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The end of the Cold War and the most recent military operations have brought
Europe’s military-technical deficiencies to the fore. These shortfalls and a
growing uncertainty about the future of US foreign policy have created a
sense of urgency among leading European nations of the need to ‘take the bull
by the horns’ with the project of a European Security and Defence Policy
(ESDP). Despite a slowdown most recently, the project’s progress since 1998
has been remarkable. Besides political agreement to commit troops to achieve
the headline goals set in Helsinki, various new institutions (Political and Security
Committee, EU Military Committee, EU Military Staff) have been created to
deal with security policy and military aspects within the Brussels bureaucracy.
In addition, the European Union (EU) and NATO have adopted basic principles
for EU access to NATO capacities and procedures. The draft treaty for an EU
Convention foresees, among other things, a solidarity clause in case of terrorist
attacks, structured defence co-operation and the setting up of a European Arma-
ments, Research and Military Capabilities Agency. To test the feasibility of
current institutions and processes, the EU has launched two police missions
in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Macedonia and two military missions in
Macedonia and in the Democratic Republic of Congo, and it envisages taking
over NATO’s mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina (SFOR) in late 2004.
Although this progress adds up to Europe being able to respond at least formally
to the famous ‘Kissinger request’ for a phone number for someone who can
speak for Europe, the EU member states still do not answer many questions
with a coherent voice, particularly when it comes to national security policy
and military planning.

This article sheds light on the impact of these developments by analysing
the case of Switzerland. As an EU outsider, Switzerland makes a particularly
good case study. First, although joining the EU has been the declared aim of
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the Federal Council since 1992, the impact of EU admission on Switzerland’s
defence policy has hardly been analysed. Second, Switzerland’s location at the
heart of Europe and its economic dependence on the EU — in 2002, 80 per cent
of all imports came from the EU, while 60 per cent of all exports were sold to
EU countries — leave it no choice but to systematically take into account
European decisions and developments when considering its own policy
options. Finally, the EU’s balanced security approach, with a mix of economic,
political and military means, offers various opportunities for Swiss contri-
butions, thus providing an excellent ‘force multiplier’ for the implementation
and advancement of Switzerland’s foreign and security policy goals.

Our analysis starts from a twofold assumption. First, we believe that
‘Europe’ and the ‘European cause’ will become the most important sources
for legitimizing the raison d’étre of armed forces in the future and for
beefing up military budgets in Europe.' By European cause, we mean the com-
bination of normative aims, such as the respect for the rule of law, democracy
and human and minority rights, and structural objectives, such as a strong mul-
tilateral world order, effective international institutions, peaceful relationships
among nations and sustainable development. Second, rectifying military-
technical deficits will require billions of euros. In order to sell increases in
military spending to Europe’s electorate, which is more worried about
social security than defence, politicians must find new, efficient and effective
ways to address the existing shortcomings. Therefore, we assume that ideas
such as the pooling of resources, role specialization and the introduction of
convergence criteria will rank high on the future political agenda of the EU.
As the intensifying discussion on the impact of the ESDP on the transatlantic
partnership has made clear, a more co-ordinated (not to say integrated)
approach to military issues within the EU will influence members and non-
members of the EU. Based on our assumptions, we assess the potential
impact on Switzerland’s future security policy and military posture. We high-
light three important issues: whether and how to forge strategic partnerships,
how to adapt armament procurement policies and how to overhaul security
and military policy planning processes. As we will show, these issues bear
importance for Europe as a whole, and not just for Switzerland (see Table 1).

Recent Development of the ESDP

Military interventions in the Gulf wars (1990—-1991 and 2003), in the Balkans
and in Afghanistan have provided ample proof of a huge transatlantic military
capabilities gap. Most importantly, Europe has military deficits in the areas of
command, control, communication and computers (C4), strategic air and sea
lift, logistics, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance and all-weather
and precision-guided weapons of any type.> These deficiencies hinder not
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TABLE 1

NEED FOR ACTION CAUSED BY ESDP AT THE EUROPEAN AND AT

THE SWISS LEVEL

Issues European need for action

Swiss need for action

Strategic guidelines  Set out European Security White
Paper defining common interests
and outlining when, where and
how to use ESDP instruments

Establish strategic goals and targets
for military and non-military

tasks

Role specialization
and pooling of
resources

Establish top-down process for the
identification of needs and core
competencies

Assign responsibility to establish,
maintain and develop role tasks to
key countries

Continue to set up multinational
units

Adopt strategic and operational
convergence and assessment
criteria

Convergence
criteria and
certification

Devise calculation methods to
compare national contributions

Set up review processes

Name process owners for review
tasks

Think about positive and negative
incentives in case of compliance
or non-compliance with criteria

Reinvigorate international
dimension of ‘Security
through Co-operation’

Establish strategic goals and
targets for military and non-
military tasks

Take into account ESDP in
security policy guidelines

Identify capabilities needed to
implement ‘Security through
Co-operation’

Develop partner concept for
international co-operation

Enable cross-departmental
security policy planning

Decide on Swiss approach:
Should Swiss contributions be
based on existing strengths
(bottom up) or should they be
designed to close European
shortfalls (top down)?

Earmark potential Swiss
contributions

Invent hedging mechanisms

Broaden the scope of partnership
goals in order to contribute
substantially to European
force goals

Make sure that capabilities,
Partnership Goals, European
convergence criteria and
standardization requirements
fit into a consistent concept that
drives force development

Strengthen existing assessment
and controlling processes
according to European
guidelines

(continued)
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TABLE 1 CONTINUED

Issues

European need for action

Swiss need for action

Defence budget

Procurement

Military law

Establish EU budget power for
ESDP tasks

Earmark existing budgets with ‘dual
use’ character and use them more
vigorously for achieving
industrial and ESDP tasks (e.g.,
Galileo project, R&D
programmes)

Harmonize national procurement
processes

Promote consequent through-life
orientation

Introduce European integrated
project teams more systematically

Strengthen power of existing
European procurement
institutions to initiate joint
projects top-down

Identify areas for harmonization
based on strategic guidelines

Think about harmonizing military
leadership principles and
doctrines

Develop European Charter of
Military Law

Prepare to make financial
contributions to European
projects

Devise concepts to tailor
spending to specific tasks and
capabilities based on
specialization concept

Overhaul national armaments
planning and procurement
processes by strengthening the
long-term and top-down
perspective

Abolish independent arms
evaluation in favour of joining
European projects at the
conception and development
stage

Assess need for reform based on
adapted security policy
guidelines and identified role
specialization

only effective coalition war fighting. Because these capabilities are critical for
the so-called Petersberg tasks, they also reveal Europe’s key strategic weak-
nesses. Since 1998, European governments have realized that tackling these
deficits requires billions of euros. On its own, no government would be able to
rally the necessary domestic support to increase defence spending. Repeated
demands for increasing investments in research and development (R&D) and
procurement will not be enough. Fundamental changes need to occur,
because holding on to existing European force structures and leaving R&D
and procurement spending at current levels means that in the long term, only
15 per cent of Europe’s land forces will achieve the degree of modernization
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of US troops.® Therefore, concepts like the pooling of resources at the European
level and a more systematic division of labour — also called role specialization —
are gaining politicians’ attention.” In the following, we discuss these approaches
in more detail and highlight the conceptual risks and open questions that need to
be overcome in order to implement the approaches successfully.

Role Specialization, Pooling of Resources and ‘Just Contributions’

Role specialization is based on the idea that national armed forces dispose of
comparative advantages. Europe can make the best use of these comparative
advantages by setting up a division of labour that would allow each country to
concentrate on specific capabilities rather than overstretch scarce resources.
There are a number of examples of armed forces having specific comparative
advantages: The German Air Force is able to contribute ECR Tornado fighter
jets, which are particularly suitable for suppressing enemy air defence systems
(SEAD). By contrast, the UK and France have overseas interests, and their
military doctrines stipulate the capability to deploy expeditionary forces
over long distances. This means that they can provide strategic lift and war-
fighting capabilities. Finally, the armed forces of the Czech Republic are
famous for providing effective protection against biological and chemical
weapons. At the European level these capabilities would be systematically
harmonized and developed in order to increase military effectiveness. At
the same time, role specialization could increase economic pressure on the
countries to give up national defence-industrial capacity in favour of European
cross-border mergers.’

Effective and efficient use of scarce resources is also the driving force
behind the idea of pooling. Pooling resources creates added value by combining
resources that are already available but which have so far been disparately orga-
nized. Pooling seems to work best for the provision of new capabilities, but it is
also feasible for existing capalbilities.6 Pooling of resources and role specializ-
ation can be combined: NATO’s AWACS fleet is multinational, stationed in
Germany and registered in Luxembourg; Belgium and the Netherlands have
merged portions of the maritime commandos; Germany and the UK are
jointly working on new SEAD systems; the Baltic states are teaming up their
efforts to pool their resources and to pursue joint procurement. In the future,
Europe can benefit from these experiences by expanding the approach in
order to tackle the most important military deficits. Along these lines, experts
have proposed that maintenance for the new Airbus A400-M heavy-lift trans-
portation aircraft be concentrated in one European country and that another
nation should host training facilities for Eurofighter and Joint Strike Fighter
pilots. Similar ideas have been brought forward to pool C130 Hercules
transportation aircraft and F16 fighter jets, to field joint air-to-air
refuelling capabilities, to establish joint European sea-transport capacities
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(the Netherlands, France and Germany), to construct common satellites (France
and Germany), to build up joint European capabilities for reconnaissance,
unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) and combat search and rescue (CSAR) and
to provide a Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar System (JSTAR).’

Despite the beneficial and innovative aspects of role specialization and
resource pooling, several potential shortcomings should not be underesti-
mated. First, there are political risks. If one country focuses on, say, mine
countermeasures, a coalition force might request access to these capabilities
in the case of a conflict that opposes the national interests of that very
country. Second, it will be hard to bring the domestic public to the opinion
that abandoning certain capabilities makes sense. In practice, however, this
is already the case: two out of 15 EU countries have no combat aircraft, and
three EU countries with a coastline (Belgium, Ireland and Portugal) do not
have a submarine force.® Third, it is to be expected that nations will insist
on playing certain roles based on their existing capabilities. From a European
perspective such an approach can be less beneficial than from a national per-
spective, as these capabilities can be either redundant or useless for certain
contingencies. As we will argue below, a European top-down approach
might help overcome these obstacles.

Finally, role specialization and pooling of resources inevitably demand
sophisticated assessment criteria and calculation methods. What is the best
way to compare ‘high tech’ and more traditional contributions such as
‘boots on the ground’? Will troop-contributing states accept ‘chequebook
diplomacy’ when ‘sharing the frontline’ is asked for? And how can a trade-
off be made if participating nations face different life cycle costs with
regard to the equipment contributed? How should the airstrips or barracks pro-
vided (host nation support) be figured into the overall calculation, and how can
these contributions be related to troop contingents or civilian means? How
much redundancy is necessary to cope with eventual opt-outs from participat-
ing states? So far, all these questions remain unresolved. Thus, one need not be
a visionary to foresee that the decades-old burden sharing debate among
NATO partners is set to haunt the Europeans as well. This is especially
clear when we take into account major differences between
the UK and France, which emphasize the use of expeditionary forces, and
Germany, with its traditional, albeit slowly changing, adherence to territorial
defence. As we will argue in the next section, finding answers to these issues
requires a closer look at the quantity and the quality of available capabilities.
Introducing criteria like contributions as percentages of gross domestic
product or troop size in relation to the population (all quantity figures) are
not enough as long as there are diverging processes to make the necessary
means available (quality perspective). Moreover, non-military contributions
need to be taken into account more properly, thereby striking a balance
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between military and civilian capabilities. Countries that want to participate in
these endeavours will have to commit themselves to long-term partnerships
and modify their planning and procurement processes. Our analysis of the
Swiss case in the next section will highlight what this means in practice.

Planning and Certification: Convergence Criteria as a Point of Reference

As the ESDP process gained momentum in 1998—1999, many experts bor-
rowed from the European Monetary Union experience and presented the
idea of defence convergence criteria in order to set up European Armed
Forces and to establish an adequate politico-military framework.” Since
then, various suggestions focusing on strategic and operational convergence
criteria have been brought forward.'® Although we agree with these sugges-
tions, an effective review mechanism for their implementation has so far
been lacking. In the following, we submit some ideas on how to review
implementation at the operational and strategic levels.

At the operational level, criteria for measuring readiness and sustainability
can be reviewed by on-site inspections and exercises, as suggested in Table 2.
We believe that the military culture of loyalty to a given mission and the use of
inspections and verifications as scrutinizing instruments help establish a

TABLE 2

OPERATIONAL CONVERGENCE CRITERIA

Criteria

Review process

Additional comments

Operational readiness and
doctrinal harmonization

Training readiness

Material readiness

Sustainability (rotations to
be guaranteed)

Manning and recruitment

Cadres

Inspections, ‘full flight tests’,
alert exercises

Inspections, e.g., by European
Military Staff

Inspections, e.g., by European
Military Staff

By declaration and approval,
e.g., by European Military
Staff

Certification on the spot
through quality experts

Staff trainings, joint exercises,
war gaming

Procedures similar to OSCE
inspections and verifications
may be applied

After Action Reviews and joint
lessons learned workshops
highlight national strengths
and deficiencies.

Procedures similar to OSCE
inspections and verifications
may be applied

Procedures similar to OSCE
inspections and verifications
may be applied

Standardized recruiting
systems; common criteria

After Action Reviews and joint
lessons learned workshops
highlight national strengths
and deficiencies
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robust and binding regime for the application of operational convergence
criteria. In addition, most military planners in the European security landscape
are used to working with NATO’s force development processes, Standardiz-
ation Agreements (STANAG) and NATO’s Planning and Review Process
(PARP). However, as we will argue when analysing the Swiss case in more
detail, successful application of these international procedures requires them
to be fully integrated in national security policy planning processes. If this
is not the case, the impact on force development and force transformation
will be insufficient.

While our operational criteria will help increase technical interoperability,
thus providing ‘bottom-up’ pressure, the strategic criteria suggested in Table 3
address the issue of converging security policy guidelines from the ‘top
down’. These criteria could be used to set up a distribution key to pool finan-
cial resources, to establish joint procurement projects and to harmonize R&D
programmes. Building on the respective principles, EU applicants facing
financial problems and ad hoc contributors to Europe’s Rapid Reaction
Force could benefit from tailored modifications. The most important aspect,
however, is the review process established to assess a country’s adherence
to the criteria.

Europe is right to rely on established NATO planning and review processes.
These processes, however, do not offer enough attractive ‘carrots’ for states to
comply, nor does NATO — because of the a la carte principle of the Partnership
for Peace — have robust ‘sticks’ for action in case of non-compliance of
participating states.'' Furthermore, some states are said to complain about the
heaviness of NATO defence planning and central verification processes and
the fact that organizational procedures ‘invariably couple new low-intensity
planning to old high-intensity threat-scenarios’.'”> Because EU members
wanted more flexibility and more influence on defence and operational plan-
ning, they opted in favour of a new capabilities development and review
process to be established in the EU.'?

Although the tendency of the governments to ‘free their hands’ is under-
standable, it also poses risks. We believe that the complexities of the inter-
national environment and the growing lack of adequate resources require
more, not less joint action. It will thus be important to build up peer-group
pressure.'* To that purpose, the task of assessing military and non-military
progress in each member state and applicant state should be assigned
systematically to the new ESDP institutions. Depending on the sensitivity
of the issue, it will be appropriate to take recourse to a more intergovernmental
body, such as the Political and Security Committee and the Organization for
Joint Armament Co-operation (OCCAR), or to a (potentially) more suprana-
tional body, such as the High Representative for the Common Foreign and
Security Policy, the European Military Staff, and — possibly at a later
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TABLE 3

STRATEGIC CONVERGENCE CRITERIA

Criteria

Review process

Additional comments

Degree of harmonization
of security policies
(including non-military
capabilities and
defence diplomacy
capabilities)

Size of the defence budget

R&D investments and
degree of technical
level

Arms procurement
strategy (as part of the
European Security
‘White Paper)

Efficiency and
effectiveness
of spending of funds

Standing forces as a
percentage of
populations®

Availability factor
(double-hatted troops,
political restrictions
due to national/
domestic reasons)

By declaration and approval,
e.g., by the Political and
Security Committee or the
Staff of the High
Representative for the
CFSP

By declaration and approval,
e.g., by European Military
Staff

By declaration and approval,
e.g., by OCCAR or the
European Armaments,
Research and Military
Capabilities Agency

By declaration and approval,
e.g., by the Political and
Security Committee or the
Staff of the High
Representative for the
CFSP, OCCAR or the
European Armaments,
Research and Military
Capabilities Agency

Review by national and later
European audit office

By declaration and approval,
e.g., by European Military
Staff

By declaration and approval,
e.g., by European Military
Staff

EU Security White Paper as
conceptual framework; limited
by (still) diverging ‘national’
interests

Harmonized calculation methods
as a precondition

R&D strategy as part of the EU
Security White Paper;
harmonized R&D definition
and calculation methods
needed

Special focus should be given to a
country’s sustainable support
for international projects;
‘name and shame’ by the
institutions mentioned

Better, faster, cheaper (smart
procurement approach);
harmonization or at least
synchronization of planning
processes at the European level

Main focus: availability of Rapid
Reaction Forces; demographic
structure of Armed Forces;
recruitment system:
conscription vs
professionalization

Self-differentiation; hedged by
framework nations or
deliberate redundancy

Frangois Heisbourg (ed.), European Defence: Making it Work (Paris: Institute for Security

Studies, 2000), p. 97.
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stage — the European Armaments, Research and Military Capabilities
Agency."> With regard to assessment efficiency and effectiveness, it will be
most important that those bodies that set the relevant criteria will also be in
charge of reviewing progress. If this is not the case, the feedback loop from
goals to implementation to review will be broken and thus remain ineffective.
Once the EU institutions are more strongly involved in these processes,
nations will need to link up with them. This increases the need for third-party
procedures. Our analysis of the Swiss case will make clear that in turn, third
parties will be required to come to terms with their contributions.

Open Questions

There is an enormous potential for strengthening Europe’s military endea-
vours in the ideas presented above. In order to implement these suggestions
effectively, national adherence to sovereignty in the realm of security policy
will have to be overcome. This can only be done by managing role specializ-
ation and pooling of resources in a top-down approach. To this purpose pol-
itical and military leaders need to address four basic issues: a European
Security White Paper, financial resources, procurement efficiency and the
need to harmonize military law.

First, differing national interests are at the top of the list of reasons why
nations are reluctant to pool resources or to agree on role specialization. At
the start of the St Malo process, ambiguities about the role of ESDP within
the EU’s overall foreign policy ambitions might have been useful.'®
However, now that the headline goals have been fixed, military planners
need more precise guidelines in order to prepare contingency planning. To
that purpose, diverging national threat assessments need to be harmonized
in order to guarantee the consistency of the ESDP."’

This and other problems could be overcome with the help of a European
Security White Paper, which was promised by the Belgian Presidency in 2001
but has not yet been developed.'"® A European Security White Paper may well
be the starting point for implementing a periodic review of the strategic environ-
ment, the derived capabilities and the means needed. If this became a standing
procedure, the European Security White Paper would effectively support contin-
gency planning and long-term planning (e.g., the development of the current Hel-
sinki headline goal as an overall planning framework) as well.'” The EU Security
Strategy is an important step into the right direction, because it analyses the key
strategic threats that need to be addressed (terrorism, proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction, and failed states and organized crime) and identifies Europe’s
strategic objectives (stability and good governance, international order based on
multilateralism, tackling old and new threats).”” Developing the draft strategy
into a fully fledged European Security White Paper would require the EU
member states to clarify their common interests by defining when, where and
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how they are prepared to use their broad spectrum of political, diplomatic,
economic and military instruments to project stability, prevent conflicts and, if
necessary, to intervene to resolve conflicts. Furthermore, open discussions of
the European Security White Paper could make a substantial contribution to
apublic European debate on security policy, an issue that ranks notoriously low
on the public agenda.*!

Second, whereas the work on the European Security White Paper and joint
planning and certification processes still leave room for individual action, the
financial restrictions imposed by pooling will have the most effective impact.
The money, once in a common purse, will no longer be vulnerable to being
wasted by ineffective national approaches to arms procurement. Common
definition of the capabilities needed and evaluation of their materialization
may lead to tough negotiations and, at the end, to compromises. But this
could also effectively exclude duplications by coincidence, the wasting of
money through national R&D efforts and standardization issues that affect
interoperability adversely. Once resources are pooled, the procedures may
indeed be rather restrictive. That said, the process should start by giving the
EU an appropriate budget to eliminate the most immediate military deficits.
In the long run, the process could lead to the transfer of national budgeting
competencies to the EU. A look at the dual-use character of the Galileo satel-
lite project of the EU shows that such a process is already on the way. Further-
more, this approach could increase conditionality, in the sense that only those
countries living up to their promises would receive financial assistance for
security policy purposes.

Third, the public sector’s increasing attention to providing value for
money should also be followed strictly in the defence area as well. One of
the most promising approaches to unleashing efficiency lies in redesigning
procurement processes. As there is a direct link between costs and the cycle
time of arms procurement processes, a sensible rule of thumb would be to
halve the time generally needed for any specific project. This can be done
by postponing the project start until more sophisticated concepts are available
and by implementing the concepts faster. Bill Kincaid estimates that spending
approximately 15 per cent of the development costs on the concept and assess-
ment phase may help increase efficiency substantially. In addition, trust in
mature technology also reduces risks and costs during the arms procurement
process. Incremental acquisition may also help reduce time by getting 60
per cent solutions into service in half the time and guaranteeing later
stages.”? Based on these insights, Europeans should establish joint criteria
to harmonize the design and the speed of arms procurement processes in
order to increase procurement efficiency.

Finally, a deeper integration of multinational armed forces will inevitably
raise the issue of harmonizing the military legal frameworks of the countries
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involved. The key obstacle that needs to be overcome in this respect is
countries’ reluctance to transfer sovereignty over troops and weapon
systems to multinational commands. So far, various approaches providing
for different degrees of upholding sovereignty have been developed (e.g., per-
manent or temporary assignment, lead nation and framework nation concept,
integration concept).”® The challenge entailed in harmonizing national mili-
tary law is twofold. On the one hand, diverging regulations, inter alia with
respect to the authority of command, the disciplinary law, the basic rights
of military personnel, the right of appeal and provisions on the safety and sta-
tioning of the troops abroad render the command of multinational corps diffi-
cult.>* Additional differences at the level of political decision making to deploy
these forces can effectively block them from being available and used rapidly
in case of urgency.*> Also, a nation’s military law always inherits aspects of its
military history, culture and doctrine. These factors might either lead to a pre-
ference for expeditionary forces (e.g., UK and France) or to a security policy
culture of reticence (e.g., Germany). To overcome these differences, discus-
sion is needed about a European Charter of Military Law. Initial building
blocks for an overall framework of this kind can be found in the OSCE code
of conduct on politico-military aspects of security, adopted in 1994.%

Consequences for Switzerland: Swiss Position Must Be Clearly Defined

Given the changes in the security landscape of Europe since 1990 and the most
recent progress with regard to the ESDP, Switzerland must finally come to
terms with Europeanizing its security and defence policy. This is, however,
more easily said than done.

In 1990, the first review of Switzerland’s security policy after the end of the
Cold War led to a report by the Federal Council that put premier emphasis on
territorial defence and the strategy of deterrence.”’ Three years later, a new
foreign policy report began to question the long-serving core principles of neu-
trality and sovereignty in favour of solidarity with the international community
and support of international organizations. Multilateralism came to the fore,
while neutrality was portrayed as an instrument of last resort in case the inter-
national order collapsed.®® In light of this new foreign policy outlook, Switzer-
land assisted the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE)
with a technical support unit in Sarajevo (1996—2000), joined NATO’s Part-
nership for Peace Programme (1996), and deployed troops to assist the
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees in Kosovo (1998) and the
later Kosovo Force (KFOR) led by NATO (since 1999).

Domestically, the rationale behind this foreign and security policy change
had not been properly communicated by the Federal Council. Political opinion
on the new policy remained split.>> On the political right, the Swiss People’s
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Party opposed Switzerland’s integration into Europe’s security architecture.
The left-wing Social Democrats who favoured European integration remained
sceptical vis-a-vis the country’s rapprochement to NATO. The Christian
Democratic Party and the Free Democrats welcomed co-operation but
remained cautious with regard to giving up sovereignty. It is thus not
surprising that the political consensus that emerged from this situation was
fragile, particularly with regard to the armed forces’ international activities.
This is one of the reasons why the latest security policy report (‘Report
2000’), which was published in July 1999, was watered down in the process
of reforming Switzerland’s armed forces.*

The new report posits the principle of ‘security through co-operation’. It
states that in Europe the threat of territorial warfare has diminished sharply,
while new transnational risks — the proliferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion, terrorism, organized crime or the violation of human rights — have
become increasingly important. The possibility of coping with these risks uni-
laterally is declining, and the need to co-operate is growing. This analysis
leads Report 2000 to reconsider the missions of the armed forces. So far,
defence has been the most important task. In the future this task will
rank only third, and the need to co-operate with other armed forces, especially
through joint training, will increase. In second place stands the task of prevent-
ing and managing civilian catastrophes. However, so-called ‘subsidiary
operations’ of the armed forces to support civil authorities remain domesti-
cally contested. Finally, a new priority is placed on peace support and crisis
management. Compared to the report issued in 1990, the armed forces must
be prepared to expand their involvement in hot spots.

As we have highlighted above, countries participating in ESDP operations
will co-operate closely in the areas of military planning, doctrine develop-
ment, structures and procedures, training, R&D and arms procurement. It
can be assumed that this process will deepen the European integration
process and help forge a common European identity to promote peace and
stability.>! In addition to the obvious military advantages, the greater transpar-
ency in planning and the mutual exchange among partners will also unleash
new powers of innovation. Furthermore, we can expect to see the elimination,
or at least reduction, of unilateral action and of duplication of effort in particu-
lar. By participating in this process, Switzerland will be securing access to the
military capabilities of partner countries, leading to a pooling of resources and
gains in synergy that no autonomous national Armed Force could afford or
provide.

However, we should not succumb to illusions. Military forces that are
deployed only as a specialized component of the common security architec-
ture in the framework of EU-led military operations do not automatically
cost less, for example. The potential savings that result from the decision to
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participate in the common security architecture will have to be analysed in
depth through examining varying ‘role concepts’. Nevertheless, today we
can say with certainty that the means implemented will lead to more efficient,
more effective, more highly legitimized Swiss Armed Forces, because role
specialization will result in targeted utilization of increasingly scarce national
resources and, thus, in maximized performance and endurance in the chosen
role. But role specialization also entails risks. Assessment of the acceptability
of those risks will require analysis. Much will depend on the particulars of the
total concept still under dynamic development. Integrated control mechan-
isms — like checks and balances, the institutionalization of mutual dependency
through defining the ‘national’ roles — and decision mechanisms will have to
be examined closely. Whether Switzerland will be willing to accept the risks
that mutual dependencies involve is ultimately, while grounded in military
facts, a political issue. Switzerland’s resolution of that issue will depend not
least upon whether the risks identified can be reduced or controlled through
hedging. Besides purely military means, approaches to hedging could begin
with the correct choice of partners.

Switzerland: Home Alone or Coalition Partner?

The general unpredictability of crisis events that demand political responses
may lead many to the hasty and erroneous conclusion that coalition partners
can be chosen anew for each concrete instance of crisis management and
that national preparations for assuring interoperability will suffice. Against
this line of argumentation, we object that the interoperability of armed
forces for international deployments can be achieved only in the framework
of long-term, highly co-operative relationships. As we argued above, this
has already led to a strong move towards setting up multinational units at
the European level. Taking this and other developments into account, it is
our conviction that the success of role specialization and the pooling of
resources and capabilities will depend upon, as a prerequisite, the willingness
of nations to enter into long-term partnerships. However, on what strategic
policy basis, and according to what criteria, should the choice be made
between forging strategic relationships and relying on a seemingly comforta-
ble ad hoc system?*? Currently, Switzerland’s decision-makers lack the
necessary basic research and conceptual framework for analysis of this
issue. In an attempt to fill this gap, we propose five categories of criteria
that can be used for the identification of strategic partners (see Table 4).*

1. The first category requires a political assessment of relations to a potential
partner. This would consist of, for example, assessment of the congruence
between Switzerland’s and a third party’s foreign, security and defence
policy interests, or in examination of any existing relations between
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TABLE 4

CATALOGUE OF CRITERIA FOR THE SELECTION OF

STRATEGIC PARTNERS

Category

Criteria (examples)

Political criteria

Military criteria

Historical criteria

Cultural criteria

Geographic criteria

Congruence or divergence between foreign, security and defence policy
interests of Switzerland and the third nation

Form and quality of existing relations between Switzerland and the third
nation

Position of the third nation in the international system (e.g., hegemon,
regional power and so on)

Duration and intensity of the third nation’s participation in political and
economic institutions (e.g., UN, EU, OSCE, etc.) and record of
behaviour therein

Political system of the third nation (based on democratic peace theory)

The third nation’s degrees of freedom to act (e.g., as laid down in the
national constitution)

Switzerland’s intended military contribution

Duration and intensity of the third nation’s embeddedness in military
institutions

Member of alliances or bi- or multinational units and record of
behaviour in those institutions

Past deployments (region, tasks, co-operation with other nations)

Military structure, military law and military rules of engagement

Demographic structure of Armed Forces

Percentage of operational units available for international deployment

Specific capabilities and competencies

Level of technology and armaments

Degree of standardization

Status of military training

Deployment doctrine and leadership structures and mechanisms

Planning methods and planning rhythms

Shared experiences with the third nation
Specific historical experiences with the third nation (‘historical legacy’)
Position of other nations towards the third nation

Language

Mentality

Public attitude towards military armed forces in general and towards
specific forms of deployment in particular (e.g., expeditionary
operations)

Geographic location of the third nation (e.g., in a crisis region)

Switzerland’s proximity to or distance from third nation

Geographic and meteorological features of the third nation (e.g., for
purposes of special exercises)
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the two nations in other policy areas. Another important criterion pertains
to the potential partner’s institutional memberships and that nation’s record
within the institutions.

2. Pertaining to the contribution that Switzerland plans to make, potential
partners should be evaluated also in military terms — including, among
other things, deployment experience, deployment policy and training and
equipment status.

3. Shared experiences in the past and/or the specific historical role of a nation
should also be considered.

4. Equally important are cultural factors, such as shared language and similar
mentality, which would facilitate action and communication during
deployments.

5. Geographic aspects, such as the location of a partner nation (proximity
to the crisis region, for example) and its proximity to or distance from
Switzerland, should be taken into account.

This first approach makes it clear that the choice of strategic partners must be
based upon long-term considerations. This demands comprehensive foreign
and security policy analysis, reference to clearly defined interests and goals
and an underlying overall strategy that, in the case of Switzerland in particular,
must accord with the country’s integration intentions. Moreover, the form,
extent and preparations for Switzerland’s contributions require clear defi-
nition. This means three things. First, options for military contributions
must be weighed in relation to non-military contributions. Second,
Switzerland needs to define the organizational framework in which it wants
to participate. Does Switzerland plan to follow an active internationalist
line by contributing to operations led by the UN, the OSCE, EU and
NATO, or will it follow a deliberate policy of restricted engagement?**
Finally, Switzerland needs to evaluate alternative options — e.g., expanding
its participation in the Partnership for Peace, co-operation with bi- and multi-
national units — in preparation of joint actions.

Arms Policy: Autonomy is No Solution

Continuous reduction of the Swiss Armed Forces since the mid-1960s and the
subsequent diminished demand for military equipment caused Switzerland’s
already narrow armaments industrial base to shrink. Today, this industrial
base is very thin, so that Switzerland has to concentrate its own development
work and the building up of competencies on strategically important sectors.
In view of the limited financial resources available today, desirable but not
absolutely essential national modifications of procured equipment, the
so-called ‘Helvetizations’ or ‘gold-plating’, need to be avoided. Taking
recourse to ‘commercial off the shelf’ products is a step into the right
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direction, because it makes economic sense. However, this fails to address the
key issue: whether or not Switzerland can afford to stand apart from European
armaments projects and then conduct its own independent evaluations of the
military equipment produced.

Today, international armaments projects increasingly follow the principle
of integrated project teams.” The teams are made up of representatives of
both the participating countries and of industry, following the goal of entering
deployment experience directly into the process of developing new equip-
ment. This means that the development, production and evaluation (testing)
phases are all rolled into one process. In contrast, Switzerland generally
continues to follow a lengthy, sequential procedure. It conducts independent
arms equipment testing and evaluation after the equipment has already been
put into operation elsewhere. This approach has grave disadvantages: it engen-
ders additional costs and lengthens the lead time for procurement. By the time
the troops are provisioned with the equipment, they risk receiving previous-
generation technology that was optimized for the operational processes and
strategic needs of other nations. Due to the time lag, replacement and procure-
ment of spare parts can fail, because the foreign supplier is no longer manu-
facturing the required equipment. Furthermore, Switzerland misses the
opportunity to profit from the valuable exchange of experience within
international armaments projects as well as from the discussion and
negotiations on interoperability, stationing, common basic training and
shared logistics support. These are, however, precisely the things that
make up the challenge, since future arms procurement is in fact capabilities
procurement, which must secure the necessary transfer of know-how and
expertise for operations, training and maintenance.®

At the same time, the political dimension of armaments programmes
becomes more important. Experience in recent years has shown that
reports communicating military considerations to the Swiss parliament, to
its commissions, and to the public must contain improved justifications.
Terse references to the necessity to replace ageing or outmoded equipment
no longer suffice today. Increasingly, armament plans are being scrutinized
and assessed by politicians in the light of their security policy relevance.
Therefore, it is essential to centre the discussion on the security policy
utility of arms programmes. Closer co-operation with Europe in the arma-
ments area would, of course, also pose new challenges to parliament.
Members of parliament will no longer simply vote on the procurement of
new material. Instead, they will have to realign their thinking to the fact
that the armaments programme can also be used to procure intangible
knowledge or to contribute funding or personnel to European development
projects. Therefore, national considerations should be reframed on the basis
of a strong European rationale.
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Adjustment of Planning Processes and Development of a Grand Strategy

The Federal Council has declared Switzerland’s accession to the EU as a
strategic goal. The authorities responsible for security policy planning must
therefore analyse the most recent developments in the ESDP, derive conse-
quences and repercussions for Switzerland and identify the resulting
need for action. This approach is necessary in order to prepare and assure
Switzerland’s political co-operability. While necessary, this approach is also
highly demanding, for it requires collaboration across federal departments.

If we examine the range of contributions that are called for by the Petersberg
tasks (humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks of combat forces in
crisis management, including peacemaking) and by the engagement of the
EU in civil crisis management, it becomes clear that in Switzerland at least
three federal departments (of Defence, Foreign Affairs and Justice and
Police) are affected directly. At the strategic level, consequently, security
policy and military planning processes must be co-ordinated more closely.
Thanks to the most recent reforms, the Federal Council has new instruments
for strategic security policy leadership: the Security Committee of the Federal
Council, the permanent Security Steering Group, consisting of representatives
of the three federal departments listed above, and the Intelligence Coordinator
supported by the Assessment and Early Detection Bureau.’” However, the
current security strategy being followed in these groups focuses too narrowly
upon threats and dangers and takes little account of cross-departmental
matters and prospective considerations. All in all, targeted, long-term planning
co-operation will only be possible if the government succeeds in developing a
common, comprehensive strategy and implements that grand strategy indepen-
dently of the interests of the individual federal departments. The consequences
of such a move will be far reaching.

First of all, the rapid changes in the security policy environment demand
that policy planning processes undergo fundamental analysis and redesign at
the strategic level. Swiss security policy reports are prepared and issued by the
Federal Council. The reports, today in the form of authoritative guidelines and
objectives, are intended to be valid for at least a decade. This approach is no
longer appropriate. In our opinion, what is needed is a transition towards a
system that is examined at regular, short intervals and adapted and improved
continuously (rolling planning). However, reforms such as these will come to
a standstill if the Federal Department of Finance does not allow for more flex-
ible financing and budgeting procedures or arms procurement processes in
order to allow more rapid responses. The feasibility and shape of such
changes are currently being considered in Switzerland.

In the second place, on the condition that the responsible departments
find solutions to the foreign and security policy tasks entailed by stronger
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international integration of Switzerland, the international community of
nations will expect Switzerland’s contribution to be ‘appropriate’ in size
and form. From the military perspective, this means that the aforementioned
discussion on security policy convergence criteria becomes significant for
Switzerland as well. The convergence criteria, which can also be applied
to non-military engagement, form the basis of planning — independently of
individual departments — and therefore will have to be integrated into the
existing legislation and annual goals planning of the Federal Council.

Third, in the narrower area of military planning, we assume close co-
ordination between NATO and EU capability planning and review mechan-
isms, which forces the new Swiss Planning and Operational Staffs to
adapt to the timing of these international processes. However, the history of
Switzerland’s PARP participation is not promising. On the one hand, political
reasoning has led Switzerland to select a rather narrow range of partnership
goals that are not very relevant for force development. On the other hand,
the lack of an overall system to define the capabilities required to implement
‘security through co-operation’ by Switzerland’s Armed Forces effectively
hinders the integration of the partnership goals into existing planning pro-
cesses and their review by the PARP mechanism. Furthermore, Switzerland
has no institutionalized arrangements for dialogue with the new, permanent
EU political and military bodies. This affects planning efforts in particular.
Due to the linking of EU efforts and the PARP process, we can assume that
the partnership goals defined through participation in the Partnership for
Peace will in future figure as the central link, assuring the interoperability
across the entire spectrum of possible defence and Petersberg tasks in the
context of NATO- and EU-led deployments. As Switzerland does not yet
have a formal relationship with the new ESDP committees, it is forced to
undertake selection of the ‘correct’ partnership goals as a solo effort and in
no direct correspondence with the other European partners.

Conclusion: Why Strategic Adaptability Becomes Key

Our discussion has identified a number of key issues that Europe and
Switzerland must address due to the introduction of the ESDP (see Table 1).
No matter what actions the EU members take, the impact on Switzerland’s
security policy and the role of Swiss Armed Forces will be immediate and sub-
stantial. So far, Switzerland is badly prepared to tackle this challenge. With its
multi-functionality, greater modularity than Armed Forces 95 and flexible
readiness system, Armed Forces XXI has achieved exceptional operational
adaptability within the full range of its deployment mandate. Truly innovative,
in addition, is the current approach to reform that will optimize Armed Forces
XXI training. With a view to the European challenges, however, the current
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military reforms target the wrong level. They over-emphasize operational
flexibility while basically neglecting strategic adaptability. The current finan-
cial pressure will reinforce this problem: because Switzerland can no longer
afford to improve its police force and the border guard as well, the prioritiza-
tion of the armed forces mission turns dramatically in the direction of subsidi-
ary engagement.’® As a consequence, the military finds itself in a totally new
role as a kind of ‘constabulary force.” The problem is that the majority of the
armed forces is still equipped, trained and in continuous development to fight
yesterday’s high-intensity conflicts.

Strategic adaptability in our terms is equivalent to the ability of armed
forces to change their capability to respond to new challenges, risks, missions
and tasks rapidly and smoothly. This requires that in the long term the armed
forces have to build up or to maintain essential baseline capabilities to be ‘fit-
for-mission’ and, in the short-term, the capability to be ‘fit-for-role’. This
includes role-specific capabilities, extension options and rapid technology
insertion, providing ‘hooks’ for latent capabilities that have to be up-dated
regularly by integrated project teams.

Table 5 highlights the many transitions in the Swiss Armed Forces since
1960. The incremental development — from autonomous armed forces that
had to prove their flexibility within a given tactical framework to today’s
armed forces, which are able to co-operate only in regard to certain selected
national and international deployments — maps out a route that leads
towards an integration army with consistent participation in international
deployments. The last two steps in particular are justified by the significant
changes in the security policy environment in Europe since 1990. However,
as discussed above, Armed Forces XXI accommodated these changes only
in part. Particularly problematic in this context is the lack of a national politi-
cal consensus as to the autonomous or co-operative tasks that the armed forces
have to fulfil. This has resulted in an overextension of the forces and sub-
optimal implementation of ever-scarcer resources. These weaknesses must
be eliminated in the armed forces that will be planned in the future (Armed
Forces After Next) by means of consistent policy decisions. This leads us to
the central challenge facing us, namely, the need to improve strategic
adaptability.

The dynamic development of the ESDP is a clear illustration of how rapid
and how drastically the security policy-relevant environment surrounding
Switzerland can change. This means that strategic adaptability can be
improved only if political intentions and military options are much more
closely co-ordinated and aligned. A significant cause of the present difficulties
with the reforms lies in the asymmetry of military engagement ‘hurrying
ahead’, as it were, to support the international community (e.g., in the
Balkans) while, at the same time, no corresponding political steps towards
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TABLE 5
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THE SWISS ARMED FORCES IN TRANSITION

Armed Forces 95;

Reforms Armed Forces 61 Armed Forces XXI Armed Forces After Next
Environment Cold War Post-Cold War EU expanded and politically
Balkan conflicts stable
Military conflicts limited to
the ‘outer edges’ of the EU
Challenge Mobilization of the ~ Various levels of ‘Political interoperability’
land forces readiness for through adaptation of
action foreign and security policy
Mental, material
and
structural Selection of strategic partners
interoperability Arms co-operation with
European partners
Adaptation of planning
processes: security policy
and military
Primary Training (Selected) Permanent deployment
military task deployment Mainly international, entire
Mainly range of Petersburg Tasks
subsidiary with participation in UN,
missions at home OSCE, EU and NATO-led
International: missions
primarily Co-operative defence
logistics tasks for capability
the UN or OSCE
Character of the =~ Autonomous Co-operation armed  Integration armed forces

armed forces armed forces

Adaptability Within given
tactical

framework

forces

Operational-tactical
level

Political-strategic level

integration have been made. Because Switzerland’s relations to co-operation
partners, in particular to NATO and the EU, are only incomplete, ‘security
through co-operation’ can be implemented only within very narrow confines.

The shift from today’s co-operation armed forces to future integration
armed forces places heavy demands on both policy and concept. As a prerequi-
site, Switzerland’s steps towards integration within foreign policy, security
policy and the military must be taken and further developed in co-ordination.
Politically, this demands, in the first place, open and taboo-free re-examination
of neutrality. Should the decision makers choose to initiate a new policy, for
example a policy of non-alliance such as that followed so far by Sweden or
Austria, this will have consequences for the definition of the armed forces
mission, doctrine, processes and structure, the procurement of capabilities
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and the allocation of resources. The armed forces planners must play an active
accompanying role in this process and support it through developing clearly
justified options based upon the European developments. This requires the
heads of military planning to develop greater political awareness and sensi-
tivity as well as to engage in continuous dialogue with policy makers. All in
all, both sides — policy makers and the military — will master the challenges
only if they begin to redefine Switzerland’s interests in European dimensions.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This article considers developments up until November 2003, the date it was
submitted for publication. Parts of it were published earlier in Heiko Borchert
and René Eggenberger, ‘Selbstblockade oder Aufbruch? Die Gemeinsame
Sicherheits- und Verteidigungspolitik der EU als Herausforderung fiir die
Schweizer Armee’, Osterreichische Militiirische Zeitschrift, Vol. 40, No. 1
(January/February 2002), pp. 27-36. The authors thank Stanley R. Sloan,
Rob de Wijk, Ellen Russon and the anonymous reviewers for valuable
suggestions.

NOTES

1. For an insightful analysis of how the use of force in international relations has changed, see
Martha Finnemore, The Purpose of Intervention. Changing Beliefs about the Use of Force
(Ithaca, London: Cornell University Press, 2003).

2. Jocelyn Mawdsley and Gerrard Quille, Equipping the Rapid Reaction Force: Options for and
Constraints on a European Defence Equipment Strategy (Bonn: Bonn International Center for
Conversion, 2003), pp. 39—66; Manfred Baumgartner, ‘Eine Streitmacht fiir vielerlei Zwecke
— Konnen die Europider das Headline Goal erfiillen?’, in Erich Reiter, Reinhardt Rummel and
Peter Schmidt (eds), Europas ferne Streitmacht. Chancen und Schwierigkeiten der Euro-
pdischen Union beim Aufbau der ESVP (Hamburg: Mittler, 2002), pp. 11-42; Rachel
Anne Lutz, Military Capabilities for a European Defence (Copenhagen: Danish Institute of
International Affairs, 2001), pp. 42-76; Daniel Byman and Matthew C. Waxman, ‘Kosovo
and the Great Air Power Debate’, International Security, Vol. 24, No. 4 (Spring 2000), pp.
5-38; William S. Cohen and Henry H. Shelton, Joint Statement on the Kosovo After
Action Review, presented before the Senate Armed Services Committee, Washington, DC,
14 October 1999; Anthony H. Cordesman, The Lessons and Non-Lessons of the Air and
Missile War in Kosovo. Executive Summary (Washington, DC: Center for Strategic and Inter-
national Studies, 1999); Department of Defense, Kosovo/Operation Allied Force After Action
Report (Washington, DC: Department of Defense, 2000); Ministére de la Défense, Les
Enseignements du Kosovo: Analyses et Références (Paris: Ministry of Defence, 1999);
Klaus Naumann, ‘Kosovo — Modell fiir die Zukunft?’, in Erich Reiter (ed.), Der Krieg um
das Kosovo 1998/1999 (Mainz: v. Hase & Koehler Verlag, 2000), pp. 23-38, George Robert-
son, Kosovo — An Account of the Crisis (London: Ministry of Defence, 1999); James
P. Thomas, The Military Challenges of Transatlantic Coalitions (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1999), pp. 45-56; WEU Council of Ministers, Audit of Assets and Capabilities for
European Crisis Management Operations, Luxembourg, 23 November 1999, <http://
www.weu.int/documents/991122en.pdf > (accessed 6 November 2003).



THE EU, THE ESDP AND SWITZERLAND 23

3.

4.

11.

12.

13.

Reiner K. Huber, ‘Standards und Konvergenzkriterien fiir die Weiterentwicklung der euro-
paischen Streitkrifte’, Europdische Sicherheit, Vol. 51, No. 4 (April 2002), pp. 45-50.
‘Declaration on EU Military Capabilities’, 2509th Meeting of the General Affairs and Exter-
nal Relations Council, 9379/03 (Press 138), Brussels, 19—-20 May 2003, pp. 13-16, <http://
ue.eu.int/pressData/en/gena/75857.pdf > (accessed 19 November 2003).

. Charles Grant, European Defence Post-Kosovo? (London: Centre for European Reform,

1999), p. 10.

. Mawdsley and Quille, p. 70.
. All examples are taken from Mawdsley and Quille, pp. 72-7; Gilles Andréani, Christoph

Betram and Charles Grant, Europe’s Military Revolution (London: Centre for European
Reform, 2001), pp. 64f.; Michael Alexander and Timothy Garden, ‘The Arithmetic of
Defence Policy’, International Affairs, Vol. 77, No. 3 (July 2001), pp. 520-22; Joris
Janssen Lok, ‘Germany looks to the Future’, Jane’s Defence Weekly, 8 August 2001, pp.
17-26; Sharon Weinberger, ‘Baltic Countries Strive for Limited but Strategic Acquisitions’,
Aerospace Daily, 15 March 2002 (distributed via the NATO Enlargement Daily Brief listser-
ver at <nato-subscribe @topica.com > ); Kori Schake, Constructive Duplication: Reducing
EU Reliance on US Military Assets (London: Centre for European Reform, 2002), pp. 25—
33; Timothy Garden, ‘The Future of ESDP — Defence Capabilities for Europe’, The Inter-
national Spectator, Vol. 38, No. 3 (July—September 2003), pp. 10—13.

. Francois Heisbourg (ed.), European Defence: Making it Work (Paris: Institute for Security

Studies, 2000), p. 87.

. One of the most explicit references to EMU can be found in Emma Bonino, ‘A Single European

Army’, Financial Times, 3 February 1999, p. 14. Bonino suggested three stages. First, strength-
ening of diplomatic and military co-operation, making use of the instruments already existing;
second, setting up something similar to the European Monetary Institute, both in the military and
diplomatic realms; third and finally, a Defence and Military Union would be achieved and both a
European army and a European diplomatic corps would see the light.

. Heisbourg, European Defence, p. 97; Rob de Wijk, ‘Convergence Criteria: Measuring Input

or Output?’, European Foreign Affairs Review, Vol. 5, No. 3 (Autumn 2000), pp. 397-417;
Antonio Missiroli, ‘European Security and Defence: The Case for Setting “Convergence Cri-
teria”’, European Foreign Affairs Review, Vol. 4, No. 4 (Winter 1999), pp. 485-500; Huber,
pp. 45-50.

For more on NATO’s problems to enforce its standards, see Celeste A. Wallander, ‘NATO’s
Price’, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 81, No. 6 (November/December 2002), pp. 2—-38.

Sten Rynning, “‘Why Not NATO? Military Planning in the European Union’, The Journal of
Strategic Studies, Vol. 26, No. 1 (March 2003), p. 68.

Achievement of the Headline Goal: Review Mechanism for Military Capabilities, Appendix
to Annex I to Annex VI, Presidency Report to the Nice European Council on the European
Security and Defence Policy, SN 400/00, 7-9 December 2000. Reprinted in: Maartje
Rutten, From St-Malo to Nice: European Defence: Core Documents, Chaillot Papers No.
47 (Paris: WEU Institute for Security Studies, 2001), pp. 181-5.

. Andréani, Bertram and Grant, pp. 2, 62, 69-71. For an effective use of the same principle in

foreign policy, see Steven Everts, Shaping a Credible EU Foreign Policy (London: Centre for
European Reform, 2002), pp. 45-7.

. Although current planning clearly denotes this agency as an intergovernmental body, it is

expected to scrutinize, assess and evaluate ‘against agreed criteria the capability commitments
given by the Members states through the [European Capability Action Plan] process, and utilis-
ing [the Capability Development Mechanism]’. See 2451st Meeting of the General Affairs and
External Relations Council, 14500/03 (Presse 321), Brussels, 17 November 2003, p. 13,
Para.2.8, <http://ue.cu.int/pressData/en/gena/77930.pdf > (accessed 27 November 2003).
For more, see Burkard Schmitt, The European Union and Armaments: Getting a Bigger
Bang for the Euro, Chaillot Papers No. 63 (Paris: Institute for Security Studies, 2003).

. Francois Heisbourg, ‘Europe’s Strategic Ambitions: The Limits of Ambiguity’, Survival, Vol.

42, No. 2 (Summer 2000), pp. 5-15.



24

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

CONTEMPORARY SECURITY POLICY

. For an analysis of the differences between Berlin, Paris, London and Washington, DC, see

Elise Sarotte, German Military Reform and European Security (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2001). However, change is on the horizon. At a press conference on 5 December
2002, German Defence Minister Peter Struck announced that the new defence policy guide-
lines to be published in the first quarter of 2003 would no longer refer to territorial defence as
the first priority. Instead, the German Armed Forces’ role in international crisis management
would be increased <http://www.bmvg.de/sicherheit/print/021205_pk_projekte.php >
(accessed 6 December 2002).

Under the leadership of the EU Institute for Security Studies, a high-level working group is
working on a ‘European Defence Book’ to be issued in the second half of 2003.

For a look beyond the Helsinki Headline Goal, see Michael Clarke and Paul Cornish, ‘The
European Defence Project and the Prague Summit’, International Affairs, Vol. 78, No. 4
(October 2002), pp. 777-88.

A Secure Europe in a Better World, S0138/03, Brussels, 20 June 2003, pp. 2-10, <http://
ue.eu.int/pressdata/EN /reports/76255.pdf > (accessed 4 November 2003).

Alfred van Staden, Kees Homan, Bert Kremmers, Alfred Pijpers and Rob de Wijk, Towards a
European Strategic Concept (The Hague: Clingendael Institute for International Affairs,
2000), p. 5; Stephan Keukeleire, ‘European Security and Defence Policy without an European
Foreign Policy?’, in Hans-Georg Ehrhart (ed.), Die Europdische Sicherheits- und Verteidi-
gungspolitik. Positionen, Perzeptionen, Probleme, Perspektiven (Baden-Baden: Nomos,
2002), pp. 240—42; Alistair J.K. Shepherd, ‘The European Union’s Security and Defence
Policy: A Policy Without Substance?’, European Security, Vol. 12, No. 1 (Spring 2003),
pp- 53-7. For a more cautious approach on this issue, see: Andréani, Bertram and Grant,
p. 68 and Heisbourg, European Defence, pp. 25-7.

Bill Kincaid, ‘Improving Procurement Practice’, panel presentation at the Royal United Ser-
vices Institute for Defence Studies Conference on ‘Driving Down Equipment Costs’, London,
30-31 January 2002.

Stefan J. Lang, ‘Multinationalitdt — zwischen Tradition und Integration’, Europdische Sicher-
heit, Vol. 50, No. 3 (March 2001), pp. 414, p. 43 in particular; Dieter Fleck, ‘Vertragsgrund-
lagen fiir multinationale Verbinde’, Neue Zeitschrift fiir Wehrrecht, Vol. 40, No. 4 (July/
August 1998), pp. 133—-42; Torsten Stein, ‘Rechtsformen multinationaler Verbinde’, Neue
Zeitschrift fiir Wehrrecht, Vol. 40, No. 4 (July/August 1998), pp. 143-51; Christian
Tomuschat (ed.), Rechtsprobleme einer europdischen Sicherheits- und Verteidigungspolitik
(Heidelberg: C.F. Miiller, 1997); Philipp Wassenberg, Das Eurokorps. Sicherheitsrechtliches
Umfeld und volkerrechtliche Bedeutung eines multinationalen Grossverbands (Baden-Baden:
Nomos, 1999); Hans-Giinter Frohling, ‘Europiische Streitkrifte und innere Fithrung’, Euro-
pdische Sicherheit, Vol. 51, No. 9 (September 2002), pp. 24-8; Andreas Priifert, ‘Eine
gemeinsame europiische Fiihrungsphilosophie — Zusammenfiihren oder Fortbestehen natio-
naler militdrischer Fithrungsgrundsitze’, in Werner Hoyer and Gerd F. Kaldrack (eds), Euro-
pdische Sicherheits- und Verteidigungspolitik (ESVP): Der Weg zu integrierten europdischen
Streitkriften (Baden-Baden: Nomos, 2002), pp. 252-63; Assembly of Western European
Union, Multinational European Forces (Rapporteur Mr Wilkinson), Document C/1804, 13
November 2002.

The most comprehensive study available so far is Georg Nolte (ed.), European Military Law
Systems (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2003).

Alexander Siedschlag, ‘Nationale Entscheidungsprozesse bei Streitkréfteeinsdtzen im
Rahmen der Petersberg-Aufgaben der EU: Deutschland, Frankreich, Grossbritannien,
Italien, Schweden’, in Reiter, Rummel and Schmidt, pp. 222—32; Marc Houben and Dirk
Peters, The Deployment of Multinational Military Formations: Taking Political Institutions
into Account, CEPS Policy Brief No 36 (Brussels: Centre for European Policy Studies, 2003).
The code was adopted as part of the 1994 OSCE Budapest Summit document, <http://
www.osce.org/docs/english/1990—1999 /summits /buda94e.htm > (accessed 6 November
2003).

Schweizerische Sicherheitspolitik im Wandel. Bericht 90 des Bundesrates an die Bundesver-
sammlung iiber die Sicherheitspolitik der Schweiz, Bern, 1 October 1990.



THE EU, THE ESDP AND SWITZERLAND 25

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.
38.

Bericht iiber die Aussenpolitik der Schweiz in den 90er Jahren, Bern, 29 November 1993,
<http://www.eda.admin.ch/eda/g/home/recent/rep/forpol.Par.0002.UpFile.pdf /
rp_931129_foreignpol_g.pdf > (accessed 6 November 2003).

For the most recent polling results, see Karl W. Haltiner et al., Sicherheit 2003. Aussen-,
Sicherheits- und Verteidigungspolitische Meinungsbildung im Trend (Zirich: Forschungs-
stelle fiir Sicherheitspolitik und Militdrakademie an der ETH Ziirich, 2003).

Sicherheit durch Kooperation. Bericht des Bundesrates an die Bundesversammlung iiber die
Sicherheitspolitik der Schweiz, Bern, 7 June 1999 (subsequently called Report 2000),
<http://www.vbs-ddps.ch/internet/vbs/en/home/publikationen/berichte.Par.0001.Down-
loadFile.tmp/SIPOLEv2.pdf > (accessed 6 November 2003). For a more detailed account of
the ongoing reform process since 1990, see Heiko Borchert, ‘Switzerland and Europe’s Secur-
ity Architecture: The Rocky Road from Isolation to Co-operation’, in Erich Reiter und Heinz
Girtner (ed.), Small States and Alliances (Heidelberg/Berlin: Physica-Verlag, 2000), pp.
161-83; Jon Albert Fanzun and Andreas Wenger, ‘Schweizer Sicherheitspolitik im
Umbruch: Der Bericht 2000 vor dem Hintergrund des Kosovo-Konflikts’, in Bulletin 2000
zur schweizerischen Sicherheitspolitik (Ziirich: Forschungsstelle fiir Sicherheitspolitik und
Konfliktforschung, 2000), pp. 9—44; Kurt R. Spillmann et al., Schweizer Sicherheitspolitik
seit 1945 (Ziirich: Verlag NZZ, 2001), pp. 147-216.

This line of argumentation applies a neo-functional integration logic to security policy. For
more on this, see also Jiirg Martin Gabriel, ‘The Integration of European Security: A Func-
tionalist Approach’, Aussenwirtschaft, Vol. 50, No. 1 (April 1995), pp. 135-60; Johannes
Varwick, Sicherheit und Integration in Europa. Zur Renaissance der Westeuropdischen
Union (Opladen: Leske + Budrich, 1998). For an account of how ESDP will influence the
integration process, see Jolyon Howorth, European Integration and Defence: The Ultimate
Challenge? (Paris: Institute for Security Studies, 2000).

A first approach to this issue is presented in: René Eggenberger, ‘Interoperabilitidt — Strate-
gisches Schliisselelement fiir die Armee XXI’, in Bernard Ecoffey, Paul Kriiger and Walter
Wittmann (eds), Landesverteidigung im Wandel (Frauenfeld, Stuttgart, Wien: Verlag Paul
Huber, 2000), pp. 86—-90.

See here also: Thomas Szayna, Improving Army Planning for Future Multinational Coalition
Operations (Santa Monica, CA: Rand, 2001), pp. 37-50.

In this context, it is important to mention that the revision of the military law recently passed
by Swiss voters allows also the deployment of armed troops abroad. Just how little this takes
the most recent European developments into account is illustrated by the fact that, according
to the law, Switzerland may participate in an EU operation only if is mandated by the UN or
OSCE. This effectively creates an additional hurdle that the EU itself does not foresee. See
here Martin Ortega, Military Intervention and the European Union (Paris: EU Institute for
Strategic Studies, 2001), p. 108.

Ministry of Defence, A Guide to Smart Procurement, 3rd ed. (London: Ministry of Defence,
2000), pp. 10—13; National Audit Office, Implementation of Integrated Project Teams
(London: The Stationery Office, 2002). For the most recent UK policy statement on the
defence industry, see also Ministry of Defence, Defence Industrial Policy, Defence Policy
Paper No. 5 (London: Ministry of Defence, 2002).

The basic rational of the capability instead of the equipment acquisition is best captured in
Ministry of Defence, Defence Acquisition, Defence Policy Papers No. 4 (London: Ministry
of Defence, 2001).

Report 2000, pp. 59-62.

Decision of the Federal Council concerning interior security dated 6 November 2002.



