The links between the purchase of JAS-39 Gripeméig and the
security ofCR (by Ivan Gabal)

1. Decision-making and competencies over mattermbbnal
defense

1.1. It isn’t often that Czech Parliament decidesadter of strategic
importance to national defense and defense capalbilivill,

however, in the case of a state-guaranteed detitance the
purchase of JAS-39 Gripen supersonic fightersfaBthe Parliament
has only discussed geopolitical matters and gegeiidklines of
national security (such as accession to NATO, peaassions, annual
defense budgets, etc.), always leaving implemeraadyfinancing
matters in the hands of the executive (Defense $ityn(MO) and
Czech Army (A°R)).

1.2. Monopoly powers of the executive over pradtmatters of
defense have been with us for a long time, andobtieeir
consequences are ministerial decisions exempt diozat
parliamentary control and a Parliament directlyanmantable for
national defense capability. As a systemic flaightgeopolitical
principles (such as fulfillment of commitments t&NO
membership) have consistently and with increasiaguency collided
with practical performance of national defense aittl expenditure
by MO of amounts in the billions of crowns. WitHuactioning
Parliament oversight and with a government and Mc»antable for
cases of corruption, incompetency, pretense ougivention of
defense priorities, and gross rearmament deficgsneve wouldn’t
have come to a point where we have no major reaenaprogram
(staff information system, logistics, tank upgragiparachute
upgrading, L-159, etc.) that hasn’t flopped, woesour defense
potential, and complicated our relations with NATO

1.3.CR can't fulfill its military upgrading commitmentswards
NATO. It hasn’t been able to fulfill them and hamsequently
received poor marks from NATO for two years runniflmefore then,
it wasn’t rated by NATO standards). The reasonrsng upgrading



strategy and money squandered on unneeded or @ssfigic
upgrading programs. Yet NATO performance depencierand
more on how member countries fulfill their commitmt® on their
specialization and ability to complement one ano#mal cooperate
within a high-performing whole. September 11 ehdenear-
complete U. S. responsibility for military deterremly symbolically
complemented by European allies. Our participaitiocollective
defense must be effective and benefit NATO as davh®hat way
alone carCR secure an all-round efficient defense for itasla
member country.

1.4. The passing of the supersonic plane crediisom to Parliament
represents a desirable change. A maneuvering exedieavily
influenced by political parties will thus get ungerliamentary
control. Deputies and senators will assume theres of
responsibility knowing their decision will havearfreaching strategic
influence on both national defense capability andhow enormous
amounts of taxpayer’'s money are spent to incorp@gt into
collective Atlantic defense. The Parliament hatance to weigh up
a rather large number of strategic problems ana waich the
government was not ready to assess, subordinasinigcision, rather,
to the political and economic payoffs of a plarbty the supersonics
from a single select maker.

1.5. The government plan essentially is to buyrssamer good on
credit and delay its cost as a burden on futureegowents and
taxpayers. Any such plan favors arguments foherathan against,
the purchase, because the price is not payalte aboment of
purchase. Purchases made on credit are by definéss cautious
and careful than purchases paid on the spot.elftods purchased
are weapons, the risk of a rash decision is eiggmeh If the
weapons purchased on credit are destined fohegding really gets
tough. If the contract for the weapons purchasedredit is to be
signed before elections, the odds are pretty thghit will be an
object of selective short-term manipulation asdrisks incalculable.



1.6. By casting a vote the deputies and senatdrasgume individual
responsibility for the decision and its implemeiata and
consequences. Unlike decisions made by anonymaesicrats, this
decision will be transparent and personal and eaa turning point in
the evaluation of strategic aspects of the planilevance to
national security.

2. Why supersonic fighters?

2.1. According to MO, the service life of availalfilghters will expire
at the end of 2004, and so will our supersonidefense. Obsolete
planes and weapons raise question marks ovefftbiercy of such
a defense. A modern supersonic air defense is alesrmhole of
which airplanes are only one part, a part, morgodepending on
information, air, and ground support systems. Nawhave almost
no such systems, not even properly trained pilbidact, we have
been without an advanced supersonic air defenssef@ral years
already.

2.2. The Gripen would greatly increase the efficieaf our air
defense. It would be used mostly, and perhapsisixely, to defend
our territory, however. Collective NATO actionsich as the strikes
at Yugoslavia, or massive invasions and colleatiefense of our
territory or that of other member countries, woptdbably leave
»our® Gripen grounded because of its lower degreateroperability
with main NATO forces.

2.3. We should thus carefully consider potentialaargerments of our
territory. If Slovakia is invited this year to entNATO, we’ll be
practically enclosed by NATO space. Excepting redwtustria, our
neighbors will all be NATO countries protectedlmth collective
and individual air defenses. This does not corepletliminate but
substantially reduces our endangement from thekaipert studies
should measure the reduction and specify the gaskisthe requisite
structure and focus of our own air defense. Ti@ak military
endangerment of our territory has dramatically dishied since our



induction into NATO, but recently there has beeshit of risks
towards unconventional assymetrical threats (tismg.

2.4. The L-159, a subsonic fighter just being d&idd to our air
force, actually can’t and isn’t designed to eveargue” civilian
aircraft. A fact less well known is that it worarry weapons
effective against military targets, either on ¢fieund or in the air,
before 2004. The supersonic fighters are in fashiare their
weapons with the L-159, for which, by the wayirtess were not
contracted either.

2.5. Another argument in favor of supersonic fighie no NATO
country having its own army is without a supersanidorce. This
argument is indebted to the Cold War era, howe&ence the end of
that era, NATO countries have only been upgradeg t dated
aircraft rather than buying brand-new productsalehe buying
brand-new planes intended only for defense of @xritory and
disallowing use in collective operations. Radmaltch to new
equipment has so far been postponed by our altiespany serious
reasons.

2.6. Some politicians listen to the argument thagad state needs an
expensive armed force to demonstrate its poweisaudreignty, in
particular a force with supersonic defense capaciiyis argument is
oblivious of the time when we had advanced andysspersonic
aircraft which, far from a symbol of our sovereigniere an
instrument of its suppression. Fighters surelyusthwot be equated
with national sovereignty. More important, beforg induction to
NATO we promised the citizens and taxpayers thiéciive NATO
defense would be more effective because each mestdierwouldn’t
have to procure a full assortment of weapons. Ndhe time to
utilize the advantages of collective defense amdfally weigh the
economic costs of alternative air defense systarolsiding the option
of contracting our defense, temporarily or in thied term, from our
allies. It hasn’t been closely studied and caledaet, nor discussed
with our allies. Politicians still haunted by tegmbol of Soviet



generals should be reminded of the advantageabtodective
defense.

2.7. Another argument of military experts is tlthscontinuing the
training and combatworthiness of air force persbmniébe
expensive. Do we really dispose of a modern soparsiefense
system today, however, given our supersonic plaresadly dated?
In practice, all our air personnel would have ¢éorétrained to
advanced fighters, including their language slatsl combat
techniques. No calculation of the costs of buyang arming brand-
new fighters in fact sufficiently takes the costufther investment in
human resources into account.

2.8. It's our own problem what weight we givetlte opinions of our
new allies. We are understandably sensitive tohamtyof
patronizing, which was the backbone of the subart@iposition of
our army and defense within the Warsaw Pact. émtbsition of a
new and minor ally which so far has mostly beweefiby rather than
contributing to NATO, however, we should listen mafosely not
only to its recommendations but to its assessnwritew we fulfill
the tasks we were assigned by it. It does no hamapeat this: with
respect to purchase of supersonic planes, NATQdpeesatedly and
unequivocally said it is not one of our prioritesd advised against
it. Moreover, it has repeatedly criticized oumgrupgrading and
training record. To be sure, NATO doesn't issueedlives but bits
of advice and ratings of both practical and papekwesults. The
guestion seems legitimate, though: do we reallygbe we are able
assess in objective and impartial fashion our sgcsituation and do
we still remember why we entered NATO in the fpkice?

3. Supersonic package and national defense capabili

3.1. Even accepting the BAE-SAAB offer won't freg foom our duty
to pay all the seventy-two L-159s on the disadvgenas terms
contracted by MO. BAE-SAAB will take at most haffthem and
attempt to sell them elsewhere. It won’t rid usof duty to pay,
however, nor is it clear if it won’t offer to bartthe planes for ground



force equipment, rather than paying their pricertlrer, MO intends
to borrow a few billion from the consortium to make first
payment, incurring further debt.

3.2. The costs of introducing the L-159 tGR are steadily rising. It
appears it will take some time yet before the piang to normal
duty and all the problems which still have it grded have been
solved. Itisn’t even clear if the L-159 will eviee able to fulfill the
combat duties envisaged for it and won’t end upagtce plane.
These circumstances decrease its commercial vathsaes
prospects.

3.3. The Gripen offer includes deferred payabilifyhe introduction
of the plane to AR will be preceded by a costly investment,
upgrading, and training program, whose costs valldhto be paid
immediately, however. The upgrading of air babeddup of
logistic, information, and operation support systestaff training,
and Gripen operations, etc. will cost billions obwns. Payments on
the plane itself will follow within a few yeardght when theCR
nears the euro zone and is wanted to reduce iebtadness.

3.4. If we buy the Gripen, we’ll make an astronashi€c 130-170 bil.
investment, counting in the L-159, within eight y&ea an all-
domestic air defense system whose usefulness taONAhighly
guestionable. Moreover, talk begins about an @bsantirocket
defense system whose upgrading will demand furthestment on
the order of tens of billions of crowns.

3.5. There are various ways, naturally, to consiagstment in air
defense upgrading. The most serious risk is, hewekiere won't be
enough money left for the planned conversion talaprofessional
army, whose costs are still to be figured out aedestimated on a
comparable order.

3.6. Suspension or collapse of the conversiondepsional status,
work at which hasn’t even begun yet, would no daldairease our
defense capability far more than the Gripen mightease it, for two



reasons. First, the@R ground force, especially the officer corps and
enlistment of the young male generation in compylsinaft, is in a
state of stagnation or disintegration, and its tdiscequipment is all
but uncombatworthy. Second, slowing the reform emaversion to
professional army for the sake of upgrading aiedsé will broaden
the divergence between NATO military plans andatieial state and
development of AR. The NATO-ACR gap will widen: we’ll go on
investing money in what collective NATO defensesiat need and,
conversely, what we might contribute to the collectNATO mission
will further erode. If the Prague summit is toatiss effective
specialization and division of duties between mendoentries, as
well as strategic response to September 11, wddtibgo on
disregarding this problem.

3.7. A military reform to downscale@R and turn it into an all-
professional force is a high priority of our defenqdanning, because,
on one hand, it is unavoidable, given the pooestabur armed
forces and their incompatibility with NATO, and, another hand, it
Is a clear commitment of our top political reprasgéimes and
institutions.

3.8. The government, the president, and demaqgpatiliamentary
party leaders have voiced clear support for @RAipgrading and
professionalization plan, thus assuming respoiisitidr putting this
commitment into practice as a basis of nationfdme policy and a
prerequisite to participation in collective defengénat can’t be said,
on the other hand, about the acquisition of suypecdighters.
Without thorough calculation of the financial costanilitary reform,
the acceptability and bearability of the air-fonceestment, and
therefore the acceptability of further debt, cdr@tcalculated either.
Without assessment of its impact on military refoRroject Gripen is
a gamble on national security. The responsibdftthe constitutional
officials enumerated above is beyond dispute.

3.9. The professional army budget should be andlyzdetail by
bothCR and NATO so as to become a binding and ver#igiobject
clearly defined in terms of objectives, time, pregg, and costs. The



poor results of most of the large investment prtsjso far undertaken
demonstrate that planning can't be trusted entielyO or ACR.

The same applies to the counseling firm hired Herénvisaged
supersonic package, for it holds a financial siakies realization.

4. Offset programs

4.1. There are two contradictory opinions on theetfprograms. One
says they are a trick to optically reduce the whioggost of the
planes in the eyes of the taxpayer, or a vehicl#itay industrial
interests into weapon expenses. In any case fidet programs don’t
rid the state of a duty to pay. The costs wondozmne another out.
Also, the offsets may turn into unfulfillled commmiénts and
promises, because they are all immaterial invesisn@now-how,
etc.) And if this kind of commitment is legallyfenceable should be
seriously doubted. The other opinion says suctebfirograms have
already been carried out in some western countitesdds a caveat,
however, that they are very difficult to verify -sarious matter in our
corrupt environment. They may also force additiamzestments and
ultimately further raise, rather than lower, thipersonic package
budget. In sum, offset programs advise cautidmeraihan carefree
anticipation. The offsets won’t cheapen the cdshe planes to state
but may well do the opposite.

4.2. Offset programs were a condition of the Czgpavernment
which expelled from the tender all cheaper alteveat(buy or lease
of dated planes), and because of them the BAE-SA#d3 can't be
compared with alternative bids of the competition.

4.3. The government request of offset programsesstuded from
the tender makers who don’t or can’t offer offseigszams. Probably
concerned about offset program manipulation, akemaother than
BAE-SAAB demonstratively withdrew their bids. Ttender, low on
legitimacy and credibility, as well as its handliny the Czech side
are heavily reminiscent of othelCR tenders, whose unsatisfactory-



to-disastrous results only confirm the importanta dransparent
process.

4.4. Intransparent business groups, in fact, ladready come near
this tender, sensitive in terms of national séguwhich have no
interest to reinforce the Atlantic course of Czeeburity and defense
policy. Through offset programs these groups @in g considerable
influence in other sectors of the economy.

4.5. The offset programs have also been used asyjament which
relates the acquisition of planes to social andheroc recovery of
some regions, creation of job opportunities, indaktestructuring,
infrastructure projects, etc. The social intergtien of the offsets is
an immorality which makes political and economipita on the
social difficulties of some regions. For one thifeg from intending
to create new jobs, the offset programs are orignuhed to support
the sale of supersonic planes, for investment afions are decided
by their makers. For another thing, some of tligeté have already
been exposed as fictitious programs destined foexistent firms. If
anybody really wants the planes to serve a spaiglose, he should
buy none and combine the saved costs with Eurofoeals. Direct
investment of K 100 bil. or more in regional development would
surely make a change for the better.

5. Conclusions

5.1. Any decision to secure Czech air defenses falietv from an
assessment of possible risks of air attack. Sasbssment will
crucially depend on a NATO decision to expand #r&ks of the
alliance and invite additional candidate countnesOf special
importance would be an invitation to Slovakia,efhwould change
the protected-frontier compass@R. Both alternatives should be
assessed, and decision therefore should be siespéhdhe Prague
NATO summit.

5.2. The terrorist attacks at the U. S. compeharfdivision of the
defense capacity of European NATO members andrawiguig of the



technological gap between U. S. and Europe. Towerd's likely

that NATO will decide to enter on the way of updjrag and
specializing its member countries and that we’lblssigned a specific
position and role. Heavier emphasis on buildup @pgiading of a
mobile ground force should be anticipated in owecaather than
buildup of a costly supersonic air force to spanéhtire area of
Europe, for other allied countries already havediier and are going
to upgrade it. This is another item to be discdss®l decided by the
Prague summit, and another reason, therefore, itcana delay a rash
decision. NATO should be consulted about this poin

5.3. The involvement ofR in collective NATO defense hasn't been
considered seriously enough by our defense plaryeersACR still
does as if we were to fully rely on our own foreesl means. The
importance and opportunities of collective NATOalefe should
figure far larger in our defense planning, in tewhdoth defense
capability and the efficiency of fund expendituré$ATO
membership must fully reflect in our military updnag and reform.
Project Gripen, by contrast, only distracts oueratibn.

5.4. The reform and professionalization afRR, as proposed by the
government, bears systemic importance as faraggic
development of our defense capability within cdilee NATO
defense is concerned. Conversion to professamay and
acquisition of planes are alternatives, rather t@mpatible or
complementary projects. Much indicates that westther have a
supersonic air force or a professional army. df pfanes are given
precedence, the ground force will probably furtthegenerate and
digress from our commitments to NATO. Verbal pavchtions that
our commitment to professional army will be fuéd are only an
electoral promise which shouldn’t be taken seripbsifore the
professional-army project has been calculated dovatheduling
and budgetary details. Only then shall we knolaoih projects can
be not only financed but organized and implemeni&tithout a clear
and binding financial calculation and time schedifléhe ACR
reform, the supersonic package can’'t be approvedsa national
security gamble.
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5.5. Our air defense doesn'’t crucially depend enpilrchase of
Gripen fighters. We have maneuvered ourselvestimsosituation
with an ill-conceived and intransparently executstder which
roused much international doubt and disapproval.afroving the
purchase the Parliament would only confirm it asssia share of
responsibility for very irregular choice of both aircraft maker and
an advisor for the deal.

5.6. We have no doubt there are other ways tarsexnur air defense
than the offer in question. Nor do we doubt thathave enough time
to consider all of them and compare them in terfrizoth their

impact on collective NATO defense and their finahcosts to the
taxpayer. The option should also be taken inteactthatCR will
temporarily or for a rather long time ahead havesupersonic
capacity of its own and rely on collective defens@rrther options
are to build a joint defense with Slovakia and iy br lease dated
planes from our allies for domestic uses.

5.7. The plan to acquire supersonic aircraft hafesed for the first
time and in articulate fashion a crucial problenoof present defense
and security policy: a consistent divergence betw@zech
authorities (government, MO, and’R General Staff) and NATO
political and military planners about the futurerel®epment and
securement of our defense. This difference shbeldlearly
perceived and formulated. Czech Parliament willieebody to
either resolve this matter or suspend it till fertiand deeper
assessment.

5.8. Based on the record so far of MO ar@RAweapon upgrading
and acquisition programs, on decisions made salfaut the
supersonic fighter purchase, on our key force agigg
commitments, and, not least, on an opinion of tpeNATO authority
coresponsible for our defense, a decision to bntyfour JAS-39
Gripen fighters is incorrect and contrary to outioraal defense
priorities.

11



