step that
would lead to the Maastricht Treaty (1993) and establishment of the European Union, many
years later, was taken. In 1954, the successdreoBtussels Treaty was established: the Western
European Union (WEU). The WEU was a defence orgéinis that coordinated the defence
policies of its Western (capitalist) European mendiates. The WEU had to integrate the defence
policies of its members and “was a forum in whiefietice issues could be discussed without a US
presence” (Smith,2003, p.41). At the beginning, th¢ France, Belgium, the Netherlands and
Luxembourg were part of the WEU that was estabtish@ing the Treaty of Brussels in 1948. Yet,
in October 1954, West Germany (admitted to NATQJ #aly could join the WEU as well. The
WEU “became an organisation grouping members oEtavhich were also NATO members, but
remained relatively dormant until it was ‘re-acted in the 1980s” (Howorth, 2007, p.5). The
creation of a European Defence Organisation woeldahstrate a bipartite goal: not only would it
stimulate integration in Europe but it could alsake clear that United States (US) military support
is a requisite. This last aspect is now heavilgulised by European states that feel that theyare t
much dependent on the US. However, the US neverEsaapean integration (WEU) as a threat,
but more as an insurance that would prevent casfiicEurope. What's more, a European Defence
pillar within the North Atlantic Treaty OrganisatigNATO) could prevent competition in the field
of defence, bring European states to contributealgquo the defence burdens and prevent a
diminution of European defence budgets. Nevertkeldge US felt that “a European pillar could
have its use, but it must not interfere with NAT®@&e or the US’ lead and influence” (Hunter,
2002, p.9).

When Germany became a NATO member in 1955, ctiramunist block established the
Warsaw Treaty Organisation as an answer to angaeatof NATO. In 1962, the Cuban Missile
Crisis represented the Cold War climax. A high lexfdension remained for 27 years until the fall
of the Berlin Wall in 1989 which led to the follomg consecutive events: the unification of
Germany and the end of the Cold War in 1990, thikadrihe Soviet Union (USSR) and the end of
the Warsaw Treaty Organisation in 1999. The bindagjor that united the capitalist West in the
protection of West Europe and North America agaihstcommunist East ceased to exist. There
was no longer one concrete enemy and one conaateNevertheless, in all the years of the Cold
War, European countries did not establish a Eumofsfence Force (or Organisation). Although,
one should not forget that France, Belgium, thehbBidands, Luxembourg, Italy, and West
Germany signed the European Defence Community i@dDdC) in 1952 and therefore did an
attempt to create a European Army. Still, all was/ain when the French parliament refused to

ratify the EDC Treaty in 1954. “The EDC disastestca long shadow over the development of a
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political dimension: a supranational approach teifph and defence policy was unacceptable to
the member stategSmit, 2003, p.29).

The Maastricht Treaty (TEU) in 1993 contairsdimportant step in Europe’s defence policy
history. This year was not randomly chosen: the oélay conflict “ruthlessly revealed the
weakness of the European military ability” (Homagreemers & Osinga, 2001, p. 20). The
indecisiveness of the EU and its choice to notrusee during the bloody Balkan wars and
accordingly the Bosnia conflict (1992-1995), ghawatdthe conscience of some EU Member
States. Moreover, EU’s power was questioned woddwiAs a result, the second EU pillar that
was established within the TEU was the Common Barand Security Policy (CFSP). As part of
the CFSP, the European Security and Defence Pi&PP) obtains its legal basis within the
treaty: “the progressive framing of a common degepolicy which might lead to a common
defencé (EU Commission, 2005, “European Security and DeéePolicy”). The US that built up
Europe in the field of defence was, as a memberaaedof the founding fathers of NATO, very
concerned by this statement. NATO, and therefoeeUs, did not want any competition in the
field of defence.

In 1996, at the Berlin Brussels Bargain, isvegreed that NATO gives the WEU the possibility
to act as an effective military organisation. Th&Wcould make use of NATO’s military assets
and capabilities. Moreover, NATO members agreedaoBuropean pillar within NATO, thus
rejecting the idea that the WEU could act autonastyoand beside NATO. “The NATO Alliance
would help to facilitate the creation of the EurapeSecurity and Defence Identity (ESDI), but not
as a completely independent entity, likely to roBTXD both of resources and, potentially, of
capacity to be politically and militarily effectivéHunter, 2002, p.13). In other words: the ESDI
would become an individual part of NATO and “coulthke use of ‘separable but not separate’
military capabilities” (Hunter, 2002, p.30)

Given the fact that NATO does not have its awilitary resources for it is dependent on the
military contribution of the member states, the El@dmber states came to the conclusion that
important aspects of NATO’s military capabilitiesdeassets were owned by the US. Supported by
many EU countries (though not publicly), France wascomfortable with the idea that the United
States (with the largest military power and capacitould have the final say within NATO,
whether or not to contribute to WEU operations.cbatinue, France did not want the WEU to play
its part beyond Article 5 of NATO (an attack on ooieNATO’s members is considered as an
attack on all of the members), but France wantedjite the ESDI more meaning. These
disagreements between NATO and the EU were a qailifower struggle between the US and
France. “[...] Championing ESDI was widely believexlie a French motive: it represented a
realm of activity (military) in which France couékercise a major leadership role within Europe —

a country virtually guaranteed to have decisiveneoaic, and hence overall political pre-eminence

The Hague School of European Studies 5



European Defence Organisation T.C.E. Kipp

within the EU” (Hunter, 2002, p.28). Germany, ofucge, could have the same power within the
EU, but the reluctance to intervene in the Boswiaflect (1992-1995), showed that it lacked the
ability to decide on defence matters at that tirh@96). Moreover, Germany, as largest EU
country, checkmated the other EU countries fougp®rted the independency of the federal state
Croatia which enabled Croatia to show the otheeri@dstates that they were free to get out of the
federation. This event was detrimental to the cometwaracter of EU’s foreign policy. As George
Orwell could have said about the EU at that tim&li ‘animals are equal, but some animals are
more equal than others” (1945).

After the Cold War era, the Soviet threat ehdknost entirely. This left NATO, the European
Economic Community (EEC) and simultaneously the WEhhfused about their role on the world
stage. There was no common purpose and bindingrfactymore. In addition, the Yugoslav
conflicts (1991: Slovenia, 1991-1995: Croatia, 19985: Bosnia, 1998-1999: Kosovo) that
followed the ending of the Cold War also did noingrunity. In contrast, Canada and the US
believed it was time that the EU should be abladiowithout their support. In addition, the former
Yugoslavia was to be the baptism of fire for the. Bdcause of the fact that the United Kingdom
(UK) within the WEU did not want military interveoh, the EEC considered that a diplomatic and
economic intervention was to solve the Yugoslavfladn(Bretherton & Vogler, 2006, p.196).
However, a dangerous EEC monitoring mission wasabt# to compel a ceasefire in 1991 and it
took the lives of five civiian EEC monitors. “Thisagic incident, perhaps more than any other,
highlighted the limitations of an exclusively cigih approach to the conflict; and hence the need
for access to peacekeeping and peacemaking cdigabiliBretherton & Vogler, 2006, p.196).
Ultimately, it took US’ involvement with the NATOdmbardments that led to the end of the
Balkan conflicts.

According to Howorth, the ESDI was replace®@96 by the European Security and Defence
Policy (ESDP) because the ESDI did not work (2@044). “It was dependent on the WEU which
lacked political clout, political legitimacy and lgaal credibility, but it also relied for militar
capacity on borrowing, from the USA, assets whidgraveither jealously guarded by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff or simply not available becauseg/tivere urgently needed by the US military itself”
(Howorth, 2007, p.44). According to Bretherton avidgler, “Bosnia sowed the seeds for the
development of the ESDP, most obviously by its destration of EU impotence, necessitating a
humiliating reliance upon US action that might abvtays be forthcoming” (2006, p.196).

In 1997, the Treaty of Amsterdam set out tkéeBberg Tasks: the WEU has not only to be
capable to offer humanitarian aid, but should &ks@ble to exercise peace operations — not only to
restore the peace, but to compel peace as welhtd by the UK, the 1998 St. Malo Declaration
was signed by Prime Minister Blair and Presidentd@zh(France). Initially, the St.Malo declaration

was based upon earlier EU agreements, like thetiatthe decision about whether or not to carry
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out an ESDI would be made by the EU and not byWtgJ (Maastricht, 1992). Moreover, “the

declaration envisioned what had already been agopesh at the June 1997 Amsterdam EU
summit: the creation of a Common European Secuanity Defence Policy (CFSDP) with the
means and mechanisms to permit the EU nationg taagonomously’ should NATO not decide to

act in some future scenario requiring military awti (Sloan, 2003, p.172). “In addition, it also
asserted that ‘the Union must have the capacityat@onomous action‘(Hunter, 2002, p.30).

Even so, the St.Malo declaration can be cemsd important, though only an agreement of
symbolic importance, made by France and the Urfiegdom (UK) (Hunter, 2002, p.32). Still,
looking at the fact that France and the UK are tfidhe three most powerful and influential
countries of the EU, the declaration carries maidipal weight than the preceding agreements.

It is not strange if the Berlin-Brussels agreemeatsl the St.Malo declaration could evoke
misunderstandings for they contradict each othbe Berlin-Brussels grand bargain wanted the
ESDI to have a WEU-NATO framework, intertwined tgbu separable, and the St.Malo

declaration wants the ESDI to function separatenfemd next to NATO. The European Council

reacted positive to the St.Malo declaration. “Ae tekame time, the December 1998 Vienna
summit’s ‘Presidency Conclusions’ noted that ‘thenforcement of European solidarity must take
into account the various positions of EuropeaneStaincluding the obligation of some Member
States within NATO’ “(Hunter, 2002, p.32). Cleargn explanation of the above by NATO and the
EU could help to provide for more understandinghi@ difficult agreements, especially the words
‘separable but not separate military capabilities’.

The Franco-British meeting in St.Malo was ealiby a mutual concern about the lack of EU
military capacity during the conflicts in Bosniadafater on, Kosovo. Looking at this defence
meeting, one should take into consideration thaigg the UK that renounced military intervention
at the start of the Yugoslav conflict. Moreover tiK, after not signing the European Monetary
Union Treaty (EMU), was afraid that it could commass as not very interested in the European
cause of integration (Sloan, 2003, p.172). Durihg Balkan (Yugoslavia) conflicts, the EU
showed the world that it not only lacked capalgitiand assets in order to act, but it was not
resolute as well. In other words, the EU demonstrdbat it was not able to provide for its own
security. “The lack of military instruments to suppthe policy aims of the Union, even before the
humiliating events of the Balkan wars of the 19@@mtributed to pressure for the development of
an EU defence dimension” (Bretherton & Vogler, 2004.90). Furthermore, European states felt
that they were too much dependent on the US. ThieaBaconflicts and the St.Malo Declaration
had been the cause of the trans-Atlantic debatetahe question whether or not to establish a
European Defence Organisation. It was made cle&t.irMalo that the ESDI should be able to
provide itself with information, communication amdilitary capacity in order to exclude US

dependency. Furthermore, the Declaration also decluthe notions that “military action would
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take place ‘when the Alliance as a whole is notagegl’, and that these European capacities should
be developed ‘without unnecessary duplication’ “ikér, 2002, p.31). Looking at these goals, it is
difficult to make someone understand that the Elhtwao obtain an autonomous European
Defence Organisation with the same capacity adl(iEO on the one hand, but on the other hand,
stating that there may not be two NATOs within EpgoGiven the fact that NATO, with 28
member countries, consists of 21 EU member statescould also question if an ‘extra’ defence
organisation in Europe is really necessary. Stillyas the ‘Kosovo syndrome’ which led to the
establishment of the Helsinki Headline Goal (HH®G1999 (Howorth, 2007, p.207).

Figure 6 - Europe: NATO and EU countries(Source: Tamara Kipp)

- Member of EU and NATO
- Member of NATO (non EU member statg)
- Member of EU (non NATO member statg)

In the same year, at the Helsinki EU summit (1989 ,French President Chirac and the UK Prime
Minister Blair initiated a proposal that would stifate a European defence force: Rapid Reaction
Force. This defence force is also known under #raen Helsinki Headline Goal (HHG). The EU
Council at Helsinki decided that the Rapid Reackorce (RRF) could carry out European military
missions and could execute the ‘Petersberg Tabksvrth, 2007, p.103). “The main elements of
this Force were to b&0,000 troops, 100 ships and 400 aircrafts, depbbyavithin 60 days and
sustainable for one yeafHoworth, 2007, p.103). And yet, “a well-traingitegrated armed force
that is able to carry out a military operation issing” (Doel, 2004, p.8). In short, the Headline
Goal Task Force (or: RRF) remaines an ambition #hagn at this moment, is not yet in touch with
reality. This was also acknowledged at the EU Télesiki Summit of 2003. Though, under “the
Berlin Plus arrangements of 2002, it was declahed the EU enjoysa'ssuredaccess to NATO
planning’, presumedaccess to NATO assets and capabilities’, and algsgynated Europeans-
only chain of command under the Deputy Supreme Camcier Europe (DSACEUR)” (Howorth,
2007, p.102). In other words, because the EU isreatly yet to execute large scale military

operations, it can count on NATQO'’s support.
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Finally, looking at Europe’s violent histotpre question remains why Western Europe did not
choose for its own military institutions and defemarganisation. The Cold War drove a wedge
between the Western and Eastern part of the wdrht, is to say: the capitalist west and the
communist east. But still, Western Europe decidetd military dependent on the United States
within NATO by the 1992 Petersberg Declaration asubsequently the 2002 Berlin Plus
Agreement. The European Defence Agency (2004) cbeldconsidered as a step towards a
European Defence Organisation, although it doeseuative a lot of funds from its Member States.
One could question this decrease of defence fumetguse an enlargement of the defence funds
could result in financial gain: when European caestenlarge the capacity to produce defence
goods, European companies and simultaneously Eamopgorkers will benefit as well.
Furthermore, the EU could also improve its positionthe defence industry. This competitive
environment can enhance the chance of gainingbth&t product for the best price’. However, the
EU does not strive for an increase of the defenmgét. “As French Minister of Defence Alain
Richard put the point in May 2001: ‘the complexitiytechnology and the high level of fixed costs
is a strong incentive for us (Europeans) to join fmuces and share the effort. The only way for
our companies and research agencies to achievegiest standards, is to combine our assets and
capabilities’ "Hunter, 2002, p.81).
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Figure 3 — Time-line (Source: Tamara Kipp)
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2. Chapter two
THE NETHERLANDS: POLITICAL BACKGROUND — DEFENCE POL ICY

The question whether or not to create a Europedende Organisation as part of the EU (or EEC),
next to NATO or as part of NATO has always beerjextlof discussion on the North American
continent, the European continent and therefothaérNetherlands as well. As far as this discussion
is concerned, the political points of view of theee largest confessional (CDA), social (PvdA)
and liberal (VVD) political parties in the Nethartds are investigated in this chapter. The purpose
of this chapter is to answer the thesis’ sub-gqaasti Does the political party (PvdA, CDA or
VVD) consider a European Defence Organisation rszeg8 Would the political party like a
European Defence Organisation to be part of th@ENATO? Moreover, do these points of view
reflect the points of view of their Second ChamBemmittee of Defence as well? In order to put
the answers in perspective, figure 6 (p. 8) andrégt and 5 in the appendices (p. 73) demonstrate
the amount of EU countries that are member of NABQvell. In Chapter four (Conclusions), the
central question will be answered: Do the PvdA, @RA and the VVD consider a European
Defence Organisation as an addition to NATO, variand necessary?

As one can observe in figure 7 on page 74Dilkeh Defence expenditures as a percentage of
gross domestic product have been cut in half fr@861(2,8%) until 2008 (1,4%). This change can
have many causes. The end of the Cold War endedititery threat from the East.

Figure 8 - The increase of the working population Figure 9 - Unemployment and economic

growth
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Figure 8 (Source: CBS, 2004, “Werkloosheid en eatache groei”)
Figure 9 (Source: CBS & Hijman, 2004, “Sociaal emoische trends”)
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“It had been clear since the early post-cold waropethat allied defence budgets would fall, as
indeed they have done, and thus there would benedsfor existing European defence industries”
(Hunter, 2002, p.77). In other words: defence becdess important in the Netherlands. In
addition, the development of the unemployment aaie the development of the economic growth
over the years can also be considered as causes i unemployment rate is high, there might
be less money left for the defence budget. The gpraes for the economic growth: when there is a
negative economic growth, a state might consideletyease its defence expenses and not to invest
in new defence equipment. As one can observe iardig8, this was not applicable to the
Netherlands. However, the Dutch defence budget it increase although the amount of
unemployed dropped. In order to find out the reasby the Netherlands decreases its defence
budget, despite a propitious economical climatee oould start a whole new investigation. In
figure 10, one can also see that the state expensgsfence have increased in 2006. This is due to
the participation of Dutch defence forces in ingtional military operations (Afghanistan), which
have increased the defence costs. As one can ebgerfigure 11, the EU expenditures have
increased as well. This can also affect the deféndget, leaving less money that can be spent on
defence. Despite the decrease of defence expesgslitine Netherlands still has great ambitions for
defence (Homan, Kreemers & Osinga, 2001, p.73).Nétherlands is striving towards multilateral
and bilateral cooperation to enhance the efficievfcthe individual EU member states, which can

unite the EU military capacitigsloman, Kreemers & Osinga, 2001, p.73).

Figure 10 - State expenses on foreign policy

mld euro

16 -
14 -
12 -
10 -

o R Bk o m
I L 1 1 1

Foreign Affairs
Defence

B Development coordination

(Source: CBS, 2007, “Uitgaven buitenlands belettdksgestegen”)
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This development might lead to cost savings. Initamid the level of ambition determines how
much the Netherlands contributes to the HHG. “Tle¢hierlands has a big share: 17.3% of the size
of its own defence force is reserved for HHG tagkfiman, Kreemers & Osinga, 2001, p.73).

Figure 11 - Contributions European Union

Milliard of guilders (1 euro = 2,20371 guilders)
12

10 1 _/

1950 1951 1992 1953 1934 1993 1995* 1997

Years
=== Paid by State to the EU
=== Netto contribution of State to EU
State received by EU
(Source: CBS & Gert Buiten, 1997, “Bijdrage RijknaaU even hoog als overheidstekort”)

Figure 12 - Dutch expenditures international coopeation
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(Source: Arkesteijn, 2006, p.6)
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As one can see in figure 12, the Netherlands hasased its expenses for NATO, and decreased
its expenses for the European Security and Def@atiey. This negative trend is also shown in
figure 13 (next page). One can observe in thisréghat the Netherlands is decreasing its budget
for the NATO Stabilisation Force in Iraq, but itirereasing its contribution to the NATO mission
in Afghanistan. However, the contributions of batHitary operations exceed the expenditures for
Europe. Even the Dutch contribution to the UN exsethe European contribution. From figure 12
and 13, one could conclude that the Netherlands doteconsider the EU as the best organ that is

capable to execute military crisis operations.

Figure 13 - Dutch expenditures for the execution afrisis management tasks

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

min euro
Europe 91,1 731 63,8 43,8 34,7
Stabilisation force Iraq = = 38,5 79,9 422
Afghanistan = 42.0 83,6 33,2 75,7
UN-contributions 53,8 44,6 343 65,4 53,0
Remaining 53,4 12,9 18,7 21,0 9,6
Total 198,3 172,7 2140 2432 2151

(Source: Arkesteijn, 2006, p.6)

In this chapter, one can observe that theedser of defence expenditures does not cohere with
the governing parties of that time. The Dutch deéehudget, irrespective of the political parties
that were seated in government, always decreasedf(gure 7, p.75). Thus, one can conclude that
in the Netherlands, the decrease of the defencgebuths nothing to do with political beliefs.
Nevertheless, it is important to understand théohys beliefs and values of the PvdA, CDA and
VVD in order to comprehend their current positians the Defence Policy (European Defence
Organisation). The political points of view will lEldressed in the following order: the PvdA in
2.1, the CDA in 2.2 and finally, the VVD in 2.3.
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2.1 PVDA

The purpose of this chapter is to answer the thesis-questions. Does the PvdA consider a
European Defence Organisation necessary? Woulgdhtcal party like a European Defence
Organisation to be part of the EU or NATO? In aiddit do these points of view reflect the points

of view of their Second Chamber Committee of Deéeas well?

2.1.1 Party History

The Party of Labour (PvdA) is a social-democraticty that, in 2009, has 33 members seated in
the Second Chamber and 14 members seated in tteGFiamber of government (PvdA, 2005,
“De geschiedenis van de Partij van de Arbeid”).tlkemmore, six PvdA members are seated as
Ministers in the Government. In addition, the Pva#s 7 seats in the European Parliament. At this
moment, the PvdA exists for 63 years and withirs¢hgears of existence, the PvdA has been the
largest political party in the Netherlands seveimles. To continue, there were moments in its
history that the PvdA was even able to win onedthaf all the Dutch government seats.
Furthermore, the PvdA took part in 33 governmertirgats. “That is why this party is being
considered to play an important role in the post @fa in the Netherlands” (Parlement en Politiek,
2006, “60 jaar PvdA").

The PvdA was established in 1946 due to afusif three other political parties: the Social
Democratic Labour Party (SDAP), the Liberal Demtcralliance (VDB) and the Christian
Democratic Union (CDU). The working class, whichdhaeen the centre of its existence, had to
make way for the ideology that individuals shoull dranted opportunities in order to develop
themselves in such a way that it contributed toetp@s a whole (PvdA, 2005, “De geschiedenis
van de Partij van de Arbeid”). In 1949, the PvdAldesd to be in favour of NATO membership.
However, it stated to be against military interi@mtin order to grant Indonesia (former Dutch
colony) its independency. In the 1960s, the Pvdélated not to agree with NATO'’s policy of that
time. Moreover, in 1981, the PvdA expressed thatplacing of nuclear weapons (cruise missiles)
in the Netherlands was not in line with their golit ideology. Therefore, many PvdA members
took part in the Amsterdam ‘peace demonstratiohs’addition, the party did not want the
Netherlands to take part in the war in Iraq (DafQ?2 “Niet klakkeloos achter Amerikanen
aanlopen”). However, according to the CDA, the Pwas in favour of investing in defence
equipment in 2002. In 2009, the CDA states: “Tkatvhy we have supported the decisions of the
‘Kok IlI-Goverment’ to take part in the Joint Strik&ighter Project” (Knops, 2009,
“JSF/Vervanging F-16).

In brief, the PvdA is a political party whichgenerally not in favour of the use of militanrde
and military intervention, but in favour of intetimal solidarity. Looking at the anti-military

beliefs (against use of force) of the 1950s, thidipal ideology has changed a bit over the years.

The Hague School of European Studies 15



European Defence Organisation T.C.E. Kipp

At this moment the PvdA has not such strong antitary beliefs as it did in its years of
establishment. However, the PvdA is still dedicaiedliiplomacy and only sees the use of force
necessary when the party can exclude all the aspeotrder to ensure that military intervention is
based on legitimate reasons. Therefore, the Pva8 egecuting humanitarian actions and peace
missions as NATO's core activity.

Figure 14 — PvdA Amount of seats in Second Chamber
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(Source: Parlement en Politiek, 2005, "Aantal z=itelde Eerste en Tweede Kamer”)

2.1.2 PvdA political points of view

“Ever since the seventies of last century, PvdA imers of government have tried to use the
European cooperation and unification in order ttawba more efficient defence policy” (Eijsink,
2007, p.17). Even Henk Vredeling, the first PvdAféee Minister (1973) made efforts to make
defence policy part of the European integration,this was not received well in Europe due to the
relation with NATO during the Cold War. According the PvdA plan ‘In service of The
Netherlands, in service of the world’ (2007) by thecond Chamber Defence Committee of de
PvdA, the political party still believes that theutoh military forces could cooperate more
efficiently internationally. In addition, internatial cooperation should be more than a series of
simple contributions as well. In this regard, thel®R values international cooperation in the field
of military training, assets and an excessive irggonal cooperation on certain military capacities
as well (Eijsink, 2007, p.30). Thus, cooperationthwother European defence forces would
contribute to the efficiency level. The PvdA focsisen a cooperation project with the United

Kingdom, Belgium, Germany, France, Denmark, Norwtne Netherlands and a cooperation
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project to establish one air transport commandiwiATO. The PvdA realises that in order to
obtain more international cooperation, a certairoam of effort and investments is required and
therefore the results will only be visible on tbad term (Eijsink, 2007, p.30).

The Dutch contribution to the EU Battle Grop$1G) and the NATO Response Force (NRF)
will stimulate integration between the four armedveces of the Dutch military force: the navy, the
air force, the army and the constabulary (militapglice). Simultaneously, this strengthens
international cooperation. This is necessary inaaldvwhere conflicts and especially terrorism
cross borders more and more, and where a distirgrhy is not always obvious. Above all, “a UN
mandate should always be required in order to nmaligary intervention legitimate” (Eijsink,
2007, p.10). Nevertheless, cooperation with anavéen Dutch and international armed forces is
not enough. Cooperation should also be sought lierogovernmental and non-governmental
organisations concerning peace and security. Howes@ce cooperation is not always
noncommittal, cooperation should be directed tiglathd can even be extorted” (Eijsink, 2007,
p.11).

The PvdA states that, in order to meet thelirements of an increased international military
cooperation, the Dutch military forces should bederaised in such a way that the amount of its
activities can be enhanced. Though, the PvdA dassclarify how it wants to obtain this
modernisation of the defence forces. CooperatidwdrEn and within Dutch armed forces should
be increased and the Dutch defence force has t@aneahnternational cooperation as well. This
modernisation will allow the Dutch military forceés act in demanding international crisis and
peace operations which can last for a long perifotinee. The Netherlands, “as a medium-sized
country, should focus on the organisational midgiectrum” (Eijsink, 2007, p.13) for it can not be
considered as a large country with unlimited nitaapabilities. One of the main tasks in Dutch
defence policy is to enhance, in international erfitthe international legal order and stability
world-wide. Therefore, the PvdA would like to inv@s the annual defence budget. According to
the PvdA, a more active and efficient defence famdé need an investment of 3.6 billion euros
that in the long term will lead to costs saving§jsigk, 2007, p.33). Of these investments, 52
million euros will be spend on international defermmoperation in 2009 (Eijsink, 2007, p.33). To
save expenses, various actions should be takeex&mple: the closing of a military airport, the
disposal of three F-16 squadrons (air force), 4dpaed Tanks (army) and three frigates (navy).
“Little patrol vessels that are more concentratedcoast guard duties could replace frigates
entirely or partly, which can lead to considerakd&ings in the personal and material operation”
(Eijsink, 2007, p.14). Contrary to Eijsinks’ statemh to dispose of navy materials, the EU (with
France and the UK) likes to establish a carrietl8&roup. Contrary to Eijsink, Wiersma states:
in order to be able to act during crisis operatidfs.] EU member states should increase their
own military capabilities for certain military captes are needed in order to join European

operations” (2008, “Nieuwe Voorzitterschap”). ThedR likes some aspects of the ‘defence
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company’ to become privatised (services, logigtigpert) for this will reduce the defence costs as
well.

The ESDI should be stimulated in order to shrasponsibilities within NATO. However, “EU
decision making should go hand in hand with thead&ptance of a relative European autonomy”
(Koenders, 2000, “Een Europees Leger?”). This me#rs PvdA does not want to create a
European super state (PvdA-fractie, 2007, “PvdAtiea geen referendum”). “With the PvdA
seated in the government, the Netherlands willfoliaw the Americans gratuitously” (Van Dam,
2007, “Niet klakkeloos achter Amerikanen aanlopempwever, the PvdA does not believe in
threatening with military power if such power istit®ing used on rare occasions. “The events in
the former Yugoslavia have made the necessity fiitany action painfully clear” (Koenders,
2000, “Een Europees Leger?”). The EU should, jkstduperpower Russia, China and the US, be
able to act quickly: like a beacon that is ablechallenge international threats. “A European
initiative is necessary in order to achieve a betrganisation of the world, which has become
increasingly disorganised” (PvdA, 2009, p.bByoking at these statements, one can conclude that,
despite the party’s military ambitions, the PvdAedmot want the EU to become a federal state
which can provide for its own security and can exeanilitary operations without the support of
NATO or the UN. “Put under the charge of the ‘Orngation for Security and Co-operation in
Europe’ or the United Nations, the EU should belimgl to simultaneously execute military
missions within and outside Europe” (PvdA, 200910p. According to the PvdA European
Parliament Election Programme of 2009, the EU nesdsdependent defence force in order to
achieve these goals and on the long term, this goeently available defence force should consist
of national defence forces.

In addition, according to Van Dam (person&tiview, March 11, 2009), the PvdA considers
the European Security and Defence Policy as beary gf the Common Foreign and Security
Policy to be a positive thing. Nevertheless, “tbidy concerns a coordination mechanism; there
will not be a European Army” (Van Dam, personakimiew, March 11, 2009). Furthermore, the
ESDP should act as a EU defence instrument whielstablished independently and which is not
an addition of NATO (Van Dam, personal interviewafdh 11, 2009). Van Dam also indicates that
NATO and the EU will be more intertwined in thedtg, for NATO is more and more becoming a
political organisation. “The ESDP gives the EU pssibility to operate independently without the
Americans and the Canadians and with countriesaifeabn the one hand part of the EU, but one
the other hand, not part of NATO” (Van Dam, perganizrview, March 11, 2009).

In short, the PvdA is striving for a more eifint defence policy, based on international
cooperation. Eijsink (2007) likes to invest in defe on the one hand, but on the other hand,
certain military equipments should be disposednobrider to create cost savings. Eijsink (PvdA
Member of Parliament and spokeswoman defence) aietsiivan (2008) within the PvdA

contradict each other on this matter: Wiersman (lentU Parliament for the PvdAjates that
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Dutch defence capabilities should be increased,redse Eijsink declares that certain defence
capacities should be disposed of. Moreover, Koen@dinister for Development Cooperation)
reveals in 2000 to be in favour of European autgnamd the 2009 PvdA European Parliament
Election Programme likes the EU to fulfil a rolkdithe superpowers Russia, China and the US.
However, the Second Chamber Committee of Defengeiae?007 that the PvdA does not want to
create a European super state. In addition, Van (d&mber of Parliament and the PvdA defence
committee) notes in 2009 that the PvdA is againstdreation of a European Army. These three
PvdA statements are difficult to link and not eesgomprehend. So, it can be assumed that within
the PvdA, differences of opinion exist about thee wnd size of the Dutch armed forces.
Furthermore, it remains unclear how the PvdA (dighof military assets) ideas of costs savings
will be explained to NATO, since NATO will not bathusiastic about granting military assess and
capabilities to a country that does not honoulNissTO agreement of defence expenditures and
does not want to invest in military equipme®mne can observe that since its establishment, the
PvdA has shifted from a party which is generallgiagt the use of force and military intervention,
to a party that is positive towards an EU defentdriment as part of the ESDP which, with

military intervention, can export international peand security.
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2.2 CDA

The purpose of this chapter is to answer the thasis-questions. Does the CDA consider a
European Defence Organisation necessary? Woulgdhtcal party like a European Defence
Organisation to be part of the EU or NATO? In aiddit do these points of view reflect the points

of view of their Second Chamber Committee of Deéeas well?

2.2.1 Party History

In 2009, the Christian Democratic Alliance (CDAfssh the Dutch government with the PvdA and
the Christian Union (Christen Unie). The party k&gt ministers seated in the government: eight
Ministers of which one is also Prime Minister (Batlende).

The CDA (Christian Democratic Alliance) wadadgished in 1980 as a fusion of three other
confessional parties: the KVP (Catholic People'sypathe ARP (Anti Revolutionary Party) and
the CHU (Christian Historical Union). These thresrtigs already operated in a federal alliance
since 1973. Within the three parties, the rolehef Bible was always discussed. “This fundamental
discussion ended in a victory for the moderate <ians: the Bible should only serve as a
guideline for political actions” (Parlement en Bek, 2005, “25 jaar CDA”). Therefore, it became
able for non Christians to be a member of theradka ‘On its way to a responsible society’ was the
slogan of the three allied parties in 1972. In 1996es Van Agt became party leader and stated:
‘we will not bend to the left and we will not betmlthe right’ (CDA, 2009, “Geschiedenis van het
CDA"). In 1990, the CDA had the following startinpints: responsibility, justice, solidarity and
using Gods tools well. The term ‘responsibility’tinis slogan was stressed (Parlement en Politiek,
2005, “25 jaar CDA"). In the 1980’'s the CDA was mespular and became the largest political
party in the Netherlands in 1982, 1986 and in 19&&r 1989, election victories did not occur
until 1998. In 2002 and 2003, the CDA regainedstiatus of the largest political party in the
Netherlands. The CDA report ‘new roads, fixes valugf 1995 was followed by the election
program ‘Competition of Ideas’. “More than 30.00MA& members and constituents made
suggestions for the program” (CDA, 2009, “Geschiéslevan het CDA”). With Balkenende as
party leader, the CDA has expressed that horms/alugs should return to society. In 2002, with
the PvdA (and PvdA Prime Minister Kok) as largeatty in the government and CDA in the
opposition, it was decided that the Dutch F-16 dedeaeroplanes could not be employed in the
future. On the basis of this decision, the CDAdike invest in defence in order to obtain the best
aeroplane for the best price and which can profdadéhe best opportunities for the Dutch industry.
“That is why we have supported the decisions of' ek 1I-Goverment’ to take part in the Joint
Strike Fighter Project” (Knops, 2009, “JSF/Vervargi-16). Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, as Minister
of Defence during cabinet ‘Balkenende I', becameTi¥s secretary general from January 1
2004 until Augustus 2009.
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In short, the CDA is a political party whiclperates in the middle spectrum of political
ideologies: religious involvement in social probkand the preservation of the Christian values.
Its political beliefs are thus considered to be hbatocial progressive and conservative
(Christianity). The CDA is a political party witts isituated between the liberal right (VVD-
capitalism) and the social left (PvdA-labour). Hawe its views can be considered conservative:
responsibility, Christian norms and values areliasis of its ideology. The Christian Democrats

value Defence and believe that the government neeidsest in the Dutch armed forces.

Figure 15 — CDA Amount of seats in Second Chamber

Votes Amowmit of seats Gainloss of | Amoumt of

percentage Second Clhamober seqts Ministers
1977 319 49 +1 10
1931 3038 48 -1 0
1932 293 45 -3 10
1984 346 54 +0 7
1030 353 54 T
1004 222 34 -20 0
UL 183 20 -5 0
w02 270 43 +14 o
w03 2306 44 +1 3

(Source: Parlement en Politiek, 2005, "25 jaar Q880-2005)")

2.2.2 CDA political points of view
For the Christian Democrats, the EU is not onlypamon market, but a community of values and
accordingly, a political union where a security ipplshould be embedde(Knops, personal
interview, March 12, 2009). Fifteen years ago, @2A was more trans-Atlantic focussed than in
2009. At this moment, the CDA has shifted its foeubit more to the EU than in 1994. The
entirely trans-Atlantic focus was due to the Coldithe US had been an ally to the Netherlands
since WW Il and that was all there was to it. Astmoment there is more room to look at other
defence policy possibilities, for the Netherlansi®ot bending under a large security threat lile th
Cold War. Still, the CDA clearly states that NAT@osild be the corner stone of the Dutch and EU
defence policy.

After years of not being a full member of NATEance has restored its full membership. “The
French are giving up their self-imposed isolatiomisvhich caused their army to lag behind the US
and UK” (Van Herpen, 2008, p.1). Furthermore, wtthfull NATO membership, France hopes

that its defence industry will profit from beingrpaf such a large military organisation. This

The Hague School of European Studies 21



European Defence Organisation T.C.E. Kipp

French ambition goes for the EU as well. Accordimd<nops, the seemingly sympathetic French
movement of President Sarkozy to establish a Earopefence will always fail whenever there is
no political uniformity (Knops, personal interviewlarch 12, 2009). If there is more European
uniformity within NATO, the EU can counterbalandeetAmericans who have always decided
what happened within NATO because European cosnwiere so much divided amongst each
other (Knops, personal interview, March 12, 2088)wever, the Netherlands should still consider
the US to be its first ally. Furthermore, “lastidgherican involvement and interest in NATO’ must
go hand in hand with ‘European consensus on ankhgrikess to make a full contribution to

resolving the international security issue”(CDAVR007, p.43).

The CDA welcomes the further development @& Buropean Security and Defence Policy
(ESDP) that is based upon equal cost sharing witterEU. Furthermore, it is wise to prevent the
technological gap between the US that spends 4%heofGDP on Defence, and Europe, with
countries that spend 1.8% of the GDP on Defencehemome wider (CDAWI, 2007, p.11).
Nevertheless, the EU can not cope with more redipiditiss and an expansion of operability for it
is not even capable to meet the current ambitidhgrefore, the CDA stresses that the ESDP
should be complementary to NATO, operating onlylam risk missions. The low risks missions
are for example the EUFOR Mission in Congo, Bostéazegovina and Tchad (figure 10, p. 25).
To continue, “a separate headquarters for the Ebbisequired because the EU can use NATO
capacities under the Berlin Plus agreement” (CDARAQ7, p.11). For high risk missions, the
CDA prefers NATO’s military intervention for it imore experienced. Knops (2009) worries that
the European Security and Defence policy will bgam as long as the EU countries will diminish
their defence budgets more and more, up to a pdiate it goes far below the NATO norm.

The Netherlands should not stop investingafedce during the economical crisis (2009). “A
comparison with the crisis of 1930 is permitted wittee Netherlands declared to be neutral during
the World War | and some years later, the Germagr® wn our doorstep and we had nothing”
(Knops, personal interview, March 12, 2009). “Peoghould start thinking anti-cyclical, because
we are in an economic crisis, investing in the l8Fexample) can create a lot of employment, in
other words: buying military equipment is just wiveg need to do right now” (Knops, personal
interview, March 12, 2009). In the light of the BerPlus Agreement to share intelligence,
“Europe can not expect the U.S. to make signifieffarts to conduct professional surveillance
and then share it with third parties at no chasyen with allies”(CDAWI, 2007, p.48). The EU
does not have the money nor the means for a Euncjeay for it falls short in the
High-tec area and the Low-tec area (for exampkngport). What's more, the CDA would also
like to see a deletion of article 296 of the EU&kyein order to allow European defence industries
to compete. Many countries abuse this article tigot and subsidise their own defence industry
for the article says that every member state mnatl to take measures to protect its security in

relation to the production of military equipmentcedrding to the CDA, the Dutch industry will
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benefit from more free competition in the defene@duistry for it stimulates the selection of ‘the
best product at the best price’ which the JSFgead example of (CDAWI, 2007, p.49).

The CDA is against a European Defence Orgaorsdhat can operate autonomously next to
NATO. “The government holds a monopoly on the depilent of the armed forces, which is
inextricably linked to democratic accountabilityCDAWI, 2007, p.7). Even if a European copy of
NATO would be made, this would not conceal thetpall disputes that have been going on the
last ten years between France, the U.K. and GernTdrgylargest EU countries have proved not be
one united front. This can create difficulties whba EU is to act quickly during crisis situations,
for these countries are the ones that matter iofeurThat is why the CDA considers the French
full entry into the NATO as a positive developméfithe French are giving up their self-imposed
isolationism, which caused their army to lag bettimel US and the UK” (Van Herpen, 2008, p.1).
In addition, one should not forget that the Fremmatustrial lobby hopes that “French armament
sales will be boosted after France’s return tortti@ary organisation” (Van Herpen, 2008, p.1).
Even though France was not an official member ofTRAIn the military field, France has
contributed to NATO nevertheless. In return of fod NATO accession, President Sarkozy
expressed, during the EU presidency, its wish t@ldg a European defence which is not desirable
in the eyes of the CDA. According to Van Herpenarl®zy is aware of the fact that a European
defence can only be built inside, not outside agairest, NATO, will return to the fold” (2008,
p.4). However, European cooperation packs thatwalturopean countries to jointly execute
military practise and an EDA that pays attentiorEtoopean economies and defence industries is
more than welcome. Moreover, the CDA does not belignat building up a European Defence
Organisation next to NATO is necessary when alnevgry EU country is a NATO member
(78%). This can be compared with having to maydts @nd NATO) in one municipality
(Europe): there is a large possibility that thesgons will cost society extra money, although they
copy each others work. However, Turkey is not a bemof the EU and Cyprus is not a NATO
member which causes problems that should be soluglley as a member country of NATO, has
a political issue (almost conflict) with Cyprus (BEtdember state). Turkey does not recognise
Cyprus (Greek Cypriots). For this reason, despiéeBerlin-Plus agreements (2002), Turkey does
not want to share military information, militaryrngennel, capabilities and assets with the EU since
this information, according to Turkey, will fall ime hands of Cyprus (Greek Cypriots) — as well as
the other way around (Member of the European &adint Neyts-Uyttebroeck, MA, personal
interview, January 30, 2009). This problem betw&arkey and Cyprus leads to difficitorking
conditions within NATO and EU. Sitill, 78% of all¢fEU countries are a member of NATO.

Nevertheless, a European Defence Force nedAIDO already exists: the EU Battle Groups.
The CDA is in favour of these Battle Groups th& ane of the outcomes of the Helsinki Headline
Goals. In practise, these Battle Groups were hadiployed, same goes for the NATO Response

Force which has not been employed yet. Due to dlee that the EU lacks defence assets and
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capabilities, “the military structure is not beiaged” (Knops, personal interview, March 12, 2009).
At the NATO Prague Summit of 2002, the NATO RespgoRsrce initiative was launched. The
NRF is able to deploy 25,000 troops and can exeuilteary operations for period of 30 days or
longer. The NRF is an intervention force that ipatde to respond to many (security) threats like
natural disasters (hurricane Katrina) and terratticks. Though, a lot of Dutch troops are laid
down for these kinds of duties which are not be&ngployed. Moreover, longer NRF commitments
(longer than 6 month period) are also not beingluEeirope falls short in its military assets and
capabilities. A European large scale military otierais still dependent of the willingness of the
US to lead such an operation and to contribute ntildary assets that are needed (Homan,
Kreemers & Osinga, 2001, p.100). European armedeforare barely deployable in an
expeditionary sense, what became painfully evidening the great need for troop deployments in
Lebanon and Afghanistan (CDAWI, 2007, p.48). In @®A book ‘as far as the world extends’, it

is stated that “ ‘whenever decision-making of thid Becurity Council stagnates or does not do
justice to an emergency situation’, the Netherlamist consider to ‘decide to participate in a
coalition of available countries, particularly ihet case of reciprocal solidarity of the Atlantic
alliance and the European Union’ ” (for example: ™A intervention in Kosovo) (2007, p.43).
Even the Helsinki Headline Goal remains unfinisire@dpite of NATO'’s effort like the ‘Defence
Capabilities Initiative’ and the ‘Prague Capab#igi Commitment’, next to the ‘European
Capabilities Action Plan’ (CDAWI, 2007, p.48). Axxtension of the Berlin Plus Agreement is,
according to the CDA, desirable. “The committeeo aslvocates a reverse Berlin Plus structure:
NATO using EU capabilities, such as the Gendarntesiee” (CDAWI, 2007, p.50).

All'in all, there is no better alternative tdATO as security provider. “For NATO to remain the
most powerful defence organisation in the world, TMAshould not increase an admission of other
countries” (Knops, personal interview, March 12,020 Not only does NATO have more
experience, but it has more defence capacity as Weking the Kosovo conflict, the ethnic
cleansing of the Serbians in this part of Yugoslagould only be stopped by the enormous
employment of the American armyhe Rapid Reaction Force that was established gluhia
HHG (60,000 troops within 60 days) can not act virst during crisis operations and conflict
prevention. According to Knops (2009), the NRFhisrefore more likely to be used than the RRF.
“With the acceptance of the Solana paper ‘A se&upe in a Better World ‘in December 2003,
the EU has developed a serious strategy [...]” (CDRWR0DO07, p.47): at this moment, the EU’s
military force has extended to such a degree thatable to take over NATO operations (SFOR
Bosnia). In figure 10 (p. 25), the EU military aadilian operations are shown. On this map, one
can observe that the EU does already execute snilitthry operations within and across EU
borders. In addition, the Netherlands periodicalberates in the Battle Group unit as part of the

‘rapid-deployment initial’ of the RRF.
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Figure 10.
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According to the CDA, the Netherlands should naitraen itself to only focus on the EU and
NATO, for these growing organisations simultanepuake with them a growing indecisiveness
and disunity, not desired in crisis situations. §suently, ad hoc coalitions have arisen not to
replace NATO or the EU, but it is sometimes theyomhy to ensure immediate action — for
example: Operation Enduring Freedom in Iraq (CDARDQ7, p.52). The CDA does believe it to
be a wise decision to strengthen the ESDP sirateeiigthens NATO simultaneously. The EU is to
follow NATQO'’s example of common funding within tE&SDP for EU operations.

Additionally, it is preferred that internatimmilitary operations take place under the command
of NATO. Furthermore, the CDA is convinced that @pegan standardisations of military
equipment will lower the defence expenditures. Ewopean Defence Agency (EDA) is to
facilitate this process and should therefore recemore funds. If the European Defence industries
do not cooperate more, the costs of defence mhtdgliagncrease. Moreover, “in order to carry out
a strong European foreign policy, the CDA feelg the EU should speak with one voice during
international conflicts” (Alting van Geusau et &Q09, p.3). “We do not support a European army
fully subsuming national armed forces” (CDAWI, 20@747). The Community does not even have
its own Foreign Policy or a Security Policy. Mostportantly, countries will never risk loosing
their sovereignty to the EU. Besides, European tmshave shown to invest too little in defence
for it to be sufficient for a European Defence Qugation. The EU Members of Parliament for the
CDA agree with the national party ideology on deterfVerhees, personal interview, April 14,
2009).

In short, the CDA is against a European Arrgt tfully subsumes national armed forces:
countries should not lose their sovereignty. Nénadess, the party hopes that the EU countries will
unite within NATO in such a way that the EU canngaiore say and therefore, counterbalance the
Americans. The CDA does not believe that buildipgauEuropean Defence Organisation next to
NATO is necessary when almost every EU country MAAO member. Furthermore, the party
stresses that the ESDP should be complementanAT®INoperating only on low risk missions. In
this scope, the CDA is in favour of the Battle Grsuwhich are one of the outcomes of the
Helsinki Headline Goals. In the CDA book ‘as farthe world extends’ (2007), it is stated that
‘whenever decision-making of the UN Security Colirstagnates or does not do justice to an
emergency situation’, the Netherlands must consideidecide to participate in a coalition of
available countries, particularly in the case aipecal solidarity of the Atlantic alliance andeth
European Union’ (for example: NATO interventionKimsovo). To continue, the CDA hopes that
the EU is to follow NATO’s example of common fundiwithin the ESDP for EU operations. In
addition, NATO should be the corner stone of théecBand EU defence policy. The CDA prefers
that international military operations take placeler the command of NATO. Furthermore, the
CDA is convinced that the EDA can provide for Eweap standardisations of military equipment

and bring European defence industries togetherchwhiill lower the defence expenditures. To
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conclude: “lasting American involvement and intéres NATO’ must go hand in hand with

‘European consensus on and willingness to makel @duatribution to resolving the international

security issue”(CDAWI, 2007, p.43).
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2.3.VVD

The purpose of this chapter is to answer the thesis-questions. Does the VVD consider a
European Defence Organisation necessary? Woulgdhtcal party like a European Defence
Organisation to be part of the EU or NATO? In aiddit do these points of view reflect the points

of view of their Second Chamber Committee of Deéeas well?

2.3.1. Party History

In 2009, the People’s party for Freedom and Denoyc(e(\VVD) is seated in the opposition since it
had been the governing party for 14 years. Aftsinigp one of their party members (Rita Verdonk),
the VVD has 21 seats in the Second Chamber.

The VVD was established in Amsterdam on Jan@dr, 1948. The VVD was the result of a
merge between two political parties: the Party r@feldom (Partij voor de Vrijheid) and Committee-
Old (Comité-Oud). Mr. D.U. Stikker, the founder tife Party of Freedom, became NATO'’s
secretary general from April 211961 until August %1 1964.

“The VVD did not use the word ‘liberal’ in itsew name (after the merge) because of the
negative associations of that time: ‘liberalismteafWW!Il was connected with the economic
downturn and the unemployment of the 30’s” (Rijksensiteit Groningen, 2006, “Geschiedenis
Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en Democratie”). Neveriess, the liberal house of the VVD was based
on the three liberal pillars: liberty, tolerancedaresponsibility. The individual should have the
liberty to develop itself and make its own choicEewever, the liberty of one individual ends
where the liberty of the other individual begins.dther words: while using one’s liberties, one
should not limit the liberty of others. Moreoverhen one uses its liberty, one should always be
responsible and tolerable. “In the basis prograinefVVD, it is stated that ‘it is an indispensable
condition that mankind should enjoy as much libeaty possible in spiritual respect, political

respect and material respect’ ” (Rijksuniversit@ibningen, 2006, “Geschiedenis Volkspartij voor
Vrijheid en Democratie”). From 1952 until 1959, tM&¥D was a political party that was seated in
the opposition. With the exception of 1965-196¢, VD governed from 1959 until 1973.

Partly due to the changes in society of tima¢ t the VVD enjoyed an enormous growth of party
members and party seats from 1972 until 1982. lddalism increased and people did not restrain
(limit) themselves to the precepts of their religiogroup and joined other organisations which
were not connected to the religious group. In aaldjtreligion became less important in the
Netherlands. The influence of globalisation (ted&am and media) partly caused this change. In
1989, the VVD was seated in the opposition agaiowéier, “the downfall of communism in
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union led to theva¢wf the VVD liberal value of freedom”
(Rijksuniversiteit Groningen, 2006, “GeschiedenislRgpartij voor Vrijheid en Democratie”).

Thus, in 1994, the VVD returned to the governmé&ptiple’ Coalition) and it became the second
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largest governing party in 1998. From 15 Mai 1988ilul5 November 1994, Mr. F.W. Van
Eekelen who was Minister of Defence in cabinet ‘hets 1I', became secretary general of the
WEU.

To continue, the VVD seated in the governnier®002 and 2003. The freedom that some VVD
party members (A. Hirsi Ali and G. Wilders) enjoyedthin the party caused commotion.
Consequently, Wilders left the VVD in 2004 and t¢eeits own political party (Party for Liberty -
PVV). Since the elections of 2006, the VVD is sdatethe opposition, just like the PVV.

In short, the VVD is a political party wherhet liberal values of liberty, tolerance and
responsibility are at the base of its existence litkerty of an individual is limited when the lithg
of the other individual begins. However, responiiband toleration of other values and beliefs

should go hand in hand with the liberal freedom.

Figure 16 — VVD Amount of seats in Second Chamber

Valid VVD votes VVD Amount of Seats

Years %

19487,9 8
1952 8,8 9
1956 8,8 9
195912,2 19
196310,3 16
1967 10,7 17
197110,3 16
1972 14,4 22
197717,9 28
198117,3 26
1982 23,1 36
1986 17,4 27
1989 14,6 22
1994 20,0 31
1998 24,7 38
2002 15,4 24
200317,9 28
2006 14,7 22

© Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek, Den
Haag/Heerlen 1-6-2009
(Source: Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek, 20@0&rkiezingen; Historische uitslagen Tweede

Kamer”)

2.3.2. VVD political points of view

Fifteen years ago, the VVD valued NATO'’s worth ghealuring the threat from Eastern Europe
(Wessels, personal interview, March 20, 2009). fidliable NATO was the only solution during
the threat of the Cold War and the Yugoslav Cofflichereas in 2009, without these conflicts,
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there is more scope to think of other solutionsardmg security (Wessels, personal interview,
March 20, 2009). However, at this moment, Russeamseto play a more assertive role (Russia
conflict with Georgia — 2008), but an acute threfahat side is not an issue anymore. Anyhow, the
VVD is a political party that traditionally has itye primarily fixed on NATO for Europe’s
security and defence policy.

Whatever is decided in Europe in the fielsse€urity and defence policy, it must not diminish
NATO'’s importance (Wessels, personal interview, ahaR0, 2009). However, the VVD is, just
like the CDA, positive towards European countriest tdecide for themselves to form cooperation
packs in order to execute small, less risky miyitaperations. In other words: the VVD is not
against EU military operations. Nevertheless, théDVfeels that dangerous military operations
should be backed up by NATO. The VVD is not in favef a separate European Defence
Organisation. NATO should not be decoupled andidafibn and discrimination must not occur:
the three d’s.

On December 8 1998, during the annual NAT@:ifpr ministers’ summit, Secretary of State
Madaleine Allbright expressed the US wish of an ESidthin NATO' and it welcomed EU
ambitions to increase its military capabilities (ter, 2002, p.33). In addition, Allbright pointed
out that “any successful initiative must avoid prapting Alliance decision-making byde-
linking” ESDI from NATO, avoid tuplication’ existing efforts, and avoidiscriminating’ against
non-EU members — also known as the three “Ds”.libkdng’ referred to the St.Malo declaration
that desired for an independent ESDI with an autenesly acting Europe. Or rather, it underlined
to respect the Berlin-Brussels agreements. Underde-linking’ standard another concern was
expressed: ‘decoupling’. A decoupled security aefedce policy between NATO and the EU
could risk European burden sharing within NATO. Blorer, it could strengthen European
feelings of security, for the Berlin-Brussels agneat enhanced European military capacity and
simultaneously provided the possibility for Eurdpeoperate without NATO’s consent. “By this
argument, the ESDI should reinforce European cenfié in US commitments to European
security and thus the political and military coagliof the two sides of the Atlantic” (Hunter, 2002,
p.35). To continue, the EU should not discriminad@-EU members who could therefore not be a
WEU member. Every country should answer to the saonéitions in order to become part of the
EU. In the Maastricht Treaty, it was embodied tRATO members that were not EU members
could fully participate in WEU operations (Hunt2002, p.28). Thus, the ‘d’ of discriminating was
designed to stimulate a European Common ForeigrSandrity Policy with a EU Defence to press
the Petersberg Tasks and “ it relates to the adpidense within NATO of shared experience,
shared risks, and a shared political-strategicpsets/e” (Hunter, 2002, p.38).

The most important aspect of an ESDI withinTWAis that duplication must be prevented. The
EU should not invest in assets and capabilitie<wWiNATO can already provide for. Duplication

will result in a waste of money, waste of time, amdwaste of scare resources. Regarding
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duplication, the US was especially concerned alawuunnecessary waste of money since the
majority of the European NATO member states carev@n meet NATO's defence spending

standard of 2% of the Gross Domestic Product (GDPaddition, one could say that, looking at

the 1996 Berlin-Brussels agreements, duplicatientgely superfluous. Regarding the duplication

of military goods, it is significant to point outd fact that the EU and NATO do not have their own
military personnel, capabilities, information anssets. The NATO as well as NATO’s defence

capabilities are dependent on to what extend thmbee states are willing to contribute in the

defence sphere during NATO-EU operations. In pcactihe EU will not enter into a large scale

military operation without the support of NATO, thmaking the risk of duplication very small.

Regarding the Netherlands, the VVD states dhatropean Defence Organisation with its own
European army is not feasible since the Dutch aatngady has a great shortage of military
personnel and therefore, the party considers itmbe possible to deliver military troops for both
NATO and EU (Wessels, personal interview, MarchZi)9). In addition, the VVD considers the
EU to be a political dwarf compared to NATO (Hom&meemers & Osinga, 2001, p.29) and has
noticed that the European countries have big diffees in opinion regarding matters of war. “The
credibility of the ‘adequate political Union’ hasdn put to the test by the lack of decisiveness and
will-power of a large number of European Allies tok US during the bloody conflicts in the
Balkan-wars” (Homan, Kreemers & Osinga, 2001, p.#0hough the ESDP was established in
1993, the EU was not capable to employ militarop® “The Kosovo conflict has ruthlessly
revealed the weakness of the European militarytgb{Homan, Kreemers & Osinga, 2001, p. 20).
The lack of EU uniformity and decisiveness ledhe intervention of the American army, under
NATO flag, which ended the conflicts and ethnicacising in the Balkans.

VVD experts are divided about the question twhe or not to install a European Defence
Organisation with its own European army. Hans VaalBn is against the establishment of a
European Defence Organisation, whereas the VVD Meslwithin the European Parliament
(Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe) mréavour of the notion. According to Wessels,
this is because the Members of the European PatinfMaaten, Hennis-Plasschaert) have never
been in the VVD political group and therefore, dit receive the strong VVD tradition of ‘NATO
first’ (Wessels, personal interview, March 20, 200the VVD does feel that it is time that Europe
takes more responsibility during international taity operations. “West European countries have
always been able to fall back on the U.S. in otdeprevent and solve international conflicts”
(Wessels, personal interview, March 20, 2009). Hmxethe European foreign policy should
always be put into effect in close cooperation WitATO. The EU should not have its own
military force. The EU and therefore, the Nethedsnwill always need the U.S. A good example
is the EU catastrophe during the Bosnia conflicthwthe Serbians: the EU tried to solve this
conflict diplomatically with the UN (United NationBrotection Force: UNPROFOR) but forgot

that machine guns do not stop tanks. The EU demadadtthat they were not by force and not able
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to intervene decisively to solve such a conflictithiv the EU, the lack of decisiveness prevents
quick and meaningful intervention. Thus, the EUl ailvays need NATO and the US for military
actions.

The VVD is not against the creation of a Ewap Defence Organisation within NATO in order
to gain more power within NATO (since the majorfyNATO consists of European countries). A
European Defence pillar within NATO could contribuio European uniformity and therefore
increase the level of decisiveness. When Europeamtdes within NATO are not divided
anymore, a European bloc (see: figure 4 and fi§upgmge 73) can be formed. This European bloc
makes it easier for the European countries to sapnJ.S. decisions within NATO and therefore,
diminish the feeling of ‘U.S. rules’ within NATO. éVertheless, it is important that such a
European Defence Organisation within NATO shouldvprits worth. In addition, the Turkish
problem with Cyprus (Greek Cypriots) has to be edlquickly “especially when Turkey wishes to
become an EU member” (Wessels, personal interidavch 20, 2009). The VVD states that the
main condition to allow Turkey to gain EU membepsisi when Turkey is able to maintain normal
contact with Cyprus and vice versa (Wessels, patsoterview, March 20, 2009). When Turkey is
not a member of the EU, it will increase the pafigitithat the EU can speak with one voice within
NATO, since Cyprus is an EU member. It is importdmdt a European Defence Organisation
within NATO has the same military procedures, jargand doctrines as NATO and a
disconnection from NATO must not occur within commmation flows (codes). These are the most
important aspects during military operations. Othse, the vulnerability of NATO will increase
during crisis operations. Therefore, “military pemael should enjoy a universal training for this
will increase the effectiveness of military opevag8” (Wessels, personal interview, March 20,
2009). The Rapid Reaction force is in the eyeshef\fVD not ambitious enough: 60,000 troops
within 60 days is a too long period of time to li#eato operate during crisis situations. The EU
must have the power and will to operate more quickevertheless, the VVD does not like the
idea of a federal EU government and the idea thetBU will be developed into a super state
(Bolkestein et al., 2008, p.2).

In short, the VVD is a political party whethe liberal values of liberty, tolerance and
responsibility are at the base of its existenceas€hthree values are intertwined and can’'t be seen
as individual values. The VVD considers NATO tothe most important organisation in the field
of security and defence policy and nothing shouldimish this status. Nevertheless, there are
differences in opinion about the question whethrarad to install a European Defence Organisation
with its own European army. Hans Van Baalen israjahe establishment of a European Defence
Organisation, whereas the VVD Members within thedpean Parliament (ALDE) are in favour of
the notion. Nevertheless, the VVD declares to mrsfj a European Defence Organisation which
can take autonomous action, separable of and weMATO. However, the VVD is positive

towards European countries that decide for therasete form cooperation packs in order to
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execute small, less risky military operations.His tway, the European countries show that they are
willing to share the defence burdens equally withTi®. In addition, the VVD feels that it is time
that Europe takes more responsibility during ireéional military operations. Furthermore, in
order to enhance European uniformity and the le¥alecisiveness, the VVD is not against the
creation of a European Defence Organisation witkTO in order to gain more power within
NATO. In addition, the EU must not develop intcedédral super state. The VVD sees unanimsgy
the reason why a European Defence could never wioik:has already been proven not to work
during the Yugoslav conflicts. Moreover, the VVDnsiders that duplication with NATO should
always be prevented and that the problem with Twewd Cyprus should be solved without the
creation of an extra Defence Organisation. Theipaliparty VVD is divided about whether or not
to install a European Defence Organisation neXAd O. These beliefs can both be explained by

the liberal value of liberty, tolerance and reslaility.
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3. Chapter three
NATO’s VIEW ON EU DEFENCE POLICY

The purpose of this chapter is to answer the questhether the political views of the VVD, the
CDA and the VVD reflect the practical side of NAT®and EU’s defence policy. Moreover, the
question if a European Defence Organisation iset@ért of the EU or of NATO and if this is

feasible, usable and efficient will be answered.

3.1. History

After WWII, the European countries were concernédud the attitude and the expansionist
policies of the USSR. Even though the Western Eesioountries slowly demobilised their armed
forces after 1945, the USSR kept its defence maciorking at the same level as it did during
WWII. On top of that, the Soviet Communist Partg diot keep its goals and ideologies a secret.
Josef Stalin communicated to the Allied leaders tigghad Polish and Czech nationals which were
to rule from Moscow and turn the countries into camist states. Given the fact that ‘Stalin’s
army’ was already present in these countries, dtdtement was taken very seriously. Moreover,
“Stalin also told the Allied leaders that it woubé in the national interest of the Soviet Union to
have a heavy presence in the region so Eastermp&wauld serve as a buffer zone between the
Soviet Union and what they perceived as Europeameagion” (The Cold War Museum, 2008,
“The Czechoslovakia Coup”). This was enough redsorthe United Nations to expect that the
USSR would not honour the sovereignty and indepeceleof the European states that were
threatened with aggression by the USSR. “The intjposof undemocratic forms of government
and the repression of effective opposition anddobsman and civil rights and freedoms in many
Central and Eastern European countries, as wedllsevhere in the world, compounded these
fears” (NATO, 2006, p.16). Furthermore, between719%d 1949, some political events really
showed Europe that the threat of the USSR shoulthken very seriously; Turkey, Greece and
Norway were threatened with the loss of their iretefent sovereign state to Soviet communism;
the 1948 communist coup in Prague (Czechoslovaiepjesented the destruction of the last
existing democratic state in Eastern Europe andirBeas imposed by an illegal Soviet blockade
in April 1948 which prevented food and other supplio get into Germany.

These events led to the founding of the BiasBeeaty Organisation in 1948, which established
the Western Union Defence Organisation (WEU). “#svalso the first step in the process leading
to the signature of the North Atlantic Treaty in499and the creation of the North Atlantic
Alliance” (NATO, 2006, p.17). This Treaty was ttesult of negotiations between Canada and the
US, which were characterised by securing the sigcafiEurope and North America. This led to

the signing of the Washington Treaty in 1949 by Bnassels Treaty Members: Iceland, Portugal,
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Italy, Norway, Denmark, the US and Canada. “Thatyrea model of brevity and clarity, paved the
way for the Alliance’s adaptation to the constarthanging dynamic of international security”
(NATO, 2006, p.9). NATO was to protect its membesscurity and freedom by political and
military means, based on the rule of law, democra@lues and respect of human rights.
Furthermore, “through the treaty, member counttmsmitted themselves to sharing the risks and
responsibilities of collective security and undketanot to enter into any other international
commitments which might conflict with the treatfNATO, 2006, p.17).

After the end of the Cold War, NATO had to mba its role that it had played on the world
stage. In the 1990s, a new strategy was formed\N&IdD “undertook peacekeeping tasks in areas
of conflict outside the Alliance, opening the way & lead role in multinational crisis-management
operations and extensive cooperative arrangemdttisother organisations” (NATO, 2006, p.9).
At a Brussels NATO meeting in 1994, the EuropeacuBgy and Defence Identity (ESDI) was
established within NATO as a support for WEU miltaperations. “In this way, the WEU was
simultaneously developed as the defence compoffi¢ghe &U and as a means of strengthening the
European pillar of NATO” (NATO, 2006, p.245).

Figure 17 Indexed Dutch defence expenditures and jme-index rate gross national product
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(Source: Arkesteijn, 2006, p.2)

When in 2002 EU decisions and actions in the fefldefence were transferred from the WEU to
the EU, it changed the relationship between NAT@ BiWJ. “In the NATO-EU Declaration on
ESDP issued in December 2002, the two organisatiseécomed the strategic partnership
established between the EU and NATO in crisis mememt, founded on our shared values, the
indivisibility or our security and our determinatido tackle the challenges of the new century’ ”
(NATO, 2006, p.248). In addition, on September DD, the communist threat was replaced by
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the terrorist threat which strengthened the ided MATO’s role was to be the multinational
security provider that was not constrained by gaplgical limits. For example, NATO leads the
International Security Assistance Force in Afghtamsfrom August 2003, assists the Interim
Government of Iraq with the training of its secyfitrces in 2004 and it assisted the peacekeeping
mission of the African Union in Darfur (Sudan) inp#d 2005 (NATO, 2006, p.24). In the
Netherlands, as one can see in figure 17, the deferpenditures raised significantly due to the
terrorist attacks in 2001.

However, these expenditures slightly decreasgid 2002. From 2002 until 2005, the defence
expenses gradually show a positive trend. This shihat the Dutch government is willing to
spend more on defence when there is an acute .thrbet threat might also explain why the
‘Defence expenditures as a percentage of gross stmnp@oduct’ (see: figure 7, page 74) have
remained steady at 1.5% until 2007. Though, it da#sexplain why the ‘Defence expenditures as
a percentage of gross domestic product’ did naerabon after the terrorist attacks of September
11, 2001. To continue, one could also question thley'Defence expenditures as a percentage of
gross domestic product’ fell to 1.4% in 2008. Tiight have been caused by a diminution of the
international threat of terrorism.

Until 2000, no formal relationship existed veeén NATO and the EU, although “the WEU
acted as the interface cooperation between NATOtlaosk European countries seeking to build a
stronger European security and defence identithiwiNATO” (NATO, 2006, p.243). However,
this changed after the Balkan wars, when the EUdddcto establish the ESDP pillar within the
Maastricht Treaty. The ESDP policy had to be comtid with NATO and NATO would provide
for the majority of the functions that once belomge the WEU. “This led to the development of a
strategic partnership (NATO-EU Declaration on thedpean Security and Defence Policy (ESDP)
between the two organisations and the agreemethteoBerlin Plus arrangements, which provide
access to NATO's collective assets and capabilfieamilitary operations led by the European
Union” (NATO, 2006, p.243). These decisions estdilgd the basis for the two organisations to
cooperate in the sphere of crisis management anavbirk out the detailed modalities for the
transfer of responsibility to the EU for the NAT&d military operations in the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia in 2003, and, from Decemt#¥4? in Bosnia and Herzegovina” (NATO,
2006, p.28) (see: figure 10, p.31).

Since this change of character of NATO operati NATO'’s defence force had to be adapted in
order to execute small-scale crisis response apegafThus, in 2002, at the NATO Prague Summit
(the Prague Capabilities Commitment); the NATO Resg Force (NRF) was created. The NRF is
able to deploy 25,000 troops and can execute myildperations for a period of 30 days or longer.
The NRF was an initiative of the US Secretary fafdhce, Donald Rumsfeld (2002) (NATO,
2008, “The NATO Response Force - At the centre ATN transformation”). However, NATO
did not like any confusion about whether the EURFRHelsinki Headline Goal) or NATO’s NRF
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should intervene during military crisis situatiofis..] NATO would need to know what the EU,
through ESDP, was contemplating in terms of opematin order to assess what military assets
might not be available to NATO, even though nominaubject to recall — given that the
Europeans’ national ‘NATO’ forces and ‘rapid reaatiforces’ are, for the most part, one and the
same” (Hunter, 2002, p.74). NATO requested trarepar on this issue so it could weigh the
advantages and disadvantages of the ESDP (EU) tandrather (predecessor), the European
Security and Defence Identity (ESDI) at NATO. Onsadvantage of the ESDP is that the EU has
not proven to be decisive during crisis situatidpgring the Yugoslavia Conflict in 1995 (Bosnia)
and 1999 (Kosovo), the EU showed the world thatauld not act as a powerful, decisive
community. However, during the conflict between @ and Russia in 2008, the EU proved that
it could act very quickly. Even the decision-makiwgnt very fast: within three weeks, an EU
monitoring mission was present in Georgia and Wes everything that the EU could do without
the support of NATO '{Lieutenant General drs. A.G.D. van Osch, MA, peasanterview, April

20, 2009).

“In theory, the European arrangements haveativantage, in terms of being able to conduct a
crisis management operation that does not requmenaal handing over of responsibility from one
institution to another — with all of the inhereniffidulties that such a process could entail” (Hamt
2002, p86). In addition, one should not forget tN&ATO has no government: the Council of
NATO is simply a get-together of representativesrfrsovereign member states. In the same way,
one cannot compare NATO's secretary general withraster (of foreign affairs). In 2003, the EU
and NATO had a joint crisis management exerciseviaa based on the Berlin Plus agreements. In
the same year, the NATO-EU Capability was estabtislit examines the relation and interaction
of the NRF and the EU Battle Groups, which are pathe NATO-EU agenda under the Berlin
Plus agreements (NATO, 2006, p.251).

“During the intervening years (before the diohin Georgia), it was demonstrated that the EU
did not have the combination of military resouregsl political will to take on operations such as
the Implementation Force (IFOR) or Stabilisatiorrdeo(SFOR) in Bosnia, and the US provided
most of the key resources for the air war agairesbi@ over Kosovo” (Sloan, 2003, p.170).
However, the EU has taken on more responsibilityltist seven years. A good example hereby is
the 2008 monitoring mission in Georgia, and the BPBFhas taken over the SFOR mission in
Bosnia. “At the institutional level, internationatganisations including the UN, the EU and the
Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Eerd@SCE) are recognising the need to meet
threats such as terrorism square on, with all ésaurces available, and to coordinate this effort
rather than to rely on the resources of any simgleration”(NATO, 2006, p.28). In addition,
“NATO remains an inter-governmental organisationwhich each member country retains its
sovereignty and decisions are taken jointly by tember countries on the basis of consensus”
(NATO, 2006, p.15).

The Hague School of European Studies 37



European Defence Organisation T.C.E. Kipp

In short, NATO’s role in the world changedrsfgcantly since its establishment in 1949 until
2009. After WOII, NATO was a collective defence amgsation which protected its members
against the soviet threat during the Cold War. TBo¢d War provided the binding factor that held
the sovereign NATO member states together. Howeliermilitary character of NATO changed
during the Cold War since NATO became aware of flaet that military support can be
safeguarded through close political cooperatiorweeh its member states. This became even
clearer during the Yugoslav conflict in the 1990ke EU proved that the community could not
agree on military intervention and thus, the UShimitNATO had to intervene and solve the
Yugoslav conflict at the Balkans. Due to the inda@, almost ambivalent, attitude of the EU
during the Yugoslav conflict, the EU Member Stateslised that they were not capable to act as a
powerful community which is able to protect Eurdmg military intervention. Looking at the
history of the EU, which was based on preventingsvita Europe through the European Coal and
Steal Community, it was shown that even 60 yedes,lthe EU needs NATO to protect is security.
At the same time, NATO feels that the EU could takemore responsibility in the field of defence.
Consequently, a bridge between the European amahiftlgap was build: the establishment of the
ESDP which is supported through the Berlin BrusBelgyain of 1996 and later on, the Berlin Plus
agreements of 2002. At this moment, the EU is, fiust NATO, operating beyond its borders.
Moreover, the EU is really showing that it sharesponsibility with NATO by taking over NATO
missions. However, the ‘Defence expenditures asraeptage of gross domestic product’ of the
Netherlands is with 1.4% still lower than the NAT®mand of 2%. So, one can conclude that the

defence responsibilities between NATO and the Enatt being fairly shared yet.

3.2. NATO points of view

The gape between the US and the EU Member StatkinnWWATO (NATO-EU) still exist because
of the fact that every country is still trying tatgts nations’ interests first. One the one hahdre
should be more material cooperation between NATOEH (and within the EU), but on the other
hand, the EU Member States hope that their defemniestries are the ones that can benefit from
this development. Therefore, there is a very litthance that the most optimal products are being
made. Thus, in the field of the defence policyrehare different interests involved. Still, every
large conflict can only be solved with large co@ten packs that consist of the EU, the US and
Canada” (Lieutenant General drs. A.G.D. van OschA, personal interview, April 20, 2009). The
Netherlands shares this view. However, France liteesexecute EU’s defence policy in a
‘European-only’ context. France wants to build upnare powerful EU. However, the EU still
consists of sovereign states that, on the basmwe$ensus, decide whether or not to intervene.
Given the fact that the EU is not a federal stties is a logical consequence. Even the Dutch

government tries to stimulate its own defence itigusSo, the disunity can be explained without
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labelling it with a negative judgement: there i just one EU Member State to blame for this
development.

Given the fact that the EU is not a federatestit means that the EU has a larger government
than, for example, the US. In the 27 EU MembereStathere are: 27 ministers of defence, 27
Chiefs of Staff, 27 Defence Staffs, 27 boards dénee material etc. Of these elements, the US has
just one of each, and also just one governnfeieutenant General drs. A.G.D. van Osch, MA,
personal interview, April 20, 2009). So, the legkbecisiveness of the US is far higher than tliat o
the EU. Only if the EU could become a federal stiite EU could reach the same level as the US
in the field of defence and the level of decisiveneThe fast majority of the Netherlands does not
agree with the notion of federalisnflieutenant General drs. A.G.D. van Osch, MA, pe&o
interview, April 20, 2009). Even the EU has not regsed the ambition to become a federal state.
All but one of the EU Member States that are ndtATrO member, do have the disposal of a
NATO partnership. The goal of this partnershipdsehhance cooperation, transparency, mutual
confidence and it enables the NATO partners toijpiaction. One could argue that, because of the
NATO partnerships, another Defence OrganisatioBurope is superfluous. Furthermore, the EU
has chosen to focus on the crisis management tats,called: the Petersberg Tasks. “It is
therefore quite logic that for large military opegoas the EU always chooses NATQ ieutenant
General drs. A.G.D. van Osch, MA, personal intexyidpril 20, 2009). The EU already has two
EU Battle Groups that can act during crisis managenoperations and peace operations. These
Battle Groups can deploy scouting units within foeys, which is comparable to NATO’s NRF
reaction time(Lieutenant General drs. A.G.D. van Osch, MA, peatanterview, April 20, 2009).
Large NRF operations have not been executed dteetéact that at this moment, a lot of other
military forces are being employed.

General Van Osch is completely satisfied wite Dutch defence policy: “we see primarily
NATO as the security provider and as the orgamisatin which we should focus” (Lieutenant
General drs. A.G.D. van Osch, MA, personal intewié\pril 20, 2009). NATO provides the
Netherlands with interoperability and modernisatiand it enhances cooperation with the US
“which the Netherlands need” (Lieutenant General &.G.D. van Osch, MA, personal interview,
April 20, 2009). However, the level of efficiencyitiin the EU can be increased on the level of
military cooperation, task specialisation and mateooperation. “A lot of material projects do not
get started because of the various interests diffexent national defence industries” (Lieutenant
General drs. A.G.D. van Osch, MA, personal intesvidpril 20, 2009). For example, in the
Netherlands, the Ministry of Economic Affairs isvotved when there are large defence material
projects. The Ministry of Economic Affairs will thaassess how the Dutch industry can benefit
from it so this industry can get orders. To sumtbp, differences of Member States’ interests can
be one of the reasons why one could argue if asp@ddent European Defence Organisation could

work. That is why some argue that there should l&uspean pillar within NATO. This will
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diminish the competition and enhance cooperatidiime”Dutch government sees NATO as the
organisation in which we can promote our interdbts best and more importantly, as the
organisation that can enable enhanced Europeaream in the field of defence” (Lieutenant
General drs. A.G.D. van Osch, MA, personal intexyi@pril 20, 2009).

According to General Van Osch (2009), the EBAt the moment an organisation that does not
do projects on its own and therefore, should noeike more funds (personal interview, April 20,
2009). However, a lot of EU countries complain tiet EDA does not do enough. Conversely, the
EDA states that, because of the small amount (leff)nds, it does not have enough capacity and
people in order to execute and expand its tasks. ttds moment, the EDA is mainly an
organisation that organises defence projects aerd @ it that countries talk to each other.
Furthermore, it increases transparency so thattdesrsee which doctrines they should follow in
order to start material projects with each otheergtthere is need for it” (Lieutenant General drs.
A.G.D. van Osch, MA, personal interview, April 22009). The EU Military Committee (EUMC)
is one of the players that also takes part inghime. The EDA initiates these projects and does not
lead them. However, a lot of EU Member States fieal the EDA should be able to take up this
task as well. Nevertheless, thanks to the EDA ,qatsj that improve EU’s capability have started,
for example: the Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVsgdahe EU Network Enabled Capabilities
(NEC). When EU Member States work together in thkl fof defence material, the defence costs
will decrease and the output will increase. It Ietacheaper to gather one industry and one irtteres
the product size will increase which will enhandéceency. Therefore, EU defence material
cooperation is very meaningful. In the same sc6pe-uropean Army or a European Defence
Organisation which can operate autonomously, resnt independent of NATO is not wise and
will only increase the costs” (Lieutenant Genena. dA.G.D. van Osch, MA, personal interview,
April 20, 2009). In the same way, the level of @fincy is raised by taking care that military units
can be employed for both organisations: NATO and Ehke risk of only having multinational
units is that they are only used for an internaiamit. In this way, looking at the consensual
decision-making of the EU, every EU Member State t@m agree with military employment.
Looking at EU’s disunited attitude during the Yulgasconflict, one could have observed that this
does not work well. Therefore, the EU has Battloups in which countries can decide for
themselves whether or not they would like to jdNevertheless, one can also argue that one
international (multinational) defence unit can eese the level of efficiency (training together,
bigger interoperability). However, the political algon-making within the EU will get more
difficult and in the end, probably hinder eventmilitary actions.

“The Netherlands should do whatever it candbbe dependent of third parties, unless we are
too small to make our own decisions (when theradsother way)” (Lieutenant General drs.
A.G.D. van Osch, MA, personal interview, April 22009). For example: the Netherlands needs

‘strategic airlift’, but our defence budget is temall. That is why the Netherlands shares the costs
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“we buy an airplane with other countries and fog #timount (share) that we have bought; we
receive flight hours” (Lieutenant General drs. ADGvan Osch, MA, personal interview, April 20,
2009). At this moment, France and the UK are ewvgimg to initiate a carrier Battle Group. In
other words, the small defence budget compels tsthedlands to form cooperation packs with
other EU countries. One could thus question if #msll budget in fact advances EU cooperation
in the field of defence. However, it does not aaeathe relationship with NATO and the position
of the EU within NATO. The difference between thg that spends 4.0% of the GDP on defence,
and the Netherlands that spends 1.4% on defenes, wot only bring harm to the EU-NATO
relationship of ‘shared responsibilities’, butiinsiitaneously lets the US know that the Netherlands
(as well as the majority of the EU states within ™3 counts on, and is dependent of NATO as
security provider. General Van Osch states that Nietherlands should raise its defence budget to
2% of the GDP” (personal interview, April 20, 2009)

The Turkey-Cyprus problem (almost conflictedaot cause problems for defence cooperation
within the EU, but is does hamper defence coopmrdietween NATO and the EU in almost every
way. For example: Cyprus has delivered an OffideBwaff for the Atalanta Headquarters (EU
counter piracy mission) on the operational as waslthe tactical level. As a result, Turkey could
not contribute to the mission any more. One coléddfore consider the decision to admit Cyprus
to the EU before this problem was solved, as unwisethis moment, Cyprus can, and Cyprus
does blockevery EU decision which includes Turkey. At the same timarkey blocks NATO
cooperation with the EU” (Lieutenant General drsGA. van Osch, MA, personal interview,
April 20, 2009). This is due to the fact that whieurkey decides to cooperate with the EU, which
includes Cyprus, it would automatically mean theogmition of Cyprus as a country, which
Turkey denies. On top of that, Turkey resents Cyiou the fact that it blocks Turkey’s admittance
to the EU. “This problem is the main cause for l@mbperation between NATO and EU”
(Lieutenant General drs. A.G.D. van Osch, MA, peatdanterview, April 20, 2009). However, it
does not stop good defence cooperation within theA€cording to Van Den Doel (2004, p.9), the
Berlin-Plus agreements have made Turkey to stopbissruction because it signed the agreement.
However, this is not correct. “Turkey has signesl Berlin-Plus agreement, but under the condition
that ‘Cyprus is not involved’ ”
April 20, 2009). Nevertheless, the current Berlladfoperation in Boshia (ALTHEA) works well:

(Lieutenant Genedas. A.G.D. van Osch, MA, personal interview,

both NATO and EU are satisfied. However, Cyprughuiie support of Greece, prevents (blocks)
the Berlin-Plus agreement to be used one more (itiseitenant General drs. A.G.D. van Osch,
MA, personal interview, April 20, 2009). Cyprusdapable to block this decision, since a decision
can only be reached by consensus. “Because otctm8ict, a European Defence Organisation
within NATO is impossible” (Lieutenant General d&sG.D. van Osch, MA, personal interview,
April 20, 2009).
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Due to the St. Malo meeting, the Netherlands isemiovolved with ‘capability planning’: what
kind of defence material is necessary within the ke 21 countries that are a member of the EU
and NATO prevent duplication for themselves: theyndbt want to spend more on defence than
necessary (Lieutenant General drs. A.G.D. van Qdgié\, personal interview, April 20, 2009). In
addition, NATO does not like duplication either c@gnthe majority of the EU countries do not
spend enough money on defence (figure 7, p. 74}h&umore, General Van Osch cannot imagine
that the EU gets involved with a conflict in whitie Americans believe that it is against US’
interests (personal interview, April 20, 2009). Adudhally, General Van Osch feels that the NRF
and the RRF contribute to the overall capacity @hbEU and NATO (personal interview, April
20, 2009). With the NRF and the RRF, there is araesption: for a NATO operation, the NRF is
used and for an EU operation, the Battle Groupseargloyed. Furthermore, when there is a very
large military conflict, the military units can spr@perations. To continue, “the US preferred that
the EU could solve the Bosnia conflict on its owtowever, the EU lacked the political will and
the means. Even if the EU had the will, it lackedetice assets and capabilities. This definitely
goes for the transport capacity and intelligendgétenant General drs. A.G.D. van Osch, MA,
personal interview, April 20, 2009). Furthermoreere is a very good cooperation between NRF
and RRF: there is no competition. At the informealdl, there is a very good contact between the
Directorate General of the EU military staff anck tBirectorate General of the International
Military Staff (NATO) every two weeks. “There wer® clear agreements made about the NRF
and RRF, everything is being agreed upon in anriméd manner which works really well”
(Lieutenant General drs. A.G.D. van Osch, MA, peatanterview, April 20, 2009). For example,
when there is a conflict which includes Turkey adA4TrO member, the NRF is employed. When
there is a conflict with a country that is not a NA member (Sweden), the RRF is used.
Consultation takes place when countries are nagmmlmer of NATO and the EU.

The EU Battle Groups have the same doctrindspaocedures as NATO: NATO is ‘leading’.
Moreover, a unit that is employed for an EU Ba@®up that will last six months can be offered
to the NRF the other six months because the mjlitancedures are the same. The EU and
simultaneously the Netherlands see NATO at thestginilitary security. In addition, the EU tries
to consolidate its position within NATO, but not @Gempetition with NATO: “we have to spend
our money as well as we can” (Lieutenant Geneal ArG.D. van Osch, MA, personal interview,
April 20, 2009). There are a lot of conditions thanilitary unit should meet to before it can jain
NRF mission. These conditions are presented bySiereme Allied Commander in Europe
(SACEUR). The EU Battle Groups do not have to naeetain conditions. The political conditions
are that the North Atlantic Council (NAC) on thelesiof NATO and the Council on the EU side,
decide what to employ and how to employ the Bdstleup. According to General Van Osch, the
EU took action quickly during the conflict betwe&eorgia and Russia, even the decision-making

process went fast (personal interview, April 20020 Within three weeks, there was an EU
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Monitoring Mission in Georgia. The EU proved itsnfoduring this conflict — “I am very proud”
(Lieutenant General drs. A.G.D. van Osch, MA, peatanterview, April 20, 2009). During the
Yugoslav conflict there were no such things aslB&broups and at the moment; the EU has two
Battle Groups. “Of course the EU was not able tp ¢he Russians; the EU does not have the
capacity. Moreover, NATO did not want to intervebecause it condemned the behaviour of
President Saakashvili” (Lieutenant General drs..B.Gzan Osch, MA, personal interview, April
20, 2009). However, just like during the Yugosleanftict (Bosnia), the US stepped in and
challenged Russia openly by threatening Russiatllesie were consequences to Russia’s actions.
The EU does not have that kind of power. Even sepitle the French ambitions, “France does not
want an EU Defence Force to intervene in largelaasf that is why they have returned to NATO”
(Lieutenant General drs. A.G.D. van Osch, MA, peasinterview, April 20, 2009).

In short, one of the most important reasong thiere is still a Euro-Atlantic gap within NATO
is due to the fact that its members are soverdapesthat all try to put its nations’ intereststfi
However the EU Member States and NATO know thatdaronflicts and crisis situations can only
be solved when the Member States join forces. Théhétlands shares this opinion as well.
However, the decision-making process which is basedconsensus does not contribute and
enhance the decisiveness of the EU. This is cuyrestitown by the Cyprus-Turkey problem:
Cyprus within the EU blocks every EU decision i tiield of defence which involves Turkey.
Therefore, the EU needs NATO in order to restodcpend safeguard the security in the EU. The
Dutch government sees NATO as the main securityigeo and has chosen to only focus on this
organisation when it comes to safeguarding therggaumithin the EU. Moreover, the relationship
with NATO provides the Netherlands with an increagénteroperability and modernisation. The
EU can not play this role. Moreover, the Dutch gomeent considers NATO to be the only
organisation that can enhance European coopeiatitwe field of defence. The Netherlands is not
yet very enthusiastic about the EDA since it ioaganisation that does not execute projects on its
own. However, the Netherlands does value that thA Bave started projects that improve EU’s
military capability and it values defence matedabperation between NATO and the EU. When
this cooperation is effective, the defence costsdecrease and the output will increase. Therefore
a European Army or a European Defence Organisatlinh can operate autonomously, next to
and independent of NATO is thus unwise and willydntrease the defence costs. Moreover, since
NATO’s memberships and partnerships exclude justild country one could argue that another
Defence Organisation within Europe is superfluditse risk of only having multinational units is
that they are only used for an international unithis way, given the consensual decision-making
of the EU, every EU Member State has to agree witlitary employment. Looking at EU’s
disunited attitude during the Yugoslav conflicteooould have observed that this does not work
well. Therefore, the EU has Battle Groups that glevfor the solution. In this way, the EU

countries can decide for themselves whether oithret would like to join. These Battle Groups
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enable the EU to take up more responsibility wittiia EU, which is shown by the actions that
were taken by the EU during the Georgia-RussialicbnBecause of the fact that the Netherlands,
as a NATO member, has promised NATO to join forsng military operations, the Netherlands
is forced to form cooperation packs with other Edumtries for it does not have a sufficient
defence budget that enables the Netherlands tahHmiglefence material that is needed. In other
words, counties with small defence budgets coopeayatthe basis of ‘having insufficient defence
funds’ and therefore, they are dependent of eabbrotSo, the lack of defence funds can be
considered as the current binding factor for Euampeountries within NATO and EU. The binding
factor of the Cold War was replaced by the tertdhiseat and now by the ‘defence budget crisis’.
To put it in another way, the Netherlands has nmi@gepolitical choice to not reserve a large
defence budget in order to support a European Bef@mnganisation that can act autonomously and
next to NATO (see: figure 12).
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4. Chapter four
CONCLUSIONS

Looking at Europe’s violent history, the questiohywVestern Europe did not choose for its own
military institutions and defence organisation cbbk due to the fact that the European countries
did not want to give up their sovereignty and bseaof the fact that therefore the countries could
only make decisions on the basis of consensusaHong time, the Cold War provided for the
binding factor within Europe because it drove a geabetween the Western and Eastern part of the
world, that is to say: the capitalist west and tleenmunist east. After the Cold War, Western
Europe decided to remain military dependent on UWnéed States within NATO by the 1992
Petersberg Declaration and subsequently the 20@ihBdus Agreement. The European Defence
Agency (2004) could be considered as a step tovaEigopean Defence Organisation, although it
does not receive a lot of funds from its MembetestaOne could question this decrease of defence
funds, because an enlargement of the defence fomalsl result in financial gain in times of
economical recession: when European countries ganldre capacity to produce defence goods,
European companies and simultaneously Europeanevsorkll benefit as well. Furthermore, the
EU could also improve its position in the defenuduistry (when defence materials are purchased).
This competitive environment can enhance the chafiagaining the ‘best product for the best
price’. Since the defence industries in Europenateable to compete with the US defence industry
yet, the European countries are dependent on theTt8ontinue, the EU does not strive for an
increase of the defence budget but more cooperatidhe field of defence (materials) which
makes the EU defence policy more efficient and cedicosts.

NATO's role in the world changed significan{lgince its establishment in 1949) until 2009.
After WOII, NATO was a collective defence organisatwhich protected its members against the
soviet threat during the Cold War. This Cold Wapwded the binding factor that held the
sovereign NATO member states together. However,ntiigary character of NATO changed
during the Cold War since NATO became aware of filaet that military support can be
safeguarded through close political cooperatiorweeh its member states. This became even
clearer during the Yugoslav conflict in the 199Tke EU proved that the community could not
agree on military intervention and thus, the UShimitNATO had to intervene and solve the
Yugoslav conflict at the Balkans. Due to the inda@, almost ambivalent, attitude of the EU
during the Yugoslav conflict, the EU Member Statslised that they were not capable to act as a
powerful community which is able to protect Eurdpe military intervention. Looking at the
history of the EU, which was based on preventingsvita Europe through the European Coal and
Steal Community, it was shown that even 60 yedes,lthe EU needs NATO to protect is security.

At the same time, NATO feels that the EU could takemore responsibility in the field of defence.
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Consequently, a bridge between the European amahiftlgap was build: the establishment of the
ESDP which is supported through the Berlin BrusBalgyain of 1996 and later on, the Berlin Plus
agreements of 2002. At this moment, the EU is, fiust NATO, operating beyond its borders.
Moreover, the EU is really showing that it sharesponsibility with NATO by taking over NATO
missions. However, the ‘Defence expenditures asraeptage of gross domestic product’ of the
Netherlands is with 1.4% still lower than the NA@@&mand of 2%. The difference between the US
that spends 4.0% of the GDP on defence, and thieeNands that spends 1.4% on defence, does
not only bring harm to the EU-NATO relationship‘stiared responsibilities’, but it simultaneously
lets the US know that the Netherlands (as wellhasnbajority of the EU Member States within
NATO) counts on, and is dependent of NATO as sgcpriovider. The reason why defence, and
simultaneously the defence budget, became lessriamtan the Netherlands remains unclear.
However, it had nothing to do with the developmerit the unemployment rate and the
development of the economic growth over the ye&tsthermore, the decrease of defence
expenditures does not cohere with the governingegsafrom 1985 until 2008. For the defence
budget, it does not make a difference whether tAPthe CDA or the VVD are seated in
government: the defence funds have always decre&@sesl can conclude that the VVD and the
CDA, which claim to have the defence interests’ treddefence budget at heart, do not change the
defence funds while they are in government. In ofterds: one could argue if defence really has a
high priority on the political agenda of the CDAdaviVD.

Another important reason why there is stif@o-Atlantic gap within NATO is due to the fact
that its members are sovereign states that atbtput its nations’ interests first. However, the E
Member States and NATO know that large conflictd ansis situations can only be solved when
the Member States join forces. The Netherlandseshtis opinion as well. However, the decision-
making process which is based on consensus doentitbute and enhance the decisiveness of
the EU. This is currently shown by the Cyprus-Tyrkgoblem: Cyprus within the EU blocks
every EU decision in the field of defence whichdlwes Turkey. Even though NATO also makes
its decisions on the basis of consensus, the lpoyeer of the US can compel other NATO
members to act as the US deems fit. The EU doesavat a country which has the same amount of
power as can be compared to the US within NATQother words, the EU lacks a country which
can cut the Gordian knot. Because of the slow amsd decision-making process of the EU, the
EU needs NATO in order to restore peace and safddhba security in the EU. By comparison, the
Dutch government sees NATO as the main securityigeo as well and has chosen to only focus
on this organisation when it comes to safeguarthiegsecurity within the EU. Looking at defence
expenditures from 2001 until 2005, the Netherlahds increased its expenses for NATO, and
decreased its expenses for the European SecurétyDmfence Policy. As said before, this
development can be interpreted in such a way teaNetherlands does not consider the EU as the

best organ that can execute military crisis openati Moreover, the relationship with NATO
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provides the Netherlands with an increase of iperability and modernisation. The EU can not
provide for these benefits. Moreover, the Dutchagoment considers NATO, and not the EU, to
be the only organisation that can enhance Europeaperation in the field of defence. The
Netherlands is not yet very enthusiastic aboutBB&\ since it is an organisation that does not
execute projects on its own. However, the Nethedaioes value that the EDA has started projects
that improve EU’s military capability and at thensa time, the Netherlands values defence
material cooperation between NATO and the EU. Wihésn cooperation is effective, the defence
costs will decrease and the output will increasker&fore, a European Army or a European
Defence Organisation which can operate autonompungyt to and independent of NATO is
considered unwise by the CDA, the VVD and the Pvitiill only increase the defence costs.

Moreover, since NATO’s memberships and pasinips exclude just one EU country, one
could argue that another Defence Organisation W&thown European Army within Europe is
superfluous. The risk of only having multinationaits (within a supranational European Army for
example) is that they are only used for internatiaperations. In this way, given the consensual
decision-making of the EU, every EU Member State t@m agree with military employment.
Looking at EU’s disunited attitude during the Yulgasconflict, one could have observed that this
does not work well. Therefore, the EU has Battleups which provide for the solution, since the
EU countries can decide for themselves whetherobithrey would like to join during a military
operation. These Battle Groups enable the EU t® agkmore responsibility within the EU, which
is shown by the actions that were taken by the Hkihd the Georgia-Russia conflict. Because of
the fact that the Netherlands, as a NATO membes, gramised NATO to join forces during
military operations, the Netherlands is forced dof cooperation packs with other EU countries
for it does not have a sufficient defence budgat #nables the Netherlands to buy the defence
material that is needed for international militagyerations. To put in another way, counties with
small defence budgets cooperate on the basis windpansufficient defence funds’ and they are
therefore dependent of each other. So, the laaefi#nce funds can be considered as the current
binding factor for European countries within NAT@dathe EU. In short, one can state that the
binding factor of the Cold War (1946-1990) was agpld by the terrorist threat (2001 - recent) and
in 2009 by the ‘defence budget crisis’. To putntanother way, the Netherlands has made the
political choice that it does not reserve and Haess money to support a European Defence
Organisation that can act autonomously and neA®O. Moreover, the small defence budget
makes the European countries, and simultaneoushN#therlands, within NATO less powerful
and more dependent on the US.

Ever since the seventies of last century, Doéch political party PvdA has tried to use the
European cooperation and unification in order ttamba more efficient defence policy. The PvdA
values this efficiency, based on international @apon. Eijsink (2007) likes to invest in defence

on the one hand, but on the other hand, certaimanyilequipments should be disposed of in order
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to create cost savings. Contrary to Eijsinks’ steget to dispose of navy materials, the EU (with
France and the UK) likes to establish a carrietl8&roup. Eijsink (PvdA Member of Parliament
and spokeswoman defence) and Wiersman (2008) witt@rPvdA contradict each other on the
amount of defence equipment as well: Wiersman (Maniy Parliament for the PvdA) states that
Dutch defence capabilities should be increased,redse Eijsink declares that certain defence
capacities should be disposed of. Moreover, Koen@dinister for Development Cooperation)
reveals in 2000 to be in favour of European autonamd the 2009 PvdA European Parliament
Election Programme likes the EU to fulfil a rolkdithe superpowers Russia, China and the US.
However, the Second Chamber Committee of Defengeins2007 that the PvdA does not want to
create a European super state. In addition, Van @éember of Parliament and the PvdA defence
committee) notes in 2009 that the PvdA is againstdreation of a European Army. These three
PvdA statements are difficult to link and not eesgomprehend. So, it can be assumed that within
the PvdA, differences of opinion exist about thee wnd size of the Dutch armed forces.
Furthermore, it remains unclear how the PvdA (dighof military assets) ideas of costs savings
will be explained to NATO, since NATO will not baethusiastic about granting, through the Berlin
Plus agreements, military assess and capabilites tountry that does not honour its NATO
agreement of defence expenditures and does not teantest in military equipment. One can
observe that since its establishment, the PvdAshédted from a party which is against the use of
force and military intervention, to a party thapissitive towards an EU defence instrument as part
of the ESDP which, with military intervention, caxport international peace and security.
However, the PvdA sees executing humanitarian @st@nd peace missions as NATO'’s core
activity.

For the Christian Democrats (CDA), the EWas only a common market, but a community of
values and accordingly, a political union whereeusity policy should be embedded. Fifteen years
ago, the CDA was more trans-Atlantic focussed tha2009. At this moment, the CDA has shifted
its focus a bit more to the EU than in 1994. Therely trans-Atlantic focus was due to the Cold
War: the US had been an ally to the NetherlandsesitW Il and that was all there was to it. At
this moment there is more room to look at otheedeé policy possibilities, for the Netherlands is
not bending under a large security threat like @wd War. Still, the CDA clearly states that
NATO should be the corner stone of the Dutch anddefénce policy. Therefore, the CDA is
against a European Army that fully subsumes natimmaed forces: countries should not lose their
sovereignty. Nevertheless, the party hopes thaEtheountries will unite within NATO in such a
way that the EU can gain more say and therefonantesbalance the Americans. The CDA does
not believe that building up a European Defencea@igation next to NATO is necessary when
almost every EU country is a NATO member. Furtheamthe party stresses that the ESDP should
be complementary to NATO, operating only on lowk msissions. In this scope, the CDA is in

favour of the Battle Groups, which are one of thecomes of the Helsinki Headline Goals. These
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Battle Groups operate under the political guidaateéhe EU Council and the character of the
mission determines which countries and how manyhtcms will take part in the Battle Group,
which consists of approximately 1500 military seldi. In the CDA book ‘as far as the world
extends’ (2007), it is stated that ‘whenever decisnaking of the UN Security Council stagnates
or does not do justice to an emergency situatithié, Netherlands must consider to ‘decide to
participate in a coalition of available countriegyticularly in the case of reciprocal solidaritly o
the Atlantic alliance and the European Union’ (fxample: NATO intervention in Kosovo). To
continue, the CDA hopes that the EU is to follow T™MZs example of common funding within the
ESDP for EU operations. In addition, NATO should the corner stone of the Dutch and EU
defence policy. The CDA prefers that internationailitary operations take place under the
command of NATO. Furthermore, the CDA is convintieat the EDA can provide for European
standardisations of military equipment and bringdpean defence industries together, which will
lower the defence expenditures. The CDA emphasisdbe ‘sharing responsibilities’ with the US
(and NATO), also when it comes to the sharing ef defence costs, for international peace and
security concerns (EU and NATO simultaneously).

Fifteen years ago, the VVD valued NATO's thogreatly during the threat from Eastern
Europe. The reliable NATO was the only solutionidgrthe threat of the Cold War and the
Yugoslav Conflict, whereas in 2009, without thesafticts, the VVD states that there is more
scope to think of other solutions regarding segudtist like the CDA, the VVD considers NATO
to be the most important organisation in the ffldecurity and defence policy and nothing should
diminish this importance. Nevertheless, there @ferdnces in opinion about the question whether
or not to install a European Defence Organisatigh s own European army. Within the VVD,
two members of the EU Parliament group ALDE diffeopinion; Hans Van Baalen is against the
establishment of a European Defence Organisatidreraas Jeanine Hennis-Plasschaert is in
favour of the notion. Nevertheless, the VVD dedate be against a European Defence
Organisation which can take autonomous action,rabf@ of and next to NATO. However, the
VVD is, just like the CDA, positive towards Euromeeountries that decide for themselves to form
cooperation packs in order to execute small, léslsy rmilitary operations. In this way, the
European countries show that they are willing tarstthe defence burdens equally with NATO. In
addition, the VVD feels that it is time that Eurofakes more responsibility during international
military operations. Furthermore, in order to erdwrEuropean uniformity and the level of
decisiveness, the VVD is not against the creatibra dccuropean Defence Organisation as a
European Pillar within NATO in order to gain moreawer within NATO. Above all, the EU must
not develop into a federal super state. The VVDsagganimity as the reason why a European
Defence could never work: this has already beewgormot to work during the Balkan conflicts. In
addition, the VVD considers that duplication withdawithin NATO should always be prevented

and that the problem with Turkey and Cyprus shdédsolved without the creation of an extra
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Defence Organisation. In short: the political paryD is divided about whether or not to install a
European Defence Organisation next to NATO. Thetsiefs can be explained by the liberal value
of liberty, tolerance and responsibility.

In conclusion, in the field @thics the PvdA, the CDA and the VVD like to protect BU’
peace and security, even across EU borders whea itha@ conflict or crisis situation which can
affect the EU. Furthermore, in the field jpblitical ideology, the PvdA (Eijsink) does not value
NATO as much as the VVD and the CDA. To contindes PvdA states that the Netherlands
should not follow the US gratuitously within NATQJoreover the PvdA likes to stimulate
European autonomy on the one hand, but on the dided, the EU should not develop into a
European Super State. In contrast to the PvdACIDA and the VVD consider NATO to be the
most important organisation in the field of seguaihd defence policy and nothing should diminish
this importance. In addition, the CDA and the VV@ree with the PvdA that the EU should not be
changed into a federal super state. All the thral@igal parties are in favour of more material
cooperation within the EU and NATO. Moreover, thel agree that the there should be more
international (EU-NATO) cooperation when it comeghe training of the military units. The VVD
is, just like the CDA and the PvdA, positive towaEuropean countries that decide for themselves
to form cooperation packs in order to execute sredk risky military operations. In other words:
the three political parties are not against EU tanjyi operations. However, they all feel that
dangerous military operations should be backedyuNATO. Within the political party, the PvdA
is divided on the notion whether or not to estdbtisEuropean Defence Organisation as an addition
to NATO, just like the VVD. However, the VVD is nagainst strengthening the ‘European Pillar’
within NATO. Within the CDA, no differences of opam exist on this matter: the CDA does not
want a European Defence Organisation as an addaiddATO. Furthermore, the VVD and the
CDA stress that the problem between Turkey (NATQ@) @yprus (EU) has to be solved quickly.

In the field offinance, the VVD and the CDA would like the ‘Defence expiores as a
percentage of the gross domestic product’ to tmedaio the NATO standard of 2%. By contrast,
the PvdA does not see the need for this GDP iner€es continue, the PvdA likes to invest in
defence in order to achieve more efficiency andulteneously reduce certain Dutch defence
capacities in order to lower the costs. The CDAsfake need to invest in defence for it can,
momentarily, not answer sufficiently to the chafiea of international military crisis operations.
According to the VVD, there is a need for more detepersonnel. Therefore, investing in defence
is necessary. In short, all three political partiks to invest more in defence, but all for ditfet
reasons. The PvdA likes to modernise defence gatthdl lead to costs savings on the long term
and the VVD and CDA feel that an expansion of théedce budget is necessary in order for the
Netherlands to able to take part in internationditany operations. Moreover, according to the
CDA, an investment in defence will stimulate thetdbu(defence) industry and can create jobs

during the economical crisis.
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To continue in the field afconomics the CDA thus values an investment in defencet farll
stimulate the defence industry (and simultaneotlsy Dutch economy). Furthermore, the CDA
likes the defence industries to cooperate morederato get the ‘best product for the best price’.
The VVD also likes the defence industries to compabre. The PvdA likes some aspects of the
‘defence company’ to be privatised (services, logisupport) for this will reduce the defence
Costs.

To conclude: the PvdA, the CDA and the VVD do not ansider a European Defence
Organisation as an addition to NATO valuable and neessary in the field of political ideology,

finance, economics and ethics.
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5. Chapter five
RECOMMENDATIONS

Since | have not examined all the political partiéshe Netherlands, | recommend an inquiry of
every Dutch political party with the same centraéstion in order to see what kind of differences
exist on the defence policy and to what extend pbétical parties share the same views.
Furthermore, given the change of the political alienthat is subject to polarisation in the
Netherlands, it would be interesting to inquireoithe conservative right wing party ‘the PVV’
(Party for Freedom), which has won the Europeantieles in 2009 and the socialists left wing
party, the SP — these parties are both seatedenogposition. Additionally, | would also
recommend an inquiry of D66 which have stated toirbgavour of a European Defence
Organisation and also has been a winner during=tlrepean elections. As one might expect, it
would be interesting to know what other politicaries within the EU feel about a European
Defence Organisation. What is more, | recommenéha@uiry into whether the political parties in
the US like a European Defence Organisation asdditian to NATO. In addition, it would be
very interesting to examine why the Dutch defenadget, irrespective of the political parties that

were seated in government, always decreased jpetiied 1985 until 2008.
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Appendix one

IMPORTANT DATES

1922 — Beginning of Soviet Union (Union of SovieoSialist Republics)

1946 — Beginning of Cold War
“During a speech at Fulton, Missouri, on March 948, visiting British Prime Minister
Winston Churchill proclaimed that Europe was diddg an “Iron Curtain” as the nations
of Eastern Europe fell increasingly under Soviettod. Yugoslavia, Albania, Bulgaria,
Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia all fell ur@emmunist control by early 1948” (US
Department of State, “United States Relations Wwitissia: The Cold War”).

1948 — Brussels Treaty Organisation
Created to develop a common defence system thateshas members to act as a united
front against military, political and ideologicéireats.
This treaty was the inspiration source for the N@tlantic Treaty.

Signed by: France, Belgium, Luxembourg, the Nésimgls and the UK.

1949 — North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
A political and military organisation (Euro-Atlanji that was created to protect the
freedom and security of its members.
Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty: “The parieagree that an armed attack against one
or more of them in Europe or North America shalcbeasidered an attack against them all
and consequently they agree that, if such an aattadk occurs, each of them, in exercise
of the right of individual or collective self-defemrecognised by Article 51 of the Charter
of the United Nations, will assist the Party of titer so attacked by taking forthwith,
individually and in concert with the other Partissich actions as it deems necessary,
including the use of armed force, to restore anchtam the security of the North Atlantic
area” (Sloan, 2003, p.230).
Signed by (1949): Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Frafmsdand, Italy, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, the United Kingdord the United States.

1950 — Schuman Plan
French Foreign Minister Schuman initiated a plaat thould reconcile France

and West Germany.
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1952 — European Coal and Steel Community (Paris, Ap1951)
A supranational organisation, erected in orderribeuthe French and West German coal
and steel production. This had to prevent anotlwldwar and bring economic integration
in Europe. Signed by: France, Belgium, the Netimelda Luxembourg, Italy, West

Germany.

1952 — European Defence Community (EDC)
Signed by the six ECSC countries in order to cradieiropean army and a federal Europe

which would prevent Germany to rearm.

1954 — French national parliament refuses to ratiffthe EDC Treaty
“The EDC disaster cast a long shadow over the dewednt of a political dimension: a
supranational approach to foreign and defence yalias unacceptable to the member
states”(Smit, 2003, p.29).

1954 — Establishment of the Western European UniofWEU)
A defence organisation that coordinated the defeotieies of its members.
Until the Amsterdam Treaty (1997) and the Nice Tye&001), it was the only
organisation that could act during crisis operaiand could execute the Petersberg Tasks
(1992). “In a declaration attached to the TreatytmnEuropean Union (Maastricht Treaty),
the role of the WEU was stated to be ‘the defermeponent of the European Union’ and
‘the European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance’ (Bfeerton & Vogler, 2006, p.194).
Created through the Brussels Treaty Organisatidrd48.
Signed by: Belgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg, etherlands, the UK, and West

Germany.

1955 — West Germany becomes member of NATO

1955 — Warsaw Treaty Organisation
Signed by: USSR, DDR, Tjecho-Slovakia, Poland, HumgRomania, Albania.
A political and military organisation created asaani-pole of NATO (U.S. Department of

State, 2009, “The Warsaw Treaty Organisation”).
1958 — European Economic Community (signed in Romé&jarch 1957)

This treaty would transform Europe into a commomkegthat allows its

members to have a free circulation of goods, sesyicapital and labour.
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1961 — The erection of the Berlin Wall

1962 — Cuban Missile Crisis
This crisis represents the Cold War climax. Tensietween the US and the Soviet Union
was created when the Soviet Union placed nucleasiles on Cuban soil. This led to a
direct threat of a nuclear war. The US demandectlibsure of the Soviet Union missile
basis in Cuba. This crisis was solved when the td&jsed to withdraw its missiles which
were pointed at the Soviet Union and vice vers&(Department of State, 2009, “The Bay

of Pigs and the Cuban Missile Crisis”).

1970 — European Political Cooperation (Luxembourg Bport)
The EPC represents EC cooperation on foreign paisyes. National positions could be

coordinated through regular meetings that could teaa decision of common action.

1985 — Schengen Agreement
This agreement removes internal borders which esapérsons to travel freely between
the EEC member states that signed the agreement.
Signed by (1985): Belgium, France, Germany, Luxemfp@nd the Netherlands
From 1990, other European states signed as waly, IPortugal, Spain, Greece and even

Switzerland (2008) (European Parliament, 2009, €8gen Agreement”).

1989 — Fall of Berlin Wall

1990 — ,Wiedervereinigung’:the unification of Germany which absorbed the
Deutsche Demokratische Republik (communist Eastm@ey) into Bundesrepublik
Deutschland (capitalist West Germany).

1990 — End of Cold War

1991 — End of Soviet Union (USSR)

1991 — End of Warsaw Treaty Organisation

1992 — Petersberg Declaration

During the WEU Ministers summit, it is agreed tladtWEU members’ military assets,

capacities and personnel are at the disposal dMEE, NATO and EU.
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1993 — The Maastricht Treaty (signed February 7, 182)
This treaty erects the European Union which registlree pillars: the European
Communities (EC), the Common Foreign and Secumtyci? (CFSP) and the Justice and
Home Affairs pillar (JHA). In addition, the EEC (Eyean Economic Community)
transforms into the EC (European Community). Whahore, thd&european Security and
Defence Policy(ESDP) obtains its legal basis within the tredtlye progressive framing
of a common defence policy which might lead to enewn defence{EU Commission,
2005, “European Security and Defence Policy”).
In short, the treaty stimulates European integnatio different levels; not only economic
integration and defence integration but, Europétizea integration as well. Moreover, the
Economic Monetary Union (EMU) was established whied to a common currency
within the EU: the Euro.

1994 — European Security and Defence Identity (ESDI
The ESDI was a European pillar within NATO, inigdt by the U.S. (Clinton
administration). The US felt that Europe shouldabke to act whenever the US chooses not
to intervene military and that the EU would herddmnefit from an improved European
defence capacity.

According to Howorth, the ESDI was replacedtlvy ESDP because the ESDI did not
work (2007, p.44). “It was dependent on the WEU clhliacked political clout, political
legitimacy and political credibility, but it alselred for military capacity on borrowing,
from the USA, assets which were either jealouslgrdad by the Joint Chiefs of Staff or
simply not available because they were urgentlydedeby the US military itself”
(Howorth, 2007, p.44).

1996 — Berlin Brussels Bargain
NATO gives the WEU the possibility to act as areefive military organisation.
NATO members agreed on a European pillar within lAThus rejecting the idea that the
WEU could act autonomously and beside NATO.

The most significant part of the agreement tias the WEU could be head of some
operations and could make use of NATO Headquattectuding the Combined Joined
Task Force — CJTF), command structures (includihg Deputy Supreme Allied
Commander Europe — DSACEUR) and assets. Thougée tkey elements could only be
used with the approval of the North Atlantic Couraeid under the condition of NATO'’s
surveillance. Moreover, if NATO would need thesecés for a NATO operation at the
same time, the assets and forces would be withdfesam the WEU. To put it in another

way: NATO will always come first. The advantagetioé CJTF was that it could prevent
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military command duplication, for military assetsdacapabilities could be immediately
given by NATO. In order to come to meet NATO meméiaite Turkey, it became possible
for all the European member states within NATO dm joperations led by the WEU.

Above all, it was made clear that “[...] the Allianeei.e., NATO — would remain the

‘essential forum’ for security consultations andsuit of ‘common security objectives’;

that the allies were ready to ‘pursue common sicufdjectives through the (NATO)

Alliance, wherever possible’; and that there wolbdd ‘full transparency between NATO
and the WEU in crisis management™ (Hunter, 20026

1997 — Treaty of Amsterdam (revised Maastricht Trety)
This treaty provided that every EU member has iji# to take part in the WEU decision-
making during thePetersberg tasks The Petersberg tasks set the boundaries of mjilita
tasks. These tasks indicate that the WEU not oatyth be capable to offer humanitarian
aid, but also should be able to exercise peacetipes - not only to restore the peace, but
to compel peace as well.
Austria, Finland, Ireland and Sweden (as non WEUnbers) have agreed to meet the
Petersberg Tasks Agreement (as an integral) péniofreaty.

In other words: non NATO members and counttiest are not even a member of
NATO’s Partnership for Peace could influence NAT@cidions. Moreover, the
decisiveness of the WEU to operate during humaaitaresponses, peace-keeping and
peace-making tasks will diminish greatly. Supporgdmany EU countries, France was
not comfortable with the idea that the United Stdieith the largest military power and
capacity) within NATO would have the final say irmether or not to contribute to WEU
operations. “The obvious question was thus posedidithe US be willing, when actually
challenged, to take the final step — to implemé&npledge, even to put some of its own
military personnel under WEU command, outside & WATO command structure — or
would it balk at the last moment” (Hunter, 20022 To continue, France did not want
the WEU to play its part beyond Article 5 of NAT@uUt France wanted to give the ESDI
more meaning. These disagreements between NATQhenBU were a political power
struggle between the US and France. “[...] Champpi8DI was widely believed to be
a French motive: it represented a realm of actigitylitary) in which France could
exercise a major leadership role within Europe eoantry virtually guaranteed to have
decisive economic, and hence overall political g@manence within the EU” (Hunter,
2002, p.28). Germany, of course, could have theespower within the EU, but the
reluctance to intervene in the Bosnia conflict 2-9995), showed that it lacked the ability

to decide on defence matters at that time (1996).
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1998 — St. Malo Declaration
Initiated by the UK, the St. Malo Declaration wagned by Prime Minister Blair and
President Chirac (France). This declaration setsheuambitions of the EU’s second pillar:
“the creation of a Common European Security andeBed Policy (CESDP) with the
means and mechanisms to permit the EU nationstt@@onomously’ should NATO not
decide to act in some future scenario requiringtamyl action” (Sloan, 2003, p.172).

Blair and Chirac, wanted to re-open the disiaus about the relationship between
NATO-WEU as well as the relationship with ESDI. Whaas interesting about the
St.Mélo declaration was not so much about whatsa#d, but more importantly, what was
not said by France and the UK. It did not mentio@ Berlin-Brussels agreements (NATO
has final say) and that the ESDI was not to exést to NATO. “In addition, although the
declaration did mention in this context, as paradist of sources for military capabilities,
those pre-designated within NATO’s European pillaalso asserted that ‘the Union must
have the capacity fawutonomous action“ (Hunter, 2002, p.30). This last statement has
been the cause of the trans-Atlantic debate. ltmade clear that the ESDI should be able
to provide itself with information, communicationdamilitary capacity in order to exclude
US dependency. Furthermore, the declaration alstuded the notions that “military
action would take place ‘when the Alliance as a hs not engaged’, and that these
European capacities should be developed ‘withoutecessary duplication’ “(Hunter,
2002, p.31). Looking at these goals, it is difftdial make someone understand that the EU
wants to obtain an autonomous European Defencen@ageon with the same capacity as
the NATO on the one hand, but on the other haratjngt that there may not be two
NATOs within Europe. Given the fact that NATO, wiZ8 member countries, consists of
21 EU member states, one could also question #ém’ defence organisation in Europe

is really necessary.

1999 — Cologne Meeting
The European Council decides that the WEU is ireduid the EU. As a result, the WEU is
abolished.

This also meant that NATO would lose its pertthat was able to give immediate
updates on the EU’s point of view on defence matteithout having to undergo the EU’s
time wasting bureaucracy. “For years if not decades WEU had served as a form of
‘buffer between NATO and the EU” (Hunter, 2002,7p) and by ending this
understanding, a new relationship had to be buylt Regarding the new EU-NATO
relationship, France was afraid that NATO couldagbtso much influence within the EU
that the US would be able to have a say in EU poNATO, on the other hand, still felt
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uneasy about the fact that France did not chamsgmiind about an ESDP that could act

‘autonomous’.

1999 — Helsinki Headline Goal (HHG)

At the Helsinki EU summit, the French Presidentr&hiand the UK Prime Minister Blair
initiated a proposal that would stimulate a Europdafence force: Rapid Reaction Force.
This defence force is also known under the namésihlé Headline Goal (HHG). The EU
Council at Helsinki decided that thRapid Reaction Force (RRF) could carry out
European military missions and could execute thetéRberg Tasks' (humanitarian
assistance, peace-keeping and peace-making) (Hov2@®7, p.103). “The main elements
of this Force were to b&0,000 troops, 100 ships and 400 aircraft, depldégakithin 60
days and sustainable for one yé@Howorth, 2007, p.103). These RRF operations a@oul
act autonomous without the help and support of NADDel, 2004, p.27). One of the
outcomes of the permanent structured cooperatibtG)Has also led to the establishment
of EU Battle Groups. The countries that have joined the permanentctsired
cooperation, have simultaneously compelled themaseiivat they can make units available
that can be employed quickly. “Per mission, a cangibaup is put together that is right for
the specific execution of tasks” (Doel, 2004, p.2@) Battle Group consists of
approximately 1500 military soldiers. Moreover, ttlgaracter of the mission determines
which countries and how many countries will taket pathe Battle Group. Before a Battle
Group mission, a ‘framework nation’ is appointeéittiwill make its own headquarters
available. The EU Battle Group operates under thgigal guidance of the EU Council of
Ministers and consists of the countries that tedee pf a EU Battle Group mission (Doel,
2004, p.29). “In the Netherlands, it is not reqdittat the national parliament has to
approve of the participation to a EU Battle Grobt it is unthinkable that Dutch defence
forces are being employed for non article V (NAT@)erations when the majority of
parliament is against the notion” (Doel, 2004 ).3

Yet, the chance that the HHG would be puthtest is considered small since it was
agreed at Helsinki that the collective defence wémain in the hands of NATO.
Furthermore, it was noted by the EU members thaly tlwill avoid unnecessary
duplication and the HH@&oes not imply the creation of a European ar8toan, 2003,
p.175). Moreover, a collective defence would not dmproved by Austria, Sweden,
Finland and Ireland for this could end their staigsneutral countries’. The EU wanted to
install permanent political and military bodies it the European Council in order to be
involved in crisis management and guide militaremgions. The Political and Security
Committee PSC), a committee within the EU Council, was to takecidions in the

political sphere of the CESDP and was to act asoasultant’ of the EU Council in the
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field of foreign policy. In addition, it was respghle for the implementation of Council
decisions for the EU member states. The EuropeaonWiilitary Committee EUMC) of
chiefs of defence was to act as an advisory bodglwbave military advice to the PSC
and, like the PSC, was responsible for the impleatem of EU Council decisions
concerning military policy. The EU Military StaffEUMS) was to provide military
support and expertise for the EUMC. These threelseeommenced to function since
March 2000.

To continue, a high representative for the @omm Foreign and Security Policy was
installed as a previous result of the Cologne mgegtl999) and received a second title as
secretary general of the European Council — “tiasly embedding these critical issues in
the EU institution based on the member statesréthe in the supranational commission;
and to these the Europeans added a third titlahiier official: secretary general of the
WEU, as a step on the way forward to an WEU that b&ing absorbed within the EU, as
envisioned by the Amsterdam Treaty (subject to EuWiIr€il decision)” (Hunter, 2002,
p.66). The NATO secretary general, Javier Solanaai(§, was to fulfil these three
positions and commenced with this new EU title atoDer 1999. Solana wrote the
‘Strategy Document’ that emphasised that the ctllecdefence remained NATO'’s
concern. As far as Solana’s new position was corcErit was above all a sign that the
EU and NATO were on the same path, therefore nibteat to NATO. This feeling was
strengthened during the EU Capabilities Improvem@anference in November 2000,
when was made clear that the EU did not have enoagébilities in order to execute large
scale military operations like the Petersberg Tasks
In addition, “the crisis management role of the WHsids transferred to the EU at the
Helsinki meeting” (NATO, 2006, p.247). “The HeadliGoal also led to the creation of an
EU Defence Agency (2004) that focuses on the dewedmt of defence capabilities,
research, acquisition and armaments” (NATO, 20R 1.

2000 — EU Capabilities Conference
At the conference, it was made clear that the Elndit have enough capabilities in order
to execute large scale military operations like Petersberg Tasks. Therefore, the EU was
not a threat to NATO.

2002 — NATO Response Force (NRF)
At the NATO Prague Summit of 2002, the NATO RespoRerce initiative was launched.
The NRF is able to deploy 25,000 troops and caiwgremilitary operations for a period
of 30 days or longer. The NRF was an initiativeled US Secretary for Defence, Donald
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Rumsfeld (2002YNATO, 2008, “The NATO Response Force - At the oerdf NATO

transformation”).

2002 — The Berlin Plus agreements

Under “the Berlin Plus arrangements, the EU enjagsuredaccess to NATO planning’,
‘presumedaccess to NATO assets and capabilities’, and @g@segnated Europeans-only
chain of command under the Deputy Supreme Commaitleope (DSACEUR)”
(Howorth, 2007, p.102) “which will always be an Amwan’ (Lieutenant General drs.
A.G.D. van Osch, MA, personal interview, April Z1)09).
By stating that the EU could make use of NATO'sets@and capabilities, NATO stated
that not the WEU, but the EU would be head of tB®E

However, Turkey as a member country of NAT@&s h political issue (almost conflict)
with Cyprus (EU member state). Turkey does notgeise Cyprus (Greek Cypriots). For
this reason, despite the Berlin-Plus agreementgkejudoes not want to share military
information, military personnel, capabilities arssets with the EU since this information,
according to Turkey, will fall in the hands of Cygr(Greek Cypriots) — as well as the
other way around (Member of the European ParliamNeyts-Uyttebroeck, MA, personal
interview, January 30, 2009). This problem betw&arkey and Cyprus leads to difficult
working conditions within NATO and EU. However, NsyJyttebroeck stresses to be in
favour of admitting Turkey to the EU. According Ttheo van den Doel (2004), the
possibility that the EU can make use of NATO ass$ets increased enormously since
Turkey as a NATO member country has renounced btgraction to the Berlin-Plus
agreement. However, Lieutenant General Van OsdPeamanent Military Representative
to the NATO and EU Military Committee in Brusselashmade clear that this is not the
case (Lieutenant General A.G.D. van Osch, MA, pekmnterview, April 20, 2009)ln
fact, cooperation is still being hindered due te itsue between Turkey and Cyprus. Ever
since the beginning, Cyprus blocks every EU degisi@mt involves Turkey, and Turkey
does not want to cooperate with the EU (on matitdefence) for this would in their eyes
mean the automatic recognition of Cyprus, what &urktill denies. “Therefore, Turkey
has added in the Berlin-Plus agreement that iteshanilitary capabilities and assets with
the EU ‘as long as Cyprus does not take part ifcdnoperation’ “(Lieutenant General
A.G.D. van Osch, MA, personal interview, April 28009). According to General van
Osch (2009), this is causing poor collaboratiomieen EU and NATO.

2003 — Nice Treaty (revised Maastricht Treaty, sigad in February 2001)

In this Treaty, the EU member states have agreelanCommon Foreign and Security

Policy (second EU pillar) to enhanced military cemgion. The Treaty enables a group of
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EU member states to join forces in military affaifhis enhanced military cooperation
needs the approval of the EU Council. The High Begntative for the common foreign
and security policy has to report the actions @$ thhhanced cooperation to the EU

Parliament and the Council of the EU.

2003 — Thessaloniki Summit
At this EU summit, it was acknowledged that: “A tehined integrated armed force that
is able to carry out a military operation is miggiriDoel, 2004, p.8). In short, the HHG
Task Force (or: RRF) remains an ambition that, emeB009, is not yet in touch with

reality.

2004 — European Defence Agency (EDA)
This institution was created to improve the EU'ditaniy capabilities by a Joint Action of
the Council of Ministers, “to support the Membeatgs and the Council in their effort to
improve the European defence capabilities in tekel fbf crisis management and to sustain
the European Security and Defence Policy as idstaow and in the futurEDA, 2007,
“Background — Functions and tasks”).

The EDA tries to avoid duplication of militagssets and tries to harmonise military
initiatives within the EU. The EDA receives its fimfrom the EU member states that
decide individually how much of their defence budipey want to spend on the EDA. In
2009, all the EU member states except Denmarkgiaate in the EDA.

The EDA has four functions (EDA, 2007, “Backgrowfeunctions and Tasks”):

» to develop defence capabilities,

» to promote Defence Research and Technology,

» to promote armaments cooperation,

» to create a competitive European Defence EquipiManket and to strengthen the

European Defence, Technological and IndustriakeBa

Van Den Doel questions if the EDA can really judgld member states for the financial
data do not provide for an insight in operatioregbacities and therefore, is less usable for
the decision-making (2004, p.19).
Member states: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Czeclpurdic, Cyprus, Estonia, Finland,
France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Itabtyia, Lithuania, Luxemburg, Malta,
Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakiaye®ia, Spain, Sweden, United

Kingdom.
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2004 — The ATHENA mechanism
ATHENA is a mechanism, created by the Council efEHU, in order to administer the

costs of military (defence) operations (Councitied European Union, 2007, “EU Council

Secretariat Factsheet” section A).
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Appendix two: CHOICE OF POLITICAL PARTIES

Figure 1 - Seats of political parties

Second Chamber Week 09 Week 11
22 /11 /2006 26 /2/2009 12 /3/2009
Parties % Seats % Seats % Seats
CDA 26,5 41 22,1 34 23,6 36
PvdA 21,2 33 17,8 28 18,4 28
SP 16,6 25 10,8 17 10,4 16
VVD 14,7 22 11,2 17 10,0 15
PVV/Wilders 59 9 13,3 20 14,9 23
GroenLinks 4,6 7 6,0 9 5,8 8
ChristenUnie 4.0 6 4,1 6 4.4 6
D66 2,0 3 8,8 13 8,3 12
SGP 1,6 2 1,9 2 1,8 2
Partij voor de Dieren 1,8 2 1,6 2 1,3 2
Verdonk 0,0 0 1,8 2 1,3 2
Other Parties 1,2 0 0,6 0 0,3 0
100% 150 100% 150 100% 150
(Source: Synovate, “Politieke Barometer”, 2009)
Figure 2 - Dutch Political Preference since Augus2008
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Appendix three:

FIGURES
Figure 4 — NATO member countries and years of admiance
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Figure 7 - Defence expenditures as a perceg&of gross domestic product

Average | Average [ Average [ Average [
Country / Pays Moyenns Moyenne Moyenne Movenne 2004 2005 2008 2007 2008
1985 - 1989 | 1990 - 1994 | 1995 - 195% | 2000 - 2004
(0} (1) (2) [E}] ) (3) (8 {7} (8) (2
Based on current prices |/ Sur la base des prix courants
Belgium 27 1.8 15 1.3 1.2 1.1 11 1.1 1.1
Bulgaria (a) 25 28 | 28 3.0 26
Czech Republic 20 128 1.8 17 14 14
Denmark 2.0 1.8 T 1.5 1.5 1.3 4 1.3 1.3
Estonia i i i 1.5 18 1.4 A 1.8
France {b) AT 3.3 28 25 2.6 25 25 24 23
Germany 2.8 21 18 1.4 1.4 14 1.3 1.3 1.3
Greece |c) 4.5 3.8 4.1 32 28 27 27 28 2.8
Hungary (z) 156 15 1.4 1.2 1.3 1.2
Italy ic) 2.2 2.0 1. 2.0 2.0 1.8 1.8 1.4 1.2
Latvia i i i 1.3 1.3 1.8 18 1.7
Lithuania 14 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.1
Luxembourg (c) 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.5 0.4
Metherlands 28 23 18 1.5 1.5 1.5 A 1.5 1.4
Monwvay 28 28 22 1.8 1.9 1.8 g 1.5 1.3
Poland 1.8 1.8 1.8 B 1.8 1.9
Portugal {c} 25 24 21 1.7 1.8 1.7 8 1.5 1.5
Fomania 20 20 1.8 15 15
Slovak Republic i 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.5 1.5
Slovenia i I i 15 1.4 1.8 15 1.5
Spain 2.1 1.8 13 1.2 1.2 1.2 12 1.2 1.2
Turkey ic) 2.5 2.8 32 32 2.4 2.1 22 1.8 1.8
United Kingdom (a) 44 37 7 23 22 | 25 2.4 25 22
NATO - Europe = 31 25 21 | 1.5 | K] I 1.8 I 18 I 1.7 | 1.7
Canada 2.1 1.8 1.3 1.2 12 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.3
United States (d) 8.0 4.8 33 14 4.0 4.1 4.0 4.0 4.0
North America 56 4.4 32 13 318 38 18 3.8 38
NATO - Total * 4.5 35 27 | 27 | 28 I 28 I 28 I 27 | 26
II: not applicable I: break in continuity of series

(Source: NATO, 2009, “Financial and Econoiata Relating to NATO Defence”)
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EDA DEFENCE DATA: THE NETHERLANDS

Defence Data for NETHERLANDS in 2007

General

Defence Expenditure

Defence Expenditure as a Percentage of GDP
Defence Expenditure per Capita
Reform

Number of military personnel

Number of civilian personnel

Defence Investment per Soldier (Equipment Procunémed R & D)
Personnel Expenditure

Operation

Operation & Maintenance expenditure
Operation Costs (Deployed)

Investment

Investment
Defence equipment procurement expenditure
Defence R & T expenditure (Subset of R & D)

European Collaboration

T.C.E. Kipp

€8,387 million

1.50%
€513

46843

14622
€32,488

€3,913 million

€2,118 million

€304 million

€1,522 million
€1,521 million

€107 million

Collaborative defence R & T expenditure

Deployability

€22 million

Average number of Troops Deployed

Average number of Troops Deployed out of total tailf personnel
Total Deployable (Land) Forces:

Sustainable (Land) Forces:

(Source: EDA, Defence Data for NETHERLANDS 2007)

Defence Expenditure Defence Expenditure as a
Percentage of GOP
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3161
7%
17724

3056

(Source: EDA, Defence Data for NETHERLANDS 2007)
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Appendix four
PVDA INTERVIEW

RE: Scriptievragen Europese Defensieorganisatie mexmaart
Van: Dam van M.H.P. (Publiek) (M.vDam@tweedekamer.l
Verzondenwoensdag 11 maart 2009 14:00:11

Aan: Tamara Kipp (t.kipp@hotmail.com)

Tamara,

Tijd voor een interview heb ik helaas niet. We zijal voorstander van een Europees Veiligheids-
en DefensieBeleid (EVDB)als onderdeel van het Gamsehappelijk Buitenlands en
VeiligheidsBeleid (GBVB). Het betreft hoofdzakelgen codrdinatiemechanisme, er komt niet een
Europees leger. Wij vinden dat je een Defensieunsént nodig hebt als je buitenlands beleid wilt
voeren, want een hond die alleen maar blaft enkaietijten daar trekt niemand zich iets van aan.
EVDB is overigens vooral nuttig voor operaties dimr de VN zijn gemandateerd ter bescherming
van bijvoorbeeld de burgerbevolking (zoals in Td)aaf de scheepvaart (zoals voor de kust van
Somalié).

Het EVDB moet niet worden gezien als aanvullingdepNAVO. Het is een zelfstandig Defensie-
instrument dat hoort bij de EU en onderdeel is kah buitenlands beleid van de EU. Dat komt
onafhankelijk van de NAVO tot stand. De EU straafk andere doelen na dan de NAVO, al zul je
in de toekomst zien dat beide steeds meer in ekaaiengde komen te liggen. De NAVO wordt
namelijk ook politieker. Het EVDB geeft de EU eitijgnde mogelijkheid om zelfstandig te
opereren zonder de Amerikanen en Canadezen eranu=n die wel bij de EU zitten, maar niet bij
de NAVO (zoals Zweden).

Ik hoop dat je hier voldoende aan hebt.

Martijn van Dam
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Appendix five
CDA INTERVIEWS
- SCRIPTIE -
VINDEN DE PVDA, HET CDA EN DE VVD
EEN EUROPESE DEFENSIEORGANISATIE ALS AANVULLING OP
DE NAVO WAARDEVOL EN NOODZAKELIJK?

Mr. R.W. Knops, MA is since the year 2005 MembePafliament. He is also chairman of the
Defence Committee, member of the Second Chambemdtees Foreign Policy, Defence and
European Affairs, CDA spokesman on the Defencecpa@nd spokesman on the European

Security and Defence policy.

INTERVIEW: DE HEER R.W. KNOPS

CDA

10.00 uur - 11.00 uur
12 maart 2009

Tweede Kamer

Door: Tamara Kipp
Studente Hogere Europese Beroepen Opleiding
Internationaal Bestuur en Beleid

Haagse Hogeschool te Den Haag
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DEHI

Opleiding

Als vierdejaarsstudente aan de HEBO (Hogere Europese Beroepen Opleiding) houd ik mij
bezig met internationale- en Europese politiek. Vakken als o.a. Bestuurskunde,
Internationaal Recht, European Decision Making en Volkenrecht maken deel uit van mijn
specialisatie ‘Internationaal Bestuur en Beleid’. Ter afsluiting van mijn Bachelor zal ik een
scriptie schrijven die voldoet aan de eisen die mijn opleiding stelt: een scriptie die een

recente internationale politieke ontwikkeling betreft.

Doel scriptie

Met mijn scriptie wil ik onderzoeken wat de verschillende opinies binnen de drie politieke
stromingen (Socialisme, Liberalisme, Confessionalisme) van de Nederlandse politiek zijn
aangaande een eventueel te vormen Europese Defensieorganisatie. Om hier achter te
komen zal ik bij de verschillende politieke partijen interviews afnemen zodat mij duidelijk
word wat de standpunten van de politieke partijen zijn en de ontwikkelingen die tot deze
opinie hebben geleid.

Resultaten interviews

De uitkomsten van de interviews zal ik op twee manieren verwerken in mijn scriptie. Ten
eerste zal ik de bevindingen onderzoeken met de daarbij horende literatuur. Ten tweede
zal ik de resultaten van het interview voorleggen aan een hoge vertegenwoordiger van de
NAVO zodat ik beter inzicht krijg in de praktische kant van deze organisatie en een
eventueel daarbij te vormen Europese Defensieorganisatie. Uiteindelijk zal ik alle voor-, en
nadelen afwegen om zo een conclusie te kunnen vormen. Ondanks het feit dat ik de
Nederlandse visie op EU- en NAVO-beleid onderzoek zal ik mijn scriptie in het Engels

vertalen zodat het internationale karakter van mijn scriptie wordt versterkt.

The Hague School of European Studies 79



European Defence Organisation T.C.E. Kipp

INTERVIEWVRAGEN

1. Waarom heeft het CDA geen standpunt over een eventuele Europese

Defensieorganisatie op haar website gepubliceerd?

Goede vraag. Dat is niet bekend. CDA is alleen voorstander van de NAVO. We zijn tegen de
Franse lijn van een Europese Defensie. Op de website staat alleen dat waar de publiekspolitiek
vragen over krijgt. Het CDA is van een Europese Defensieorganisatie as such geen voorstander.
Wij zijn voorstander als NAVO als atlantishce bondgenootschap. We zetten in op de NAVO, die
heeft een commandostructuur die uitermate geschikt is voor het uitvoeren van militaire
operaties in welk scale/spectrum dan ook. Sinds de Berlijn-Plus afspraken mag de EU daar ook
al gebruik van maken, al is dat nog nauwelijks gebeurd. We zijn tegen een Franse lijn: Europese
Defensieorganisatie naast de NAVO. We pleiten ervoor dat de landen binnen de NAVO zich
sterker en meer eensgezind opstellen. Dit heeft vreemd genoeg vrijwel nooit met militaire
capaciteiten te maken, maar alles met politieke eensgezindheid. We zijn tegen om een nieuwe
structuur op te bouwen naast de NAVO. Waarom: bijna alle landen zijn zowel lid van de EU als
de NAVO. Turkije is geen lid van de EU en Cyprus niet van de NAVO > Dat is een probleem en

moet opgelost worden. Toch 95% van de landen zitten in dezelfde tak.

2. Wat is het standpunt van het CDA aangaande een eventuele Europese
Defensieorganisatie?

Er kan een Europese Defensiemacht bestaan naast de NAVO. Kijk maar naar het systeem van de
EU Battle Groups, dit komt voort uit de Helsinki Headline Goals. Daar is het CDA voor, maar in
de praktijk zie je dat ze nauwelijks zijn ingezet. Het probleem van Europa is niet zozeer het
gebrek aan Europese capaciteit want het Europese leger is groter dan het Amerikaanse leger
(als je alles bij elkaar optelt). Het probleem is de grote versnippering. Geen enkel land wil zijn
autonomie overdragen aan bijvoorbeeld de Duitsers. Al hebben we een Duits-NL legerkorps,
onze NL minster van defensie zal altijd in command blijven over zijn NL eenheden. De Kamer
zal nooit toestaan dat die autoriteit of onze troepen rechtstreeks onder buitenlands commando
staan. NAVO commando’s is natuurlijk heel lastig ivm internationaal recht. Dat maakt dat we als
vlak landje onze eigen dingen organiseren, van sommige dingen hebben te veel, van sommige
dingen te weinig. Wij zijn niet voor een duplicatie van commandostructuren, het CDA geloofd
wel in EU Battle Groups. Het blijft heel moeilijk om met steeds meer landen samen te werken

door de verschillende culturen en verschillend materieel. Er is nog een hele lange weg te gaan.
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3. Hoe heeft dit standpunt zich binnen het CDA ontwikkeld? Was 10 jaar geleden de

opinie anders?

Ja, 15 jaar geleden wel. Het heeft zich ontwikkeld in dat we meer Europees moeten doen. We
waren meer transatlantisch ingesteld, zeker vanwege de Koude Oorlog. De VS was sinds de WOII
onze bondgenoot en daar moesten we het mee doen. We kiezen heel duidelijk voor de NAVO
als hoeksteen voor ons veiligheidsbeleid. En onze stelling: als je binnen de NAVO als Europese
landen eensgezindheid hebt, kun je tegenwicht geven aan de Amerikanen. De NAVO bepaalt
meestal wat er bij de NAVO gebeurd, maar dit kon meestal omdat de Europese landen zo
verdeeld waren. |k vind nog steeds dat wij de VS als onze eerste bondgenoot moeten zien.
Zeker nu China zegt dat het zijn defensie-uitgaven verhoogd ondanks financiéle crisis. India
Iran Pakistan Afghanistan - er zijn een aantal gebieden in de wereld die een mogelijke dreiging
kunnen gaan vormen. lk maak me zorgen dat de woorden ‘we moeten een gezamenlijk
Europees Defensie- en Veiligheidsbeleid hebben’, een schone of stille dood gaan sterven
doordat een aantal landen in de EU hun defensiebudgetten zo laten afglijden naar niveau van
ver onder de NAVO-norm.

Kijk maar naar de discussie over de JSF die helemaal uit z’n verband wordt getrokken: “Een duur
toestel van 5-6 miljard, terwijl we dat ding gewoon in de begroting staat voor de komende 30
jaar en die 5 miljard is gewoon een optelsom van al die bedragen die allemaal bij elkaar staan
in de begroting voor het geval van vervangingsinvestering. De F-16’s zijn gewoon een keer op,
maar het beeld is dus dat het een speeltje is en mensen denken: ‘we hebben nu een ander
probleem -banen - AOW’. Wel begrijpelijk, maar je moet toch ook nu nog blijven investeren in
Defensiematerieel omdat je dit op de lange termijn moet zien. Je koopt zo’n JSF niet voor
morgen of overmorgen, maar voor de komende 30 jaar. Het CDA wil het beste toestel voor de
beste prijs. Wij zijn echter de enigen die dit zeggen. Bij de PvdA speelt het mee dat de
achterban het niet ziet zitten en dat zij liever investeren in uitkeringen en sociale
voorzieningen. Niemand wint verkiezingen met het thema JSF. Je moet anti-cylisch denken: we
zitten nu in een economische crisis, dit kan gigantisch veel werkgelegenheid opleveren in een

bepaalde sector dus je moet dit nu juist wél doen!

4. Verschillen de standpunten van de fractiecommissie Defensie met de standpunten
van het CDA (de partij)?

Over het onderwerp is er echter wel verschil in opinie. Maar in de Eurodelegatie, Maria Martens
- de EP Defensie spreekt nauwelijks over de relatie NAVO-EU. Het gaat veel meer om Europees
buitenlands beleid en ontwikkelingssamenwerking en defensie op Europees Niveau en het
Europees Parlement speelt nauwelijks een rol. De focus is veel meer op diplomatie en
ontwikkelingssamenwerking. Er is ook een Eurocommissaris bijvoorbeeld voor OS maar niet
voor Defensie, hoewel wél voor Buitenlands Beleid. Met Obama zullen een aantal landen die de

laatste tijd negatief zijn geweest ook een wat positiever houding naar de VS hebben.
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5. Vindt u dat het partijprogramma aangaande Defensie op bepaalde punten moet

veranderen?

6. Vindt er veel overleg met EU Defensiefracties plaats, en zo ja: is dit van invloed

geweest op het huidige standpunt van de CDA Defensiefractie?

Defensie is nog steeds een nationale aangelegenheid, en dat beperkt zich dus echt tot de
nationale parlementen. Bovendien stuurt het Europees Parlement geen Europees Leger aan dus.
Eén persoon gaat een keer per week naar een delegatievergadering van onze CDA
europarlementariérs. We hebben goede contacten, maar het onderwerp defensie is nauwelijks

aan de orde. Dit wordt ook gezien als nationale aangelegenheid.

7. Denkt u dat de behoefte aan een Europese Defensieorganisatie wordt gevoed door
een onvolwaardige relatie tussen de EU lidstaten binnen de NAVO en de VS? Vindt
u dat er een kloof tussen de EU en de NAVO bestaat, en zo ja: hoe kan deze het

beste overbrugd worden?

Bijna alle Europese landen die lid zijn van de NAVO, zijn ook lid van de EU. Dus het
overlapgebied is groot. Een totaal verdeeld Europa is de bron van alle ellende. De Verenigde
Staten hebben één krijgsmacht en als ze zeggen dat ze gaan ‘dan gaan ze’ en dat is bij ons het
probleem. Ze zijn in bij de EU in zekere zin niet gelijkwaardig maar dat komt meer door de
politieke bende en besluiteloosheid. Absoluut. Als we stappen zouden maken om de nationale
soevereiniteit op te geven door bijvoorbeeld een Eurocommissaris Defensie in het leven te
roepen, zou de weerstand tegen Europa alleen maar toenemen. Daarbij hebben politieke
partijen hun eigen politieke agenda en daar zoeken ze argumenten bij en degene die dit het
beste kan vertolken - wat het beste aansluit bij de bevolking - wint de verkiezingen. Helemaal

niet rationeel.

8. Bent u van mening dat een Europese Defensieorganisatie onderdeel van de NAVO

of van de EU zou moeten worden?

Het liefst doet het CDA alles met de NAVO samen, alleen dat kan niet want alle Europese landen
zijn lid van de NAVO. Berlin-Plus is dus heel praktisch en goed. Voor een Europees leger zijn in
principe al de structuren - de commandeuren. Toch is er geen beter alternatief voor NAVO als
security providor. Er is op wereldniveau geen enkele organisatie die zo veel kracht kan leveren.

Daarom ben ik tegen een verdere uitbreiding van de NAVO.
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9. Denkt u dat het hebben van twee Defensieorganisaties binnen Europa, met

verschillende operationele procedures, werkbaar is?

NAVO heeft al een ervaring van 50 jaar. Daarom moeten we vasthouden aan hun standaarden,
procedures en doctrines. Het enige waar het verschil inzit is de ‘rules of engagement’ maar dat

is alleen binnen het politieke domein: hoe ver mag een militair gaan?

10. Kijkend naar crisissituaties, denkt u dat het beschikken over twee

Defensieorganisaties de kwetsbaarheid van de EU vergroot of verkleint?

Een eenheid van beleid met dezelfde procedures en doctrines, zorgt voor efficiency en daardoor
kunnen de EU en de NAVO beter omgaan met crisissituaties. Als Europa niets doet, geen
eenheid van beleid - dan zijn we aan de Amerikanen overgeleverd. Alles begint bij een politieke
eenheid. Ik hoop dat door het toetreden van Frankrijk tot de NAVO, op militair vlak, dat
Frankrijk ziet dat de NAVO een uitstekend middel is om in te grijpen tijdens als security

provider tijdens crisisbeheersingsoperaties.

11. Hoe denkt u dat nationale eenheden met twee Defensieorganisaties zullen worden

ingezet? Wat betekent dit voor de Defensieleiding?

Je moet ‘National dedicated clubs’ hebben. Bataljon 1 voor de NAVO. Bataljon 2 voor Europa.
Voor de aansturing van operaties is het hebben van meerdere clubs complexer dan dat je er één
zou hebben. Van de krijgsmachtdelen zijn we gegaan naar de operationele commando’s onder
leiding van de Commandant der Strijdkrachten. Vroeger was er een Chef Defensiestaf als
adviseur van de minister. Wat de Commandant der Strijdkrachten alleen mist is een echt
geintegreerd hoofdkwartier waar hij ook echt alle eenheden kan aansturen. En dit kan natuurlijk
ook werken voor onze nationale eenheden die toegewezen zijn aan de EU/NAVO/VN. Het kan

bijna niet anders dat de procedures ‘NAVO-wise’ zijn.

12. Denkt u dat de ‘Helsinki Headline Goal’ al een stap in de richting van een Europese
Defensieorganisatie is?
Denkt u dat het leveren van 60.000 manschappen binnen 60 dagen goed genoeg is
voor de Rapid Reaction Force (RRF) in relatie tot civiele/militaire crisisbeheersing
en conflictpreventie (Petersbergtaken) in de EU?
Zal, in het geval van calamiteiten de RRF naast de NRF (NATO Respons Force)

opereren of zal de RRF onderdeel uitmaken van de NRF?

De vraag of een scenario waar 60.000 manschappen nodig zijn, echt snel gebeurd. Zelfs de NRF

is nog nooit ingezet. Daarnaast is 60 dagen natuurlijk niet snel, de Duitsers stonden in 3 dagen

The Hague School of European Studies 83



European Defence Organisation T.C.E. Kipp

hier. Het is lastig om dit te beschouwen als een stap naar een Europese Defensieorganisatie.
Het is wel duidelijk dat Defensie nu op de agenda staat en dat er ontwikkelingen zijn ook. Al de
stappen die Frankrijk heeft gemaakt zijn nu in tegengestelde beweging. De Fransen wilden
dupliceren: echt naast de NAVO een Europese Defensieorganisatie opbouwen, maar het feit dat
ze nu volwaardig militair zijn toegetreden tot de NAVO laat eigenlijk zien dat ze zijn
teruggekomen op het idee - mijn inschatting. Dat gaat niet gebeuren, kost de EU lidstaten ook
te veel geld en dat is er niet. Ik hoop echt niet dat er een aparte Europese Defensieorganisatie
komt. Wel een verdere uitwerking van het Berlijn-Plus akkoord. Laat nu de Europese landen

gebruik maken van de NAVO structuur.

De NAVO zal veel sneller zal zijn met de NRF dan de RRF. En als er iets gebeurt, kan je je je
afvragen hoe dit dan zit met de politieke besluitvorming. Je ziet dat er eigenlijk een mes door
Europa valt en er gebeurd niets. Zoals de vlag er nu bij hangt is de NAVO sneller en effectiever.
Het komt de hele tijd terug op de politieke autonomie van de verschillende landen die allemaal
in debat moeten in de nationale parlementen.

De verhouding tussen de EU en de NAVO is heel erg gespannen. Nu zijn het gescheiden takken.

Het maakt het lastig elk land voor twee scenario’s capaciteiten achter de hand moet houden.

INTERVIEW MARIIN VERHEES

Mr. M. Verhees is policy advisor of L. Van Nistetip(CDA), Member of European Parliament in
the EPP Group of the Europeans People’s Party (EBristian Democrats).

Date: Tue, 14 Apr 2009 19:58:02 +0200
Subject: Re: Scriptie CDA - HEBO studente
From: m.verhees@gmail.com

To: t.kipp@hotmail.com

Hoi Tamara,

Zoals je kunt zien ziet het CDA de NAVO als hetthan ons extern veiligheidsbeleid.
Dat neemt niet weg dat de EU in de eigen achtentud® toekomst wel in staat wil zijn
om orde te houden, ook wanneer de de VS niet miedoen. Het EU defensiebeleid, dat
gebruik zal maken van de navo-infrastructuur, nadaairom worden gezien als een soort
regionale aanvulling op de NAVO, en zeker nietcalscurrentie.

Met vriendelijke groet,

Marijn Verhees
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Appendix six
VVD INTERVIEW
- SCRIPTIE -

VINDEN DE PVDA, HET CDA EN DE VVD
EEN EUROPESE DEFENSIEORGANISATIE ALS AANVULLING OP
DE NAVO WAARDEVOL EN NOODZAKELIJK?

Mr. M. Wessels, MA, is senior policy assistantlod VD and specialised in foreign policy and

defence policy

INTERVIEW: DE HEER WESSELS

T 10.25 uur - 11.25 uur

20 maart 2009

Tweede Kamer

Door: Tamara Kipp
Studente Hogere Europese Beroepen Opleiding
Internationaal Bestuur en Beleid

Haagse Hogeschool te Den Haag
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DEHI

Opleiding

Als vierdejaarsstudente aan de HEBO (Hogere Europese Beroepen Opleiding) houd ik mij
bezig met internationale- en Europese politiek. Vakken als o.a. Bestuurskunde,
Internationaal Recht, European Decision Making en Volkenrecht maken deel uit van mijn
specialisatie ‘Internationaal Bestuur en Beleid’. Ter afsluiting van mijn Bachelor zal ik een
scriptie schrijven die voldoet aan de eisen die mijn opleiding stelt: een scriptie die een

recente internationale politieke ontwikkeling betreft.

Doel scriptie

Met mijn scriptie wil ik onderzoeken wat de verschillende opinies binnen de drie politieke
stromingen (Socialisme, Liberalisme, Confessionalisme) van de Nederlandse politiek zijn
aangaande een eventueel te vormen Europese Defensieorganisatie. Om hier achter te
komen zal ik bij de verschillende politieke partijen interviews afnemen zodat mij duidelijk
word wat de standpunten van de politieke partijen zijn en de ontwikkelingen die tot deze
opinie hebben geleid.

Resultaten interviews

De uitkomsten van de interviews zal ik op twee manieren verwerken in mijn scriptie. Ten
eerste zal ik de bevindingen onderzoeken met de daarbij horende literatuur. Ten tweede
zal ik de resultaten van het interview voorleggen aan een hoge vertegenwoordiger van de
NAVO zodat ik beter inzicht krijg in de praktische kant van deze organisatie en een
eventueel daarbij te vormen Europese Defensieorganisatie. Uiteindelijk zal ik alle voor-, en
nadelen afwegen om zo een conclusie te kunnen vormen. Ondanks het feit dat ik de
Nederlandse visie op EU- en NAVO-beleid onderzoek zal ik mijn scriptie in het Engels

vertalen zodat het internationale karakter van mijn scriptie wordt versterkt.
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INTERVIEWVRAGEN

13. Waarom heeft de VVD geen standpunt over een eventuele Europese

Defensieorganisatie op haar website gepubliceerd?

Dat klopt. We hebben geen heel uitgesproken standpunt. Traditioneel is de VVD primair NAVO
gericht. Wat er ook besloten wordt, het mag niet aan de importantie van de NAVO mogen
afdoen. Voor kleinere, minder risicovolle operaties zijn we er helemaal voor om dat in Europees
verband te doen. EUFOR operatie in Kongo. EUFOR operatie in Bosnié en in Tsjaad. We zijn dus
niet principieel tegen Europese militaire operaties allen wanneer het gaat om echt grote

gevaarlijke operaties gaat, dan is de meer de lijn om voor NAVO back-up te zorgen.

14.Wat is het standpunt van de VVD aangaande een eventuele Europese

Defensieorganisatie?

Het mag niet leiden tot decoupling, de NAVO mag niet uit elkaar gekoppeld worden. Het mag
ook niet leiden tot duplicatie. We zijn in dat opzicht terughoudend in het opzetten van een

aparte Europese militaire organisatie.

15. Hoe heeft dit standpunt zich binnen het VVD ontwikkeld?

Was 10 jaar geleden de opinie anders?

Was anders, we zijn traditioneel een partij die heel veel belang hecht aan de NAVO. Eerst
vanwege het grote gevaar vanuit het Oostblok. De betrouwbare NAVO was de enige oplossing,
al is er nu meer speelruimte om aan andere opties te denken. Hoewel Rusland nog steeds,
misschien wel meer, aan de assertieve kant lijkt te gedragen. Maar een acute dreiging van die
kant is weg. Vroeger hadden we een leger van dienstplichtigen, mocht je niet inzetten in

operaties ver weg. Nu zijn we ontwikkeld naar een beroepsleger.

16. Verschillen de standpunten van de fractiecommissie Defensie met de standpunten
van het VVD (de partij)?

De Heer Van Baalen: tegen een Europees leger
Mevrouw Hennis-Plasschaert: voor een Europees leger
De Heer Maaten: voor een Europees leger

“We moeten van een transnationaal naar een supranationaal leger”
Er is wel duidelijke een visieverschil. In de fractiecommissie worden alle standpunten altijd

voorbesproken. Defensievergaderingen doen we niet binnen de fractie. Dat gaat altijd 1x in

de week in de BOD-blok: Buitenlandse Zaken - Ontwikkelingssamenwerking en Defensie.
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Geen van deze mensen (EP) hebben in de VVD-fractie gezeten en in de VVD fractie is dus de
sterke traditie van een belang hechten aan NAVO. En dit hebben deze mensen niet
meegekregen. Omdat ze niet in de fractie hebben gezeten, hebben ze een andere mening
kunnen ontwikkelen. Bij Hans Van Baalen ligt het gevoel dat hij niet voor 100% gevoelsmatig
naar Brussel verkast omdat hij ook de ambitie heeft om ook weer in Den Haag een rol te
gaan spelen.

We hebben al te weinig mariniers, dus een Europese Defensieorganisatie is gewoon niet
haalbaar voor grote missies (als Uruzgan). We hebben te weinig manschappen, een tekort
bij Defensie. Je kunt wel met kleinere clubjes werk doen. Dit geldt voor alle
krijgsmachtdelen, niet alleen voor de Marine, ook bij de Landmacht en Luchtmacht. We
moeten ook snel we g uit Uruzgan. Het trekt mensen nu niet om zich aan te melden bij
Defensie omdat er zo’n zwaar beroep op hen wordt gedaan. Er kan niet aan de vraag
worden voldaan om én voor de NAVO én voor een Europese Defensieorganisatie troepen

worden geleverd.

17.Vindt u dat het partijprogramma aangaande Europees Defensiebeleid op bepaalde

punten moet veranderen?

Er is nog steeds een traditionele lijn. De EU is een politieke dwerg, ook als het gaat om
veiligheidsbeleid. De VVD ziet dat de grotere lidstaten op het gebied over zaken als de oorlog
in Irak verschillen. We hebben altijd kunnen terugvallen op de steun van de VS. Het wordt tijd
dat we echter méér verantwoordelijkheid nemen bij het voorkomen en oplossen van
internationale conflicten. Het buitenlandse Defensiebeleid blijft in nauwe samenwerking met de
NAVO plaatsvinden. Geen militaire macht voor de EU.

18.Vindt er veel overleg met EU Defensiefracties plaats, en zo ja: is dit van invloed

geweest op het huidige standpunt van de VVD Defensiefractie?

Niet echt een uitwisseling van informatie, niet echt een overleg. Wel een BOD.

19. Denkt u dat de behoefte aan een Europese Defensieorganisatie wordt gevoed door
een onvolwaardige relatie tussen de EU lidstaten binnen de NAVO en de VS? Vindt
u dat er een kloof tussen de EU en de NAVO bestaat, en zo ja: hoe kan deze het

beste overbrugd worden?

Het probleem de afgelopen tijd, als er iets gedaan moet worden, hebben we de Amerikanen
altijd nodig. Kijk maar naar het geklungel van ons in Bosnié tijdens het conflict met de Serven.
Toen is het pas opgelost toen de VS ingreep. We probeerden met de VN diplomatiek bezig te

zijn en door aanwezigheid verder onheil te voorkomen. Maar puur de aanwezigheid werkte niet.
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Met NL is daar het grootste drama overkomen. Je houdt met geweren geen tanks tegen. De EU
liet zien dat ze toen niet daadkrachtig waren en bij machte om een dergelijk conflict op te
lossen. Er is een kloof van daadkrachtigheid en ingrijpen: het blijft altijd zo dat we de NAVO en
de VS nodig hebben.

Onder Bush heerste het gevoel dat ze veel acties puur op eigen houtje (behalve met het
Verenigd Koninkrijk) deden. Nu zoekt Obama meer de toenadering tot Europese partners en

vindt veel meer overleg plaats.

20.Bent u van mening dat een Europese Defensieorganisatie onderdeel van de NAVO

of van de EU zou moeten worden?

Het zou een ontwikkeling kunnen zijn dat er een Europese Defensieorganisatie binnen de NAVO
wordt gecreéerd, maar dat zal zich eerst in de praktijk moeten bewijzen. Als je het in positieve
zin ontwikkeld en het bewijst zijn waarde in de praktijk dan kan er een Europese Defensie
Organisatie binnen de NAVO gaan ontwikkelen. Een Europese Defensieorganisatie naast (los
van) de NAVO is de VVD compleet tegen.

21.Volgens Mevrouw Neyts-Uyttebroeck (EP, voorzitster ELDR) zal een Europese
Defensieorganisatie binnen de NAVO nooit werken door het conflict tussen Turkije
(lidstaat NAVO) en Cyprus (lidstaat EU). Hoe denkt u hierover?

Dit conflict is nu aan de orde. Het is een grote complicerende factor. En dit probleem zou nu
echt opgelost moeten worden wil Turkije gaan toetreden tot de Europese Unie. Wij zeggen dat
Turkije (hoofdvoorwaarde) alleen lidstaat kan worden met de EU als het normale contacten met
Cyprus kan onderhouden en openstelt. Vrij verkeer van mensen, goederen, verkeer tussen
beiden. Als Turkije geen lid is van de EU kan het ook geen onderdeel uitmaken van een
Europese Defensie Organisatie. Een Europese Defensie Organisatie kan wel met één visie en één

stem naar buiten toe treden binnen de NAVO omdat Turkije geen lid is.

22.Denkt u dat het hebben van twee Defensieorganisaties binnen Europa, met

verschillende operationele procedures, werkbaar is?

Het jargon, procedures en doctrines moeten alle hetzelfde zijn. Er is nu goed contact tussen
manschappen op de grond en bijvoorbeeld in de lucht omdat er vaste NAVO procedures zijn. Er

mag geen loskoppeling zijn.
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23. Kijkend naar crisissituaties, denkt u dat het beschikken over twee

Defensieorganisaties de kwetsbaarheid van de EU vergroot of verkleint?

Een Europese Defensie Organisatie als onderdeel van de NAVO. Bij een werkelijke crisissituatie
(grootschalig grof geweld zoals Kongo en Tsjaad) kan de EU dit stap voor stap zijn waarde

bewijzen. Maar dit constant in de praktijk worden bewezen.

24.Hoe denkt u dat nationale eenheden met twee Defensieorganisaties zullen worden

ingezet? Wat betekent dit voor de Defensieleiding?

Het is niet de bedoeling dat militairen los van elkaar worden opgeleid. Het moet universeel zijn,
en als een Europese Defensieorganisatie binnen de NAVO zal worden opgericht zal dit ook niet
gaan gebeuren. Het kan al wel dat nationale eenheden met twee Defensieorganisaties optreden.
Kijk maar naar Landmacht en Luchtmacht in Uruzgan en de Mariniers in Tsjaad (EUFOR). Het
kan wel, maar dezelfde Mariniers gaan weer over naar Uruzgan. Dan is het zeker niet de

bedoeling dat er constant moet worden overgeschakeld van procedures.

25. Denkt u dat de ‘Helsinki Headline Goal’ al een stap in de richting van een Europese

Defensieorganisatie is?

Hierbij moet men zich ook nog moeten bewijzen. Men heeft er nog lang niet die aanvulling

gegeven die op papier is gezet. Het is nog niet uitgevoerd.

26. Denkt u dat het leveren van 60.000 manschappen binnen 60 dagen goed genoeg
is voor de Rapid Reaction Force (RRF) in relatie tot civiele/militaire
crisisbeheersing en conflictpreventie (Petersbergtaken) in de EU?

Zal, in het geval van calamiteiten de RRF naast de NRF (NATO Respons Force)

opereren of zal de RRF onderdeel uitmaken van de NRF?

60.000 manschappen is een ambitieuze doelstelling. 60 dagen is terecht, maar een flinke termijn
als het een Rapid Reaction Force moeten zijn. Voor crisisbeheersing is dit te traag. Er is niet
ambitieus gedacht op dit vlak. Als het acuut nodig is moet men veel sneller mensen op de been

kunnen brengen.
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Appendix seven
NATO INTERVIEW
- SCRIPTIE -
VINDEN DE PVDA, HET CDA EN DE VVD
EEN EUROPESE DEFENSIEORGANISATIE ALS AANVULLING OP
DE NAVO WAARDEVOL EN NOODZAKELIJK?

INTERVIEW: LIEUTENANT GENERAAL VAN OSCH

Since 15 June 2007, Lieutenant General A.G.D. ve¢chQOMA, is the Permanent Military
Representative to the NATO and EU Military Commatte Brussels, Belgium.

15.30 uur - 16.30 uur
20 april 2009
NAVO - Brussel

Door: Tamara Kipp
Studente Hogere Europese Beroepen Opleiding
Internationaal Bestuur en Beleid

Haagse Hogeschool te Den Haag
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DEHI

Opleiding

Als vierdejaarsstudente aan de HEBO (Hogere Europese Beroepen Opleiding) houd ik mij
bezig met internationale- en Europese politiek. Vakken als o.a. Bestuurskunde,
Internationaal Recht, European Decision Making en Volkenrecht maken deel uit van mijn
specialisatie ‘Internationaal Bestuur en Beleid’. Ter afsluiting van mijn Bachelor zal ik een
scriptie schrijven die voldoet aan de eisen die mijn opleiding stelt: een scriptie die een

recente internationale politieke ontwikkeling betreft.

Doel scriptie

Met mijn scriptie wil ik onderzoeken wat de verschillende opinies binnen de drie politieke
stromingen (Socialisme, Liberalisme, Confessionalisme) van de Nederlandse politiek zijn
aangaande een eventueel te vormen Europese Defensieorganisatie. Om hier achter te
komen zal ik bij de verschillende politieke partijen interviews afnemen zodat mij duidelijk
word wat de standpunten van de politieke partijen zijn en de ontwikkelingen die tot deze
opinie hebben geleid.

Resultaten interviews

De uitkomsten van de interviews zal ik op twee manieren verwerken in mijn scriptie. Ten
eerste zal ik de bevindingen onderzoeken met de daarbij horende literatuur. Ten tweede
zal ik de resultaten van het interview voorleggen aan een hoge vertegenwoordiger van de
NAVO zodat ik beter inzicht krijg in de praktische kant van deze organisatie en een
eventueel daarbij te vormen Europese Defensieorganisatie. Uiteindelijk zal ik alle voor-, en
nadelen afwegen om zo een conclusie te kunnen vormen. Ondanks het feit dat ik de
Nederlandse visie op EU- en NAVO-beleid onderzoek zal ik mijn scriptie in het Engels

vertalen zodat het internationale karakter van mijn scriptie wordt versterkt.
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INTERVIEWVRAGEN

1. De Heer Knops (CDA) vindt het ergerlijk dat binnen de NAVO de EU niet een
gelijkwaardige rol ten opzichte van de VS kan innemen terwijl de EU meer militair
personeel heeft dan de VS.

“De VS heeft meer macht binnen de NAVO omdat er binnen de EU verdeeldheid
heerst”. (De Heer Knops - voorzitter Fractiecommissie Defensie van het CDA, 12 maart 2009)

Klopt dit?

Er is in ieder geval verdeeldheid, en dat heeft te maken met het onvermijdelijke feit dat we
allemaal zelfstandige landen zijn. ledereen probeert de nationale belangen te behartigen. Er moet
veel meer materiéle samenwerking zijn, maar elk land probeert natuurlijk zijn eigen industrie een
graatje mee te laten pikken. Daardoor krijg je niet de meest optimale producten. Op het gebied van
beleid zijn er verschillende belangen. Elk groter conflict is alleen op te lossen in breder verband dan
alleen Europa - VS & Canada moet je er altijd bij betrekken. NL zit op die lijn. Frankrijk, wil echter
alles in Europees verband. Op het gebied van operaties wordt het sterk beinvioed of men daar een
nationaal belang heeft of niet. Een land als Frankrijk wilde heel graag naar Tsjaad, andere landen
niet. Dat is niet slecht, misschien jammer als je probeert om een sterk Europa te bouwen. Als ESDP
besluitvorming met consencus vereist is dit een logische consequentie. NL wil ook zijn eigen

souvereiniteit verliezen en probeert de eigen industrie te stimuleren.

2. De Heer Wessels (VVD) geeft aan dat bij de Helsinki Headline Goal waarbij 60.000
manschappen binnen 60 dagen operationeel kunnen zijn, de 60 dagen een te
grote termijn is ten opzichte van acute crisisbeheersingoperaties. “De EU moet veel
sneller operationele eenheden op de been kunnen brengen, er is niet ambitieus
gedacht door de EU".

Wat is uw reactie hierop?

Om te beginnen heeft de EU ervoor gekozen om als eerst te richten op de Petersbergtaken, dus
meer crisisbeheersings-achtige taken. De EU heeft nog niet de ambitie geuit. Het merendeel van de
EU zit al in de NAVO. Op één na zijn alle EU landen die geen NAVO lid zijn toch partner van NAVO.
Voor de grote aantallen is het dus logisch dat de EU altijd voor de NAVO wordt gekozen. Bij
crisisbeheersings- vredes-operaties, dan moeten er met snelle reactietijden operationele eenheden
kunnen optreden. Deze hebben we: 2 Battle Groups. Binnen 5 dagen moeten er al
verkenningseenheden zijn, dit tijdsbestek is vergelijkbaar reactietijd als de NAVO heeft met de NRF.
Bij de NRF zijn operaties met grote aantallen ook nog niet ingezet. Dit heeft te maken met de op dit

moment al veel eenheden worden ingezet.
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3. Zowel het CDA, de VVD als de PvdA zijn wel positief over een Europese pijler
binnen de NAVO. Toch benadrukt de Heer Wessels (VVD) dat de EU eerst zijn
waarde in de praktijk zal moeten bewijzen.

Wat vindt u van een Europese Defensieorganisatie binnen de NAVO?

Ik sluit me aan bij het Nederlandse beleid. Dit is goed beleid. We zien voor de militaire veiligheid
primair NATO als de organisatie waar we ons op moeten richten. Dat zorgt voor de
interoperabiliteit, moderniseren, de samenwerking met de VS die we nodig hebben. In NL beleid
ook: we werken zo inefficiént binnen de EU - dat kan beter. Ook binnen de EU zouden we graag
betere militaire samenwerking zien door taakspecialisatie, beter materieel samenwerking. Materieel
samenwerking staat vaak bij de EU op de agenda. Er wordt vaak schande van gesproken dat
sommige materieel projecten niet van de grond komen. Ook al zijn deze projecten begonnen, lopen
ze weleens kapot omdat de industriebelangen worden behartigd. Europa versterken binnen de
NAVO - dus geen of/of concurrentiestrijd. We zien de NAVO waarbinnen we het beste de NL
belangen kunnen behartigen en we zien graag dat de Europese landen beter gaan samenwerken.

Een vorm van Europese Samenwerking tussen een aantal landen.

3.2 Vind u dat het EDA meer geld moet krijgen om materieel beter te kunnen integreren.

Het EDA is niet meer dan een organisatie die op dit moment niet zelf projecten doet dus wat dat
betreft hoeft deze organisatie niet meer geld te krijgen. Er is wel een soort bloemkool effect;
klachten van mensen en landen dat EDA veel te weinig doet. EDA zegt: ik heb te weinig capaciteiten,
we moeten meer mensen hebben - als we meer mensen hebben kunnen we misschien ook zelf
projecten leiden. Het is nu vooral een organisatie die organiseren dat landen met elkaar gaan praten
en dat er inzichtelijker wordt gemaakt welke doctrines welke landen willen volgen om binnen die
kaders vervolgens materieele projecten te beginnen waar behoefte aan is. Het is dus ‘het initiéren

van projecten’. Een Europese materiaalsamenwerking is zeker zinvol.

3.2. D’66 vindt dat er een Europees Leger moet komen naast de NAVO.

Lekker duur. Heel inefficiént. Hoe meer we regelen dat eenheden voor beide organisaties kunnen
worden ingezet, des te efficiénter het is. En gelukkig geldt dit ook voor de meeste landen
waaronder NL: alle eenheden die we niet nationaal inzetten (territoriale eenheden) maar voor
territoriale taken. Voor de 4 krijgsmachtsdelen kunnen de 3 grote krijgsmachtdelen met NAVO
middelen voor de NAVO, de EU en zelfs de VN worden gebruikt. Het zou verschrikkelijk dom zijn
om bepaalde eenheden alleen maar reserveren voor NAVO. Er wordt nu zo vaak in NL over
gediscussieerd. Je moet nu vooral als land modules creeeren die je in kan zetten na het besluit van
de regering zonder dat je afhankelijk bent van derden. Tenzij dat je op een gebied zé klein wordt
dat je niet anders kan. De EU (Frankrijk, Verenigd Koninkrijk) wil met een carrier battlegroup
komen. Nederland is écht niet rijk genoeg om zelf een carrier met alles erop en eraan (vliegtuigen)

aan te schaffen.

3.3 De PvdA wil het een groot deel van de fregatten gaan afstoten om zodat dit een grote

kostenbesparing oplevert. De Kustwacht zou dan een deel van de marine-taken moeten
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opvangen. Terwijl het Frans-Britse voorzitterschap initieert om een nieuwe carriergroup te

vormen.

Mevr.Eijsink heeft daarin gelijk dat een aantal marinetaken met kleinere kustwachtschepen kan
worden vervangen dan is het antwoord: ja. Men kan soms de vraag stellen of we als NL per sé een
groot fregat nodig hebben. Een fregat kan langdurig op zee zitten en er kan een helikopter op en
we hebben de fregatten nodig in het verband van een aantal NAVO taken: luchtverdediging en
lange-afstandwapens.

NL is een soevereine staat en heeft afgesproken dat we 2% van ons BNP zouden besteden aan
Defensie. Er is meer behoefte bij NAVO om het defensiebudget te verhogen. ‘We hebben net weer
op ons kop gekregen. In de politiek moeten er altijd keuzes gemaakt worden, maar ik vind dat we

naar 2% zouden moeten’.

4. Volgens Mevrouw Neyts-Uyttebroeck (EP, voorzitster ELDR) zal een Europese
Defensieorganisatie binnen de NAVO nooit werken door het conflict tussen Turkije
(lidstaat NAVO) en Cyprus (lidstaat EU).

Hoe denkt u hierover?

Dat zijn twee totaal verschillende dingen. De vraag en de quote passen niet bij elkaar. Stel dat er
geen NATO was, dan zouden we prima binnen de EU militaire samenwerking kunnen creeren en
Turkije kan dit dan ook niet blokkeren. Het Turks-Cypriotisch conflict staat dus op geen enkele
manier Defensiesamenwerking binnen de EU in de weg. Maar het klopt wel degelijk dat het de
samenwerking tussen de NATO en de EU zwaar bemoeilijkt. De meest idiote voorbeelden zijn ervan
te geven. NATO en de EU zitten in Kosovo en die mogen formeel niet samenwerken en informatie
uitwisselen - dat doen ze misschien in de praktijk wel - maar formeel mogen ze het niet. EUPOL de
politiemissie van de EU in Afghanistan mag formeel niet beveiligd worden door ISAF omdat het
wordt geblokkeerd. Cyprus is zo slim geweest om snel een stafofficier te leveren voor het
hoofdkwartier in Atalanta - de EU counter piracy missie zowel op operationeel-, als tactisch niveau.
Toen werd het onmogelijk voor de Turken om daaraan bij te dragen waardoor we in heel die onzin
zijn gekomen dat EU en NATO niet goed samenwerken. Het is dit probleem dat roet in het eten
gooit en alles verlangzaamd en gigantisch de samenwerking tussen NATO en EU blokkeert. Er is
geen conflict tussen Cyprus en Turkije maar een politiek probleem: de EU heeft er zeer
onverstandig aangedaan om te doen besluiten dat Cyprus lid mocht worden van de EU onder
voorwaarde dat ‘Cyprus dan wél het probleem met Turkije moest oplossen’. De EU had beter
kunnen zeggen: ‘jullie mogen lid worden zodra het probleem met Turkije is opgelost’. Want nu kan
Cyprus, en dat doen ze ook, alle besluitvorming in de EU blokkeren als het gaat om samenwerking
met NATO. Tot in het belachelijke toe. En omgekeerd blokkeert Turkije NATO samenwerking met de
EU. Turkije erkent Cyprus namelijk niet en samenwerking met de EU inclusief Cyprus, zou indirect
erkenning van Cyprus betekenen. Daarbij is Turkije verschrikkelijk boos op Cyprus omdat Cyprus oa
de toegang van Turkije tot de EU blokkeert. Alle landen proberen op beide landen te drukken dat ze
flexibelere moeten zijn. Elke week vreet dit energie. Maar, dat houdt niet goede samenwerking
binnen de EU tegen. Heel veel landen zouden veel liever zien dat Berlijn-plus beter zou gaan

werken. Turkije heeft dit ook getekend alleen staat er één dingetje bij: dat kan, maar ‘dan mag
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Cyprus niet mee doen’. Er is nu één Berlijn-plus operatie in Bosnié, werkt hardstikke goed, iedereen
tevreden. Maar Cyprus blokkeert met steun van Griekenland (en misschien meer landen die zich
onzichtbaar achter deze twee landen verschuilen) dat Berlijn-Plus arrangement nog een keer
gebruikt kan worden - en dat kan Cyprus doen want er moet met consensus worden besloten .
Theo van Doel (2004) heeft dus ongelijk.

Als we bij de NAVO EU-vergaderingen hebben over ALTHEA (de Berlijn-Plus operatie in Bosni€), dan
zitten alle NAVO en EU landen bij elkaar behalve Cyprus.

Het klopt dat een Europese Defensieorganisatie binnen de NAVO dusdanig wordt belemmerd door
het politieke probleem tussen Turkije en Cyprus dat het niet zal werken. Het betekent ook dat een
Europese Defensieorganisatie los van NATO heel veel overbodig geld gaat kosten. Binnen de NATO
zijn al hoofdkwartieren, al materieel samenwerking, al command-controll en inlichtingensysteem.
Daar doen alle partnership voor peace landen ook aan mee. ledereen die een security agreement
met NATO heeft, alle EU landen behalve Cyprus, toch kunnen we dit niet gebruiken voor een EU
missie vanwege alleen Cyprus. Een Europese Defensieorganisatie binnen de NAVO is door dit

conflict dus fictie.

5. Denkt u dat de Verenigde Staten de gemaakte Brussel-Berlijn (1996) afspraken zal
nakomen en militaire middelen, informatie en capaciteit beschikbaar zal maken voor de

EU (ESDP) tijdens crisisbeheersingsoperaties?

Ja, en we hebben al één zo’'n operatie gehad: ALTHEA in Bosnié. ledereen is zeer positief en vindt
dat we dit veel vaker moeten doen, ook de Turken. Cyprus heeft aan de EU zijde steun, ook van
Griekenland maar ook wel van andere landen. Cyprus brengt zelf nooit wat in voor een operatie en
Turkije brengt altijd heel veel in, zelfs in EU operaties bieden ze soms aan. Dit accepteert de EU

ook. Alleen wordt nu Berlijn-Plus tegengehouden door het politieke probleem Turkije-Cyprus.

De Berlijn-Plus afspraken wil niet zeggen dat de VS troepen moeten leveren en het wil ook niet
zeggen dat de VS verplicht is om inlichtingen te leveren. Berlijn-Plus wil zeggen dat NAVO-middelen,
ook VS middelen dus, gebruikt kunnen worden voor operaties. Bij Berlijn-Plus afspraken hebben we
afgesproken dat ook voor EU missies die NAVO hoofdkwartieren gebruikt kunnen worden. Dan
gebeurd dit niet onder leiding van SACEUR maar onder leiding van DSACEUR en die heeft een
dubbele pet. Dit is altijd een Amerikaan, de plaatsvervanger is altijd een Europeaan. Die Europeaan
is tot nu toe een Brit geweest geven we dus een dubbele pet. Die kan de operationele commandant
zijn van een EU operatie met dezelfde middelen - dat is de Berlijn-Plus agreement. De VS zal in veel
gevallen heel erg blij zijn dat de Europeanen zelf hun problemen gaan oplossen en dat ze de EU
daarvoor NAVO-hoofdkwartieren gaat gebruiken vinden ze ook prima want ze vinden het ook maar
zonde als de EU, waarvan ze toch al vinden dat het merendeel te weinig geld uitgeeft aan Defensie,
ook nog geld gaat uitgeven aan verkeerde dingen (duplicatie). Ook zij zien liever dat wij dat voor
andere dingen gebruiken. Ik kan me niet voorstellen dat de EU betrokken raakt bij een conflict
waarbij de Amerikanen zouden vinden dat dit in strijd is met de Amerikaanse belangen. Dit gaat

alleen over het gebruik van de NAVO-hoofdkwartieren.
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Hoe gaat de NAVO om met de Berlijn-Brussel afspraken (ESDP als onderdeel van de NAVO)
die haaks staan op de St. Malo declaratie (ESDP moet zelfstandig naast NATO kunnen

opereren met eigen mensen, middelen en informatie)?

Berlijn Plus: Binnen de EU niet nog een keer meer hoofdkwartieren gaan bouwen.

St.Malo: EU eigen middelen moet hebben voor ESDP operaties.

Frankrijk wil bijvoorbeeld dat de EU een eigen operationele hoofdkwartier is. Dit wordt geblokkeerd
door o.a. de UK en NL. Door St.Malo zijn we wel meer aan capability planning bezig (wat voor
materieel hebben we nodig binnen EU). Dezelfde tekortkomingen worden bij de EU en NATO
geconstateerd. Binnen de EU zijn we wel steeds meer militair gaan samenwerken. Daar heeft NATO
formeel niets over te zeggen. Er zijn wel 21 landen die lid zijn van NATO en EU dus die 21 landen

zorgen er zelf voor dat er geen dingen dubbelop worden gedaan.

6. Denkt u dat het hebben van twee ‘crisismachten’ de NRF (NAVO) en de RRF (EU) zal
bijdragen aan het efficiént optreden tijdens crisisbeheersingsoperaties?

Ja, ik zie niet direct een probleem. Sterker nog: het is juist een versterking van de capaciteit. Als we
een NATO operatie willen doen, kunnen we de NRF gebruiken. Bij een EU operatie kunnen we de
Battle Groups gebruiken. Als de nood echt aan de man is, kunnen de eenheden wisselen bij een
andere operatie. Ik zie de Battle Group als verbetering van Europese capaciteit en staat niet haaks
op wat we al doen binnen NAVO. Dit is ook goed dat de EU eigen reactie-eenheid heeft; stel dat de
VS niet mee willen doen. Daarbij leunt de NRF leunt sterk op de Amerikanen. Dus het is goed dat er
binnen de EU een ontwikkeling is begonnen dat we als Europa sommige dingen toch ook zelf
kunnen doen. Het is niet goed, ook niet voor de VS, om altijd voor alles wat we doen afhankelijk te
zijn van de VS. De VS had ook liever gezien dat we het conflict in Bosnié zelf hadden kunnen
oplossen. Als EU hadden we in eerste instantie de wil niet, en daarnaast hadden we de middelen
ook niet als we de wil wel hadden gehad. Zeker op het gebied van inlichtingen en

transportcapaciteit.

7. Zijn er afspraken gemaakt wanneer er wordt gekozen voor de NRF en wanneer
voor de RRF?

Het hangt af van wat voor soort crisis. Een echte militaire aanval op één van de EU landen, zal de
NAVO optreden en dat zullen alle landen ook willen. Bei een terroristische aanslag zonder
herkomst, zonder het weten waartegen gevochten moet worden dan is misschien het enige
wat nodig is een snelle reactie omdat er heel veel slachtoffers zijn bijvoorbeeld. Bij een
grote watersnoodramp geldt hetzelfde. De EU kan dan beslissen dat de EU Battle Group zal
worden ingezet. Er is een heel goede samenwerking, klinkt misschien raar, tussen beiden
(NRF-RRF). Informeel is er heel erg goed contact tussen beide SG NATO (Hoop Scheffer) met
SG (High Representative) Solana. Op een gegeven moment spreek je op zo’n manier dat af
wat het meest voor de hand ligt met wat er gebeurt, maar alles informeel. Dit werkt sneller
dan formeel. Er zijn dus geen duidelijke afspraken gemaakt. Er wordt geen Battle Group

gebruikt voor een niet EU land als Turkije: dan de NRF. Als er iets in Zweden gebeurt als
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geen NAVO bondgenoot, dan wordt er een EU Battle Group gebruikt. Landen die lid zijn van

beide: dan moet er overlegd worden.

8. Is er een afstemming tussen NRF en RRF?

Er is niet echt afstemming tussen de commandant van de NRF en de commandant van een Battle
Group. De enige afstemming die ik kan bedenken is conceptueel. In principe proberen we alle
militaire doctrines, procedures etc. hetzelfde te houden als binnen NATO en NATO is Leading. Een
eenheid die je aanbied als Battle Group in de ene 6 maanden kan je zo de ander 6 maanden
aanbieden aan de NRF want de procedures zijn hetzelfde.

Voor militaire veiligheid is NATO de basis en we proberen binnen de EU zoveel mogelijk te
versterken maar niet in concurrentie met NATO: we moeten ons geld zo goed mogelijk besteden.

We kunnen afhankelijk van de situatie de eenheden aan beiden aanbieden.

9. Wat zijn de voorwaarden en wie maakt de uiteindelijke beslissing?

Er zijn een heleboel verschillende voorwaarden. Bijvoorbeeld militair: waar moet een eenheid aan
voldoen om geaccrediteerd te raken om deel te nemen aan de NRF. Aan de NRF zijn dat
voorwaarden die gesteld worden door de SACEUR. Eenheden moeten ook door het
accreditatieproces. Bij de Battle Groups zijn er geen voorwaarden. De politieke voorwaarden zijn dat

de North Atlantic Council (NAC) aan de NAVO zijde en de Raad aan de EU zijde beslissen wat in te

zetten.

10. Hoe denkt u dat nationale eenheden met twee Defensieorganisaties zullen worden
ingezet?

11. Wat betekent dit voor de Defensieleiding en zijn er verschillende operationele
procedures?

12. Denkt u dat het optreden van de EU tijdens het conflict tussen Georgié en Rusland

aantoont dat de EU nog lang niet klaar is om adequaat en betekenisvol te kunnen
opereren als Defensieorganisatie? (net als het EU optreden tijdens de conflicten op
de Balkan en voormalig Joegoslavié)

Bent u van mening dat de EU sneller en beter had moeten/kunnen ingrijpen?

De EU heeft in het geval van Georgié verbluffend snel opgetreden. De besluitvorming ging snel.
Binnen 3 weken was er een EU waarnemingsmissie. De EU en ook niet EU landen hadden dit niet
sneller kunnen doen. Natuurlijk kon de EU de Russische troepen niet tegenhouden, daar heeft de EU
de militaire capaciteiten ook niet voor. Daarbij wilde NATO ook niet ingrijpen omdat Georgié naar
hun mening onverstandig had gehandeld en constant adviezen in de wind heeft geslagen voor dit

conflict kwam. Saskashvili heeft niet het advies opgevolgd.
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De typische problemen binnen de EU moet de EU ook zelf kunnen oplossen. Rusland is een moeilijk
onderwerp. De VS had geen last van het conflict in Bosnié maar greep toch in.

Frankrijk wil niet dat een EU Defensie Organisatie ingrijpt bij grootschalige conflicten, daarom zijn
ze terug bij de NATO. Dit geeft hoop (dat er wordt afgezien van de Franse ambitie voor een eigen

EU Defensie Organisatie).
Nu zijn er 2 Battle Groups, vroeger (ten tijde van Joegoslavié) waren deze er niet. Het conflict met

Georgié heeft bewezen dat de daadkrachtigheid van de EU is verbeterd. “Ik ben trots”. Binnen 3

weken was er een EU Monitoring Mission.
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