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MONDAY 17 JANUARY 2005 

________________ 

Present 

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

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

Q147  Chairman: Mr Witney, thank you very much indeed for seeing us.  I will not take a lot 

of time.  I am sure you have already been told by our Clerk that we are the Foreign Affairs, 

Defence and Development Policy Sub-Committee of the House of Lords European Union 

Select Committee.  One of the inquiries that we have on hand at the moment is looking at the 

European Defence Agency, which, and congratulations, you are now heading up as Chief 

Executive.  We have a number of questions we would like to put to you.  We hope that after 

we have taken evidence from you we will be in a position to produce the report.  The 

evidence of course is being taken down and you will be given a transcript.  Perhaps I can ask 

you to make the presentation which you have so kindly prepared and then we can move on to 

questions.  I am sure that would be agreeable to everybody. 

Mr Witney: Thank you, Chairman.  Let me first introduce Laure Frier, who has been with me 

since the very early days of the Agency establishment team last year and who has been 

recruited to work with our Planning and Policy Unit, the Secretariat of the future Agency.  

I have a short presentation.  I have hard copies.  They may be helpful.  I have two other 

handouts, which I do not propose to circulate now.  One is the press release of last November 

which attaches our work programme for this year, which you may or may not be familiar 
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with.  The other is a background note, which I see we produced last May.  Give or take one or 

two anachronisms – for example it foreshadows a €25 million budget for this year – it is, 

frankly, the best piece of paper we have of the kind which describes what we think the 

Agency is about and are trying to do.  If those are of use, you are welcome to take those away.  

(Slide presentation) 

This is about a dozen slides.  A good place to start is with the aim of the Agency.  This is 

taken verbatim from our founding documentation.  There are several points I would like to 

pick out of this and, first of all, the fact that it says “To support the Member States in their 

effort…”  I think that is quite fundamental to the nature of this Agency.  It is not some 

supranational body which will attempt to hand out fiats to the 24 participating Member States.  

It is very much there as a handmaiden, an auxiliary brain I hope, of the Member States, but it 

will work, or not work, depending upon the decisions that individual participating Member 

States take. 

The second point is that it is there to help them in their effort to improve European defence 

capabilities.  The mission is about improving European defence capabilities.  Does this mean 

that this is a capabilities agency and not an armaments agency?  No, it does not.  Armament, 

research and technology, other aspects of our work, are fundamental to the purpose of the 

Agency.  It does mean that this is to be a capabilities-led agency, and one in which the 

capability needs of the ESDP should be the main driving force of what our activity amounts 

to.  It is about defence capabilities in the field of crisis management, external action in the 

jargon, what Europe may or may not do overseas beyond its own borders, not territorial 

defence.  We are trying to help the Member States in their efforts to sustain the ESDP as it 

stands now and will evolve in future, which means that, as we interpret it, we have a duty to 

think about what may be problematic in two months’ time in Bosnia and what the ESDP 
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might need not just in 2010 but maybe in 2020 or in even longer timeframes.  As I said, we do 

have other functions apart from talking about capability development. 

The four main functions are listed in the joint action.  They are probably familiar to you:  

defence capabilities; armaments; the industrial and technological base and linked with that the 

idea of producing a more effective European defence equipment market; and research and 

technology.  It is a wide spread of responsibilities.  I am fond of saying that clearly from this 

we are not invited to meddle in operations.  Clearly from this our views are not sought on 

matters of defence policy and strategy, but pretty much everything else that is defence could 

fall within that purview.  I think that is both logical and necessary.  It is logical because you 

have to deal on pretty broad fronts to answer to the impulse which gave rise to this Agency 

over the last 18 months or so in the first place.  I think these were the sorts of judgments that 

were being made:  that Europe was under-performing on defence and that is a fairly familiar 

reflection over quite some period of time in the trans-Atlantic burden-sharing context; an 

increasing realisation that as Europe’s ambitions for external action became more clearly 

articulated, particularly through the European Security Strategy, capabilities were needed to 

back up ambition; and, with the failure to reach the Helsinki headline goal, it looked as 

though the delivery of capabilities was not keeping pace with a degree of ambition for ESDP.  

Was there a problem of not enough money?  Possibly, and it might be nice if everybody 

increased their defence budgets but €160 billion spent across the 24 participating Member 

States in a year is still a huge amount of money in absolute terms and arguably we are not 

getting a very effective return on that investment across the piece.  If one feels that the 

24 participating Member States collectively could do better with what we spend on defence, 

you have to ask why and what is the root cause of the problem. 

The diagnosis that was offered last year in the Agency’s establishment team’s work was this 

issue of fragmentation, that we are simply doing too much on a national basis whereas 
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increasingly to be effective you need to work on a more continental scale, both on the demand 

and on the supply side.  We should be doing more to bring our requirements together rather 

than constantly running separate and competitive new programmes for slightly different 

versions of whatever the next generation of equipment is.  There is more to be done in terms 

of bringing together the way we operate and our procedures and processes and therefore more 

collaborative programmes.  It is as simple as that.  That in itself would create the conditions in 

which further industrial restructuring could happen.  It is a judgment that I certainly think in 

some areas of the defence technological and industrial base some further consolidation 

probably is necessary if European industry is to survive in a globally competitive world. 

None of that is a terribly original analysis.  I think perhaps more interesting is the point at the 

bottom.  If this is the problem and if many people have tried to address it over many years, 

why should the Agency be any different?  Hopefully, it is because we do have such a broad 

range of activity and can interrelate activities the one to the other.  We have to ask ourselves 

why many generations worth of efforts to produce more collaborative armaments programmes 

have not worked.  I think the answer is because these 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 staffs working 

for future defence capabilities.  This gives rise to the concept of an agency as something that 

tries to pull these efforts together, to act as a sort of systems integrator across these various 

domains of armaments and capabilities, which hopefully will be in a position to provide 

analyses and present them to our defence ministers and to inject proposals for what might 

sensibly be done, a sort of conscience and catalyst role, and to be there as a lever for our 

Steering Board and defence ministers to call on if they so wish. 

This is a big ambition, with a small agency to do it.  We have 77 personnel in our budget of 

€20 million for this year, which includes €3 million as seed corn money for research or 
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buying in operational analysis or external advice according to our needs.  There is provision 

for additional budgets to be given to us, entrusted to us by clubs of Member States.  One 

example, and this may happen this year, I hope it does happen, is that I would expect a club of 

Member States to give us a sum of money to pursue technology demonstration of uninhabited 

air vehicles, or UAVs.  That is an element in our work programme.  We will see whether that 

comes to pass. 

That is quite a small ginger group but I think we have some comparative advantages.  One is 

that the Head of the Agency, my boss, is Javier Solana.  He brings political clout to the 

process and chairs this unique arrangement of a Steering Board with defence ministers in 

person.  It has met twice already and we envisage it meeting at least twice a year, and perhaps 

more frequently in subordinate formations, such as R and T directors.  We have the privilege 

of a direct relationship with those 24 defence ministers.  Those arrangements are crucial 

because, at the end of the day, we are talking about 24 national defence budgets and this 

Agency will work or not according to whether its influence and its proposals get some 

changes made in the national decision making about how each of those budgets are spent.  It 

is also what I like to call a “big tent”, by which I mean that not everything has to be done by 

24 people holding hands and travelling at the pace of the slowest.  We have an arrangement 

whereby, under the umbrella of the Agency, two, three or four people can come together and 

do a collaboration that can be got on with together with the Agency’s assistance without 

number n+1 saying, “Oh, no, we will not agree that unless we are part of it”.  It is possible to 

have these closed collaborations and proceed without everybody saying that they too want to 

jump on that particular bandwagon.  I do think that because of the agenda we have been set 

we should be well placed to identify the links and synergies between the different agendas, to 

put together emerging real capability needs with, let us face it, what it might suit industry to 



7 

do or where promising technologies are available.  I think it is through the cross-fertilisation 

of these different agendas that the best proposals will emerge. 

What do we actually need to do?  Our work programme for this year includes a lot of work 

obviously setting ourselves up, and that means working out not merely how to do the payroll, 

which has taken us about three months to sort out, and I am glad to say we have resolved that.  

We have new offices to find, and there is the recruiting process.  At the moment, we have 

made 24 appointments out of 77 and there is a big recruiting process to be done in the first 

half of this year.  It also means getting the relations right with participating Member States, 

setting up the working groups, the structures, the panels, the habits of dialogue, and indeed 

with a great many other stakeholders, many other organisations around Brussels and further 

afield. 

Departing trains:  there is a lot going on in Brussels and whether we think something is a 

priority or not we need to get a hold of that.  A couple of examples have been driven by the 

Commission:  a big space agenda, a big security research agenda.  I am not an expert on either 

of those.  I know we do need to find out what is going on and work out to what extent we 

should be involved.  We have identified four flagship projects, and apologies for the 

acronyms:  C3, command, control and communication.  That is a capabilities study which will 

begin with a joint study with the EU military staff to look at most pressing operational needs 

to see if we can think of useful things we could do to satisfy those where the shoe is pinching.  

UAVs – uninhabited air vehicles – is the research and technology flagship.  Armoured 

fighting vehicles:  the Armaments Directorate is going to look across the piece at the 

armoured fighting vehicle programmes and technologies and see if we can identify scope for 

some convergence of needs, R&T programmes and procurement programmes, again with an 

eye perhaps to creating conditions in which that element of the land systems industrial sector 

could consolidate.  Finally, the European Defence Equipment Market where again the 
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Commission has put proposals in the field, as you know, and where we need to make our own 

contribution very quickly.  There are a number of other specific projects and initiatives 

mentioned in our work programme, which will tend, I think, to fall more into the latter half of 

the year. 

Lastly, we must, by the end of this year, identify what we think is the right way ahead for the 

Agency.  I say “we”; that is what the Steering Board will wish to identify as the right forward 

plan for the Agency, and I hope also forward plans for them because if you believe, as I do, 

that at the end of the day 24 national decisions are going to be fundamentally important to 

change, if they are going to hold me accountable, I would like, in the nicest possible way, to 

hold them accountable in turn to change things in ways which make sense on the basis of 

targets to which they sign up. 

What will success look like?  This is not terribly original:  a better funded and better focused 

European R&T effort.  You can read the words.  The emphasis is on things coming together 

on a slightly more continental scale and culminating in the production of better defence 

capabilities pursuing the aims of the headline goal 2010.  Will we succeed?  To belabour the 

point again, it is really all down to the Member States.  Provided we do our bit and identify 

what ought to be done and provide attractive solutions to clearly analysed problems, it will be 

up to our shareholders to act or not act, but it is also, I think, fundamentally important that the 

Agency’s culture is right.  I can get very boring on this subject.  This is going to be very 

small.  It will only survive if it is very open, very outward facing, and there is constant 

dialogue with its shareholders, the participating Member States, its stakeholders.  If it 

becomes locked into the culture, which sometimes can be found around this capital, of 

indulging in turf warfare or believing that within the confines of the Agency wisdom is to be 

found which must be imparted to others, then we will be dead.  This is going to be a place 
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where we genuinely consult and pinch all the best ideas of other people.  That is all I would 

say by way of introduction, thank you, Chairman. 

Q148  Chairman: Thank you very much indeed.  I am sure members have questions.  You 

listed amongst the flagship projects the European Defence Equipment Market.  We have seen 

proposals before the Commission.  The Government have said that they are not looking for 

a regulated defence market and think that there should be a voluntary code of conduct which 

would be monitored by your Agency.  This proposal caused the Committee some concern. 

Can you tell us perhaps what your views are about it from the Agency’s point of view? 

Mr Witney: At the most recent meeting, the second ministerial Steering Board of the Agency 

last November, first of all the Steering Board issued some conclusions which welcomed the 

thrust of the Commission proposal and welcomed the idea that, yes, work needs to be done to 

create a more genuinely open1, competitive equipment market in Europe.  Having welcomed 

the thrust of the Commission ideas, it then asked us to do two things:  one is to produce 

a proposed Agency input to the Commission’s consultation; and, two, to consider whether 

there was anything that we thought we could do on a parallel track as a complementary 

activity.  We bring those two remits back to the Steering Board when it meets in National 

Armaments Directors formation on 2 March.  We have a widespread consultation going on at 

the moment.  My guess is that we are likely to end up with a position that says something like:  

we should not be against the idea the Commission has offered, a move towards greater 

regulation in this market.  There is much to be said for a level playing field that is legally 

enforceable if you can get there, but it will be a long slog to get there.  It will take an awful 

long time, years, many years probably, and certainly in the interim as a complement to this 

I think we would be interested in working on the idea of a code of conduct approach to 

                                                 
1 See self-correction in subsequent answer. 
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increasing competition in the European Defence Equipment Market on a more 

inter-governmental basis, something that the Agency might orchestrate and police. 

Q149  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: I have one preliminary question, a machinery question:  

I am not quite clear whether your accountability is directly through the Steering Group to the 

Council of Ministers or some other body and, related to that, whether you could be a vehicle 

to act upon references from the European Council.  We have been talking about how you 

relate to individual member governments.  Have you any expectation on how you will react to 

the Union institutions as a whole?  Secondly, and more particularly with respect to the matter 

that our Chairman raised, how do you approach the issue of assessing whether external 

material, from the United States for example, might be a better option than the internally 

produced options?  Is there any incompatibility between looking at what is produced 

externally, the goal of creating a European self-sufficiency?  Those are sufficient questions. 

Mr Witney: Neither is easy.  This Agency has a unique status.  There are a number of 

agencies which are attached to the Commission which are, I suppose, largely conduits for 

expenditure programmes.  They have large staffs and large budgets; they are clearly designed 

to take forward this or that spending programme within Europe from the European 

Community Budget.  The Union has only three agencies, two of which were inherited from 

the Western European Union:  the Security Studies Institute in Paris and the Satellite Centre 

in Torrijón, both of them very small, nice, stand-alone, single product agencies producing 

satellite imagery and security studies.  We are a strange beast.  Half in and half out is the best 

way I can describe it.  The joint action says very clearly we are part of the single institutional 

framework of the Union, whatever that means, so we have this unique arrangement of 

answering to a Steering Board comprising defence ministers, but at the same time we are also 

answerable to the Council.  The link is provided by Solana as the Secretary General and High 

Representative who is also Chairman of the Steering Board.  We will get guidelines from the 
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Council for the work of the Agency.  We will get a budgetary framework from the Council for 

the work of the Agency.  The 2005 Budget was, exceptionally, agreed by the Council 

specifically for this year.  The idea is that from here on in next autumn a three-year budgetary 

framework should be agreed by the Council, and then filled in year by year by the Steering 

Board to provide exact figures.  There are these two routes.  Certainly we are actionable by 

the Council.  As for the market issue and the trans-Atlantic dimension to this, I am quite clear 

that if in working on a European Defence Equipment Market we tried to deal with the 

question of whether that means London should cease to buy from North 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 not be solved on my watch.  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.  I would do what the Steering Board tells me to 

do but I hope we can park that issue as simply too difficult for now.  I should also use this 

opportunity to correct myself when I talked earlier about the Steering Board having referred 

to endorsing the idea of a more open and competitive European defence equipment market.  It 

did not.  It talked about a competitive European Defence Equipment Market because some 

people were worried that the inclusion of the word “open “ might have suggested open to 

North America and that is neither ruled in nor ruled out. 

Q150  Lord Hannay of Chiswick: On the institutional side, could you clarify in my mind at 

any rate:  is anything about the EDA dependent upon the Constitution and how it turns out or 

is it completely freestanding from that operation; i.e. if the Constitution never came into 

effect, would the EDA still operate in all the functions that you have told us about, or is there 

some dependence upon it?  If there is a dependence upon it, what would be the change when 

the Constitution comes into force, if it does?  Secondly, could you comment a little bit on 
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this?  You talked about the problems of fragmentation and the need to try and remedy that.  

Could you comment on to what extent the remedies, in your view, are likely to be to get 

everyone or most people to buy the same equipment, the interoperability, or to what extent it 

will give rise to the actual need to have dedicated things which are available for everybody 

but are not split up into 25 little national bits? 

Mr Witney: I am not aware of any particular feature that would arrive with the Constitution 

which we will spend the next two or three years wishing we had right now.  If the assumption 

is that the Constitution is ratified, then my understanding is that our legal basis, our joint 

action, falls away like all joint actions.  The Constitution talks about the need for another 

European decision to set up the Agency.  We will need a revised legal base.  I think that could 

actually be quite timely.  The present joint action talks about a review after three years.  It 

probably will be in that sort of timeframe the right time to be thinking:  all right, we have had 

a couple of years of experience, how can we reform things to do things better?  As I say, 

I think in the next two or three years we can make perfectly good progress.  There is not 

a further and better option foreseen in the Constitution which I wish we had today.  Your 

second point is about whether everybody is involved in everything or whether there should be 

some more specialisation?  I honestly do not know.  It is hard to escape the logic that it cannot 

be right for 24 European countries each to try to maintain the full swathe of capabilities.  We 

know that they do not.  Not even the biggest defence players any longer believe that they can 

maintain fully comprehensive capabilities across the complete range from A to Z of 

a world-class nature.  We are beginning already, each of us, to make our own decisions about 

what bits of capability we give up and where we concentrate our efforts.  I think there will be 

a role for the Agency in helping people to discuss that and perhaps do it in a rather more 

co-ordinated way.  We are already seeing the Czechs wishing to play to their long suits of 
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NBC capabilities and so on.  I imagine within the dialogues that we shall encourage within 

the Agency that sort of thing will be considered. 

Q151  Lord Hannay of Chiswick: Could you give any examples of areas where it is most 

likely to become acutely necessary? 

Mr Witney: No, not at this point. 

Q152  Lord Tomlinson: Can I add to that?  If you cannot give any areas where it is likely to 

be acutely necessary, why is there such an imperative for it at all? 

Mr Witney: Because we do not need 11,500 main battle tanks in Europe, which according to 

the IISS is the inventory today.  This cannot be a sensible use of our funds. 

Q153  Lord Tomlinson: Why not do it within NATO? 

Mr Witney: Indeed, and I do not think there is anything that we do which we would regard as 

bread snatched from the jaws of NATO.  I absolutely do not see the future activity of this 

Agency as a zero sum game with NATO.  I think to an extent there are two separate 

organisations, I was going to say, but they are not quite that because NATO is an elephant and 

we are a midget in terms of current numbers, and indeed in terms of our institutional position.  

A treaty organisation is very different from an agency that supports Member States.  But we 

do have different memberships; we do tap into different political impulses in some of the 

Member States.  Provided that we talk to each other and avoid tripping over each other, 

I think that what we do should be good for NATO and almost certainly the converse is true as 

well. 

Q154  Lord Lea of Crondall: I was struck by the first blob of your third slide which says 

Europe is under-performing on defence.  That sounds like you are going a bit wider than the 

question of defence procurement, and indeed we know you are going a bit wider than that 
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question.  My question really arising from that is:  are we clear?  Are the Member States 

transparent in all their statistics of what they are doing in terms of their defence capability or 

will you be developing a statistical base?  Is this something which a Member State could veto 

and say, “No, I do not want to produce any more statistics on that”?  Assuming you will 

produce an annual statistical report, it will show some backsliders and some people who are 

doing rather better.  That must be the case if some people are under-performing and other 

people are doing better than others.  Mr Witney, can you say whether that implies you are 

working towards a benchmark of what would be a satisfactory level of performance and that 

presumably all 15, or is it now 25, must have voted for this and agreed “Why an Agency?” in 

answer to the first question: “Europe is under-performing on defence”.  Can you say a little 

more about what you mean by “under-performing”?  Is it more than procurement?  That is to 

say, is it that the defence capability, and I mean the fighting capability, is weaker than it 

should be as provided by some Member States?  If that is part of what you are addressing, can 

you give us a timescale or a feel for 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, shortage of capabilities, things like the failure to hit the Helsinki headline goal, 

and the condition in the defence technological and industrial base where I do not think 

anybody could feel comfortable about the strength and profitability of at least the defence 

elements of European defence companies.  I think that suggests one spending statistic that we 

ought to take seriously.  We probably are just not putting enough money into research and 

technology in defence in Europe.  That is not provable; that is a sort of judgment.  We will 

find out as we go along what Member States are prepared to share with us.  One of the very 

first things we did last autumn was to write to everybody and say, “Could we please know 

what your budget plans are?”  No-one objected.  I think we have had 22 out of 24 results in.  

We are of course left goggling at material which we were not smart enough to specify 
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correctly in advance, so some people are pensions inclusive and some people are pensions 

exclusive, and I am not quite sure how we are going to take that forward.  One of the things 

we might do is talk to people like the IISS, for example, who have quite a lot of expertise in 

trying to get defence spending statistics on to a uniform basis.  That is certainly part of what 

we should be doing, gathering together facts and analysis and holding up a mirror to 24 

Member States and saying, “Are you happy with this?” 

Q155  Lord Lea of Crondall: Can I just ask you a supplementary because I think it is very 

useful to develop that train of thought?  Now that you have received rather incomprehensible 

answers and IISS do a little bit of this, in order to compare apples and apples next year and 

oranges and oranges, you will presumably now refine your questions for the statistical data 

for next year.  Is that right? 

Mr Witney: Yes.  As for targets, well, what will the market bear?  Would 24 participating 

Member States, 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 

a target which was something like, "At the moment you spend 3 or 4 per cent of your research 

and technology budgets collaboratively; will you commit yourselves to trying to do better on 

that – say 5 or 10 per cent over the next couple of years?"  I think that might be more 

accessible.  We will have to work this out as we go along and see what the market will bear. 

Q156  Lord Morris of Aberavon: Thank you very much for setting out so helpfully what 

you hope to be doing.  I notice in particular your words under the "big tent" point of closed 

collaboration.  What can you do about it?  There is a need obviously for substantial 

improvement on spending of existing amounts of money for defence, but there have been 

successes over the years, and there have been failures too.  One of the problems is that when 

there is agreement for closed collaboration, then you get at the very last minute a reduction in 
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the amount of orders for particular aircraft, and that puts the whole caboodle back.  

Principally what I would like to know 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 

washed your hands of two important areas, as I understood it:  buying American and trying to 

influence some national markets.  That may be very appropriate because it is a very difficult 

point, but precisely what do you hope to be doing and what do you hope to achieve, say, three 

years from now? 

Mr Witney: I will answer that question at the end of the year.  One of the things that we have 

there in our work programme is to set ourselves and other participating Member States 

targets, in so far as we can quantify targets, either input or output targets.  What we hope to do 

is deliver on our work programme for this year, which involves setting 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 flagship programmes, and doing some of the 

other things in the work programme; for example, the test and evaluation base across Europe.  

I am still looking 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.  It will be 

very difficult politically.  In an ideal world, I would like to see savings that came out of that 

flowed into research and technology budgets.  What progress will we make with that?  We 

will go after the facts.  We will present the facts.  We will try not only to present the facts but 

to suggest intelligent solutions as to what the answers might be to rationalise this rather 

wasteful set of services across Europe.  The proof of the pudding will be whether Member 

States are prepared to act on those. 

Q157  Lord Morris of Aberavon: Is your very existence the result of a failure of existing 

bodies? 
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Mr Witney: It is an acknowledgment that there is scope for even more to be done than what 

has been done by some existing bodies so far.  One can distinguish, I think, between different 

existing bodies.  Sometimes, for example, OCCAR is mentioned in 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 think where we finish is roughly where OCCAR 

starts in terms of procurement and we should work together in a very harmonious partnership 

for the first while at least.  The situation is different in the Western European Union 

Armaments Organisation, and indeed ministers of course decided that the Armaments Group 

should close down so that we can occupy the area they have occupied and hopefully do better 

than they did, I think largely because we will have this ability to relate consideration of 

possible armaments collaborations to wider issues of capability need, which has been what 

has handicapped WEAG activities to date. 

Q158  Chairman: Before I ask Lord Dykes, perhaps I could just ask you because we were 

trying to work it out on the train, what OCCAR stands for and who does it belong to?  Some 

of us did not know. 

Mr Witney: It is L’organisation conjointe de coopération en matière d’armement 

(Organisation for Joint Armament Co-operation). 

Q159  Chairman: Who belongs to it? 

Mr Witney: There are now six members.  It was the big four – UK, France, Germany and 

Italy – and then the Belgians joined and now the Spanish have joined or are joining.  They 

have taken the decision to join. 

Q160  Chairman: Is it outside the framework of the EU altogether?  Is it coincidental that all 

the members are members of the EU? 
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Mr Witney: It is freestanding, set up by an international or inter-governmental deal. 

Q161  Lord Dykes: You have mentioned about the externalising of the matter of France and 

Britain for the moment because of their particular propensities, connections and history in 

matters of defence procurement.  Were there at least frissons of resentment and 

disappointment among some of the other countries involved?  Were their defence ministers on 

the Steering Board?  You said "for the time being", and of course that can mean a long time or 

it can mean a short time and this is very early days anyway; we appreciate you are walking on 

eggshells at the moment in creating this entity.  Do you feel that there will be pressure 

eventually both from within those two countries and from others outside, like Spain and Italy 

and so on, really to get people to start working together on common procurement and reduce 

those nationalist coefficients? 

Mr Witney: I think you just have to believe in the power of a good idea, which may be a little 

naïve but I think if we keep on offering 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 that people want to 

give this a go, but whether there is an element of St Augustine about it – yes, but not perhaps 

just yet – is what we wait to see. 

Q162  Lord Dykes: Was it diffusing a situation rather like Gordon Brown and Tony Blair 

deciding not to join the euro for the moment?  Was it similar to that? 

Mr Witney: I can think of two or three fairly hard fundamental issues of strategy where you 

are never going to get a consensus between participating Member States right now, but I can 

think of several hundred issues where there does actually seem to be a sense of a readiness to 

adopt a common approach.  It is not for me but for the Steering Board to tell us what to do but 

I would rather leave the hard points to one side where possible and concentrate on doing good 

where there is a consensus and where there is a tide running, I think. 



19 

Q163  Lord Dykes: On a do-able item? 

Mr Witney: Yes. 

Q164  Lord Dykes: Equally, does the St Malo background now actually also begin to be a bit 

of a catalyst to that process because of France and Britain working together? 

Mr Witney: I suppose that is the latest impulse for the Agency, and it is like all these things:  

how far back do you go? The Le Touquet summit in February about two years ago was the 

last major definable impulse that pushed and created the situation we have today.  Those 

capitals are two very important supporters and shareholders in this enterprise. 

Q165  Lord Dykes: Again, it very early days and this is the formative period, so forgive me, 

but has there been a particularly interesting reaction from the leading corporate defence 

manufacturers and suppliers of equipment in any of the countries, Britain and so on, about the 

creation of the Agency? 

Mr Witney: There has been a lot of interest and enthusiasm.  This morning the boss of 

Finmeccanica popped in to make sure that we were getting on with it.  He is also, as it 

happens, this year the President of the trade association for all the defence industries in 

Europe.  Yes, I hear a lot, particularly from the big companies.  I think we must also be 

interested in some of the smaller and medium-sized enterprises, whose voice is sometimes 

a little more difficult to hear.  Last summer the EADS took notice of our arrival in a rather 

damning way, saying, “small staff, small budget and a missed opportunity”.  I think they have 

perhaps come round to recognise that a small beginning was inevitable and right and that it 

has its advantages and there is good that we should be able to do without necessarily having 

to have the budget and run the programmes ourselves. 
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Q166  Lord Tomlinson: Earlier on you spoke about the difficulty of staying outside some of 

the turf wars that take place in Brussels.  You have also mentioned the importance of research 

and technology.  Do you think the Commission are trying to drag you into a turf war by their 

proposals in relation to the seven, the framework programme, or do you share the view that 

has already been very clearly expressed by some representatives of government that the work 

of the Defence Agency should not be in any way an access route to research and development 

funds of the European Union? 

Mr Witney: I hold two slightly contrasting but not incompatible beliefs about this area.  One 

is that it is absolutely right that in the real world it is increasingly difficult in many instances 

to distinguish clearly between what is relevant outside and what is relevant inside.  Terrorism 

does not necessarily respect frontiers; the external/internal security of the Union are 

something like two sides of the same coin.  When the proponents of the European Security 

Research Programme say that the technology which will enable the Swedish Fire Service to 

speak to the Swedish Police is actually the same as the technology which would enable 

contingents in Bosnia to speak to each other, I think this is just true.  The companies that will 

provide that technology are the same.  So in the real world there is considerable blurring 

across this borderline.  On the other hand, a defence ministry is a defence ministry and 

a justice and home affairs ministry is something else.  Each of them has their own separate 

responsibilities in national administrations; they have their own budgets and they have their 

own ministers.  What we in this Agency are concerned about is defence research and 

technology, which is the province of defence ministers.  I think the reality of this distinction 

has to be acknowledged.  The trick then must be to work across that somewhat artificial 

boundary in practical terms so that, for example, I hope we will have a great deal of 

transparency between whatever may happen under this security research banner and between 

what we get up to, the sharing of results and cross-funding, because our founding document 
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does allow the European Commission not to contribute to our running costs; we are funded by 

our shareholders, but that does allow the European Commission to give us chunks of money 

to do particular bits of research on their behalf if that is what they want and we are happy to 

do it.  I hope we can both respect this necessary formal distinction and then get on with 

working in practice so that it all happens in a mutually complementary way. 

Q167  Lord Tomlinson: Do you believe that that is a wish that has a great deal of realism in 

it?  Is it not perhaps the case that people like Liikanen and Busquin when they were putting 

forward the proposal to establish the expert group that came up with the proposal in relation 

to the quantified sum of money they saw being made available earmarked specifically in the 

security area were doing that with their hands on their hearts saying, “and this is in 

recognition of our support of the Member States in their efforts to improve European defence 

capabilities” or were they seeking to get themselves engaged in an area which institutionally 

is not theirs? 

Mr Witney: I know that some people did feel that the six or seven priority areas for the ESRP 

which were identified did seem to butt up quite closely to this fence line that I was describing 

between the two areas, if not in some cases to look like a bit of an overhanging branch.  That 

was an old Commission.  Commissioner Verheugen attended our Second Ministerial Steering 

Board and spoke very warmly about (a) the need for the European Defence Agency and 

(b) his wish that the relevant Commission services should work in a fruitful partnership with 

us.  On the whole, I think we have not really had time to have too many contacts with relevant 

Commission staff but that is not shaping up to be a turf war, I do not think.  I may regret 

offering that perception in six months’ time but that is the way I am feeling about it at the 

moment. 

Lord Tomlinson: Your perception is welcome. 
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Q168  Lord Morris of Aberavon: I hope I am right.  What is decided to be spent upon 

defence depends upon one’s military philosophy.  Has it been considered whether it should be 

part of your remit to rationalise military philosophy in each different country or at least 

sufficient to achieve a particular object?  Many years ago, more than 30, during the Cold War 

I had a little part to play in building tanks.  Our philosophy and the Germans’ philosophy on 

the common component were quite different.  The Germans wanted to build Leopards, which 

were fast; we wanted to build heavy armour, yet we were going to fight the same war.  Is that 

part of your remit?  Why not?  Secondly, if I could come back to one of my original 

questions, could not NATO do all this or is it an admission that the existing machinery has 

failed? 

Mr Witney: I think in theory there is quite a clear cascade of who is responsible for what, 

which again is not so easy to operate in practice.  By “cascade” I mean that defence 

ministries, defence ministers, national governments, are responsible for thinking about 

defence policy and coming together within the Council and agreeing a European Security 

Strategy, high level statements of what Europe aspires to be able to in the world, and therefore 

that has implications for the missions.  You can go on from the Petersberg tasks and Helsinki 

goals and headline goals to derive an increasingly detailed account of what the military 

requirements are if you are going to satisfy that, if you are going to produce that kind of 

capability.  When you are getting into joint military requirements, you are really in the realm 

of authority of the EU Military Committee and the EU military staff.  The simplistic way of 

representing the position would be to say, “They do the requirements and we do the 

solutions”.  What does Europe need in capability terms?  What has it got?  What is the 

difference?  Where are the priorities?  That, I think, is first and foremost the province of the 

Military Committee and the military staff and the governments to whom they answer 

upstream of the Agency.  We then come in with:  if this is the real problem, let us think about 
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half a dozen different ways in which we could rectify it and let us try to find the one that is 

most promising and get a constituency in favour of it and let us try to get that sold and 

accepted by quite possibly a club of Member States to put it right.  Of course, in reality it is 

not a cascade.  It is a process of continuous looping and it is a feedback process that has to 

operate here.  Your example was of tanks.  If we, as we will this year, interest ourselves in 

armoured fighting vehicles, what are the current programmes, what are the opportunities for 

bringing together either systems plans or at least technology plans?  That must, I think, feed 

back into the requirement.  If we discover that half the countries are 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 there is some scope for coming together on that.  

That is a bit of a woolly answer but obviously we shall be pushing the boundaries of what we 

are formally allowed to do.  Why could they not do that in NATO?  I wish I were more of an 

expert on where NATO goes on things like that.  Obviously the Conference of National 

Armament Directors addresses some issues but it probably does not address a very wide range 

of armaments-related issues.  I ought to know more and I do not. 

Q169  Lord Lea of Crondall: Just following up this question from Lord Morris, presumably 

it is one thing to say that we will buy our own tanks to our own design and we will build our 

own tanks to our design.  If we are going to have open public procurement and there is going 

to be a voluntary code about that, you could still say, “I want my own tank”, but then you 

could have a regime of open 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 voluntary code, and I think the British Government goes with a voluntary code rather than 

a regime of open tendering for everything – perhaps you will correct me if I have the story 

about where we are wrong – is one of the great successes of Europe in the last 50 years, that 

there has been public purchasing.  It took a long time but eventually you see the results.  
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Years and years have gone by and we do not expect this overnight.  Eventually you do see the 

huge welfare gains to the gross national product from open tendering.  Can you say a bit about 

the debate that has followed on the Green Paper about a voluntary code?  Do people commit 

themselves to doing something through a voluntary code or is that just a way of saying they 

do not want to commit themselves to doing anything?  Can you say a little bit about where the 

debate has got to between a voluntary code, as I understand it, and a fully-fledged regulated 

defence market, which implies totally open tendering, does it? 

Mr Witney: I am not trying to be evasive; it is just that Ulf Hammarström, a Swede who has 

very recently joined me as my Director of Industry and the Market, has been very busy.   He 

had one seminar in the run-up to the Christmas with representatives of all the participating 

Member States and he has been doing work with the industry since.  I am not, frankly, quite 

sure where today his thinking has got to on these issues.  I think on a code of conduct for such 

procurements – and you would need to define the territory or area, the sort of things we were 

talking about – if they were completely trivial, the Commission would say, “Hang on, not 

that”.  If you are talking about wineglasses for military messes, come on, this ought not to be 

part of a defence regime at all.  This should be open public procurement according to the 

normal rules, but where it has something of a defence flavour, like uniforms or 4x4 vehicles 

or something like that, you would agree what the area was and get people, maybe not all 24, 

maybe only 20 to start with, to sign up for the fact that they would in future handle the 

procurement in such a way that everybody had a chance to bid, which would involve 

publication of some central bulletin, I think, and some work to standardise requirements so 

that you could not specify that it had to be done with a feature which was plainly strictly 

national in character.  At the end of the day, you would have to have some system of logging 

what was going on; people would have to commit either to follow this route and use this 

bulletin or to report exceptions.  The Agency might be the place to which they report 
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exceptions, and the Agency would keep the statistics and put together a six-monthly picture 

for defence ministers about:  the following countries made these exceptions for these sorts of 

reasons, and you have to look at the way this code seems to be operating. 

Q170  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: I think we have a remarkable example of how this works 

from you, Mr Witney, particularly describing what are no go areas and what the limitations 

and constraints are, and so on, all of which seems to be very comprehensible both in the time, 

as we were hearing earlier, in the life of the Agency and also because of the external 

sensitivities and interests.  I would like to ask you, if you could, to exemplify a little bit more 

positively perhaps the modus operandi in respect of what you have marked up as a flagship 

project and how you would intend to present your recommendations.  Are you operating as 

a think-tank or are you operating more as something really in an executive role where you 

would push the levers and others would have to respond?  For example, look at C3, which 

clearly was your first flagship project.  It cannot be secret.  It must be something that we can 

all grasp, if it is so called. 

Mr Witney: I feel horribly exposed on a lot of this stuff.  I do not know what I will be doing 

next week or what we should be doing next week.  The work programme that we agreed with 

participating Member States last autumn was something that seemed sensible to us and on 

which we could get participating Member States to agree.  We had to get inputs from different 

participating Member States but it was not scientifically derived.  Next year’s I hope will be 

more scientifically derived.  At a meeting of my management board with my six cohorts 

round this table, just before you arrived, one of the things we were talking about was:  what 

exactly are we going to do with the armoured fighting vehicle work thrust and the UAV work 

thrust?  How are we going to skin this cat?  How are we going to put ourselves in the position 

that by 23 May when the ministers meet again in the Steering Board we are going to have 

a draft action plan to put in front of them – not necessarily the answers but an action plan on 
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where we go with these projects?  I just do not have the answers today.  On C3, we wrote into 

the work programme that this would be kicked off by a joint study between this Agency and 

the EU military staff, partly because we felt it would be a good discipline 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 what comes out of that by the summer are two, three or 

four axes of effort that we could usefully pursue.  I may have mentioned that I would love to 

find something that we could fix quickly in Bosnia.  As for the battle groups in two years 

time, I do not know at the moment what the command control and communication challenges 

will be to do with putting those battle groups together and then running them, but I know that 

there will be some, and I am relying on this joint study to identify what they are and we will 

see then if we can play a role in helping.  As for a longer time frame, a number of people tell 

me that software-defined radio is the way of the future.  Please 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 Member States and (b) that industry is intensely interested in it.  

Where there is a subject where both governments and industry seem to be interested, that 

looks like the place to pursue.  I think there may be something to do with satellite 

communications as well:  simple capacity and the lessons of operations seem to be that you 

never have enough bandwidth.  Are there more intelligent ways in which we could procure 

satellite bandwidth for future ESDP operations?  There are three or four strands that may 

come out of this joint study.  By May, you will discover that I am completely wrong and that 

there are four other things that we recommend to ministers we should pursue, but every day is 

a bit of an adventure.  We will see how we go forward. 

Q171  Lord Hannay of Chiswick: Following up on that point, given that ESDP seems likely 

to focus a lot in the next few years on peace operations broadly defined – the Petersberg 

Tasks, et cetera – and given that I think everyone now understands that these operations are 
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pretty complex and involve both strictly military and non-military aspects and that the EU 

itself is I think now working rather hard on the non-military aspects, civil police and so on, as 

in Bosnia, et cetera, to what extent is the fact that your remit seems to stop short of that 

dividing line an inhibition, or do you think you can get over that?  What is the point of having 

C3 amongst all the military operations in the battle group if the civilian police element of the 

same operation cannot communicate with the military one, for example? 

Mr Witney: I recognise the problem.  I do not have an immediate answer to it, other than to 

make sure that we keep on talking.  In this case, a key figure and key interlocutor for me on 

this is Robert Cooper within the Council General Secretariat who is one of those most 

prominently grappling with the development of the civil capabilities in support of ESDP. 

Q172  Chairman: If there is not an answer to Lord Hannay’s question, then the question of 

the security research by the Commission and the resistance that some people would like to put 

up to that becomes more difficult, does it not? 

Mr Witney: I am not sure there is not an answer.  I just do not have it.  It is a very difficult 

thing.  I have a mission which does refer to defence capabilities.  I have instructions from the 

defence ministries.  There is a very clear edge to where formally the activities and interests of 

the Agency finish and yet that is only a rather arbitrary point in a spectrum, whether it is 

technologies or indeed capabilities, and somehow we have to find a way to see who is 

responsible on the other side and work effectively across those divisions. 

Q173  Lord Tomlinson: A couple of minutes ago I just scribbled down, when you were 

talking about 4x4s, “everybody has a chance to bid”.  Should that be so?  We have amongst 

the 25 enormous variations in the percentage of our gross national product we are attributing 

to defence expenditure.  Part of the main functions of the Agency is, number one, that they are 

developing defence capabilities.  Would it not be justified if a British industry minister or 
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a British Treasury minister or defence minister were to insist in Cabinet that because we are 

spending, whatever it is, 5 per cent of our gross national product on defence, we should not 

allow all these Germans to be bidding for things that we can produce because they are not 

spending enough? 

Mr Witney: Obviously that is only if the German market is equally and reciprocally open.  

I think, as it so happens, the UK has --- 

Lord Lea of Crondall: Of equal size, you mean? 

Q174  Lord Tomlinson: It can be equally open but it cannot be equally attractive if it is a 

very small market because of the very small proportion of their gross national product that 

they are spending.  Where is the reciprocity in this process? 

Mr Witney: I wonder to what extent national defence industries do tend to match, do they not, 

the scale of national defence budgets.  On the whole, if you have a tiny defence procurement 

budget, if you are from one of the rather small Member States, then the scale of indigenous 

industry you have which could move in and hoover up business in the UK market is not great.  

I think this is a form of the juste retour argument really, is it not?  I think we just have to take 

that head-on and say, “If everybody insists on that, then everybody’s industry is heading for 

decline”.  We have just to discard that and try to get a more equal market position, which 

I think, as it happens, would be more advantageous for the Brits than more or less anybody 

else at the moment, and is certainly just an economic necessity. 

Q175  Lord Tomlinson: I know, but if part of the objective is improving the defence 

industrial and technological base, improving it can be quantitative as well qualitative.  Would 

we not be justified in pressure from the big spenders on the low spenders to say, “If we are 

going to achieve that and it is listed as one of our main functions, we have a right to the say 
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that access to market is partly conditional upon your being prepared to put up your share of 

procurement”? 

Mr Witney: I suppose that is what a group of Member States might decide was a regime that 

they wanted to have.  I do not honestly think it is one that I would be recommending to them 

because I simply believe that what you have to do is get beyond these considerations, the 

national juste retour, if you are to find the economies of scale which ultimately will benefit all 

of us, and particularly those with large defence industries. 

Lord Lea of Crondall: That is not necessarily so.  I was trying to think what would be the 

answer if I wanted to debate the matter with Lord Tomlinson. 

Lord Tomlinson: I am not putting it forward as an idea.  I am putting it forward as 

a question. 

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 power stations because 

currently they have a bigger nuclear power station programme than we have.  I do not think 

the reason for the defence procurement being different from other industries can be along that 

line.  It can be along the line of security.  I do not see how it can be along the line that 

Lord Tomlinson has raised, but it is something we will have to touch on in our report, I am 

sure. 

Q176  Lord Dykes: Perhaps we are conjecturing for the longer term, which is always 

a mistake.  There was that very wise saying that predictions are always difficult, particularly 

when they concern the future.  Again, it is very early days and who knows what it is going to 

look like in a year’s time.  It could be very different and it is developmental all the time and 

the intellectual acceptance would be growing, one hopes, in a secular and rapid way by all the 

participating states.  Would the possibility of proceeding from codes of conduct and all that 

and the emotional encouragement maybe to a more regulated market and open tendering be 
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mitigated, helped, encouraged and advanced by, for example, things like cluster groups of 

officials, technicians and workers going from one country to the actual project that is being 

developed in another one?  It would be gradually more collaborative and it would be 

trans-national, as indeed so are the manufacturers and equipment suppliers themselves 

gradually going across the 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? 

Mr Witney: I think that is right.  I think as more and more trans-national requirements are set 

and bid for by increasing numbers of trans-national companies, in a sense all these issues may 

just fall away. 

Q177  Lord Dykes: Do you think Eurofighter has illustrated that on a big scale so far or has 

it been beset by so many hesitations and delays that it is not a good example?  To take a 

civilian example, what about the old Airbus in Toulouse and so on?  Would that not be a good 

example of cluster groups of technicians going to work somewhere else in a trans-national 

sense? 

Mr Witney: It certainly seems to be an example of where industry has managed to sort out the 

work-share problems which are incredibly difficult for governments. 

Q178  Lord Dykes: Whereas governments were dragging their feet? 

Mr Witney: I think institutionally it is very difficult for government to get to grips with those 

issues.  I myself think industry is better at sorting work-share issues. 

Q179  Lord Dykes: So you will be encouraging them, will you not, as an agency, and 

legitimately? 
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Mr Witney: I believe, and this is not a rule which applies in every situation but there is scope 

for consolidation in the defence industry and there is scope for more trans-national entities to 

emerge, that, yes, we would be encouraging those. 

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? 

Mr Witney: Every couple of years there are different concerns and different strategies.  Often 

they change with rapidity according to their interpretation of the commercial environment, 

and so it is hard to generalise. 

Q181  Lord Dykes: With the possible exception of C3, which is a very important area, and 

I am not in any way denigrating it – I think the EDA is a great idea and a great invention – 

was there, though, inevitably some atmosphere at the beginning that we gave some safer 

things condescendingly to the Agency to begin with because they were safe areas without too 

much nationalistic input? 

Mr Witney: No.  As I say, I do not pretend that our work programme for this year was derived 

with a huge amount of science behind it but on the basis of a whole series of conversations.  

On the whole, we wanted to go for areas where we thought there might be something on but 

we were also looking for things we thought were important. 

Q182  Lord Dykes: Was anything excluded that you would like to have seen in as a 

particular conceptual piece of equipment, such as helicopters, in the future, or something like 

that? 

Mr Witney: No, I do not think so.  I am pretty happy with the areas we have been asked to 

look at. 
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Q183  Lord Morris of Aberavon: I take it that it is not part of your remit to encourage those 

who spend least, having regard to their GDP, on defence.  I may also ask if research and 

development is a fruitful field for encouraging the avoidance of duplication.  Are you minded 

to do so? 

Mr Witney: I am sure it is and I am sure that one of the things that we ought to be able to 

bring to the party is a slightly more top-down view than has happened at the moment.  A lot 

of good work has been done over a number of years under the WEAG/WEAO, under the 

Western European Union, and in particular in research and technology.  We have this little 

research cell here in Brussels, the WEAO Research Cell, which does good work and has 

a portfolio of collaborative projects that is running at the moment, but this is still only some 

3 or 4 per cent of the overall spend on defence R&T in Europe.  I think it is inhibited by the 

fact that essentially these things are approached on a bottom-up basis.  Everybody decides on 

their laundry lists on a national basis, gets together and looks to see if there happen to be any 

matches, and by that stage you are already constrained quite considerably.  I would much 

rather a debate actually took place amongst the research and technology directors of the 

participating Member States ab initio as to what are the R&T areas which in principle seem 

more important for the future of ESDP, the sort of operations we would be engaged in, or 

maybe just the European Defence R&T as a commercial proposition, and arrived at some sort 

of consensus about where the priorities might lie.  If we have that sort of framework of 

European priorities, that will make it a lot easier to have a considerably larger proportion of 

the national budgets spent collaboratively. 

Q184  Lord Morris of Aberavon: Who is going to do 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 the participating Member States to have those conversations. 



33 

Q185  Lord Morris of Aberavon: You have identified where the problem is, have you not, 

of duplication, so as to give a lead in one form or another, whichever diplomatic language you 

use to industry? 

Mr Witney: Indeed, it is our business to try to establish salient facts and where salient facts 

suggest that something should be done, we will try to come up with sensible ideas as to what 

might be done, even if they are not very comfortable ideas. 

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 of the smaller and newer 

Member States have not really got very much to bring to the defence party.  I am not 

necessarily subscribing to that point of view, but perhaps you could tell the Committee how 

you see the role of the Member States which are participating that have not got the huge 

armies and the large defence projects, and what sort of positive role are they going to be 

playing?  Do you think, if there is a role that they would not otherwise be playing it if perhaps 

the Agency had not been brought into existence? 

Mr Witney: I think there is scarcely a country amongst those 24 which does not have 

something to offer.  I think it is important to ensure that we are trying to harvest whatever 

anybody has to offer.  In some ways it is perhaps some of the smaller nations who may find it 

more helpful to have Agency analyses, Agency suggestions, to guide them than some of the 

larger participating Member States who will probably feel they can work all this out very 

satisfactorily for themselves anyway.  It may be that we can make a disproportionately larger 

impact on some of the less prominent and well-established members. 

Q187  Chairman: It may be invidious to quote, but are there particular examples that you 

have in mind of particular countries that perhaps are not seen as big players in the defence 

field that, nevertheless, you hope are going to bring something to this party? 
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Mr Witney: Increasingly, as we attract more staff to this Agency, so there will be a larger 

number of people around these corridors whom I can call on to supplement my own, let us 

face it, not encyclopaedic knowledge of the European defence scene.  One of the important 

things that I must do and all our people must do is to get out and about.  I shall be visiting 

a lot of places and I have already.  As you would expect, I have spent a lot of time in London, 

Paris and Berlin.  It is now my job to go and discover some more about some of the other 

countries. 

Q188  Lord Hannay of Chiswick: On this same area, surely it is quite likely, is it not, that as 

indeed with the European Community itself, the small countries will be the ones quickest to 

find usefulness in your activity as opposed to the larger ones which may be more doubtful 

about it? 

Mr Witney: I think that is true.  I think there is probably also a flip side as well, that some of 

the things we might want to do may look threatening 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 people with strong defence industries.  I guess it is fine for people 

without defence industries at all.  If I were sitting in the middle with a rather weak defence 

industry, which was still rather important for jobs, then I would be worried about what the 

Agency was after.  I think there are probably both aspirations and hopes and also fears out 

there about what we might do.  Yes, I agree.  That is the short answer. 

Q189  Chairman: This is perhaps a question you would prefer not to answer.  The 

Government indicated to us originally that they were opposed certainly to a research and 

armaments agency, if not the concept of the Agency.  They gave the point away in the 

negotiations in the Convention on the Constitution.  Some of us were actually quite intrigued 
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when we saw Mr Solana who told us – and I am not giving any confidences away because the 

transcript is seen, approved and published – that it was actually a UK idea. 

Mr Witney: I think that was harking back probably to the Le Touquet summit.  If you are 

looking for a generating moment, Le Touquet in February 2003 was probably it.  The idea of 

an armaments agency has been around, as you know, for very long time.  My understanding 

of the UK Government’s position was that they were quite determined it should not happen as 

a sort of benefit to industry without regard to proper defence needs.  My own view is that 

what 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, which is the right answer.  If you look purely at capability issues, you are 

missing a dimension.  If you confine yourself solely to capability analyses, you might keep on 

coming up against proposals to go and buy the American stuff, and then people will not and 

nothing will happen, whereas I believe that if you can 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 constituencies supporting what you are trying to do. 

Q190  Lord Dykes: You referred just now to the work with the EU military staff and so on.  

Is that on an everyday basis now?  Is it developing fast?  Do they have enough personnel to 

service the relationship from their end? 

Mr Witney: Yes.  At the moment, indeed for any time for the foreseeable future, they have the 

staff and we do not, but, yes, it is taking a little while to shake down but I am hopeful that in 

particular this piece of joint working we are going to be doing on C3 will be a catalyst to help 

everyday relations become smoother and smoother. 

Q191  Lord Dykes: Was there a psychological acceptance by them of it being a good idea to 

have the EDA separately, or do they feel they could do their stuff in-house anyway? 
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Mr Witney: I think the Military Committee and the military staff have wanted to know what 

this new beast was and what it saw as its proper area of responsibility.  We have been having 

some dialogue over that.  As so often, I think there are all sorts of people who want an 

administrative arrangement with this Agency.  I have learnt quite rapidly to tell everybody 

that I am not interested in administrative arrangements, at least not yet.  I am interested in 

finding out, first, what the Agency is going to do and then working out how we can do that 

helpfully and sensibly with partner A or partner B, and then we can codify it.  If you approach 

it from the other end and try to define terms before you ever begin, I think that is not going to 

be productive.  I think that relations with the EU Military Committee and EU military staff 

are now moving on to a productive basis. 

Q192  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: May I refer back to your emphasis on the overall aim of 

your Agency for supporting Member States?  I think, looking back on what you have said, 

supporting those Member States who are looking for support in itself of course could be quite 

a divisive activity if different Member States had different views.  Are you going only to be 

able to operate where you can find consensus? 

Mr Witney: The internal decision making of the Agency will be by QMV, so it will not be 

possible for one Member State to say, “We are not happy with this.  Whatever this axis of 

effort is, it does not seem to be optimised to suit our national interests, so we are going to 

block it”.  I think we just have to learn not to be afraid of variable geometry and doing some 

things at four, eight or at 23 rather than 24.  There will be peer pressure.  It seems an 

observable fact that people hate to be left out. 

Q193  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: You say it is QMV for the Steering Board? 
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Mr Witney: Yes.  That is the governing body.  We cannot take on a new project without 

putting it for the formal approval of the Steering Board and they need to approve it.  If it ever 

comes to a vote, that would be decided by qualified majority voting rather than by unanimity. 

Q194  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: In the formula for that you have not got 24 members of 

the Steering Board, have you? 

Mr Witney: It is an adapted version.  There are many experts with spreadsheets who can show 

you this. 

Q195  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: I do not want to know the detail. 

Mr Witney: I shall be astonished if there is ever a vote held on any subject on the Steering 

Board.  It is just understood that if one country is determined to block something that is 

sensible, the narrow national interest cannot do it.  Once you have that understanding, I think 

the situation should not arise. 

Q196  Chairman: I think we ought to press on but, before we do, Mr Witney, and before 

I thank you for 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 done so many interviews for jobs and that 

is always what I say.  I notice that those who respond saying, “Oh, yes, there was one thing” 

have usually made a mistake.  No, there is nothing else, and thank you.  I have enjoyed the 

session. 

Chairman: Thank you very much indeed for your time. 


