
HOUSE OF LORDS 
 
 

European Union Committee 
 
 

9th Report of Session 2004-05 
 
 
 

European Defence 
Agency 

 
Report with Evidence 

 
 
 

Ordered to be printed 8 March and published 16 March 2005 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Published by the Authority of the House of Lords 
 

London : The Stationery Office Limited 

HL Paper 76 

£14.50



 

The European Union Committee 
The European Union Committee is appointed by the House of Lords “to consider European 
Union documents and other matters relating to the European Union”. The Committee has seven 
Sub-Committees which are: 
Economic and Financial Affairs, and International Trade (Sub-Committee A) 
Internal Market (Sub-Committee B) 
Foreign Affairs, Defence and Development Policy (Sub-Committee C) 
Agriculture and Environment (Sub-Committee D) 
Law and Institutions (Sub-Committee E) 
Home Affairs (Sub-Committee F) 
Social and Consumer Affairs (Sub-Committee G) 

Our  Membership 
The Members of the European Union Committee are: 

Lord Blackwell      Lord Neill of Bladen 
Lord Bowness      Lord Radice 
Lord Dubs      Lord Renton of Mount Harry 
Lord Geddes      Lord Scott of Foscote 
Lord Grenfell (Chairman)    Lord Shutt of Greetland 
Lord Hannay of Chiswick    Baroness Thomas of Walliswood 
Lord Harrison      Lord Tomlinson 
Baroness Maddock      Lord Woolmer of Leeds 
Lord Marlesford      Lord Wright of Richmond 

Information about the Committee 
The reports and evidence of the Committee are published by and available from The Stationery 
Office. For information freely available on the web, our homepage is: 
 
http://www.parliament.uk/parliamentary_committees/lords_eu_select_committee.cfm 
 
There you will find many of our publications, along with press notices, details of membership and 
forthcoming meetings, and other information about the ongoing work of the Committee and its 
Sub-Committees, each of which has its own homepage. 

General Information 
General information about the House of Lords and its Committees, including guidance to 
witnesses, details of current inquiries and forthcoming meetings is on the internet at 
http://www.parliament.uk/about_lords/about_lords.cfm 

Contacts for the European Union Committee 
Contact details for individual Sub-Committees are given on the website. 
 
General correspondence should be addressed to the Clerk of the European Union Committee, 
Committee Office, House of Lords, London, SW1A OPW 
The telephone number for general enquiries is 020 7219 5791. 
The Committee’s email address is  euclords@parliament.uk 
 



CONTENTS 

 Paragraph Page 

Abstract  5 

Chapter 1: Introduction 1 6 

Chapter 2: The EDA 5 7 
2.0 Background to the establishment of the EDA 5 7 
2.1 The EDA’s legal base 14 8 
2.2. How the Agency works: Steering Board and Council 17 8 
2.3 How the Agency Works: Staffing and Budget 23 9 
Box 1: Agency Organisation Chart  9 

2.4 How the Agency works: the EDA’s main interlocutors 29 10 
Box 2: European Armaments Co-operation Initiatives 

Since 1990  11 

Chapter 3: Can The EDA help Improve European  

Military Capabilities? 37 14 
3.0 Does the EDA have a comparative advantage? 37 14 
Box 3: Defence Spending in The EU  15 

Member State Commitment (1) 39 16 
Peer pressure (2) 41 17 
A comprehensive approach (3) 42 17 
A ‘big tent’ approach (4) 44 17 
A permanent administration (5) 45 17 

3.1 What can the EDA do that could not have been done 

through NATO? 46 18 
3.2 Can the EDA deliver? 49 18 

Chapter 4: Priorities For Action for the EDA 53 20 
4.0 Enabling ESDP missions to operate more effectively 53 20 
4.1 A European Defence Equipment Market (EDEM) 59 21 
4.2 Commission proposals on Security Research  70 22 

Chapter 5: Conclusions 78 24 

Appendix 1: Sub-Committee C (Foreign Affairs, Defence and 

Development Policy)  26 

Appendix 2: List of Witnesses  27 

Appendix 3: Glossary of Acronyms and Technical Terms  28 

Appendix 4: Reports  29 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



EVIDENCE 

 
Dr Sarah Beaver, Director General, International Security Policy and 
Mr Stuart Fraser, Head of the Defence Procurements Agency’s 
International Relations Group, Ministry of Defence 
Oral evidence, 10 June 2004  1 
 
Dr Javier Solana, Secretary-General of the Council of the European  
Union, High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy 
Oral evidence, 6 July 2004  13 
 
Lord Bach, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State and Minister for 
Defence Procurement, Dr Sarah Beaver, Director General  
International Security Policy and Mr Stuart Fraser, Head of the Defence 
Procurements Agency’s International Relations Group, 
Ministry of Defence 
Oral evidence, 4 November 2004  23 
Written evidence  36 
 
Mr Nick Witney, Chief Executive, European Defence Agency, Brussels 
Oral evidence, 17 January 2005  42 
 
 
 
 
NOTE: Pages of the report are numbered in bold type; pages of evidence are 
numbered in ordinary type. References in the text of the report are as 
follows: 
(Q)  refers to a question in oral evidence 
(p)   refers to a page of written evidence  
 



 

ABSTRACT 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

In July 2004 the EU established a European Defence Agency (EDA). The 
Agency’s role is to help improve European military capabilities. To do this the 
EDA has a remit to promote armaments co-operation in the EU, improve the 
defence industrial and technological base and to promote collaborative defence 
research across the Union. 
 
The establishment of the EDA follows many decades of European collaborative 
armaments projects of limited success. This report considers whether the EDA is 
more likely to succeed in improving European military capabilities. It also analyses 
what the EDA’s priorities for action should be.  
 
We conclude that the EDA is well placed through its Steering Board to keep the 
pressure on Member States to take action. We recommend that the EDA should 
concentrate, initially, on making ESDP operations work more effectively rather 
than attempt to approach the big strategic issues confronting European Defence.  





 

European Defence Agency 

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

1. The European Defence Agency (EDA) was established by a Council Joint 
Action on 12 July 2004.1 The Agency’s purpose is: 

‘To support the Member States in their effort to improve European defence 
capabilities in the field of crisis management, and to sustain the ESDP as it 
stands now and develops in the future.’2 

2. To this end the Brussels based Agency was tasked by the Council to help: 

 Develop European defence capabilities; 

 Promote armaments co-operation in the EU; 

 Improve the European defence industrial and technological base; and 

 Promote collaborative defence research across the Union. 

3. The Council’s ambitions for the EDA are high. At this early stage of the 
EDA’s work the Committee has taken the opportunity to consider what, 
realistically, the EDA can and cannot achieve. More specifically, the 
Committee has considered the following questions in relation to the EDA: 

 What will happen to the legal base of the Agency if the Constitutional 
Treaty is adopted? (Chapter Two) 

 How will the EDA work? (Chapter Two) 

 Can the EDA help improve European defence capabilities? (Chapter 
Three) 

 What should be the EDA’s priority for action? (Chapter Four) 

4. We are indebted to our main witness, the Defence Agency’s chief executive, 
Mr Nick Witney, for his time and advice. We have also heard from the 
Ministry of Defence (MoD) on two occasions. In June 2004 we took 
evidence from Dr Sarah Beaver and Mr Stuart Fraser as part of our scrutiny 
of the Joint Action that established the EDA. In November 2004 we heard 
from Lord Bach, the Procurement Minister, on the Commission’s Green 
Paper on European defence procurement. We also travelled to Brussels in 
the summer of 2004 to speak to the Head of the Agency, Mr Javier Solana.3 
We are grateful for their advice. 

                                                                                                                                     
1  Council Joint Action, n.2004/551/CFSP, 12 July 2004, (O.J L 245 17.07.2004) 
2  Council Joint Action, n.2004/551/CFSP, 12 July 2004, (O.J L 245 17.07.2004) 
3  Javier Solana is also the Secretary General of the Council and High Representative for the CFSP. 



8 EUROPEAN DEFENCE AGENCY 

CHAPTER 2: THE EDA 

2.0 Background to the establishment of the EDA 

5. The idea of a European armaments agency has been around for a long time. 
Historically, the United Kingdom Government has opposed an armaments 
agency on the grounds that it could all too easily have become ‘a sort of 
benefit to industry without regard to proper defence needs.’4 

6. The idea resurfaced in the autumn of 2002 in the context of the Convention 
on the Future of Europe. The Chair of the Convention’s Defence Working 
Group, Mr Barnier,5 asked the Group to consider whether an EU armaments 
and research agency should be established.  

7. Since the inception of the ESDP in 1999, the EU has made headway in 
identifying what capabilities the Union needs in order to carry out crisis 
management.6 However, the concrete delivery of more usable capabilities is 
yet to be fully achieved. The Government, it would appear, chose to 
capitalise on the momentum generated by the defence discussions in the 
Convention to propose an agency which could provide ‘a sustained, steady 
focus on the improvement of defence capabilities.’7  

8. The United Kingdom proposal for an agency, the primary focus of which 
would be the improvement of defence capabilities rather than armaments 
collaboration, gained support in the Convention. The final text put forward 
by the Convention proposed a ‘European Armaments, Research and Military 
Capabilities Agency’.8 

9. The Government chose to take the Defence Agency idea forward outside of 
the Constitutional Treaty framework by putting the idea on the agenda for 
the Franco-British defence summit at Le Touquet in February 2003. At the 
summit France and the United Kingdom were able to agree that an EU 
capabilities agency to co-ordinate arms procurement should be established. 
Mr Solana credited the United Kingdom with ‘a brilliant idea that will give 
good results.’9  

10. Mr Witney summarised this joining of French and British thinking: ‘[W]hat 
we have come out with is this sort of amalgam of capabilities-led agency 
which nonetheless has a very clear licence to interest itself in the health of the 
technological and industrial base.’10 

11. The other Member States agreed with the Franco-British formulation. By 
December 2003 an Agency Establishment Team had begun work. In June 

                                                                                                                                    
4  Q189. 
5  Mr Michel Barnier is the current Foreign Minister of France. At the time of the Convention Mr Barnier 

was the European Commissioner responsible for  Regional Policy. 
6  As expressed first in the Helsinki Headline Goals (agreed in 1999) and later in the 2010 Headline Goals 

(agreed in 2004). The Battle groups initiative is the latest policy to identify what the EU needs to be able to 
carry out the full range of Petersberg tasks. 

7  Q49. 
8  Draft Treaty Establishing a Constitution for Europe, Article 40 (3), Adopted by consensus by the 

European Convention  on 13 June and 10 July 2003 
9  Q 73.  
10  Q189. 
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2004 the General Affairs and External Relations Council (GAERC) agreed 
the Joint Action which provides the legal base for the agency. 

12. A few weeks later, at the June 2004 European Council, Member States were 
able to agree the final text of the Constitutional Treaty which in Articles I–41 
and III–311 provide for the establishment of a defence agency. 

13. We recognise the instrumental role the Government has played in the 
establishment of the EDA. In order for the Agency to be successful, 
the Government must now ensure that all relevant parties understand 
its role. 

2.1 The EDA’s legal base 

14. Negotiations on the Constitutional Treaty and the establishment of the EDA 
proceeded in parallel. This does not affect the legal base of the EDA. There 
is no requirement for a treaty change to establish an EU agency, where the 
EU has competence to act.11 The present Joint Action is therefore the legal 
base for the EDA, regardless of whether the Constitutional Treaty comes 
into force. 

15. The Constitutional Treaty provides for the current Joint Action which 
establishes the EDA to remain in force until replaced by an instrument under 
the new treaty.12  

16. We note that the ratification, or otherwise, of the Constitutional 
Treaty by all Member States has no immediate effect on the legal base 
of the European Defence Agency.  

2.2. How the Agency works: Steering Board and Council 

17. 24 Member States have decided to participate in the work of the EDA. 
Denmark, which has an opt-out from the Treaties on defence related 
matters, will not participate. 

18. The Agency is answerable to both the Council13 and a Steering Board. The 
Council gives guidelines on the Agency’s work programme and sets a 
budgetary framework.14 The Steering Board, in turn, agrees the specific work 
programme and the annual budget allocations.15 It is unclear how the 
Steering Board reports to the Council, which raises the issue of how 
parliamentary scrutiny will be carried out in relation to Council decisions on 
the EDA. 

19. The Steering Board will meet twice a year at the level of Defence Ministers. 
The Steering Board is also expected to meet regularly at representatives level, 
addressing agendas focussed variously on the competences of national 
armaments directors, of national research directors, and of national capability 
planners. 

                                                                                                                                    
11  Q10. 
12  Constitutional Treaty, Article IV/438. 
13  In this case the relevant Council is the General Affairs and External Relations Council (GAERC) attended 

by Foreign Ministers. 
14  Q149. 
15  Q149. 
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20. The EDA must seek the formal approval of the Steering Board for any new 
project. The Steering Board would decide by qualified majority voting 
(QMV) if a matter were put to a vote.16 

21. This arrangement is bridged by High Representative Javier Solana. In a 
typical case of EU double-hatting Mr Solana is both Head of the Agency and 
chair of the Steering Board. As such, Mr Solana is expected to bring ‘political 
clout to the process.’17 

22. We are concerned that procedures for parliamentary scrutiny of the 
ESDP in general are inadequate. The Government should therefore 
explain how it will ensure adequate parliamentary scrutiny of Council 
and Steering Board decisions relating to the EDA. The Government 
should agree with Parliament the types of EDA documents that will 
be deposited for parliamentary scrutiny. 

2.3 How the Agency Works: Staffing and Budget 

23. The GAERC agreed in November 2004 that the Agency should, initially, 
have a staff of 77. The November 2004 GAERC also agreed, exceptionally, a 
budget of €20 million for 2005. At the end of this calendar year, Council will 
agree a three year budgetary framework. Yearly budget allocations will then 
be agreed by the Steering Board.18  

BOX 1 

Agency Organisation Chart 

Deputy
Chief Executive

Mr Hilmar Linnenkamp

Chief Executive
Mr Nick Witney

Head of Agency
Dr Javier Solana

Capability 
Development Director

Major-General
Pierre Hougardy

(Belgium)

R&T
Director

Bertrand de Cordoue
(France)

Armaments
Director

Brigadier-General
Carlo Magrassi

(Italy)

Defense Industry &
Market Director

Ulf Hammarström
(Sweden)

Corporate Services
Director

 
24. The €20 million core budget for 2005 includes €3 million as seed corn 

money for research or buying in operational analysis according to the EDA’s 
needs. The Joint Action for the EDA also provides for the possibility of ad 

                                                                                                                                
16  Q192. 
17  Q147. 
18  Q149. 
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hoc budgets, entrusted to the Agency by groups of Member States. A case in 
point during 2005 is a project to pursue demonstrations of technology on 
‘inhabited vehicles on roads’, which Mr Witney expects Member States to 
pay for separately.19 

25. The core budget is paid on a standard percentage of the GNI of the 24 
Member States that have chosen to participate. In 2004 the United Kingdom 
contribution to the running of the EDA was €250,000. The bulk of the set-
up costs will be incurred in 2005 of which the United Kingdom will pay €2.5 
million. From 2006 onwards the United Kingdom is expected to contribute 
€1.5 million per annum. The money is paid out of the MoD’s budget.20 

26. The EDA’s small staff and budget elicited a damning reaction, certainly 
initially, from the defence industry giant EADS (European Aeronautic 
Defence & Space Company).21 There are two factors behind the small scale 
of the Agency. First, as Mr Solana put it, the EDA’s job is to ‘add value to 
the word that we can put with a capital letter “Coordination”.’22 The Agency 
is intended to co-ordinate, rather than control, budgets for large scale 
research projects. Second, these are early days. The Government emphasised 
that on the question of the size and scale of the agency ‘this agency needs to 
prove its worth.’23 

27. The Council has set the EDA highly ambitious tasks. We are 
concerned that the EDA should not be burdened with expectations 
which it has not been given the resources to fulfil. We urge the EDA to 
be very transparent in reporting on its activities and spending. 

 28. We will return to the issue of the EDA’s funding at the time the 
Council is due to determine the three year budgetary framework for 
the Agency. We recommend that the Government deposits in 
Parliament for scrutiny a detailed analysis of the EDA’s programme 
and resource needs at that time.  

2.4 How the Agency works: the EDA’s main interlocutors 

29. The EDA’s main interlocutors within the EU institutional structure are the 
EU Military Committee (EUMC) and the EU Military Staff (EUMS) within 
the Council, and various directorates in the Commission.24 It is the EU 
Military Committee that is tasked with defining the capabilities the EU needs 
to be able to carry out crisis management. Ideally, this should result in a clear 
division of duties between the Council bodies and the EDA where, in 
Mr Witney’s words, ‘They do the requirements and we do the solutions.’25 

30. The institutional structure of the EU can easily lead to turf wars between 
bodies with overlapping responsibilities. In an effort to avoid such a situation, 
Mr Witney has tasked his staff to carry out a joint study with the EUMS on 
one of the EDA’s flagship programmes: C3 (command, control and 

                                                                                                                                
19  Q147. 
20  Q19. 
21  Q165. 
22  Q73. 
23  Q14. 
24  Q168. 
25  Q168. 
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communication).26 Beyond this joint study Mr Witney has resisted setting up 
administrative arrangements between the Council bodies and the EDA, 
preferring first to work out what the EDA is going to be doing.27 We 
commend Mr Witney for this. 

31. The Commission, in turn, has taken the initiative on a number of important 
defence agendas, including specifically issuing a Green Paper on a European 
Defence Equipment Market (EDEM) and proposing that Security Research 
be funded under the 7th Framework Research Programme. In the EDA’s 
work programme for 2005 the Council tasked the Agency to engage on these 
issues.28 The EDA’s links with the Commission are discussed in more detail 
in Chapter 4. 

32. Outside of the EU framework the EDA’s main interlocutors will be the 
armaments bodies OCCAR and WEAG, in addition to NATO. We discuss 
NATO in more detail in the next chapter. The EDA will also need to liaise 
with Member States on activities undertaken under the Letter of Intent (LoI) 
Framework Agreement. 

BOX 2 

European Armaments Co-operation Initiatives Since 1990 

 

 The Western European Armaments Group (WEAG) formerly 
 known as the Independent European Programme Group (IEPG), 
constitutes the largest, pan-European framework for armament co-
operation, comprising all the European NATO members and EU 
Member States except Ireland and Iceland. It’s principle objectives are: 

 1. More efficient use of resources through, inter alia, increased 
harmonisation of requirements; 

 2.  the opening up of national defence markets to cross-border 
competition; 

 3.  the strengthening of the European defence technological and 
industrial base; and 

 4.  co-operation in research and development. 

 WEAG organises its work into three Panels, dealing with 
 harmonisation or requirements (Panel I), Research and Technology 
(Panel II) and defence economics (Panel III). 

 Recognising the difficulty of setting up a European Armaments Agency 
responsible for the full range of procurement activities on behalf of 
WEAG countries, a WEAG Ad Hoc Study Group proposed in the mid 
1990s the creation of the Western European Armament 
Organisation (WEAO) to deepen individual areas of armament co-
operation. Established in 1996, WEAO shares the international legal 
personality of the WEU, and the WEAO Charter provides for a broad 
range of potential activities. However, up until now, WEAO has 
operated only as a Research Cell, providing Member States with 

                                                                                                                                    
26  Q170. 
27  Q191. 
28  Council document 14856/04 (Presse 324).  
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administrative and contractual assistance for co-operative R&T 
projects. 

 In early 2001, the Organisation for Joint Armaments Cooperation 
(OCCAR) became a legal entity with France, Germany, Italy and the 
United Kingdom as the initial Member States (Belgium and Spain have 
joined since). Contrasting with the broad, pan-European approach of 
the WEAG/WEAO arrangement, OCCAR reflects the interests of a 
group of countries seeking progress through smaller multilateral 
initiatives. Like WEAO, OCCAR has the legal potential to become a 
fully-fledged armaments agency. According to Article 8 of the 
Convention, OCCAR could cover a whole range of activities. However, 
up until now, OCCAR is purely a management agency, aiming at 
greater efficiency in the management of collaborative defence 
equipment programmes. Its most important programmes are the Tiger 
attack helicopter, the Future Surface-to-Air missile family and the 
A400M transport aircraft. 

 In 1998, defence ministers of the six major arms producing countries in 
Europe (France, Germany, Italy, Spain, Sweden and the United 
Kingdom) signed a Letter of Intent (LoI) designed to facilitate 
defence industry restructuring in Europe. By 2000, these countries 
concluded a Framework Agreement representing a first step towards 
creating a political and legal framework for cross-border industrial 
restructuring. The agreement covers the following areas: 

 1. security of supply; 

 2. export procedures; 

 3. security and classified information; 

 4. treatment of technical information; 

 5. research and technology; and 

 6. harmonisation of military equipment. 

 

33. The EDA will take over WEAG’s role in accordance with the EU’s general 
decision to merge the WEU with EU structures.29 This is going to be one of 
the EDA’s key tasks in 2005. Mr Witney is hopeful that the EDA can be 
more successful in improving European capabilities than the WEAG has 
been since the EDA can ‘relate consideration of possible armaments 
collaborations to wider issues of capability need, which has been what has 
handicapped WEAG activities to date.’30  

34. However, the EDA will co-exist with OCCAR. Both the Ministry of Defence 
and Mr Witney were at pains to emphasize the complementary nature of 
these two bodies. Mr Fraser of the MoD explained that ‘OCCAR is 
essentially an agency to manage co-operative programmes once they have 

                                                                                                                                
29  The 15 EU States, which included the 10 full members of the WEU, decided in June 1999 that the WEU 

should cede all its operational functions to the EU and that the organisation should be preserved only as a 
skeleton structure for the unlikely event of activation of the 1954 Modified Brussels Treaty. 

30  Q157. 
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gone beyond the R&T arena.’31 This means, as Mr Witney stated, that 
‘where we finish is roughly where OCCAR starts in terms of procurement.’32 

35. There may be a neat division on paper between the activities of the EDA and 
OCCAR but there is no denying the general point that over the years there 
have been a number of initiatives, coming from various constellations of 
European countries, to try to address the state of European military 
capabilities and the state of the European defence industrial and 
technological base. The next chapter deals with the question of whether the 
EDA can succeed where so many initiatives have failed before. 

36. Consideration should be given to a rationalisation of the different 
bodies and, if the EDA is proving to be successful, the possibility for 
mergers should be encouraged. 

                                                                                                                                    
31  Q12. R&T refers to Research and Technology. 
32  Q157. 
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CHAPTER 3: CAN THE EDA HELP IMPROVE EUROPEAN 

MILITARY CAPABILITIES? 

3.0 Does the EDA have a comparative advantage? 

37. Mr Witney summarised why the time has come for yet another attempt to 
improve European capabilities.33 

 The EU is becoming more ambitious on ESDP. There is an increasing 
realisation that as Europe’s ambitions for external action are becoming 
more clearly articulated, particularly through the European Security 
Strategy, capabilities are needed to back up ambition. 

 Europe is underperforming. This is a familiar reflection in the 
transatlantic burden-sharing context. Europe has a shortage of 
capabilities and, according to Mr Witney, no-one can feel comfortable 
about the state and profitability of the European defence technological 
and industrial base.  

 Spending is fragmented across the Member States. Mr Witney is less 
concerned about the total European spend on defence, €160 billion per 
annum, ‘still a huge amount of money’,34 than about its fragmentation. 
‘[W]e are simply doing too much on a national basis whereas 
increasingly, to be effective, you need to work on a more continental 
scale, both on the demand and on the supply side.’35 

                                                                                                                                    
33  Q147. 
34  Q147. 
35  Q147. 
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BOX 3 

Defence Spending in The EU 

The 25 EU Member States spend a total of about €160 billion per annum on 
defence. However, the total figure hides the fact that defence spending is spread 
very unevenly across the Member States. The six most important arms producing 
countries (the so called LoI countries: France, Germany, Italy, Spain, Sweden and 
the United Kingdom) cover more than 80 per cent of total EU defence spending 
and about 98 per cent of military R&D (research and development) expenditure, as 
illustrated by Figures 1 and 2. 

European defence spending trails far behind that of the United States, as illustrated 
by Figures 2 and 3. In 2004, the US spent more than twice as much on defence as 
the 25 EU Member States combined. Moreover, due to the fragmented EU defence 
markets and disparate procurement policies, the EU as a whole receives much less 
value in exchange for its military spending than the US. 

Figure 1 
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Defence Spending in The EU (Continued) 
 

 

Figure 3 
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38. Mr Witney concluded his summary by saying that: ‘None of that is terribly 
original analysis.’36 Indeed, the problems of European defence capabilities 
are well understood. Mr Witney and Dr Sarah Beaver of the MoD offered 
five reasons why the EDA may make a difference. 

Member State Commitment (1) 

39. The EDA’s institutional set up is intended to achieve Member State 
commitment to the improvement of military capabilities. The EDA reports 
directly, twice a year, to Defence Ministers. The Government emphasized 
that one of the key issues was ‘that Ministers, not their officials, have to 
engage in confronting this capability issue seriously.’37 

                                                                                                                                
36  Q147. 
37  Q33. 
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40. Moreover, the Government’s view was that the EDA needed a ‘heavy weight 
political figure heading the agency.’38 In this respect the Government has 
been keen to mirror in the EU what has been successful in NATO. 
Mr Javier Solana, like the Secretary General of NATO, needs to be in a 
‘position where he could cajole or bully, if you like, Member States to 
improve their contribution.’39 

Peer pressure (2) 

41. The Government called attention to the EDA’s role in evaluating Member 
States’ capabilities. According to Dr Beaver: ‘One of the functions of the 
agency, which we were very careful to draft into the joint action, is that of 
scrutinising and evaluating members’ commitments. … [B]y presenting 
objective analysis, we will be able to see the agency and its Steering Board of 
ministers applying considerable peer pressure to their fellows to address 
gaps.’40 

A comprehensive approach (3) 

42. Mr Witney’s view is that previous efforts to co-operate and improve 
European capabilities have failed because they have been too fragmented. 
Previous ‘efforts have tended to be conducted in small corners by people who 
are effectively invisible to their defence ministers and who lack the impulse of 
having their efforts tied to the requirement needs of the military staff working 
for future defence capabilities.’41 By contrast, Mr Witney is hopeful that the 
EDA can deliver ‘because we do have such a broad range of activity and can 
interrelate activities the one to the other.’42 

43. The Government shares this hope. ‘Unlike the idea that was originally 
mooted of an armaments agency, [the EDA] takes all aspects of the 
capability process, from helping develop the next headline goal, defining 
what it is that Europe needs, monitoring the process, focusing on that 
capability … right the way through to armaments and procurement policy.’43 

A ‘big tent’ approach (4) 

44. The EDA will not need all 24 Member States to commit to every project. 
Under the umbrella of the Agency, groups of Member States can collaborate 
on specific projects. This should avoid the problem of the Agency having to 
proceed at the pace of the ‘slowest’ Member State. 

A permanent administration (5) 

45. Hitherto, the EU has addressed military capabilities questions through 
ad hoc committees. Member State experts have returned home to find that 
they cannot take work forward because they have their own national 

                                                                                                                                    
38  Q30. 
39  Q30. 
40  Q12. Mr Witney admitted that the Agency’s initial efforts to compile statistics on Member States’ defence 

procurement had revealed many problems in getting spending statistics onto a uniform basis—Witney 
Q154. 

41  Q147. 
42  Q147. 
43  Q26. 
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commitments and priorities to address.44 The Government considered that 
having a permanent staff would provide ‘focus and direction’ to what is a 
‘considerable momentum and wish among European Defence Ministers to 
take this forward and to build on that work that is going on at the moment to 
establish the 2010 Headline Goal.’45 

3.1 What can the EDA do that could not have been done through NATO? 

46. Many of the suggested strengths of the EDA could apply equally to NATO. 
The Government admits that ‘it would be wrong to say that there is no 
duplication between the agency and work that is done in NATO’ but 
maintains that the EDA ‘will have a different focus.’46 This is a valid point in 
so far as the EDA’s specific role is to help equip the EU to perform ESDP 
crisis management operations rather than fulfil the needs of NATO’s much 
broader mandate. In any event NATO has not made significant progress in 
the areas of the EDA’s tasks.  

47. Moreover, our witnesses stressed that the EU’s and NATO’s somewhat 
different membership can be an advantage.47 In the EDA framework, 
European countries cannot hide behind or blame lack of progress on the US, 
‘a very predominant partner in NATO.’48 What is more, the traditional 
neutrals in Europe – Sweden, Finland and Austria, but perhaps Sweden in 
particular – may have something to bring to the table in the EU context. In 
the words of Mr Witney: ‘we do tap into different political impulses in some 
of the Member States.’49 

48. Additionally, an EU agency, the Government suggests, has the advantage of 
the momentum of the EU process. The EDA’s advantage may be ‘the 
pressure that the EU can exert if something is required to meet the headline 
goal. In many countries in Europe that is a considerable pressure.’50 

3.2 Can the EDA deliver? 

49. Mr Witney summarised his position by saying, ‘yes’, the EDA can succeed, 
but, ‘it will work, or not work, depending upon the decisions that individual 
participating Member States take.’51 As for the EDA as an organisation, 
Mr Witney said the Agency can only succeed if the culture is right. The 
agency will only survive if ‘it is very open, very outward facing, and there is 
constant dialogue with its shareholders, the participating Member States.’52 

50. The Government also strikes a note of caution. In response to a question on 
how the EDA can make a difference when previous initiatives over the years 
have not, Dr Beaver answered: ‘That is indeed a challenge, and there is, I 
have to say, an element of faith in this.’53 

                                                                                                                                    
44  Q26. 
45  Q9. 
46  Q30. 
47  19 EU Member States are also NATO members. 
48  Q30. 
49  Q153. 
50  Q18. 
51  Q147. 
52  Q147. 
53  Q12. 
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51. The improvement of European military capabilities depends on the 
willingness of the Member States to take action. Nonetheless, we have 
concluded that the EDA is well placed to help in this process. The 
EDA’s strength is the Steering Board. The Agency might make a 
difference by:  

 facilitating co-operation between the Member States; 

 suggesting workable solutions; and  

 identifying problems, included naming and shaming Member 
States. 

52. We accept that the EDA may in this instance have some advantages 
over the NATO framework. The EU framework may prove more 
effective in mobilizing political commitment and providing impetus 
for action. Communication and co-operation with NATO will still be 
paramount to avoid duplication of effort. We urge the Government to 
press this point in Council.  
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CHAPTER 4: PRIORITIES FOR ACTION FOR THE EDA 

4.0 Enabling ESDP missions to operate more effectively 

53. The EDA’s institutional organisation may provide it with some advantages as 
compared with other bodies set up by European countries to improve their 
defence capabilities. However, the ultimate responsibility remains with the 
Member States to take action, and here the EDA will come up against 
familiar problems that have plagued previous initiatives.  

54. These problems are what Mr Witney referred to as ‘two or three fairly hard 
fundamental issues of strategy where you are never going to get consensus 
between participating Member States.’54 Mr Witney’s approach is to leave 
the hard points to one side and concentrate on ‘those several hundred issues 
where there does actually seem to be a sense of readiness to adopt a common 
approach.’55 

55. The EDA has identified four areas, four so called flagship programmes, 
where there would appear to be scope for achieving a ‘common approach’ in 
the short term.56 These are:  

(i) Command, Control and Communication (C3); 

(ii) Uninhabited air vehicles (UAVs)—R&T directorate; 

(iii) Armoured fighting vehicles (AFV)—Armament directorate; and, 

(iv) European Defence Equipment Market (EDEM). 

56. Mr Witney explained that the first of the flagship programmes, the C3 
programme, will be launched by a Joint Study between the EU Military Staff 
and the EDA. Mr Witney’s hope is that by the summer of 2005 the study 
would have identified ‘two, three or four axes of effort that we could usefully 
pursue.’57 

57. Specifically, Mr Witney said that the EDA would aim to solve any specific 
C3 problems, as identified by the study, in the ongoing Operation Althea in 
Bosnia58 and for the longer term, the Joint Study may identify projects to 
meet the C3 needs of the Battlegroups.59 The study may also find that 
‘software-defined radio’, a concept that appeals to many Member State 
governments and that industry is ‘intensely interested in’, is worth 
pursuing.’60 Finally, the study may conclude that the EDA should look into 
more ‘intelligent ways’ in which to procure satellite bandwidth for future 
ESDP operations.61 

58. The EDA has limited resources and very considerable goals to fulfil. We 
strongly believe that the EDA needs to concentrate, initially, on a few 

                                                                                                                                    
54  Q162. 
55  Q162. 
56  As mentioned in the EDA’s work programme for 2005, Council document 14856/04. 
57  Q170. 
58  Q170. The biggest ESDP operation, operation Althea, was launched in Bosnia in December 2004. 
59  Q170. The first Battlegroups, groups of 1,500 crisis management troops, are expected to become 

operational in 2007. 
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achievable tasks. The EDA will gain Member States’ confidence by 
enabling an ESDP mission to operate more effectively. Once trust in 
the Agency’s capacity to deliver has been built up, more strategic 
issues such as relative defence spending or specialisation of forces can 
be approached. 

4.1 A European Defence Equipment Market (EDEM) 

59. During 2004 the Commission took the initiative on a number of agendas 
with defence implications. The Council tasked the EDA to engage with the 
Commission on these agendas: the space agenda, security research and 
proposals for a European Defence Equipment Market (EDEM).62  

60. The Commission launched a Green Paper consultation on defence 
procurement in September 2004. In the Green Paper the Commission 
identified two possible options for making defence procurement practice 
more transparent across the EU. The first option would involve a 
Commission communication clarifying the existing legal framework. The 
second option would introduce new rules on defence procurement through a 
directive.63 

61. In October 2004 the Government brought forward a non-paper in response 
to the Commission’s Green Paper in which it proposed a further option.64 
The Government maintains that agreeing EU legislation on defence 
procurement would be a cumbersome process that could take years. In the 
meanwhile, to achieve more transparency, the Government suggests that a 
voluntary code of conduct on defence procurement should be considered. 
The Government suggested that the EDA would be ideally placed to monitor 
the application of such a voluntary code of conduct. 

62. In this context, we were interested to hear from Lord Bach, Under Secretary 
of State and Minister for Defence Procurement, on the EDA’s role in the 
Government’s proposals. Lord Bach suggested that one of the key features of 
the voluntary code of conduct would be a ‘rigorous reporting system’ by the 
participating Member States.65 Each Member State would need to explain 
how individual procurement decisions observe the agreed criteria, or, indeed, 
explain why there may be derogations. 

63. The Minister continued: ‘Scrutiny of the reports by EU Member States 
collectively should, and we hope would, create some peer pressure to 
persuade nations that to deviate from the code would be something that 
would be very much frowned upon.’66  

64. For the Government the vital point about the EDA in the EDEM context is 
that the Agency is controlled by the Defence Ministers who sit on the 
Steering Board. There are two elements to this argument. First, ministers 
will be able to apply peer pressure; and, second, a voluntary code of conduct, 
monitored by the Member State controlled EDA, ‘avoids the potential for 

                                                                                                                                
62  EDA work programme for 2005, Council Document 14856/04. 
63  Green Paper on Defence Procurement, COM(2004) 608 final. 
64  MoD written evidence. 
65  Q134. 
66  Q134. 
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confrontation over Commission competence in the area of defence 
procurement.’67 

65. Since then the Council has welcomed the thrust of the Commission proposal 
on defence procurement and asked the EDA to do two things: to produce an 
Agency input to the Commission consultation; and to consider whether there 
was anything that EDA could do on a parallel track as a complementary 
activity.68 The EDA will bring those two remits back to the Steering Board 
when it meets in National Armaments Directors formation on 2 March 2005. 

66. Mr Witney told us that the EDA was likely to conclude that, while there is 
much to be said for a legally enforceable defence market, ‘it will be a long 
slog to get there.’69 In the meanwhile, ‘as a complement to this I think we 
would be interested in working on the idea of a code of conduct approach to 
increasing competition’.70 

67. One thing is clear: the issue of whether European countries should be 
prepared to buy more defence equipment from the Americans is unlikely to 
lead to fruitful discussions within the EDA. Mr Witney concluded by saying: 
‘I think you can make progress on a more competitive, genuine defence 
market where European countries are more prepared to buy from each other 
and leave this external dimension to one side as something too tough and not 
agreed.’71 

68. We believe that the United Kingdom currently has the most open 
defence procurement market in Europe. We are broadly in favour of 
the voluntary code of conduct approach suggested by the Government 
to achieve greater transparency across the Union. However, we 
recognise that this approach has disadvantages as there is a great deal 
of uncertainty whether other Member States will open their defence 
markets. Rigorous monitoring and peer pressure will be key to this 
approach. If the voluntary approach is not successful the 
Commission’s proposals will have to receive further consideration.  

69. We are of the opinion that the EDA’s priority should be the EDEM: 
an area in which the EDA may come to play a prominent part. We ask 
the Government to deposit in Parliament the EDA’s 2 March 2005 
report to the Steering Board on how the EDA can best be involved in 
the EDEM.  

4.2 Commission proposals on Security Research  

70. Security research is a broad term used by the Commission when referring to 
research activities undertaken to improve the security of European citizens. 
During 2004 the Commission put forward two communications developing 
the idea that security research could be funded under the 7th Framework 
Research Programme to be presented in April 2005. 

71. The Commission maintains that it has become increasingly difficult to make 
a distinction between research for civilian security and defence purposes. The 

                                                                                                                                
67  Government non-paper (MoD written evidence), paragraph 10 and Q107. 
68  Q148. 
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Commission suggests that as a result of this difficulty, the Commission 
should be able to fund defence related research. This would raise issues not 
only of overlap with the mandate of the EDA but also of questions of legality 
since Defence matters are not within the competence of the Commission.  

72. The Government has a number of concerns about the security research 
agenda, and will publish a non-paper sometime before April 2005. 

73. The Committee will look at the Commission’s proposals and the 
Government’s paper carefully when they are published. In the meanwhile, we 
were interested to hear Mr Witney’s views on how the EDA can respond to 
the security research agenda. 

74. Mr Witney acknowledged the difficulty of making a distinction in practice 
between civilian and defence research. Mr Witney mentioned as an example 
technology that will enable the Swedish Fire Service to speak to the Swedish 
Police.72 This ‘is actually the same as the technology which would enable 
contingents in Bosnia to speak to each other.’73 

75. Equally, Mr Witney recognized the reality of this distinction in policy terms 
and government responsibilities. Mr Witney said that, ‘The trick then must 
be to work across that somewhat artificial boundary in practical terms.’74 If 
the Commission is able to identify useful projects with substantial defence 
implications, it may choose to ‘give us chunks of money to do particular bits 
of research on their behalf.’75 This option was foreseen in the Joint Action 
that established the EDA. 

76. Mr Witney acknowledged that this hopeful vision of the Commission and the 
EDA interacting on security research will only work if there is ‘a great deal of 
transparency between whatever may happen under this security research 
banner and between what we get up to.’76 While the EDA hasn’t yet had time 
to make contact with the relevant Commission staff, Mr Witney maintained 
that the security research agenda is not ‘shaping up to be a turf war.’77 

77. We accept that in some cases the distinction between research for 
civilian and military security purposes may be artificial. The security 
research concept will need to be handled carefully to ensure that 
opportunities for useful research are not lost because of institutional 
jealousies and arguments about competence. Mr Witney offered a 
possible solution whereby the Commission could allocate money for 
the EDA to manage, even though the projects would have clear 
defence as well as civilian implications. We hope that this pragmatic 
solution will be found acceptable.  
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS 

78. We recognise the instrumental role the Government has played in the 
establishment of the EDA. In order for the Agency to be successful, the 
Government must now ensure that all relevant parties understand its role. 
Para 13. 

79. We note that the ratification, or otherwise, of the Constitutional Treaty by all 
Member States has no immediate effect on the legal base of the European 
Defence Agency. Para 16. 

80. We are concerned that procedures for parliamentary scrutiny of the ESDP in 
general are inadequate. The Government should therefore explain how it will 
ensure adequate parliamentary scrutiny of Council and Steering Board 
decisions relating to the EDA. The Government should agree with 
Parliament the types of documents that will be deposited for parliamentary 
scrutiny.  Para 22. 

81. The Council has set the EDA highly ambitious tasks. We are concerned that 
the EDA should not be burdened with expectations which it has not been 
given the resources to fulfil. We urge the EDA to be very transparent in 
reporting on its activities and spending. Para 27. 

82. We will to return to the issue of the EDA’s funding at the time the Council is 
due to determine the three year budgetary framework for the Agency. We 
recommend that the Government deposits in Parliament for scrutiny a 
detailed analysis of the EDA’s programme and resource needs at that time. 
Para 28. 

83. Consideration should be given to a rationalisation of the different bodies and, 
if the EDA is proving to be successful, the possibility for mergers should be 
encouraged. Para 36. 

84. The improvement of European military capabilities depends on the 
willingness of the Member States to take action. Nonetheless, we have 
concluded that the EDA is well placed to help in this process. The EDA’s 
strength is the Steering Board. The Agency might make a difference by: 

 facilitating co-operation between Member States; 

 suggesting workable solutions; and 

 identifying problems, including naming and shaming Member States. 
Para 51. 

85. We accept that the EDA may in this instance have some advantages over the 
NATO framework. The EU framework may prove more effective in 
mobilizing political commitment and providing impetus for action. 
Communication and co-operation with NATO will still be paramount to 
avoid duplication of effort. We urge the Government to press this point in 
Council. Para 52. 

86. We strongly believe that the EDA needs to concentrate, initially, on a few 
achievable tasks. The EDA will gain Member States’ confidence by enabling 
an ESDP mission to operate more effectively. Once trust in the Agency’s 
capacity to deliver has been built up, more strategic issues such as relative 
defence spending or specialisation of forces can be approached. Para 58. 
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87. We believe that the United Kingdom currently has the most open defence 
procurement market in Europe. We are broadly in favour of the voluntary 
code of conduct approach suggested by the Government to achieve greater 
transparency across the Union. However, we recognise that this approach has 
disadvantages as there is a great deal of uncertainty whether other Member 
States will open their defence markets. Rigorous monitoring and peer 
pressure will be key to this approach. If the voluntary approach is not 
successful the Commission’s proposals will have to receive further 
consideration. Para 68. 

88. We are of the opinion that the EDA’s priority should be the EDEM: an area 
in which the EDA may come to play a prominent part. We ask the 
Government to deposit in Parliament the EDA’s 2 March 2005 report to the 
Steering Board on how the EDA can best be involved in the EDEM.  
Para 69. 

89. We accept that in some cases the distinction between research for civilian 
and military security purposes may be artificial. The security research 
concept will need to be handled carefully to ensure that opportunities for 
useful research are not lost because of institutional jealousies and arguments 
about competence. Mr Witney offered a possible solution whereby the 
Commission could allocate money for the EDA to manage, even though the 
projects would have clear defence as well as civilian implications. We hope 
that this pragmatic solution will be found acceptable. Para 77. 

90. We make this Report to the House for information. 
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APPENDIX 3: GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS AND TECHNICAL TERMS 

AFV  Armoured Fighting Vehicles 

C3  Command, Control and Communication 

CFSP  Common Foreign and Security Policy 

EADS  European Aeronautic Defence and Space Company 

EC  European Community 

EDA  European Defence Agency 

EDEM European Defence Equipment Market 

ESDP  European Security and Defence Policy 

EU  European Union 

EUMC European Union Military Committee 

EUMS European Union Military Staff 

GAERC General Affairs and External Relations Council 

GNI  Gross National Income 

IEPG  Independent European Programme Group 

LoI  Letter of Intent 

MoD  Ministry of Defence 

NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organisation 

OCCAR Organisation Conjointe de Co-opération en Matière d’Armement 

QMV  Qualified Majority Voting 

R&T  Research and Technology 

UAV  Uninhabited Air Vehicles 

WEAG Western European Armaments Group  

WEAO Western European Armament Organisation 

WEU  Western European Union 
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Minutes of Evidence
TAKEN BEFORE THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON THE EUROPEAN UNION

(SUB-COMMITTEE C)

THURSDAY 10 JUNE 2004

Present Bowness, L (Chairman) Park of Monmouth, B
King of Bridgwater, L Morris of Aberavon, L
Lea of Crondall, L Tomlinson, L

Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: Dr Sarah Beaver, Director General, International Security Policy, and Mr Stuart Fraser,
Head of the Defence Procurements Agency’s International Relations Group, Ministry of Defence, examined.

Q1 Good morning, Dr Beaver and Mr Fraser. following that decision in December, an Agency
Thank you very much for coming to give evidence to Establishment Team was set up to take forward that
the Committee. I do not know whether there is work. NickWitney from theMinistry ofDefence was
anything that you would like to say before we move selected by Javier Solana to head that team and his
to questions on the agency, and where we are on this: remit, set by the Council, was to establish a
would you like to make an opening statement or comprehensive plan by the end of April 2004 for the
would you like to just go to the questions? establishment of an agency and the elements of a
Dr Beaver: If you like, I will perhaps explain a little joint draft action. The AET’s remit runs until the end
bit of the background to the agency, if youwould find of December, or until the establishment of the
that helpful. agency, whichever is the earliest. I could say a little bit

more about the intention of the agency, but that is
just the historical background. It is a fast-movingQ2 Chairman: I am sure. Thank you.
negotiation in Brussels. We have a new text, I amDr Beaver: You may be aware that over a period of
afraid, since the one that we sent to you last week.Weyears there have been a number of initiatives towards,
got another text yesterday. I have had this morningin Europe, establishing an armaments agency. One of
further details of textual changes, so we may at somethe questions that Mnsr Barnier, as the Chair of the

Convention’s Defence Working Group, posed to its stages need to update you on particular issues as we
members on the Convention, was whether or not an go along.
armaments and research agency should be
established. In the United Kingdom we have always
in the past opposed such initiatives but the Q3 Chairman: Am I to understand that we do not
Government did decide in this particular instance really need to give an answer to the paper that you
that if we could establish a capabilities-focused have just submitted to us, if it is going to be replaced?
agency with the motivation, drive and intention of Dr Beaver: There is a further paper because the text
driving up European defence capabilities, then this is constantly being negotiated. It was in COREPER
was indeed a proposal that was worth exploring. (Committee of Permanent Representatives)
That was reflected in the United Kingdom’s input yesterday. Whether that is the final text, I am not
into the Defence Working Group in November last sure. The aim is to get something to the Council next
year and at their summit declaration in February week.My understanding is that at that stage, because
2003 France and the United Kingdom jointly put the Commons Committee have suggested they want
forward proposals as to how an agency could be a debate on it, the Government will have to place a
established. We elaborated on them to our partners scrutiny reserve on its decision.1
in Brussels, and following up a remit that was then
passed down by the Thessaloniki European Council
the Italian Presidency took forward very Q4 Chairman: Can I just ask you, because I think it
energetically the work on defining the key outline will be of interest and concern to themembers around
principles of an agency. You will be aware that we the room: how does all this relate to the provisions in
submitted an explanatory memorandum on 13

the Draft Constitution?November last year, covering the proposed decision,
1 The Secretary of State for Defence wrote to the House of Lordswhich was at that stage simply in principle to
and House of Commons Committees on 10 June advising hisestablish an agency, in the field of defence capabilities intention to exercise a scrutiny override to enable the foreign
ministers to agree the Joint Action at their meeting on 14 June.development and research and armaments. Then
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Q9 Lord Tomlinson:But it changes regularly, andweDr Beaver: In some ways it is quite close, but they are
proceeding in parallel. The actual remit of the agency do not have a definitive text: that is my worry. I do

not want to spend a lot of my time in discussing andset out in the draft joint action is very similar in most
respects to what is in the constitution. What I would deliberating upon a text which I am then told has

changed again next week and the week after, and theexpect to happen when the draft constitution is
agreed is that I assume the Council secretariat will week after that. What I really want to know is when

we are going to have some definitive statement aboutundertake some work to align the treaty text with
whatever is finally agreed in the joint action—for how using a definitive agency we are going to get

concrete decisions that relate to our capacity.example on the title of the agency, which is very long
and clumsy in the draft treaty text, but it is being DrBeaver:The question of translating the work of an
proposed in the draft joint action that it should be agency into concrete improvements in capacity will
called the European Defence Agency. inevitably take some time. What you have in the

agency is a mechanism by which you are bringing
together a number of disparate threads in the

Q5 Chairman: Surely the treaty would take priority European and NATO landscape, but in the
over the joint action, would it not? European landscape, for providing a concerted drive
Dr Beaver: We are not quite clear yet how the and push towards the improvement of European
Presidency will decide to handle that, but there is capabilities. I think there is a considerable
nothing in the joint draft action which is opposed or momentum and wish among European defence
in conflict with what is in the draft joint action. ministers to take this forward and to build on that

work that is going on at the moment towards
establishing the 2010 Headline Goal, and to give itQ6 Lord Tomlinson: Dr Beaver, I must say I am
focus and direction, with a permanent staV. At thetotally confused. I spent 18 goodmonths of my life in
moment, everything is dependent on ad hocthe Convention, drawing up a constitution. Now it
committees of people volunteering to come in fromappears that we are spawning documents at a rate of
capitals, so it is everybody’s second job rather thanknots, which are changing in between them arriving,
their first job. Giving what we would see as aso that we are wasting our time really even
relatively small group of people in Brussels, focus ofconsidering at the present time. I want to know quite
supporting countries in their eVorts to improveprecisely what is the relationship between document
capabilities, helping them work together co-and draft treaty, and if we are any nearer to having
operatively and encouraging them to do so, andany basis on which we are improving our defence
maintaining attention onwhere there are deficiencies,capacity other than by producing bits of paper. Are
would be helpful.we producing any increase in capacity with anything

like the same velocity that we are circulating paper?
Dr Beaver: Do you mean defence capacity?

Q7 LordTomlinson:That is what it is about, is it not?
Q10 Lord Lea of Crondall: As a supplementary toDr Beaver: I think that one of the reasons why the
that, I found the answer reasonably helpful, and IItalian Presidency decided to run with this because in
wondered if I would be correct in thinking that thethe context of the Convention there was never any
relationship, to pursue Lord Tomlinson’s question,detailed discussion at ministerial level on the sections
in our domestic legislative approach would be that ifon the agency proposals. The detailed work has
you have, let us say, an animal welfare bill proposingtherefore been undertaken in parallel over several
an animal welfare agency, that people will bemonths.
developing their thinking about the agency and even
setting up the structure of the agency—but the
question would then arise, if somehow,Q8 Lord Tomlinson: I am sorry to interrupt you, but

you say there was noministerial discussion.Ministers hypothetically, this was not agreed for the
constitution, whether this thing would just sail alongwere represented throughout the Convention just as

parliaments were represented throughout the irrespective? That, I think, is the burden of Lord
Tomlinson’s question, and I would like to know theConvention, and if they had anything to say, either

positively or negatively, they had exactly the same answer as well.
opportunity of saying it as I did, as a parliamentarian. Dr Beaver: Once a joint action has been agreed, it

would be established legally. There is no requirementDrBeaver: There were some helpful amendments put
in through oYcial channels, which were reflected in for a treaty change to establish a new European

institution. The joint action to establish this agencythe draft treaty text thatwas considered inDecember.
The joint action here goes into considerably more will have an eVect, regardless of the outcome is of the

treaty negotiations.detail about how the agency is expected to function.
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will always have that caveat on the eVectiveness ofQ11 Chairman: Forgive me—and we should not
pursue this too long—that must be true; that the joint what is going on. There is a climate of reducing

defence budgets in many European countries. One ofaction, when it is agreed—you can proceed. Perhaps
I am leaping ahead, but if this constitution is agreed the functions of the agency, which we were very

careful to draft into the joint action, is that ofand came into force, and was diVerent from the joint
action, surely the treaty would then prevail over the scrutinising and evaluating members’ commitments.

At one stage we were trying to get the wordjoint action? If it does not, it would be a nonsense.
“auditing” in, but that was diYcult for someDr Beaver: The substantive point of diVerence
countries. I think we are hoping that by presentingthere—because the draft treaty text provides for how
objective analysis, we will be able to see the agencydecisions will be made on setting up the agency—
and its steering board of ministers applyingwould be the inconsistency on the title. The joint
considerable peer pressure to their fellows to addressdraft action uses the longer title, but also proposes a
gaps. When we are looking at the next headline goal,shorter title. There are some very minor adjustments
it is not just a question of the quantity of capabilityon the wording between the objectives of the agency
oVered and the number of troops—that was never athere and what is spelled out in the Draft Action.
shortfall in the original Helsinki Headline Goal—it isMr Fraser: The reason why perhaps it is diYcult to
about the readiness, availability and deployability ofunderstand why we are proceeding with this joint
those troops. What we would like to see the agencyaction in parallel with the considerations of the draft
doing is benchmarking practice and encouragingconstitution is simply the fact that there is a
countries towork togethermore eVectively; but it willdetermination in the Member States to establish the
be quite an uncomfortable mirror that is held up toagency as soon as possible and get it working, and a
them.joint action achieves that and gives the legal eVect to
Mr Fraser: OCCAR is essentially an agency tothat quickly, whereas for a full new treaty it may take
manage co-operative programmes once they havesome years for ratification by all the Member States.
gone beyond the R&T arena. R&T is separatelyIt is as simple as that. There will need to be
looked after within the NATO context, with itsconsistency, as you have rightly mentioned, between
own R&T organisation, the Western Europeanwhat is in the joint action and the eventual treaty.
Armaments Group 19 nations informal grouping,
and in the Letter of Intent Framework Agreement.

Q12 Baroness Park of Monmouth: I have a short Each of them have focuses for R&T, and of course
question, not on that issue but I hope it is relevant. I the R&T arrangements for the agency are proposed
seem to remember that this Committee heard to bring together certainly the latter two of those, the
evidence on what was called “the toolbox” from the Western European Armaments Group R&T activity
MoD, which was all about capabilities, and what and that in the LOI Framework Agreements, so that
capabilities there were. Reviews of capabilities were there is complete coherence.
produced both by the committees in Brussels and by
NATO in parallel. All those capabilities fell very far

Q13 Baroness Park ofMonmouth:Theywill co-exist.short ofmost of what was wanted. I just wonder what
Mr Fraser: Yes.is the point of starting another organisation to deliver

capabilities when six years hardly produced anything
the last time. I take your point that this time they Q14 Lord King of Bridgwater: I see the point of
would have people focused on the job, but even so, saying that you do not want this to depend on the
the other problem was, as far as I remember, that treaty, and wait and hang around for ratification,
very many countries were unwilling to declare their which might take a considerable period of time to
incapabilities. I would just like to know how this is process it. On the other hand, there is some argument
going to help that; and also on the research side, it to say that at least it would be sensible if what comes
seems to be that it will also be subsuming a lot of the forward appears consistent with what is in the treaty
work of OCCAR. that is put around for ratification, and it is very

diYcult to quite understand why there is a headlongDrBeaver: I will hand over to Stuart Fraser to answer
the point about OCCAR. How will it make a rush to achieve this ahead when you are running in

parallel. With the greatest respect to Dr Beaver, asdiVerence when all these committees have not over all
these years? That is indeed a challenge, and there is, she knows, holding up mirrors is something that has

been going on in NATO since time began, to try andI have to say, an element of faith in this. One of the
very important principles from the United Kingdom get countries to do more. It is a bit ironic that if this

is under the Irish presidency, we will not be involvedpoint of view and that of many of our fellowMember
States is that decisions over spending on defence are in this at all, or perhaps there are one or two countries

that on principle may have some reservation; but forfor national governments to take. Unless you were
going to surrender authority over your defence every other country, I do not think there is any

principled objection to increasing their defencebudgets to some Brussels institutional agency, you
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Q16 Lord Tomlinson:Why?expenditure; they happen to all have finance
ministers who are prepared to give them the money. DrBeaver:Those are the current arrangements. They

are investigating the scope for whether or not youThis has got to be a matter for national
determination, and that will continue to be the case. would be able to take executive action without being

an EU employee; but seconded national experts toIf it really is necessary to have a further agency of this
kind, which is pretty duplicating in a significant the EU do not have the same powers as EU full

employees.way—not exactly the same coverage but more or less
the same, and with all the new members of NATO
coming in anyway, it seemed tome that it ought to be

Q17 Lord King of Bridgwater: This point about howkept on the smallest possible scale to see if we could
much it is going to cost—it is ironic to take evidencejust discover if actually there is a job to do. I am very
from you on a day that a freeze in front-linedubious that there is.
recruitment has just been announced, as I understandDrBeaver:On the question of the size and scale of the
it, by the Ministry of Defence, to stay within theiragency, I think that is the view that the Government
budget requirements. If that is the UnitedKingdom’stakes; that this agency needs to prove its worth. There
position, I know without question there will be ais a range of diVerent ambitions, I would say, for the
number of other countries in the European Unionagency in Europe as to its scale and size. The agency
who will be under even more pressures not toestablishment team has proposed that there should
increase—or they will not be able to increase theirbe an initial steady state agency of about 80 staV and,
defence expenditures. Is that right?having set out the quite wide range of functions that
Dr Beaver: There are a number of countries inthe agency is remitted to cover, there is quite a good
Europe with similar defence budget pressures. Thecase, one might argue, for that. The Government’s
objective in the long term is that there will be someview is that that is still too big to start oV with, until
leverage in Europe in terms of encouraging them towe can see that the agency is really providing added
increase their expenditure. One of the issues that thevalue. The arrangements are that it will be set up with
defence working group considered was whether ora body of 26 staV in the course of the current year.
not to be in a structured co-operation—this is slightlyThe agency steering board will need to approve the
beside the point—there should be a percentage ofagency’s budget for 2005 onwards, and at that point
GNP spent on defence. In fact, when you look at it adecisions will need to be made about the size.
lot of this is about the question of how the money isHowever, there are a number of countries in Europe
spent on defence, so even with budgetary constraints,that share our view that 80 is rather large for the
if you move to having more deployable capabilitiesinitial steady state of the agency staYng size.
and more of a focus on that, even within a budget
constraint I think we can still make progress towards
improving useful capability forNATOor for the EU.Q15 Lord Morris of Aberavon: Looking back at the

figures of the original paper, we are to contribute a
little under a quarter of a million in 2004, 2.5 million Q18 Lord King of Bridgwater: Can you clarify what
in 2005, and 1.5 million per annum thereafter. Those you meant by leverage?
figures appear to be a bit bumpy: why? Dr Beaver: I think it is the pressure that the EU can
Dr Beaver: Because there are some setting-up costs exert if something is required to meet the headline
involved in establishing the agency. The European goal. In many countries in Europe that is a
Union has a calendar year, so by the time people are considerable pressure and is an incentive for many
appointed in the first year, it will be very small, and countries. If something is done on a European basis,
probably be twomonths’ salary; but the next year there and you see that in the draft clauses, referring to ad
will be the fitting-out costs of accommodation, making hoc projects in relation to which the presumption is
the necessary security arrangements, and so on. I have that most countries will participate unless they
not got the detailed budget of the breakdown for next choose to exercise their opt-out right, I understand
year, but we were very keen to get illustrative figures, that for countries like Austria that would be an
and we have, even since we pushed this explanatory incentive for them to apply pressure on their finance
memorandum out, had quite vigorous debates in ministries to get more money for defence. That might
Brussels about the staYng arrangements for this year not be the case in the United Kingdom, where the
because theUnitedKingdom’s viewwas thatwe should Treasury has rather a diVerent role. It may be that the
have an arrangement similar to that which has been European idea or label, pressure, exerted through the
applied within the EU Military StaV where the agency, could help.
seconding nation pays the salaries of the staV. Legally,
to do anything in Brussels you need to be an employee
of the agency, so for the accounting oYcer function and Q19 LordMorris of Aberavon: Is this money coming
placing contracts, you have to be in agency, ie in EU from the defence budget, and how is it calculated? Is

it on the usual proportion of contribution to the EU,employ.
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Commission. It will not be funded from the generalor is there any relevance to the defence expenditure of
each country? EU budget; so this is an additional contribution that

the Ministry of Defence will be making, over andDr Beaver: The money will be coming from the
Ministry of Defence. The costs will be paid on the above that contribution that is made on behalf of the

Government as a whole.GNI key of those countries that choose to participate
in the agency.

Q22 Lord Tomlinson: I am sorry, but I thought the
whole point of the new treaty was to get away fromQ20 Lord Morris of Aberavon: A voluntary
the pillared structure of the European Union, wherecontribution?
some things were done by foreign ministers, defenceDr Beaver: Yes. If countries choose not to
ministers in co-operation. I thought we had got awayparticipate—and Denmark we heard yesterday has
from the pillared structure. I am not quite sure howdecided not to participate; (they have an opt-out
this is going to happen.on defence matters)—then our share will be
Dr Beaver: The intention is that certainly the agencyproportionately greater, and some of the other
will need to work in very close co-operation with thecountries in Europe may have to decide whether or
Commission, but the money that the agency is usingnot they wish to participate. Bearing in mind that we
for its operating costs budget, and most of the otherwill certainly hope to keep the costs of the core
ad hoc project budgets that will be set up to takebudget relatively low, and other things as opt-in
forward particular projects, will come directly fromextras, we would expect and hope thatmost countries
the capitals of participating nations.choose to participate.

Q23 Lord Tomlinson: So it is not really an EUQ21 Lord Tomlinson: I must say that the longer the
defence agency; it is an inter-governmental defencediscussion goes on, Lord Chairman, the more
agency! That is what it strikes me that you are saying.confused I am becoming. Here we are, with the
You call it an EU defence agency, but you are tellingcontribution being based on the GNI key. It will
me that it is going to be inter-governmentallyinvolve increased expenditure at a time when I
financed. Is it not an abuse of language to call it anunderstand the thrust not of the Treasury but of Her
EU defence agency?Majesty’s Government as a whole—because I
Dr Beaver: European Defence Agency. Originally, itunderstood it to be joined-up government—is to say
was described as Inter-governmental Defencethat the EuropeanUnion budget should be capped at
Agency, but I understand that that presents a legal1 per cent of GNI compared with its present 1.24 per
diYculty, and it is not used in these texts.cent of GNI. That is a very substantial cut in the

proposed limit of the budget, at a time when the
Q24 Baroness Park of Monmouth:Was that becausecompeting thrusts for expenditure will be more
of the requirement for a legal entity?money for social policy in the accession countries,
Dr Beaver: It was advice we were given from themore money for regional development policy in the
Council secretariat people in Brussels, who, I amnew accession countries, and a determination by
afraid, are more versed in this matter than I am.countries like Spain, Greece and Portugal, not to give
Although we had always talked about an inter-up any share of their current income from the
governmental agency, that would not satisfy the EUEuropean budget; so where is this money actually
lawyers, and that it is under the authority of thegoing to be? I want to link it with words that you
Council was seen to be an important point. As itsyourself uttered, Dr Beaver, which I welcomed
budget is funded by capitals, it will not have to behearing, when you were talking about added value.
approved by the European Parliament.What I want to know, and what I am at a loss to see

is where, with this agency, is the added value. Where
do we get added value for our limited expenditure Q25 Lord Morris of Aberavon: I know that the

amounts are small so far, but I presume that, becausethat cannot be provided at least as eVectively within
existing structures? That is what I would particularly they are additional, they would in eVect be in breach

of any capping agreement as regards contributions.like to hear, because at the end of it I want to look five
years down the line and be able to say that the We would be paying over the odds for something

which was not hitherto envisaged, by way of settingEuropean Union, by this policy, has for example
improved its heavy lift capacity so that when it talks up this agency in addition to any contribution which

we had agreed and the Commission had agreedabout independent action it has actually got a
capacity to get its troops and its assets to the place regarding Europe itself.

Dr Beaver: Yes, it is over and above the general EUwhere it needs them.
Dr Beaver: On the budget question, the funding for budget. This is separate, and in most countries, like

ourselves, it will be funded by defence ministriesthis will come from Member States directly. This
agency is under the Council, not under the directly.
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to be adding greatly to expense, and absorbing a lotQ26 Lord Tomlinson: I do not want you to lose the
added-value question. We went round theWrekin on of time; and yet it is very diYcult to see what it is

going to do that could not have been done and shouldthe budget.
Dr Beaver: I made the point before that it has to not have been done already. Forgive me, but I do not

believe in the leverage argument; it has not workedprove its worth, butwe are going to have a permanent
staV in Brussels, focused solely on this. At the for the last six years.
moment, all the working groups that take place in
Europe—it is up to countries to send people; they Q29 LordKing of Bridgwater:Weare trying to check
come back and they have not necessarily got the time how many European countries are now in NATO.
to take the work forward because they have their own Do you know oV the top of your head?
national commitments and priorities to address. Dr Beaver: Nineteen.
Having that together in Brussels and a permanent Lord King of Bridgwater: We have just come to a
staV will be helpful. Unlike the idea that was period of a very energetic Secretary General, in the
originally mooted of an armaments agency, takes all shape of our colleague Lord Robertson, who has
aspects of the capability process, from helping been committed to exactly this cause as energetically
develop the next headline goal, definingwhat it is that as he could be for the whole of his time on it, and
Europe needs, monitoring the progress, focusing on people who are committed to this, leaving aside the
that capability—and it will not always be new European countries involved that are notmembers of
equipment; sometimes it is new ways of working and NATO. The suggestion that Mr Witney, who is an
co-operating together—right the way through to excellent man, is going to go over there and assemble
armaments and procurement policy. the staV and suddenly transform the situation, I find

not very credible. The business about practising
forming headquarters and so on—NATO has theQ27 Lord Tomlinson: Just take that one example of

heavy lift capacity. When can I look to this making a headquarters organisation. It is a classic question of
duplication, overlap, of the EU and NATO at thecontribution to it, and why can it do it here rather

than in the other fora that we are dealing with here? present time. I have to say that I am singularly
unpersuaded that this agency is anything other thanDr Beaver: The work on the heavy lift capacity is

already fairly well advanced; there have been useful a sop to certain gentlemen who want to believe that
they can create a European identity. However, ingroups, both in the NATO context and in the EU

context, often chaired by the same country. terms of practical reality, I think it is rather an
expensive hope that will not achieve anything.Germany, for example, chairs the heavy airlift group.

That work has advanced steadily. NATO is at the
stage where it can sign a contract on this. One of the Q30 Lord Morris of Aberavon: What will this body
things we are hoping that the agency will help for is do that NATO could not do?
identifying common requirements quite early on. It Dr Beaver: There are quite a number of questions to
will take some years before you see common projects handle there. Certainly, Lord Robertson was very
coming together on this. There are certainly things energetic and recognised as being a very energetic
that are happening in the short-term and have been Secretary General for NATO. In many ways, the
happening within Europe. The United Kingdom, for question of what the EU can do diVerently and
example, has led a very successful project group on whether it should be doing things diVerently is a
how you could make an operational headquarters question that a lot of countries have been asking.
work together. They have identified a number of That said, obviously the US is a very predominant
training needs, and howpeople canwork together co- partner in NATO, and not all European countries
operatively. This is not always about a lot of extra that are in the EU are in NATO. Therefore, a focus
investment money; it is about looking at diVerent on the rather diVerent needs, many of them
ways of organising oneself to produce required overlapping needs, of the EU, in terms of how the EU
capability. can organise and equip itself eVectively to discharge

the Petersberg tasks, is quite a useful and important
focus. The fact that NATO works top-down in itsQ28 Baroness Park ofMonmouth: Somewhere in the

EM it is said that a proportion, I think a third, of the planning, and the EU tends to work bottoms-up on a
voluntary basis, is important for some countries likeagency, is going to be recruited directly for the job. Is

that still true? Sweden, for example—andwe do have some diVerent
countries. In terms of what we saw happening withDr Beaver: That number has been suggested.

Baroness Park of Monmouth: I simply wonder what Lord Robertson, in setting up the organisation of the
agency we were very keen to have a heavyweightleverage they would have with their national

countries, which brings me back to what Lord political figure heading the agency. That was
something that theUnitedKingdomwas very keen toTomlinson said: why are we replacing something that

ought to work well with something that seems to me see. The Solana figure (the High Representative
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Those are decisions for those countries themselves toForeign Minister)—the head of the agency has to be
in a position where he could cajole or bully, if you make. Ireland may be involved. It is not all about

armaments.like,Member States to improve their contribution, in
the way that Lord Robertson did for NATO, where
he had some impact. There is a sense inwhichwe have Q33 Chairman: Before moving on to the second
been trying to mirror as what we see working as question on the scope of the Defence Agency, we
eVectively inNATOwithin the EU arena. In terms of have talked about the structure, the staV and the
the headquarters, which you mentioned in response budget, but can you tell us how it is envisaged that the
to my comment, under the Berlin Plus arrangements, whole thing will be supervised? Who is ultimately
the EU will be able to draw successfully on SHAPE, accountable for it? I do not mean in terms of the chief
the planning arrangements atNATO, and theNATO executive of the board, but where is the political
command arrangements. That is very important. accountability at the end of the day?
However, it was also recognised at St Malo in 1998 DrBeaver:The steering board—it is prescribed in the
that the EU needed a capacity to do things joint action—will comprise representatives from the
autonomously, so national headquarters can be used participating Member States, and it is envisaged that
where appropriate. There are the national at least twice a year it will meet in defence ministers
headquarters that France, Germany, Italy, the formation. That is one of the key issues that we
United Kingdom and Greece have oVered for that thought was very important; that ministers, not their
purpose. As you will know, there is another question oYcials, have to engage in confronting this capability
about whether or not there should be a European issue seriously. There are some decisions that some
capability, but one of the key principles for us in the countries have had sensitivities about whether or not
United Kingdom has been to try and minimise any it would be appropriate for the agency to take in the
duplication. It would be wrong to say there is no steering board, but it will be under the authority of
duplication between the agency and work that is the Council, and it envisaged that the GAERC will
done in NATO, but it will have a diVerent focus. meet in defence ministers formation to supervise its

work. It is going to give it broad direction, to ensure
that its activities are coherent with the widerQ31 Lord Morris of Aberavon: You emphasised the

EU countries not in NATO. Are they expected to Common Foreign Security Policy.
make a significant contribution?
DrBeaver:One of the countries, Sweden for example, Q34 Chairman: For the record, it is the Council that
is a very active player in some of the procurement has the ultimate responsibility.
fields. Stuart might wish to comment on this. Dr Beaver: Yes.
Mr Fraser: Certainly Sweden has, as you know, one Lord Tomlinson: Lord Chairman, I have asked the
of the six largest indigenous defence industrial bases question as far as I intended to in relation to the
in Europe and has heavyweight capabilities right current scope of the EDA, so I am quite content with
across the board in all the diVerent environments. that, but while I was listening to this interesting
Certainly, in the Letter of Intent Framework dialogue, I re-read GeoVrey Hoon’s letter,
Agreement, they have been very active players. The accompanying the document that had been sent to
extent to which they will contribute, in terms of us, the Draft Council joint action on the
capability determination for the future headline goal Establishment of a European Defence Agency. I
requirements, and then how far they choose to join in must say that as I read through this, I find it harder
joint co-operative programmes, will of course be a and harder to get the impression about a document
decision for them, as it will be for eachMember State. that is somehow independent of European Union

structures. If we look at GeoV Hoon’s letter: “The
Government hopes the text can be agreed in time forQ32 Lord King of Bridgwater: The final question is,

how many countries actually are likely to be covered the General AVairs External Relations Council next
Monday.” They are going to be the people whomakeby this that are not covered by NATO, allowing for

the countries thatmay choose to opt out? I was trying the decision. It will be a Council meeting. When you
look a little further through the documentation, youto guess them, and you said “for example, Sweden”.

Is it “for example Sweden” full-stop, and that the find that the actual document on which we have had
the explanatory memorandum is not headedonly diVerence would be Sweden? Is that right?

Dr Beaver: It is for countries themselves to decide anything to do with inter-governmentalism; it is
formally headed “Council of the European Union”,whether or not, but certainly Finland we would

expect to be engaged; Austria certainly intends to be and the revised note is from the Presidency of the
Council, which is a European Union institution; andfully involved. It is a question as to whether or not

Cyprus andMalta will wish to be involved because of it is sent to permanent representatives, and they are
permanent representatives of the Council. When wethe status of their not having armed forces, or not

having significant armed forces in the case of Malta. look at the draft decision, it starts oV: “The Council
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expenditure on the common costs of operationsof the European Union, having regard to the Treaty
on European Union, and in particular Article 14 directly from capitals.
thereof . . .” I am still at a loss to understand precisely
what you have said about the organisational

Q40 Lord Morris of Aberavon: Looking backstructure of this agency. It strikes me, in every
historically, joint procurement, if that is the rightrespect, as being something which is being agreed in
word these days, has a very chequered history. Mya European Union format by the Council meeting in
recollections go back more than thirty years, andEuropean Union format, on the basis of a proposal
since that time, as I am sure Lord King will bear out,that is in European Union format, and referring to
there have been some wins and some no-wins at all.Article 14 of the Treaty. I cannot therefore
Can you tell me precisely what is seen by Herunderstand the point that you were making earlier—
Majesty’s Government are the prospects of theand this, I am sure, is my lack of understanding about
agency being involved in common EU defencehow this is somehow inter-governmental—although
procurement policies in the near future, and in whatyou cannot use the words “inter-governmental”
areas is it envisaged, given the expenditure we arebecause the lawyers will not allow you.
putting in, although it is so far modest—what exactly
in the next five years do you expect to get out of it?

Q35 Chairman: Dr Beaver, is there anything to say
Mr Fraser:You have picked on two separate aspectsto that?
there, Lord Morris. You alluded to the chequeredDr Beaver: The Council comprises the
history of the collaborative programmes we have hadrepresentatives of-the ministers of-the governments.
in the past. Some of those are well presented in the
media as having had their chequered histories. Others

Q36 Lord Tomlinson: No, it is not. The Council is a have seen successful operational experience, such as
European Union institution. The main European Tornado, EH101, Jaguar, the Anglo-French family
institutions are the Council of Ministers, the of helicopter programmes, and of course we have
European Parliament and the Commission. The great prospects for the A400M heavy airlift
Council of Ministers is a formal institution of the programme, and the Meteor missile, the new missile
European Union. It happens to be made up of that would go on the Eurofighter Typhoon, the
ministers, but if they want to meet inter- French Rafale and the Swedish Gripen. Perhaps it
governmentally, they do not meet as the Council. If goes back toLordTomlinson’s added value question,
they are meeting as the Council, they are a European but through this increased focus on capabilities,
Union institution. The matter is fundamentally which will be the opportunity presented by this
important to me, and it might not be to other permanent staV and by the determination of the
members, but I would ask you to reflect on this with defence ministers, the governments of the Member
the legal advice inside the Ministry of Defence and States, to provide a better basis through a more
perhaps send us a note so that we can understand rigorous disciplined examination of future capability
that, because at the moment I do not. Rather than needs, and how those capability needs will then
pursue it now, I think that would be helpful, if that is translate themselves into equipment outputs,
agreeable to you, Doctor. therefore providing a better basis to judge whether
Dr Beaver: I am happy to do that. there is suYcient common ground for that military

requirement to go ahead with the co-operative
Q37 Chairman:Other initiatives taken under CFSP, programme with a number of nations, or whether it
operations for example, are funded by the is something that would best be developed designed
participants, are they not? individually or bought oV the shelf from somewhere,
Dr Beaver: They are. if it is available oV the shelf. The point I am trying to

make is that against that background of a better look
Q38 Chairman: Outside the actual budget. It is still at capabilities, you will provide a better basis that
a European Union initiative. there should be improved judgments made over some
Dr Beaver: Yes. of those that have been made in the past where

nations have thought they had a joint requirement,
but once the programme began they found, “what weQ39 Chairman: Perhaps it would help the
meant by that is diVerent to what youmeant by that”;Committee if, in answering Lord Tomlinson’s
and then we end up with having non-commonquestion, you could indicate how it relates to CFSP
arrangements on programmes and the diYcultiesand matters of that kind as well, because I suspect
start to mount. We have high hopes that the Agencythat that is the thinking behind it.
will provide that focus. Then we do have theOCCARDr Beaver: It is. It is a very similar arrangement. We
organisation in Bonn, which is still a fledglingfund directly, apart from a small core budget for the
organisation because it only gained legal status inadministrative costs of the common foreign and

security policy. We fund directly additional January 2001. It is managing a modest array of six



9european defence agency: evidence

10 June 2004 Dr Sarah Beaver and Mr Stuart Fraser

back to the parent companies in the Member nationsprogrammes at the moment, but it does include the
very important A400M, and that is really its flagship of the particular programme. We need to get away

from that and recognise that we need properprogramme, and its success will be judged on the
delivery of those aircraft and other programmes in companies. I think we have achieved that in the two

I have mentioned earlier with the A400M and thethe appropriate timescales. You used the term
“commonprocurement”.We hope that the focus that Meteor missile with AMSL for the A400M

programme andMBDA for the Meteor programme.there will be on trying to address the somewhat
fragmented European defence equipment market
that exists now, with nations essentially going their Q44 Lord King of Bridgwater: That is what you are
own way, is to try and recognise that the very good doing now. The lessons have been learnt and it is
and eVective work that has gone on in industry over a continual learning process on these joint
the last ten years or more to restructure to take out a procurements. In each one of them diVerent
lot of the duplication in nations that existed—to try problems have arisen and you have tackled them. I
and mirror-image that in the Government’s am not sure that we can see the Agency necessarily as
approach to its procurement policies. One of the being the way in which problems that were insolvable
early aims of the agency is to try and get the Member before are suddenly going to be solvable now because
States to agree to a more coherent, transparent, that is what you do now.
competitive market place—I would say consistent Mr Fraser: You might well be right. I think the only
with the way we conduct that procurement in the point, if I can go back to this, is the very first point I
defence sector in this country, where we do believe we made in answer to LordMorris’s question, that there
have an open, transparent and competitive market is a renewed determination I think, a fresh
place, as is evidenced by the amount of business that determination, with that focus of a permanent staV to
is placed in various countries in the world, the ensure better capability definition that will provide
companies in those countries. the basis for better judgments to be made about the

equipment solutions to meet those capability needs.
Q41 LordMorris of Aberavon: Is there anything new
in this? Q45 Lord Morris of Aberavon: When you have
Mr Fraser: The new bit is in the focus of having, as diVerent countries with diVerent military
Dr Beaver said earlier, a permanent staV. philosophies, it is very diYcult to reconcile them, like

with the Chieftain tank and the Leopard, where the
Q42 Lord Morris of Aberavon: I got that, yes. strategies were completely diVerent and for me as a
Mr Fraser: That will focus on this— layman they were diYcult to understand. Have we

got over those problems within Europe of diVerent
military philosophies?Q43 Lord Morris of Aberavon: It will be new

machinery, but anything new in the aims and objects Dr Beaver: I do not think we will ever get over those
entirely. What I think has happened a lot in recentand the hoped-for practice?

Mr Fraser: The increased eVectiveness of OCCAR, I years is that we have had far more deployment of
troops on operations on a multinational basis in ahope, as the years go on; the fact that we are learning

lessons from previous collaborative programmes; way that we did not during the ColdWar period, and
so with the habits of working together in the Balkans,and we realise that in addition to the point that I

made about needing to benefit from better definition in Afghanistan, in Iraq, we are seeing a lot more the
importance of countries working together. I thinkof the capability, the equipment requirement, that we

might also develop our thoughts collectively in some of this does feed back into a more common
understanding of what it is that we are trying to do.avoiding ineYciencies such as juste retour in terms of

work share, where, as I know Lord King will Lord Morris of Aberavon: That is very valuable. If I
can look back for a moment and remember we hadremember from his days as Secretary of State for

Defence, that was one of the issues that aVected the had four or five diVerent types of bread supplied to
the UN troops in Cyprus. That is a long time ago andEurofighter programme at the time, where we had a

slavish adherence to work share, where everybody I hope we have moved on from then.
Baroness Park ofMonmouth: So far, you andwe havehad to have their work share down to the decimal

point, and that created ineYciencies and problems been concentrating perhaps on capabilities and on
getting people to cough up for defence when they willand delays in those equipment contracts being

placed. Another area is the recognition that we do not, but there is also the element of research. Defence
research seems to me to be a very delicate area inneed to press for real defence companies managing

these very important collaborative programmes which it is extremely doubtful, I would have said,
whether the main players will be very prepared tobecause in the past we have agreed the set-up for

companies which eVectively did not have suYcient exchange their information. I would have thought
that ministries like the DTI might be quite interestedauthority and autonomy; they always had to revert
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aimed to produce a sort of fledgling replacement forin the outcome of all this. Are we really happy that
there will be any value to us as a country in moving those older MOUs. There has been a lot of successful

R&T undertaken in Europe under the Westerninto an area where we might be involved in a
considerable amount of pressure for common European Armaments Group over many years now.

I thinkwhatwe are hoping to get from the translationresearch and access, which will be just as sensitive for
the French and the Germans as for us? The small to the European Defence Agency is a greater

coherence amongst the work that is undertakencountries, relatively speaking, will not have an
interest either way. I cannot quite see how it is going there, the work that is undertaken in the LOI

FrameworkAgreement under theGroup ofResearchto work.
Directors, such that there is a better focus on relating
a lot of thatR&T to the identified capability needs forQ46 Chairman: Perhaps, in answering Lady Park’s
future European military requirements, a betterquestion, you could comment on whether it is
focus than perhaps some of the R&T has beenrelevant and what we are going to learn from the
targeted on in the past and therefore provide betterreported co-operation between ourselves and the
value for money. I suppose it would be only fair toFrench over the aircraft carriers.
say that in bringing R&T as a central feature to theDrBeaver:There are a number of issues on this. I will
European Defence Agency, I am sure there will be aanswer some and I think Stuart Fraser will handle
determination by the Head of the Agency and thesome of the other points. I understand your concern
Member States to try and cajole and encourage aabout this sharing of information. In our discussions
number of states, which perhaps do notmake as greatabout the Agency proposal, we have been very keen
a proportion of financial contribution to R&T asto allow there to be flexibility in how this works. It is
perhaps theymight, tomake that larger contribution.not always going to be all nations; there are

provisions for ad hoc project groups where you opt
in; there are groups in which two or three countries Q48 Lord Tomlinson: Can I ask you a question that

has been puzzling me from the start? I thought itwill work together and will set down a framework for
participation. Those of us who are already might become clear during the answers. At the

beginning, Dr Beaver, you explained to us howsignatories of the LOI (letter of intent) framework
agreement do have confidence and have signed the historically Her Majesty’s Government had been

opposed to the idea of the establishment of anecessary arrangements.
European Defence Agency. Now I have heard fairly
substantial discussion that leaves me still reasonablyQ47 Lord King of Bridgwater: So there is a letter of
confused as to what the perceived benefits are goingintent framework agreement. Is that what you are
to be in practice, what I would like to know is: whatsaying?
was the great flash of light on the road to DamascusDr Beaver: Yes. I understand your concern. We
that made people change their mind and say, “Thiscertainly want to build, and felt for ourselves that it
which we have historically opposed we are now verywould be more sensible for the most part, things on
enthusiastic about, we are committed to, we are goingthis voluntary basis of two or three countries
to be proselytisers for”. What was the event thatgathering together and looking at a research issue
persuaded us that this was no longer a bad idea but atogether with a specific end in mind. That said, there
good one?are some areas where it might be helpful for there to
Dr Beaver: To answer that, this change of mind camebe some common research across the piece in Europe
in the context of the discussion of the Defencethat we would all, those of us who have defence
Working Group about the new Treaty.forces, get something out of. There is also provision

for that in the joint action, but there is also provision
for countries to opt out because certainly with our Q49 Lord Tomlinson: The Defence Working Group

in the Convention?science budget, our research budget, we will need to
be very careful as to how it is used. We will not wish Dr Beaver: Yes. What had originally been proposed

was an armaments and research agency. It wasto be forced to co-operate in programmes unless that
is going to represent something that is needed for thinking in government by ministers that said, “We

have not supported this. We do not want anUnited Kingdom purposes and looks like good value
for money. armaments-driven agency in Europe, but what we do

need in Europe is a sustained, steady focus on theMr Fraser: I was going to add a couple of points in
answer to Baroness Park’s question on defence R&T improvement of defence capabilities”. If we could

harness that as the primary focus of theAgency—andif I may and really to say that there has been a
significant history of defence R&T in Europe if you look at the mission statement, that is what it

is—then that might be, or would be, a worthwhileassociated with the Western European Armaments
Group, the strangely named MOUs like Euclid and enterprise. That is where the United Kingdom eVort

has gone, to try and be sure that this thing isSocrates and latterly the Europa MOU, which is
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the Commission and its money on some joint project,capability-focused rather than armaments and
research focused, which had been the objective of and so that is not excluded altogether. The United

Kingdom will obviously wish to look at anyprevious endeavours.
proposals for this very carefully.

Q50 Lord Tomlinson: You see, I chaired the
Q53 Baroness Park of Monmouth: I have a briefmeetings of the British participants in the
minor point. Under policy implications, I read thatConvention on the Future of Europe with all parties
decisions will be by qualifiedmajority voting but thatfrom both Houses, including the Government,
we have negotiated an emergency brake mechanism,including the Members of the European Parliament.
which appeared in Article 9.3 and in Article 24 andI must say, as a chairman of those monthly meetings
24(b). Supposing that the Treaty is not ratified, is notof all our participants, I never had that same sense of
finally agreed, what will the position be then?importance of conversion about the idea of the
Dr Beaver: The decision-making arrangementsEuropeanDefence Agency. I just wondered where its
prescribed within this joint action will be thegenesis was. Did it emerge in the Ministry of
arrangements that will prevail.Defence? I did not notice it in my discussions with the

Prime Minister particularly; I did not notice it in my
discussions with my colleagues in the Convention. I Q54 Baroness Park of Monmouth: Even though it is
just really want to knowwhere the impetus for it was. related to Articles in the Treaty?
Dr Beaver: I think the decisions were made in Dr Beaver: This is the current Treaty.
government as a whole. There were certainly
discussions within government. I do not think it is my Q55 Baroness Park of Monmouth: I see. Thank you.
position to disclose the details of all of those Dr Beaver: Presumably if voting weights were
discussions. It was certainly in the context of looking changed under the new Treaty, when that is ratified,
at the work of the Defence Working Group. then the joint action will need to be amended

accordingly.
Chairman: Is it not included in the Article? Article 9Q51 Lord Tomlinson: Was it seen as some sort of
is the Article in the draft proposal, is it not?concession that might help us to make progress or
Baroness Park of Monmouth: That is what I thought,was it seen as a positive advantage? Was it seen as
in the draft Treaty.something where it was felt that if we are going to

have some red line areas, we had better get oV this
one becausewe do not want to have toomany red line Q56 Chairman: I think you are right. It perpetuates
areas? I never got quite that sense as to where it was. it, surely? On page 12, as I read it: “If a representative
Dr Beaver: It was not a red line area. I think this was of a Participating Member State in the Steering
an example of the Prime Minister’s wish that we Board declares that, for important and stated reasons
should take a constructive lead in Europe by shaping of national policy . . . a vote shall not be taken.” It
proposals to something that would actually mean may be referred on to the Council. I think it is
something and be acceptable, indeed beneficial actually in your draft joint action and not just in
perhaps, from a United Kingdom perspective. We the Treaty.
contributed our proposals for a capability-driven, Dr Beaver: Yes. The emergency brake arrangement
focused agency in November 2002. That was in the joint action) is slightly diVerent because any
reflected in the final Defence Working Group report Member State can refer it to the Council.
that came out in December where it was recognised
that you could have a capabilities-driven agency and Q57 Chairman: Perhaps we will look at that. I think
that this had been suggested. it is in Article 9 and it is “of a Participating Member

State” the “national policy”. If we are wrong about
that, perhaps you could let us know. Baroness Park’sQ52 Chairman: Can I perhaps just ask you this? On

a previous occasion we have seen proposals from the question was: what happens to that safeguard if the
Treaty was not ratified? I understood you to say thatCommission about their desire to be involved in

security research. Do you see that proposal and those this is dealt with because it is in the existing Treaty. I,
however, suggested that perhaps the Article 9, whichdesires as having any potential conflict with the

functions of the Agency? is referred to in the explanatory memorandum, is in
fact the Article 9 of the Draft Council joint action,Dr Beaver: I have to say that there are some

potentially awkward boundary issues between these which seems to repeat it, so we are relying actually on
the draft action plan, not on the existing Treaty. Istwo and the responsibility for the security and

research is really primarily a Trade and Industry that correct?
Dr Beaver: The QMV that will be applied within thefunction. Some of the Member States have been very

anxious to ensure that the Agency does not exclude Agency is as specified within this joint action, but
there is a reference to the voting weights set out.the possibility of the Agency working alongside with
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Baroness Park of Monmouth: I was.Baroness Park of Monmouth: That is a diVerent issue
Chairman: I am sorry. I think Lady Park was merely Chairman: I think there is nothing between us in that

case. May I ask if there are any other questions? Drreferring to the principle of qualified majority voting
and not what made up the weighting of qualified Beaver and Mr Fraser, thank you very much indeed

for coming. Thank you for responding so fully tomajority voting. Is that correct?
what I think has been a somewhat robust questioning
session. We are very grateful to you for giving us so
much time.
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TUESDAY 6 JULY 2004

Present Bowness, L (Chairman) Maclennan of Rogart, L
Lea of Crondall, L

Examination of Witnesses

Witness: Dr Javier Solana, Secretary-General of the Council of the EU, High Representative for the
Common Foreign and Security Policy, examined.

Q58 Chairman: We are currently carrying out a a civil point of view with all the elements of the civil
crisis management but even with a military point ofnumber of diVerent inquiries, European Union in

the United Nations, the European Defence Agency, view. That has created of course an interest in the
United Nations that goes beyond the interest it hadthe European African Union and also are about to

embark on an inquiry into the EU policies against before, but we were already a group of countries
that were giving aid whenever conflicts appeared.the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.

Can I just say that we are very, very grateful that We have a very good relationship with the DPKO1

and with the Secretary General personally. I talk toyou have been able to see us this afternoon. Clearly,
all those inquiries have a direct impact on your him regularly and he has shared with us a good

number of thoughts that he has in particular in thepersonal responsibilities and we are most grateful
that you have agreed to give evidence. field of crisis management. As you know, an

example of the cooperation we have had—and IDr Solana: I hope that my English will be
understood. think the examples are the best explanation of what

our relationship is—is that we are now assuming
responsibility, taking over from the United Nations,Q59 Chairman: I think it will be understood very
for Bosnia and the police trainers are there on behalfwell indeed and that we shall get on much quicker
of the United Nations in a United Nation ledthan if we tried to do it in Spanish, Dr Solana! I
operation and we have already had thatthink that our Clerk has already let you have the
responsibility for a year. In Bosnia, we are going toquestions and perhaps because your time is
take at the end of December the militarylimited—
responsibility from NATO but in an operationDr Solana: Please do not be controlled by the time.
which is United Nations led. I can tell you that the
level of trust and the level of relationship is suchQ60 Chairman: That is very kind, thank you. Can
that, when we had a problem in Ituri in Africa, theI perhaps ask you what you would like to tell us in
Secretary General called me one night and said,response to the inquiries we have already raised
“What can you do? There are problems here thatabout the United Nations, the Defence Agency, the
may develop into a catastrophe” and we did it andAfrican Union and the weapons of mass destruction
we did it in a constructive manner rapidly and well.and I put it that way rather than posing individual
The same can be said about the cooperation we arequestions in the interests of time although what you
having now in the Congo. We are exploring thehave just said about time is much appreciated.
country with them as far as the Congo is controlled,Dr Solana: Thank you very much for your interest
the DRC, and, if the stability of the Kabila reformin my response to those fundamental questions. As
process fails, it will be a catastrophe. We have triedyou know, I was at the heart of the European
to do our utmost on the border between the DRCSecurity strategy that was finished not long ago. I
in Rwanda, trying to talk to both parties and tryingwill respond one by one because some of them are
to talk and help the parties to meet. They metinterrelated, in particular the first one which covers
finally, Kabila under the oYce of the UN but withseveral. The relationship between the European
a lot of help from us. On Sunday, we are going toUnion and the UN has always been good. Of the
have here in Brussels the Ministers from the DRC,countries that are members of the European Union,
from Rwanda, from Burundi also in relationshiptwo are permanent members of the Security Council
with the DPKO and with the Secretary General. Forand another two are non-permanent members and
the Secretary General to have a group of countriestherefore we have a very profound relationship with
like the European Union which have the capabilitiesthe United Nations now. I will concentrate on what
and the political will to act is quite positive news foris new and what can be brought to an even more
them. As you know, the diYculty of the operationspositive and profound relationship. I think what is
that are running in the United Nations at times isnew is that, at the moment, the European Union has
(a) that they are not rapidly deployed and (b) thattaken the decision to become more engaged and
1 Department of Peace Keeping Operations of the UN.more involved in crisis management not only from
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three months after the catastrophe has taken place,the countries that participate do not have the
it is a dramatic situation, you do not save lives andcapabilities to do the job, at the beginning at least,
you spend more money than is necessary and youin a positive manner. We have capabilities now due
have a problem in a very short period of time. Goingto the Member States because we have oVered,
back to the first question, our relationship with thethanks to the generosity of the diVerent Member
United Nations is growing and in particular in theStates, the possibility of helping the United Nations
new chapter which is crisis management, but therein the number of problems that unfortunately they
has always been a good relationship between thestill have. As you know, in the scheme that we have
European Union and the United Nations.now, we are trying to work on what we call the

battle groups which will be small units of 1,500
people who are rapidly deployable for stopping the Q61 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: The basic
beginning of a crisis or opening the possibility for document which I suppose is our point of departure
others to come afterwards under the umbrella of the is your strategy document, A Secure Europe and
United Nations or the European Union when we Better World, the text of which sets out objectives
think there is need to do it. I would like to say that which I think all of us would sign up to and there
the relationship with the United Nations is very, would be no point in quibbling about terminology,
very close now; they are very, very happy to have but the big question that it raises in my mind is
found a group of countries that have the capability, resources, priorities and structures to deliver all
the political sense and are engaged with the United these many goals. When we talked in an earlier
States profoundly enough so that the relationship is inquiry with your colleague Mr Cooper, he told us
practically on a daily call or almost a daily call to how exiguous the resources were of your own oYce
see how things are going and the diVerent theatres and how you had to shop around almost with a
of crisis management, which is not necessarily only begging bowl to have enough to send anybody
military but politically and also, on the police, post- anywhere. We are conscious of the very grand
conflict help, the judiciary etc. All these things we rhetoric but how is it to be backed up? Can you say
must have. We have constructed the civilian and something about the translation of the rhetoric into
military capabilities for crisis management with the solid prioritisation by the Member Governments to
idea of being rapidly deployed and in use. I think enable you to do some of the many things you are
that, on crisis management, the lesson that we have seeking to do?
learned is that you can waste eVorts and money if Dr Solana:As you know, I am a professor of physics
you do not act in time. In life, a catastrophe, if you and have nothing to do with rhetoric! Whatever is
are able to act rapidly and to deploy rapidly, you said here is reality! I have never used any word to
can prevent and you can avoid catastrophes that we describe how good we are or—
have seen very often. If you were to ask me where
we have the possibility geographically of Q62 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: It is not your
cooperation, no doubt all countries are in place rhetoric but the governments’ rhetoric.
where we have responsibilities and the interlink Dr Solana: I do not want to be misrepresented. I
between the European Union and the UN is total. know when you say you want to solve the
We have in Bosnia the representative you know very cosmological problem, it is the best excuse because
well, a citizen from your country, Paddy Ashdown you do not want to solve anything. I go step by step
or Lord Ashdown, who at the same time represents solving part and part. Every problem can be
us, the EU, and represents the UN Secretary subdivided into elements and trying to solve the
General, so he is “double hatted”. So, you see the elements is the best approach to solve the problem
level of intermingling that we have between the and that has always been my approach and will
European Union and the UN in this theatre of the continue to be my approach. We are not in misery,
Balkans as a whole: Bosnia, Kosovo, Macedonia, we have not reached that stage from the point of
etc. We would like also to help in the Mediterranean view of resources, but we depend on the resources
region and, as you know, we have been doing quite of the Member States. We are not an institution that
a bit in Africa. I have come from a meeting about has come from Heaven, we come from the Member
Darfur. As you know, we have now, with the United States and whatever the Member States want to give
Nations, the vice-presidency of the ceasefire meeting us we can use. Remember that all these parcels of
in Darfur, and we have deployed more economic aid crisis management started in the year 2001, so about
together with some 12 Member States. We have three years ago. By that time, the budgets of the
deployed six observers there now and all that is European Union were already finished; they are a
being done, I would like to underline, as rapidly as five-year budget. We are going to have now the
possible, and insist that rapidity of the deployment budget and we will see how the lines of distribution
and rapidity of facing the problems should be one of the budget is controlled. What we will have to do

fundamentally from the European Union will not beof the objectives. If you wait and do the things in
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private FDI with 10 per cent of the world’sextremely expensive for what we do through the
institution of the European Union. We will not population. Have I understood how you made these

connections in your paper because they do then leadretain soldiers, but there are many things that the
Member States have to do: they have to sacrifice on to a further answer to the previous question

which is that the EU of course cannot write oVwith the generosity of the Member States of the
taxpayers of the diVerent countries. What we want world debt and so on, but I would be very interested

to see whether you think I have the correctto do is to get added value to that and to pull it
together with x number of countries and, if you are assumption about what you are trying to say?
intelligent, you can do it better and you can do it Dr Solana: I think you have put your finger not on
cheaper and you can do it faster but, at the end of a new problem because the problem has been there
the day, it is something that does not appear in this for a long time but a new approach to this problem.
building and you might have to create very much in It is true that the identifying of a failed state is not
your own country because, in some of the issues I merely a triviality because we have had that for a
have mentioned before, the role of your country has longer period of time. I do not think we have to
been fundamental. In Bosnia, we are going to take postpone the development aid as you call it or to
over the responsibility: the chain of command is diminish it—that would be, to my mind, a
going to be from your country and Lord Ashdown mistake—but it is true that sometimes the usefulness
has been charged with putting the country right and of that humanitarian aid is diminishing because the
we are very grateful to your country for the security situation does not allow that to be
commitment you have given to all these aspects. distributed and used in an intelligent manner.
Again, our relationship, going back to the first Therefore, I think this equilibrium between
question, is very good. We provide if I may say, conditions on the ground, security then the
oxygen for the United Nations and this is how the development, is fundamental. This is a moment of
Secretary General sees it. At least for the initial part profound crisis and, to get out of the crisis, the
of the crisis management operation, for him to find security element is cheaper, is not as dramatic as we
the forces which are prepared and ready etc is not have seen now for instance in Bosnia and the
an easy task. It is the responsibility of the United reconstruction of the country and society building
Nations to do that and we know how much they becomes much more important. This is the aim; the
have to suVer. In the end, they may find somebody aim is a society building in the reconstruction of
needed or somebody in power who is not what you those countries. However, in order to do the
need in some of the operations because they are not reconstruction of those countries, you have to
up to the job and we blame the United Nations but guarantee the security success and sometimes it is
it is the only thing they used to have. Now, thanks better to have an operation rapid to clear etc and
to the generosity of the European Union, we have the guarantees that the elements of security will be
more possibilities of mobilising other countries, with us for a longer period of time and then you
Canada and other countries, which come much have the possibility of every penny being put there
more comfortably with the European Union. and going to where it should go to make the life of

the people better. We have several examples of how
by not creating the conditions of security lots of

Q63 Lord Lea of Crondall: We have been at a money has not arrived to where it should arrive and
preliminary stage looking at the document to which has not been used in the best manner. It does not
the Chairman and Lord Maclennan referred. I was mean that you have to bring to zero the economic
particularly impressed by the analysis of failed states help but it is a question of phases. When do you
or failing states’ relationship between security policy deploy all the economic aid for reconstruction? It
and development policy. We have just produced a has to be when the conditions are objectively cleared
report which was pretty positive about the role of to use the reconstruction money properly. We do
EU aid. The report was called EU Aid in Transition not want to put money into reconstruction which is
and it described the preconditions for development going to be destroyed the following day. That has
which your document sets out very, very clearly: happened. So, it is better to make the eVort to
governance and corruption questions and so on. guarantee that there is stabilisation not 100 per cent
However, some people—and we would be very but enough so that the investment you make is
interested in your comments—are making the enough in reconstruction, building, etc.
critique that security is now taking over from
development as if poverty reduction strategies are
now being, as it were, put in second place relative Q64 Lord Lea of Crondall: Could I ask one

supplementary which concerns the Continent ofto security whereas your analysis, I assume, is that
the security situation in the failing states analysis is Africa and My Lord Chairman has mentioned

Africa as one of the four areas. We are veryan absolute precondition for Africa, for example,
having only one per cent of the world’s capital flows, interested in the aspirations of the African Union to
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almost brilliant idea in that, once you find a partnerdevelop its own competencies. Would it be that, in
in Africa that is willing to take over thethe dialogue, on which we are writing a short report,
responsibility, to help them and to make part of ourbetween the European Union and the Africa Union,
help to those countries and also to prepare theyour strategy is to try and put some weight on the
elements and to solve the crisis that unfortunatelydeveloping competence of the African European, so
they have to face every day. I think it is a goodthat questions of governance, questions of
approach. They are pleased with it. For us, it is acorruption, questions which are preconditions to
relief from some of the responsibilities. They stilldevelopment aid and ensuring that you get out of
have to continue engaging in some observations but,the cycle of violence and corruption in many
step by step, they will take on their owncountries is seen as more acceptable if it is owned
responsibilities and I think that is a better way ofby the African Union and it is not neo-colonialism
handling the future than for assuming for longeror imperialism which may be true of Britain or
periods of time the responsibilities themselves.France or an ex-colonial power trying to say these

things as if we were, as it were, doing the country
strategy paper like the European Union would be Q65 Chairman: That really leads us to one question
doing in Macedonia, that we cannot do them direct we asked you about the peace facility for Africa.
for countries in Africa but you might put more Dr Solana: I think I precipitated and have answered
weight—do you think too much weight or enough that question. I like this idea that we probably have
weight?—on the developing competencies of the to tune in and see how best to implement it. We have
African Union? to polish and we have to see how to go forward. The
Dr Solana: The African Union, as you know, is a last meeting that I had with the African Union was
rather young institution but it has been formed with about a month-and-a-half ago, something like that,
much more clout, if I may say, than the previous and they were very pleased with the idea. We have

only a small diVerence which is still not completelyorganisation with a diVerent name. I have met with
solved, which is the regional organisations in Africa.President Mbeki who has been at the heart of the
The African Union has a vocation of being thecreation many, many times. I think that the decision
representative of Africa, which is quite an ambitiouswe have taken to help them with some of the
idea, and not let the regional organisations in Africaeconomic help to be used on the peacekeeping
receive the money directly from us. They would likeoperation, led by them with help from us on training
the African Union to receive the help and then theyor whatever is necessary but not the main
will be the distributors. So, they really want to beengagement or the main involvement, I think has
the representation of Africa. We have a slightthree very important consequences. One is that
problem there in that we still have the impressionsometimes it is impossible for us to do it and they
that some of the regional organisations in Africa,have the human factor that they do not have money
even for peacekeeping, may still be of use withoutthere. Secondly, we can help them also to train, so
having to go through the whole mechanism of thethey can have not only the human factor but also
African Union.the fact to train that is helpful. Thirdly, there is no

doubt that they know how to handle their own
problems better than those coming from outside. Q66 Chairman: Dr Solana, before we leave the UN
So, I see benefits on taking that direction. This is and go on to the European Defence Agency, I think
what they want. They want to assume their own I ought to ask you, because not all the Committee
responsibilities, they need a bit of help and I think are here as you can see, an item of some controversy
that we should give them this help because otherwise in the United Kingdom is what the role of the
we have to assume that responsibility at a more Foreign Minister would be vis-à-vis if the Treaty

goes through and that comes to pass.expensive level and, politically in a less attractive
Dr Solana: I hope it will.atmosphere. I will give you the example of Sudan

now and the leadership. The African Union is
taking the leadership there under a political process Q67 Chairman: Indeed and personally so do I, but
and we are helping them very much. We have a I make no commitment for anybody else or any
common approach and we are part of the ceasefire parties in making that remark. How diVerent do you
committee together with them. For the moment, no see the role the Foreign Minister would be from the
forces have been deployed but, in other places, there role which you currently play in the UN and in
will be an eventual need for the Sudan to deploy Security Council?
forces or not and we would like to see the African Dr Solana: From the Security Council point of view
Union leading—there is no doubt about that—as there would be no change whatsoever. There are two
the action is taking place now in parts of the Congo. things which are absolutely fundamental to
MONUC is basically African Union involved. I remember. We have to explain to our fellow citizens

at this point in time that the European Union doesthink this is I cannot say a brilliant idea but an
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level of increase will not be an increase that will takenot have a single foreign policy. It has a common
foreign policy, which is diVerent. So, we first have the cost of mobilising soldiers, for instance. That is

something that belongs to the nation, here in NATOto get the Member States to accept that this is a
policy that we want to do together. Once we decide and everywhere in all the institutions. So it would

be for instance for the command communicationsthat, of course we have to make an eVort to do that.
The Member States have their own foreign policy or some of the shortcomings that still we have

civilian or military or peacekeeping operations. Letand the United Nations are a representative of the
Member States of the European Union. Having said us not get out of our mind that basically the bulk

of the controls would be national. We would havethat, I would like to say humbly that I think I have
contributed to a better understanding of some the added value of the things that you put in

common but the basic elements will be national. Foraspects of the European Union by talking and by
giving a demonstration on the Security Council of instance, the soldiers that we put in Bosnia, I do not

see in the foreseeable future changing that. In anytopics in which we are very much engaged. For
instance, to explain what we are doing in the case, what I would like to see, which I hope you

share, is that we will be able to do more, naturallyBalkans, which I think is worth mentioning. We did
a session about Africa; we had an involvement that the world needs more, and we Europeans have the

responsibility to do and, secondly, we can do itspoke of everything we have done. This is absolutely
compatible and secondary to the important things faster. I am very obsessed with the rhythm in which

deployments out there can arrive because I havethe Member States do in an organisation that is by
definition inter-governmental. The United Nations seen this experience. I was Secretary General of

NATO when we deployed in late 1995/early 1996is the most inter-governmental of all organisations.
So, I do not see any change on that aspect. the first troops to Bosnia and I had to take a

decision collectively—it was not mine, I had to
share, it was the culmination of that decision—when

Q68 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: Some contributions to begin to deploy. If we had waited to have all the
to the Convention which drafted the Constitution elements until the last letter of the document for the
which I heard expressed the hope that Europe would first time that NATO was going on to do a
be able to speak with a single voice. To some extent, peacekeeping operation resolved and understood, it
they personalised that into the double-hatted role of probably would be still without finish or without a
the future Foreign Secretary. Behind my earlier start. We had to say, “Let’s go, let’s do it, we will
question about resources was the hope that new be able to do it, we have the spirit” and, if we had
arrangements might make it more possible for the not gone then, by the time we arrived, the
Union not only to explain the diYculties about the catastrophe that we claimed we wanted to stop
areas in which it had directly intervened such as the would have been more diYcult to stop or would
Balkans but that, where it had a common view, that have been unnecessary to stop because they had
view might be expressed in common. Do you think killed each other and the reconstruction would have
the resources are such that that would not be ...? I been more diYcult, etc, etc. So, to be right in time
am not saying that the Foreign Minister should is very diYcult but to be as close as possible right
always be the spokesman but it seems to me that the in time for any elements of the crisis management,
habit of coordinating and expressing shared views is be it money, be it diplomacy, be it civilian aspects
valuable. or be it military aspects, in my mind is fundamental
Dr Solana: Let me say what I have said already and and really it makes all the diVerence.
which I am not going to repeat the whole
philosophy of what we are trying to do but of course

Q69 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: Crisis managementthe more we can coordinate and the more we have
is one thing that you have taken a lot of verycommon policy the better, it will be more eYcient
powerful initiatives in, but the security requiresetc, etc and there is no doubt that it will be cheaper.
continuance of eVort in areas like weapons of massAs far as the budget is concerned, you know that
destruction, the quartets operation—the line that is the common foreign policy is in the
Dr Solana:We have not started speaking about that!budget which is a line which is very minimal, it used

to be very minimal, because we did not have
Q70 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: But the UN is notresponsibilities practically but were right in
dealing with—conclusions expressing what we thought about the
Dr Solana: Sure but we have started talking aboutdiVerent situations that would work. Now we want
this.to go a step forward and not only express our

sentiments about how much people suVer but try to
avoid their suVering and that requires engagement Q71 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: I just wanted to be
and therefore I hope that that line which is in the quite clear that you were not viewing these crises

matters as the only matters—budget will be increased. Let us not forget that the
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Q74 Lord Lea of Crondall: A number of people inDr Solana: No, not the only thing about the United
Nations of course— the British debate about Europe are worried about

Europe taking on too much. Some people say that
we have to be careful that Europe does not fail to
recognise the importance of the primary role ofQ72 Chairman: Perhaps we should move on, Dr
NATO but it comes into the more general question

Solana, to the—
of why Europe specifically needs a policy vis-à-vis

Dr Solana: The weapons of mass destruction. weapons of mass destruction, for example. I would
be very, very interested as to how you would set out
the current state of play in answer to those people
who say that we are on an agenda which is if notQ73 Chairman: . . . European Defence Agency and
undermining NATO nevertheless could all be donewhat benefits you see that is going to bring and what
much more eVectively if we kept the real primacy ofits role is going to be given that it will not replace
NATO. Is it that we are not seeing the main primacyany existing institutions and we can go on to
of NATO or is it that there is some new factor whichweapons of mass destruction at the same time.
means that the architecture that we have had for theDr Solana: I think that the Agency goes with the
last 50 years is diVerent?same rationale as I have been saying all along from
Dr Solana: You touched on NATO and thethe very beginning. The Agency will allow us to
weapons of mass destruction and I will touch oncoordinate better the four elements, which will be
both. I think I have a certain authority to talk aboutcapabilities. We have had in the last three years
NATO and the European Union because I havemechanisms as to how to fill the capabilities that we
been Secretary of NATO at a very complicateddo not have, the armed forces in diVerent countries
moment. I would not be here if it were to underminethat we do not have and to do that in a manner
NATO. I do not see any reason why NATO shouldthrough these mechanisms of the Agency which will
be undermined. On the contrary, I think thatallow us to do it not only bottom up but also top
cooperation between the European Union anddown with the responsibility of engagement of the
NATO is fundamental. The arrangement that theMinister of Defence and the Ministries of Defence
European Union has with NATO is very important.which I think is very important to really not to stop
Remember that we are in crisis management andanalysing what is needed but to fill what is needed,
NATO is not in crisis management but isthe gaps which are there. That is the first thing I
fundamental in collective defence. We have anwould like to say. To coordinate what we might call
arrangement whereby NATO, for operations whichall the procurement in general terms and there is no
are of a certain dimension, NATO will be, the leaddoubt that a lot can be done if there is a
organisation. Of the countries of the Europeancoordination of countries in the European Union.
Union, the majority now are NATO members, withThirdly, I think a level of coordination on security
the exception of only four EU members. The seconddevelopment is also possible which will be very
level of operation is where NATO as a whole doesimportant to make things more eYcient and
not want to get engaged in—either because of thecheaper. I have read the speeches of many of the
dimension of the operation, or because of the place.members of your Government and important
In Africa, for example, where NATO is notleaders of your country comparing how we spend
interested in going, we have the possibility throughwith the United States and the outcome we obtain.

Of course, if you do it as a single country, you can the Berlin plus arrangements to have a European
Union led operation with NATO assets. Then thesave a lot. We are not going to do it singly because

we are not a single country—we are not and we will third case, we have an operation in which, again,
NATO as a whole does not want to be involved andnot be—but the more we can coordinate the better

and this is a step in the right direction. Let me say where recourse to NATO assets is not needed
because of the lower part of the spectrum which wethat I have discussed this very much with your

Government and with the French Government. This will do alone. The relationship is so profound that
we have all these schemes of cooperation.is an initiative that was born in your country and

we appreciate and I appreciate very much because Duplication by NATO is part of the vocabulary I
would not use. On the question of weapons of massI think it is a brilliant idea that will give good

results. The person who has done all the work, the destruction, I think it is very important what the
European Union has done in the last period of time.primary work, on the established regime, which has

just finished, is someone from your own country and It was important that a particular number of
Member States had control. Yours is one, but youI am very, very pleased at how things have been

done on that. So, it is trying to add value to the can imagine the majority of the Member States were
not involved and they did not conceive of weaponsword that we can put with a capital letter,

“Coordination”. of mass destruction as a fundamental risk. Today,
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Baradei but with other countries on the board ofthe fight against weapons of mass destruction is a
collective eVort also of the European Union on top governors of the Agency and we are putting all the

pressure that we can in order to prevent that theyof what you do. The European Union has a plan,
in cooperation with the United States, with like- use what they do have as far as a process of

enrichment and not to use it for military processes.minded countries to do it, to work with that. So, it
is at the top of the agenda of the European Union They are trying to do it in an intelligent manner. We

do not want to put Iran—and I am sure that thecollectively, something that a couple of years ago
you would never find but now you find it and that Americans now agree with us—in a position of

abandoning the NPT. We know the consequence ofdocument is one example. I think that is a very, very
important asset to the European Union with 25 that in Korea. So, we are trying to do things in a

manner by preventing them going further and at theMembers, they have begun to analyse and to
challenge the world with a wider angle than they same time trying to see how we can maintain with

them the scheme of the rules of the game becauseused to have. Some years ago, you had that control
and other countries ... Today, it is not only there that allows us to continue having discussions.
but we have plans to concentrate our eVorts,
through the PSI2 etc. With the United States we

Q76 Lord Lea of Crondall: Can I just develop thehave a very good cooperation and we had a meeting
question about weapons of mass destruction as totwo Saturdays ago. We were absolutely on the same
how it relates to more traditional conventionalwavelength and you could say we were all flattering
defence and security policy because, right across theeach other. It was very diYcult to find a diVerence
Middle East—and you could say the same aboutof opinion on the need to fight against the
India and Pakistan—there needs to be obviously aproliferation of weapons of mass destruction. That
security envelope which would replace weapons ofis international terrorism and that involves a big
mass destruction as the security envelope. So, if youproblem of a strategic nature and we have a
are in Syria, you say, “Well, Israel has weapons ofcommon position.
mass destruction.” Does this not, in a sense, perhaps
link up with your neighbourhood policy? What is

Q75 Chairman: Do you think North Korea and the thinking about the way in which security can be
Iran are outside the ambit of the EU? developed and what is the role of the EU in security
Dr Solana: I think that North Korea ... I have come being developed because this is pretty much in your
from Jakarta; I was there with Colin Powell, the document agreed in December when we have no real
Chinese and with the Koreans, North and South, security envelope to replace the supposition that I
and the Japanese and we have been talking. For need weapons of mass destruction to defend myself?
instance, what is our role in the North Korean six Dr Solana: This is a very important question but is
party talks? It is not to destroy. We would be stupid diYcult to answer because it is not enough to say
if we say that we want to be the seventh. It has been words on this issue. I am coming from the only
diYcult enough to get six that it would be stupid to security organisation that exists in Asia which is the
be the seventh. It is much better if we say that we Asian Regional Forum. It was born as a very loose
support the six and we have said publicly and I said type of security organisation, nothing to do with
it yesterday and the day before yesterday publicly NATO of course. It still is kilometres away from
to South Korea, Japan, China and Russia. We where NATO is, but there is no doubt that it is
applaud the success of this but we do not want to be beginning to adapt itself more towards security
part of the problem only part of the solution. Some organisation. For instance, India and Pakistan for
Member States say, “Why are you not at the same the first time were there—they attended for the first
table?” but it is because we do not need to be. We time; it was the first year they were present; they
are well represented at the table and it was diYcult were invited and they are members of that
enough, as I said—and I know very well how organisation now. You have all the North Korean
diYcult it was—to go from two to six that it would elements. I would like to help them. Let us talk
be stupid to be seven. We have to solve problems, about Asia; it is a problematic place with a lot of
not complicate problems, and to help. Iran is a nuclear potential there. To try to organise a system
much more diYcult topic but we are determined to of security inside Korea, in the region of India,
prevent Iran from being a nuclear-armed state. As Pakistan etc and the Middle East, you will organise
you know, three Member States have worked on mechanisms of security institutions and
that. Those Member States have the support of the organisations etc, that they begin to contract among
rest. They have my support; I have been with them themselves and then one day, when time passes and
in Iran on several occasions. We have the reports you look at the global picture, you have enough
that come from the IAEA in Vienna. We have very security. We started like that of course. NATO was
good relationships with them, not only with Mr El a much more important guarantee on our continent
2 Proliferation Security Initiative. compared to that existing in a place like China and
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has consequences for Libya for instance and, onTaiwan, North and South Korea which is much
more diYcult or India and Pakistan. It is more terrorism, money laundering etc, that does not

necessarily happen on the country that has been onimportant to have them there because they are
countries which are not potentially likeminded and, the lead of dealing with the nuclear aspects. It is

done; you have to guarantee that you have anotherif they come to a conflict, it might be a catastrophic
thing. You talked about the Middle East. This is a 25 countries willing to help with that. I think it is

an added value. Of course, the 25 cannot substitutevery serious problem. The de-nuclearisation of the
Middle East is going to be a very complicated thing. on some issues. In nuclear, for instance, let me give

an example of Iran. There are few countries thatFor the first time in these days, Mr Baradei has been
in Israel and has spent the last three or four days could guarantee, for instance, to Iran that they

decided to stop the enrichment process. We willthere. We are beginning to see how the potential
engagement of an agency could be there. Nothing guarantee them enriched material. The European

Union cannot grant that; certain countries canvery dramatic has come out of this trip but we have
to be hopeful that we may in the future have enough guarantee that but not the European Union.
security written-in that it will not be necessary to
have, as you have said, the deterrence of that. To Q79 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: Striking attitudes
have China and India now in the same organisation of support may be useful, enlarging the backing, but
sitting one by the other and talking is not bad news also questions like the pooling of intelligence,
in any case, but still we have a lot of thinking to do greater cross-border police cooperation, these sorts
because Kashmir is there and still the Government of things—
is trying to talk about Kashmir, but at they are Dr Solana: Can I enter into that. For the first time,
talking and they are discussing and they are we are now a year and a half, in the European
accepting to participate in a multilateral forum to Union, that has changed the intelligence produced.
talk about the nuclear issue and, for India, it was Again, I have to say that in the 25 countries, not all
impossible to be accepted before. 25 countries are equal in developing some of the

things that you are bringing up.
Q77 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: In speaking about
weapons of mass destruction in the strategy Q80 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: Perhaps “pooling”
document, you identified as the most frightening is the wrong word, maybe it should be
scenario that in which terrorist groups acquired “exchanging”.
weapons— Dr Solana: Pooling also. We try to pool; one puts
Dr Solana: I am not the only one; everyone in that and the other puts that in, it is pooling. The
considers that at the moment. analysis and assessment that we do collectively now

are of advantage and they are here on the external
security and we are beginning to do it also on theQ78 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: What I wanted to
internal security because we think that the fightknow is, what is the institutional response to that
against terrorism has developed with MI6 and MI5identification by the European Union? Is this an
help and we try to “construct” something of thatarea on which work is being done by the Union as
nature also not only for assessment and not foropposed to individual countries?
operations because we do not have agents in theDr Solana: The Union is beginning now—the ESS
countries, so we depend on what the diVerentis a year old—and, as I said, I have a relationship
countries do oVer and pool it together and I thinkwith the Member States which are members of the
that gets a project which is richer by the fact that itboard of governance on top of that. I think what is
has many sources. For instance, the new Memberimportant about the strategy of the European
States have some valuable information andUnion is not to substitute countries that do have by
intelligence from certain parts of the world fromhistory, by experience and by the fact that they are
their own history.nuclear—and we have in the European Union some,

a few but some—they can play a role that is not
equal to the role that other countries can play, but Q81 Lord Lea of Crondall: Could I move to the

Balkans briefly. In a report that the European Unionthe fact that all the 25 countries support that is also
a good guarantee for those countries to have more Select Committee did about a year ago on the

reconstruction of the West Balkans and the role ofresponsibilities on the domain of nuclear. For
instance, on Libya. Libya is a good example of how EU aid, my recollection is that, in the next five years,

the military, broadly speaking, around Europe isparticular countries have been engaging on that.
They have been immediately embraced by the rest spending five billion euros per annum on the military

in the West Balkans and one billion on the aidwho say, “We feel represented there, we support
that, we will help with that, we will do our utmost development. Some people have said—and this

almost goes back to where we began—“Would it noton that.” Whenever something has to be done that
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no security. Yes, this is the reality. It is very diYcultbe nice if the figures were the other way round?” Of
to produce miracles in these societies but, if they docourse, the British generals in Sarajevo and Banja
have the will to overcome their problems, it is veryLuka said, “It would be nice, wouldn’t it? However,
diYcult to do that from the outside. We have triedyou would be stupid if you start oV from any such
to put in all the conditions for them to move but itpremise.” Is it not a concept here that you may wish
is very, very diYcult. It happened positively into develop that we need a very close understanding of
Macedonia in a very short period of time. It is morethe strategy with these countries as to how fast
diYcult in Kosovo. You can say that as soon as theparadoxically they have to move on governance and
government by resolution of the UN Securitycorruption before they get private investment. If they
Council, they have to know what the future will be,are going to be in a position with local government
etc, etc. Given those constraints, I think theand civil society to get into a position where in the
situation in Kosovo will be better.next five years, and I do not mean years one to five, I

mean perhaps years six to ten, indeed they could be
in a position where instead of five billion euros a year Q82 Chairman: Can I, Dr Solana, sadly I think
being in the military and it is at the moment very perhaps lastly because, looking at our clerk, I think
diYcult to see that being reduced very rapidly but we may have to go fairly shortly.
you could see more transfer and this means beefing Dr Solana: No, no, you have come all this way.
up the leverage on the security side of the
stabilisation, association agreements and indeed

Q83 Chairman: It is extremely kind but may I justcountry strategy papers in Macedonia, in Albania, in
ask you this because we have had some discussionKosovo and so on.
in our Committee about the European

Dr Solana: You have several examples which are neighbourhood policy and questions have been
diVerent. All of them have something in common. raised as to whether we are spreading ourselves too
Let me mention Kosovo and Macedonia because I widely, whether one neighbourhood policy really is
want to forget a little about Bosnia. In Macedonia, appropriate. I know there are diVerent strategies
we had responsibility from the very beginning. I for diVerent countries but essentially one policy for
practically lived in Macedonia when the original very diVerent countries, some of which, like the
Ohrid agreement was done between myself and Balkans, presumably would be on a priority for
Colin Powell at that time and we could do it lightly accession, some are way ahead if ever and some
and very rapidly but we were prevented. Some appear to be not eligible even if it is only on
conflict was remembered and we had to deploy in geographic grounds. Perhaps you can comment on
the end the police and a little bit of military. whether we have one policy or whether we should
Macedonia is a country now with political leaders simplify or whether we should make priorities.
that used to be in the mountains and Macedonia is Dr Solana: I can comment on that and say that I do
an example about what I wanted to say, that we not agree 100 per cent with what has come out, so
deployed rapidly and intelligently. Things may I can be very frank with you. I think that the new
move fast. With Kosovo, in March of this year, we neighbourhood policy was born out of the fact of
had in Kosovo something that nobody expected, enlargement and we could not leave the Ukraine,
almost a revolt, two days of crisis with about, at Moldova and Belarus hanging out of their own
that time, 12,000 soldiers on the ground—it is a hole. That was a starting point and I think it was
very tiny place—and a lot of policemen from the our obligation to do it. It is a fundamental change
international community. In the square meter, it and you cannot abandon the Ukraine. They are not
was very diYcult not to find a couple of going to be in the institution but you cannot
international people but, with all that, by surprise, abandon them; we have had to protect them;
we had two days of terrible violence. In Ukraine is an important country, etc, etc. Then
Macedonia, we put in money and the money was there came the question of the southern part of the
well used and properly used because the security Mediterranean where we had already a
was done faster. In Kosovo, we still have the neighbourhood policy that dated from 1995, so we
situation that the security is necessary and we have incorporated that into the first. That policy is not
now almost 20,000 troops there which is very new; it is the same with a new name. In the Balkans,
expensive, that is NATO has, they are Europeans, we have a story which is diVerent which is the
90 per cent Europeans. It is very expensive and we Stabilisation and Association Process of the EU.
would like very much to have that money and Imagine that you have a country that is on the
spend it on a society where the demography is such borders of the new European Union; they are
that everybody—not everyone but a lot of people important; with the Mediterranean we had already
are unemployed and there is no possibility of a policy and we just changed the name and then the
developing anything, no economic capabilities Balkans. I do not think it is a mistake to have a

common envelope but at the same time we need,there because there is no security and there is still
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Dr Solana: It has been a pleasure to receive you.country to country, a specific plan for the diVerent
countries. It is not the same to deal with Moldova
than to deal with the Ukraine. You apply the same
recipe for the Ukraine to do the job. Of course, it is
something that is common. It is not the same to
deal with Morocco than to do with Libya. I think

Q85 Chairman: This is a discussion that I knowthat a little bit of focus on the specific problems
could continue well into the afternoon if you didof the country—economically, civil society,
not have to go somewhere and we have to go.governance, etc—is not a bad idea. In the same
Dr Solana: Honestly, I would love to continuemanner that we did in the last enlargement process;
because I think it is very important. The momentswe dealt with Poland in the very same manner that
we are living now are so important and to changewe are going to deal with Bulgaria. It is not the
views and to clarify in our minds and in our heartssame country; they have diVerences in economic
is fundamental at this moment. I am at yourstructure and in the development of their own law
disposal.etc. I think that having an umbrella which is the
Chairman: I am sure there are many issues that wename of the policy and to have specific action for
would like to discuss with you in the future and wespecific countries is not a bad idea.
shall watch your diary with interest to know when
you are in London, Dr Solana, in order that wemayQ84 Chairman:Dr Solana, may I, on behalf of the
avail ourselves of a spare half an hour. Thank youCommittee, thank you very much indeed for being

so generous with your time. very much indeed.
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Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: Lord Bach, a Member of the House, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State and Minister
for Defence Procurement, Dr Sarah Beaver, Director General, International Security Policy, and
Mr Stuart Fraser, Head of the Defence Procurements Agency’s International Relations Group,

Ministry of Defence, examined.

Q86 Chairman: Lord Bach, good morning, and may technologies which could be more widely and readily
shared within Europe by means of co-ordinatedI welcome Dr Beaver and Mr Fraser and your other

colleagues. Thank you very much for coming to give procurement procedures without impacting on
national security. It is becoming increasingly moreevidence to us. As you know, the Green Paper on

Defence Procurement has been sifted to this sub- important for Member States to co-ordinate their
eVorts to facilitate trade in these products. What thecommittee for comment.Wewould verymuch like to

hear your comments and the Government’s position Green Paper does is provide an opportunity to
discuss these issues, important issues we think, inon this paper, and indeed then ask you some

questions of which you have had notice. I understand more depth, and we welcome this. The Commission
identified two possible options for improving defenceyou would like to make an opening statement.
procurement practice and in taking this initiativeLord Bach: Thank you for the invitation to appear
forward: one, a clarification of the EU’s existing legalbefore the sub-committee. I am grateful for the
framework, and the Commission suggests that thischance briefly to put the Government’s initial view as

far as the Green Paper is concerned. We welcome the might be best achieved through the use of an
Interpratative Communication; and, secondly, thepublication of the European Commission’s Green

Paper on Defence Procurement. I think we provided possible introduction of specific rules through a
directive to co-ordinate the defence procurementadvice to the Committee on 28 October. We see the

paper as an important lever in opening up the very procedures of Member States. However, the
Commission has noted, and this is of greatnecessary debate on improving defence procurement

in the EU and promoting the global competitiveness importance, that such a directive would not be aimed
at procurements that are currently exempted fromof the European defence industry because, we

believe, there is a significant need to improve the EC public procurement regulations under the
provisions of Article 296. As explained in ourdefence capability of EUMember States. Improving

the transparency and openness of defence memorandum, the United Kingdom, in the form of
both the Government and industry, has beenprocurement across Europe will be an important step

towards this, providing potentially United Kingdom considering other ways of creating a more open and
transparent European defence equipment market.industry with improved access to EU defence

markets and better value for United Kingdom and We have developed our ideas, which centre around
the use of a code of conduct into a non-paper, a copyEU taxpayers. I want to stress right from the start

that the Green Paper, in our view, does not present of which was included with the memorandum. We
are in the process of sharing these ideas withformal proposals nor advocate a particular solution.

It examines and summarises procurement processes European and other colleagues. Perhaps it is too
early to give a precise statement on the views ofcurrently undertaken by EU Member States and by

other European international bodies such as others on the paper but initial feedback on our
proposals has been encouraging. The next stage for(OCCAR). It acknowledges that the defence market

has many unique characteristics that continue to us will be to respond to the Commission, which has
given Member States and other respondents fourjustify dispensations to general EU market rules. In

addition, the Commission recognises that defence months, up to the end of January 2005, in which to
reply.Wewill develop our response in the light of ourand security issues fall under the remit of theMember

States, and that defence policy will continue to be subsequent discussions with colleagues from within
government, industry and Europe. We understandtaken forward by them. However, it suggests there is

a range of defence and dual use products and that the Commission will then issue a conclusive
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Mr Fraser: In terms of very broad figures, we aresummary, which will take account of the comments
received. This may eventually lead to proposals by looking at the United Kingdom, France and

Germany as about 80 per cent of the total defencethe Commission, which Member States will consider
before any further action by the Commission is procurement in Europe. If you add the other three

LoI framework agreement countries—Italy, Spaintaken. If I can just sum up our view: the issue of the
Green Paper we think oVers an opportunity to bring and Sweden—that increases to about 90 per cent, and

then the rest forms the rest of the other Memberto the fore the much needed debate on creating a
European defence equipment market. We are taking States.
a leading role in this process, not least through the
non-paper and through our dialogue with European Q90 Lord King of Bridgwater: I think it would be
colleagues. We are well attuned to the potential very helpful for the Committee if we just had the
diYculties ahead, but, with the recent creation of the figures, so we actually know what we are talking
European Defence Agency and with the United about.
Kingdom’s influence as a leading industrial player, Lord Bach: I apologise, Chairman. I think that
we believe there is scope to improve the openness and should have been in front of the Committee today. I
transparency of the European defence market and will make sure that it comes. I think the general
with this the ability of our companies, United picture is clear.
Kingdom companies, to compete in Europe. Lord Morris of Aberavon: It is quite clear, my Lord

Chairman, that we have a very large interests and a
very high proportion. So far as the argument isQ87 Lord King of Bridgwater: Can I ask a question
concerned I think that should be suYcient.for clarification on that? You have here in your paper

the statement that the European defence
Q91 Lord Tomlinson: Before we get on to theprocurement market amounts to some £20 billion.
detailed questions, I wanted just to pursue with LordThat is in the first paragraph of your paper. Have we
Bach how the Government proposed to reply to thegot the national breakdown of that, which I think it
consultation. Are you going to do it in the form ofwould be very helpful to see so we know what we are
following the two questions that are in thetalking about and where we are now. You say here,
Commission document on the legal framework and“The Commission seeks to obtain better value in the
the 11 questions that are in the document in relation£20 billion plus European defence procurement
to the specific content of a directive? If you are goingmarket . . .” Have we got the figures here? Can
to do it in the form of answering those two plus 11somebody provide them? What is our figure now? It
questions, will it be possible for you to share yourused to be £9 billion in my day.
answers with the Committee? There is a specificMr Fraser: We have not got the figures here, Lord
framework laid down there and that would make itKing. We could certainly provide that.
quite helpful for us to be able to follow it.
Lord Bach:We are not today in a position where we

Q88 Chairman: This is the £20 billion referred to in would be able to give the Commission our final
the Commission’s explanatory memorandum. response. That is hardly surprising as it is three
Lord Bach: I thought we were referring to the non- months away.
paper, I am sorry. You are referring to the
memorandum. Q92 Lord Tomlinson:When you do, when you get to

the position where you are giving a definitive reply to
the consultation, can you share you definitive reply atQ89 Lord King of Bridgwater: It is said to be a £20
that stage with the Committee?billion European defence procurement market. Our
Lord Bach: I am sorry to be so cautious. The answercontribution used to be about £9 billion. I do not
is yes.know the current figure.What are the other countries

at, so that we know what we are talking about?
Lord Bach: We do not have the exact figures, Q93 Chairman: Thank you very much. I want to get

on to our main questions. Bearing in mind there is aChairman, but Lord King is right in that ours is a
very high proportion of it. When you take our time for consultation, presumably you propose to

replywithin that consultation period. Arewe likely toproportion along with that of France and one or two
other countries, they make up to 80 or 90 per cent of see it suYciently far in advance towards the end of the

consultation period to make it really useless?that £20 billion. There is a small number of countries
that make up, and it will be no surprise to the Lord Bach: I do understand why you ask that

question, my Lord Chairman, given events earlierCommittee I am sure, a very large proportion indeed
of that £20 billion. Many countries of course are this year. We will do our best to make sure. I would

have thought the reality is that we probably have gotconsumers really rather more than involved in
procuring. to get it back to the Commission before we do
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make it quite clear that that is why I am looking foranything else. It is our duty to do that, to do what we
are asked to do, but we will try and make sure that it in the specific form in which you reply.
your Committee gets the details of it as quickly as we Lord Bach: May I attempt to answer that? I
possibly can after that. understand exactly what Lord Tomlinson is saying.
Dr Beaver: Perhaps I could also add that I know the We, too, if it is of comfort to the Committee, have
European Defence Agency also intends to put in a exactly the same sentiment about interference as far
collective response through its steering board, so we as research and development is concerned. That is a
will have two opportunities to make an input real concern of ours and one we will be dealing with.
nationally and in the contribution that we will be
making to the European Defence Agency’s response.

Q97 Lord Lea of Crondall: Chairman, I think it
might be useful, as we get going on the list of

Q94 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: My Lord questions here, to ask the Minister to paint the
Chairman, I am sorry but I did not understand Lord overall picture with a somewhat broader brush. We
Bach’s last answer. Was he saying that the are going to cover inter alia what is called the
Government would be obliged to reply to the liberalisation of the market, but, secondly, we have
questions to the Commission before we could see the the provenance of the Defence Agency. They do not
answers? always come to exactly the same thing. I was
Lord Bach: Yes, I think I was saying that. I think we wondering if Lord Bach could say what the
will be obliged to do that before this Committee and relationship is between what goes back to 1996–97,
Parliament receives the answers. I think we have to the concept of liberalising the market and the
do that. That is the order of events. If I am wrong Agency, leading up to the question of a directive, and
about that, I hope my oYcials will correct me how this relates to what goes on in the nation states,
straight away. and indeed what goes on into people submitting bids
Mr Fraser: I am not sure of the process. I think we from around the world.
should probably check on the process. Lord Bach: Our starting point, if I can attempt to

reply, is this. There has been recognition for some
Q95 Chairman: Perhaps, Minister, we could clarify years now, not least across the Atlantic as well, that
this because, in a sense, it is only consultation; there there is a need to improve the defence capability of
is not a scrutiny. It is not a question of clearing it. If EU Member States. We believe that improving the
we are going to make intelligent comments, it might transparency and openness of defence procurement
be useful to know what the Government had said in across Europe will be an important step towards this
response. If we are, equally, going to be making our aim. The Bangermann proposals, which were the last
response within the consultation period, we do attempt made by the European Commission in this
actually need some time, maybe not a lot, between field, are now some years old. Their view is that the
receiving it and the expiry of the consultation period. Commission rather laid down the law and there was
Lord Bach:Of course I take that point. Today we are not enough consultation. Members of your
not in a position to have a response. I am sure it will Committee, my Lord Chairman, will remember this
come up against the deadline. I am trying to answer much better than I will. Here we do believe that the
in a practical way. We will help as much as we Commission is approaching this in a much more
possibly can, understanding its importance to this reasonable way. I think it is important to realise that
Committee. the Commission is not advocating a more liberal

market per se. It is against the background of what is
a very fragmented and relatively ineYcient EuropeanQ96 Lord Tomlinson: I am sorry to pursue it, my
defence equipment market that the Commission isLord Chairman. I think that reply is quite
endeavouring to open up the debate on improvingsatisfactory, certainly to me. I am more concerned
defence procurement in the Union and improve thewith the form in which we get it than exactly the
global competitiveness of our industry. As I havespeed. I hope we can have it in exactly the form in
said, we welcome the debate. It opens the potentialwhich it is given to them. I say quite openly why I am
for improved access to European defence markets byconcerned. We have already got the beginnings of a
all European countries. Everyone who is sitting inconcern in this Committee about some European
this room will know that one of our concerns hasCommission proposals for research and development
been, and remains, that we have an opento be extended into defence and armaments. I would
procurement policy, not entirely but more or less ancertainly want to be making quite sure that in
open procurement policy. Our friends and colleagueswhatever we say about procurement, we are not
both in America and for these purposes in Europe dogetting ourselves partly confused down the road
not have such a policy, so anything that movesabout what we would, I think on our first
towards a more open European procurement policyexamination, regard as an unlawful incursion of

R&D framework funds into the area of defence. I is something that we see as potentially very much in
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defence and therefore produce less of a burden on us,our interests. Our feeling is that there ismore appetite
this time, as opposed to the Bangermann proposals, but, when it comes down to it, it is those three

countries, us and two other countries, who are theto introduce ways of improving the defence
equipmentmarket in Europe. Thereforewe should be only ones who can make serious spending. The

Bulgarians are not there yet and the Poles and otherspositive, but I want to stress again that we see what
the Commission has done so far as just the first stage may wish to but they are highly unlikely to do very

much because they cannot. I really find diYculty inof the process. No formal proposals are here yet. It is
too early to say what the outcome will be, but we are seeing what is the point of moving further into

regulation when bilateral arrangements are the onlytaking a leading role deliberately at an early stage,
and we will be promoting the use of our proposed ones, it seems to me, that will actually hold. One of

the papers makes the point that a lot of the decisionscode, which we think is a better way of going down
this path than the one which is hinted at in the are state-oriented, and particularly that is true in

France. It is wholly unlikely surely, that the FrenchCommission’s Green Paper.
are ever going to give up their political convenience,
and indeed it seems to me wrong that they should. IQ98 Lord Powell of Bayswater: I have also a general
cannot see the point of binding ourselves in a wayquestion arising from the statement. I do not for one
which will limit us but not limit others. I also want tomoment doubt the Government’s good intentions in
know what practical eVect it will have on ourgoing through with this exercise, but does not the
collaboration with the Americans, because it seemsMinister think there is perhaps a bit of a triumph of
tome that transparency over some of our more secrethope over experience here? I can think of some
and worthwhile activities would be far from whatEuropean countries who have never opened or who
they would want or we want.will ever seriously open their market. They might
Lord Bach: If I may say, I agree with Lady Park inagree to rules, codes of conduct and procedures
terms of regulation, and that is why we are, alreadywhich we the United Kingdom would, as usual,
at this early stage, right at the start of this debate,absolutely follow but theywould have no intention of
making clear that our preference is not for regulationdoing so themselves. I do notice in the draft code of
but, if we are to go down this path, it is much moreconduct phrases like “Member States will be
by a voluntary code of conduct which will be lookedexpected to exercise responsible discretion, and this
at carefully. We hope that there will be some peershould not be based on political convenience”. I just
pressure put on countries that do not follow anfind it impossible to reconcile that with 30 years of
agreed voluntary code of conduct. She is right, if Iexperience in this field.
may say so, to make the clear point she does. OfLord Bach: My Lord Chairman, I know of Lord
course very few countries make up the vast majorityPowell’s great experience in this field. Mine is much
of defence procurement in Europe; that is true. I domore limited, of course, and I have to say that my
not think we should completely forget that some ofthree years experience is not very diVerent from his
the newer members of the European Union have30. The conclusion that so far I reach is that talk is
niche capabilities in defence fields which may welleasy and action is more diYcult, but we have tried
add real value, if I can use that word, to Europeanvarious ways of opening up this market that has
defence capabilities as such. We would want toremained closed, just as we do across the Atlantic as
encourage those countries to come forward and helpwell, and we think we have to seize every opportunity
us with procurement, perhaps through the EDA—there is to establish a real open market. We are not
European Defence Agency. We want to encouragenaı̈ve, I hope, in our expectations here, but we do feel
those countries and Europe generally to perhaps givethere is promise here, and there may be promise for
more of their resources, and they are limitedUnited Kingdom industry as well, and, as I say,
resources we are talking about, to defencemaybe a real chance that defence capabilities in
procurement. We think this may be one of the waysEurope will improve. We are prepared to go down
we can do it, but I do want to reassure her, as I havethis road at this stage cautiously with our own
tried to Lord Powell a moment ago: we are not naı̈veproposals. I hope Lord Powell will be satisfied by me
about what some of our friends and rivals do insaying that we are not going to jump into some action
Europe.that will just make us even more open and other

European countries just as closed as they have been.

Q100 Baroness Park ofMonmouth: If Imay take one
point further, surely those countries—let us takeQ99 Baroness Park ofMonmouth: I am afraid I must
Poland as an example as that is one of the most likelyfollow on rather along the same lines. We have been
ones—if they are in the process of negotiating antold that 80 per cent of serious defence sales is
interesting contract, are the last people who will wantbetween three counties. I presume that one of them,
to have transparency, which might expose them tosince we are pursuing this, is that we hope we might

persuade Europe as a whole to put more money into competition from other larger predatory countries?
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Coventry City Council cannot say, “I want a bus withLord Bach: I do not know. I think we will have to see.
There is a great deal of interest in Europe among the a step that height” while some of the others want a
new members particularly in this Commission step of a diVerent height. Is it not part of the
proposal and the setting up of the European Defence Government’s philosophy that other people have to
Agency. We will have to see. It may be, as you answer the prima facie question: why is defence
suggest, that all this will come to nothing, but I think diVerent?We are whittling down the areas in which it
it is incumbent on us as perhaps the senior member of is diVerence. On the other side of the track, there is a
the European Union that does spent a lot of money common need coming up at us, is there not, even on
on defence procurement, to do our best to bring the operational side, that more and more things we
along other countries, whether big or small, to our are doing together. This doctrine of hope over
view of the world, which is that an openmarket is the experience does not quite fit where we are
only way to conduct yourselves in the 21st century, historically. I was wondering if you would comment
with the limited resources that there are. I think we that things are moving on?
would be wrong not to be taking any part in these Lord Bach: I am sure things are moving on. I thinkwe
initial steps. need to be cautious, and I think we are, in this
Mr Fraser: Baroness Park mentioned Poland. I was particular field. Quite legitimately, it seems to me,
speaking to the PolishNational Armaments Director countries can argue that in the defence field—and
last week and his initial reaction and that of Polish defence per se has nothing to do with the
industry to the non-paper that we circulated Commission, frankly, and is for national
previously was very welcoming. He did not say why governments—it is quite right that national security
but he thought it was a very good basis for considerations must play an absolutely crucial part.
consideration. I suspect one reason why that is so is Indeed Article 296 assumes that. In the procurement
not so much the threat from other Member States’ field, strictly speaking, the Commission does have the
industries let us say accessing the Polish market, but same powers as it does in relation to procurement
it is more that the limited Polish defence industry can generally, as I understand it, except for the provisions
get into other markets easier. in Article 296, which means that where the goods are

war-like, there is no need to follow European
procurement policies. One of the issues that arisesQ101 Lord Morris of Aberavon:May I follow Lord
here, and it may come up in the next question, isPowell’s remark about hope triumphing over
whether Article 296 is too restrictive or not. Weexperience. That must be true. Some countries are

more diYcult than others, and I will not name them certainly would not want to loseArticle 296. To do so
now. It would not be right, so far as joint would be a rash move. It is right to say that we
collaboration is concerned, because we have had suspect sometimes that Article 296 is too widely used
successes so far as that over the years. Therefore I by some of those who want to restrict competition in
take it that this paper is through an open foot in the this field. One of the important things about this
markets substantially and not joint collaboration? whole project is to make sure that we look again at
Lord Bach: It is primarily about opening markets in Article 296 and how wide or narrow it should be.
order to lead to better European defence capabilities. That is based, of course, on the 1958 list.
We have all had the experience of collaboration or, to
a lesser extent, co-operation. Sometimes it has

Q103 Chairman: The 1958 list is still in business?worked better than on other occasions. That has to
Lord Bach: Oh, yes.be said. Whether there is more co-operation as a

result of whatever measures are eventually agreed
upon, I do not know. I suspect there may be a move Q104 Chairman: There should not be any
for more co-operation. Indeed, the lack of resources uncertainty about what the article applies to.
that there are in this field really calls for more co-

Lord Bach: No. The 1958 list exists, but the 1958 listoperation, if that is possible, given national security
has served us, the United Kingdom, remarkable wellneeds. I cannot say that it has nothing to do with co-
over that period of time, so we would be cautious inoperation, but its prime purpose is not that.
an approach to reforming it too rapidly.

Q102 Lord Lea of Crondall: I have understood that
Q105 Lord Morris of Aberavon: How is 296part of all this is that there would be advantages for
monitored? There is talk about whether it should bethe European nations in aggregate and to do
narrower or wider. How do we monitor whether it issomething, in the same way that opening up public
working and working properly.procurement in every other field, whether it is the
Lord Bach: I will be corrected about this but I thinkhealth service, education and so on, has done. Ever
the Commission can, if it wants to, ask us questionssince we re-enacted the Stockholm agreement, we

have had open public procurement. It means that about our use of 296 in a particular procurement.
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specifically for military purposes; in other words,Q106 Lord Morris of Aberavon: Does it?
Lord Bach: I think, from recent painful memory, it dual use goods. Were the Commission to adopt a

regulatory approach, we would wish to ensure thatdoes, yes.
Mr Fraser:What happens in reality, Lord Morris, is the Commission did not stray beyond its inherent

competence, which I think is found in Article 95. Asthat the Commission observes what is happening in
the marketplace and whether under Article 298 the far as a code of conduct approach is concerned, we

believe it is one of the benefits of a regulated market;exception under Article 296 has been applied
correctly and appropriately. Where there are it has the potential to increase transparency, as a

regulated market might, open up national markets,instances where the Commission’s staV believe that
Article 296 is being abused, then they usually write in and create more eYcient defence markets. Its great

advantage to us is that it has the advantage ofsome form or other, which gets increasingly stronger
depending on how strong they feel that case is, significantly early implementation and avoids what

really we ought to seek to avoid: the introduction ofwhether it is based on infraction proceedings or
reasoned opinion, et cetera. further regulatory burdens on Members States and

industry. The code of conduct would, of course,Chairman: It seems to me, Lord Powell, that some of
the questions you were going to ask have been dealt cover goods that fall within the scope of 296.

Exceptionally for procurements of very highwith. I wonder, since we have started on this
conversation, if I could go to Lord Morris, who sensitivity, Member States would be permitted to

exercise derogation from the code. It seems to us itmight like to pursue his specific question that touches
on the 296 issue of the list? does have advantages over a regulated approach, and

that is why we, at this stage, and I repeat at an early
stage in this whole argument, are putting thisQ107 LordMorris of Aberavon:Could I ask, because
forward. As Mr Fraser has already said, thethe matter is canvassed in the documents, what is the
indications are that many of our European Unionspecific competence of the Commission in the areas
colleagues, partners, seem at this stage to favour ourof defence procurement? There are alternatives
approach but to find it broadly stimulating.proposed: first a legal framework, and we hear the

time it would take and the diYculties of that I
appreciate; and then the voluntary code. That would Q109 Baroness Park of Monmouth: If I could take

you a bit further on that, Minister, in the EN theyavoid the potential for confrontation on that very
issue. You have also mentioned in the same talk in paragraph 2 of supplemental EU legal

framework for a special instrument, and then set outparagraph some of the issues of the downside of that
attempt. Is it delivery, sanctions, observance? Could the great advantages of that. One is that it would

allow a European defence industry to participateyou flesh out perhaps the downside of the voluntary
code? Lastly, the types of equipment which are equally in calls for tender in allMember States. It also

says that there would be greater legal certainty. Canoutside 296 which we are talking about all the time,
the 1958 list that was mentioned a few minutes ago: the Minister explain how that would work and what

the advantage of it would be, if any, to us? It iscan that be updated? It is on the fifth line of the non-
paper: “avoids the potential for confrontation over paragraph 2 on page 9 of the Green Paper and it

goes on.Commission competence in the area of defence
procurement”. My question is: what specific Lord Bach: This is in the Green Paper. I am sorry but

we were trying to find where the question was.competence does the Commission have?
Lord Bach:As far as the legislative competence in the
defence and security field is concerned, we do not Q110 Baroness Park of Monmouth: They are
believe the Commission has, strictly speaking, any advocating a new specific legal instrument and one of
competence. This remains within our competence, the objectives of that instrument is apparently that a
Member States’ competence, and we believe the greater openness in the market would allow the
Commission understands that. European defence industry to participate equally in

calls for tender in all Member States. That seems to
be fairly cumbersome anyway. Then it talks aboutQ108 Lord Morris of Aberavon: I am sorry to

interrupt you. There is no such thing as “strictly the body of rules. I would like to know what, if any,
would be the advantage of that, what would ourspeaking”. Either it is within the competence or it is

not. reaction be to it, and would this include contracts
outside the EU?Lord Bach: I am rightly corrected. It is not within the

Commission’s competence. I make the point again Mr Fraser: I think in many respects this goes to the
heart as to why we actually came up with somethat the current procurement directives apply to

defence procurement save where it is exempt under thoughts to complement theCommission’s proposals
here or outline thoughts where we are eVectivelyArticle 296. In this regard, the Commission may well

focus, as it is doing, on goods that are not intended trying to influence the debate. We believe that
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really what is covered by 296, is nothing to do withthrough a voluntary code of conduct you can actually
achieve the opening up of the markets without the Commission. One should not therefore be trying

to extend the Commission into this area further.needing strict regulation in such a way that it will
have the same eVect as strict regulation, but I do Lord Bach: I had thought I said defence was nothing

to do with the Commission. I am very glad you haveacknowledge the fact that that will depend on good
behaviour, appropriate behaviour, by a number of given me the chance to make, I hope, a little more

clear what I mean. Defence procurement is strictlyMember States. If one or more decide that they are
not going to, let us say, play the same game, then we legally something to do with the Commission unless

Article 296 applies. Article 296 makes it clear that itwill be in the same position as we are now.We believe
that with the complexity and the time that might be already is. What I am concerned to do in my role is

to make sure that, for the benefit of United Kingdomtaken to introduce a regulation in this very complex
and sensitive field, an early step might be to go down defence needs, we open up what is a very closed book

at the moment, too closed for our purposes. Wethe voluntary route, at least for some years, to see
how and whether that works and whether we need to believe there may be ways in which the Commission’s

proposals—not their proposals, the Commission’sthink about going one step further towards absolute
regulation. initiative in starting this discussion—may help us do

that. I am absolutely aware that in the past very little
was given to all this maybe more open market inQ111 Lord Powell of Bayswater: Following up those
Europe. If there is an opportunity that that mightpoints, Lord Bach has just said, with his
happen on these occasions, I think we should gocharacteristic vigour, that defence procurement has
along with it.nothing to do with the Commission, a sentiment with

which I humbly agree. Does he not see some danger
that by going down the Commission route here, Q113 Lord Powell of Bayswater: I do have a second

point. Lord Bach’s own paper does not envisage aeither of the two routes which the Commission oVer,
that we are actually helping the Commission get role for the Commission: is that right? Your own

paper about a code of conduct does not envisageinvolved in this area? The Commission is a dynamic
institution, especially when it comes to extending its that?

Lord Bach: Lord Powell is absolutely right, no we doown power. Particularly in the example given by
Lady Park, it does seem to me one could argue that not. We talk about a third party that would monitor

how the voluntary code of conduct is beinghere is an attempt by the Commission to insert itself
a good deal more in defining what is covered by conducted.We do suggest that the EuropeanDefence

Agency might well be a satisfactory third party. IArticle 296 and to be saying that because it will have
the power to pronounce on categories which are not want to make this point early about the European

Defence Agency: that will be under the control ofproperly within 296, they have a right to determine its
coverage. I think there is real danger there. I wonder defence ministers from the EU countries. We trust it

will not be some bureaucratic organisation that haswhat Lord Bach’s comments are. In addition, would
he just confirm that in his own code of conduct no relevance to politicians in the nationals states, but

the board of that organisation will be under theproposal, which I think is a very good one, there is
absolutely no role for the Commission whatsoever? control of defence ministers.
Lord Bach: I hope I had said that the Commission has
no legislative competence in the defence and security Q114 Chairman: For the sake of clarity, if the
field. I hope I also made it clear that in the Government’s suggestion was accepted and the
procurement field, including the defence Commission was not involved, the very fact that it is
procurement field, under Article 95 already the a voluntary arrangement would not remove the
Commission does have, strictly legally, some Commission’s role as it exists under the Articles you
competence. The way in which that competence is have been referring to. We should not be under any
dealt with by national states is under Article 296, so illusions. If everybody said it will be voluntary, the
they do already have competence in the procurement Commission would simply disappear oV the scene. I
field. Article 296 ensures that that competence is not am not commenting one way or the other there. I
at the expense of what Member States want. think it should but, in the interests of clarity, their

role would remain.
Lord Bach:Chairman, their role is there already. YouQ112 Lord Powell of Bayswater: If I may just

interrupt there, I do understand exactly the legal are quite right.
Lord Powell of Bayswater: The point of my question,position and it is spelt out, but I thought the phrase

you actually used, which I wrote down as you said it, my Lord Chairman, is not that I aspire to roll back
the Commission’s powers. I know the hopelessness ofwas that defence procurement is nothing to do with

the Commission. I thought that was an admirable that task. It is simply to stop extending them, because
I think it is positive that the Government’s code ofway of putting it: that defence procurement, which is
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that the impression from our non-paper might beconduct does not in any way encourage or extend the
Commission’s powers. I am very glad to have that on that if this was implemented it might actually be a

fairly restrictive amount of the defence procurementthe record.
that might apply to it. In fact, we are hoping it will be
quite the opposite. We are hoping it will be a

Q115 Baroness Northover: I wondered if you have significant sector of defence procurement and that it
some information on what the reaction has been in would be more so for the limited exceptions, where
the British defence industry to these proposals and we would be looking to preserve on very strong
whether they feel that this oVers them opportunities national security grounds or in the interests of where
or whether, as has been indicated, this might open us we wish to retain defence capability within our
up to competition but not in other countries. Also, do indigenous defence industrial base, it would apply.
you have any reaction, for example, from the French
defence industry about these proposals? As this has

Q116 Lord Lea of Crondall:Do youmeanmore thanbeen discussed, I wonderedwhether you could give us
half? You say Baroness Northover is wrong but doan indication of what proportion of defence
you mean it is half and half?procurement would be aVected by this? It sounds as
Mr Fraser: I am sorry; I did not mean to be as bluntif it is a fairly small proportion.
as that.

Lord Bach: I am going to ask Mr Fraser to answer
those questions. It is not a question of us being more

Q117 Lord Lea of Crondall: I am being putting itopen to the consequence of these proposals and us
quite bluntly. I too was a bit surprised by yourbeing more open to European competition; we are
answer.open to competition. For the vast majority of our
Mr Fraser: I would hope so. Our aim is to make it asprocurement deliberately we have competition and
significant as we can manage to secure support fromwe allow other countries within Europe and America
the other Member States.to bid. That is not an easy policy necessarily always

to follow, particularly when other counties do not
Q118 Lord King of Bridgwater: May I ask onefollow suit. Our industry takes that very well, I think,
question for clarification? In talking about yourbut we do think it is the right thing to do because we
consultation with other countries, can you remindget better prices, we get better value and I think it
the Committee what percentage of French defenceimproves the British defence industry, too. It is not a
industry is state-owned now? There has been somequestion of this allowing us or making us have more
movement.competition from abroad. It is a question of whether
Lord Bach: Less than before.we can prise open Europeanmarkets, which from our

point of view have been too closed for too long.
Q119 LordKing of Bridgwater:And actually in otherMr Fraser: Could I try and answer your three
countries as well because obviously we are dealingquestions? About the consultation with British
here with private sector companies which would beindustry, that has been significant. We have actually
competing and the degree to which some of thedrawn up these thoughts in conjunction with British
people who are involved in that are actually state-industry. There has been detailed consultation since
owned companies?the beginning of this year. There have then been
Lord Bach: The French Government have a share,discussions in the National Defence Industry
sometimes quite a considerable share, in a number ofCouncil, which is a body involving the Minister,
French companies. They also own some, of course,members of Ministry of Defence and very senior
outright, and there are also some large, privatemembers of the defence industry in the United
companies in France—Sagem, for example, whichKingdom. All agree that this is a good basis for
now has no state shareholding at all. There have beenhaving another crack at a problem which Lord
moves, as you say.Powell described as having been fragmenting

markets for many years. So we have a very common
position proceeding in parallel with industry. Q120 Lord King of Bridgwater: I wonder if we could
European industry, our industry colleagues and their have a note on that just to get the thing into
colleagues in the European major trade association, perspective: the countries of Europe that are going to
ASD, have been talking to major companies in some be involved in this project, which ones do have
of our more significant European partner nations in defence industries, what industries they have and
the defence equipment field. The impression we have which ones are actually state-owned defence
been getting is that there is very strong support to industries. The other question is, to the degree to
move towards something that is better than we have which you are able to do it, the extent to which we are
now. In sum, both in the United Kingdom and in buying from European partners at the moment. I
Europe so far the consultation has all been very remember we used to buy from Anderson in Greece

and I do not think that is a classified subject. Peoplepositive. In your third question I think you suggested
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attitudes of other governments have prevented thefound they were very economical in the production
of ammunition, small arms ammunition. Other British Government from making progress and that

new approaches would be more appropriate thancontracts of significance that we have in Europe
would, I think, be of interest to this Committee. something which is so transparently fragile as what

the Government is advancing?Lord Bach:My Lord Chairman, we will certainly do
that. May I just say that I bore the European Lord Bach: I think this is a new proposal, I have to
companies I see on a regular basis by telling them on say, and I do not think it is so transparently fragile,
every single occasion I can that our view is, for what with the greatest respect, as Lord Maclennan
it is worth, that the sooner that they are private suggests.
companies, the better it will be.

Q123 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: May I then just
Q121 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: The overall ask this. If is not transparently fragile, what historical
objective of these suggestions from the European examples has the Government of this sort of system,
Commissionwould appear to be conformingwith the of attempted liberalisation, working eVectively in the
British Government’s view about the desirability of European Union?
liberalisation of this defence procurement market, Lord Bach: An example where a code of conduct
but it does appear that the Government is starting at appears, and it is early days, to be working well is the
shadows lying behind the two principal suggestions control of exports to other countries. There is a
and that, notwithstanding the evidence and the voluntary code of conduct that EU countries have
consensual viewpoint, hitherto the European Union signed up to.
has been notably unsuccessful in liberalising. The
most that the Government appears to be prepared to

Q124 Lord King of Bridgwater: In defence exports?do to overcome this rather appalling history is to
Lord Bach: Of defence exports, I am sorry. I do notsuggest some transparent understandings about rules
want to make too great claims of it but it appears towhich would have no legal basis, no method of
be working and working well. If countries do, as theyenforcement, be entirely open to the discretion of
are entitled to do legally, take no notice at all of this,individuals to withdraw when it seem to them to be in
other countries know about it and it is quite serioustheir national interest, and that the whole process, in
to breach a voluntary code of conduct in thatthe words of Mr Stuart Fraser, should be tested out
particular field. I see no reason why it should be anyover a period of years. May I suggest this shows no
diVerent in this particular field, provided the code ofurgency at all?
conduct is strict and there is equally strict monitoringLord Bach: My Lord Chairman, I think I reject the
of it. I think to rubbish this suggestion at this stagesuggestion behind that comment. Our record in this
means that we really will not progress at all.field is an excellent one, I would have thought. We

have been attempting to open up this market for
years and years and years. The alternative to the

Q125 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: May I just askproposals we have put forward at this preliminary
about that particular example: (a) how long has itstage—and I want to emphasise that we are not
been running; (b) what are the substantivedealing with something that is settled or nearly
achievements which it is alleged to have delivered tosettled, it is the start of the debate—for a voluntary
this country on the one hand and to others on thecode of conduct—which would be a tight code of
other hand? I think if this is going to be put forwardconduct, which would be looked at by a third party,
as the basis of the historical evidence, we need tomonitored by a third party and in which we hope that
know a good deal more about it.our European partners would be shamed to some
Lord Bach: My Lord Chairman, Lord Maclennanextent if they did not obey the code of conduct,
asked me for an example and I did my best to give anwhether that would happen or not—is better than
example.some regulatory structure which adds bureaucracy to

an already fraught business and will regulate our
companies even more than they are regulated at the Q126 LordMaclennan of Rogart:But couched in the
present time. We think this market, not all markets, most general terms and with the most general
needs freeing up. asseveration of its usefulness. I think the Committee

would be helped greatly to know what its practical
outturn has been and how long it has been runningQ122 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: In answer to my
and whether it is possible to place upon it the kind ofquestion, may I say what your first statement was: we
conclusions about it that have been suggested.have attempted—“we” the Government, and I was
Lord Bach: We will certainly send a note on it. I domaking no criticisms of the Government, none at all
not want to fall into the trap of saying this is an exactabout the past record—for years to do this. Does that

not suggest that the methods of the past and the parallel with what we are suggesting—



32 european defence agency: evidence

4 November 2004 Lord Bach, Dr Sarah Beaver and Mr Stuart Fraser

Q130 Lord Morris of Aberavon: We shall study theQ127 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: If there is not
another exact parallel, is there a better one? transcript with some care.
Lord Bach: No, there is no better one. As I said, I Lord Bach: I hope I have answered the question of
think in answer to Lord Maclennan, we are looking where competence lies, but we believe that the
at a new way of doing things in this particular field. proposal that I am delighted Lord Morris at the
As you have pointed out, it may not work. moment is attracted to is a practical answer to the

issue of the competences that the Commission might
seek to want to bring on board. We believe that the

Q128 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: There have been proposals that we are making, that we are suggesting
other ways in which liberalisation has been achieved here, can lead to less confrontation over the issue of
throughout the European Union history which have what competence the Commission should have and
been highly successful.Why is it those parallels, those what competence national states should have.
precedents, are given so little courtesy of
consideration and something as fragile or as untested
as that which you suggest is advanced?

Q131 Lord Tomlinson: I wanted to go back to aLord Bach: I hope we do not give them no courtesy
phrase that Lord Bach used twice or it was almost theor consideration. I think we are trying to give them as
same. He talked about prising open Europeanmuch consideration as is proper. We will continue to

do so. We have no fixed, final solution to this at all. markets and opening up the market. I fully
We are talking in this context about defence, about understand what he is saying. What strikes me as
defence assets that every country to some extent or being an imperative of defence procurement is to
another needs to have a sense of security about. We look at the size of the market. Where in these
are not talking about selling other items, important proposals do we begin to address the adequacy of the
though they are. We are talking in the defence field size of European defence procurement? Is there not a
and there has always been a problem as far as defence strong case for those who, on any basis, voluntary or
is concerned as to how open a market you can have otherwise, are going to participate in discussions on
and how closed a market you can have. We want to procurement and establish rights, whether voluntary
move toward a more open market in European or otherwise, in relation to procurement? Should they
defence. not have a minimum level of their own GDP

attributed to themarket that you are trying to create?Lord Maclennan of Rogart: With respect, Lord Bach,
there are billions of pounds of taxpayers’ money at Lord Bach: That is a very diYcult question for me to
stake. It is a highly exceptional matter and I wholly answer. I have enough diYculties in making sure that
accept it. I hope we are not at cross-purposes on that. there is enough United Kingdom GDP put towards

our defence needs.Chairman: Lord Morris started this set of questions.
I wonder whether, if there are some points to follow
up, I might come to you when they have been asked.

Q132 Lord Tomlinson: You are highly successful by
comparison with countries now like Malta, Cyprus,Q129 Lord Morris of Aberavon: Unlike Lord
the Baltic States, Luxembourg, Denmark orMaclennan, I am rather attracted, Lord Bach, by the
Austria—or Germany, even the big ones. You arevoluntary approach, properly monitored. It will not
highly successful by comparison.have any legal obligations and no sanctions but it
Lord Bach: Thank you for the compliment. I amseems to me it is the only horse you can run in the
delighted by that. I do think that over the years theforeseeable future. Could we, however, have the
United Kingdom has done its very best in thiscategorical assurance that this is not an extension of
particular field and we will continue to do so. I thinkwhatever competence the Commission has? I shade
one has to understand that 25members of the EUwillmy book in that your earlier robust answer to me
decide—and nothing will ever stop this—how muchregarding what specific competence does the
they spend on defence andwithin that howmuch theyCommission have in the area of defence procurement
spend on defence procurement as such. While wedoes seem to bewatered down by 296. It might be, for
want to encourage in every practical way thesethe sake of clarity, if one turns for a moment in the
countries to add to European capability, I do notnon-paper to paragraph 10 and the fourth and fifth
think any comment I make about how much theylines I read out earlier, “avoids the potential for
spend or do not spend individually is particularlyconfrontation over Commission competence in the
helpful. In general, we want them to spend more.area of defence procurement” that perhaps you

might feel it right to add the words “save for what is DrBeaver:May I comment that I think this is an area
covered by 296”. where the European Defence Agency could play

quite a useful role in exposing this kind ofLord Bach: I hope I have answered the questions
about competence already. information amongst Member States.
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regulation by the Commission. I would like to knowQ133 Lord King of Bridgwater: Lord Bach gave the
example, in response to Lord Maclennan, about the what the diVerence is between what the Government
export system, and of course that is backed up by a is proposing and what the WEAG (the Western
major sanction, which is that if there is any European Armaments Group) has been doing for
transparency and openness, then it is a major some time.My other question is: the very existence of
political embarrassment if people are seen to be this paper makes me wonder whether Mr Solana,
exporting to countries which other Member States, wearing his hat as the Defence Minister for the
under the common foreign policy, consider to be European Council, wanted this paper in order to
unacceptable. So there are sanctions behind that, achieve a greater European control as distinct from
which are rather more powerful, but otherwise I national control of the whole defence issue?
entirely agree with the response that Lord Bachmade Lord Bach: I think I have been fairly brave in front of
to Lord Maclennan, for this reason in part. If you this Committee today. I am certainly not going to be
actually drew up some systemof rules that were going brave enough to say what Mr Solana wants or does
to be rigidly enforced, because of the field you are in not want from this paper. As far as the first question
which is implicitly recognised by the exemptions, and that Lady Park asked of me, how does it diVer?, and
we talked about Article 296, the necessary I was grateful for some notice of this question,
exemptions and protection for national security and certainly certain elements of our proposed code of
defence, there would be so many qualifications to the conduct are similar to those enshrined in the WEAG
rules that they would be unenforceable. The remedy initiative. There have been published contracting
is that unless you get the goodwill for making this opportunities as the result of competition but we
proposal, it will not work because anybody can want to see our code include additional criteria, the
exploit the rules and they have done so in this field. creation of a more rigorous reporting system with
More widely, the complication arises that nowhere in each Member State reporting to a third party body,
these papers have I seen any mention of NATO and which I have already said could well be the EDA; that
the NATO collaborative arrangements. To what is, observe the criteria and provide any reasons where
extent do these interact, because obviously part of the it has departed from that. Scrutiny of the reports by
issue underlying this is a determination to build a EU Member States collectively should, and we hope
European defence industry that can more eVectively would, create some peer pressure to persuade nations
compete with the US defence industry. They are the that to deviate from the code would be somethingtwo big players in this field. There is no mention in

that would be very much frowned upon, in the samehere of any of the implications of that.
way as countries that deviated from the export code.Lord Bach: I do not think there can be any doubt
In order for that to have some teeth—and I think thisabout the Government’s commitment to building up
is very important and I repeat a point I have madeEuropean defence capabilities, both for NATO’s
before—the inclusion of defence ministers in thispurposes and also for the emerging defence purpose
process as the Agency steering board is crucial.of the European Union. We see the two as going side
Second, the quality of information of all potentialby side; we do not see them as opposed to each other.
industrial participants with all being treated as beingAfter all, these would be the same forces that wewant
equally eligible and fairly, including subcontractors.to see built up, and the same capabilities built up that
Third, disassociating the ownership of a companycan satisfyNATOneeds and European defence needs
from the need to ensure security of supply. Lady Parkat the same time. This is an EU Commission
will know, Lord Chairman, that under our defenceproposal, and that is why NATO is not specifically
industrial policy what matters to us more thanmentioned there. From our point of view, and from
ownership of a company is whether it provides valuethat of many members of the EU, including I think
in terms of jobs and technology in the Unitedparticularly many of the newer members of the EU,
Kingdom. Then more long term, the minimisation ofthe NATO influence is and remains and will be
oVset as a principle, although that is not going to beextremely important. Of course, it is important that
eVective at all until such a market that we have beenthere is a European defence industry, in the same way
talking about is established. Finally, reporting of allthat it is crucial that there is an American defence
instances of state aid that come under the scope ofindustry. The one thing that we are absolutely
those contracts identified as being exempted underresolved on in all this is not somehow to establish a
Article 296. In short, extension to theWEAG is whatkind of fortress Europe, which will eVectively cut out
we seek to add to this code. Again, it is early days andthe prospect of competition from the United States
we are open to suggestions and recommendationsbecause it is only through competition that national
from this Committee.governments can hope to get the proper value for

their taxpayers.
Q135 Baroness Northover: The Government
suggests that the European Defence Agency wouldQ134 Baroness Park of Monmouth: I am much
bewell placed to oversee a voluntary code of conduct.reassured by the fact that HMG is committed to a

voluntary code and not presumably to any kind of What sort of resources would it need to do this?
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staYng are being decided upon as we speak. I thinkLord Bach: Here I am going to be fairly cagey, I am
afraid. It is a bit early to say what specific resources very importantly the two countries that I would claim

have been at the forefront of establishing themight be necessary for the EDA to act in a
monitoring role. It is something we will need to practicalities of this organisation are the United

Kingdom and France. I think given whereconsider very carefully if we are to do this, and Lady
Northover is quite right to ensure that any commonly procurement lies in the United Kingdom is very

important. We know that 24 or 25 countries areagreed arrangements were manageable in resource
terms. Dr Beaver is the expert on the European signing up to become members of the European

Defence Agency. That is an encouraging sign as well.Defence Agency. We are hoping that it will start its
business by the end of this year or the start of next We hope this organisation or agency under political

control in that the board will be made up of ministersyear. The issue of resources for that Agency I think at
the moment is subject to much discussion. will be able to apply peer pressure in this field.
Dr Beaver: The budget is under active consideration
and will be put to a meeting of the Steering Board of Q137 Chairman: Is the steering group going to
Defence Ministers on 22 November. consist of 25 defence ministers?

Lord Bach: The figure is 24.

Q136 Lord Lea of Crondall: May I follow that up?
Q138 Chairman:Who is going to be the secretariat?As I understand it, there has now been some further
Is Nick Witney going to be the Secretary of theelaboration of the board structure of the EDA. It is,
steering grouparguably, is it not, a very ingenious solution for those
Dr Beaver: Yes, that is the aim, that the Agency willpeople who say the Commission should keep its nose
provide secretariat support to the working of theout of it and yet we need a body with some authority
steering board.reporting to the Council of Ministers? I think that

was what was said. I would really like to put the
Q139 Lord Lea of Crondall: May I ask onequestion of how you see the authority of this body in
supplementary to my question before you leave it?what is always going to be dealing with political hot
Although it is a non-binding code, this is opening up,potatoes. Looking at whether a contract had been
is it not, a quasi-juridical role? If the EDA says thatawarded for a national contract or for reasons of
this contract has been awarded to a nationalpolitical convenience: you could not get a hotter
contractor for reasons of political convenience ratherpolitical potato than that. You can see that
than national security, this is a question of whether itxenophobic newspapers in every country of Europe
is within or without what we were talking aboutwould make mincemeat of it if you are not careful.
earlier, am I not right, Article 296? There must beDoes it not suggest that the three critiques that we
some cross-over between the sorts of judgment it willhave heard of the whole approach—one, that it will
make in a rather transparent world on whether theynever happen; two, that it should never happen
are hiding behind the question of national security.because people are getting ideas above their station;
How does that tie in with a quasi-juridical role?and, three, it is not ambitious enough—as to how this
LordBach: It will form a viewpresumably onwhetherthing can run, given the diYculties, may be about
a particular procurement has, as you say, fallenright? I am putting the question in that form because
within the quite broad parameters of 296 or not.clearly there are worries about it such as: is there
Presumably, if it decides that it has not, for a start itreciprocation? Will the Americans get an advantage
will put some pressure on the country that has donewith no reciprocation over there, for example? Does
this—whether they are successful or not is anotherit suggest that there should be more bilateral
issue—but also no doubt the Commission would bearrangements there? Would you comment on the
interested in what the EDAhas to say on that matter.picture of how the Agency can help reconcile all these
In the last analysis, presumably it could takerather incompatible critiques that we have heard
proceedings.around the table?

Lord Bach: That is certainly the intention of this. As
you know, Lord Chairman, the United Kingdom Q140 Lord Lea of Crondall: Is that right, Dr Beaver?
Government is a firm advocate of the Agency. The Dr Beaver: I think it is also worth pointing out that
best way we could put it is that we expect the Agency the Commission itself will, unless the steering board
will act as themissing link between the capability and decides otherwise, be represented on the working
development process on the one hand and the committees of the Agency. You will not have the
acquisition to actually deliver the capability on the Agency working in splendid isolation from the
other. As you know, progress has been made in Commission. They have been very involved up to
setting up the Agency. The first chief executive will be now in meetings. There is a Commission
a very distinguished MoD oYcial, Mr Nick Witney. representative and often they can give quite helpful

legal advice.As Dr Beaver has said, resources and the budget and
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Q142 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: I have to say thatMr Fraser: There is a further point that,
when I read that passage I just found it extremelynotwithstanding the existence of 296, and 296 will
puzzling because it seems to me that the onlyremain our voluntary code of conduct, if there was
explanation for the argument that it would takesuYcient support for that to be introduced among
longer to draw up rules would be not because thethe Member States of the EU, would sit there with
drafting of the rules would be a particularly diYcultArticle 296 probably untouched unless there is some
exercise ex hypothesi, because they would be the samedecision to change it. What we are hoping to do is,
rules for the voluntary approach or the involuntarynonetheless, to extend the coverage of the code of
approach, to put it that way; the only reason whyconduct to as broad an extent of defence
people would be prepared to sign up to the voluntaryprocurement as possible. This perhaps goes back to
approach is because they had a firm intention ofan aspect of one LordMaclennan’s earlier questions:
simply not implementing when it did not suit them.we would actually be hoping to provide a broader
Lord Bach: I see the strength of that particularcoverage with the voluntary code of conduct than
opposition. Of course, if national governments are atpotentially the narrower regulation which the
risk of being taken to court and receiving some kindCommission may or may not hope to propose to
of punishment for breaking regulations, they willintroduce at some future stage, which they have said
look with a great deal more care than they will atwould avoid the coverage of items covered under
agreeing to voluntary rules. That is undoubtedlyArticle 296. So we are actually trying to propose
true, but that does not mean to say that a voluntarysomething that is more flexible and more
code of conduct that could be brought into practiceencompassing at this early stage.
within a comparatively short period of time, as
opposed to years and years and years, whichwill have
some peer pressure, if I can use that expression again,

Q141 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: My question was is worthless. It does not mean that at all, otherwise
really inspired by a desire to clarify some of the you would never have voluntary codes of conduct.
answers that had been given earlier. If it is a putative
code without any teeth, it would have to be drafted in Q143 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: They have had
a way which was not aspirational but with rules voluntary codes under the WEU for 40 years. It is
which would be of suYcient particularity to bite if simply inconceivable. I cannot being to understand,
they were implemented. Prima facie that does not after looking at these problems in parliament for
seem very diVerent from the regulatory approach nearly 40 years, how there can be a degree of
that might be proposed for the Commission’s optimism about such a backward-looking approach.
institutions. The main diVerence would appear to be Lord Bach: I will bringMr Fraser in. I cannot see that
over the issue of enforcement. So far as drawing up this is a backward-looking approach. I believe this is
of rules and the observation whether these rules of a a pragmatic British way of trying to deal with a pretty
putative voluntary code are actually being observed, intractable problem, which is a non-regulatory,
I cannot see that the resources required would be any voluntary code of conduct with considerable pressure
less than for those rather dismissively described as on those who breach it.We are putting it forward and
bureaucratic resources which would be required for so far it has gained quite a lot of wide support, which
the regulatory approach. Can I take it that resources is the other reason for doing it. It may be in practice
have very little to do with the preference of the Lord Maclennan is right. I do not think I am being
Government for a voluntary code over the regulatory wildly optimistic to expect that he is wrong.
approach?
Lord Bach: The points that Lord Maclennan asks Q144 Chairman: Minister, may I ask you this,
about are covered to some extent in the non-paper. because we must bring this session to a close. In the
We see some attractions in a regulated approach non-paper at paragraph 9 you talk about Member
bringing the transparency that we have talked about States would open the generality of their
already, oVering potential to trade on a level playing procurements above certain thresholds to
field, and it might encourage harmonisation of international competition. Do you see those as being
procurement practices in contract terms. The diVerent thresholds for diVerent items for diVerent
disadvantage that we see to regulation is the countries? How do you actually see that working?
negotiation and agreement by 25 Member States of What does it mean?
binding rules and procedures. Those negotiations Mr Fraser: I think it is too early to give you any
would be extremely complex and contracted and it indication as to the specificities of whatever threshold
would take years before they were agreed. We do not may apply. I know it is a rather unusual phrase, “the
think it would take nearly so long for a voluntary set generality”. I think what we are looking at is
of rules to improve market access and create a level consistent with the points that have been made

before.We are looking for a code of conduct to applyplaying field to be agreed.
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want to get the broad agreement in principle first andto the biggest, widest encompassing range of defence
then go down that detailed route.procurements within the EU as possible. That is what

we mean by “the generality”.
Q146 Lord Powell of Bayswater: Surely the real gain
here is getting more of the stuV out of Article 296?
That is where any potential gain belongs. It does not

Q145 Lord Lea of Crondall: I just want to ask belong with dual use perambulators or whatever; it is
whether I did understand Lord Bach earlier to say getting categories of defence equipment out ofArticle
that there had been close co-operation with our 296. That is never going to happen if you go the
friends in France over all this and if they are going to Commission route or try to get a Treaty amendment.
be singing from the same hymn sheet? Have I got that That would take years. By your voluntary approach
right? This is relevant to the question of regulation or code of conduct you may well persuade some
versus a code because clearly having the French on countries that some things which they would

normally include under the cover of Article 296board on something like this would be very valuable
should in fact be brought out for competition. Ofin the spirit of the entente cordiale, youmight say.Did
course there is no sanction to ensure it but there is atI understand this correctly?
least a chance of it. If you go the other way and set upLord Bach:On the EDA, it is France and Britain who
a regulatory agency, no doubt to be called ‘Ofbach’,have eVectively been the drivers, I would argue, for
it would actually make this more diYcult ratherthis. Their interests may be slightly diVerent, I accept
than easier.that. Of course I accept that, but they have been the
Lord Bach: That puts it very well. I have to say thatdrivers for that. You are talking, I think, about the
296 has been very useful for us as well as the 1958 list.voluntary code.
The way it is drafted has been useful for us, too. OfMr Fraser: I think what I said was there had been
course, Lord Powell is right.considerable consultation within the industry. We Chairman: Lord Bach, thank you very much indeed

have also initiated consultation with the Member for coming, and indeed Dr Beaver and Mr Fraser. I
States’ governments. Indeed, we have some further think you will have gathered from the questions that
talks in prospect with our French colleagues. We the session could have gone on much longer, but
have had a number of discussions with them this year there are other things for us to do and we need to
on this. I would say we have a pretty common remind ourselves that this is a response to a
understanding of the approach that we have got here, consultation paper, not an inquiry. Thank you very
which is initially supportive of our code of conduct much for dealing with this. I am sure that much of
approach. Of course, the devil is always in the detail. what you have said to us this morning will be helpful
We have not got into the absolute detail yet because to the sub-committee in the preparation of its report
we did not want to proceed without too much on the European Defence Agency, which is still on

the way. Thank you very much.prescription for fear of frightening people oV. We

Memorandum by the Ministry of Defence

EUROPEAN COMMISSION GREEN PAPER ON DEFENCE PROCUREMENT

Question 1: “A detailed breakdown of the ƒ20 billion “European” defence procurement budget including the United
Kingdom share.” (Lord King, Q87)

The figure of “£20 billion plus” as quoted in the Government’s Explanatory Memorandum was intended to
give a broad indication of the current size of the European defence procurement market. The figure itself was
derived from the Commission’s own estimate of between ƒ26 billion and ƒ30 billion quoted in the Green
Paper and its accompanying publicity material.

In overall terms, in 2002–03, the United Kingdom spent some £11.2 billion1 on defence acquisition, including
the procurement of new equipment and the support of equipment already in service. Included in this overall
figure is expenditure of some £6.6 billion2 in respect of the procurement of capital items, such as new
equipment systems and associated weapons, upgrade programmes and system procurement services such as
studies.

1 This figure covers Defence Procurement Agency (DPA) and Defence Logistics Organisation (DLO) expenditure including the latter’s
operating costs.

2 DPA Annual Report and Accounts 2002–03, presented to Parliament on 4 December 2003 and DLO Capital DEL expenditure
2002–03.
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The table below provides data on defence equipment expenditure for 2002 for the other principal European
industrial members of NATO, using statistics collected by NATO3. For comparison purposes, the equivalent
figure derived from this document for theUnitedKingdom’s expenditure is £5.9 billion. From the same source
material, the amalgamated defence equipment expenditure of the remainingNATO states at that time (but not
including the the United Kingdom) was some £1.7 billion. Where relevant, costs have been converted to
Sterling using current Government accounting conversion rates.

With regard to European non-NATO nations who also have significant defence industrial capacity, we have
established that Sweden spent some 21 billion Kronor (some £1.5 billion) covering defence equipment
acquisition, including certain support costs, during 2002.

Given that the data has been obtained from a variety of diVerent sources, and may therefore have slightly
diVerent interpretations of what constitutes defence equipment expenditure, the total figure of some
£22 billion for the procurement of capital items should be considered to be indicative only.

Defence Equipment
Country Expenditure (2002)

France £5.2 billion
Germany £3.1 billion
Italy £2.2 billion
Spain £0.8 billion
Netherlands £0.8 billion

Question 2a: “A list of European countries with significant defence industries, what these industries are, and the degree
to which these industries are state owned.” (Lord King, Q120)

Within United Kingdom defence industry, QinetiQ has an element of Government ownership (at 57 per cent),
and the Government continues to hold a special share in BAE Systems plc and Rolls-Royce plc. Information
on the totality of foreign defence companies is not held centrally. However, a list of major European defence
industries has been obtained from the internet4 and included as an Annex. The annex includes information
relating to State ownership, where this is relevant, and provides the principal market areas in which the
companies (and others within the group) are involved. The internet provider indicates that the information is
eVective as at 28 September 2004.

It should be noted that, for clarity, the extensive information included in the website has been abridged. For
instance, the table does not show separately those companies or subsidiaries that fall within a larger group of
companies; some of these companies are significant in their own right. In addition, the table does not include
over-arching management companies set up to manage certain international collaborative projects
(eg Eurofighter GmbH).

Question 2b: “An analysis of the extent to which the Government is buying defence equipment from European partners.”
(Lord King, Q120)

Financial information relating specifically to the procurement of defence equipment is not held centrally in the
form requested. However, the table below provides the extent to which the Ministry of Defence placed
contracts against the whole of its business with other European countries during the Financial Year 2003–04.
Accordingly, in addition to the procurement of defence equipment, the table includes contracts placed in
connection with the operation of the Department, including support and service contracts. The table does not
include contracts placed on behalf of the Ministry of Defence by other bodies, for instance, for collaborative
equipment programmes.

Country Value £m5 per cent6

Austria 3.0 0.7
Belgium 8.5 2.0
Cyprus 4.5 1.0
Czech Republic 0.9 0.2
Denmark 1.1 0.2

3 Figures sourced from NATO press release dated 27 November 2003. Figures converted to £ Sterling using rate of £1 % ƒ1.43.
4 Data sourced from the on-line journal “Defence Systems Daily” (defence-data.com).
5 All figures rounded to nearest single decimal figure.
6 All figures rounded to nearest single decimal figure.



38 european defence agency: evidence

Country Value £m5 per cent6

Finland 1.0 0.2
France 196.3 45.6
Germany 86.0 20.0
Ireland 0.7 0.2
Italy 78.3 18.2
Netherlands 8.0 1.9
Norway 1.1 0.2
Romania 0.9 0.2
Spain 35.9 8.3
Sweden 4.0 0.9
Switzerland 0.7 0.2

Total 430.9 100

Question 3: “A note describing how the voluntary code of conduct on arms export is relevant as an example for how a
voluntary code of conduct might work in liberalising defence markets.” (Lord Maclennan, Q126)

The EU Code of Conduct on Arms Exports was introduced in June 1998 during the United Kingdom’s last
presidency of the European Union. The Code committed all EUMember States to adhere to the same criteria
for defence exports and to work towards the harmonisation of the interpretation of these criteria. The Code
represents minimum standards, which all Member States have agreed to apply to exports of controlled goods.
These standards are defined through a common set of criteria to be used in deciding whether proposed exports
should be permitted. The Consolidated EU and National Arms Export Licensing Criteria explains how the
UnitedKingdomGovernment interprets the terms of theCode. TheCode does not aim to treat all applications
to export military equipment identically across the EU but, where diVerences in policy and practice occur,
allow Member States to judge whether these diVerences need to be addressed, and to take action accordingly
if they do.

The Code of Conduct on Arms Exports leaves decision-making in the hands of national governments but, by
establishing norms of transparency and requiring the disclosure of specific information to partners, exerts peer
pressure to adhere to the Code. The main mechanism for achieving consistency in the application of these
criteria is the system of “denial notifications”. In this respect, EU Member States circulate details of licences
they have refused in accordance with the Code of Conduct, with an attached explanation of their decision.
Before any Member State grants a licence that has already been denied by another Member State or Member
States for an essentially identical transaction within the last three years, it must first consult theMember State
that issued the denial. If after consultation it is revealed that the transactions are essentially identical, and the
Member State still decides to grant a licence, it must notify the Member State (or States) issuing the denial,
giving a detailed explanation of its reasoning. This “undercut notice” ensures that if one country denies an
export, its decision will not be quietly undercut by another country supplying the same equipment. The
decision to transfer or deny the transfer of any item of military equipment remains at the national discretion
of each Member State.

Since its adoption, the Code has contributed significantly to the harmonisation of policies covering national
arms export controls. The relatively low incidence of undercutting since its adoption indicates that Member
States have a similar interpretation of the Code.

Our positive experience with the Code on Arms Exports gives us grounds for confidence that a similar
agreement could be eVective in encouraging the harmonisation of procurement practices in Europe. Although
the details of the proposed Code of Conduct on Defence Procurement have still to be developed, we believe
that the use of similar, although clearly not identical, processes will provide the EU Member States with
significantly improved transparency of the European defence equipment market. In particular, the concept of
requiringMember States to report contracting opportunities and subsequently to explain where and why they
have invoked Article 296 should provide a means by which Member States can apply peer pressure on others
where this might be necessary.
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Annex

Country Company name Degree of State Ownership Industrial sector(s)

Pan-European EADS 15 per cent owned by — Aircraft
French Government — Helicopters

— Space launchers
— Aero engines
— Unmanned Air

Vehicles (UAVs)
— Armaments/

Ammunition
— Missiles
— Communications

MBDA 37.5 per cent owned by — Missiles
EADS (part owned by — UAVs
French Government),
25 per cent owned by
Finmeccanica (part owned
by Italian Government)

Astrium 100 per cent owned by — Space launchers
EADS (part owned by — Satellites
French Government)

France Thales 31.8 per cent owned by — Aircraft
French Government — Armaments/

Ammunition
— Defence Electronics
— Sonars
— Missiles
— Warships
— Submarines

Dassault Industries SA 46.5 per cent owned by — Aircraft
EADS (part owned by
French Government)

Groupe Industriel Marcel — Aircraft
Dassault (GIMP) — Electronics
SNECMA Group 97.2 per cent owned by — Aero engines

French Government — Aero systems
Group SNPE 99.7 per cent owned by — Explosives

French Government
Direction des Constructions 100 per cent owned by — Warships
Navales (DCN) French Government — Submarines
GIAT Industries 100 per cent owned by — Armoured vehicles

French Government — Armaments/
Ammunition

CMN — Small Warships
Panhard et Lavassor SA — Armoured vehicles
Renault V.I — Armoured vehicles
SAGEM — Electronics
CAC Systems 55 per cent owned by — UAVs

EADS (part owned
by French Governnnent)

Germany Rheinmetall DeTec AG — Armaments
ThyssenKrupp AG — Warships
Dynamit Nobel GmbH — Explosives
Zeiss Optronik GmbH — Optronics
Diehl Stiftung & Co — Munitions and missiles
Wegmann & Co GmbH — Armoured vehicles
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Country Company name Degree of State Ownership Industrial sector(s)

Bremer Vulkan Marine — Warships
SchVbau GmbH
Abeking & Rasmussen — Mine counter measures

and patrol boats
BMW — Aero engines

Spain SEPI (State Holding 100 per cent Spanish — Aircraft
Company) Government owned — Warships

— Submarines
— Weapons
— Electronics

Industria de Turbo Part owned Spanish
Propulsores (ITP) SA Government

Italy Finmeccanica 35 per cent Italian — Missiles
Government owned — Helicopters

— Aircraft
— Avionics/Radar
— Electronics
— Weapon Systems
— Space
— Communications
— Warships

Fincantieri SpA — Warships
— Submarines

FIAR SpA — Electronics
Fiat SpA — Aero engines

— Ammunition
— Armoured vehicles

Sweden Bofors Defence AB — Ammunitions
Ericsson Microwave — Electronics
Systems AB
EURENCO Bofors AB — Propellants

— Explosives
Kockums AB — Submarines

— Surface vessels
Land Systems Hägglunds — Military vehicles
AB
Nammo Sweden AB — Ammunition

— Pyrotechnics
Saab AB — Aerospace
Volvo Aero Corporation — Military engines

— Aerospace components

Norway Kongsberg Gruppen ASA 51 per cent Norwegian — Missiles
Government owned

Raufoss Technology A/S 50.3 per cent Norwegian — Ammunition
Government owned

Kveerner Eurakass — Armoured vehicle
turrets

Nammo A/S — Ammunition

Netherlands RDM Holding — Armoured vehicles
— Helicopters
— Artillery
— Submarines

Stork Holdings — Aircraft assembly/
Aerostructures
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Country Company name Degree of State Ownership Industrial sector(s)

Switzerland IHAG Holdings, — Training aircraft
HoVman-La Roche,
Hilmar Hilmarssan
Consortium
RUAG — Ammunition

— Electronics
— Vehicles (maintenance)
— Aircraft (maintenance)

SIG Arms International — Small arms
AG
Motorwagenfabrik AG — Armoured vehicles
(MOWAG)

Austria Hinterberger AG — Ammunition
Steyr Mannlicher AG — Small arms

Portugal Empresa Portuguesa de 100 per cent owned by — Ammunition
Defesa state holding company — Aerospace

— Shipbuilding
— Electronics

Denmark Terma A/S — Avionics

Finland Patria Industries 73.2 per cent Finnish
Government control

Source: Defence Systems Daily on-line.

NB.

1. Company names refer to core companies. They have been grouped according to the geographic location of
their core elements. Details of companies within the large grouping, including subsidiaries and those in
other countries, are not listed but can be found on the Defence Systems Daily website (defence-data.com).

2. Ownership details limited to State involvement.

3. Only the main industrial sectors of the core companies and their subsidiaries are listed.

1 December 2004
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MONDAY 17 JANUARY 2005

Present Bowness, L (Chairman) Maclennan of Rogart, L
Dykes, L Morris of Aberavon, L
Hannay of Chiswick, L Tomlinson, L
Lea of Crondall, L

Examination of Witness

Witness: Mr Nick Witney, Chief Executive, European Defence Agency, examined.

Q147 Chairman: Mr Witney, thank you very much States, but it will work, or not work, depending upon
the decisions that individual participating Memberindeed for seeing us. I will not take a lot of time. I am

sure you have already been told by our Clerk that we States take.
are the Foreign AVairs, Defence and Development The second point is that it is there to help them in
Policy Sub-Committee of the House of Lords their eVort to improve European defence capabilities.
European Union Select Committee. One of the The mission is about improving European defence
inquiries that we have on hand at the moment is capabilities. Does this mean that this is a capabilities
looking at the EuropeanDefenceAgency, which, and agency and not an armaments agency? No, it does
congratulations, you are now heading up as Chief not. Armament, research and technology, other
Executive. We have a number of questions we would aspects of our work, are fundamental to the purpose
like to put to you. We hope that after we have taken of the Agency. It does mean that this is to be a
evidence from you we will be in a position to produce capabilities-led agency, and one in which the
the report. The evidence of course is being taken capability needs of the ESDP should be the main
down and you will be given a transcript. Perhaps I driving force of what our activity amounts to. It is
can ask you tomake the presentation which you have about defence capabilities in the field of crisis
so kindly prepared and then we can move on to management, external action in the jargon, what
questions. I am sure that would be agreeable to Europe may or may not do overseas beyond its own
everybody. borders, not territorial defence. We are trying to help

the Member States in their eVorts to sustain theMr Witney: Thank you, Chairman. Let me first
introduce Laure Frier, who has been with me since ESDP as it stands now and will evolve in future,

whichmeans that, aswe interpret it, we have a duty tothe very early days of the Agency establishment team
last year andwho has been recruited toworkwith our think about what may be problematic in twomonths’

time in Bosnia and what the ESDP might need notPlanning and Policy Unit, the Secretariat of the
future Agency. I have a short presentation. I have just in 2010 but maybe in 2020 or in even longer

timeframes. As I said, we do have other functionshard copies. They may be helpful. I have two other
handouts, which I do not propose to circulate now. apart from talking about capability development.
One is the press release of last November which The four main functions are listed in the joint action.
attaches our work programme for this year, which They are probably familiar to you: defence
you may or may not be familiar with. The other is a capabilities; armaments; the industrial and
background note, which I see we produced last May. technological base and linked with that the idea of
Give or take one or two anachronisms—for example producing a more eVective European defence
it foreshadows a ƒ25 million budget for this year—it equipment market; and research and technology. It is
is, frankly, the best piece of paper we have of the kind a wide spread of responsibilities. I am fond of saying
which describes what we think the Agency is about that clearly from this we are not invited to meddle in
and are trying to do. If those are of use, you are operations. Clearly from this our views are not
welcome to take those away. (Slide presentation) sought on matters of defence policy and strategy, but

pretty much everything else that is defence could fallThis is about a dozen slides. A good place to start is
with the aim of the Agency. This is taken verbatim within that purview. I think that is both logical and

necessary. It is logical because you have to deal onfrom our founding documentation. There are several
points I would like to pick out of this and, first of all, pretty broad fronts to answer to the impulse which

gave rise to this Agency over the last 18 months or sothe fact that it says “To support the Member States in
their effort . . .” I think that is quite fundamental to in the first place. I think these were the sorts of

judgments that were being made: that Europe wasthe nature of this Agency. It is not some supranational
body which will attempt to hand out fiats to the 24 under-performing on defence and that is a fairly

familiar reflection over quite some period of time inparticipating Member States. It is very much there as a
handmaiden, an auxiliary brain I hope, of the Member the trans-Atlantic burden-sharing context; an
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might sensibly be done, a sort of conscience andincreasing realisation that as Europe’s ambitions for
external action became more clearly articulated, catalyst role, and to be there as a lever for our

SteeringBoard and defenceministers to call on if theyparticularly through the European Security Strategy,
capabilities were needed to back up ambition; and, so wish.
with the failure to reach the Helsinki headline goal, it This is a big ambition, with a small agency to do it.
looked as though the delivery of capabilities was not We have 77 personnel in our budget of ƒ20 million
keeping pace with a degree of ambition for ESDP. for this year, which includes ƒ3 million as seed corn
Was there a problem of not enoughmoney? Possibly, money for research or buying in operational analysis
and it might be nice if everybody increased their or external advice according to our needs. There is
defence budgets but ƒ160 billion spent across the 24 provision for additional budgets to be given to us,
participating Member States in a year is still a huge entrusted to us by clubs of Member States. One
amount of money in absolute terms and arguably we example, and this may happen this year, I hope it
are not getting a very eVective return on that does happen, is that I would expect a club ofMember
investment across the piece. If one feels that the 24 States to give us a sum of money to pursue
participating Member States collectively could do technology demonstration of uninhabited air
better with what we spend on defence, you have to vehicles, or UAVs. That is an element in our work
ask why and what is the root cause of the problem. programme. We will see whether that comes to pass.
The diagnosis that was oVered last year in the That is quite a small ginger group but I think we have
Agency’s establishment team’s work was this issue of some comparative advantages. One is that the Head
fragmentation, that we are simply doing toomuch on of the Agency, my boss, is Javier Solana. He brings
a national basis whereas increasingly to be eVective political clout to the process and chairs this unique
you need to work on a more continental scale, both arrangement of a Steering Board with defence
on the demand and on the supply side. We should be ministers in person. It has met twice already and we
doingmore to bring our requirements together rather envisage it meeting at least twice a year, and perhaps
than constantly running separate and competitive more frequently in subordinate formations, such as
new programmes for slightly diVerent versions of R&T directors. We have the privilege of a direct
whatever the next generation of equipment is. There relationship with those 24 defence ministers. Those
is more to be done in terms of bringing together the arrangements are crucial because, at the end of the
way we operate and our procedures and processes day, we are talking about 24 national defence budgets
and therefore more collaborative programmes. It is and this Agency will work or not according to
as simple as that. That in itself would create the whether its influence and its proposals get some
conditions in which further industrial restructuring changes made in the national decision making about
could happen. It is a judgment that I certainly think how each of those budgets are spent. It is also what I
in some areas of the defence technological and like to call a “big tent”, by which I mean that not
industrial base some further consolidation probably everything has to be done by 24 people holding hands
is necessary if European industry is to survive in a and travelling at the pace of the slowest. We have an
globally competitive world. arrangement whereby, under the umbrella of the

Agency, two, three or four people can come togetherNone of that is a terribly original analysis. I think
perhaps more interesting is the point at the bottom. and do a collaboration that can be got on with

together with the Agency’s assistance withoutIf this is the problem and if many people have tried to
address it over many years, why should the Agency number n!1 saying, “Oh, no, we will not agree that

unless we are part of it”. It is possible to have thesebe any diVerent? Hopefully, it is because we do have
closed collaborations and proceed withoutsuch a broad range of activity and can interrelate
everybody saying that they too want to jump on thatactivities the one to the other. We have to ask
particular bandwagon. I do think that because of theourselves why many generations worth of eVorts to
agenda we have been set we should be well placed toproduce more collaborative armaments programmes
identify the links and synergies between the diVerenthave not worked. I think the answer is because these
agendas, to put together emerging real capabilityeVorts have tended to be conducted in small corners
needs with, let us face it, what it might suit industryby people who are eVectively invisible to their defence
to do or where promising technologies are available.ministers and who lack the impulse of having their
I think it is through the cross-fertilisation of theseeVorts tied to the requirement needs of the military
diVerent agendas that the best proposals will emerge.staVs working for future defence capabilities. This

gives rise to the concept of an agency as something What do we actually need to do? Our work
programme for this year includes a lot of workthat tries to pull these eVorts together, to act as a sort

of systems integrator across these various domains of obviously setting ourselves up, and that means
working out not merely how to do the payroll, whicharmaments and capabilities, which hopefully will be

in a position to provide analyses and present them to has taken us about three months to sort out, and I am
glad to say we have resolved that. We have newour defenceministers and to inject proposals forwhat
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aims of the headline goal 2010. Will we succeed? TooYces to find, and there is the recruiting process. At
belabour the point again, it is really all down to thethe moment, we have made 24 appointments out of
Member States. Provided we do our bit and identify77 and there is a big recruiting process to be done in
what ought to be done and provide attractivethe first half of this year. It also means getting the
solutions to clearly analysed problems, it will be up torelations right with participating Member States,
our shareholders to act or not act, but it is also, Isetting up the working groups, the structures, the
think, fundamentally important that the Agency’spanels, the habits of dialogue, and indeedwith a great
culture is right. I can get very boring on this subject.many other stakeholders, many other organisations
This is going to be very small. It will only survive if itaround Brussels and further afield.
is very open, very outward facing, and thereDeparting trains: there is a lot going on in Brussels
is constant dialogue with its shareholders, theand whether we think something is a priority or not
participating Member States, its stakeholders. If itwe need to get a hold of that. A couple of examples
becomes locked into the culture, which sometimeshave been driven by the Commission: a big space
can be found around this capital, of indulging in turfagenda, a big security research agenda. I am not an
warfare or believing that within the confines of theexpert on either of those. I know we do need to find
Agency wisdom is to be found which must beout what is going on and work out to what extent we
imparted to others, thenwewill be dead. This is goingshould be involved. We have identified four flagship
to be a placewhere we genuinely consult and pinch allprojects, and apologies for the acronyms: C3,
the best ideas of other people. That is all I would saycommand, control and communication. That is a
by way of introduction, thank you, Chairman.capabilities study which will begin with a joint study

with the EU military staV to look at most pressing
operational needs to see if we can think of useful Q148 Chairman: Thank you very much indeed. I am
things we could do to satisfy those where the shoe is suremembers have questions. You listed amongst the
pinching. UAVs—uninhabited air vehicles—is the flagship projects the European Defence Equipment
research and technology flagship. Armoured fighting Market. We have seen proposals before the
vehicles: the Armaments Directorate is going to look Commission. The Government have said that they
across the piece at the armoured fighting vehicle are not looking for a regulated defence market and
programmes and technologies and see if we can think that there should be a voluntary code of
identify scope for some convergence of needs, R&T conduct which would be monitored by your Agency.
programmes and procurement programmes, again This proposal caused the Committee some concern.
with an eye perhaps to creating conditions in which Can you tell us perhaps what your views are about it
that element of the land systems industrial sector from the Agency’s point of view?
could consolidate. Finally, the European Defence Mr Witney: At the most recent meeting, the second
Equipment Market where again the Commission has ministerial Steering Board of the Agency last
put proposals in the field, as you know, and where we November, first of all the Steering Board issued some
need to make our own contribution very quickly. conclusions which welcomed the thrust of the
There are a number of other specific projects and Commission proposal and welcomed the idea that,
initiatives mentioned in our work programme, which yes, work needs to be done to create amore genuinely
will tend, I think, to fall more into the latter half of open,1 competitive equipment market in Europe.
the year. Having welcomed the thrust of the Commission
Lastly, wemust, by the end of this year, identify what ideas, it then asked us to do two things: one is
we think is the right way ahead for the Agency. I say to produce a proposed Agency input to the
“we”; that is what the Steering Board will wish to Commission’s consultation; and, two, to consider
identify as the right forward plan for the Agency, and whether there was anything that we thought we could

do on a parallel track as a complementary activity.I hope also forward plans for them because if you
We bring those two remits back to the Steering Boardbelieve, as I do, that at the end of the day 24 national
when it meets in National Armaments Directorsdecisions are going to be fundamentally important to
formation on 2 March. We have a widespreadchange, if they are going to hold me accountable, I
consultation going on at the moment. My guess iswould like, in the nicest possible way, to hold them
that we are likely to end up with a position that saysaccountable in turn to change things in ways which
something like: we should not be against the idea themake sense on the basis of targets to which they
Commission has oVered, a move towards greatersign up.
regulation in this market. There is much to be said forWhat will success look like? This is not terribly
a level playing field that is legally enforceable if youoriginal: a better funded and better focused
can get there, but it will be a long slog to get there. ItEuropean R&T eVort. You can read the words. The
will take an awful long time, years, many yearsemphasis is on things coming together on a slightly
probably, and certainly in the interim as amore continental scale and culminating in the
1 See self-correction in subsequent answer.production of better defence capabilities pursuing the
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the Council. As for the market issue and the trans-complement to this I think we would be interested in
working on the idea of a code of conduct approach to Atlantic dimension to this, I am quite clear that if in

working on a European Defence Equipment Marketincreasing competition in the European Defence
Equipment Market on a more inter-governmental we tried to deal with the question of whether that

means London should cease to buy from Northbasis, something that the Agency might orchestrate
and police. America or, contrariwise, that Paris should be more

open to buying from North America, we would get
nowhere. These are major strategic issues, which will

Q149 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: I have one not be solved on my watch. I think you can make
preliminary question, a machinery question: I am not progress on a more competitive, genuine defence
quite clear whether your accountability is directly market where European countries are more prepared
through the Steering Group to the Council of to buy from each other and leave this external
Ministers or some other body and, related to that, dimension to one side as something too tough and
whether you could be a vehicle to act upon references not agreed. I would do what the Steering Board tells
from the European Council. We have been talking me to do but I hope we can park that issue as simply
about how you relate to individual member too diYcult for now. I should also use this
governments. Have you any expectation on how you opportunity to correct myself when I talked earlier
will react to the Union institutions as a whole? about the Steering Board having referred to
Secondly, and more particularly with respect to the endorsing the idea of a more open and competitive
matter that our Chairman raised, how do you European defence equipment market. It did not. It
approach the issue of assessing whether external talked about a competitive European Defence
material, from the United States for example, might Equipment Market because some people were
be a better option than the internally produced worried that the inclusion of the word “open “ might
options? Is there any incompatibility between have suggested open to North America and that is
looking at what is produced externally, the goal of neither ruled in nor ruled out.
creating a European self-suYciency? Those are
suYcient questions.

Q150 Lord Hannay of Chiswick:On the institutionalMrWitney:Neither is easy. ThisAgency has a unique
side, could you clarify in my mind at any rate: isstatus. There are a number of agencies which are
anything about the EDA dependent upon theattached to the Commission which are, I suppose,
Constitution and how it turns out or is it completelylargely conduits for expenditure programmes. They
freestanding from that operation; i.e. if thehave large staVs and large budgets; they are clearly
Constitution never came into eVect, would the EDAdesigned to take forward this or that spending
still operate in all the functions that you have told usprogramme within Europe from the European
about, or is there some dependence upon it? If thereCommunity Budget. The Union has only three
is a dependence upon it, what would be the changeagencies, two of which were inherited from the
when the Constitution comes into force, if it does?Western European Union: the Security Studies
Secondly, could you comment a little bit on this? YouInstitute in Paris and the Satellite Centre in Torrijón,
talked about the problems of fragmentation and theboth of them very small, nice, stand-alone, single
need to try and remedy that. Could you comment onproduct agencies producing satellite imagery and
to what extent the remedies, in your view, are likelysecurity studies. We are a strange beast. Half in and
to be to get everyone or most people to buy the samehalf out is the best way I can describe it. The joint
equipment, the interoperability, or to what extent itaction says very clearly we are part of the single
will give rise to the actual need to have dedicatedinstitutional framework of the Union, whatever that
things which are available for everybody but are notmeans, so we have this unique arrangement of
split up into 25 little national bits?answering to a Steering Board comprising defence

ministers, but at the same timewe are also answerable Mr Witney: I am not aware of any particular feature
that would arrive with the Constitution which we willto the Council. The link is provided by Solana as the

Secretary General and High Representative who is spend the next two or three years wishing we had
right now. If the assumption is that the Constitutionalso Chairman of the Steering Board. We will get

guidelines from the Council for the work of the is ratified, then my understanding is that our legal
basis, our joint action, falls away like all joint actions.Agency.Wewill get a budgetary framework from the

Council for the work of the Agency. The 2005 Budget The Constitution talks about the need for another
European decision to set up theAgency.Wewill needwas, exceptionally, agreed by the Council specifically

for this year. The idea is that from here on in next a revised legal base. I think that could actually be
quite timely. The present joint action talks about aautumn a three-year budgetary framework should be

agreed by the Council, and then filled in year by year review after three years. It probably will be in that
sort of timeframe the right time to be thinking: allby the Steering Board to provide exact figures. There

are these two routes. Certainly we are actionable by right, we have had a couple of years of experience,
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Q154 Lord Lea of Crondall: I was struck by the firsthow can we reform things to do things better? As I
say, I think in the next two or three yearswe canmake blob of your third slide which says Europe is under-

performing on defence. That sounds like you areperfectly good progress. There is not a further and
better option foreseen in the Constitution which I going a bit wider than the question of defence

procurement, and indeedwe know you are going a bitwish we had today. Your second point is about
whether everybody is involved in everything or wider than that question. My question really arising

from that is: are we clear? Are the Member Stateswhether there should be some more specialisation? I
honestly do not know. It is hard to escape the logic transparent in all their statistics of what they are

doing in terms of their defence capability or will youthat it cannot be right for 24 European countries each
to try to maintain the full swathe of capabilities. We be developing a statistical base? Is this something

which a Member State could veto and say, “No, I doknow that they do not. Not even the biggest defence
players any longer believe that they can maintain not want to produce any more statistics on that”?

Assuming you will produce an annual statisticalfully comprehensive capabilities across the complete
range from A to Z of a world-class nature. We are report, it will show some backsliders and some people

who are doing rather better. That must be the case ifbeginning already, each of us, to make our own
decisions about what bits of capability we give up and some people are under-performing and other people

are doing better than others. MrWitney, can you saywhere we concentrate our eVorts. I think there will be
a role for the Agency in helping people to discuss that whether that implies you are working towards a

benchmark of what would be a satisfactory level ofand perhaps do it in a rather more co-ordinated way.
We are already seeing the Czechs wishing to play to performance and that presumably all 15, or is it now

25, must have voted for this and agreed “Why antheir long suits of NBC capabilities and so on. I
Agency?” in answer to the first question: “Europe isimagine within the dialogues that we shall encourage
under-performing on defence”. Can you say a littlewithin the Agency that sort of thing will be
more about what you mean by “under-performing”?considered.
Is it more than procurement? That is to say, is it that
the defence capability, and I mean the fighting

Q151 Lord Hannay of Chiswick:Could you give any capability, is weaker than it should be as provided by
examples of areas where it is most likely to become some Member States? If that is part of what you are
acutely necessary? addressing, can you give us a timescale or a feel for
Mr Witney: No, not at this point. how you are going to address that?

Mr Witney: This is the danger of headlines, is it not?
I think that refers basically to two things: yes,Q152 Lord Tomlinson: Can I add to that? If you
shortage of capabilities, things like the failure to hitcannot give any areas where it is likely to be acutely
the Helsinki headline goal, and the condition in thenecessary, why is there such an imperative for it at all?
defence technological and industrial base where I doMr Witney: Because we do not need 11,500 main
not think anybody could feel comfortable about thebattle tanks in Europe, which according to the IISS is
strength and profitability of at least the defencethe inventory today. This cannot be a sensible use of
elements of European defence companies. I thinkour funds.
that suggests one spending statistic that we ought to
take seriously. We probably are just not putting

Q153 Lord Tomlinson:Why not do it withinNATO? enough money into research and technology in
defence in Europe. That is not provable; that is a sortMr Witney: Indeed, and I do not think there is

anything that we do which we would regard as bread of judgment. We will find out as we go along what
Member States are prepared to share with us. One ofsnatched from the jaws ofNATO. I absolutely do not

see the future activity of this Agency as a zero sum the very first things we did last autumn was to write
to everybody and say, “Could we please know whatgame with NATO. I think to an extent there are two

separate organisations, I was going to say, but they your budget plans are?” No-one objected. I think we
have had 22 out of 24 results in. We are of course leftare not quite that because NATO is an elephant and

we are a midget in terms of current numbers, and goggling at material whichwe were not smart enough
to specify correctly in advance, so some people areindeed in terms of our institutional position. A treaty

organisation is very diVerent from an agency that pensions inclusive and some people are pensions
exclusive, and I am not quite sure how we are goingsupports Member States. But we do have diVerent

memberships; we do tap into diVerent political to take that forward. One of the things we might do
is talk to people like the IISS, for example, who haveimpulses in some of the Member States. Provided

that we talk to each other and avoid tripping over quite a lot of expertise in trying to get defence
spending statistics on to a uniform basis. That iseach other, I think that what we do should be good

for NATO and almost certainly the converse is true certainly part of what we should be doing, gathering
together facts and analysis and holding up a mirroras well.
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and evaluation base across Europe. I am still lookingto 24 Member States and saying, “Are you happy
with this?” for the killer fact about how many wind tunnels exist

in Europe. We do not need the capacity we have.
There is scope for rationalisation. It should be done.Q155 Lord Lea of Crondall: Can I just ask you a
It will be very diYcult politically. In an ideal world, Isupplementary because I think it is very useful to
would like to see savings that came out of that floweddevelop that train of thought? Now that you have
into research and technology budgets.What progressreceived rather incomprehensible answers and IISS
will we make with that?We will go after the facts. Wedo a little bit of this, in order to compare apples and
will present the facts. We will try not only to presentapples next year and oranges and oranges, you will
the facts but to suggest intelligent solutions as topresumably now refine your questions for the
what the answers might be to rationalise this ratherstatistical data for next year. Is that right?
wasteful set of services across Europe. The proof ofMr Witney: Yes. As for targets, well, what will the
the pudding will be whether Member States aremarket bear?Would 24 participatingMember States,
prepared to act on those.represented just by their defence ministers, agree: yes,

we will devote a minimum of 3 per cent of our GDP
to defence in the future? I doubt it.Would they accept Q157 Lord Morris of Aberavon: Is your very
a target which was something like, “At the moment existence the result of a failure of existing bodies?
you spend 3 or 4 per cent of your research and Mr Witney: It is an acknowledgment that there is
technology budgets collaboratively; will you commit scope for even more to be done than what has been
yourselves to trying to do better on that—say 5 or 10 done by some existing bodies so far. One can
per cent over the next couple of years?” I think that distinguish, I think, between diVerent existing bodies.
might be more accessible. We will have to work this Sometimes, for example, OCCAR is mentioned in
out as we go along and see what the market will bear. connection with the Agency. My own view is that

that is, certainly in the short to medium term of the
EDA’s existence, a very complementary body. I thinkQ156 Lord Morris of Aberavon: Thank you very
where we finish is roughly where OCCAR starts inmuch for setting out so helpfully what you hope to be
terms of procurement and we should work togetherdoing. I notice in particular your words under the
in a very harmonious partnership for the first while at”big tent” point of closed collaboration. What can
least. The situation is diVerent in the Westernyou do about it? There is a need obviously for
European Union Armaments Organisation, andsubstantial improvement on spending of existing
indeed ministers of course decided that theamounts of money for defence, but there have been
Armaments Group should close down so that we cansuccesses over the years, and there have been failures
occupy the area they have occupied and hopefully dotoo. One of the problems is that when there is
better than they did, I think largely because we willagreement for closed collaboration, then you get at
have this ability to relate consideration of possiblethe very last minute a reduction in the amount of
armaments collaborations to wider issues oforders for particular aircraft, and that puts the whole
capability need, which has been what hascaboodle back. Principally what I would like to know
handicapped WEAG activities to date.is this: why could not existing organisations do what

you are hoping to do and how do you relate to
NATO, following the point made earlier? You Q158 Chairman: Before I ask Lord Dykes, perhaps
washed your hands of two important areas, as I I could just ask you because we were trying to work
understood it: buying American and trying to it out on the train, what OCCAR stands for and who
influence some national markets. That may be very does it belong to? Some of us did not know.
appropriate because it is a very diYcult point, but Mr Witney: It is L’organisation conjointe de
precisely what do you hope to be doing and what do coopération en matière d’armement (Organisation for
you hope to achieve, say, three years from now? Joint Armament Co-operation).
Mr Witney: I will answer that question at the end of
the year. One of the things that we have there in our

Q159 Chairman:Who belongs to it?work programme is to set ourselves and other
Mr Witney: There are now six members. It was theparticipating Member States targets, in so far as we
big four—United Kingdom, France, Germany andcan quantify targets, either input or output targets.
Italy—and then the Belgians joined and now theWhat we hope to do is deliver on our work
Spanish have joined or are joining. They have takenprogramme for this year, which involves setting
the decision to join.ourselves up, beginning to understand and hopefully

play a role in some of the relevant agendas which are
being run through Brussels, delivering on our Q160 Chairman: Is it outside the framework of the

EU altogether? Is it coincidental that all the membersflagship programmes, and doing some of the other
things in the work programme; for example, the test are members of the EU?
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Q165 Lord Dykes: Again, it very early days and thisMr Witney: It is freestanding, set up by an
international or inter-governmental deal. is the formative period, so forgive me, but has there

been a particularly interesting reaction from the
leading corporate defence manufacturers andQ161 Lord Dykes: You have mentioned about the
suppliers of equipment in any of the countries,externalising of the matter of France and Britain for
Britain and so on, about the creation of the Agency?the moment because of their particular propensities,
Mr Witney: There has been a lot of interest andconnections and history in matters of defence
enthusiasm. This morning the boss of Finmeccanicaprocurement. Were there at least frissons of
popped in to make sure that we were getting on withresentment and disappointment among some of the
it. He is also, as it happens, this year the President ofother countries involved? Were their defence
the trade association for all the defence industries inministers on the Steering Board? You said “for the
Europe. Yes, I hear a lot, particularly from the bigtime being”, and of course that can mean a long time
companies. I think wemust also be interested in someor it can mean a short time and this is very early days
of the smaller and medium-sized enterprises, whoseanyway; we appreciate you are walking on eggshells
voice is sometimes a little more diYcult to hear. Lastat themoment in creating this entity. Do you feel that
summer the EADS took notice of our arrival in athere will be pressure eventually both from within
rather damning way, saying, “small staV, smallthose two countries and from others outside, like
budget and a missed opportunity”. I think they haveSpain and Italy and so on, really to get people to start
perhaps come round to recognise that a smallworking together on common procurement and
beginning was inevitable and right and that it has itsreduce those nationalist coeYcients?
advantages and there is good that we should be ableMr Witney: I think you just have to believe in the
to do without necessarily having to have the budgetpower of a good idea, which may be a little naı̈ve but
and run the programmes ourselves.I think if we keep on oVering up proposals which just

make sense, at least some of them will stick. I am
pretty clear that the mood on the Steering Board is Q166 Lord Tomlinson: Earlier on you spoke about
that people want to give this a go, but whether there the diYculty of staying outside some of the turf wars
is an element of St Augustine about it—yes, but not that take place in Brussels. You have also mentioned
perhaps just yet—is what we wait to see. the importance of research and technology. Do you

think the Commission are trying to drag you into a
Q162 Lord Dykes:Was it diVusing a situation rather turf war by their proposals in relation to the seven,
like Gordon Brown and Tony Blair deciding not to the framework programme, or do you share the view
join the euro for the moment? Was it similar to that? that has already been very clearly expressed by some
Mr Witney: I can think of two or three fairly hard representatives of government that the work of the
fundamental issues of strategy where you are never Defence Agency should not be in any way an access
going to get a consensus between participating route to research and development funds of the
Member States right now, but I can think of several European Union?
hundred issues where there does actually seem to be Mr Witney: I hold two slightly contrasting but not
a sense of a readiness to adopt a common approach. incompatible beliefs about this area. One is that it is
It is not for me but for the Steering Board to tell us absolutely right that in the real world it is increasingly
what to do but I would rather leave the hard points diYcult in many instances to distinguish clearly
to one side where possible and concentrate on doing between what is relevant outside and what is relevant
good where there is a consensus and where there is a inside. Terrorism does not necessarily respect
tide running, I think. frontiers; the external/internal security of the Union

are something like two sides of the same coin. When
Q163 Lord Dykes: On a do-able item? the proponents of the European Security Research
Mr Witney: Yes. Programme say that the technologywhichwill enable

the Swedish Fire Service to speak to the Swedish
Police is actually the same as the technology whichQ164 Lord Dykes: Equally, does the St Malo
would enable contingents in Bosnia to speak to eachbackground now actually also begin to be a bit of a
other, I think this is just true. The companies that willcatalyst to that process because of France andBritain
provide that technology are the same. So in the realworking together?
world there is considerable blurring across thisMrWitney: I suppose that is the latest impulse for the
borderline. On the other hand, a defence ministry isAgency, and it is like all these things: how far back do
a defence ministry and a justice and home aVairsyou go? The Le Touquet summit in February about
ministry is something else. Each of them hastwo years ago was the last major definable impulse
their own separate responsibilities in nationalthat pushed and created the situation we have today.
administrations; they have their own budgets andThose capitals are two very important supporters

and shareholders in this enterprise. they have their own ministers. What we in this
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object? Many years ago, more than 30, during theAgency are concerned about is defence research
and technology, which is the province of defence Cold War I had a little part to play in building tanks.
ministers. I think the reality of this distinction has to Our philosophy and the Germans’ philosophy on the
be acknowledged. The trick then must be to work common component were quite diVerent. The
across that somewhat artificial boundary in practical Germans wanted to build Leopards, which were fast;
terms so that, for example, I hope wewill have a great we wanted to build heavy armour, yet we were going
deal of transparency between whatever may happen to fight the same war. Is that part of your remit?Why
under this security research banner and betweenwhat not? Secondly, if I could come back to one of my
we get up to, the sharing of results and cross-funding, original questions, could not NATOdo all this or is it
because our founding document does allow the an admission that the existing machinery has failed?
European Commission not to contribute to our Mr Witney: I think in theory there is quite a clear
running costs; we are funded by our shareholders, but cascade of who is responsible for what, which again
that does allow the European Commission to give us is not so easy to operate in practice. By “cascade” I
chunks of money to do particular bits of research on mean that defence ministries, defence ministers,
their behalf if that is what they want and we are national governments, are responsible for thinking
happy to do it. I hope we can both respect this about defence policy and coming together within the
necessary formal distinction and then get on with Council and agreeing a European Security Strategy,
working in practice so that it all happens in a high level statements of what Europe aspires to be
mutually complementary way. able to in the world, and therefore that has

implications for themissions. You can go on from the
Petersberg tasks and Helsinki goals and headlineQ167 Lord Tomlinson: Do you believe that that is a
goals to derive an increasingly detailed account ofwish that has a great deal of realism in it? Is it not
what the military requirements are if you are going toperhaps the case that people like Liikanen and
satisfy that, if you are going to produce that kind ofBusquin when they were putting forward the
capability. When you are getting into joint militaryproposal to establish the expert group that came up
requirements, you are really in the realm of authoritywith the proposal in relation to the quantified sum of
of the EU Military Committee and the EU militarymoney they saw being made available earmarked
staV. The simplistic way of representing the positionspecifically in the security area were doing that with
would be to say, “They do the requirements and wetheir hands on their hearts saying, “and this is in
do the solutions”. What does Europe need inrecognition of our support of the Member States
capability terms? What has it got? What is thein their eVorts to improve European defence
diVerence? Where are the priorities? That, I think, iscapabilities” or were they seeking to get themselves
first and foremost the province of the Militaryengaged in an area which institutionally is not theirs?
Committee and the military staV and theMrWitney: I know that some people did feel that the
governments to whom they answer upstream of thesix or seven priority areas for the ESRP which were
Agency. We then come in with: if this is the realidentified did seem to butt up quite closely to this
problem, let us think about half a dozen diVerentfence line that I was describing between the two areas,

if not in some cases to look like a bit of an ways in which we could rectify it and let us try to find
overhanging branch. That was an old Commission. the one that is most promising and get a constituency
Commissioner Verheugen attended our Second in favour of it and let us try to get that sold and
Ministerial Steering Board and spoke very warmly accepted by quite possibly a club ofMember States to
about (a) the need for the European Defence Agency put it right. Of course, in reality it is not a cascade. It
and (b) his wish that the relevant Commission is a process of continuous looping and it is a feedback
services should work in a fruitful partnership with us. process that has to operate here. Your example was
On the whole, I think we have not really had time to of tanks. If we, as we will this year, interest ourselves
have too many contacts with relevant Commission in armoured fighting vehicles, what are the current
staV but that is not shaping up to be a turf war, I do programmes, what are the opportunities for bringing
not think. I may regret oVering that perception in six together either systems plans or at least technology
months’ time but that is the way I am feeling about it plans? That must, I think, feed back into the
at the moment. requirement. If we discover that half the countries are
Lord Tomlinson: Your perception is welcome. going for a 40 tonne thing and the other half are going

for a 20 tonne thing, we shall push quite hard to try
to get people to explain and see whether maybe thereQ168 Lord Morris of Aberavon: I hope I am right.
is some scope for coming together on that. That is aWhat is decided to be spent upon defence depends
bit of a woolly answer but obviously we shall beupon one’s military philosophy. Has it been
pushing the boundaries of what we are formallyconsidered whether it should be part of your remit to
allowed to do.Why could they not do that inNATO?rationalise military philosophy in each diVerent

country or at least suYcient to achieve a particular I wish I were more of an expert on where NATO goes
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way that everybody had a chance to bid, which wouldon things like that. Obviously the Conference of
National Armament Directors addresses some issues involve publication of some central bulletin, I think,

and some work to standardise requirements so thatbut it probably does not address a very wide range of
armaments-related issues. I ought to know more and you could not specify that it had to be done with a

feature which was plainly strictly national inI do not.
character. At the end of the day, you would have to
have some system of logging what was going on;

Q169 Lord Lea of Crondall: Just following up this people would have to commit either to follow this
question from Lord Morris, presumably it is one route and use this bulletin or to report exceptions.
thing to say that we will buy our own tanks to our The Agency might be the place to which they report
own design and we will build our own tanks to our exceptions, and the Agency would keep the statistics
design. If we are going to have open public and put together a six-monthly picture for defence
procurement and there is going to be a voluntary ministers about: the following countries made these
code about that, you could still say, “I want my own exceptions for these sorts of reasons, and you have to
tank”, but then you could have a regime of open look at the way this code seems to be operating.
tendering as to where you build it and buy it from.
Presumably the wish for some countries, going back
to the Green Paper of September, about having a Q170 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: I think we have a

remarkable example of how this works from you,Mrvoluntary code, and I think the British Government
goes with a voluntary code rather than a regime of Witney, particularly describing what are no go areas

and what the limitations and constraints are, and soopen tendering for everything—perhaps you will
correct me if I have the story about where we are on, all of which seems to be very comprehensible both

in the time, as we were hearing earlier, in the life ofwrong—is one of the great successes of Europe in the
last 50 years, that there has been public purchasing. the Agency and also because of the external

sensitivities and interests. I would like to ask you, ifIt took a long time but eventually you see the results.
Years and years have gone by and we do not expect you could, to exemplify a little bit more positively

perhaps the modus operandi in respect of what youthis overnight. Eventually you do see the huge
welfare gains to the gross national product from open have marked up as a flagship project and how you

would intend to present your recommendations. Aretendering. Can you say a bit about the debate that has
followed on theGreen Paper about a voluntary code? you operating as a think-tank or are you operating

more as something really in an executive role whereDo people commit themselves to doing something
through a voluntary code or is that just a way of you would push the levers and others would have to

respond? For example, look at C3, which clearly wassaying they do not want to commit themselves to
doing anything? Can you say a little bit about where your first flagship project. It cannot be secret. It must

be something that we can all grasp, if it is so called.the debate has got to between a voluntary code, as I
understand it, and a fully-fledged regulated defence Mr Witney: I feel horribly exposed on a lot of this
market, which implies totally open tendering, does it? stuV. I do not knowwhat I will be doing next week or

what we should be doing next week. The workMrWitney: I am not trying to be evasive; it is just that
Ulf Hammarström, a Swede who has very recently programme that we agreed with participating

Member States last autumn was something thatjoinedme asmyDirector of Industry and theMarket,
has been very busy. He had one seminar in the run- seemed sensible to us and on which we could get

participating Member States to agree. We had to getup to the Christmas with representatives of all the
participating Member States and he has been doing inputs from diVerent participating Member States

but it was not scientifically derived. Next year’s Iwork with the industry since. I am not, frankly, quite
sure where today his thinking has got to on these hope will be more scientifically derived. At a meeting

of my management board with my six cohorts roundissues. I think on a code of conduct for such
procurements—and you would need to define the this table, just before you arrived, one of the things

we were talking about was: what exactly are we goingterritory or area, the sort of things we were talking
about—if they were completely trivial, the to do with the armoured fighting vehicle work thrust

and the UAV work thrust? How are we going to skinCommission would say, “Hang on, not that”. If you
are talking about wineglasses for military messes, this cat? How are we going to put ourselves in the

position that by 23 May when the ministers meetcome on, this ought not to be part of a defence regime
at all. This should be open public procurement again in the Steering Board we are going to have a

draft action plan to put in front of them—notaccording to the normal rules, but where it has
something of a defence flavour, like uniforms or 4x4 necessarily the answers but an action plan on where

we go with these projects? I just do not have thevehicles or something like that, youwould agree what
the area was and get people, maybe not all 24, maybe answers today. On C3, we wrote into the work

programme that this would be kicked oV by a jointonly 20 to start with, to sign up for the fact that they
would in future handle the procurement in such a study between this Agency and the EUmilitary staV,
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most prominently grappling with the development ofpartly because we felt it would be a good discipline
the civil capabilities in support of ESDP.to encourage joint working between these two

institutions that might otherwise sit and spit at each
other. We are just about to launch that. I hope that Q172 Chairman: If there is not an answer to Lord
what comes out of that by the summer are two, three Hannay’s question, then the question of the security
or four axes of eVort that we could usefully pursue. I research by the Commission and the resistance that
may have mentioned that I would love to find some people would like to put up to that becomes
something that we could fix quickly in Bosnia. As for more diYcult, does it not?
the battle groups in two years time, I do not know at MrWitney: I am not sure there is not an answer. I just
the moment what the command control and do not have it. It is a very diYcult thing. I have a
communication challenges will be to do with putting mission which does refer to defence capabilities. I
those battle groups together and then running them, have instructions from the defence ministries. There
but I know that there will be some, and I am relying is a very clear edge to where formally the activities

and interests of the Agency finish and yet that is onlyon this joint study to identify what they are and we
a rather arbitrary point in a spectrum, whether it iswill see then if we can play a role in helping. As for
technologies or indeed capabilities, and somehow wea longer time frame, a number of people tell me that
have to find a way to see who is responsible on thesoftware-defined radio is the way of the future. Please
other side and work eVectively across those divisions.do not press me on exactly what software-defined

radio is but I know that (a) this appeals to the
government side in a number of participating Q173 Lord Tomlinson: A couple of minutes ago I
Member States and (b) that industry is intensely just scribbled down, when you were talking about
interested in it. Where there is a subject where both 4x4s, “everybody has a chance to bid”. Should that
governments and industry seem to be interested, that be so? We have amongst the 25 enormous variations
looks like the place to pursue. I think there may be in the percentage of our gross national product we
something to do with satellite communications as are attributing to defence expenditure. Part of the
well: simple capacity and the lessons of operations main functions of the Agency is, number one, that
seem to be that you never have enough bandwidth. they are developing defence capabilities.Would it not

be justified if a British industry minister or a BritishAre there more intelligent ways in which we could
Treasuryminister or defenceminister were to insist inprocure satellite bandwidth for future ESDP
Cabinet that because we are spending, whatever it is,operations? There are three or four strands that may
5 per cent of our gross national product on defence,come out of this joint study. By May, you will
we should not allow all these Germans to be biddingdiscover that I am completely wrong and that there
for things that we can produce because they are notare four other things that we recommend to ministers
spending enough?we should pursue, but every day is a bit of an
Mr Witney: Obviously that is only if the Germanadventure. We will see how we go forward.
market is equally and reciprocally open. I think, as it
so happens, the United Kingdom has—

Q171 Lord Hannay of Chiswick: Following up on Lord Lea of Crondall: Of equal size, you mean?
that point, given that ESDP seems likely to focus a lot
in the next few years on peace operations broadly Q174 Lord Tomlinson: It can be equally open but it
defined—the Petersberg Tasks, et cetera—and given cannot be equally attractive if it is a very small
that I think everyone now understands that these market because of the very small proportion of their
operations are pretty complex and involve both gross national product that they are spending.Where
strictly military and non-military aspects and that the is the reciprocity in this process?
EU itself is I think now working rather hard on the MrWitney: I wonder to what extent national defence
non-military aspects, civil police and so on, as in industries do tend to match, do they not, the scale of
Bosnia, et cetera, to what extent is the fact that your national defence budgets. On the whole, if you have
remit seems to stop short of that dividing line an a tiny defence procurement budget, if you are from
inhibition, or do you think you can get over that? one of the rather small Member States, then the scale
What is the point of having C3 amongst all the of indigenous industry you have which couldmove in
military operations in the battle group if the civilian and hoover up business in the United Kingdom
police element of the same operation cannot market is not great. I think this is a form of the juste
communicate with the military one, for example? retour argument really, is it not? I think we just have
MrWitney: I recognise the problem. I do not have an to take that head-on and say, “If everybody insists on
immediate answer to it, other than to make sure that that, then everybody’s industry is heading for
we keep on talking. In this case, a key figure and key decline”. We have just to discard that and try to get
interlocutor for me on this is Robert Cooper within a more equal market position, which I think, as it

happens, would be more advantageous for the Britsthe Council General Secretariat who is one of those
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suppliers themselves gradually going across thethan more or less anybody else at the moment, and is
certainly just an economic necessity. borders, as we know, in various fields of equipment.

Would that not all help the process much more
rapidly maybe than we think now pessimistically?Q175 Lord Tomlinson: I know, but if part of the
Mr Witney: I think that is right. I think as more andobjective is improving the defence industrial and
more trans-national requirements are set and bid fortechnological base, improving it can be quantitative
by increasing numbers of trans-national companies,as well qualitative. Would we not be justified in
in a sense all these issues may just fall away.pressure from the big spenders on the low spenders to

say, “If we are going to achieve that and it is listed as
Q177 Lord Dykes: Do you think Eurofighter hasone of our main functions, we have a right to the say
illustrated that on a big scale so far or has it beenthat access to market is partly conditional upon
beset by so many hesitations and delays that it is notyour being prepared to put up your share of
a good example? To take a civilian example, whatprocurement”?
about the old Airbus in Toulouse and so on? WouldMr Witney: I suppose that is what a group of
that not be a good example of cluster groups ofMember States might decide was a regime that they
technicians going to work somewhere else in a trans-wanted to have. I do not honestly think it is one that
national sense?I would be recommending to them because I simply
Mr Witney: It certainly seems to be an example ofbelieve that what you have to do is get beyond these
where industry has managed to sort out the work-considerations, the national juste retour, if you are to
share problems which are incredibly diYcult forfind the economies of scale which ultimately will
governments.benefit all of us, and particularly those with large

defence industries.
Q178 Lord Dykes: Whereas governments wereLord Lea of Crondall:That is not necessarily so. I was
dragging their feet?trying to think what would be the answer if I wanted
Mr Witney: I think institutionally it is very diYcultto debate the matter with Lord Tomlinson.
for government to get to grips with those issues. ILord Tomlinson: I am not putting it forward as an
myself think industry is better at sorting work-shareidea. I am putting it forward as a question.
issues.Lord Lea of Crondall: It is a very interesting question.

It is not a juste retour question. It is rather like saying
that we should not be able to bid for French nuclear Q179 Lord Dykes: So you will be encouraging them,
power stations because currently they have a bigger will you not, as an agency, and legitimately?
nuclear power station programme than we have. I do Mr Witney: I believe, and this is not a rule which
not think the reason for the defence procurement applies in every situation but there is scope for
being diVerent from other industries can be along consolidation in the defence industry and there is
that line. It can be along the line of security. I do not scope for more trans-national entities to emerge,
see how it can be along the line that Lord Tomlinson that, yes, we would be encouraging those.
has raised, but it is something we will have to touch
on in our report, I am sure. Q180 Lord Dykes: Are you fearful that some of the

shareholders will induce dragging of feet as much as
possible or not, as it looks at the moment?Q176 Lord Dykes: Perhaps we are conjecturing for
Mr Witney: Every couple of years there are diVerentthe longer term, which is always amistake. There was
concerns and diVerent strategies. Often they changethat very wise saying that predictions are always
with rapidity according to their interpretation of thediYcult, particularly when they concern the future.
commercial environment, and so it is hard toAgain, it is very early days and who knows what it is
generalise.going to look like in a year’s time. It could be very

diVerent and it is developmental all the time and the
intellectual acceptance would be growing, one hopes, Q181 Lord Dykes: With the possible exception of

C3, which is a very important area, and I am not inin a secular and rapid way by all the participating
states. Would the possibility of proceeding from any way denigrating it—I think the EDA is a great

idea and a great invention—was there, though,codes of conduct and all that and the emotional
encouragement maybe to a more regulated market inevitably some atmosphere at the beginning that we

gave some safer things condescendingly to theand open tendering be mitigated, helped, encouraged
and advanced by, for example, things like cluster Agency to begin with because they were safe areas

without too much nationalistic input?groups of oYcials, technicians and workers going
from one country to the actual project that is being Mr Witney: No. As I say, I do not pretend that our

work programme for this year was derived with adeveloped in another one? It would be gradually
more collaborative and it would be trans-national, as huge amount of science behind it but on the basis of

a whole series of conversations. On the whole, weindeed so are the manufacturers and equipment
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Q185 Lord Morris of Aberavon:You have identifiedwanted to go for areas where we thought there might
where the problem is, have you not, of duplication, sobe something on but we were also looking for things
as to give a lead in one form or another, whicheverwe thought were important.
diplomatic language you use to industry?
Mr Witney: Indeed, it is our business to try to

Q182 Lord Dykes:Was anything excluded that you establish salient facts and where salient facts suggest
would like to have seen in as a particular conceptual that something should be done, wewill try to come up
piece of equipment, such as helicopters, in the future, with sensible ideas as to what might be done, even if
or something like that? they are not very comfortable ideas.
MrWitney:No, I do not think so. I am pretty happy
with the areas we have been asked to look at. Q186 Chairman: Can I perhaps just ask you this

question? You have mentioned a number of times the
24 participating states. We very often hear that some

Q183 LordMorris of Aberavon: I take it that it is not of the smaller and newer Member States have not
part of your remit to encourage those who spend really got very much to bring to the defence party. I
least, having regard to their GDP, on defence. I may am not necessarily subscribing to that point of view,
also ask if research and development is a fruitful field but perhaps you could tell the Committee how you
for encouraging the avoidance of duplication. Are see the role of the Member States which are
you minded to do so? participating that have not got the huge armies and
Mr Witney: I am sure it is and I am sure that one of the large defence projects, and what sort of positive
the things that we ought to be able to bring to the role are they going to be playing? Do you think, if
party is a slightly more top-down view than has there is a role that they would not otherwise be
happened at the moment. A lot of good work has playing it if perhaps the Agency had not been
been done over a number of years under the WEAG/ brought into existence?
WEAO, under the Western European Union, and in Mr Witney: I think there is scarcely a country
particular in research and technology. We have this amongst those 24 which does not have something to
little research cell here in Brussels, the WEAO oVer. I think it is important to ensure that we are
Research Cell, which does good work and has a trying to harvest whatever anybody has to oVer. In
portfolio of collaborative projects that is running at some ways it is perhaps some of the smaller nations
the moment, but this is still only some 3 or 4 per cent who may find it more helpful to have Agency

analyses, Agency suggestions, to guide them thanof the overall spend on defence R&T in Europe. I
some of the larger participating Member States whothink it is inhibited by the fact that essentially these
will probably feel they can work all this out verythings are approached on a bottom-up basis.
satisfactorily for themselves anyway. It may be thatEverybody decides on their laundry lists on a
we can make a disproportionately larger impact onnational basis, gets together and looks to see if there
some of the less prominent and well-establishedhappen to be any matches, and by that stage you are
members.already constrained quite considerably. I would

much rather a debate actually took place amongst
the research and technology directors of the Q187 Chairman: It may be invidious to quote, but

are there particular examples that you have in mindparticipating Member States ab initio as to what are
of particular countries that perhaps are not seen asthe R&T areas which in principle seem more
big players in the defence field that, nevertheless, youimportant for the future of ESDP, the sort of
hope are going to bring something to this party?operations we would be engaged in, or maybe just
Mr Witney: Increasingly, as we attract more staV tothe European Defence R&T as a commercial
this Agency, so there will be a larger number ofproposition, and arrived at some sort of consensus
people around these corridors whom I can call on toabout where the priorities might lie. If we have that
supplement my own, let us face it, not encyclopaedicsort of framework of European priorities, that will
knowledge of the European defence scene. One of themake it a lot easier to have a considerably larger
important things that I must do and all our peopleproportion of the national budgets spent
must do is to get out and about. I shall be visiting acollaboratively.
lot of places and I have already. As youwould expect,
I have spent a lot of time in London, Paris andBerlin.
It is nowmy job to go and discover some more aboutQ184 Lord Morris of Aberavon:Who is going to do
some of the other countries.that—you or the industry?

Mr Witney:We are not going to do it. We are going
to orchestrate it. We are going to bring together Q188 Lord Hannay of Chiswick: On this same area,
the participating Member States to have those surely it is quite likely, is it not, that as indeedwith the

European Community itself, the small countries willconversations.
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MrWitney:Yes. At the moment, indeed for any timebe the ones quickest to find usefulness in your activity
as opposed to the larger ones which may be more for the foreseeable future, they have the staV and we

do not, but, yes, it is taking a little while to shakedoubtful about it?
Mr Witney: I think that is true. I think there is down but I am hopeful that in particular this piece of

joint working we are going to be doing onC3will be aprobably also a flip side as well, that some of the
things we might want to do may look threatening catalyst to help everyday relations become smoother

and smoother.from the point of view of relatively small countries.
For example, a more open market: if we could snap
our fingers and achieve it, I guess that is fine for

Q191 Lord Dykes: Was there a psychologicalpeople with strong defence industries. I guess it is fine
acceptance by themof it being a good idea to have thefor people without defence industries at all. If I were
EDA separately, or do they feel they could do theirsitting in the middle with a rather weak defence
stuV in-house anyway?industry, which was still rather important for jobs,
Mr Witney: I think the Military Committee and thethen I would be worried about what the Agency was
military staV have wanted to know what this newafter. I think there are probably both aspirations and
beast was and what it saw as its proper area ofhopes and also fears out there about what we might
responsibility. We have been having some dialoguedo. Yes, I agree. That is the short answer.
over that. As so often, I think there are all sorts of
people who want an administrative arrangement

Q189 Chairman: This is perhaps a question you with this Agency. I have learnt quite rapidly to tell
would prefer not to answer. The Government everybody that I am not interested in administrative
indicated to us originally that they were opposed arrangements, at least not yet. I am interested in
certainly to a research and armaments agency, if not finding out, first, what the Agency is going to do and
the concept of the Agency. They gave the point away then working out how we can do that helpfully and
in the negotiations in the Convention on the sensibly with partner A or partner B, and then we can
Constitution. Some of us were actually quite codify it. If you approach it from the other end and
intrigued when we saw Mr Solana who told us—and try to define terms before you ever begin, I think that
I am not giving any confidences away because the is not going to be productive. I think that relations
transcript is seen, approved and published—that it with the EU Military Committee and EU military
was actually a United Kingdom idea. staV are now moving on to a productive basis.
Mr Witney: I think that was harking back probably
to the Le Touquet summit. If you are looking for a

Q192 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: May I refer backgenerating moment, Le Touquet in February 2003
to your emphasis on the overall aim of your Agencywas probably it. The idea of an armaments agency
for supporting Member States? I think, looking backhas been around, as you know, for very long
on what you have said, supporting those Membertime. My understanding of the United Kingdom
States who are looking for support in itself of courseGovernment’s position was that they were quite
could be quite a divisive activity if diVerent Memberdetermined it should not happen as a sort of benefit
States had diVerent views. Are you going only to beto industry without regard to proper defence needs.
able to operate where you can find consensus?My own view is that what we have come out with is
Mr Witney: The internal decision making of thethis sort of amalgam of capabilities-led agency which
Agency will be by QMV, so it will not be possible fornonetheless has a very clear licence to interest itself in
one Member State to say, “We are not happy withthe health of the technological and industrial base,
this.Whatever this axis of eVort is, it does not seem towhich is the right answer. If you look purely at
be optimised to suit our national interests, so we arecapability issues, you are missing a dimension. If you
going to block it”. I think we just have to learn not toconfine yourself solely to capability analyses, you
be afraid of variable geometry and doing some thingsmight keep on coming up against proposals to go and
at four, eight or at 23 rather than 24. There will bebuy the American stuV, and then people will not and
peer pressure. It seems an observable fact that peoplenothing will happen, whereas I believe that if you can
hate to be left out.put the realities of the industrial perspective in with

the capability needs, you can, hopefully, find issues
where real progress can be made with various Q193 LordMaclennan of Rogart:You say it is QMV
constituencies supporting what you are trying to do. for the Steering Board?

Mr Witney: Yes. That is the governing body. We
cannot take on a new project without putting it forQ190 Lord Dykes: You referred just now to the

work with the EU military staV and so on. Is that on the formal approval of the Steering Board and they
need to approve it. If it ever comes to a vote, thatan everyday basis now? Is it developing fast? Do they

have enough personnel to service the relationship would be decided by qualified majority voting rather
than by unanimity.from their end?
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understanding, I think the situation should notQ194 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: In the formula for
arise.that you have not got 24 members of the Steering

Board, have you?
Q196 Chairman: I think we ought to press on but,MrWitney: It is an adapted version. There are many
before we do, MrWitney, and before I thank you forexperts with spreadsheets who can show you this.
all your answers, is there anything you wanted to say
to us about the Agency that we have not asked you
about and should have asked you about?
Mr Witney: I laugh, Chairman, only because I have

Q195 Lord Maclennan of Rogart: I do not want to done so many interviews for jobs and that is always
know the detail. what I say. I notice that those who respond saying,
MrWitney: I shall be astonished if there is ever a vote “Oh, yes, there was one thing” have usually made a
held on any subject on the Steering Board. It is just mistake. No, there is nothing else, and thank you. I
understood that if one country is determined to block have enjoyed the session.
something that is sensible, the narrow national Chairman: Thank you very much indeed for your

time.interest cannot do it. Once you have that
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