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FOREWORD

THE BRITISH PUBLIC should not be surprised by Richard North’s
revelations in this pamphlet: the source material is in the public
domain. But if they do not know what has been happening — and
the level of ignorance is in itself a concern — they should be
shocked by what is revealed.

Much of the blame for public ignorance about the state of our
defence can be laid at the door of the media. Occasionally one reads
a serious piece on defence, such as the Christopher Booker column
in The Sunday Telegraph. But at the time of writing, the most recent
contributions to the debate on defence in The Daily Telegraph were: a
piece on the British Army’s belated acknowledgement that most
women had problems with the physical demands of basic training —
surprise, surprise, the US Marines discovered this in the early 1970s;
and a whole page on the new range of underwear for the Army.

Defence is given little enough air time on radio and television
already, and Richard North’s criticism of the way that the UK is
increasingly turning its back on the US as a source of defence
procurement and purchasing equipment from European nations
as a back door to integrating European defence, is likely to appeal
to only the most open-minded and scrupulous of editors. It may
be that to many in the media, integrated European defence is a
‘good thing’, although most of them probably could not tell you
why, other than it makes them feel warm and comfortable. But
what is happening should engender the very opposite sensation.

There should be concern over a number of issues, not least the
‘dragging down’ effect of integrating Britain’s army with low
quality European armies. Apart from the French Foreign Legion,
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marine infantry, and airborne, plus the Dutch marines, Europe’s
armies are military youth movements.

It is not xenophobic to say this, but military common sense.
The efficiency, or otherwise, of armies is nothing to do with
nationality or race. There is no military rule that says one race is
better than another. It is all about cohesion and ethos, of which
important ingredients are one’s standards of training and attitude
towards warfighting. For example, the effectiveness of the NATO
contingent in Afghanistan is severely limited by some European
Governments, notably the German and Spanish, being unwilling
to incur casualties. Governments want the kudos of participation
without the pain.

But even more worrying is the effect that de-coupling from US
technology will have on the effectiveness of the UK’s armed forces
in the increasingly net-centric age that lies ahead. The risks are
exposed here by Richard North; not least as much of the technology
for European projects is being passed to the Chinese.

The British taxpayer should be made aware that our armed
forces will be less well-equipped, and at a greater cost, than they
would have been had MOD procurement continued to mesh in
with the US, instead of with Europe. Even that sector of the public
to whom defence is an anathema, or yawningly boring, should
surely be incensed by what is happening.

It will be interesting to see the media reaction. At least now,
thanks to Richard North’s research, there is no excuse for not
knowing what is going on. One question they might ask is: what are
the Service Chiefs doing about such a disgraceful state of affairs?

Major-General Julian Thompson CB OBE
October 2005

Major-General Thompson was the Commander of the British Land Forces
in the 1982 Falklands War. Since leaving the British armed forces in
1986, he has become one of the most recognised military histovians in the
United Kingdom, broadcasting and writing widely on defence maters.
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SUMMARY

One of the most significant - yet largely unreported —
political developments of recent years is the move being
made by the United Kingdom to integrate its armed forces
with those of the European Union.

The nature of this new military relationship with our EU
partners will make it increasingly hard for the UK either to
fight independently or to co-operate militarily with the US.
The “special relationship” which has been the cornerstone of
British defence policy from the time of the Second World
War will be at an end.

What is even more alarming is the extent to which the British
Government has been at pains to conceal and even to deny its
true military and political agenda in this respect, by insisting
that its new relationship with its EU partners does not
prejudice its continued participation in Nato.

However, the key to appreciating how rapidly the UK and
the US are moving apart lies in the pattern of the
procurement policy now being followed by the UK’s
Ministry of Defence (MoD).

The political cue for this parting of the ways was Tony Blair’s
agreement at St Malo in 1998 that Britain’s armed forces
should be integrated with those of the EU as part of an
autonomous EU defence effort, capable of operating outside
Nato. This led the following year to the EU’s decision to
establish a multi-national ‘European Rapid Reaction Force’
(ERREF) as the centrepiece of its new military ambitions.
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The repercussions of this decision are made infinitely
greater by the fact that both the US and the EU stand today
on the edge of a technical revolution in warfare, centred on
satellites, electronics and a new generation of vehicles,
unmanned aircraft and weapons systems (“net-centric
warfare”). So closely co-ordinated will the forces of the
future need to be through their technology that it will be
virtually impossible for forces working under different
systems to work alongside one another.

Until recently the UK and the US were still working in close
partnership in developing the technology required to
achieve this revolution in the nature of warfare. Most
notably they were equal partners in what was known as the
Future Scout and Cavalry System project (FSCS), until
Britain withdrew, leaving the US to carry on to develop its
more advanced Future Combat System (FCS).

In the past year or two, the MoD’s prqcurement policy has
shown a similar shift away from co-operation with the US
towards closer dependence on Britain’s EU partners. Almost
across the board, the MoD is now turning its back on joint
defence projects with the US, even where these involve British
firms. Instead the MoD is purchasing equipment supplied or
developed by firms in France, Germany, ltaly and Sweden.
The pattern of this dependence implies a state of technical and
doctrinal integration with the EU’s defence effort so complete
that collaboration with the US will eventually not be feasible.

The key to co-ordinating future warfare will lie in satellite
systems, such as the US GPS/Navstar system on which Nato
currently depends. The cornerstone of the EU’s autonomous
defence effort lies in its plans to establish three, largely
French-built systems, led by Galileo, set up as a direct rival to
the GPS system and due to be in place by 2008, and directed
from the EU’s satellite control centre in Spain.

v

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

From there, almost every aspect of Britain’s future defence
planning would rely on equipment supplied or being
developed by her EU partners. British troops will no longer
be transported by US-built C-130 and C-17 aircraft, but by
the A400M “Eurolifter’. The UK’s successor to FSCS will rely
on armoured fighting vehicles supplied by Sweden, with
French guns and ammunition.

Joint  US-British bids to supply £1.1 billion-worth of
sophisticated trucks were in 2004 rejected in favour of trucks
built by the German firm MAN Nutzfahrzeuge, adding the
name of a former British firm, ERF, to imply some Bkritish
contribution. US and other non-EU reconnaissance vehicles
were rejected in favour of an obsolescent and much more
expensive version made by the Italian firm Iveco, although
their origin is again to be disguised behind the name of the
British firm BAE Land Systems.

A joint project with the US to develop a 155mm howitzer
has been abandoned in favour of a French gun firing
German-designed shells. Battlefield radar systems are being
built in Germany and Sweden. Development of unmanned
a%rcraft is being led by France, while the RAF’s main strike
aircraft will be the Eurofighter, firing French-made missiles.

Three aircraft carriers are to be shared between the Royal
Navy and France, with the French firm Thales playing a
central part in their design and construction. The UK has
even abandoned its capacity to manufacture small arms, so

that the British army’s future rifles are likely to be supplied by
Belgium.

The one consistent pattern in recent MoD procurement
policy has been that, wherever possible, US firms are now
k}elng excluded, even where this means excluding British
firms associated with them.
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As a result, the MoD is often buying inferior or more costly
equipment than that which Anglo-US contractors could
supply. The potential cost is estimated at £14 billion.

The nature of the equipment now being bought for the UK’s
armed forces, and the “European” or “non-Nato” standards
now being laid down by the new European Defence Agency
in Brussels, imply not just a growing technical divergence
between the ERRF and Nato but also a doctrinal conflict with
established US and Nato practice. This will make it
increasingly difficult for forces on each side of this divide to
work together, or even to share the same battlezones.

Almost the most startling feature of this immense political and
military transformation is the extent to which it is moving
ahead behind the scenes without being publicly explained or
acknowledged, not least by the British Government. Nor has it
yet been effectively challenged by the Opposition.

The situation is compounded by the EU’s formal co-operation
with China, a strategic rival of the US. This includes the
Galileo satellite global positioning system, in which the UK is
an equal partner. Because of potential technology leakage
from the EU to China, the US is increasingly reluctant to share
its technology with Britain. The problems of UK-US co-
operation are therefore being exacerbated further.

It will shortly be too late to reverse this trend. The
Commission is now also proposing to control intra-EU
movements of military products, thereby making the actions
of the British Army dependent on her EU partners’ consent.
The UK would no longer be able to operate alongside the US
as a military ally. It would be irreversibly committed to
operating within a framework defined by European Union
interests. The “special relationship” would be over.

vi

CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

All the business of war, and indeed all the business of life, is to
endeavour lo find out what you don’t know by what you do; that’s what
I called “guessing what was at the other side of the hill.”

Duke of Wellington

ON 3 DECEMBER 1998, Prime Minister Tony Blair and President
Jacques Chirac met for a bilateral summit in St Malo, France.
Afterwards, they issued a joint communiqué in which they stated:'

--.the Union (EU) must be given appropriate structures and a capacity
Jor analysis of situations, sources of intelligence, and a capability for
relevant strategic planning, without unnecessary duplication, taking
account of the existing assets of the WEU and the evolution of its
relations with the EU. In this regard, the European Union will also
need to have vecourse to suitable military means (European capabilities
pre-designated within  NATO’s  European pillar or national or
multinational Evropean means outside the NATO framework).

The following June, at their Cologne European Council, the
EU’s heads of government picked up the ball Blair and Chirac
had offered. They decided to give substance to the EU’s
“Petersberg tasks”,® which were placed at the core of what was
labelled the “European Common Security and Defence policy”.

Cited in www.cap.uni-muenchen.de/download/2004/2004_Venusberg
_Report.pdf -

Named after tllle hotel near Bonn, where in June 1992, Western
European . Union ministers who formulated the “tasks”. See
europa.eu.int/scadplus/glossary/petersberg_tasks_en.htm
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The 15 heads of government, along with the President of the

European Commission, declared that:

the Union must have the capacity for autonomous action, backed up
by credible military forces, the means to decide to use them and a
veadiness to do so, in order to respond lo international cvises without

prejudice to actions by Nato.

1n December 1999, the Helsinki European Council took the
initiative further and agreed on the creation of a European Rapid
Reaction Force (ERRF). This was to be an EU-led military force
able to deploy within 60 days and sustain for at least one year, up
to 60,000 personnel capable of the full range of Petersbe.rg tasks.
Also agreed was a “Headline Goal” which set out Fhe specific force
components which member states agreed to contribute. '

Political analysts saw Blair’s part in these events as a bid to
reassert his claim to being a leader of “Europe”, alongside France
and Germany, a gesture to compensate for his country’s failure to
join the single currency. What they did not grasp was the extent to
which he was bartering one of his country’s greatest assets:
Britain’s armed forces. In so doing, he was turning his back on 50
years of the Nato alliance and on Britain’s “special relationship”
with the US.

This action was given substance by a treaty, signed between
the British Government and five other nations — France, Germany,
Spain, Italy and Sweden - on 27 July 2000. I?escribed as 2
“Framework agreement” between the six countries, overtly, it
concerned “measures to facilitate the restructuring and operation of
the European defence industry”. But, in Part 7 (Articles 45-49), the

Parties recognised:

. the need to harmonise the military requivements of their armed

forces.
: Presidency conclusions. Annex III. See ue.eu.int/ueDocs/cms_Data/
docs/pressData/en/ec/57886.pdf
1 news.mod.uk/news/press/ news_press_notice‘asp?newsltem_ld =391
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They also set out a permanent process for “harmonised
force development and equipment acquisition planning”.
Crucially, they agreed:

...to co-operate in establishing a long term master-plan that would
present a common view of their future operational needs.

This  would constitute a framework for harmonised
equipment acquisition planning and “orientation for a harmonised
defence related R&D policy”. To that effect, they agreed to
subscribe to a “detailed analysis of military capabilities and the
national planning status and priority of equipment and system
programmes”, as well as co-operating “as early as possible” in the
genesis of the requirement up to and including the specification of
the systems they wanted to develop and/or purchase.’

Despite being concluded entirely outside the framework of
the European Union, it took in the six member states which
accounted for 90 percent of indigenous armament production
within the EU and was clearly part of the overall plan for
European defence integration. The recitals refer to making a
contribution to “the construction of a common European security
and defence policy”.

The Treaty also called for the Parties to “define and
implement the methods, means and organisation” to achieve their
objectives. This was done in July 2004 when, by a Joint Council
Decision, the EU set up the European Defence Agency (EDA). It
started work in January 2005, under the direction of Nick Witney
from the MoD, its task to co-ordinate and promote development
of European military capabilities and to foster the establishment of
a European defence market.’

Meanwhile, the UK redefined its policy towards Nato. In
April 1999, Blair attended Nato’s 50" Anniversary celebrations in
Washington, where he and other leaders reaffirmed their

www.mod.uk/issues/edi/
ue.eu.int/cms3_fo/showPage.asp?id=277&lang=EN&mode=g
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commitment to Nato as “an alliance for the 21% Century”.”
Implementing the decisions of this Summit, including the newly
agreed Strategic Concept and the Defence Capabilities Initiative,
became for a short time a central part of UK defence policy.® But, in
2002, references to the Washington Summit were removed.
Government policy became to: “Strengthen FEuropean security
through an enlarged and modernised Nato, an effective EU military
crisis management capacity and enhanced FEuropean defence
capabilities.”® This was later reaffirmed in a Treasury document as a
“Joint target with Foreign and Commonwealth Office”, with the
addition that:'’

From 1 April 2003, this subsumes SR2000 Target 4, “Working with
Nato Allies, implement the decision of the Nato Washington Swmmit,
including the new Strategic Concept and the Defence Capabilities
Initiative, and help adapt Nato to the new strategic environment.”

Nevertheless, concerns that Mr Blair is abandoning the
“special relationship” have mnot been shared by the wider
community of defence analysts. Indeed, the evidence of the
“Framework agreement”, the change in policy towards Nato and
Britain’s participation in the EDA are often discounted. Some
commentators even assert that the Atlantic alliance has never been
stronger, citing the UK’s continued support of the US in the Iraqi
war coalition, her partnership in the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF)
project and the work on securing compatibility between military
voice and digital communications systems, respectively Bowman
and the Joint Tactical Radio System.

7 www.nato.int/docu/comn/1999/9904-wsh/9904-wsh.htm

8 www.ogc.gov.uk/embedded_object.asp?docid=358

9 www.archive2. official-documents.co.uk/document/cm55/5571/5571-
09.htm20022002 Spending Review PSA

10 Quarter 4 Report to HM Treasury, Progress Against Spending Review

2002, Public Service Agreement Targets (April 03-March 06) as at 31
March 04. See www.mod.uk/linked_files/issues/finance/psa4qtrrpt_apr03-
mar06@310304.pdf
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However, it was Winston Churchill who, in his 1946 “Iron
Curtain speech”, defined the relationship as the fraternal
association of the English-speaking peoples:!!

This means a special relationship between the British Commonwealth and
Empire and the United States... This is no time for generalities, and I
will venture to be precise. Fraternal association requires not only the
growing friendship and mutual understanding between owr two vast but
kindvred systems of society, but the continuance of the intimate velationship
between our military advisers, leading to common study of potential
dangers, the somilarity of weapons and manuals of instructions, and to
the interchange of officers and cadets at technical colleges.

By reference to Churchill’s definition, the health of the
“special relationship” can be measured not only from the outward
manifestations of “fraternal association” but by the tangible
evidence of “the similarity of weapons...” and related issues. That
is the task of this paper. It looks beyond the rhetoric at the
evidence of the past success of the “special relationship” - to be
seen in similarities in equipment used by US and British armies.
For instance, the main battle tanks of the British and US armies
are essentially the same in performance and capability and the
armoured infantry carriers are virtually identical.

In the business of war, form follows function. The shape of
equipment is defined by the purpose and the purpose by the
thinking. If the equipment in different armies looks the same, it is
reasonable to assume that the thinking must be the same. Similarly, if
armies have hitherto fielded similar equipment and significant
divergences then appear, this might reflect new divergences in
thinking. Thus, the premise is that, while a “high-level” examination
of Anglo-American relationships may vyield confusing signals, an
examination of procurement policies and of the equipment now
being chosen for the armed forces of the two nations may give us a
more reliable and accurate picture.

wwiv.nato.int/docu/speech/1946/s460305a_e.htm
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CHAPTER TWO

THE INTERNET GOES TO WAR

THE ARMED FORCES IN BRITAIN, many European nations and the
US are undergoing a transformation which amounts to a major
revolution in military technology. Based around a concept
generically known as “net-centric warfare”, it is akin in scale and
importance to the transition from the single-shot weapon to Fhe
machine gun. It aims to merge the power of military hardware with
the sophistication of information and communications technology in
order to dominate the battlefield and ensure rapid victory. '

There are four drivers of this change. First is the end of the
Cold War, which removed the threat of a mass armoured invasion
of Europe by the USSR. Secondly, new threats have emerged,
specifically, failed states and global terrorism. They require armed
forces which can be deployed rapidly over long distances, able to
act on arrival with minimal preparation, and able to sustain
intensive operations without fixed supply lines. Third, with the
end or scaling down of conscription in many developed nations,
and shrinking defence budgets, armies are smaller: there is a need
to do more with less manpower resource. Fourth, in developed
nations, there is a low public tolerance for casualties.

The combination of these elements requires Western armed
forces to undergo restructuring and re-equipment for what is

12 For a general discussion of the issues, from a US perspective, w’l,lere the
process  is  described as “force  transformation”  see
www.iwar.org.uk/rma/resources/transformation/military-transformation
-a-strategic-approach.pdf. For a more detailed (595 pages) exposition,
see www.iwar.org.uk/rma/resources/ebo/effects-based-ops.pdf
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generically known as “expeditionary warfare”. For example, forces
will tend to be deployed by aircraft rather than ship: this will
generally limit the weight of armoured vehicles to 20 tons,
compared with the 60 to 70 ton Main Battle Tanks (MBT)
currently used." This entails more than just the provision of new
vehicles. To deliver the same effective punch as traditional
platforms, while also affording the same degree of protection that
will ensure low casualties, designers need to provide the attributes
of MBTs at a third or less of their weight. From a purely
engineering stance, this is impossible.

The solution has been to employ highly sophisticated
technology, which has been combined into the single all-
embracing system known as net-centric warfare. The underlying
theory is that enemies can only become a threat if they can engage
their own weapons, so the idea is to saturate the battlefield with
highly sophisticated equipment to detect enemies before they
come into range; and then to destroy them with stand-off or long-
range weapons before they can do any damage.

Detection equipment can be mounted on a variety of
platforms, from satellites to high-flying, dedicated intelligence
gathering aircraft, AWACS, combat aircraft, helicopters and
Unmanned Airborne Vehicles (UAVs). On the ground, there will
be armoured reconnaissance vehicles and even robots. All combat
elements will also acquire data on enemy movements and feed
them into the system. Where naval elements are involved, they too
will gather intelligence.

The problem is that this system generates more raw data than
traditional command and control structures can process. Neither
can they communicate results in time for the intelligence to be acted
upon. Therefore, computers and software of unprecedented

The limit is set by the effective payload of the C-130 Hercules.
However, the US may upgrade its C-17 fleet to give aircraft the ability
to land on unprepared airstrips. Equally, the EU forces will be
deploying A400Ms, with their higher load-carrying capacity. Thus, the
weight limit may not hold.
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sophistication have been developed which can integrate, process and
analyse the data streams. The results are then distributed by an
equally sophisticated, high-capacity communications network, to
which all formations are linked, down to individual units — and
sometimes to each soldier. An essential part of this system is the
identification of all “friendly” forces (or “blue” forces as they are
known in military jargon), plus targeting information and weapons
guidance to enable precision delivery of ordnance.

Theoretically, all units in a network receive a constantly
updated flow of “real time” information on the position of all
friends and foes, giving them a unique (and unprecedented)
overview of the battlespace, known as “enhanced situational
awareness”. In as much as parts of the communications system
have similarities with the internet, components of which are used
by the military, it has been described as “the internet goes to war”.

The technology promises to allow an overall reduction in
armed forces, in anticipation of which Britain has already reduced
its: Army establishment, reorganising and amalgamating famous
regiments."* However, there is a huge initial cost involved in re-
equipping. For a middle-sized power like Britain — which has
neither the economic capacity nor the tax revenue to develop its
own systems independently — some form of co-operation is vital. It
also makes economic sense as the costs of development can be
spread over larger quantities of equipment than are required by the
British Army.

Unfortunately, there are emerging two competitive, and to a
great extent incompatible systems aimed at implementing net-
centric warfare — espoused respectively by the US and by
Europeans. The evidence of the procurement decisions made by

For instance, the Devonshire and Dorset Regiment, which dates back
to 1685, and the Royal Gloucestershire, Berkshire and Wiltshire
Regiment, formed 10 years ago but whose origins go back more than
300 years, are set to be amalgamated. The King’s Own Royal Border
Regiment, dating back to 1680, is also looking vulnerable to
amalgamation or disbandment. See The Times, 24 November 2004.

THE INTERNET GOES TO WAR

the British Government since then suggests that Mr Blair, when
faced with a choice between the American and European systems,
at St Malo in 1998, chose the latter.




CHAPTER THREE

THE SEEDS OF DIVISION

INTRIGUINGLY, THE BEST EVIDENCE of the divide between Europe
and the US is to be found not on Earth, but in space. If this is the
“final fronter”, it is also the frontier between the rival systems.

In many respects, this is unsurprising as net-centric warfare
relies on space assets, including communications satellites, “space
radar” and ground surveillance satellites. And, while the US has a
long lead in the military exploitation of space, European nations
are making catching-up a priority. Already, there is a European
Union Satellite Centre in Torrejon de Ardoz, Spain. It will
operate, through the European Space Agency, the Global
Monitoring for Environment and Security (GMES) earth
observation satellites. These are supplemented by other satellites,
including the joint French, Italian and Spanish Helios systems, the
German SAR LUPE system and others. They are being combined
into a single network as “the first step towards an eventual
autonomous European capacity in strategic imagery”."

The EU also aims to use communication satellites provided
by member states, including the UK’s Skynet,16 the French
Syracuse network and Nato assets. The latter are secured under
the “Berlin Plus” agreement between the EU and Nato, of 17
March 2003, which allows the EU to use Nato’s collective

europa.ew.int/comm/space/news/article_2262.pdf

The UK has also provided one of three EU military headquarters
Command Information Systems (CIS), creating a Permanent Joint
Headquarters for EU military operations, in Northwood, North London.
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capabilities and assets.'” Some traffic will be passed through
commercial satellites as well.

Communications apart, the key system is known generically
as the Global Positioning System (GPS). First introduced by the
US in 1995 in the form of its Navstar programme, it has two key
functions. It provides positioning data for mobile units, making
possible the sophisticated “command and control” capability
needed for net-centric warfare, and it forms the basis of all-
weather precision guidance for a wide variety of munitions. In this
way, GPS is the core system in net-centric warfare.

Currently, accurate global satellite positioning is provided
only by the US, which makes the service freely available to all
users. Military applications and GPS-related technologies are co-
ordinated though Nato." However, the EU is now well advanced
in its plans to launch a rival system, Galileo. Projected to be fully
operational by 2008, this has considerable implications for the US,
for Nato and for British forces. Without dwelling on all the
implications,"?
availability of this system affects the ability of British forces to work
alongside the US.

It is true that high-level inter-operability concerns have
been largely resolved; also that the two systems do not interfere
with each other. However, significantly, both produce high-

the relevant issue at this juncture is how the

accuracy encrypted military signals. Receiving equipment needs
the correct deciphering chips; and equipment designed to work
solely with Navstar cannot be used for Galileo, and wvice versa.
Here, there is scope for considerable conflict as there is ample
evidence that Galileo is intended to permit independent

www.nato.int/docu/p1/2002/p02-142e. hitm

Such as the Joint Direct Attack Munition (JDAM), a low-cost guidance kit
that converts existing unguided free-fall bombs into accurately guided
“smart” weapons. The JDAM kit consists of a new tail section that
contains an Inertial Navigation System/Global Positioning Systemn.

19 See also an exploration of the issues in R North, Galileo: the political and

military implications, Bruges Group, 2004. www.brugesgroup.com/
mediacentre/index.liverarticle=221
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operations of the ERRF. Not least is the EU’s White Paper on
Space, which states unequivocally that, “to be credible and
effective,” the ESDP must be “based on autonomous access to
reliable global information so as to foster informed decision-
making.” It goes on:*

Space technologies and infrastructures ensure access to knowledge,
information and military capabilities on the ground that can only be
available through the capacity to launch, develop and operate satellites
providing global communications, positioning and observation systems.

Furthermore, French defence minister Michele Alliot-Marie
has confirmed that Galileo will be available for French military use.”!

Clearly, the intention is for the ERRF to be Galileo-enabled.
This poses a problem for forces working with Navstar and
particularly for the UK which relies on the Bowman digital
communications system. This is progressively being introduced into
service with an integral GPS “appliqué” to allow the user immediate
position and navigational data.** To cope with Galileo, either
Bowman will have to be dual-equipped, adding to its complexity
and cost, or a choice will have to be made between systems.”

Wholly unresolved is the problem of system integration, as
to whether equipment configured to integrate encrypted Galileo
data could also accept a Navstar feed, and vice versa. 1f there are
technical problems in so doing, then the British commitment to
work within the ERRF would require the fitting of Galileo-enabled
equipment, which could permanently exclude it from working
alongside the US.

20 europa.eu.int/comm/space/whitepaper/pdf/spwhpap_en.pdf

21 DefenseNews, 27 December 2004.

2 www.global-defence.com/2000/pages/bowman.html

2 Recently, the Royal Netherlands Navy decided to equip its Marine

Cops with the Bowman system. A key deciding factor was the
interoperability it provided between the Netherlands and UK forces,
as well as interoperability with other allied forces. See:
www.deagel.com/news2/?p=ns000162sl
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The truck enigma

Despite the obvious military applications of Galileo, British
ministers continue to maintain that Navstar remains the Nato
standard and that British armed forces are committed to its use.
The deployment of Galileo, therefore, cannot be taken as prima

face evidence of a UK lurch into the European camp, even if the

Government - through European Union and European Space
Agency funding — is contributing an estimated £400 million to the
project. However, over the longer-term, as the UK’s partners in
the ERRF progressively switch to Galileo, it is hard to see how
Britain can remain outside the system.

An indication as to how the UK might be drawn in comes
with a recent decision by the MoD to re-equip the Army’s entire
medium transport fleet with trucks built by the German-owned
and Austrian-based MAN Nutzfahrzeuge company. The contract,
the biggest in 25 years, is worth £1.1 billion and covers the initial
supply of 5,000 cargo and recovery trucks, with an option for
further vehicles.**

The award was difficult to understand as MAN was bidding
against US truck-makers Oshkosh and Stewart and Stevenson,
both suppliers to the US Army and Marines. The latter firm had
teamed with UK firms L.LDV Limited, Multidrive Limited and Lex
Defence and intended to build the trucks in Birmingham, giving
the contract a high British-built component. The firm Multidrive
is a specialist in off-road industrial vehicles and is contracted to
develop the Future Cargo Vehicle for the US Army.* The other
unsuccessful competitor, Oshkosh Truck Company, based in
Wisconsin, has a British subsidiary in Llantrisant, Wales, and
other British industrial partners. This company already supplies
wheeled tankers and tank transporters to the British Army.

24

www.mod.uk/dpa/mews/pn2004/oct04/truck.htm

b www.multidrive.co.uk/content/generic/company_news/press_releases

/mov02_uktruckdesign.htm
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The indications are that the MoD may have selected inferior
and possibly more expensive vehicles, and certainly those with the
lowest domestic manufacturing component.*® What might have
made the difference, though, is that the parent company, MAN
AG also produces a sophisticated electronic fleet management
system, called “Telematics”. It has been incorporated into the
German military programme, enabling the vehicles to be
integrated into what it calls a “NetCentric Logistics” concept.”’
Lacking any other obvious rationale for buying MAN trucks, the
suspicion is that the MoD procurement is a precursor to buying
this system to manage combat logistics for the ERRF.

While this is speculative, it is not without foundation. Net-
centric warfare can be of greater intensity, consuming prodigious
quantities of stores: combat formations may be widely dispersed and
constantly on the move, away from fixed communication routes.
Timely delivery is extremely problematical **

Logistics

However, even in conventional operations, there is good evidence
that UK combat logistics are not entirely adequate.” This is
despite — in the main — UK forces having been deployed in static
positions, such as in the Gulf, where they were centred around the

26 For instance, the NAO reported that the vehicles were not capable of
meeting “Defence Planning Assumptions” nor “capable of operating in
world-wide climatic conditions”. See www.nao.org.uk/publications/
nao_reports/03-04/03041159_ILpdf On the other hand, Oshkosh gave
evidence on the Defence Committee on the capability of their vehicles in
adverse climatic conditions. See:  www.parliament.the-stationery-
office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/ cmdfence/465/4042009.htm

2 www.militarytrucks.man-mn.com/en/Company/Company.jsp
8 www.ccss.nl/resources/TransatlanticTransformations.pdf
2 From the first Gulf War, through KFOR to the current deployment in

the Gulf, there have been consistent reports of failure. See
www.aeronautics.ru/nws002/bbc012.him; The Daily Telegraph, 1 August
2002 and The Sunday Telegraph, 17 July 2005; newsbbc.co.uk/lhi/
uk_politics/3401879.stm;  and  newswww.bbc.net.uk/1/low/uk_politics
/3309611.stm — plus Defence Committee reports: www.publications.
parliament.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/5714.htm
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main port facility at Basra, with each brigade being spread over a
limited geographic area.

US forces, on the other hand, have been ranged throughout
Iraq, with units of some Divisions operating over 100 miles ahead
of their main formations.*® From this, they have concluded that, in
order to exploit the full potential of net-centric warfare, selected
combat support and combat service units must be equipped with
the same systems issued to combat units.® The British Army
Directorate of Development and Doctrine also seems to have
recognised the need for change, having been working on a new
specification for logistic services, which it calls “directed logistics”,
heavily dependent on information technology and “linked closely
to that of Command.”*

The MoD, in response to the “lessons learned” from the Iraqi
operations, has since sought to develop elements of “directed
logistics”. Building on an earlier reorganisation of the logistics
services, it has initiated a £4 billion programme known as the
Future Defence Supply Chain initiative. However, this is devoted to
cost-saving through inventory reductions and better control,*® as
does another MoD logistics scheme which deals with asset
management and vehicle availability.* The only sign that the MoD
has even thought about combat logistics comes in one reference to
“logistic planning tools” in a software application to be integrated
into Bowman.” This suggests that there is no current British plan to
develop the highly sophisticated, integrated logistic systems needed
for net-centric warfare.

5 www.oft.osd.mil/library/library_files/document_389 Final Cleared US
_UK_Coalition_Combat_Ops_in_ OIF.pdf N N
Op. cit.
www.army.mod.uk/img/doctrine/Forging_the_Future_Army.pdf

www.mod.uk/publications/iraq_futurelessons/chap8.htm; news.mod.uk/
news_headline_story.asp?newsltem id=3413; www.baesystems.com/
newsroom/2003/oct/071003news].htm; and DefenseNews, 25 July 2005.

www.mod.uk/wfmipt/

www.army.mod.uk/bowman/bowman_system.htm
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US forces in Iraq have also been plagued with shortages,
untypical of an army famed for its logistics. In contrast to the UK,
though, the Pentagon is reacting to the problems. As an integral
part of the FCS, extraordinary effort is going into a programme
called “focused logistics” which will be fully integrated with the
combat command structure.®® In respect of the UK, therefore, we
have a “dog that did not bark”. Yet, it seems inconceivable that the
development of net-centric warfare is not matched by parallel
initiatives in logistics.

It is, of course, possible that the MoD has not considered the

needs of combat formations, or has passed responsibility to the EU,
although there is no evidence of the latter. Deployable logistics are
regarded as national responsibilities. However, in some cases, “lead
nations” specialise in certain functions,” an approach which is
endorsed by the Government. It argues that, since future
operations would almost always be multinational, it does not
‘..need to hold sufficient national capabilities for every
eventuality.”* It could be that combat logistics has been delegated
to another member state. Here, of all European forces, the German
Army is most advanced. The Bundeswehr, for instance, now provides
logistics for all German armed services.”® Looking to Germany to
manage combat logistics for the ERRF seems logical.

Here is the link with Galileo. Any combat logistics system will
rely on satellite positioning and it seems inevitable that the German
system will use the Galileo signal when it is available. Since a logistics
system must be “linked closely to that of Command”, the need for
interoperability may require that the command systems are also
Galileo-enabled. One can see a situation where the UK is inexorably
drawn into a Galileo dominated network.

3 www.army.mil/2010/focused_logistics.htm

8 wivw.policybrief.org/PPNhulse/Book/European%20Defence%20Nov%
202000.pdf

38 Cited in: www.policybrief.org/PPNhulse/Book/European%20Defence
%20Nov%202000.pdf

9 Ibid.
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The Panther procurement saga

Since Galileo has yet to be deployed, its role in EU military
operations can only be speculation, although the intention of the
EU to use this system could not be clearer. Likewise, although the
UK purchase of its fleet of trucks from a German supplier
represents a divergence from the US, whether the UK intends to
adopt the potentially more significant electronic logistics system is
not known. This too lies in the realm of speculation and, even if it
does happen, any changeover will take a considerable time.

However, there is incontrovertible evidence of a major
divergence between the UK and US military in the land-based
provision of what is known as “intelligence, surveillance, target
acquisition and reconnaissance” (ISTAR). The evidence is
encapsulated in the procurement of a single vehicle type known as
the “Panther”.

Before the St Malo agreement, the UK had been locked into
an ambitious joint project with the US to provide a common
system for ISTAR provision. This was a significant part of the
Strategic Defence Review, considered “crucial to retaining a
technological edge over potential adversaries.”® Central to this is
the ability “to gather information about an opponent and use it to
maximum effect.” That capability was to be delivered by “a new
generation of battlefield reconnaissance vehicles”, a project known
as TRACER," which, as late as 2001, the MoD defined as “the
land-based component” of the ISTAR capability.*®

TRACER was a joint US-UK venture, originated in 1996
after both governments had decided to seek a new, advanced
solution to battlefield reconnaissance, following a British-funded
feasibility - study completed in 1994. In January 1998, a

Available online at www.mod.uk/issues/sdr/index.htm

H Ibid., paras. 80-81 and 148.

House of Commons Defence Committee — Appendices to the Minutes
of Evidence: Letter from the MoD, 10 April 2001 www.parliament.the-

stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200001/cmselect/
cmdfence/463/463ap02.htm
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memorandum of understanding was signed between the US and
the UK Governments establishing the US Future Scout and
Cavalry System (FSCS)/UK Tactical Reconnaissance Armoured
Combat Equipment Requirement (TRACER) programme. The
target date for operational introduction was 2007.

The British Army intended to replace its Scimitar and Sabre
light tanks currently used for close battlefield reconnaissance. The
limitations of these vehicles has long been acknowledged by the
MoD. In particular, the accommodation is cramped; and the
increasingly sophisticated equipment required in the modern
battlefield has been added piecemeal, creating ergonomic
difficulties which reduce fighting efficiency.*’

On the other hand, the US Army was using the M998
(Humvee) for close battlefield reconnaissance, along with the
M3AS Bradley and latterly the Stryker. It had recognised that
using light utility vehicles for close reconnaissance — a tactical
concept born in the 1970s — was no longer adequate for the
modern battlefield. They had insufficient mobility, equipment and
“survivability”. Even the up-armoured MI1114 Humvee was
regarded only as an interim solution.

Contracts were awarded in January 1999 and, to bring the
concept to fruition, two competing consortia were formed: SIKA
International, comprising Lockheed Martin and BAE Systems;
and LANCER, led by GEC-Marconi and United Defense (both of
which were later to be acquired by BAE Systems). At inception,
though, both consortia had US and UK companies, to enable
equitable work-sharing between the industries of both nations.

In February 2000, however, the project was cancelled when
the US Congress shifted funding from the FSCS to a more
ambitious, all-embracing concept known as the Future Combat
System (FCS).* The British Government chose not to join in this

3 For an illustration of the problem, see www.ams.mod.uk/ams/content
/docs/hfiweb/data/powerpt/tracer.pdf

H www.rand.org/publications/DB/DB358/DB358.part2a.pdf
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venture. Despite an expenditure of £131 million on FSCS,*” it
decided to develop its own version of FCS, which became the
Future Rapid Effects System (FRES).

Crucially, at the time of the TRACER concept definition,
thought had been given to the possibility of European
collaboration, but the MoD concluded:*®

It is assessed that therve is curvently no opportunity for a European
collaborative programme on TRACER, owing to different national
doctrines concerning the use of reconnaissance forces and the force
maxes that are employed.

Significantly, this statement indicated a doctrinal divide
between the UK and other EU member state forces; and it also
reaffirmed a commonality in doctrine between the US and UK
forces. This, in itself, is hardly surprising. Throughout their
recent histories, both militaries have fought outside their own
territories and have thus been structured as expeditionary forces.
The continental land forces, on the other hand, have as their
primary task the defence of their own or neighbouring territories.

Although not recognised as such, the launch of the separate
FCS and FRES projects was a parting of the ways between the US
and UK military establishments. Nevertheless, it was not until
February 2001 that evidence of this became public when the MoD
announced it was seeking bids for a “Future Command and
Liaison Vehicle”.* Having abandoned TRACER, the MoD now
declared that this was intended to replace (amongst others) the
Scorpion/Sabre light tanks, to provide armoured reconnaissance —
precisely the tasks which TRACER was intended to perform.*

Four vehicle types were selected for the assessment phase —
one British, one French and two South African. However, after the

4 Hansard, 18 December 2002, col. 809W.
46 House of Commons Defence Committee — Appendices to the Minutes
of Evidence, op cit.
news.mod.uk/news/press/news_headline_story.asprnewsltem_id=1171

www.mod.uk/dpa/news/pn2003/nov03/contract.htm
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shortlist had been closed, another was entered at the request of the
MoD. This vehicle, later to be called the Panther, was eventually to
win the contract for 401 vehicles at a cost of £166 million, (or
£4138,000 each). At the time of the final award, on 6 November
2003, and subsequently, the MoD indicated that the vehicles were to
be British-made. Only after intense questioning in the UK
Parliament did the Defence Minister concede that they were to be
built in Ttaly by Iveco Defence Vehicles.*

Panther is based on a 1977 design, originally intended to
compete for the emerging light utility vehicle contract that was
eventually to become the “Humvee”. Although unsuccessful, it was
redeveloped, taking on its final form in 2002, whence it was
adopted for “command and liaison” and close battlefield
reconnaissance. In effect, the MoD, having cancelled the joint
development of an advanced reconnaissance vehicle, bought an
[talian-built vehicle based on a 1970s concept, essentially
performing the role of an M1114 up-armoured Humvee. Had the
MoD bought the M1114 — at a unit cost of £100,000 — it could have
saved £313,000 per vehicle. Yet neither the M1114 nor any of its
derivatives were entered in the competition.

Then, as an indication perhaps that the “national
specialisation” philosophy is being implemented (at least partly), on
18 April 2005, the German arms manufacturer Rheinmetall
Landsysteme announced a co-operative agreement with Iveco
Defence Vehicles to market the Panther — renamed the “Caracal”
after the Afro-Asian cat. The intention is to enter it into a
forthcoming Bundeswehr procurement competition for a surveillance
and reconnaissance vehicle.”® Belgium has also recently bought 420
of the vehicles, at an estimated cost of €75 million.* Italy, it seems, is
to become the European specialist in the production of light

49 Hansard, 27 June 2005, col. 1199W.
50 www.rheinmetall-detec.de/index.php?lang=3&fid=3030
www.defenseindustrydaily.com/2005/07/belgium-announces-12b-in-
defense-acquisition-programs/index.php#orison_mc
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armoured reconnaissance vehicles with now, potentially, four
European armies operating the same equipment.

Meanwhile, the US Government had pursued the FSCS
concept, now within the framework of FCS. In November 2001,
Lockheed Martin and SIKA International rolled out the first
“technology demonstrator” and, after successful trials, development
continues on what has become the “Reconnaissance, Surveillance
and Target Acquisition” (RSTA) mission equipment package.” This
is a remarkable light tank, similar in principle to the Scimitar/Sabre,
and bristling with sensors. In countless ways, it is different from the
Panther “armoured SUV” which is, in theory, supposed to perform
the same task for the British Army.”

The importance of this “technology gap” can be seen from
experience of the second Gulf War when the Americans lent some
British formations “Blue Force Trackers”. The use of the
equipment was described in detail in a US post-operations study,
from which it emerged that British forces failed to exploit its full
capabilities. In many instances, they were reluctant to use it at all.
In measured tones, the report notes wryly:*

The UK land forces have largely wsed paper charts and wvoice
communications as their primary means of gaining situational awareness
[for many years — the existing combat net radio having been deployed for
around 30 years. Therefore, their lactics, lechniques and procedures
(TTPs) have been thoroughly optimized for this environment and
everyone is well trained and experienced in war-fighting this way. As a
result, there is little incentive lo change and indeed a fear that new and

o2 www.lockheedmartin.co.uk/news/150.html

In January 2002, a competitive model, the Lancer, was also unveiled
by United Defense, also in partnership with BAE Systems. See
www.uniteddefense.com/pr/pr_20020130.htm

US/UK Coalition Combat Operations during Operation Iragi Freedom,
US  Department of  Defense, 2  March  2005.  See:
wwiw.oft.osd.mil/library/library_files/document 389 Final Cleared US
_UK_Coalition_Combat_Ops_in_ OIF.pdf
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unproven systems may reduce combat effectiveness — at least in the short-

term while its intricacies are mastered.

Some British formations abandoned use of the equipment
altogether and resorted to the more familiar use of liaison officers
on the ground.” The MoD’s conclusions on coalition operations

56

reflected this experience, noting that: i

Regular training and cross-fertilisation with US forces are required to
promote interoperability when UK forces ave deployed in a US-led or
backed  coalition.  Achieving interoperability — vequires  extensive
information sharing between the US and UK. A Combat Identification
(Combat ID) concept of operations should be available early in the
preparation phase of an operation. Doctrine and peacetime training need
to reflect the Combat ID requirements of coalition operations.

The report went on to note that the US was expected to
continue to play a leading role in world affairs for the foreseeable
future, and to remain the predominant military superpower.
Thus, said the MoD:?"

If the UK is to join the US in future operations, we shall need to continue
to be close to US policy-making and planning and, subject to affordability,
be able to operate with its technological dominance and military doctrine. ..
This will require a clear understanding of, and involvement in,
emerging US military and political concepts and doctrine. To ihis
end, it will be essential to continue to sustain liaison with lagh levels in the
Pentagon and key US headquarters. [emphasis added]

Here, there is a clear reference to two elements required to
make coalition operations work effectively: technical and doctrinal
interoperability. Yet, with the US adopting RSTA packages, and
the UK the distinctly low-tech Panther, a technological gap
between the US and the UK is becoming evident. ’

-

55 Ibid., para 5.5.
% www.mod.uk/linked_files/publications/iraq/opsiniraq.pdf
8 Ibid.
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However, it i1s now becoming apparent that the Panther is
not going to be the main land forces reconnaissance tool, with the
MoD having decided to place the “Watchkeeper” UAVs at the
centre of its land reconnaissance capability.” Furthermore, in
early July, the MoD announced it was considering upgrades to its
armoured vehicle fleet, delaying their retivement to beyond
2020.°° This means that close battlefield reconnaissance will be
provided by three assets: an obsolescent light tracked vehicle, the
Panther and Watchkeeper. Inevitably, given the limited capability
of the ground platforms, the burden of intelligence gathering will
fall on the UAV.%

Divergence in the use of intelligence

The way UAVs will be used by the British points up another
major divergence between the UK and US. Current UK systems
are usually allocated to Command headquarters, while US forces
have the theoretical capability to distribute UAV sensor products
throughout the network. However, UAVs demand considerable
bandwidth (the rate at which a communications system can carry
information) and, at certain times, the demand exceeds that
available by a factor of 20 to one, particularly between Brigade
and Battalion. This alone has slowed the networking programme
and is now considered the single most important limiting factor.
In the US, considerable effort and expenditure is going into

U with the eventual intention that UAVs
2

solving the problems,®
should equip FCS company-size units and even platoons.’

In the case of the UK, the Army is relying for its battlefield
communications on the Bowman system, backed by the armed

a8 news.mod.uk/news_headline_story.asp?newsltem_id=1849

59 DefenseNews, 11 July 2005.
60 18 July 2002, news.mod.uk/news_headline_story.asprnewsltem_id=1849

ot Defense Science Board Study on UAVs and ECAVs, op cit. For a
discussion on the “Army bandwidth logjam”, see also
www.iwar.org.uk/rma/resources/cbo/summary.htm

62 DefenseNews, 1 August 2005.
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forces own Skynet 5 satellites. This prompted a comment from
Lord Astor of Hever, the Opposition Spokesman for Defence, who
remarked that, “bandwidth of communications will be at least as
important as bullets.”™ He then expressed his hope that the
defence minister had allowed for generous bandwidth on Skynet
5. UK high-level strategic communications, he added, had
collapsed at key points during the (second) Iraq war because of
equipment failures and inherent structural weaknesses in the
UXK'’s military networks.

As to Bowman, this is a “family” of radios ranging from a
hand-held set to more capable equipment issued to higher levels of
command. For those higher levels, there is the “high capacity data
radio” which provided “the primary means for the transfer of large
amounts of operational data between Bowman equipped HQs in
the field.”** Additionally, higher commands are to be issued with
the “Falcon” communications system, produced by BAE Systems
“designed to equip senior commanders with the most advanced and
powerful network for controlling combat operations at corps,
divisional and brigade level.”® This will have more than 50 times
the data capacity of the system it replaces, providing the
infrastructure to support Army command systems. The Bowman
tactical system will feed information into Falcon, which will link back
to UK HQ in real time using Skynet 5. Says the MoD, “The Falcon
network will permit transmission of large amounts of data,
including real time video, between Army Irleadquzu‘ters.”66

The MoD is addressing the problem of Brigade level and
above communications. But it is clear that it has no intention of
improving bandwith capacity below that level. The equipment tells

63 Hansard, 13 January 2004, col. 528.
o4 www.esys.co.uk/case/archive/bowman.htm;  www.global-defence.com
/2000/pages/bowman.html

o It will equip the main headquarters and supporting clements of the
ACE (Allied Command Europe) Rapid Reaction Corps (ARRC). See
www.baesystems.com/newsroom/2003/sept/100903news1.htm

o6 www.mod.uk/dpa/news/pn2005/july05/tfcs.htm
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its own story. Field sets from the Bowman family can handle data at
a rate variously quoted as being between 500 Kbs to 2 Mbs.®” High
performance UAVs can deliver data at a rate of between 45 and 600
Mbs. Along with data from other battlefield intelligence-gathering
assets, it will be processed at Brigade or above and orders will be
transmitted downwards to operating echelons. Thus, the advanced
equipment being introduced into the British Army will reinforce the
already established, hierarchical structure.

The US system, on the other hand, with its sophisticated
RSTA “mission equipment package” and more generous bandwidth
allocation to lower levels, allows for a different doctrine. First, the
RSTA “packages” are issued to much lower formations and are
organic to them. Second, their sophisticated information-gathering
equipment can gather far more data than less well-equipped
platforms (such as the Sabre or Panther). Third, as part of a fully
networked system, they have access to data from all other
intelligence-gathering assets in the area of operation, including
aircraft and UAVs, other RSTA platforms and ground combat units.
Fourth, and most critically, the equipment has a powerful data-
processing capability: crews carry out situational analyses which
would, traditionally, be undertaken higher up the chain of
command.

Thus, relatively junior field commanders have the facility to
make autonomous command decisions, in response to high-
quality intelligence, and execute actions without waiting for
instructions or authorisation from higher levels of command.® In
this, there is also a cultural difference. Command decisions are
often made autonomously at a lower level in US forces than is
customary in the British Army.

The upshot is that similar-sized formations of British and
US forces will increasingly fight in different ways. US formations
will rely on organic intelligence gathering, processing and analysis

www.afcea.org/signal/articles/anmviewer.asp?a=5038&z=111

www.iwar.org.uk/rma/resources/crs/RL31425.pdf
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— supplemented by data from theatre assets — and will be able
launch operations faster, in a more flexible manner. They will also
be able to handle more tasks, over a wider area of operations than
their British equivalents. UK land forces, therefore, will not
develop net-centric warfare on the US model. This much is
acknowledged by Nick Witney, CEO of the EDA. He predicts that
net-centric capabilities will probably be focused more on the
individual soldier.?®

69 DefenseNews, 27 June 2005,
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE FLOODGATES OPEN

THREE ISSUES HAVE BEEN EXAMINED: Galileo; the MAN trucks
procurement; and the “Panther”. Each of these illustrate the
possibility (and actuality) of divergence emerging between UK and
US forces. By the same token, there is now evidence from the
equipment procurement decisions of the MoD of convergence
between the UK and the armed forces of some EU member states.

The most obvious sign of this is the Panther procurement,
which is now performing the same role in the British and Italian
Armies and, potentially, the Bundeswehr. But the lightly-armoured
and lightly armed 4x4 reconnaissance vehicle concept — otherwise
known as the “scout car”, long discarded by the British and US -
is still very much in evidence in Europe.

Another sign of divergence is the European failure to
develop anything similar to the US “RSTA equipment package”
concept. Perhaps this is unsurprising as this equipment makes
demands on bandwidth similar to those of UAVs and the
Europeans  have not developed the communications
infrastructure. Nevertheless, from a situation where the MoD had
earlier assessed that there was no opportunity for a European
collaborative programme on TRACER, “owing to different
national doctrine...”,”® British tactical reconnaissance concepts are
crystallising on the model emerging in Europe. This is reflected in

House of Commons Defence Committee ~ Appendices to the Minutes
of Evidence, op cit.
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the agenda of the EDA: one of its first four “flagship projects” is
the development of “long-endurance UAVs”."!

Significantly also, the Steering Board of the EDA recently
called for “more collaboration on new armoured fighting
vehicles”, eyeing the expected 10,000 units — worth €30 billion —
to be built for European forces over the next decade. To that
effect, EU ministers are carrying out a study into the exemption
from EU procurement directives.”? Currently, member states are
able to invoke Article 296 of the Treaty of the FEuropean
Communities to exempt defence equipment from FEU
procurement rules, on national security grounds.

The Commission seeks an “EU defence equipment policy”
This ministerial “initiative” follows on from a raft of position papers
produced by the EU Commission, the first in January 1996 which
addressed the “challenges facing the European defence-related
industry”, calling for “a contribution for action at European level”.”
This was followed in December 1997 by a communication on
“implementing a European Union strategy on defence-related
industries”,’* and in March 2003 by a “Green Paper” offering firm
proposals on “an EU defence equipment policy”.”

The “Green Paper” was followed in September 2004 by
another, this one on defence procurement.”® The Commission
wrote of the “growing convergence of national security interests in
the context of European foreign, security and defence policy,”
which “could facilitate application of Community instruments” on

7 ue.eu.int/uedocs/cmsUpload/050707-EDA_Briefs_Industry_on_
Technology Demonstration_Studies_for_Long-Endurance_ UAVs. pdf

ue.ew.int/uedocs/cmsUpload/050523 EDAPressRelease.pdf

~1
1%

europa.eu.int/comm/internal_market/publicprocurement/docs/defence/
com96-10_en.pdf .

" europa.eu.int/comm/internal_market/publicprocurement/docs/defence/
com97-583-final_en.pdf
europa.eu.int/eur-lex/en/com/cnc/2003/com2003_0113en01.pdf
europa.eu.int/comm/internal_market/publicprocurement/docs/defence/
green-paper/com04-608_en.pdf
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procurement. Meanwhile, it advocated increased co-operation
between member states, hoping that “voluntary” co-operation
would lead to more rationalised procurement. But it was preparing
a “big stick” in an attempt to make sure it would happen anyway.

Industrial co-operation

In addition to the “Framework Agreement” between the Six, there
had already been a voluntary agreement in November 1996 by
France, Germany, Italy and the UK, to establish OCCAR
(Organisation. Conjoint de Cooperation en matiere d’ARmement). This
was formalised by Treaty on 28 January 2001 by the OCCAR
Convention.”” In May 2003, Belgium became the fifth OCCAR
member and Spain may also join.

One early project was the MRAV (Multi-Role Armoured
Vehicle), initially an Anglo-German programme signed in
November 1999 for the development of a family of “next
generation” armoured utility vehicles. It was joined by the
Netherlands in 2001 but, in July 2003, the UK pulled out, losing
£48 million in the process,”® when it decided to pursue the FRES
concept. MRAV — by then renamed the “Boxer” — at 31 tons per
vehicle, was too heavy for the C-130 Hercules.

Another OCCAR project, its “flagship”, to which the UK is
now fully committed, is the Airbus A400M, a tactical and strategic
airlifter, built by a consortium representing the UK, Germany,
France, Spain and Belgium. With a maximum payload of 37 tons,
it can carry more than the Hercules, but less than the 70 tons
carried by the C-17 Globemaster. Once the A400M is available, the
RAF is to be equipped with 25 aircraft at an expected cost of £2.4
billion, eventually replacing its 51 US-built C-130s as well as the C-
17s, marking a major shift from American equipment.

~
S

www.occar-ea.org/C1256 BOE0052F 1AC/vwContentFrame/
N254SMVVI67SLEREN

o www.mod.uk/publications/performance2003/chap26e.htm
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As importantly, common equipment may become a
precursor to a common organisation. France and Germany have
established a “European Airlift Transport Co-ordination Cell”,
operating out of Eindhoven in Holland, which will evolve into the
European Air Transport Command, probably in 2008.7 The
German Federal Ministry of Defence will then wind up its own Air
Transport Command.** France has also committed to pool to
airlift resource.®® Undoubtedly, there will be pressure on the UK
to join this “command”. If that happens, control of the RAF’s
strategic and tactical airlift capability will be subsumed into an EU-
controlled organisation.

The MoD has also recently announced that the Future
Strategic Tanker Aircraft (FSTA) programme, worth £13 billion, is
to be fulfilled by a consortium which includes the French
aerospace contractor Thales. It will supply European-built Airbus
A330-200s, in preference to the bid submitted by the UK’s BAE
Systems and Boeing.*” Then, there is the Eurofighter, armed with
Storm Shadow/SCALP-EG air-launched cruise missile and next-
generation air-to-air Meteor missiles, both designed by a French-
led consortium.

The Meteor was, in fact, seen as a test of Blair’s European
credentials. It is an alternative to the battle-proven missile
produced by the US defence giant Raytheon, costed at £1 billion
as against the Raytheon missiles at £500 million. The contract was
subject to intense lobbying from the US, France and Germany, the
transatlantic divide being summed up by Manfred Bischoff, chief
executive of DaimlerChrysler Aerospace AG, who declared: “A
European aircraft needs European armament...”.

In the event, despite opposition from his own Chancellor,
Blair opted for the Meteor, with a target date for introduction of

& www.isis-europe.org/ftp/download/reportdefence.pdf

80 www.eng.bmvg.de/C1256F1200608B 1B/CurrentBaseLink/
W268SHT2252INFOEN

www.ambafrance-us.org/news/statmnts/2003/etyseedefense.asp

www.mod.uk/dpa/news/pn2005/airtanker.htm
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2005 - to coincide with deliveries of the Eurofighter. However,
the project was delayed and is not expected to come into service
until at least 2012. As a stop-gap measure, therefore, the MoD
spent £200 million on Raytheon missiles, making Meteor £900
million more expensive than the US option, the overall cost
(including buying the Raytheon missiles) having risen to £1.4
billion.*

Add to that the two proposed Royal Navy aircraft carriers,
which, even before they have been built, have been committed to
support the ERRF. With France joining the project, to provide its
own new carrier under a joint building programme, the ships will
have a commonality of between 80% and 90%.%

The UK is also co-operating with France in designing the
next generation of 40mm multi-purpose guns. These will be fitted
to Warrior upgrades and will undoubtedly arm FRES platforms.
Jointly funded by the French and British Governments, they are
part of the MoD’s “Objective Future Cannon Programme”, they
use a revolutionary new type of ammunition. Additionally, the
British and French are working on new turrets to house these
guns.® Of special relevance here is that there is no Nato standard
for the ammunition. Currently, the US and UK carry common
inventories, allowing cross-supply if the need arises. The
possibility of US and elements of EU forces carrying entirely
different ammunition stocks now arises, reducing still further
opportunities for interoperability.

EU Equipment standards

Furthermore, the Commission - through its 2004 “Green Paper”
on defence procurement — has suggested common, EU-wide
military standards through its own standards body, the European

3 International Herald Tribune, 10 February 2000; The Daily Telegraph, 15
May 2000; www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/em199900
/cmiselect/cmdfence/528/52804. htm

st DefenseNews, 11 July 2005.
www.dtic.mil/ndia/2005garm/wednesday/duckworth.pdf
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Committee for Standardization (CEN), rather than through Nato.
By mid-July 2005, it announced that it would shortly unveil a
web-based handbook of its own standards for the procurement of
military supplies. Displaying an arrogance not untypical of EU
officials, Jan Van Herp, CEN’s director of information systems
and special projects stated that, in future, the EU would expect
Nato to be “coming to us” to help it mesh its standards.*

However, since its inception, Nato’s harmonisation
programme has been the glue holding the alliance together. It
may not take kindly to EU attempts to usurp its functions —
especially in areas of newly emerging technologies where the US
will rightly expect to be fully involved in deciding standards. The
situation may come to a head when, to pursue one of the EDA’s
long-term goals of rationalising Europe’s armoured fighting
vehicle sector, CEN’s next priorities include standards covering
armoured fighting vehicles. It is highly unlikely that the US will
meet or even seek to meet these standards.”” The spectre of a
breakdown in common standards between the US and EU forces
is real.

Future Rapid Effects System vehicles

As mentioned above, the MoD is now looking at the Swedish-built
“SEP” platform for its FRES vehicles. This has been developed by
the Hagglunds company — a subsidiary of BAE Systems — for the
Swedish army. It has evolved into a family of vehicles close to
British Army requirements,” to which effect “preliminary co-
operation agreements” between governments and industry in
Sweden and the UK are in place.* The MoD has also recently
announced a contract for “defensive aids suites” for the project.
The term describes “a group of integrated sensors and counter-

80 DefenseNews, 18 July 2005.
87 Ibid.

a8 www.armada.ch/05-2/complete_05-2.pdf.
89 ir.baesystems.com/bae/shareholder_info/communications/2005/2005-

03-01/#p4
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measures for self-defence of armoured fighting vehicles and other
military platforms,” capable of providing an “automatic or semi-
automatic response to threats, thereby increasing survivability
without the weight burden of additional armour.” The contract
went to a Swedish firm, Akers Krutbruk Protection.”

Armour

Then there is the armour, which may be based on a concept
known as “electric armour”. This relies on composite materials,
within which is sandwiched a conductive layer through which a
high voltage charge is passed, sufficient to vaporise certain types
of anti-tank rounds. While formal bids from two companies to
develop the armour for the MoD have been received, these have
not been named.”" But it appears that the British and US systems
may be different, in that US teams have demonstrated a “multi-
hit” protection capability which has not been (publicly) claimed by
the British.”” Again, the technology gap seems to be widening.

FIST

That divide may be even greater than appears. When the EDA’s
Nick Witney observed that “Europe’s network-centric capabilities
will probably be focused more on the individual soldier...”,* he
was describing a philosophy remarkably similar to that adopted by
the French Army. It is working on a system which aims to deploy
“network-centric soldiers, wearing special clothing with integrated
armour, portable electronics - including GPS and communications
—and special observation equipment, integrated with the personal
weapon”.* The thinking is remarkably similar to that behind the

9 Hansard, 19 July 2005, col. 1529W.

9 Hansard, 12 July 2005, col. 862W.

o2 www.dstl.gov.uk/pr/press/pr2002/01-07-02.htm;  www.defense-update.
com/features/du-1-04/passive-armor.htm

9 DefenseNews, 27 June 2005.

o www.assembly-weu.org/en/documents/sessions_ordinaires/rpt/2005

/1899.html
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MoD’s  “Future Integrated Soldier Technology” (FIST)
programme. It is perhaps no coincidence that it is being run by
French-owned Thales UK.” Crucially, the project also focuses on
information control, space-based assets (including surveillance
satellites) and observation UAVs and UCAVs (Unmanned Combat
Air Vehicles, an offensive version of UAVs).

Unmanned Awr Vehicles

In terms of UAVs, another point of divergence with the US
emerged when the MoD announced the contract for
Watchkeeper. It chose the Israeli-designed Hermes 450, to be
built by the UK division of Thales, in preference to a rival bid

% When it comes to

from the US contractor Northrop-Grumman.
the next generation, such vehicles will not only be used for passive
reconnaissance. They are being designed for attack — as is the
current “Predator” model deployed by US forces, which has
successfully fired “Hellfire” guided missiles in combat conditions.
In this whole area of technology, France is taking the lead. This
was decided under the European Capabilities Action Plan agreed
by member states as a means of reaching the 2010 “Headline
Goal”. Its first project is the European reconnaissance air system
called “Euromale”.”” With the participation from Greece, Italy,
Spain, Sweden and Switzerland, it also has a programme named
“Neuron” for a high-tech, “stealthy” UCAV. Announced in June
2003, the DGA has allocated €300 million for the first phase.”

So far, Britain is not included. In a situation which has some
parallels with the TRACER project, however, the UK had been
working for the last seven years with the US on UCAV
development, on a £10 billion project called the “Future Oftensive
Air System” (FOAS). This was intended to produce operational

95

news.mod.uk/news/press/news_press_notice.aspnewsltem_id=3069
9 DefenseNews, 25 July 2005
o7 www.dassault-aviation.com/gb/actualite/actualite/article.cfm?id=2108

o8 C4ISR Journal, 24 July 2005.
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systems by around 2018 when the RAF’s fleet of Tornado GR4s is
expected to reach the end of its operational life.” Then, in June
2005, the British Government pulled out of the project, even
though the “definition phase” was not due for completion until
2008.'%° Sources are suggesting that the reason was the increasing
reluctance of'its US partner to transfer military technology (which
will be discussed in the next section). The MoD was unlikely to
“get what it wants”.

For the time being, the MoD has scaled back its work in this
area, but is now considering whether to join the French “Neuron”
programme.'”! Another realignment, potentially at least, is in the
making, which may become a major rift if, as has been reported,
the French — through Airbus industries — have signed a “secret
agreement” with the Russian MiG company to develop UCAVs.'™
Given that the Russians are still a major armaments supplier to
the Chinese, one cannot imagine the US being anxious to share
their technology with the British, who are 20% partners in Airbus.

Guns and ammunition

Back on the ground, to the basic personal weapon, the British
Army is currently equipped with the much-maligned SA80. This
was phased into service between 1986 and 1993. It has since been
modified and will remain in service for some time but will
eventually require replacement. However, the original
manufacturer was the then state-owned Royal Ordnance. This has
since been acquired by what is now BAE Systems. Production
facilities have been closed down. Indeed, the UK is now without
an indigenous small arms manufacturer. There seems a high
probability, therefore, that in a decade or so, when the MoD looks

- www.airforce-technology.com/projects/foas/

100 www.ukdf.org.uk/millibrief/M35.DOC
1 DefenseNews, op cit.

102 The Business, 21/22 August 2005.
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for a new weapon, it will be both designed and manufactured in
Europe.

Similarly, although a ten-year contract for small arms
ammunition was awarded to BAE Systems in 1999, under a
“Framework Partnership Agreement”, there seems to be no bulk
ammunition manufacturer in the UK either. Even for our most
basic requirements, the UK seems to be reliant on foreign
manufacturers.'”

Missiles
Going up the scale, the Army is to be equipped with the short-
range anti-tank missile known as the “Next Generation Light Anti
Armour Weapon”. It is of Swedish design, from Saab Bofors
Dynamics, manufactured in “collaboration” with British
companies: however, it should be noted that the French-owned
Thales Air Defence is the major UK partner. The procurement
contract was announced in 2002 and the weapon is due to enter
service in 2006/07.'"*

The choice of medium range weapon seems to defy the trend.
This is the US-designed Raytheon/Lockheed Martin “Light Forces
Anti-Tank Guided Weapon System”, known as the Javelin. It was
first issued to US forces in 1996 and ordered for the Army by the
MoD in January 2003, to replace the 20-year-old Milan missile.'%

Nevertheless, the Javelin was chosen only after the failure of
“Trigat”, a European missile programme initially involving
France, Germany and the UK, with Belgium and the Netherlands
Jjoining later. Developed by the Euromissile Dynamics Group, a

103 This problem is by no means confined to small arms. After the

progressive amalgamations and rationalisation of the defence
industry, the UK now lacks capacity in many technological sectors, to
the extent that it is forced to rely on overseas suppliers or foreign-
owned companies. Although outside the scope of this paper, this has
added to the pressure to choose between US and European firms, as
the UK today often lacks its own domestic manufacturing base.

104
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consortium of companies from the three original nations, by June
1999 1t had experienced substantial delays. Although the UK
signed a “Memorandum of Understanding” to proceed to
production, other partners did not and, concerned that the UK
would be dangerously exposed when Milan stocks ran down, in
July 2000, the MoD reluctantly withdrew from the project,
sustaining a loss estimated at £109 million.!®® With that, the MoD
had no option but to buy an off-the-shelf system.

Nor indeed was this the full extent of the loss. Another
project in the same stable was a missile system to arm the UK’s
Apache attack helicopters. Instead of the battle-proven US-built
Longbow/Hellfire Weapons Systems, the MoD had decided to go
“European” and procure the LR (Long Range) Trigat. That
project also collapsed, with an estimated loss of £205 million when
the MoD finally decided to go ahead with the US weapon.
Altogether, therefore, the grandiose project cost the British
taxpayer over £314 million.'"

Artillery
For the Army’s heavier weapons, the MoD is working on a re-
equipping the artillery through a programme named the Future
Artillery Weapon Systems. This includes “next generation weapon
platforms”, target acquisition systems and complex software
designed to interact with the whole system.” The programme
involves a 10-year equipment budget of some £1.5 billion spread
across some 15 different projects.'®

Some equipment, such as a targeting system which is to be
integrated into Bowman, and rocket artillery, has already been
selected. Contracts have been awarded to US firms as there are no
suitable European products available. Not so the gun, however, a

106 Hansard, 28 Julv 2000, col. 918W; www.mod.uk/linked files/
dpa_ar2001_notes_to_agency_accounts.pdf

107 Op. cit.

108 www.mod.uk/dpa/ipt/faws.htm
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