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Sustainable budgeting in the EU – problems and instruments in European defence

Analysis of the current situation
- Ability of the national security strategy and the national defence strategy to meet the challenges that have arisen in recent times. They all relate chiefly to terrorism, much less to the threat inherent in financial affairs, and chiefly the financial crisis, which has turned out to be just as dangerous as a state of war.  Some doctrinal upgrades are therefore needed in this regard, and this should be a European Parliament initiative in this area – where, alongside the ‘European government in the economic sphere’, a command should be set up (not an HQ or a centre – not what we already have): a European Command for the European Union. This should be put in place as a matter of urgency. 

- It has turned out to be the case that putting limitless faith in banks where financial dealings are concerned does not work, and oversight of financiers representing security in its broad sense is both indicated and expected. EU control over financial security, to be understood far more broadly than just finance, must be reinforced, as it has to all intents and purposes slipped out from under any kind of control, to become an independent and autonomous institution more to do with globalisation (supranational financial corporations) than with national interests represented by the national governments which could be said to make up the European Union.

- In a period of ongoing crisis, NATO member states and also EU members are tending to move towards a diminution of defence tasks. This also leads to a restriction on defence budgets in individual states, as it is assumed that these tasks will be undertaken by others who are allies. At the same time these undertakings are not coordinated either as part of an alliance or by the EU, which may, in an extreme situation, mean that no-one undertakes them. This is a strategically wrong way of proceeding. It is not even that a mockery is being made of Article 3 of the Washington Treaty (on the need for national and state preparations for effective defence); it is more about the fact that Article 5 of this Treaty (which appears to talk about ‘one for all and all for one’) is being used to lower defensive readiness. When applying the Treaty, the assumption must be made that it is binding in its entirety, and not that just some of its articles can be applied selectively. This situation, which is strategically hazardous for the European Union, is also reflected in the NATO strategy adopted in Lisbon in 2010 (4.a. Collective Defence), where it is suggested that Article 5 will resolve just about everything. 

- Particularly affected by this is defence organised on a regional basis – from a national perspective. Some states are organising their budgets in such a way that someone else will help them out where defensive readiness organised within their national territory is concerned. Meanwhile we must be mindful of the geopolitical situation of individual EU states and assign tasks in which allies work together accordingly to states that are on the periphery and to states deep within the EU, to meet the potential hazards. In this way each of them would be responsible for protection and defence in the aspect appropriate to their geo-strategic position. Overall this would bring about savings in the sphere of defence readiness as understood on a national level. At the same time it would be possible to strengthen or support tasks that states are not in a position to undertake on their own.

- In many national and coalition strategies (NATO and EU) there is a definition of how to respond to a terrorist threat or weapons of mass destruction or in the event of trafficking in human beings and weapons, or how to handle an environmental threat. This is how we respond to the impact of humans on their surroundings and external threats.  But what is lacking in these strategies is something that has now turned out to be just as important – perhaps even the most important thing of all: a response to an impact inside our civilisation, a financial threat which we ourselves are creating and developing. It would have been possible to take this threat on board when some players on the stock exchanges instigated a significant weakening of the British pound on what is known as Black Wednesday. But the leaders of states at that time did not react responsibly and did not put ‘something’ in place to guard against a potentially hazardous situation. This gave rise to something in which we have all been ‘shareholders’ in the last few years – a crisis of banking irresponsibility, with a lack of any resolute political reaction. Our national security strategies contain no potential brakes on such a situation occurring. Yet this is the most significant problem facing the functioning and development of civilisation. The financial threat caused by banks has not been spelled out. Sometimes one gets the impression that the banks constitute a sort of super-civilisation of their own – and a superior one, as it often evades the payment of taxes and is exempted from social responsibility.It is accompanied by speculation in resources of social potential, during the course of which millions of people are threatened with chaos, disaster and life on the margins of existence.  The fact that this is immoral is not the only aspect of this problem.  It additionally and mainly affects our citizens, who are represented by the state authorities in power at any given time. 

- The citizen-politician-bank relationship gives rise to a need for attention to be devoted primarily to the citizen, because without citizens earning respectable money there is no need to keep the banks alive. It would appear that politicians have to be effective, and the only thing that is stopping them being effective is the banking system – as has recently been confirmed. They should also look out for other areas of security, and particularly defence readiness, which is the foundation of and final argument in both internal politics and international relations. Only a state has the legitimacy to use armed force. Rulers who have forgotten this have paid for their omission by disappearing into oblivion and often also by the fall of the states at the head of which they stood. Along with them went their concentration on protecting wealth (assuming that they faced no threats) rather than statehood supported by effective strategies and armed forces. As a result of this approach, wealth was acquired by conquerors and the losers were forgotten, because they lost their liberty. As we can see, this mistake is not one that only modern men have made – the great have also gone this way in the past. There is no lack of ignoramuses where this is concerned. It is not so rare for entities that underestimate threats and concentrate on financial profit to contrive to give bad advice to political decision-makers. They are even prepared to forget security and defence readiness and to trivialise them in various ways.

Proposed solutions to current problems
- In NATO’s Lisbon strategy (2010) continuing emphasis is placed on the war on terrorism, although to a lesser extent now than previously. One may even find signs there of a withdrawal from it. At the same time you will not encounter in that strategy what has been troubling us all since the 1990s, namely the progressive spread of crisis in the world – in other words the introduction of a Permanent Controlled Crisis, brought about for a reason. Even capitalism, which is carrying the can for the state of crisis, would not unintentionally be as crisis-ridden as it is at present. This state of affairs is ‘advantageous’ in as much as it does not bring about a world war. At the same time this does not mean a state of affairs that is advantageous for all. The state of crisis is forcing citizens to function in a situation of evident sacrifices and to bear greater burdens. Thus we have a fuel crisis, a food crisis, an energy crisis, a raw materials crisis, an environmental crisis and so on. No-one is checking the causes of these states of crisis, because it is assumed that the market will deal with that. THE MARKET – what does that mean? Behind this variously defined concept of crisis lies the helplessness of those who govern us.

- We live in constant crises and they do not happen by chance. And each contribution towards their acceptance may be good, because the increase in prices and duty that is linked to crises causes greater revenues to flow to the Treasury. Consumers and small and medium-sized businesses lose in almost every way in such crises, and meanwhile the governments that represent them have so far not made any attempt to gain an understanding of the environments and mechanisms that keep drawing the world into crises or to try to find a sufficiently effective means of stopping them. The full burden and consequences when things are at their worst (collapse of companies, expropriation, confiscation of property and resources built up in funds) are borne by citizens of an increasingly impoverished society, and particularly by young people, for whom the employment market is shrinking.

- This situation – of permanent controlled crisis – is having a very deleterious impact on the state of national security, in every aspect, but particularly on defence readiness. As to whether it is being controlled or whether it is a free-market phenomenon, let the revenues of corporations bear witness. So the question arises of why, if a crisis comes along, do citizens lose out and corporations benefit? This also gives rise to a troubled situation where defence is concerned, since questions are asked within defence structures such as why soldiers should have to come to terms with a diminution in the defence budget while bankers, despite the problems their institutions have in functioning, continue to pay themselves fabulous pensions and millions in bonuses. Some bankers do not even guarantee the security of the money deposited by the masses at their institutions, whereas soldiers meanwhile guarantee the security of our state and of our civilisation. Why do we place people in categories – why are bankers better than those who keep our defence in a state of readiness? We are not getting any answers to such questions today, but in the situation we are in it would be worth focussing on what needs to be done with defence to make it cheaper, given the consequences of the crisis – a crisis that was not brought on by defence.

- Considerable cost-cutting may be achieved by making the armed forces a two-component structure. They should comprise two components. One component is operational structures for intervention under the auspices of NATO and the European Union, which are capable of acting on both a regional and a global scale. The second component is regional, the purpose here being to reinforce the operational component in national territories, and above all to provide military back-up to crisis management forces while crisis situations brought about by natural hazards and technical disasters are in effect.

 - The operational component could have an EU command (not an HQ), while the regional component could have a national command which sends territorial forces on a temporary basis for operational use (according to the needs and development of the operational situation).

- The operational component would comprise professional soldiers disposing of state-of-the-art equipment. They would form units capable of being part of a coalition force for any purpose and in any location. 

- The regional component would be a citizens’ formation, a reserve force, an ad hoc army recruited locally in relation to need and trained in a short period of time. In no case should these formations be attached to the operational component, or become a reserve for this component – in over 500 years of experience of structures involving interaction (cooperation) between the two components, this solution has never yielded good results. 

- As regards the technical aspect, there are various products and battle systems on which savings could be made, but these must not include regional or global situation reconnaissance systems. These are essential, both at times of heightened deployment of armed forces and during missions of a less military nature, and without the armed forces being deployed (which is virtually impossible in a world of permanent controlled crises). We need to be aware that it is precisely good reconnaissance data gathering and processing at a strategic level (regional and global) that brings about an increase in the effectiveness of defence actions, which is expressed in terms of a geometric progression. This means that a doubling of current data enables us to utilise four times less resources, and a trebling of such data would lead to nine times less resource consumption. Moreover, if we possess precision-strike weaponry, access to data is the number one priority and nothing can provide such results.

The above argument is applicable in the case of possession of space guidance systems and also of early-warning systems. There is also the factor of political and strategic advantage over states that are not in possession of such systems. So we may look to make savings through cutbacks in simple combat tools, but where systems that increase our capability in the global arena are concerned, including the space aspect, we must not do this.


