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By Michael K Dawes
A Foreign policy led Defence
Austen Chamberlain once stated that the defence of Britain was no longer focused on the channel but on the Rhine
. Since that time, just before the outbreak of the Second World War, our defence outlook has changed beyond recognition. The threats facing Britain today provide us with no easily definable front. International terrorism in an age of globalisation has broken down the traditional boundaries of security. The question facing Britain and other nations is how do we shape our foreign policy, defence and security forces in a world after 9/11? Are our existing alliances within NATO and our commitment to the transatlantic alliance adequate to meet this threat? For these and other questions there are no easy answers. 
   It seems to me that any nation’s response to these threats must be in line with an understanding of their place in the world and the ideals that they stand by. Britain’s most significant ally, the US, has declared its support for unilateral action and pre–emptive strikes on other nations who harbour terrorists or who constitute a clear and present threat. The now familiar images of Guantanamo Bay, prisoner abuse and the common knowledge of such terms as ‘rendition’ are all trademarks of the new era of US defence policy. 
     The post President Bush future would seem the signal change whatever the outcome; both Democratic nominees support Iraq withdrawal and a concentration on Afghanistan and a renewed engagement with European Allies. The Republican nominee has a clear vision for foreign policy and defence. John McCain has called for a massive military rearmament, a new military wing specializing in cyber warfare, psychological warfare and unconventional approaches to infiltrating other nations (modelled on the old Office of Strategic Services) to help fight terrorists wherever they may be.  His most radical suggestion is the formation of a ‘League of Democracies’ as a more effective international partnership to act where the UN fails. (He believes this can be done without undermining the UN). Once again the clear objective is a renewed engagement with Europe, and a welcoming of what he calls a “strong and confident European Union”.

In this context, the future of Britain’s foreign policy and collective defence should seem obvious. Britain has always been portrayed as a nation striding two continents but a choice, one way or another, should be made. This has always been a fallacy. Europe desires a strong transatlantic alliance, and the US wants the same thing, a partnership with a strong EU, not just a stand alone UK. There is therefore no ‘one or the other’ choice to be made, Britain must lead in Europe rather then follow America. As the most significant military force in Europe, why has Britain not led the way in creating an effective, interoperable and confidently directed EU force?
  The truth is that this is not as clear cut as it first seems, the ‘special relationship’, though much derided as tokenism, is in fact a working force between the UK and US governments on an operational level. This can be seen most clearly in the US and British militaries, where exchange of information is fluid, equipment (Congress willing) is transferred and access is granted at high levels, the US is the standard to which interoperability is aimed. This junior relationship on Britain’s part is based on the expediency of fighting alongside US forces in the two front wars of Iraq and Afghanistan; the idea of a shared outlook and shared heritage; and most of all on the understanding that when the chips are down the US is the only other force in the world the UK can depend on. The overall outcome of this liaison is that a conflicting message of the future appears. Politicians in the US may call for a stronger EU that carries its weight, but when projects such as the European Galileo GPS system arise, US officials press their UK counterparts to Veto its use by the military. In fact any project that threatens US leadership of NATO, or lessens European (and especially UK) dependence on the US is resisted and ultimately blocked. The US is trapped by two conflicting visions for the future, on the one hand it wants a strong EU to take up some of the burden of defence and increase soft power where the US cannot reach, but on the other hand it views any rise in independent EU power as a threat to its much cherished position of leadership, and at this point in time it is the former not the later vision that is winning out and is doing so with the complicity of Britain. 
 The indecision must stop. There are many important issues facing the UK armed forces right now. Our foreign commitments overstretch our manpower and resources, equipment is over used and insufficient, replacements are overdue, over cost and in some cases inappropriate. Our service personnel are overstretched and underappreciated, living conditions for service families can be below standard and welfare support is still not good enough. Dissatisfaction at the most crucial levels (SNCO’s and middle ranking officers) is at an all time high. These problems cannot be dealt with piecemeal with knee jerk initiatives, but under to direction of a fundamental overhaul of our defence and security forces driven by a foreign policy that represents a consensus for the nation. For me this foreign policy is clear – we must shape our forces around a new European collective security, one that is driven by the strong leadership of Great Britain. 
Balancing UK Armed forces for the Future

Once the problem of balancing between America and Europe is solved we are left with the challenge of actually forging a new approach to armed forces within Europe. Much has been said in the past about the different nature of European armed force , that it emphasises a more admirable peace keeping role compared to more aggressive US forces. I would relegate such ideas to the ‘rose tinted glasses’ file.
  Such an assessment may seem accurate but once we understand that European deployments have not been under the direction of a single foreign policy with clear objectives, backed up by an interoperable and highly effective joint EU force, we start to see why it has 

generally been restricted to such roles. Europe’s hour of failure in Bosnia is still fresh, and one need not look any further then the absence of the organisational requirements I have listed to understand why it happened. There can be no doubt, however, that any future EU force provides an opportunity to forge new concepts of how military force should be used. The idea of world wide force projection is the corner-stone of an effective global armed force, but what about ‘force projecting’ aid? Should we increase liaison with NGOs in foreign aid and disaster relief?  Are there any benefits in improving CIMIC (Civil-military cooperation)? Any new EU defence policy must have a wide ranging discussion that questions what an armed force should be in the 21st century.
 
    The first and probably one of the most important areas of collective European security is border control. We understand that Britain’s borders can not be separated from the EU any longer and that something beyond simple co-operation is needed; security services, police and customs officials in Europe must work as one, under a clear line of authority and communication. This is the most potent example of where Britain’s ‘red-line’ diplomacy has been counter-productive, we should ‘opt-in’ rather then ‘opt-out’. 

  Our Navy, Army and Airforce have worked hard over the past years to work towards a joint forces approach and we must apply the same standard to European interoperability. It could reasonably be said that as NATO has existed for a long time surely such issues must have been resolved? Well for one thing France must now be included, but even putting that aside, though doctrine, communications and tactics may in some cases work well in NATO it is simply not to a level required for joint operations. One only has to look at Bosnia and Kosovo to see that this is true, multinational operations normally include stepping on each others toes, and through the eyes of the US and UK – simply getting in the way.  

     There are two major areas to work on for an EU force to be truly interoperable. Firstly equipment must be, as much as possible, the same. Anyone acquainted with pan-European projects may look in horror at the prospect of single source procurement, but previous projects such as Euro fighter and Euro Frigate were marred by the differing requirements of a variety of forces that all had a different outlook for what they wanted out of the programmes. For an EU force however, the outlook should be the same. No area of equipment should be outside the EU scope, not even the nuclear deterrent.  Equipment is a long standing problem for UK forces as tax payers simply do not get value for money. Despite the much touted ‘SMART’ procurement put forward, the 1998 Strategic Defence Review (and the recent review of the defence industry), the vast majority of programmes are still overdue and over budget. One reason is that the UK insists on single state projects that are far more costly and in some cases, less effective than COTS (commercial off the shelf) alternatives. Is the primary concern of defence procurement to sustain British jobs or to get the best equipment at the best price? There are tough decisions to be made. 
    It is a well known phenomenon that given limited resources and an overriding commitment the procurement, resources, training and doctrine of an armed service begins to mould around that environment (think of the UK 
Forces in the 1980s, with the Army in Germany and the Anti-Submarine role for the Royal Navy). This must be resisted as it is too easy to become narrow in outlook and capability. Today the commitment is primarily the land battles of Iraq and Afghanistan, but what about tomorrow? It is almost impossible to predict the exact needs of the future. In its place we must abide by a principle – that of a balanced force. Such a force will have a mix of capability; it must be able to project airpower, manpower and material around the world; it must exploit the leading edge of technology and tactics (such as Electronic Warfare, Cyber warfare, Information Operations and satellites with a range of sensors). It must be manned by men and women who are well looked after with good pay and the best of serving conditions. Overall it must be rapidly deployable and flexible to changing environments. Only America has anything near such a balanced force today but this must be the goal of any future EU procurement policy.
      The second important area for development is training. Joint European training takes place in NATO exercises and in key areas such a naval training at FOST (flag officer sea training) Plymouth. These training programmes are impressive, but they must be greatly extended. It is easy in a financially constrained environment to go for a ‘front line first’ mentality, but the support and expertise provided by training is vital especially considering the current distance between EU militaries. Nothing shows a more effective fighting force than one that acts and thinks instinctively alike. This can only be achieved with a common EU training programme of a high quality that is realistic, innovative and of the highest standard. 
     There has been much debate in recent years surrounding the idea of a ‘military covenant’; the simple truth is that such a covenant has simply never existed. Much of what is expected of such a covenant by the British public, service personnel and the government is unwritten. It is founded on the principle that the armed services should protect the nation, and if necessary, lay down their lives doing so, but also that forces should only be put in harm’s way if it is absolutely necessary. Orders given by the chain of command should be lawful (we are post-Nuremburg defence) and personnel should be treated with respect and be well looked after for their service. The recent issues of the nature of our involvement in Iraq, prisoner abuse, inadequate medical treatment of service personnel, service separation from families and service accommodation have brought these factors out of the background. The fact that we now talk about a covenant shows how much the relationship has been undermined - distrust and dissatisfaction exists on all sides. 
     These issues must now be addressed head on, first by opening the inquiry into the Iraq war so that the lessons can be learned and the trust that forces will only be used lawfully and by true necessity is upheld. The treatment of our forces should also be up for review. It must be understood that expectations of sixteen year old recruits and young officers change over time as they have changing family commitments. Separation is the primary issue affecting retention, and if the only way to solve this is to recruit more than is needed and end over-stretch, then that must be the aim. This situation can also be alleviated by filling the now infamous black hole in recruitment. We must understand that the job market and the services have changed and that the military can no longer target public schools for officers and the disadvantaged for recruits. The services will always be a method of social mobility and a place to go for disadvantaged people who want a job, travel and an opportunity to get an education. But it must also reflect the reality that old distinctions are changing; the armed forces need highly specialised and educated officers and recruits for a modern armed force. The forces must become an avenue for the new middle class, where a degree at even junior levels is not a surprise. To achieve this, the image and conditions of the service must change. There are examples in European forces that show how conditions could be.
 We must not be afraid to think and act radically to address these issues, for instance by establishing a services committee that represents ranks and junior officers outside the chain of command with an independent arbitration body that can resolve issues with the government in a more open, honest and satisfactory way. 
   The problems affecting the UK armed forces are great and they can only be solved through a massive overhaul of our security and foreign policy assumptions. The EU is the best level at which to establish such a policy, but to achieve it there is disbelief, hesitation and distrust to overcome. It stands out, however, as the clearest and most confident vision to collective security in the face of new dangers. There is no doubt that this presents the most important challenge to the United Kingdom in this age and one that has immense consequences for the wider world.
The Author is a member of the Liberal Democrats and an Electronic Warfare Instructor to the Royal Navy – any feedback to Michael.Dawes5@btinternet.com
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� See Rifkin, J (2004) The European Dream for an example of this kind of thought, in which the hopes of the author are perhaps a more important feature then the reality of European Defence 





� Such changes in attitude may be vital in the future as Global Warming becomes a national and international issue of security. Our effectiveness at Humanitarian aid and disaster relief must improve if we are to be ready for any eventuality. 





� Such as the Dutch Navy who are greatly admired for their standard of service conditions and were a reference point for improved living conditions on the new US class of littoral warfare ships








