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Javier Solana Preface

security and defence policy is probably the one which least lends

itself to a collective European approach; however, after the single
currency, it is in this dimension that the Union has made the most rapid
and spectacular progress over the last five years.

When I took up my post five years ago, no one would have dared to
bet that the Union would soon have direct responsibility for crisis man-
agement, have a military committee and military staff, be responsible
for military operations, have an armaments agency, a solidarity clause
in the event of a terrorist attack and, above all, a common vision of the
threats we face and appropriate responses to them — in other words a
genuinely European security strategy. However, these are now tangible
realities in the European Union.

What lies behind this progress? To begin with, my first answer
requires clarification of the ESDP’s vocabulary and ambitions: the
aim of the 15 was to implement an effective policy for managing exter-
nal crises. The Kosovo disaster played a major role here, as it triggered
a common desire on the part of Europeans to act together to develop,
within the Union framework, all the instruments necessary for defus-
ing crises. The so-called ‘Petersberg tasks’ define perfectly these initial
ambitions of the Union. We have therefore developed these instru-
ments, defined capabilities, undertaken to achieve the goals we set our-
selves, and accumulated experience in real crisis situations — in partic-
ular in Bosnia, in the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
(FYROM) and in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC). It is on the
basis of these acquis that the ESDP has been able to move forward and
broaden the scope of its action: the adoption, in December 2003, of the
European Security Strategy which I had submitted to the 25 European
Heads of State and Government, thus represents the logical outcome of
pragmatic, and in the end successful, collective action.

The second explanation is extremely simple: to paraphrase the clas-
sic distinction between ‘wars of choice’ and ‘wars of necessity’, I would
say that the Union’s security and defence policy is no longer a choice but
a necessity — for at least three reasons. The first is the growing number
of crises and situations of international instability that form the
Union’s strategic environment, both in its neighbourhood, the Balkans,
the Mediterranean and the Middle East, and in more distant parts of

I would like to start with a paradox: of all the prerogatives of states,
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the world like Afghanistan or the DRC. The second reason is directly
linked to globalisation: in a globalised and chaotic world, itis no longer
possible to separate artificially prosperity and security. If we try to, we
are deluding ourselves. The economic and commercial influence now
achieved by the Union of 25 — a quarter of world GNP, 450 million
inbabitants — the ever closer integration of their economies and their
development mean that Europeans can no longer stand comfortably
aside from the world’s convulsions or evade their political responsibili-
ties to assuage the effects of globalisation. The third reason, finally, is
the multilateralism which is now unavoidable in the management of
international crises: as no nation can do everything or deal with every-
thing alone, the Europeans of the Union will have to accept a growing
share of responsibility in stabilising crises, either on their own as in
2003 in the DRC, or with America and other partners when they feel it
is necessary. For all these reasons, including the constant ‘desire’ for
Europe voiced by European citizens when they are asked about their
future security, European defence policy is not only in constant pro-
gression: it has now reached its threshold of irreversibility.

But there must be no mistake: the ESDP is not a process of militari-
sation of European construction. My aim right from the start, at the
head of this adventure, was to promote the Union as a global political
player, capable of mobilising all the resources available — economic,
commercial, humanitarian, diplomatic and, of course, military — to
act in a coberent and above all effective manner over the whole of its
international environment. Therefore it was necessary to start by
developing what did not yet exist: a minimum of instruments and capa-
bilities, both civilian and military, which were essential if the Union
was to have any international credibility. These tools then had to be
incorporated in a global strategic concept, a sort of general philosophy
for the Union’s action in the world: in my view this is the real merit of
the European Security Strategy, which the Thessaloniki European
Council placed in my hands. Adopted by the 25 Heads of State and
Government in December 2003, the strategy is, in a way, the European
Union’s ‘strategic identity card’: a global security player, vigilant as
regards both terrorism and the proliferation of WMDs, and more tradi-
tional sources of instability — regional conflicts, the break-up of states,
large-scale organised crime — especially as these different types of threat
fuel one another in many parts of the world. A responsible security
player, convinced that its security and the promotion of its values
depend on the achievement of three strategic aims: facing up to the var-
ious threats, building security in the Union’s immediate neighbour-
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hood and promoting an international order based on effective multi-
lateralism. Finally, a credible security player, both more active in the
management and above all the prevention of crises, more determined
to develop the necessary military, diplomatic and industrial capabili-
ties, and more coberent in implementing its various instruments of
external action. Furthermore, beyond that vision of the world and of
the Union’s role in the world, the European Security Strategy has
another virtue, of a more institutional kind: as it is a long-term project,
it also acts as a general framework for the CFSP, within which the spe-
cific priorities of each European Union presidency must now be han-
dled. It therefore enhances the continuity of the Union’s security and
defence policy, long before the provisions laid down in this area by the
draft European Constitution are implemented.

Twill not set out here a full list of what we have achieved, with my team

and the determination of the member states, since the 1999 Cologne
European Council. This book by the EU Institute for Security Studies
aims to describe those achievements. From these five years spent at the
head of the ESDP, I would prefer to highlight a number of lessons which

I also feel are decisive for the future of the Union’s international role.

D Firstand above all, face up to complexity. Since the fall of the bipolar
East-West system, the international environment has been exposed to

multiple factors tending to generate crises and, at the same time, to pro-

mote unity. The world is more complex and also more unpredictable.

Reducing the international system to a binary confrontation of one
group with another, handling world crises on the basis of their military

dimension alone or, conversely, relying on trade and economic aid
above all to reduce sources of conflict and bring peace to the world are
all blind alleys. The Union’s added value lies precisely in its ability to

bring together all possible facets of international action. In security

matters, this principle of complexity means giving the Balkan agenda

the same importance as the anti-terrorist agenda. At the beginning of
my term of office in 1999, the conflict in Bosnia and Herzegovina was
the chief stimulus to setting a headline goal of 60,000 men and shap-

ing the Union’s military capabilities. Five years later, the lessons drawn

from the various interventions in external crises have produced other
military stimuli: the ‘battle group’ concept has thus become a require-

ment in the organisation of European capabilities. But does a choice
have to be made between these two types of task: peacekeeping forces —

massive, static and permanent — or rapid reaction forces — more
mobile, light and flexible? Must we set aside the big battalions of peace-
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keepers in favour of more rapid and more mobile intervention
groups? The answer of course is no, if only because those two types of
force can constitute the two stages of the same military intervention.

At the same time, the threat of terrorist attacks has led the Union to
define its security policy no longer solely as a policy of sending forces to
theatres of operations outside its territory, but also as a policy for pro-
tecting the Union’s own citizens. And although the fight against terror-
ism cannot be won by military means, it is an integral part of a global
political approach to security whose relevance I have pleaded con-
stantly.

In other words, the task of the planners responsible for security is
today much more complex than it was when there was a massive, over-
riding and clearly identifiable threat. But if the ESDP is indeed a
means and not an end, it must enable military and civilian capabilities
to be developed with sufficient rigour and flexibility to extend, in the
end, the range of political options available to Europe’s decision-mak-
ers in dealing with each type of crisis.

D Secondly, coberence is the key to all success. For a long time, this
imperative of coherence has been one of the European Union’s rhetori-
cal clichés and, for many, it is identified above all with internal institu-
tional matters: I have myself stressed, in the European Security Strat-
egy, the urgency and necessity of strengthening the coberence between
the civilian and military means of external action, between develop-
ment policy and security policy, between the actions of the Commis-
sion, the Council and the member states, between diplomacy and
defence, between the role of the Union and that of other competent
international organisations in various conflicts. I would not deny for a
moment the importance of this institutional challenge, to which the
draft Constitutional Treaty tries to provide solutions. But I would also
like to emphasise another aspect of coberence: its temporal dimension.
Five years at the head of the CESP have convinced me that the time fac-
tor must be better integrated into the development of the Union’s poli-
cies. Five years after the intervention in Kosovo, the situation remains
uncertain. One year after the Union’s intervention in the DRC, the sit-
uation is still extremely precarious and volatile. And one could say
more or less the same about the stabilisation of Afghanistan since 2001,
not to mention the major challenge represented today by the future of
Iraq. In other words, the strictly military sequence of crisis manage-
ment is never as limited in time as one thinks; the sequence of stabilisa-
tion and reconstruction after a conflict is never as civilian as one
wishes. Since their military and budgetary resources are finite, Euro-
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peans must integrate the time dimension better, both in the military
planning of their operations and in the development of political solu-
tions for each of the conflicts in which they are involved.

D Third lesson, a fair balance must be found between European
nations and institutions. In this globalised world in which we live,
national sovereignties remain unavoidable players. Certainly, no
regional crisis and none of the problems facing the world can now be
dealt with by one nation acting alone. And what is true for American
power is even truer for each of the European nations. Nevertheless,
despite this continual erosion of their individual capacity for action,
nations count; within the 25, differences in power or influence, histori-
cal heritage, or geographical situation, count. To be legitimate and
effective, a common European Security and Defence Policy must there-
fore be based on a minimum of realism. Ignoring national differences
in the name of the equality in principle of the member states (one coun-
try equals one veto) or, on the contrary, magnifying these differences in
powerinthe name of a principle of relative effectiveness (the leadership
of the ‘big countries’) can be frequent, but unrealistic, temptations. The
more the Union enlarges and diversifies, the more it must increase its
efforts and vigilance so that defence policy remains both common and
effective, egalitarian and differentiated. The development of the Euro-
pean Security Strategy has already enabled new methods to be tested —
neither majority, nor intergovernmental — for constructing a political
consensus within the Union. The added value of the new institutions
provided for by the Constitutional Treaty is also that they can help this
European general interest to emerge: by virtue of his capacity to listen
and take initiatives, the post of Union Minister for Foreign Affairs will
play a crucial role here, as will the provisions for flexibility and
enhanced cooperation on defence.

D The fourth lesson that I would like to emphasise concerns transat-
lantic relations. Like the Union, the United States is evolving under the
pressure of a large number of influences. American power in 2004 is
very different from what it was in the 1999 context, after the victory in
Kosovo. Similarly, the Atlantic Alliance of today is not the NATO of
which I was Secretary-General five years ago. Although the transat-
lantic partnership remains, in its principle, essential and irreplace-
able, the details of the Euro-American relationship must change in line
with developments in the world and each of the partners. There is no
doubt in my mind that, when they act together, America and the Union
are the greatest force for international peace and stability. But the
forms, frameworks and rules of their strategic partnership are not fixed
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once and for all. The transatlantic relationship thus bas to adapt to the
growing complexity of the international environment. Certainly,
faced with more and more complex and differentiated crises, the iden-
tity of analyses and responses, the definition even of the priorities and
frameworks of cooperation, are neither as immediate nor as automatic
as during the unifying Cold War. But these are further reasons for deep-
ening dialogue, comparing perceptions and priorities and defining
common goals, whilst respecting the identity and specific nature of both
partners.

I would like to conclude with an historical perspective. The European
Union was conceived and constructed, fifty years ago, with the major
political ambition of finally eradicating war and force in relations
between the members of the European family. It grew out of deep
trauma at the consequences of excessive and uncontrolled military
power; it developed over the decades in the conviction that numerous
integration processes, among the different European nations, were the
best possible formula for guaranteeing the stability and security of each
one of them. And it was crowned with success. It is today on the basis of
that fundamental historical acquis that the Union wishes to project to
the outside world the stability that it has patiently constructed within,
by adding a common security policy to its traditional competencies; this
is why it now wishes to promote, in the international system, a Euro-
pean Security Strategy, based on values, norms and capabilities shared
by the 25. In no way does this new Union responsibility move it away
from the original European project based on the values of peace, law,
justice and democracy. My conviction is entirely the opposite: it is these
very values that the Union embodies and seeks to promote in its inter-
national action, whether in the Balkans, in the Middle East, in Africa,
orwithrespect to Iraq. Develop a greater degree of international justice
and respect for law, build patiently the minimum conditions for good
governance and democracy, favour negotiation rather than conflict,
but agree to intervene and coerce when coercion becomes necessary:
these are the strategic principles on which the construction of the ESDP
was founded five years ago. It is these that will guide its development in
the years to come.
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Five years after its ESDP was launched, the Union can boast really
spectacular results: the legitimacy of its military powers is now
solidly anchored in the Treaties. Its structures for taking decisions
and conducting operations are now permanent and complete:
Political Committee, Military Staff, Planning Unit, Armaments
Agency, Military Committee, Situation Centre, etc., in all nearly
200 staffin the service of the ESDP. It has defined a European Secu-
rity Strategy by consensus among the 25 member states, even
though the very idea of a specifically European concept of security
was still, five years ago, utterly taboo. The support and the expecta-
tions of European public opinion with regard to a common
defence policy are constantly gaining ground. Above all, whereas
there was no common defence policy at the time of the Kosovo cri-
sis, the Union is now in charge of several military and police opera-
tions in the Balkans, not to mention the success of its first external
military operation, in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), in
spring 2003.

At the same time, these five years of ESDP still leave a lasting
impression of permanent tensions and recurring political con-
straints: the progress made on defence did not prevent dramatic
divisions opening up over the Iraq crisis in 2003; there are still pro-
found differences of view on the ultimate political purpose of
these elements of European integration on security and defence
policy. Finally, with respect to the United States, a feeling of déja
vu still dominates the debate. The post 11 September world is pro-
foundly different from the post-Kosovo world, Iraq is not the
Balkans and the 25 do not have the same dynamic as the 15, but
the constraints holding back the development of the Union as an
international player remain. We must throw some light on this
paradox as well.

11
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Mainsprings and trends

The three mainsprings

Why, after 50 years without any military role, are the European
member states now collectively engaged in constructing a Union
defence policy? Since its inception, at the Franco-British summitin
St-Malo in December 1998, two sets of factors have played a deci-
sive role in the development of the ESDP: the first is external to
European construction and is contingent on world events (a given
state of risks and threats) and developments in American policy;
the second arises directly from the European dynamic itself. In
1999, the Balkan crises and developments in the United States as
regards European security were powerful external motives for
greater integration; the change to the euro and the need to make
the CFSP more credible were the major challenges within the 15. At
St-Malo, the French and British agreed on the need for the Union to
construct the military element, whose absence it had felt so keenly
when former Yugoslavia collapsed, in order to complete the range
of the Union’s means of action and consolidate America’s - now
uncertain - commitment in the management of European crises.
The incipient ESDP was thus entirely focused on stabilising exter-
nal crises (the well-known ‘Petersberg tasks’), the dominant model
was that of the IFOR deployed by NATO in Bosnia since 1995 (a
European corps of 60,000 men), and the aim was to fill the Euro-
pean military void, to base the Union’s foreign policy on a mini-
mum of military credibility, and to strengthen Europe in order to
reinforce the Atlantic Alliance.

Five years later, in 2004, terrorism, a new American strategic
approach and the situation created by the war in Iraq are the deci-
sive external factors; within the Union, the success of enlargement
and the negotiation of a new Constitutional Treaty are at the top
of the 25’s agenda. In addition to its tasks of bringing military
force to bearin external crises, the ESDPis thus giving attention to
the question of protecting European citizens (the Constitution’s
solidarity clause); it is seeking to link this with the other strategies
of combating terrorism and the proliferation of WMD; the rela-
tionship with the new American strategic agenda is at the heart of
the Union’s foreign policy, and the discussions about the Minister
for Foreign Affairs, leadership and flexibility on defence dominate
the scene within the institutions.

World events, America, European ambition: these, therefore,
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are the three mainsprings of the Union’s security and defence pol-
icy. World events are outside the control of any of us, whether it is
the collapse of states, the threat of genocide or the upsurge in
international terrorism from 2001 onwards, and the other two fac-
tors - Euro-American relations and European integration - are
themselves in a state of constant evolution. Depending on their
historical heritage, their European objectives or their attitude to
NATO and the United States, member states will emphasise these
factors in varying degrees. The British, for example, tend to stress
the aims of strengthening Europe’s military effectiveness in crisis
management and complementarity with the Atlantic Alliance; the
French, on the other hand, place more emphasis on the credibility
of political Europe and the consolidation of the Union’s overall
power. The former argue for a strengthening of capabilities and
the latter for the setting up of specifically European political and
military institutions. But these differences of emphasis or prior-
ity, between two countries which over five years have embodied the
two extremes of European positions on the ESDP, have never been
serious enough to threaten their objective interest in strengthen-
ing the military capabilities of the Union itself. The progress made
on a common defence policy over the last five years has been
achieved precisely because of the difference and complementary
nature of these two approaches. St-Malo is seen as the founding
act of ESDP because it reaffirms the European Union as the most
appropriate framework for the simultaneous achievement of
three objectives that are difficult to reconcile elsewhere: military
effectiveness, transatlantic solidarity and a strengthening of
Europe’s political power.

Major trends

On the basis of this initial compromise, European defence policy
has thus grown considerably in importance between 1999 and
2004. However, as the world of 2004 is very different from that of
1999, the ESDP as currently pursued by 25 member states is itself
very different from the ESDP created five years ago by 15. In broad
outline, eight major developments can be discerned:

D From theory to practice. 2003 marked a significant turning-point
in these five years of the ESDP - it was the date of the first military
operations conducted by the European Union. Not only were the
deadlines met (the ESDP had been declared operational at Laeken

13
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in 2002), but the missions were crowned with success. In the
Balkans and Africa, Europe demonstrated, through operations
that were modest in scope but clearly necessary, that the ESDP
could make a real contribution to the stabilisation of crises or the
prevention of humanitarian disasters.

D From the Balkans to Africa. The ESDP has not only extended the
range of tasks it carries out but has also expanded rapidly the geo-
graphical area in which it operates. In June 2003, the Union under-
took its first autonomous operation in Africa under United
Nations mandate (Operation Artemisin the DRC). At the same time
the European Union remained firmly committed in the Balkans, in
particular in Bosnia (police operation), and in the FYROM (Opera-
tions Concordia and Proxima), whilst preparing to take over NATO’s
SFOR operation in Bosnia in the second half of 2004. The simulta-
neous existence of two theatres of foreign operations, one in
Europe and the other outside Europe, has numerous implications
in terms of the necessary military capacity (premium on flexibility),
operational organisation (framework nation, NATO resources,
autonomy) and in general political terms for the division of tasks
between the Union and NATO.

D Fromintervention to protection. The extension of the tasks assigned
to the European Union in security and defence matters has been
very substantial. In 1999, European defence stopped where defence
of the territorial integrity of the member states began: that
remained either a national responsibility or the primary responsi-
bility of NATO. Since the upsurge in international terrorism, the
frontiers between external intervention and internal protection
have opened up: the Seville European Council, in 2002, reaffirmed
arole for European defence in combating terrorism. The Constitu-
tional Treaty includes a mutual assistance clause which, while
respecting the primacy of NATO and the national cultures of the
neutral countries, opens the door to real existential solidarity
among the 25: moreover, the bomb attacks in Madrid in March
2004 led the European Council to adopt a clause guaranteeing sol-
idarity in the event of a terrorist attack against one of the member
states, well before the official conclusion of the negotiations.

D From military capabilities to industrial capabilities. The Helsinki and
Feira European Councils established the capability goals, both mil-
itary and police, for implementation of the ESDP. Crisis manage-
ment, in particular in the Balkans, was the urgent strategic priority
of the time and the shortcomings of the Union in this respect were
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total. Despite repeated declarations on the need for a European
armaments market, the Union gave priority to reorganising exist-
ing military capabilities, not to restructuring the industrial base of
the defence industry. It is only very recently that a second step has
been taken, with the setting up, by the 25 member states, of an oper-
ational armaments agency as from 2004. As it takes the ESDP out
of the emergency and event-driven context of crises and confronts
it with the structural, technological, industrial and economic
aspects of defence, this decision marks a turning point: for the pos-
sible harmonisation of the military requirements of the 25, the
funding of research projects, the reorganisation of the European
defence market, and the maintenance of competitiveness and
European excellence in key sectors, the rules of the game will no
doubt be different from those laid down for political and civilian
crisis management.

D From unanimity to flexibility. From 1S5 to 25, the challenge for the
Union is not so much the number as the diversity of the member
states, regarding both their military capabilities and their strategic
traditions or defence priorities. Certainly, no oneis thinking at this
stage of abandoning the intergovernmental framework that has
managed the ESDP since its foundation: all decisions, whether on
intervention, institutions or collective capabilities, are taken unan-
imously by the 25. However, the combined effect of the increase in
the number of European players and the diversification of external
challenges now makes it essential to introduce some flexibility into
the functioning of the ESDP. The discussions in 2003 on hard
cores, enhanced or structured cooperation, avant-gardes and other
linguistic coinages, are merely the expression of these major chal-
lenges which are now on Europe’s table: reconciling the diversity
and equality of states, general consensus and individual initiatives,
internal cohesion and external effectiveness of the Union.

D From technical coberence to overall coberence. At the start of the
ESDP, the question of former Yugoslavia demonstrated to Euro-
peans the necessity to link the civilian and military aspects of their
crisis management policy more effectively: police resources proved
to be as necessary as military deployment; reconstruction also
required the Union to have the capability to instruct and train, and
to rebuild local judicial or police structures. The Feira European
Council thus strengthened the non military tools of European cri-
sis management. Five years later, the essential issue is no longer
coherence in the management of a crisis, but the overall coherence

15
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of the Union’s means of action: between internal and external secu-
rity, between crisis management and combating terrorist net-
works, between development aid policies and the goal of security,
and between the aims and resources of the Commission and those
of the Council. This increasing complexity of the Union’s security
policy is probably one of the most notable features of the first five
years of the ESDP.

D From NATO to America. The United States is without doubt the
most decisive benchmark against which the progress and limits of
ESDP, since its foundation, can be measured. However, as will be
seen below, America is itself a variable that is changing quickly. In
1999 the American question was, for the Europeans, totally identi-
fied with the question of the role of NATO in the management of
European crises, in particular in the Balkans. The priority was to
define a relationship of complementarity, transparency and syn-
ergy between the Union and NATO that would enhance the Amer-
icans’ involvement and interest in European security. In 2004, a
split occurred: after 11 September and Iraq, American strategy and
the defence of the national interests of the United States no longer
pass necessarily, or as a matter of priority, via the intermediary of
NATO. This growing separation between American policy on the
one hand and the policy of the Alliance on the other is far from easy
to admit for a majority of Europeans. Nevertheless, it is one of the
major effects of 11 September and Iraq, and is now forcing the
Union to make a distinction between its relationship with NATO
and its relationship with the United States of America.

D From defenceto policy. In 1999, the ESDP was initiated and imple-
mented, not as a separate policy in a fourth pillar, but as one of the
essential tools for the effectiveness of the Union’s diplomatic activ-
ity. It was therefore supposed to be only one aspect of the common
security policy. However, this founding principle has not prevented
some decoupling arising in practice: progress on defence has been
much more rapid and visible than progress on foreign and security
policy. Defence has even acquired a sort of autonomy within the
Union’s common policies, in particular with respect to foreign pol-
icy. Itwas not until 2003, in order to ward off a major political crisis
that had developed out of Euro American differences on Iraq, that
the Union restored the primacy of politics over defence and for the
first time, at the personal instigation of Javier Solana, produced a
European Security Strategy: on the basis of a common analysis of
the state of risks and threats, the text defines the Union’s strategic
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goals in the world, the founding principles of its international
action and the tools necessary for its implementation. In a sort of
return to square one, the ESDP becomes once again from this view-
point one of the available instruments of a comprehensive security
policy which is a precondition for all external action by the Union.

We must also draw attention to one final development, inde-
pendent of the Union and its policies, but decisive for the future
both of defence and of European construction as a whole: the
international context. Between the world of 1999 and that of
2004, the main difference is the rise in importance of security
issues among the national and international concern of all gov-
ernments, as it is also a priority in the minds of European citizens.
Terrorism demands it. What could at first be regarded as a techni-
cal matter - the formand scope of a European security and defence
policy - has now become a major political challenge. The second
difference is the growing awareness of the scale and repercussions
of globalisation. A corollary of economic globalisation, the glob-
alisation of security is in fact a major turning-point in the Union’s
international environment at the beginning of the twenty-first
century: the upsurge in international terrorism is only the most
visible symptom of an ever more complex interaction between the
economic, demographic and political components of the interna-
tional system. Whether it wants to or not, no member state can
now stand aside from this dual constraint,economic and political,
of globalisation. The myth of an increasingly prosperous Union in
an increasingly peaceful and civilised world following the fall of
communist totalitarianism is no doubt the first victim of this.

Structural constraints

These different developments have helped to make European
defence one of the Union’s success stories. In the light of the issues
at stake and the impacts of the euro and enlargement on economic
solidarity and pan-European integration, defence policy certainly
remains limited in scale. Nevertheless, it generates a real political
dynamicbetween the member states,and has profoundly modified
the image, functioning and approach - in short the identity card -
of European construction as a whole. However, this incursion of
the Union into the sphere of military responsibility is not entirely
free of constraints. Despite the undeniable achievements of the
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past five years in defence matters, a twofold tension is still inherent
in the Union as its political power grows. At each decisive stage, at
each possible turning-point in political integration, the member
states are always faced with the same two dilemmas: how can the
continuation of an Atlantic Alliance dominated by the United
States be reconciled with the emergence of a strategic and political
Europe? How can respect for national sovereignty be combined
with building a structure to share political power? America or
Europe, the nation or integration, these are the two fundamental
questions that have never been resolved and still divide the differ-
ent partners of the Union.

All other obstacles and all other constraints are, in the end, of
secondary importance in comparison with these two structural
dilemmas: the number of member states, the difference between
the ‘large’ and the ‘small’ states, the deficit in military capabilities,
the inadequacy of funding for research or equipment lead of
course to delays and set real limits to the development of the
ESDP. However, these difficulties are only insurmountable when
they interfere with the other two fundamental constraints:
national sovereignty and the relationship with the Atlantic
Alliance. In any case, these constraints are far from new: they have
marked all the ups and downs of European defence since NATO
and the six-member Common Market were set up. They have
endured ever since, in different forms and various combinations,
and lie behind all the ambiguities of the successive Treaties of
Maastricht, Amsterdam and Nice when it comes to foreign and
security policy. Hence the impression one has of a tedious repeti-
tion of the same discussions and the same constraints - that
strange mixture of marking time and moving forward, progress
and stagnation, which dominates the Union’s foreign and security

policy.
The constraint of sovereignty

One of the greatest obstacles to the strategic existence of the Union
lies within Europe itself, in those old European nations which, his-
torically, invented and then elevated national sovereignty to the
status of a founding principle of political order, and which are hes-
itant, or reluctant, to transcend it. Since the origin of European
construction, the aim of European political integration has repeat-
edly come up against the legitimacy and exclusive prerogatives of
the nation-states involved in the adventure. The member states
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have progressively delegated to the Communities, and then the
Union, larger and larger slices of their economic, commercial and
monetary powers, but their reluctance to share their political,
diplomatic and military sovereignty in a similar way is still, apart
from a few details, considerable. Political Europe, and military
Europe even more, is still a sum of sovereign nations that wish to
remain so.

Three examples are revealing in this respect. First is the persist-
ent taboo on the very notion of a European army and the tradi-
tional chorus of denials each time this idea resurfaces in this or
that public discussion. For very different reasons (preference for
integration in the framework of NATO, neutrality or non-mem-
bership of military alliances, obsession with national sovereignty
in diplomatic and military affairs), all the member countries agree
that the aim of a ‘common army’ should be dismissed as lacking in
political realism, even though opinion polls show the opposite:
Europeansare, in fact, far from finding theideaabsurd, dangerous
or unacceptable. The second factor is the method for taking deci-
sions on CFSP and defence, which is governed by an almost uni-
versal rule of unanimity among the 15 and now the 25 member
states, and thus the possibility for each state to use its right of veto
onany decision in this area. Finally, the institutional arrangement
governing theimplementation of the ESDP also demonstrates the
burden of national constraints on the development of a European
defence policy. The greatest obsession of the majority of member
states is, in fact, to exclude from it any reference to, any borrowing
from, or any concession to the Community method - in other
words to keep the ESDP and the CFSP as a whole outside the scope
of the powers of the Commission and the European Parliament.

Thereis of course no shortage of arguments to justify the stran-
glehold of national sovereignty on such areas of policy: defence
policies can, in principle, involve the life and death of European
citizens, member states’ national interests do not disappear
entirely in the sum of the collective interests of the Union, demo-
cratic legitimacy is still based on the political framework of
nations, and so the transfer of military sovereignty to a suprana-
tional European body is simply not acceptable. No state in the
world would agree to its citizens risking their lives as a result of a
vote whereithad been on thelosing side. Butis whatis normaland
legitimate for decisions on military intervention also normal and
legitimate for all other areas of security and defence policy with
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the same degree of credibility? Are 25 rights of veto essential to
implement a common armaments policy and organise a more
competitive European market; to define a European position on
the final status of Kosovo; to deal with the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction? In reality, all the discussions nowin
progress on flexibility in the area of security and defence, on devel-
oping permanent, structured cooperation between some of the
member states, including the role and right of initiative of the
future Union Minister for Foreign Affairs, reveal the same disquiet
with regard to unanimity as a founding principle - because respect
for national sovereignty and the collective effectiveness of the
Union are two aims that do not necessarily go together. Flexibility,
hard core, constructive abstention, leadership, enhanced coopera-
tion, Foreign Minister: all are ways for states to try to equivocate,
circumvent and accommodate the principle of the veto, while
refusing categorically to take the plunge towards a merging of sov-
ereignty that, in particular, introducing majority voting into
Union foreign policy would represent.

This permanent tension between the primacy of national sov-
ereignty and the increased need for European integration is with-
out any doubt the distinguishing feature of the Union’s security
policy. Certainly, in the matter of defence policy, the member
states have, under the leadership of Javier Solana,accomplished an
enormous amount in five years. In 1999 no one would have rea-
sonably bet that the Union would, in 2005, have a Minister for For-
eign Affairs, a mutual solidarity clause and a common security
strategy. However, in five years of developing and implementing a
European defence policy, the burden and control of national sov-
ereignty over that ‘common’ Union policy have remained more or
less intact: none of the areas which have been successively brought
within the scope of the ESDP - capability objectives, specific oper-
ations, military structures for planning or controlling operations,
armaments - has led to any merging of sovereignty, neither on
defence nor on foreign policy: the enormous divisions on the Iraq
crisis are ample proof of this. And because each state remains sov-
ereign, the whole undertaking can still be reversed.

This is the great paradox of European defence: since the origin
of European construction, a certain idea of Europe, really of
French origin, has made defence policy a necessary and essential
condition for the emergence of a political Europe and an interna-
tional role for the Union. This vision of the driving force of mili-
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tary power in Europe’s political existence is, moreover, at the basis
ofall transatlantic discussions, differences of view between France
and Britain, and American distrust of the Union’s defence policy.
Fairly recently, in March 2003, the mini-crisis over the idea of an
independent European military headquarters - then proposed by
Belgium, France, Germany and Luxembourg at the height of a
transatlantic crisis over Iraq (the Tervuren affair) - arose out of the
basic axiom that a common defence policy would lead automati-
cally to a political Europe. From another point of view, however,
the more European states introduce a military dimension into the
Union’s legitimate powers, the more they strengthen the role of
national sovereignty in European construction. The more they
militarise the Union, the more they set in stone its intergovern-
mental nature; the stronger they make the defence aspect, the
more they emphasise the veto. Moreover, the enthusiasm of some
member states for the ESDP sometimes springs from that anti-
Community guarantee that a strengthening of the Union’s mili-
tary importance would bring about. Over the last five years, the
struggle for influence between the Commission and the Council
and the rise in importance of the Council vis-a-vis the Commis-
sion’s powers are thus only the inevitable institutional result of
this increased importance of defence and security in the range of
Europe’s powers. The recent division on Iraq, even though
progress on the ESDP had never been so substantial, merely
reflects this obvious fact: European military cooperation does not
lead to political integration within the Union.

Is this burden of national sovereignty an unbreachable con-
straint? Not necessarily. This constraint is subject to two strong
qualifications: the first arises out of the threat, the second from
the evolution of the concept of integration itself. International
terrorism, because it does not fitinto the traditional framework of
predictability and diplomatic negotiation, is disrupting the tradi-
tional balance between national sovereignty and shared sover-
eignty. On the one hand, it cannot be denied that the new context
of international security is restoring increased legitimacy and
autonomy to nation-states: as the dividing line between internal
and external security is becoming more indistinct, and as the lives
and possibly the deaths of European citizens are at stake, it is
essential to strengthen states’ security and control services. To
varying degrees, the terrorist threat strengthens people’s feeling of
belonging to a country, and the protection of their citizens puts
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the national interest back at the top of the agenda of elected gov-
ernments. The desire for state control is thus seen to be propor-
tional to the growinglevel of international insecurity: the whole of
American policy, since the attacks of 11 September, demonstrates
thisonly too clearly. On the other hand, however, the globalisation
of security repeatedly shows the limits inherent in national frame-
works alone: just as the management of Iraq does not fall within
the sovereign power of America alone, the fight against terrorism
cannotbe devised or won at the purely national level. What the UN
and multilateralism gain in international legitimacy in the face of
the structural complexity of crises, the Union and a certain form of
integration also gain vis-a-vis the issue of terrorism. Whether they
like it or not, European states are thus forced to move towards a
minimum of European integration, in particular the sharing of
intelligence, the control of capital flows identified with terrorism
or serious crime and the harmonisation of judicial systems in the
European area. Between national control and European integra-
tion, the terrorist threat is thus now introducing a new dynamic, a
sort of integration trick which the reluctance of states will find it
more and more difficult to resist.

The second qualifying factor resides in the evolution of the
notion of integration. If the construction of European political
power must choose between these two extremes - the Community
model or the intergovernmental model - then the impasse is obvi-
ous, and the status quo will tend to favour the nation-states. With
the European institutions and the parliamentary systems of the
25 as they are at present, it is indeed difficult to imagine states
deciding to transfer their military and democratic sovereignty to a
single European body. If; on the other hand, we look beyond this
dilemma between the Community model and cooperation among
nations, European political construction takes on a different
dynamic and opens up new perspectives. What the first five years
of European defence policy indeed demonstrate is the possibility
of a third way towards integration, neither totally Community-
based nor strictly intergovernmental, of which the function of
High Representative, and soon the Foreign Minister, represents
the most original embodiment. The European Security Strategy,
proposed by Javier Solana and adopted by all the Heads of State
and Government in December 2003, had already demonstrated
the ability of the High Representative to establish a consensus,
without passing through the formal mould of intergovernmental
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negotiations or, conversely, an impossible vote by qualified major-
ity. Tomorrow, the Minister for Foreign Affairs, the establishment
of a European Union diplomatic service, the setting up, under the
leadership of Javier Solana, of an armaments agency involving
states and also, inevitably, the Commission, will be a series of new
instruments which will modify substantially the traditional bal-
ance between national sovereignty and the assertion of a Euro-
pean security interest.

The Atlantic Alliance and the role of the United States

In addition to the nation-states, the other major structural limit of
the ESDPisits relationship to the Atlantic Alliance. Because NATO
is identified, in Europe’s history and perceptions, with America’s
protection of Europe, the United States has, since the origin of the
ESDP, played a very decisive role in its development and function-
ing. Right from the start, this role was ambivalent: the American
authorities encouraged the development of the ESDP when it
meant modernising European military capabilities, but they also
stated very clearly its limits, or even dangers, when it meant con-
structing a European political identity. Yes to the creation of effec-
tive and available European forces, no to the emergence of a strate-
gic Europe autonomous from NATO: in broad outline, and
regardless of the Administration in power in Washington, that has
been the general approach of the United States towards the ESDP.
Before St-Malo, the discussions then in progress on establish-
ing a European identity within NATO (ESDI) were already tracing
a clear dividing line between the reorganisation of European mili-
tary capabilities within NATO (desirable) and a possible political
structure to reflect those military arrangements (unacceptable).
Hence the constant refusal of the United States to envisage any
‘European caucus’ within NATO, and the formulation of the con-
cept of ‘separable but not separated’ forces to govern possible
developments in European capabilities. After the creation of the
ESDP at the Cologne European Council, it was the ‘three Ds’ for-
mula which was to become the official doctrine of the US admin-
istration on the primacy of NATO over the ESDP: no decoupling
between the United States and Europe, no duplication of NATO’s
resources and those of the Union, no discrimination towards
NATO’s European allies who are not members of the Union,
accompanied by a claim, also a constant in Washington, to a ‘right
of first refusal’ for the Atlantic Alliance. Both on the military and
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the political level, the United States therefore made its acceptance
of the ESDP conditional on the Europeans not crossing a very
clear red line, ruling out anything that might encourage the
autonomy and, above all, the strategic independence of the Union.
More recently, at the height of the sharp divisions over the Iraq cri-
sis, the Tervuren affair - in other words the idea of a strictly Euro-
pean defence staff for the planning and conduct of the Union’s
military operations - reminded Europeans that this red line could
not be crossed, whatever the Americans’ own desires for emanci-
pation vis-a-vis the Alliance.

With varying degrees of enthusiasm according to country and
circumstances, the Europeans have been careful to maintain the
development of the ESDP within these limits. The ESDP has
therefore, since its origin, ruled out any Article 5 task, i.e. territo-
rial defence of the member countries, as that remains NATO’s
prime function under the Washington Treaty. The Petersberg
tasks have therefore been defined in such a way that, on this cru-
cial aspect of the protection of the Europeans against threats of
external aggression, there can be no ambiguity about the prime
responsibility of NATO. Similarly, the Europeans have concluded
with NATO - often after intense and difficult negotiations - the
‘Berlin-plus’ agreements governing relations between NATO and
the Union in crisis management. The European Union will thus
take over NATO’s SFOR operation in Bosnia in the second half of
2004 under the terms of that agreement. The developments stim-
ulated by the new international terrorism have also served to
emphasise again the necessary synergy and complementarity
between NATO and the Union. At no time, therefore, has Europe
sought to create an integrated European army separated from the
United States: attachment to national sovereignty and attach-
ment to the Atlantic Alliance combined to rule out any idea of a
solely European military integration.

Indeed, many reasons argue in favour of the greatest possible
harmony between NATO and European defence: the vital role
played by American protection in Europe since 1949, the Atlantic
attachment and culture of most of the armed forces of the mem-
ber countries, the military expertise and added value acquired by
NATO over more than fifty years and the community of values
between the American and European democracies are advantages
that all the European partners, whether formally members of
NATO or not, wish to preserve. It was indeed to consolidate that
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established fact of a continuing investment by the United States in
the defence of Europe that the ESDP was proposed by France and
the United Kingdom at St-Malo after the first Balkan crises of the
1990s: because American involvement in crises that were not vital
for America was no longer guaranteed, and because NATO no
longer functioned as an automatic contract for US assistance, the
Europeans had to organise themselves to assume their share of
responsibility in crisis management and, in doing so, maintain or
even enhance the United States’s interest within the Alliance.
More Europe would strengthen the Alliance, and similarly more
Alliance would now presuppose a stronger Europe.

To what extent is this basic contract, which has governed rela-
tions between the Alliance and the Union since St-Malo, still
appropriate in the new strategic situation created by the terrorist
attacks of 11 September 2001? The question is open. On the Amer-
ican side, three trends can now be discerned: on the geographical
level, terrorism, Afghanistan and Iraq have shifted America’s
strategic priority towards the south, marginalising Europe to the
advantage of the Greater Middle East; on the political level, Amer-
ica’s choice of unilateralism and the greatest possible freedom of
action are ill-adapted to the rules of collectivity and permanent
negotiation which, conversely, govern the operation of the
Alliance; finally, on the military level, the growing gap between
American and European forces strengthens the unilateral options
and leads the United States to some preference for ad hoc coali-
tions rather than proper alliances.

Does this mean that NATO is becoming unnecessary or mar-
ginal in American strategy? Certainly not. But it is clear that the
new strategic situation alters significantly the relationship
between the United States and the Atlantic organisation. The
question of its use for American security, unthinkable before, has
de facto been raised in Washington: if America’s defence is played
out in the South, on the basis of scenarios of intervention/coer-
cion very different from traditional threats of aggression, what is
NATO’s added value? If the Atlantic contract assumes that the
United States guarantee Europe’s security, how does one maintain
the reciprocity of Europe’s usefulness for America’s defence?
Whatever one may think of the present US administration’s poli-
cies, these questions are entirely legitimate. Hence the develop-
ments, sometimes contradictory, that the United States is experi-
menting with in relation to the Atlantic organisation. On the one
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hand, it seeks maximum flexibility with regard to NATO’s collec-
tive rules: in many theatres - Bosnia, Afghanistan, and of course
Iraq - American forces are more and more separate and
autonomous from NATO forces. On the other, it tries to use
NATO as a framework for more rapid modernisation of European
forces along American lines: the project forarapid reaction forceis
exemplary in this respect. Finally, it expects the Alliance to provide
political support, legitimisation of American strategy and mili-
tary support for the post-conflict phases, particularly in
Afghanistan and perhaps in Iraq as well.

Devised at top speed in response to events and international
developments, these American trends disturb Europeans’ tradi-
tional perceptions of NATO. How do we modernise Europe’s
capabilities on the model of American expeditionary forces and at
the same time retain large peacekeeping contingents which are
ever more necessary in the secondary stages of conflicts? How do
we make NATO relevant for the theatres in the South if American
defence policy becomes more and more autonomous with regard
to the Organisation? All the more so as the nature of the threat
itself - on which Europeans and Americans used to be totally
united - is now a subject of discussion, and even of differences of
view, between the allies, as the Iraq affair hasamply demonstrated.

Over the last two years, the reassuring framework of the
Alliance and the rules governing relations between NATO and the
ESDP have thus become less and less secure. NATO’s major affair
at present is the stabilisation of Afghanistan, and perhaps tomor-
row of Iraq. Repositioning of American forces in Europe, even
reducing them in the Balkans, is on the agenda. The military strat-
egy of the United States - the unchallenged leader of NATO dur-
ing this last half-century - no longer has unanimous support. No
one knows the long-term effects of these developments which, for
the moment, are producing a strange mixture among most Euro-
peans of unease and conservatism towards the United States and
NATO alike. But the ESDP, which was intentionally developed in
the reassuring shadow of the Alliance, cannot remain untouched
by these developments.

In five years, under the pressure of the international context, in
particular the repercussions of terrorism, the two major outer
boundaries of the ESDP - national sovereignty and the Atlantic
contract - have undergone a profound change. From structural
constants shaping European defence, they have become variables,
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fluctuating by definition. The outcome of this double evolution is
not at all certain, but it is self-evident that the ESDP will, over the
next five years, have to adjust to the changes under way both in the
notion of sovereignty and in America’s attitude towards Europe.

The challenges of the future

A period has come to an end: the Europe of 15, which invented the
ESDP, has become a Europe of 25, whilst leaving the door wide
open for other candidates, beginning with Turkey. A new Constitu-
tion has replaced the founding Treaties of Amsterdam and Nice.
Management of the crises in the Balkans, which was at the origin of
the ESDP, must now co-exist with the fight against terrorism. The
European Security Strategy serves in principle as a guide to the
Union’s external action, but Iraq, with all the differences of view
engendered by the military intervention and all the uncertainties
over the outcome of the crisis, represents a challenge of unprece-
dented dimensions for all the Western democracies. In this context
of great uncertainty, Europe must, however, consolidate all the
institutions and resources that will enable the Union to assume
international security responsibilities that are increasingly
unavoidable. A number of tensions are already apparent, and their
resolution will influence the future of the Union’s political role.

Between collective legitimacy and effectiveness of a few

With 25 - and soon 30 - members, the Union is the greatest poten-
tial force for action on the international environment, i.e. a group
of nearly 450 million citizens, producing more than a quarter of
world GNP and inspired by shared democratic values. Compared
with the specific interventions of any state taken in isolation,
actionin the name of the European Union is therefore a formidable
multiplier of power or influence: for some, the European label rep-
resents above all a gain in terms of democratic legitimacy, for oth-
ers it is the condition for access to a degree of influence over inter-
national crises, and for others again it is a guarantee of
participation in the collective management of crises. For very dif-
ferent reasons, therefore, it is in everyone’s interest if the European
Union framework complements or replaces purely national frame-
works, or even ad hoc coalitions between a few member states. But,
against this common background, the difficulty is twofold. How,
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on the one hand, can the minimalist wishes of some be reconciled
with the more interventionist wishes of others? In other words,
how can a consensus be created for collective responsibility by the
Union in the management of a crisis? How, on the other hand, can
equality of all members in formulating the Union’s foreign policy
be reconciled with differences in resources and capabilities for
implementing decisions? In the enlarged Union, questions of lead-
ership and burden-sharing are inevitably going to become major
issues when implementing security and defence policy.

Between global security and fragmentation of resources

Under the leadership of Javier Solana, the Union has developed a
common strategic vision that treats security as a global concept, far
beyond its purely technical and military dimensions. The Euro-
pean Security Strategy cannot beidentified with adoctrine of inter-
vention: in the context of globalisation, the threats and challenges
to the Union’s security result from a complex web of economic,
social, political and ideological factors; tackling them implies
simultaneously mobilising all available resources. This is especially
true of international terrorism, the fight against proliferation of
WMD and the management of traditional political conflicts, in the
Middle East or in Africa. The clearer the need for coherence, the
more the dissipated nature of the Union’s resources and policies
appears as a major handicap: among the member states, the Presi-
dency, the Commission, the Council, the Brussels structures, the
representatives on the spot and the military, around ten players are
often involved in dealing with one single issue, each from its own
perspective. However, it is less the number of players involved than
their different aims, interests, and policies that jeopardise the
Union’s collective effectiveness. Therefore, it is not so much addi-
tional resources as a single authority that the Union needs: to
define a policy, set common aims and ensure that all are working
together to implement them. Just as much as between the member
states, the question of political leadership is thus also raised - per-
haps above all - at the heart of the Union itself.

Between the South and the East

A major effect of enlargement is to shift the Union’s external fron-
tier to the East, making it all the more important to define a com-
mon Ostpolitik, with its geographical aspect - Russia, Belarus,
Ukraine and the Caucasus - but also its thematic aspect - border
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management, visas, migration, minorities and all the potential
hotbeds of crisis in the wider Europe. Moreover, a majority of the
new member states regard Russia as a priority issue for the Union’s
security policy. At the same time, the new strategic agenda is shift-
ing the whole of the world security equation from the East to the
South, in particular as regards terrorism, the risks of nuclear pro-
liferation, major regional conflicts such as Iraq or the Israeli Pales-
tinian conflict, the Union’s energy dependence, the differences in
economic development between the two shores of the Mediter-
ranean, etc. The next decision of the European Council on Turkey’s
candidature, before the end of 2004, will, moreover, only accentu-
ate that dual nature of European strategic concerns. How should
the tension between the neighbourhood policy in the East and cri-
sis management in the South be managed? How should political
priorities be defined and according to what timetable? On the basis
of what criteria and what common strategic vision should far from
unlimited financial resources be allocated? These challenges will
continue to influence the implementation of a common foreign
policy with 25 members: here again, the responsibility of the Min-
ister for Foreign Affairs will be crucial in ensuring a minimum of’
strategic coherence within the Union.

Between internal security and external security

The particular nature of the fight against terrorism is that it is
played outonall fronts: within the member states for detecting net-
works and making arrests, protecting citizens and sensitive sites,
aiding any victims; outside, by determined action to resolve crises
liable to feed frustrations and violence of all kinds. Various links
between traditional regional conflicts, the activities of large-scale
organised crime and terrorism make traditional frontiers between
defence and security policies more and more blurred and artificial.
How can European citizens be convinced that stabilising external
crises also affects their protection within the Union’s borders? How
can the necessary level of coordination be ensured between the
activities of civilian authorities and those for which military bodies
are responsible, between states’ national prerogatives and action
necessary at Union level? How can the ESDP be developed whilst
strengthening the means for implementing a homeland defence
policy at Union level? These challenges are now on the table of all
European authorities; they make it more and more urgent to
increase coherence in the Union’s policies, to bring about a synergy
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of resources and objectives, and to establish an agreed chain for
planning, directing and implementing the Union’s security policy.

Between Alliance and influence

A strong and coherent Union is as necessary for the legitimacy of
American power as America is essential for the effectiveness of
European power: there is no alternative, either for the Union or for
the United States, to a solid Euro-American strategic partnership.
But, in the new post Cold War international context, it has become
easier to declaim the principle than to implement it. As the United
Statesis one of the major determining factors of the future of Euro-
pean construction, how can a European foreign policy that backs
up but is not necessarily similar to Washington’s be constructed?
How can American policy be influenced if necessary, bearing in
mind that the United States no longer sees the Atlantic Alliance as
the compulsory forum for their relationship with the European
allies? In a way, most recent initiatives of the Union on the interna-
tional stage - European Security Strategy, strategy to combat pro-
liferation, policy towards Iran, dialogue with the Arab world - can
be read as a common European attempt to respond to the chal-
lenges of influence and difference. To integrate America as a sub-
ject of the CFSP and to construct a common policy towards Amer-
ica will in future be one of the crucial challenges for the CFSP: just
as the United States cannot rule the world alone, so the European
nations can only have influence together, whatever the national
ambition of each of them.

Between defence and policy

Whether for a state taken in isolation or for the collective frame-
work of the European Union, the finest capabilities in the world
serve no purpose if there is no political will to act and have influ-
ence on the international stage. Although the forming of military
capabilities can be the subject of technical negotiations between 25
or 30 partners, establishing a common political will, an identical
strategic vision, a common sense of the responsibilities and duties
of the Union, involvesa completely different dimension. As theIraq
crisis has shown, there is no causal relationship between the cre-
ation of tools, institutions or military capabilities on the one hand
and the creation of a common foreign policy on the other. Between
progressive militarisation of the Union - necessary and moreover
very successful so far - and development of a real Union foreign
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policy - paradoxically forgotten over the last five years - the gap is
enormous. However, it is in that range of non-military means of
external intervention - development aid, trade agreements, politi-
cal dialogue with all the regions of the world, beginning with the
Middle East, humanitarian aid, etc. - that the added value of the
Union of the 25 is to be found. If, as the European Security Strategy
rightly affirms, most crises do not have purely military solutions,
then the true value of the ESDP must be restored: it is a means and
not an end, a tool at the service of a policy and not a substitute for

the policy itself.
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An historical perspective

Jean-Yves Haine

Civilian by nature, the European integration process has led to a
‘security-community’ among European members in which the use
of force for resolving disputes has became obsolete.? After the col-
lapse of the EDC in August 1954, defence issues were essentially
taboo among Europeans, NATO being the only organisation
responsible for European security.

After more than fifty years of status quo, several factors may
explain the progressive emergence of a genuine security and
defence policy for the Union. The first change was systemic. With
the end of the Cold War, Europe partly lost its strategic signifi-
cance for the United States. The security guarantee provided by
Washington remained, yet the end of the Soviet threat meant ulti-
mately the end of European dependency in security and defence.?
Moreover, armies in Western Europe were built on collective and
territorial defence. With the fall of the Berlin Wall, collective secu-
rity and intervention abroad became the new principles of Euro-
pean defence.

The second factor is related to the specific dynamic of the inte-
gration process. Once economic integration had nearly been com-
pleted, the political side of the European process became the next
obvious area of integration. Of course, the two aspects were never
separated. Monetary union was first and foremost a political
endeavour. Yet, in foreign policy, the spillover effect was limited.3
The first initiatives of the 1970s were fairly minimal; only the
Maastricht Treaty was seen as a first breakthrough, however mod-
est. Foreign policy, however, is not an area where the logic of inte-
gration can easily replace the logic of collective action. The inter-
governmental nature of foreign policy cooperation remained the
basic rule of the game. This basic reality explained the creation of
a second pillar of the Union, dedicated to a common foreign pol-
icy, but at Maastricht, defence issues were postponed sine die.

Third, the deepening of the Union meant that the gap between
Europe as an economic giant and a political dwarf became all too
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obvious after the end of the Cold War. With rising doubts about
the persistence and extent of America’s involvement in European
affairs, this imbalance could not have lasted for ever. It seemed
particularly odd that the Union could make its voice heard in
international economic forums, but remained muted in interna-
tional security discussions.

Ultimately, external events imposed their own significance.
The driving factor behind the Union’s security developments was
the need to address the challenges of the Balkans wars that threat-
ened the rationale and credibility of the whole integration process.
As we shall see, the Bosnian crises first demonstrated that
Europe’s values had to be defended and actively promoted in its
neighbourhood, where a humanitarian catastrophe was unfold-
ing on European television screens. The impact of the Balkans
tragedy was absolutely crucial to shifting public opinion through-
out Europe in favour of a more coordinated approach among
European countries. It seemed absurd, if not revolting, to multiply
European directives addressing every detail of economic daily life
of Europe while at the same time disregarding atrocities in Sara-
jevo. To put it differently, the conflicts in the Balkans forced
Europe to rediscover ‘the need for geopolitics’.4 This crisis was also
instrumental in bringing European governments together. The
initial disagreements and the worsening of the conflict that these
allowed demonstrated the ineffectiveness of the national alterna-
tive. Neither France nor the United Kingdom nor Germany could
have successfully handled the crisis on its own. Collective action,
including with other partners like Russia and the United States,
became the condition for success. Following the coordinated
approach in the Contact Group (Britain, France, Germany, Italy,
Russia and the United States), the Europeanisation of this neces-
sary collective action became the central institutional debate for
the Union.

Lastly, there was a specific European willingness to learn from
past mistakes which was consubstantial with the European proj-
ect. For each failure, there has been a new ambition: the 1957
Treaty of Rome was partly a reaction to the collapse of the EDC;
the European exchange rate mechanism was introduced after the
oil shocks of the 1970s. After Bosnia and Kosovo came the first
acknowledgment of EU military inadequacies and the launching
of the St-Malo process; after Iraq, came a genuine European Secu-
rity Strategy and a new activism in world affairs. Here lies the par-
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adox but also the strength of this process: learning by doing may
be a frustrating way of moving forward, but progress has none the
less been considerable during the last five years. Broadly put,
ESDP developed in two different phases: the first was an answer to
a security challenge that was first and foremost European; the
second was an evolution demanded by the international context
after 9/11.

Behind ESDP: responsibility in crisis management

The security landscape at the end of the Cold War

The end of the Cold War marked the victory of the Western
alliance’s deterrent strategy against the East, but it also implied a
redefinition of the American commitment to Europe. After 40
years of American protection, Europe’s emancipation was
inevitable. The question was how to implement European respon-
sibility without weakening the Atlantic partnership. The manage-
ment of German reunification provided the firstanswer to this cru-
cial issue. The integration of the unified Germany within NATO,
an option actively advocated by Washington and accepted, against
all expectations, by Moscow, made it possible not only to maintain
cohesion between the Germans and Americans but also to consoli-
date the NATO monopoly on European security issues.> In a con-
text that was both unexpected - the threat from the East had dis-
appeared - and familiar - NATO was still in being in the West -
discussion of European security was still characterised by histori-
cally based divergences between major members of the Union,
while at the same time the first moves towards a single currency
were being made. This ambivalence was seen during the Maas-
tricht summit in December 1991. On the one hand, countries like
Britain who were in favour of the Alliance’s primacy, while
acknowledging the need for greater coordination of foreign pol-
icy, were opposed to any transfer of competence in security mat-
ters to the Union. On the other, France, reasserting its desire to
strengthen its relationship with Germany, suggested raising its
military collaboration with Bonn to a European level. Setting up
the Eurocorps was a first step in relaunching the idea of European
defence, but from the outset it encountered major political diffi-
culties.® The remainder of Europe was divided along traditional
lines, between ‘Atlanticists’ and ‘Europeanists’. If the Maastricht
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summit saw the birth of the second pillar, - CFSP - the defence
aspect was postponed sine die. 7

Atthebeginning of the 1990s, the European security landscape
thus had asomewhatschizophrenicappearance. On the one hand,
the Union asa political entity was taking its first steps on the inter-
national scene but without its own defence capability; on the
other, NATO remained the essential security instrument in
Europe but now had a new political vocation vis-a-vis its former
enemies in the East. These changed circumstances prevented the
renationalisation of defence instruments in Europe, safeguarded
the essential part of the transatlantic relationship and preserved
American influence in Europe, but left unanswered several con-
tradictions. On the European side, the concept of a European
defence identity was at odds with the reduced budgets and peace
dividends demanded by public opinion. Across the Atlantic, the
end of the Cold War called for a redefinition of America’s role in
Europe and of Europe’s place in American strategy, which in turn
involved a review of NATO’s mission and partnership. The limita-
tions of this hybrid architecture became evident when tensions in
the Balkans turned violent.

The tragedy of Bosnia

With the first military confrontation in Slovenia in July 1991, the
European Union, anxious to putits infant common foreign policy
into practice, dispatched its ‘Troika’ to negotiate a cease-fire. This
‘diplomatic rapid reaction force’, as it was called by the then Italian
Foreign Minister Gianni de Michelis, demonstrated that the
Balkans, unlike the Gulf, were Europe’s responsibility.8 The partly
successful Carrington mission quickly handed the baton over to
the UN’s envoy Cyrus Vance, who managed to arrange a cease-fire
that was essential for the deployment of UN ‘blue helmet’ peace-
keepers. Their minimal and ambiguous mandate was, however,
patently inadequate so long as peace had not been re-established.
It was impossible to keep a peace that did not exist or impose one
without becoming involved in the conflict. This classic conun-
drum of collective security led to paralysis in international insti-
tutions, which restricted themselves to following the conflict
without resolvingit. The limits of international law in cases of civil
war, the inadequacy of traditional peacekeeping instruments and
the outbreak of real violence in Europe following forty years of
political but peaceful confrontation, all contributed to the Euro-



Jean-Yves Haine

peans’ inability to judge the scale of the conflict.

At this early stage of the conflict, military capabilities were not
the problem: Europeans could have acted decisively to stop the
killings. Rather, the crucial disagreement dealt with the appropri-
ateness and the objective of any military intervention. In short,
divisions were political. Germany, for historical reasons, was keen
to recognise the sovereignty of Slovenia and Croatia, but at the
same time it lacked the capacity to guarantee these new interna-
tional frontiers. France for its part refused to acknowledge border
changes triggered by force, while Britain was reluctant to inter-
vene in a conflict where no obvious strategic interests were at
stake.? Thus the lowest common denominator was management
of the humanitarian aspect of the conflict. The presence of Euro-
pean forces under UN mandate had a considerable positive
humanitarianimpactbutmilitary intervention became even more
difficult, with troops on the ground that were vulnerable to retali-
ation. Europeans were thus unable to put an end to the conflict,
even when the horror of ethnic cleansing and the unacceptability
of concentration camps gave the lie to the fundamental values of
European construction.

Washington’s supportbecame a necessary condition for imple-
menting a more interventionist policy and dealing with increas-
ingly serious humanitarian emergencies. Yet America was
extremely reluctant to intervene. The break-up of Yugoslavia
seemed to it senseless and irresponsible, and the ethnic mix too
complex for any intervention to be decisive. In the absence of clear
strategic interests, Washington refused to become involved in the
conflict. 10 After all, ‘Europe’s hour’ had come. Whereas the Euro-
peans were trying to work out a peace formula that could be imple-
mented, Washington’s rhetoric encouraged the Bosnians’ hope
for a military intervention that the United States was determined
to avoid and Europe declined as long as its forces risked becoming
hostages. In the grey area between American ambivalence and
European impotence, Slobodan Milosevic pursued his destructive
programme with an impunity that culminated in Srebrenica, the
worst massacre in Europe since the Second World War.1

The lessons of the tragedy of Bosnia were harsh for the interna-
tional community as a whole, but in particular for Europe, which
best symbolised the contradictions thrown up by Bosnia. The first
of these was one of ethics: faced with the return of barbarity to the
European continent, the failure of the Europeans who were pres-
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entbut remained passive dealta serious blow to the very essence of
the European project, based as it was on democratic values that
were being flouted on its doorstep. As the European partners had
failed to produce a common strategy, former Yugoslavia should
have been seen asa sufficiently serious democraticand moral issue
for them to set aside specific national interests, their respective
inhibitions and institutional shortcomings. The very credibility
of the common European enterprise was affected, and the mes-
sage received by the outside world became noticeably less perti-
nent, particularly in the countries of Eastern Europe who had only
recently thrown off the yoke of communism and were looking to
their security once again.’? The first imperative for any European
defence undertaking is to avoid such a massacre happening again
in Europe. If the Union is prepared to tolerate war crimes again, its
very foundations will suffer lasting damage.

The second lesson concerned the effective use of force, and here
several factors should be stressed. The first of these was the evident
inadequacy of defence institutions founded on a territorial
defence system.'3 Given the institutional handicaps or historical
legacies that reduced the room for manoeuvre of certain member
states, and going beyond the inertia produced by forty years of
deterrent confrontation, the requirement to be able to project
lightly armed operational units contrasted with the fact that
forces in Europe were tied to specific areas, and their numbers in
reality reflected no more than their relative ineffectiveness. The
defining by WEU of ‘Petersberg tasks’ was a first expression of the
new strategic environment but the reorganisation of military
forces, begun in June 1992 by WEU and in December of the same
year by NATO, to focus on force projection and the management
of far-off crises, was a slow business. The second factor was both
specific - the need to have the means to carry out the peacemaking
and peacekeeping tasks codified at Petersberg - and also more
general: the requirement to acquire and develop a strategic culture
and an organisation that can anticipate events. Withouta credible
threat to use force, there could be no effective collective security.

The third lesson was in a sense paradoxical. The reappearance
of war in Europe demonstrated the gap between the reality of the
effective power of a few large European countries and the Euro-
pean Community’s decision-making framework. The security
risks resulting from the disintegration of Yugoslavia were not
strategic. Whereas European security had been a matter of neces-



Jean-Yves Haine

sity during the Cold War, it was now a matter of voluntary choice.
Taking account of that reality was to become a necessary condi-
tion for any common European defence policy, and at the same
time it set its limits. What is more, the ultimate decision to use
armed force and accept the attendant risks is basically a national
prerogative. In times of crisis, international institutions matter
less, sovereign power more. This renewed importance of national
sovereignty marked the limits of the institutional changes ratified
at Maastricht.’ At the same time, no individual member state
could hope to deal alone with this type of conflict: it called for a
collective response. Efforts therefore had to be directed at cooper-
ation on foreign policy while taking national prerogatives into
account.

The final lesson concerned the transatlantic relationship. The
conflict in Bosnia had underlined just how important, but also
how fragile, this partnership was. Without American involvement,
and without NATQO’s intervention, Milosevic would never have
signed the Dayton peace accord. Also, the late involvement of the
United States in the conflict was firstly a reflection of distinctly
American strategic imperatives and political uncertainties.
Transatlantic discord was such that NATO itself was weakened by
it.15 Moreover, the division of labour in the military intervention,
whereby European ground forces incurred the greater part of the
risks and US aircraft operated from a safe height, was
unfavourable to the Europeans. This imbalance of risks and
strategic divergence suggested a reform of the Atlantic Alliance
that took into account this European specificity and identity.16
The European difference within the Alliance was recognised; its
effectiveness, however, depended on improved capabilities.

The conflict in Kosovo

The Kosovo conflict confirmed Europe’s military shortcomings
and the ambiguities of America’s international position. While
there had been no disagreement within the American administra-
tion over the use of NATO to resolve the crisis, in spring 1999 the
White House made a strategic decision to launch ‘political’ strikes
to force Milosevic to negotiate. This strategy of military ‘compel-
lence’, that is to say the use of force for political rather than mili-
tary ends, involved high altitude strikes with a minimum of risks
for NATO forces. Yet such a strategy has no chance of succeeding
unless the adversary considers that issues being disputed are of
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only secondary concern. Kosovo, however, was of vital importance
to Milosevic.'” Thisinitial error in US appreciation of the situation
was gradually rectified, but the consequences were important.

The conflict that was supposed to be short became protracted;
it gave rise to major tensions within the Alliance by putting the
Europeans in an ambiguous situation: on the one hand the inade-
quacy of their means made them dependent on the US effort; on
the other, consensual political control within the Alliance gave
them a droit de regard over 99 per cent of the targets selected for air
strikes by Washington. Whereas the European allies carried out
only about 40 per cent of the strikes, the latent crisis within the
Alliance stemmed from the fact that while the Americans had
great technological superiority in the air, political negotiations
were necessary to obtain approval for most of the sorties carried
out-807 out of 976 - against targets in addition to those initially
planned.’® Without makingan effort to improve its military capa-
bilities, Europe’s influence over US strategy would remain mini-
mal and its responsibility would continue to be limited. An effort
to improve Europe’s military capability had become essential if
the strategic decoupling of a Europe that was lagging behind tech-
nologically was to be avoided; yet doing so would raise fears of the
political decoupling of a more autonomous Europe. In other
words, fighting alongside America had become a difficult task.
Yet, NATO’s harmony was to be maintained. In Kosovo, the
Alliance’s unity was a precondition for its success.’® European
autonomy therefore meant not emancipation but improvement
of European means of action inside the Alliance. This was the
main basis of the St-Malo initiative between Tony Blair and
Jacques Chirac.

The St-Malo agreement in December 1998, which was the
founding act of ESDP, represented the meeting point of two evo-
lutions. On the one hand, the French position vis-a-vis NATO had
evolved substantially after Bosnia. The close cooperation on the
ground in Bosnia with British troops had cultivated a de facto sol-
idarity between the military hierarchies. The French President,
particularly sensitive to military affairs, initiated a noticeable rap-
prochement with NATO.20 This initiative combined happily with
the new British viewpoint. Britain was aware of the limitations of
the exercise in rebalancing the Atlantic Alliance - the European
Security and Defence Identity of January 1994 - so long as it was
seen by the US Congress as merely a way of reducing US involve-
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ment in Europe. As part of a wider European policy, the Blair gov-
ernment’s strategy considered that only through the Union could
the Europeans’ military means be enhanced. Even before the dra-
matic illustration provided by Kosovo, the British Prime Minister
had concluded that if this imbalance continued it would imperil
the very foundation of the Atlantic partnership. It was a matter of
laying down a more balanced and therefore healthier basis for the
relationship. The way to save the Alliance was via Europe. In the
eyes of the British, European defence had now acquired real added
value. London, in a dramatic departure from its previous policies,
reconsidered its veto position on Europe’s responsibility for its
own security. If the search for influence was a recurring leitmotif
in London, the choice of Europe asa way of attaining it was indeed
a diplomatic revolution.

The language used at the St-Malo summit, which referred to a
‘capacity for autonomous action’, represented a compromise
between these two developments: the St-Malo declaration should
be read as a turning point in London’s approach to Europe as
much as a French concession to Atlantic legitimacy.2! For one,
Europe was becoming a way to exert influence, and for the other
the Alliance was the designated framework of European auton-
omy. Between the means and the end, between the autonomy
asserted and the assured conformity with the Atlantic Alliance,
ESDP found a fragile but real area of entente. The core of the com-
promise lay in the effort made to improve the Europeans’ military
capabilities and their intention to take on crisis management
operations in the framework of the Petersberg missions.

Implementing St-Malo

The Kosovo conflict opened the way to a rapid Europeanisation of
the St-Malo agreement. The German presidency worked on trans-
forming this bilateral initiative into a European reality and chang-
ing the European defence identity into a European security and
defence policy. At the June 1999 European Council in Cologne,
member states stated their determination ‘that the European
Union shall playits full role on the international stage. To thatend,
we intend to give the European Union the necessary means and
capabilities to assume its responsibilities regarding a common
European policy on security and defence . .. The Union must have
the capacity forautonomous action, backed up by credible military
forces, the means to decide to use them, and a readiness to do so, in
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order to respond to international crises without prejudice to
actions by NATO.’22 To achieve this goal, several specific institu-
tional changes were made: the nomination of Javier Solana to the
post of High Representative for CFSP; the creation of a Political
and Security Committee (PSC), consisting of ambassadors of each
member state meeting twice a week in Brussels; the creation of an
EU Military Committee (EUMC), officially made up of chiefs of
defence staff of member countries but in practice attended by
their military delegates, which is responsible for giving advice and
recommendations to the PSC and the European Council; the cre-
ation of an EU Military Staff (EUMS) that provides expertise for
the ESDP, in particular in the conduct of any Union military crisis
management operation, and is responsible for early warning, eval-
uating situations and strategic planning for Petersberg missions.
These institutional changes did not represent any difficulties,
even if inside the European circle in Brussels the presence of men
in uniforms was a real novelty.

The core of the St-Malo agreement dealt, however, with capa-
bilities, and in this respect progress was more difficult. In Decem-
ber 1999, scarcely ayear after St-Malo, the Helsinki summit set out
the Headline Goal objectives. The aim was to put at the Union’s
disposal forces capable of carrying out all the Petersberg missions,
including the most demanding, in operations up to army corps
level, i.e. 50,000 to 60,000 troops. Member states undertook, by
2003, to deploy forces ‘militarily self-sustaining with the necessary
command, control and intelligence capabilities, logistics, other
combat support services and additionally, as appropriate, air and
naval elements. Member States should be able to deploy in full at
this level within 60 days, and within this to provide smaller rapid
response elements available and deployable at very high readiness.
They must be able to sustain such a deployment for at least one
year.’ The missions assigned to this Rapid Reaction Force are those
defined at Petersberg by WEU in 1992 and inscribed in Article 17.2
of the TEU, i.e. ‘humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping
tasks and tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including
peace-making’. However, there were a series of successive interpre-
tations of thislegal definition. At Cologne in June 1999, the Coun-
cil had stated that these tasks included ‘the full range of conflict
prevention and crisis management tasks’. At Helsinki, to fulfil
these missions, particular attention was paid to the means neces-
sary for effective crisis management: deployability, sustainability,
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interoperability, flexibility, mobility, survivability and command
and control. At Laeken in December 2001, where ESDP was pro-
claimed operational, it was emphasised that the development of
means and capabilities would allow the Union ‘progressively to
take on more demanding operations’. In reality, the Union’s mili-
tary capabilities will determine the scope of these missions in prac-
tice.

The firstaspect of this endeavour concerned the reinforcement
of the civilian component of European forces, i.e. police missions.
With the experience of Bosnia, particularly the civil administra-
tion of Mostar by WEU, the European Multinational Protection
Force (EMPF) in Albania and the Multinational Advisory Police
Element (MAPE) in Operation Alba, also in Albania, the Union
acquired considerable expertise in civilian crisis management. It
was, therefore, logical to incorporate and develop that acquis in
ESDP. The June 2000 Santa Maria da Feira European Council
listed the four priority areas in which the Union intended to
acquire concrete capabilities: the police, strengthening the rule of
law, civil administration and civil protection. Member states
undertook to supply police for international missions. Rapid
progress was made and member countries’ contributions were
greater than the number requested. On January 2003, the EU took
over from the UN’s International Police Task Force (IPTF) in
Bosnia-Herzegovina. During the meeting of European Union
defence ministers in Rome on 3 October 2003, France proposed
the formation of a European Military Police Force. The idea,
which is based on the success achieved in the Balkans by the Multi-
national Specialised Units or MSUs, is to create a sort of European
Gendarmerie to be employed on peace support operations.?3 It
should be stressed that the Union has now developed a genuine
know-how and a specificapproach to peace-keeping which consti-
tutes a real added value in international security.

The second part of the St-Malo process was more difficult. In
order to fulfil the Helsinki Headline Goal, EU members have to
commit forces to a catalogue. While there was no difficulty in pro-
viding the number of troops, qualitative shortfalls needed to be
addressed. In November 2000, the Capabilities Commitment
Conference drew up a catalogue of forces that member countries
agreed to earmark to meet the overall objective. The EUMS con-
cluded that, as from that date, the target number of troops had
been met, but it underlined the inadequacies in terms of strategic
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lift, deployable operation headquarter and C3I. In November
2001, the European Capabilities Action Plan (ECAP) was
launched to address the shortfalls. The ECAP exercise, which
began in February 2002, set up a series of panels headed by one or
two member states responsible for coordinating work. Since then,
a new Capabilities Conference was held in May 2003 in order to
ask for more national commitments or launch specific pro-
grammes to address shortfalls.

Several specific panels under the supervision of one country
have been set up to develop programmes designed to address
those shortfalls.24

In a very short period of time, what was once taboo became a
reality. Military officers are now part of the everyday landscape in
Brussels. The European Union flag is now visible in the Balkans.
The bulk of the peacekeeping missions are carried out by Euro-
pean soldiers, even if NATO remains the privileged framework.
Yet, the Union haslaunched several operations on its own: a police
mission in Bosnia, a peacekeeping mission in Macedonia, and
most importantly, a UN bridging operation in the Democratic
Republic of Congo.25

ESDP after 2001: a European security strategy

The fundamental handicap of the St-Malo process concerned the
very definition of the Headline Goal. Designed on the basis of the
Bosnian experience, and therefore corresponding to a strategic
imperative of the 1990s, the military tool that is aimed at seems at
once over-ambitious if it is to be used essentially for crisis manage-
ment in the Balkans yet ill-tailored to cope with the rising strategic
demands of the twenty-first century.26 What was needed was a
framework spelling out the strategic objectives of the Union in an
international environment that has dramatically changed with
the attacks of 11 September.

The international context after 9/11

The attacks against the World Trade Centre and the Pentagon con-
stituted a world-changing event for America. For the Bush admin-
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istration, international terrorism became the new paradigm in
international politics, effectively putting an end to the post-Cold
War era. 11 September was clearly an historical moment,a period of
‘tectonic shifts’as Condoleezza Rice putit, similar to the rise of the
Soviet challenge at the end of the 1940s. President George W. Bush,
like Harry S Truman, proceeded to a global analysis of the threat of
international terrorism but, unlike his predecessor, George Bush
favoured a unilateralist approach to the new challenge of interna-
tional terrorism. To put it briefly, America was at war. Europe was
not indifferent to this new threat of international terrorism. If
there was one area that members of the Union were, if not accus-
tomed to at least aware of, it was terrorism. However, hyperterror-
ism is quite different from the classical terrorist groups like ETA,
IRA, Action Directe or the Red Army Faction which were active in
Europe. Because of their need to win over the population, these
groups were restrained in their willingness to use unlimited vio-
lence. As one expert has argued, these terrorists wanted ‘many peo-
plewatching, but not many people dead’.2” As demonstrated by the
Madrid terrorist attacks on 11 March 2004, with hyperterrorism,
there is a readiness to resort to unrestricted violence and a willing-
ness to inflict the widest possible damage. It comes from a convic-
tion that the battle is absolute, even more so when itis waged in the
name of a divine authority. Religious extremism reinforces a
strictly Manichaean view in which the enemy is demonised and
provides the justification for whatever level of violence is needed to
destroy him. This radicalisation,along with the non-state nature of
the threat, makes some terrorist strategy basically non-deterrable.
Following the events of 11 September, the extraordinary Euro-
pean Council of 21 September stated that it would fight terrorism
inallits forms and that ‘the fight against terrorism will, more than
ever, be a priority objective of the European Union’. ESDP could
not ignore this new strategic context. At the June 2002 European
Council in Seville, it was decided to increase the Union’s involve-
ment in the fight against terrorism through a coordinated, inter-
disciplinary approach ‘embracing all Union policies, including by
developing the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and
by making the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP)
operational.’ It was recalled that ‘the CFSP, including the EDSP,
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can play an important role in countering this threat to our secu-
rity.” The Petersberg missions were thus expanded. Moreover, a
series of framework decisions were taken by the Council ona Euro-
pean arrest warrant, joint investigation teams, money laundering
and the implementation of specific measures for police and judi-
cial cooperation to combat terrorism. A genuine cooperation
between the United States and Europe in this regard was put in
place with successful results, as arrests in several European coun-
tries of al-Qaeda cells demonstrated. Following the terrorist
attacks in Madrid on 11 March, the Council declaration of
25 March 2004 included several important measures. The first
was the creation of a post of a Counter-Terrorism Coordinator to
coordinate the work of the Council and oversee all the instru-
ments at the Union’s disposal. The second was the commitment
by members of the Union to endorse the Solidarity Clause of Arti-
cle 42 of the draft Constitutional Treaty.28

After Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan, American
foreign policy took a more revolutionary turn. An absolute confi-
dence in US power, ablind faith in a democratic domino effectand
a conviction in military solutions led the Bush administration to
expand its initial reaction from Afghanistan to Iraq. The Bush’s
administration global interpretation of the threatand its ideolog-
ical perspective in framing the answers, i.e. the strategy of preven-
tive war it has endorsed and the regime change it wanted to imple-
ment, raised serious difficulties with Europe when Iraq became
the next objective. Without entering into the details of this crisis,
it should be noted that the prewar period saw one of the deepest
NATO crises since Suez. But the divide was not limited to transat-
lantic relations. It cut deeply across Europe ata moment when del-
egates from member states were discussing a new draft constitu-
tion whose aim was to bring more coherence to European affairs,
including foreign policy. On Iraq, the Union became irrelevant: if
it had set out its own definition of ‘material breach’ of UNSC Res-
olution 1441, specified the conditions under which force mightbe
used and laid down a precise timetable for action, it would have
been able to foresee events and strengthen its position in Wash-
ington. Instead, EU foreign ministers decided to formally hand
over the Iraqi affair to the UN, without addressing the strategic
case at hand. By doing so, they in fact gave a free hand to the per-
manent European members of the UN Security Council, France
and Britain, i.e., the two countries with the most contrary views
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vis-a-vis the United States. Not very surprisingly, London and
Paris decided to focus on UN legitimacy, while ignoring the Euro-
pean framework. In this configuration, the Union was thus irrele-
vant. Yet the capacity of the EU to bounce back from internal divi-
sions must be underscored. Clearly, the Union has always
advanced from crisis to crisis. Butits ability to recover so quickly is
worth noting. In particular, the Union made at least two major
breakthroughs.

The first was the adoption of a common Action Plan, spelling
out a genuine European strategy against proliferation. In June
2003, the Council set up basic principles against proliferation of
WMD. It recognised that a broad approach was needed and that
political and diplomatic preventive measures and resort to the
competent international organisations formed ‘the first line’ of
defence.?? In this respect, the Union supports the establishment
of additional verification instruments in the IAEA regime, includ-
ing non-routine inspections, the strengthening of export control
mechanisms and the pursuing of an international agreement on
the prohibition of the production of fissile material for nuclear
weapons. The Union has called for a stronger partnership with the
United States and Russia. Most importantly, it recognises that
coercive measures, including the use of force as a last resort, in
accordance with the UN Charter, could become necessary when
political and diplomatic measures have failed. The Union also
seems ready to apply more strictly rules on conditionality regard-
ing nuclear and WMD proliferation with economic partners. A
clear demonstration of Europe’s new commitment in non-prolif-
eration policy took form in its more assertive stance regarding the
Iranian nuclear programme. It remains to be seen of course
whether the agreement reached in October 2003 will bear fruit,
but the display of unity among the ‘Big Three’ differed sharply
from their ongoing disagreements over Iraq.30 At the December
2003 European Council, the Union endorsed this new activism in
an overall strategy against WMD proliferation, which is consid-
ered a global threat requiring a global approach. The declared
intention is to render multilateralism more effective by actively
promoting the universalisation of the main treaties, agreements
and verification arrangements on disarmament and non-prolifer-
ation,; fostering the role of UNSC on this issue, enhancing politi-
cal, financial and technical support to verification regime and
strengthening export control policies; enhancing the security of
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proliferation-sensitive materials and strengthening identifica-
tion, control and interception of illegal trafficking.

The second breakthough was the adoption of the Solana docu-
ment framing a genuine security strategy for Europe. The Iraq cri-
sis has produced a common awareness among Europe’s leaders of
the need for strategic thinking on international security issues.
One of the major reasons why the EU was so divided in the case of
Iraq was its lack of strategic reasoning. By contrast, a majority of
member states addressed the issue through political motives,
some internal, some external, which led to a merely reactive policy.
There was also a general recognition that a divided Europe is pow-
erless. At the same time, an enlarged Europe of 450 million people
cannot escape its obligations and responsibilities in the world.
This was the premise of the Solana document, ‘A secure Europe in
a better world’, first produced in June for the Thessaloniki sum-
mit, and then endorsed by the Union in December 2003.

The European Security Strategy

A strategy document is always a tentative exercise by nature. It is
more aboutavision than about strategic interests, more about atti-
tude than policies. This is even truer in the context of an organisa-
tion of 25 independent states. The document is thus historic.
Several significant characteristics must be underlined.

First, it is a threat-driven document, a dimension never
addressed as such by the Union. The document identifies five
major threats: international terrorism, WMD proliferation,
regional conflicts, failed states, and organised crime. In such an
environment, the Union has recognised that the traditional form
of defence - a territorial line in Cold War fashion - is a thing of the
past. The first line of defence now lies abroad. If this analysis may
sound familiar in comparison with the US National Security
Strategy of September 2002, the message to Washington is in fact
seriously nuanced. First, Europe is at peace, not at war. Even if the
possibility of an al-Qaeda attack against the territory of the Union
is duly underlined, the documentis nota call to arms or an appeal
for homeland defence. Second, if the security threats are similar,
their management is not. In the Union’s view, addressing these
threats cannot be limited to military force: while not excluding it,
the Union intends to take a broader approach, combining the
political and the economic, the civil and the military. Regarding
terrorism, the only effective solution will be a global one. Regard-
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ing WMD proliferation, strengthening international regimes and
progressive conditionality remain the best way to counter prolif-
eration. Without excluding the use of force, the Union clearly
rejects a strategy of preventive strike. Lastly, while the Union
recognises that ‘failed’ or failing states — not ‘rogue’, a category
that does notexistin EU terminology - are a major source of insta-
bility, it advocates the extension of good governance rather than
regime change. From a similar analysis of the post-9/11 environ-
ment, stems a more diversified and comprehensive strategy.
Briefly put, for the Union, the world is indeed more dangerous but
itis also more complex.

Second, the strategy builds on the Union’s acquis and identity in
security policy. It is based on three pillars - extending the zone of
security around Europe, strengthening the international order
and countering the above-mentioned threats - and two key con-
cepts, ‘preventive engagement’ and ‘effective multilateralism’. The
first refers to the Union’s approach to stability and nation-build-
ing, which is far more comprehensive than the military method
favoured by Washington. It includes police personnel - the Union
has a reserve of 5,000 police who could be sent abroad - civil
administration and civil protection officials and civilian authori-
ties and justice officers to strength the rule of law. This specific
approach is now extended to new neighbouring countries like
Moldova, Ukraine and Belarus. This in turn demands a new strate-
gic partnership with Russia, which remains an indispensable actor
in the region, as the Kosovo conflict showed. The European Com-
mission President, Romano Prodi, has set a vision of the EU offer-
ingits neighbours ‘everything but institutions’. The aim is to pro-
mote the emergence of a ‘ring of friends’ around Eastern Europe
and the Mediterranean, bound together by shared values, open
markets and borders, and enhanced cooperation in such areas as
research, transport, energy, conflict prevention and law enforce-
ment.31 This strategy of ‘preventive engagement’ encapsulates the
European way of dealing with instability that includes rapid
deployment of troops, humanitarian assistance, policing opera-
tions, enhancement of the rule of law and economic aid. There lies
the Union’s added value and specific know-how, a dimension that
is lacking in the US arsenal where, as Condoleezza Rice once said,
82nd Airborne soldiers are not supposed to help kids go to kinder-
garten. European troops do. This US weakness is Europe’s
strength.
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The second concept - effective multilateralism’ - captures the
essence of the Union’s rule-based security culture. The European
Security Strategy stresses that ‘the fundamental framework for
international relations is the United Nations Charter. Strengthen-
ing the United Nations, equipping it to fulfil its responsibilities
and to acteffectively,isa European priority.” Having suffered more
than any continent from attempts at domination by one actor
over the others, from what was called universal monarchy and bal-
ance of power politics, secret diplomacy and the major wars that
followed, the Union is keen to stress the core fundamental values
of the UN Charter, based on the sovereignty of its units and the
legitimacy of collective action. Because the true meaning of inter-
national norms and ruleslies in the definition of what is and what
is not permissible in the international arena, the Union reaffirms
that, as a matter of principle, the UN Security Council should
remain the forum for legitimising the use of force. But it recog-
nises that rules also need enforcement: ‘We want international
organisations, regimes and treaties to be effective in confronting
threats to international peace and security, and must therefore be
ready to act when their rules are broken.” The ‘effectiveness’ ele-
mentimplies that, in emergency situations,immediate actions are
not always compatible with a formal application of international
public law. The Kosovo precedent and the Iraqi preventive war are
the unwritten references of what is allowed and what is not.
Clearly, the Venus image of a Kantian Europe has been modified
towards a more realist conception of the Union’s security inter-
ests. Both concepts -‘preventive’ engagement and ‘effective’ multi-
lateralism - are by nature elusive notions that will have a more pre-
cise significance in concrete situations. They none the less
represent a significant departure from a civilian-only Union: the
use of force, albeit as a last resort, is deemed necessary in specific
circumstances. This message, ‘soft power-plus’, should be wel-
comed by Washington.32

Conclusion

Sharing more global responsibilities, enhancing an effective multi-
lateralism, and taking on a preventive engagement are ambitious
goals that will stay unfulfilled if the current gap between ends and
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means is allowed to persist. They call for rapidly deployable and
sustainable forces; they require more effective use of and coherence
between the Union’s tools. The credibility of Europe’s strategy will
ultimately be based on its capacity to fulfil these ambitions.

The EU’s European Security and Defence Policy has always
contained a mixture of ‘fear and hope’, to quote the title of Escott
Reid’s account of the creation of the Atlantic Alliance.33 After
2003, however, there is an obvious quietening down of rhetoric; a
new pragmatism is now emerging that permits greater optimism.
Defence is now one of the most promising areas for cooperation.

In the near future, ESDP operations are likely to increase in two
different theatres. The first is a theatre of necessity in the Balkans.
The immediate challenge in that respect will be the take-over from
NATO in Bosnia. The tragedy of Sarajevo was the major reason
behind ESDP. The peaceful reconstruction of Sarajevo will attest
its credibility. The second is a theatre of choice. Building on the
success of Operation Artemis, the Union is likely to become a more
responsible and autonomous actor in Africa, but also in other
parts of the world. Broadening the scope of ESDP will be a tangi-
ble sign of its maturity.
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Antonio Missiroli

There must have been a reason for the relatively late appearance of
the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) on the Union’s
radar screen. In fact, after the failure of the European Defence
Community in the early 1950s, the ‘defence’ option disappeared
from the menu of European integration for a long time. While the
six founding members decided to proceed along a different path,
namely the Common Market and the EEC, NATO became the
main actor and guarantor in security and defence policy, with the
Western European Union (WEU) playing a marginal role. These
two separate ‘boxes’ have remained in place for decades, in spite of
occasional shifts such as France’s leaving the Alliance’s integrated
military command in 1966, Britain’s joining the Community in
1973 and successive waves of enlargement in both organisations.
Recurrent attempts to revitalise the WEU hit the political wall rep-
resented by this clear-cut and ultimately effective division of labour
and expectations.

As aresult, after the end of the Cold War, the member states of
the fledgling European Union (EU) still had very different, some-
times opposite views and visions of ‘defence’. To some of them, the
so-called ‘Atlanticists’ led by Britain, defence was an exclusively
NATO business: within this framework, however, there was room
for a stronger ‘European pillar’ to be built in cooperation, not in
competition, with the United States. To some other EU countries,
instead, European integration - especially since it was anchored in
the project of a political ‘union’ - had also to include a defence
component: yet within this ‘Europeanist’ front, traditionally led
by France, differences could be spotted as to how autonomous
from NATO such a component could be. Finally, since the mid-
1990s, the Union also included a sizeable group of ‘non-allied’
countries that conceived of defence as a purely national preroga-
tive, to be taken care of outside NATO or any other international
organisation.
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This has long been the main cleavage among Europeans, and
also the main reason for the disappearance of ‘defence’ from the
EC/EU menu. Yet it has not been the only one. An additional
source of divergence has been, for instance, the actual propensity
of member states to ‘integrate’ in foreign and defence policy, i.e. to
make it part and parcel of a supranational/federalist structure: in
this respect, France and Britain have long found themselves on the
same side of the argument - possibly with the ‘non-allied’ coun-
tries - in opposing qualified majority voting (QMV) and/or a
direct role for the Commission and the European Parliament in
this domain.

Similarly, France and Britain could be found at the same end of
the European spectrum concerning their readiness to act militar-
ilyand take casualties for reasons not related to territorial defence.
A minority of such ‘extrovert’ countries (which could include the
non-allied countries in so far as UN-mandated ‘blue-helmet’ oper-
ations were concerned) was outnumbered by a large majority of
rather ‘introvert’ ones, although the degree of potential engage-
ment varied according to the nature and location of each crisis.

At times, such cleavages could also cut across the same country
and its political and bureaucratic structures. Most foreign min-
istries, for instance, were ‘socialised’ in the EC/EU environment
and were mainly integrationist-minded, while most defence min-
istries were ‘socialised’ in NATO and were mainly Atlanticist. The
Federal Republic of Germany, Italy and to a lesser extent the
Netherlands can be considered cases in point: their overall foreign
policy orientations reflected the willingness to combine these two
distinct cultures without pitting one against the other. Asa result,
the two ‘boxes’ had to remain separate.

Another major cleavage is that of the ‘haves’ and ‘have-nots”
those who are nuclear powers (France and Britain) and those who
are not; those who are permanent members of the UN Security
Council (France and Britain again), with the bearing that has on
conduct over strategic issues, and those who are not; those who
have a significant national defence industry (basically, the larger
countries plus Sweden) and those who do not and, therefore,
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depend on imports from abroad for defence procurement.

Over time, these internal cleavages have created differences in
approaches and interests that have long undermined the possibil-
ity of overcoming the separation between the two ‘boxes’. They
also influenced the institutional birth and the first practical steps
of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) in the early
1990s, and conditioned the launch of ESDP at the end of the
decade. To a large extent, the same separation has taken root in
most of the countries that have recently joined both the Union
and the Alliance. The two ‘boxes’, in other words, are still alive and
kicking in Central and Eastern Europe. Nevertheless, their separa-
tion now looks much less rigid and, especially in the older member
states, has given way to a certain amount of convergence on com-
mon policy goals and a narrowing of strategic divergences - of
which ESDP is at the same time cause and effect.

Differences, however, still exist and affect its scope and modus
operandi. ESDP is a purely intergovernmental policy based on
consensus: unanimity is required, there are no margins whatso-
ever for QMV, member states cannot be outvoted nor compelled to
field forces or pay for operations against their will. If there is no
consensus, thereis nocommon policy. If nobody wants or offers to
contribute assets and capabilities, there is no operation. Special
restrictions apply to all related areas, and the only form of flexibil-
ity — by default, so to speak - lies in the option of abstaining in a
vote, not participating in an operation, and not paying for it. One
country, Denmark, has even negotiated and obtained an explicit
‘opt-in’ (rather than ‘opt-out’) clause, whereby it is automatically
exempt from participating in the implementation of the policy
unless it decides to do so. On top of this, ESDP-related provisions
are notlegally binding nor are they firmly anchored in the existing
treaties. There is no relevant acquis. Almost all the necessary
resources remain under the control and authority of member
states. There is no military ‘integration’ - even less than in NATO
-and there is no Council of Defence Ministers either. The relevant
decisions are taken by the foreign ministers, while the Commis-
sion plays only a minor role on the civilian side of ESDP.
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Given such constraints, it is even surprising to note how much
progress ESDP has made in only five years, and in the presence of
recurrent political divisions among the 15/25. But whatis it really
all about, and how can it possibly work?

ESDP, CFSP and crisis management

Since its coinage in June 1999, the acronym ESDP has come to
cover both a specific policy and a set of dedicated institutions.

The European security and defence policyis primarily identified
with ‘crisis management’ as enshrined in Art. 17.2 and Art. 25
cons. TEU, in order also to avoid the semantic traps and political
misunderstandings that the term ‘common European defence’ -
as derived from WEU language - tended to create. Actually ESDP,
too, originally included ‘common’ (CESDP) in its denomination,
but that was dropped later for similar reasons. At any rate, EU ‘cri-
sis management’ is not limited to the military dimension but also
encompasses aspecifically civilian one. In fact, formally starting in
January 2003, ESDP has translated into a series of crisis manage-
ment operations ranging from the EUPM in Bosnia and Herze-
govina (civilian) to Artemis in the Democratic Republic of Congo
(military), and from Concordia in the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia (military) to Proxima, its civilian follow-up. For their
part, military operations may be run with (Concordia) or without
(Artemis) the support of NATO through the ‘Berlin-plus’ frame-
work agreement. Finally, if and when the EU takes over from
NATO-led SFOR in Bosnia and Herzegovina, it will be running a
military and a civilian operation at the same time in the same place.

ESDP remains, however, an integral part of CFSP. In turn,
CFSPisacentral element,butnot the only one, of European ‘exter-
nal action’ proper, which is broader in its functional scope and
institutional framework. It is also endowed with a bigger toolbox,
encompassing bodies, programmes and instruments: these lie
mostly in the first EU ‘pillar’ (from DG RELEX to DG Trade and
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other agencies) and are run by the European Commission. Finally,
in much the same way as EU ‘external action’ at large is not limited
to or by CFSP means and procedures, EU ‘crisis management’ is
not carried out only through ESDP instruments. When it comes to
tackling real international crises, other policy areas - entailing
trade, aid, assistance, transport and communication, financial
and political measures (positive and/or negative) - may equally be
involved, which do not fall within the remit of CFSP/ESDP. The
traded partition of EU policies into separate ‘pillars’, in other
words, still holds in strictly institutional terms but is increasingly
challenged - or just less relevant - in practice, thus raising thorny
issues of cross-pillar coherence, consistency and coordination.

The key political decisions on ESDP are taken at the highest
Council level, be it the General Affairs and External Relations
Council (GAERC) of EU foreign ministers or, whenever appropri-
ate and necessary, the European Council itself. It is notably at the
level of heads of state or government, in fact, that deliberations
entailing first- or even third-pillar measures - which lie in the com-
petence of the EU Finance (ECOFIN) or Justice and Home Affairs
(JHA) ministers - are formally agreed and adopted. Generally
speaking, crisis management decisions often imply the use of such
EU programmes as ECHO, in the humanitarian domain, and
those now regrouped under EuropeAid, let alone actions also
related to trade (e.g. the Cotonou agreement for ACP countries,
financed mainly through the European Development Fund). Yet
they may also include freezing of financial assets, imposition of
sanctions, specific border control or civilian defence measures, all
of which require the involvement of other Council formations
and, ultimately, the rubber stamp of the European Council. To
date, however, no dedicated Council formation has been created
for the EU ministers for defence, who can only meet either infor-
mally - i.e. without taking decisions - or in conjunction with the
GAERC, which remains the main decision-making body for ESDP
(see Figure 1).
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Figure 1: EU pillars and policies

(1 .2emed)
XHETHEY
od
OHDE
v Edodnd
(2] AOE
1 2emred)

HIVHL
w oed

OLVN

@ Antonio bMissirali 2004

60



Antonio Missiroli

This said, the execution proper of the so-called ‘Petersberg
tasks’, which constitute the essence of ESDP - they were originally
formulated within WEU in June 1992, then incorporated in Art.
17 TEU at Amsterdam on the suggestion of non-allied Sweden
and Finland? - is entrusted to a distinct set of bodies that are, in
many ways, ‘separable but not separate’ from the other EU institu-
tions.

The High Representative

First comes the High Representative (HR) for CESP, a position cur-
rently held by Javier Solana. Initially proposed by France, the new
function was created with the Amsterdam Treaty, inJune 1997,and
essentially added to that of Secretary-General (SG) of the Council,
which already existed in the Maastricht Treaty. Until then, the SG
had been a top EU bureaucrat who coordinated the various activi-
ties of the Council Secretariat, supporting the rotational presi-
dency of the Union in its daily work. According to the Amsterdam
Treaty, in fact, the presidency would be ‘assisted’ by the SG, who
would also ‘exercise the function of High Representative’ for CFSP
(Art.18.3). Such assistance would apply to ‘matters coming within
the scope of the CFSP, in particular through contributing to the
formulation, preparation and implementation of policy decisions
and, when appropriate . . . through conducting political dialogue
with third parties’ (Art. 26 TEU).

Between June 1997 and the entry into force of the revised
Treaty in May 1999, however, the whole context changed.? Until
then, the job description was such that it was commonly assumed
a top diplomat from one of the bigger member states - a name fre-
quently mentioned, for instance, was Sir (now Lord) David Han-
nay’s - would take over from the retiring SG Jiirgen Trumpf. Yet
the little revolution generated by the Franco-British St-Malo Dec-
laration of December 1998 and, along with that, the shock of the
Kosovo war of spring 1999 - both essential to the birth of ESDP -
immediately made the appointment much more relevant politi-
cally. In this new context, in which the CFSP remit was being
broadened with the fledgling ESDP and the demand for a more
active EU role in international crises grew significantly, the Euro-
pean Council in Cologne decided to combine the launch of the
new policy with an explicit, visible upgrading of the HR post. As a
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result, the former Spanish Foreign Minister and outgoing Secre-
tary-General of NATO (his mandate was due to expire in a few
months), Javier Solana, was appointed to become the SG-HR for
CFSP as from the following autumn.

As shown above, however, the new Treaty was not particularly
generous in details concerning the precise functions and attribu-
tions of the SG-HR. For better or for worse, therefore, it was up to
its first holder to interpret and shape the new role. And the way
Solana opted to proceed decisively strengthened the ‘HR’ part, to
the detriment of the ‘SG’. For the primarily bureaucratic function,
actually, the European Council decided to appointa Deputy SGin
the person of the former French Permanent Representative to the
EU, Pierre de Boissieu. The Cologne summit therefore ended up de
facto splitting again the two functions that the new Treaty had
justtried to collate, atleastin part. Also, Solana was called upon to
combine his HR role with that of Secretary-General of WEU, to
which he was appointed in November 1999 at the Marseilles WEU
Council. Such personal union (or cross-organisational ‘double-
hatting’) was meant to facilitate the partial integration of some
WEU functions and bodies into the EU, as decided notably in
Cologne.

Solana’s work was to be supported by the creation of a Policy
Planningand Early Warning Unit (PPEWU), as envisaged in a Dec-
laration attached to the Amsterdam Treaty. Yet again, the new
context in which the HR was going to operate induced a partial
transformation of the initial PPEWU into what came to be simply
called the ‘Policy Unit’ which, in turn, came to resemble ever more
an extended cabinet. Rather than looking to the future of CFSP, in
otherwords, the PU - composed mainly of seconded officials from
the member states - has become increasingly involved in shaping
its present.

Finally, according to the Amsterdam Treaty (Art.18.5 TEU), the
HR may appoint a ‘special representative with a mandate in rela-
tion to particular policy issues’. Solana has increasingly resorted
to such a possibility in recent times, with particular emphasis on
subregional crises. The mandate of such ‘special representatives’,
however, tends to vary significantly in terms of duration, breadth
and resources. Itis obviously stronger wherever the EU runs major
programmes and possibly also operations, as in the Western
Balkans. In such areas as the Middle East, Afghanistan or the
South Caucasus, instead, it is mainly political, comparable to a
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sort of roving ambassador’s. In some cases the mandate is rota-
tional on a one-year basis, while in others it has no formal dead-
line.

On the whole, however, it is apparent thatin the five years since
the initial appointment, the role of the HR has evolved signifi-
cantly. While it has remained minimal in those areas where thereis
no consensus (or there is even open dissent) among the member
states, it has broadened its scope and visibility in others. Cases in
pointare the Middle East - where Javier Solana was first a tangible
presence at the negotiating table (2000) then an accepted member
of the ‘Quartet’ - and the Balkans, where he managed to actas a
trouble-shooter on a couple of occasions. The HR has also gained
some room for autonomous initiative in policy formulation, most
notably with the European Security Strategy (2003). It is even
arguable that the actual interpretation given to the HR role by its
firstholder has started to erode the rigid intergovernmental barri-
ers that were originally set to it. In fact, by trying to formulate and
express the common EU position on some foreign policy matters,
‘Mr CESP’ - as the media have come to call him - has sometimes
managed to give voice to more than the simple sum of the EU
parts.

The ESDP bodies

In connection with the HR, over the subsequent years additional
bodies and positions were established in order to cope with the
increasing load of policy formulation and implementation that
ESDP, in particular, imposed on the Council Secretariat. Such an
expansion began when the Helsinki European Council of Decem-
ber 1999 finalised proposals already sketched in Cologne, and
decided to set up three new bodies: the Political and Security Com-
mittee (PSC), the Military Committee and the Military Staff of the
EU. They started operating, albeit in an ‘interim’ capacity,in March
2000.

The PSC (the French abbreviation COPS is frequently used) is
composed of national representatives ‘at senior/ambassadorial
level’, plus a representative of the European Commission, who is
‘fully associated’ with CFSP work. Its function is ‘to monitor the
international situation in the areas covered by the CFSP and con-
tribute to the definition of policies by delivering opinions to the
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Council’. It is also meant ‘to exercise, under the responsibility of
the Council, political control and strategic direction of crisis man-
agement operations’. This, at least, is the job description that has
been incorporated into the new Treaty approved at the Nice Euro-
pean Council in December 2000 (now in Art. 25 cons. TEU as
entered into force in February 2003). The PSC, however, started
operating on a fully legal basis already in early 2001, following a
simple Council decision. To a large extent, it replaces the Political
Committee (Po.Co.), created by the Maastricht Treaty (Art. ].15)
and formed by the political directors of the national ministries of
foreign affairs, which used to convene in Brussels on a monthly
basis. The PSC, however, is a permanent body with a marginally
narrower competence over policy. It plays a major role in decision-
shaping, but not decision-making proper: for political/strategic
decisions, in fact, it relies on the GAERC, while for the administra-
tive and financial aspects of CFSP/ESDP the key instance is still
the COREPER. This means that each member state hasatleast two
distinct ambassadorial-level delegations to the EU - the
COREPER, in turn, has at least two major sub-formations - with
prerogatives that are not always clearly separate.

The Military Committee (EUMC) is composed by the Chiefs of
Defence of all the EU countries or, whenever appropriate, their
military delegates. It gives military advice and makes recommen-
dations to the PSC, while providing direction to the Military Staff.
Its Chairman - the first holder was the Finnish General Gustav
Higglund - is elected for a period of three years and he attends
Council meetings whenever decisions with defence implications
are to be taken. A peculiarity of the EUMC is that some of its mem-
bers also sit on the Military Committee of NATO and, therefore,
are de facto ‘double-hatted”: this does not apply to all EU members
of the Alliance, however, while the military representatives of
some non-allied countries are also seconded to the Alliance bod-
ies.

For its part, the Military Statf (EUMS, Etat-Major in French) is
there to provide military expertise and support to ESDP, includ-
ing the conduct of crisis management operations: this entails early
warning, situation assessment and strategic planning, and also
identification of European national and multinational forces for
possible operations. It currently consists of some 70 (mostly sec-
onded) officers and is considered part of the Council Secretariat.
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The specifically military bodies are also meant to cooperate
with NATO’s SHAPE according to modalities (‘Berlin-plus’) that
were still being negotiated at the outset of ESDP. It is also worth
noting that, in contrast to the PSC, the EUMC and the EUMS were
notincludedin the Nice Treaty and, therefore, are not treaty-based.
This was mainly due to the reluctance of some member states -
especially the non-allied ones - to have these mentioned in the
TEU. Yet it is also fair to say that ESDP has moved forward by
intergovernmental decisions first, with a ‘codification’ to follow
only later on (if ever). The only exception is notably the creation of
the HR, which preceded rather than followed ESDP.

Finally, a Situation Centre (SITCEN) was also created at the
Council Secretariat to fulfil the ‘monitoring’ function assigned to
the new politico-military bodies. In addition, the former CFSP
Unitin the Council General Secretariat developed into a dedicated
Directorate-General (DG E), expanding to cover also ‘pol-mil’
affairs and restructuring to absorb new officials with relevant
experience from WEU, NATO and national ministries. It currently
encompasses three main sub-directorates: (a) enlargement, devel-
opment and multilateral economic affairs; (b) CFSP and regional
affairs; and (c) ESDP and operations (both military and civilian).
More recently, a Police Unit has also been created, while a Com-
mittee for Civilian Crisis Management has been set up foradvisory
purposes. On the whole, however, the Brussels-based ESDP staff
amount to little more than 200 officials, which is nothing com-
pared with national ministries or the Commission’s relevant DGs.
Last but not least, two former WEU organs - the Satellite Centre
based in Madrid (SATCEN) and the Institute for Security Studies
based in Paris (EUISS) - have been attached to the ESDP machin-
ery as ‘autonomous agencies’ of the Council, with ad hoc budget
and status.

Operating modalities and scope

Five years after its inception, ESDP is still a policy in the making
and work in progress, with regard to its internal procedures and
resources as much as to its ultimate goals. In part, this is due to the
very nature of the policy: crisis situations are never identical to one
another and demand, therefore, a high degree of flexibility and
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adaptability. Moreover, most of the capabilities to be mobilised
belong to the member states: this requires a peculiar combination
of willingness and ability on their part to put such capabilities at
the disposal of the Union, especially since there is no legal obliga-
tion to do so. In part, however, the evolving character of ESDP is
also due to its relatively young age as compared to other EU com-
mon policies (or NATO itself). One has to bear in mind that: (a) EU-
led operations only began in January 2003, on a small scale and
with limited duration; (b) the EU’s own training and exercise policy
is still fledgling, at best; (c) procedures are still relatively untested;
and (d) ‘lessons-learned’ evaluations have just started. It is there-
fore extremely difficult to draw up a reliable flow-chart for the
launch and conduct of a ‘typical’ ESDP operation.

In the light of the limited experience so far, it is nevertheless
possible to say that the initial assessment of the feasibility of an
EU-led crisis management operation is made at a highly informal
level, all the more soifand when itis an exclusively military one and
located in the NATO ‘area’. In the latter case, talks are held
between the two organisations - at the political and military level
- in order to set the main parameters of the operation and the pos-
sible division of labour and responsibilities. In the event of an
autonomous EU operation, the same informal negotiations are
likely to be held with the member state that is ready to offer its
headquarters and thus become the ‘framework nation’, while
force generation proper (i.e. the identification and commitment
of specific national force elements for the final ‘package’) is carried
outin collaboration with the EUMC and EUMS. In the event of an
exclusively civilian operation the method is quite similar, only
more centralised in the EU bodies and with a more prominentrole
for the European Commission. In this ‘upstream’ phase, the HR
and the PSCare supposed to act, respectively, as facilitator (or even
initiator) and ‘clearing-house’.

Once the likely profile, desirable goals and available means of
the operation have been assessed and agreed (with the Council
Secretariat providing bureaucratic support and the COREPER
administrative and financial back-up), a Joint Action’ is drafted
and finalised by the GAERC. The voting system for CFSP/ESDP is
such that decisions are taken by consensus: this means the una-
nimity rule applies although, since Amsterdam, member states
also have the possibility to abstain. Such abstention mustbe ‘qual-
ified’ in a formal declaration: it does not oblige the member
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state(s) in question to apply the decision and to pay for it, but only
toaccept thatit ‘commits the Union’. Such a ‘qualified abstention’
blocks the decision only if the number of member states who
choose it amount to more than one-third of the weighted votes in
the Council (Art. 23.1 TEU).

Finally,in aspecial Protocol attached to the Amsterdam Treaty,
Denmark, as already mentioned above, obtained automatic
exemption from all defence-related obligations. This does not
apply, however, to civilian crisis management and other decisions
of amerely institutional or procedural nature (including appoint-
ments). Denmark’s exemption is coupled with the right to ‘opt-in’
should it so decide.

Whatever one may think of the desirability of QMYV in the
broader CFSP domain, it is a fact that, ever since the Maastricht
Treaty was signed, decisions ‘having defence implications’ have
always constituted an arena in which unanimity is required: mem-
ber states cannot be outvoted (and even less obliged to commit
forces) against their will. As a result, ‘qualified abstention’
arguably represents the most flexible mechanism that could be
applied to ESDP decisions, although the automatic financial
exemption it entails may open the door to voting behaviour dic-
tated by sheer budgetary calculations. This said, it is also arguable
that the whole upstream phase as described above is such thatitis
extremely unlikely that a member state would decide to block the
decisionin the GAERC,i.e. when the Joint Action had already gone
through all the preliminary negotiations. This could go some way
to explaining why, so far, neither formal vetoes nor qualified
abstentions have ever been used.

One peculiarity of ESDPvis-a-vis CFSP at large, however, is that
the new treaty provisions on ‘enhanced cooperation’in the second
EU ‘pillar’ -asapproved at Nice and entered into force in February
2003 - are not applicable to ‘matters having military or defence
implications’ (Art. 27b cons. TEU). Such a proviso was due mainly
to last-minute reservations concerning the scope of ‘enhanced
cooperation’ on defence policy in general. This may or may not be
considered a major limitation for military crisis management. Yet
the truth is that the current guidelines for mounting and con-
ducting EU-led operations - as outlined in the Presidency Report
on ESDP presented in December 2000 at Nice - already entail rel-
atively flexible arrangements. The ‘downstream’ phase, in other
words, leaves ample room for coalitions of the willing to run mis-
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sions on behalf of and under the ‘strategic control’ of the whole
EU.

First of all, as already mentioned above, there is no obligation
to take part in any common operation. Secondly, all the partici-
pating countries constitute a ‘Committee of Contributors’ that
becomes the instance of reference for the practical elements of the
operation under way: it also includes, whenever this is the case,
those non-member ‘third’ countries that provide a ‘significant’
military contribution to it (whatever that means in the given case).
General provisions to this end were approved by the Nice Euro-
pean Council in December 2000, including procedures for consul-
tation in the pre-operational phase. More specific ones - for Rus-
sia, Canadaand Ukraine respectively - were approved by the Seville
European Council in June 2002, including their involvement on
an equal footing in the day-to-day management of operations.
There is also the possibility, for member and non-member states
alike, to leave or join a mission once its initial phase on the ground
is completed.

Moreover, each operation has its own financial coverage
through an ad hoc ‘mechanism’ that is normally included in the
Joint Action. Its modalities vary according to whether the opera-
tion is military or civilian. In fact, Art. 28 TEU states that, while
‘administrative’ expenditure is to be charged to the common EU
budget, ‘operational’ expenditure for military operations is to be
charged to the member states according to the GDP scale or any
other ‘key’ the Council decides to adopt unanimously. In practice,
this means that civilian operations can be financed mainly though
the EU budget (with some flexibility as to which line is to be
charged), while military ones are paid for mainly by the participat-
ing states - members and non-members alike - according to the
rule whereby ‘costs lie where they fall’ (normally used by NATO).
The per-diems of the national personnel seconded to the opera-
tion are normally covered by their respective administrations.3

However, experience gained with the first EU-led operations in
2003-04, and the need to adopt rules more in line with the EU tra-
ditions and practice, seem to be leading to a partial review of these
initial arrangements. As a result, a strengthening of the principle
of direct EU funding (‘as much as possible’) for civilian crisis man-
agement operations has been proposed, along with a push for
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better ‘burden-sharing’ for military ones, e.g. through a common
‘start-up’ fund for technical equipment and cost-sharing schemes
for participating ‘third’ countries. More recently, an ad hoc mech-
anism called ‘Athena’ has been outlined to meet the specific
demands of military missions.

During the whole downstream phase, operational control and
tactical management on the ground lie with the relevant (military
or civilian) head of mission, often supported by a ‘special repre-
sentative’. They are all answerable to the HR, while the PSC exer-
cises its ‘strategic control’ through monitoring and political feed-
back.

However, as previously stated, EU crisis management is not
limited to the planning and conduct of ground operations. Nor is
ESDP proper geared only towards addressing international crisis
situations, for that matter. ESDP is also about identifying and,
hopefully, addressing capability shortfalls (of whatever nature)
which could negatively affect EU crisis management. Among
them s also the promotion of ‘a strong and competitive European
defence industry and technology’, mentioned as early as 1998 in
the Franco-British St-Malo Declaration and maintained ever
since. Interestingly enough, this specific commitment was not
incorporated into the Nice Treaty, and the only treaty-based pro-
visions concerning the European defence industry lie in the first
‘pillar’ (Art. 296 TEC) and are of a restrictive rather than support-
ive nature. On top of that, all major policy developments in this
domain so far have occurred outside of the EU-specific institu-
tional framework.# Yet the decision taken by the Union, in late
2003, to create an ‘Agency in the field of defence capabilities devel-
opment, research, acquisition and armaments’ within the EU may
help rationalise and unify under its aegis all the relevant efforts
and programmes currently under way.

Finally, ESDP is also about setting common principles and
guidelines for policies that affect and engage (politically rather
than legally) both the EU as a whole and its individual member
states, externally and internally. Such was the case lately with the
EU Strategy against WMD proliferation and the European Secu-
rity Strategy, both approved by the European Council in Decem-
ber 2003.
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The next five years

If this is the way ESDP operates five years after its inception, what
are the likely challenges awaiting it over the coming five? As has
been seen, the policy is still in the making and liable to constant
adjustment and adaptation. It is therefore extremely hazardous to
try and predict its medium-term evolution. This said, at least four
main institutional challenges already loom large on its horizon.

The first one concerns the Union’s enlargement. With the acces-
sion of ten new partners in 2004, and maybe two or three more by
2007, all ESDP bodies are to be severely tested. Numbers matter,
and managing international crises at 25-plus may prove very
tricky indeed. Even shaping decisions may become much more
complicated:itis not by accident that, in the run-up to the current
enlargement, the PSC decided to set up a sort of informal sub-
committee composed of deputies - the so-called ‘Nikolaidis
Group’,inaugurated during Greece’s presidency of the EU in early
2003 along the model of the ‘Antici Group’ of the COREPER. Its
task is a preliminary drafting of the agenda for meetings while
exploring the areas of convergence and/or divergence among the
member states. And much as the ‘socialisation’ of the new partners
started well before theiractual accession (i.e. immediately after the
signature of the relevant treaties in April 2003), achieving a com-
mon approach to policy-making may still require some time and
encounter a few bumps along the road.

This is all the more true if one considers the differences in size,
capabilities, external policy interests and perceptions of the EU-
25. Much more than CFSP proper - for which, ultimately, effec-
tiveness and credibility depend on the largest possible consensus
on common foreign policy decisions and goals - ESDP relies on
the resources that the member states are willing and able to com-
mit and engage. And it is difficult to deny that, in this domain,
there are major imbalances among EU partners: enlargement has
not created them, of course, but it has made them more acute. In
other words, while all EU members are formally equal in represen-
tation and decision-making, some are ‘more equal’ than others in
terms of capabilities that may be needed to conduct an effective
ESDP, be they military (forces, equipment, industrial base), com-
mercial, civilian or diplomatic. Itis not just a matter of geographi-
cal extension, population or GDP: some bigger member states
could do much better in the light of their sheer size, while some
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smaller ones do remarkably well given theirs. Yet it is clear that
strikingan acceptable and viable trade-off between the rights of all
and the means of someis a precondition for making ESDP work at
25-plus, especially if the operational and strategic stakes are set to
rise.

A second major challenge concerns policy and institutional
coberence. This is not new either. But recent policy developments -
especially regarding the fight against terrorism - and the parallel
delay in enforcing decisive institutional reform have aggravated it
further. Over the coming years, in fact, the ‘dual’ (or even ‘triple’)
system of the Union’s external action - dispersed as it is across and
among its different ‘pillars’ - is likely to remain in place. This is
true both horizontally and vertically, both at the political and the
bureaucraticlevel: Council vs. Commission, EU vs. member states,
at times even within each one of these. While the European Secu-
rity Strategy approved in December 2003 has brought some clarity
and broad convergence over the goals of CFSP/ESDP (and, more
generally, of EU ‘external action’), the recent inclusion of the fight
against terrorism in the HRSG’s remit - no matter how desirable
and welcome it may be - undeniably increases the intricacy and
segmentation of EU ‘crisis management’, internally as well as
externally. The expectations and demands are higher now, and
require adequate responses. EU institutions and leaders are there-
fore urged to rise to the occasion - well beyond the current legal
provisions and political or bureaucratic realities.

Athird major challenge for ESDPis its accountability. Often neg-
lected in the public debate, the issue is none the less important. As
compared with other EU common policies, in fact, ESDP seems to
suffer from a specific accountability gap. On the one hand,
national parliaments are largely responsible for the democratic
control of ESDP, but are ill-equipped for the oversight of inter-
governmental decisions. On the other hand, the European Parlia-
menthas few formal powersin this realm but hasaccess to relevant
information and expertise, and also has competence for the
scrutiny of the Commission’s implementation of ESDP-relevant
activities. Finally, the WEU Assembly, still anchored in the WEU
Treaty and based in Paris as an inter-parliamentary body specialis-
ingin European defence issues, now findsitself in an institutional
and political vacuum: it does provide a forum for debating issues
related to ESDP (and NATO) butit is powerless and looks increas-
ingly like an odd left-over from the transfer of WEU functions to
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the EU. As a result, ESDP lies in a sort of parliamentary grey area
that hardly strengthens its overall legitimacy. Also, its trans-
parency and accessibility for EU citizens are naturally limited by
its confidential nature, especially regarding military matters, and
cannot be measured by the same standards as other EU policies.
Pragmatic solutions can and probably should be envisaged for the
coming years, for instance regular joint sessions of national par-
liamentary representatives and MEPs, and hearings of ESDP offi-
cials in national parliaments. But it seems difficult to overcome
entirely the current disconnect between national- and European-
level policy debates and parliamentary competencies.

Finally, a special challenge for the next five years may turn out
to be the Constitutional Treaty. Paradoxically, in fact, ESDP will
operate in a legal context (Nice) that the new Treaty alters signifi-
cantly. Sucha paradox, of course, does notapply to ESDP only. But
some of the most important innovations enshrined in the Consti-
tutional Treaty apply notably to it: from the creation of the post of
EU Minister for Foreign Affairs to the solidarity clause against ter-
roristattacks, up to theimplementation of ‘permanent structured
cooperation’ on defence.> On the one hand, therefore, the current
institutional arrangements may be de facto weakened or delegit-
imised by the parallel virtual existence of new ones. On the other,
these have to go through a lengthy and risky ratification process
that may, in turn, cast shadows over their actual entry into force.
This is why clear transitional arrangements may help prevent con-
fusion and bridge this potential legal and functional gap. Some
already agreed reforms, in other words, could be secured and put
in place regardless of what may happen during the ratification
process - while ESDP is likely to remain a constantly adapting and
evolving policy.
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Beyond Petersberg: missions fve years
for the EU military forces

Martin Ortega

During five intense years, the EU has been creating a military capa-
bility of its own. However, until quite recently, the question of the
missions for which the European forces were intended was put
aside. The process of establishing a military dimension of EU since
the Cologne European Council in June 1999 can thus be divided
into two periods: the capability-building phase (until mid-2002)
and the subsequent definition of this military capability’s purpose.

It may seem that the logical sequence between these two phases
was reversed, but this ‘reversed order’ was the result of the agree-
ment reached in 1999 at the outset of the process. The United
Kingdom, a key player in any European military development,
insisted that a pragmatic approach should be followed, whereby
capability-building should be tackled first. This approach, which
was agreed by the other EU members, has eventually proved to be
very useful, for ‘philosophical’ questions on the missions and pur-
pose of the European forces were temporarily eschewed, in partic-
ular questions concerning their raison d étre vis-a-vis NATO. Con-
sequently, the purpose of the EU forces can now be defined in a
dynamic manner, taking into account past and more recent needs,
as well as possible future requirements. Had the debate on the EU
military forces started in 1999 from the missions and purpose
point of departure, it would most probably have been sterile, or at
least much more difficult.

From the Cologne European Council until mid-2002, the lack
of a decision on the forces’ purpose was mitigated by making use
of the WEU Petersberg Declaration of June 1992, whose text had
been enshrined in the Treaty on European Union through the
Amsterdam Treaty of 1997. All EU members accepted this prelim-
inary description of the EU forces’ missions, because it was based
on ‘constructive ambiguity’, which was acceptable to the ‘Atlanti-
cist’, the ‘pro-European autonomist’ and the non-allied govern-
ments. From June 2002, the following developments have con-
tributed to a better definition of those missions: (1) the
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declaration on terrorism and ESDP made at the Seville European
Council; (2) the debate in the Convention that introduced a new
definition of the missions in the draft Constitution; (3) the Euro-
pean Security Strategy of December 2003;and (4) various EU oper-
ations on the ground, which have helped to clarify the theory
through practical experience. In the absence of a European Con-
stitution, the missions of the EU forces have not as yet been for-
mally described in an authoritative legal text. Nevertheless, there
are many pointers that indicate the kind of definition that will
probably be retained in the Constitutional Treaty that it is
expected will be adopted later in 2004.

Missions during the capability-building phase: the Peters-
berg tasks’

The missions assigned to EU military forces are currently described
in Article 17.2 of the TEU. It must be remembered that this Article
will remain the legal description until the entry into force of the
future Constitutional Treaty, following its ratification process.

Article 17.2 of the Treaty on European Union

Questions referred to in this Article shall include humanitarian
and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks and tasks of combat forces in
crisis management, including peacemaking.

The words from ‘humanitarian’ to ‘peacemaking’ are taken
from the WEU Petersberg Declaration of June 1992. When the 15
EU members negotiated the Amsterdam Treaty in 1997, they
chose to retain the language adopted by the nine WEU states at
Petersberg rather than work out a new description, as there was
consensus on a text that allowed for various interpretations. The
three types of missions envisaged at Petersberg cover a complete
range of possible military measures, from the most modest to the
most robust. For some time the EU member states debated
whether to focus on the ‘lower’ or the ‘higher spectrum’ of the
Petersberg missions, but the Helsinki Headline Goal made it clear
that the capabilities that the EU was expected to acquire would be
the ‘appropriate capabilities . . . to be able to undertake the full
range of Petersberg tasks’. On the other hand, it was obvious to
everyone that territorial defence was excluded from those tasks.
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From the Cologne summit in June 1999 until mid-2002, a
number of European Councils helped to shape the EU military
dimension, but none dared to go beyond the description of mis-
sions enshrined in the words of Article 17.2 quoted above. At the
Helsinki, Feira, Nice and Laeken European Councils, member
states’ governments pursued their vision of a rapid reaction force
for crisis management, and introduced the necessary institutional
changes (notably the creation of the Political and Security Com-
mittee and the EU Military Staff), without becoming bogged
down in endless debates on reform of the Treaty.?The conclusions
of the European Councils define the nature and size of the force,
establish the method by which decisions will be taken on its use
and on the participation of member and non-member states, and
provide for EU-NATO cooperation. It is of course true that the
technical details that were defined, such as projection capability,
viability, interoperability, flexibility and operational require-
ments, give a fairly good indication of the types of forces that the
EU was setting up, and consequently the types of operations that
they would be able to execute. However, on the missions the vari-
ous presidential conclusions continually repeat the keyword
‘Petersberg’, and its content as given in Article 17 of the TEU. At
the Capabilities Commitment Conference held in Brussels on 20
November 2000, the 15 decided not to develop the possible con-
tent of the Petersberg tasks, despite some requests from the mili-
tary side. At the time it was deemed sufficient to consider three sce-
narios thatdrew largely on WEU illustrative missions drawn up by
NATO in 1998. Very roughly, those missions were: (1) the evacua-
tion of a few hundred European citizens from an area of crisis sit-
uated far away from Brussels; (2) a conflict-prevention operation
following a rise in tension on the border between two states; and
(3) the imposition of a demilitarised zone to separate two warring
factions somewhere in South-Eastern Europe. The possible sce-
narios of a Balkans peacekeeping operation and evacuation of
civilians from sub-Saharan Africa were clearly in the minds of the
military planners.

To complete the definition of EU military forces’ missions dur-
ing this period, two other elements must be taken into account.
On the one hand, the stated principles guiding the EU’s CFSP,
contained in Article 11.1 of the Treaty, constitute the constitu-
tional framework that any EU military operation should respect.
Amongst the objectives of the CFSP, Article 11.1 of the TEU

2. The sole exception was Article
25 ofthe TEU, establishing the Po-
litical and Security Committee,
which was introduced by the Nice
Treaty of December 2000.
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declares inter alia that the Union shall ‘preserve peace and
strengthen international security, in accordance with the princi-
ples of the United Nations Charter’ and ‘develop and consolidate
democracy and the rule of law, and respect for human rights and
fundamental freedoms’. On the other hand, the very substance of
CFSP also provides an authoritative indication of how European
forces should be used. Inall documents on ESDP it was made clear
that an EU military crisis management capability was intended to
support the CFSP. Therefore, the use of European forces in a way
that was counter to the spirit of the CFSP in general, and its reali-
sation in the case of a particular region, was unthinkable. For
instance, it was impossible to conceive of a military operation that
was inconsistent with the principles and objectives of the Euro-
Mediterranean Partnership.

The debate on EU forces’ missions since 2002

The fight against international terrorism

While EU members were disinclined to debate the purpose of EU mil-
itary forces, the 11 September 2001 terrorist attacks against the
United States and their consequences led to such a debate during the
first half of 2002. Following military action in Afghanistan, the
Spanish presidency insisted that the fight against terrorism should
be introduced into the Treaty on European Union along with the
existing Petersberg missions. Indeed, the Spanish government was
particularly sensitive towards international collaboration in the
struggle againstall types of terrorism. The inclusion of that new mis-
sion would have been, according to the Spaniards, a symbolic but
strong signal as to the seriousness of the European engagement in
that fight - a message aimed in particular at the United States gov-
ernment. Other EU member states, however, were not persuaded
thatinclusion of such a mission was the right move, either for practi-
cal reasons (the EU force was not yet prepared to make a useful con-
tribution to the fight against terrorism), or for legal reasons (no
treaty reform was envisaged at that time). As a result, a middle way
was found, whereby a solemn declaration was adopted at the Seville
European Council of June 2002. The declaration, quoted below,
stressed the EU’s determination to fight terrorism and indicated that
both CFSP and ESDP means could be used to that end.
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European Council Declaration on the contribution of CSFP, including
ESDP, in the fight against tervorism (Seville, June 2002)

1. The European Council reaffirms that terrorism is a real chal-
lenge for Europe and the world and poses a threat to our security
and our stability. To this end, the extraordinary European Council
meeting on 21 September 2001 decided to step up the action of the
Union against terrorism through a coordinated and inter-discipli-
nary approach embracing all Union policies, including develop-
ment of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and
making the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) opera-
tional.

2. The European Council has noted the significant achievements
accomplished in the implementation of the Plan of Action to com-
bat terrorism and reiterates that the fight against terrorism will
continue to be a priority objective of the European Union and a key
plank of its external relations policy. Solidarity and international
cooperation constitute essential instruments in the fight against
that scourge. The Union will continue to maintain the closest pos-
sible coordination with the United States and other partners. The
Union will seek to contribute further to those international
efforts,both internally and inits relations with third countriesand
international organisations, such as the UN, NATO and the
OSCE.

3. The Common Foreign and Security Policy, including the Euro-
pean Security and Defence Policy, can play an important role in
countering this threat to our security and in promoting peace and
stability. Closer cooperation among the Member States is being
putinto practice to take account of the international situation cre-
ated by the terrorist attacks of 11 September.

4. The European Council welcomes the progress achieved since 11
September on incorporating the fight against terrorism into all
aspects of the Union’s external relations policy. The fight against
terrorism requires a global approach to strengthen the interna-
tional coalition and to prevent and contain regional conflicts.

These principles have been reaffirmed on a number of occa-
sions and, in particular, after the terrorist attacks in Madrid on
11 March 2004, by the European Council Declaration of 25 March
2004. The same principles have led to the adoption of a ‘solidarity
clause’ in the draft Constitutional Treaty, as will be discussed
below. If there is one lesson to be drawn from the debate on the
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3. The Convention, whose first
plenary meeting took place on 26
February 2002, established work-
ing groups on external action and
defence, inter alia. The mandate
for the working group on defence,
dated 10 September 2002, in-
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‘Apart from the Petersberg tasks,
what defenceremitcould be envis-
aged for the Union?’

4. Unless otherwise stated, in this
chapter, all articles from the draft
Constitutional Treaty are taken
from the Intergovernmental Con-
ference Document CIG 50/03, 25
November 2003, entitled ‘Con-
vention’s draft Constitutional
Treaty as re-elaborated by the
group of legal experts’.
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missions during the Spanish presidency, however, it is that the
obsolescence of the Petersberg framework was explicitly brought
to the fore.

Towards a European Constitution

The adoption of the Seville Declaration on terrorism in June 2002
was only a small step in the reformulation of the description of the
EU forces’ missions. A thorough reform of the Petersberg text was
onlyinitiated later in 2002, with the discussion of a draft Constitu-
tional Treaty in the European Convention. The Convention
decided to create a working group to deal with defence issues,
which started its proceedings in September 2002.3

The report of the working group (December 2002) was fol-
lowed by the final text of a draft Constitutional Treaty adopted by
the Convention (July 2003), which led to the Intergovernmental
Conference (October-December 2003). In the resulting texts, four
major issues are relevant to the definition of EU forces’ missions:
(a) ageneral description of ESDP; (b) a collective defence clause; (c)
asolidarity clause in case of terrorist attacks; and (d) the listing of
the CFSP’s objectives and principles. It is to be expected that, once
adopted, the future Constitutional Treaty will specify the final
wording of all these clauses, but the current (May 2004) formula-
tion already gives a fairly good idea of the norms that will be
adopted eventually.

(a) Firstly, a new definition of the missions of EU military
forces is contained in the draft article on ESDP.

Article I-40(1) of the draft Constitutional Treaty*

Specific provisions relating to the common security and defence policy

The common security and defence policy shall be an integral part
of the common foreign and security policy. It shall provide the
Union with an operational capacity drawing on civil and military
assets. The Union may use them on missions outside the Union for
peacekeeping, conflict prevention and strengthening interna-
tional security in accordance with the principles of the United
Nations Charter. The performance of these tasks shall be under-
taken using capabilities provided by the Member States.

Arguably, this description of EU forces’ missions is adequate
for three reasons: it contains sufficiently broad terms (peacekeep-
ing, conflict prevention and strengthening international security)
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encompassing all possible operations; it does not refer to any par-
ticular geographical zone; and the description stresses respect for
the principles of the UN Charter.

The general description quoted above is developed further in
anotherarticle thatdraws from - and goes beyond - the Petersberg
text:

Article III-210 (ex Article 17 TEU) of the draft Constitutional Treaty

1. The tasks referred to in Article I-40(1), in the course of which the
Union may use civilian and military means, shall include joint dis-
armament operations, humanitarian and rescue tasks, military
advice and assistance tasks, conflict prevention and peace-keeping
tasks, tasks of combat forces undertaken for crisis management,
including peace-making and post-conflict stabilisation. All these
tasks may contribute to the fight against terrorism, including by
supporting third countries in combating terrorismin their territo-
ries.

(b) Secondly, the introduction of a military assistance clause in
the event of armed attack or aggression against EU members
might involve another type of mission for EU forces in the future.
The collective defence clause was drafted in the following terms
during the last stages of the Intergovernmental Conference at the
beginning of December 2003:

Article I-40(7) Closer cooperation on mutual defence®

If a Member State is the victim of an armed aggression on its terri-
tory, the other Member States shall have towards it an obligation
of aid and assistance by all the means in their power, in accordance
with Article 51 of the United Nations Charter. This shall not preju-
dice the specific character of the security and defence policy of cer-
tain Member States.

Commitments and cooperation in this area shall be consistent
with commitments under NATO, which, for those States which
are members of it, remains the foundation of their collective
defence and the forum for its implementation.

Given the high degree of political and economic integration
attained in the European Union, it is understandable that mem-
ber states are ready to defend other members in the event of armed
attack against their territory if necessary. However, it is not clear
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from the quoted text what is expected in specific terms from indi-
vidual states in such circumstances. Neither is it indicated what
the role (if any) of an EU military force in that case would be. But
the new clause is obviously a potential source of missions for EU
forces.

(c) Thirdly, a solidarity clause in the event of terrorist attacks
and natural or man-made disasters is also foreseen in the draft
Constitutional Treaty:

Article 1-42 Solidarity clause

1. The Union and its Member States shall act jointly in a spirit of
solidarity if a Member State is the victim of terrorist attack or nat-
ural or man-made disaster. The Union shall mobilise all the instru-
ments at its disposal, including the military resources made avail-
able by the Member States, to:

(a) - prevent the terrorist threat in the territory of the Member
States;

- protect democraticinstitutions and the civilian population from
any terrorist attack;

- assista Member State in its territory at the request of its political
authorities in the event of a terrorist attack;

(b) - assista Member State in its territory at the request of its
political authorities in the event of a natural or man-made disaster.
2. The detailed arrangements for implementing this Article are at
Article ITI-231.

The solidarity clause is a logical culmination of the Seville Dec-
laration on terrorism and ESDP made in June 2002, for the clause
foresees the utilisation of ‘all instruments.. . ., including the mili-
tary resources’. Thus, individual member states can assist with
military means in the event of terrorist attacks or natural and
man-made disasters, but it can also be assumed that EU military
forces might be utilised to those ends.

(d) Finally, the objectives and principles guiding the Union’s
external actions, as stated in the draft constitutional treaty, both
inspire and constrain any possible EU military mission. The EU
explicitly pledges to respect those principles. It is important to
underline the essential role of the Union’s principles in the defini-
tion of CFSP and ESDP because constitutions of nation-states do
not normally establish such a link between international princi-
ples and external action. When introducing the Union’s objec-
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tives, Article I-3(4) of the draft Constitutional Treaty declares: ‘In
its relations with the wider world, the Union shall uphold and pro-
mote its values and interests. It shall contribute to peace, security,
the sustainable development of the Earth, solidarity and mutual
respect among peoples, free and fair trade, eradication of poverty
and protection of human rights and in particular the rights of the
child, as well as to strict observance and to development of inter-
national law, including respect for the principles of the United
Nations Charter.” This idea is developed at some length at the
beginning of Title V of the same draft, in an article which is worth
quoting in full.

Article ITII-193 (Article 3, second paragraph, and ex Article 11 TEU)

1. The Union’s action on the international scene shall be guided by,
and designed to advance in the wider world, the principles which
have inspired its own creation, development and enlargement:
democracy, the rule of law, the universality and indivisibility of
human rights and fundamental freedoms, respect for human dig-
nity, equality and solidarity, and respect for the principles of the
United Nations Charter and international law.

The Union shall seek to develop relations and build partnerships
with third countries, and international, regional or global organi-
sations, which share the principles referred to in the first subpara-
graph. It shall promote multilateral solutions to common prob-
lems, in particular in the framework of the United Nations.

2. The Union shall define and pursue common policies and
actions, and shall work for a high degree of cooperationin all fields
of international relations, in order to:

(a) safeguard its common values, fundamental interests, security,
independence and integrity;

(b) consolidate and support democracy, the rule of law, human
rights and international law;

(c) preserve peace, prevent conflicts and strengthen international
security, in conformity with the purposes and principles of the
United Nations Charter, with the principles of the Helsinki Final
Actand with the aims of the Charter of Paris, including those relat-
ing to external borders;

(d) foster the sustainable economic, social and environmental
development of developing countries, with the primary aim of
eradicating poverty;

(e) encourage the integration of all countries into the world econ-

81



Beyond Petersberg: missions for the EU military forces

82

omy, including through the progressive abolition of restrictions
oninternational trade;

(£) help develop international measures to preserve and improve
the quality of the environment and the sustainable management
of global natural resources, in order to ensure sustainable develop-
ment;

(g) assist populations, countries and regions confronting natural
or man-made disasters;

(h) promote an international system based on stronger multilat-
eral cooperation and good global governance.

3. The Union shall respect the principles and pursue the objectives
listed in paragraphs 1 and 2 in the development and implementa-
tion of the different areas of the Union’s external action covered by
this Title and the external aspects of its other policies. The Union
shall ensure consistency between the different areas of its external
action and between these and its other policies. The Council and the
Commission, assisted by the Union Minister for Foreign Affairs,
shall ensure that consistency and shall cooperate to that effect.

European Security Strategy

In addition to the constitutional treaty, which will most probably
be adopted in 2004 and ratified in the next few years, the European
Security Strategy (ESS), drafted by Javier Solana and endorsed by
the European Council in December 2003, is an important element
in understanding the purpose and missions of EU military forces.
The ESS outlines a comprehensive strategic framework which will
surely inspire the formulation of any European foreign and secu-
rity policy in the years to come. Therefore, specific military opera-
tions, which always are carried out in pursuance of CFSP, will also
be based on the general vision of the EU’s role in the world con-
tained in the European Security Strategy.

Amongst the many references to the possible utilisation of EU
military capabilities in the ESS, three important aspects can be
pointed out in connection with the definition of EU missions.
First, the ESS underlines the need to react rapidly to potential
threats and challenges:

Our traditional concept of self-defence - up to and including the
Cold War - was based on the threat of invasion. With the new
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threats, the first line of defence will often be abroad. The new
threats are dynamic. The risks of proliferation grow over time; left
alone, terrorist networks will become even more dangerous. State
failureand organised crime spread if they are neglected - as we have
seen in West Africa. This implies that we should be ready to act
before a crisis occurs. Conflict prevention and threat prevention
cannot start too early.

By the same token, the ESS suggests that possible missions do
not constitute a closed catalogue. If the European Union is ready
to respond to new contingencies, it must adopt a flexible
approach:

Asweincrease capabilities in the differentareas, we should think in
terms of a wider spectrum of missions. This might include joint
disarmament operations, support for third countries in combat-
ing terrorism and security sector reform. The last of these would be
part of broader institution building.

Second, the ESS points out that EU military operations will
normally be carried out hand in hand with humanitarian and
civilian missions.

In contrast to the massive visible threat in the Cold War, none of
the new threats is purely military; nor can any be tackled by purely
military means. Each requires a mixture of instruments. .. In failed
states, military instruments may be needed to restore order,
humanitarian means to tackle the immediate crisis. Regional con-
flicts need political solutions but military assets and effective
policing may be needed in the post conflict phase. Economic
instruments serve reconstruction, and civilian crisis management
helpsrestore civil government. The European Union s particularly
well equipped to respond to such multi-faceted situations.

Later on, however, the same document acknowledges that a
greater degree of consistency and coordination between European
civilian and military instruments is badly needed.6

Third, and last but not least, the ESS acknowledges that many
of the EU forces’ missions will be undertaken in cooperation with
the Atlantic Alliance:
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The EU-NATO permanent agreements, in particular Berlin Plus,
enhance the operational capability of the EU and provide the
framework for the strategic partnership between the two organisa-
tions in crisis management. This reflects our common determina-
tion to tackle the challenges of the new century.

In this book, the chapter by Jean-Yves Haine on ESDP and
NATO addresses the issue of EU-NATO cooperation in crisis man-
agement, and in particular the ‘Berlin-plus’ scheme.

EU military operations

Finally, EU military operations on the ground are without any
doubtanother element that helps to clarify the purpose of EU mil-
itary forces. So far, the EU has launched and led just a small num-
ber of police and military operations (see the chapter by Gustav
Lindstrom in this book). Beinga newcomer in this regard, the EU is
still immersed in a learning process. Nevertheless, operations con-
ducted until now constitute significant precedents that give an
idea of the type of missions in which EU military forces might be
engaged in the future.”

Substantive issues

In this section, a number of key substantive issues concerning the
missions that EU military forces can undertake will be discussed:
geographical scope, mandate from the UN Security Council, and
the instances in which the use of EU military forces would be pre-
ferred to other military options.

As regards the geographical scope of possible EU military
tasks, it would be misleading to set limits. Even though it can be
expected that EU forces will be utilised mainly in the European
region and its neighbourhood, these forces could equally under-
take operationsinany part of the world. Indeed, Operation Artemis
was conducted in the Democratic Republic of Congo and, in the
past, national peacekeeping forces of EU member states have been
present in countries such as East Timor and El Salvador. The
European Security Strategy quoted above points out: ‘In an era of
globalisation, distant threats may be as much a concern as those
that are near at hand. Nuclear activities in North Korea, nuclear
risks in South Asia, and proliferation in the Middle East are all of
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concern to Europe. Terrorists and criminals are now able to oper-
ate world-wide . . . Meanwhile, global communication increases
awareness in Europe of regional conflicts and humanitarian
tragedies anywhere in the world.’

As far as the UN Charter is concerned, the EU and its member
states have always stressed the Security Council’s primary respon-
sibility for the maintenance of international peace and security.
Operations undertaken by the EU force must in principle have a
mandate from the UN Security Council. During the constitu-
tional debate on a new definition of possible EU missions in late
2002 and 2003, some member states suggested that the Union
should have prior authorisation from the UN Security Council
before carrying out any military operation. Other members, while
agreeing on the principle, thought that an explicit authorisation
was not necessary. The mandate issue, however, should not be
exaggerated. It was by and large solved in practice during the
Kosovo crisis. Indeed, although all EU member states deem it nec-
essary to have a UN mandate to validate the use of armed force
(apart from self-defence), they all agreed that the circumstances
prevailing in Kosovo in 1999 justified military intervention with-
out a prior UNSC authorisation, as was recognised by the Berlin
European Council of 25 March 1999. In Berlin, all EU members
(even non-NATO EU members) endorsed the intervention. On the
other hand, anumber of EU members have undertaken unilateral
interventions (for instance the United Kingdom in Sierra Leone in
2000), which have been generally considered humanitarian and
legitimate, even though they were not conducted under a UNSC
mandate.

This means that, in addition to operations authorised by the
UNSC, an EU force might also undertake military action in the
absence of such a mandate if needed. However, the situations in
which this would be possible are quite limited: humanitarian
(substantive aspect) interventions will be possible only when all
member states agree (political aspect). If, for instance, there is a
humanitarian catastrophe oranimpending genocide, the EU (and
European states, for that matter) could act even if a resolution
from the Security Council had not been obtained. In any case, as
the draft constitutional treaty discussed in December 2003 points
out, EU military operations must always be conducted in accor-
dance with the principles of the UN Charter. The multilateral
character of any EU decision on the use of force, as well as the close
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adherence of EU member states to principles such as peaceful res-
olution of disputes, democracy and human rights, constitute a
guarantee that the EU force would never be used in a way incom-
patible with the principles of the UN Charter.8

Moreover, the EU has pledged to work in close coordination
with the United Nations on conflict prevention, conflict resolu-
tionand peacekeeping. Many concrete examples of on-the-ground
collaboration, in the Balkans, in sub-Saharan Africa and else-
where, are proof of that. In addition, the EU and the UN signed a
joint declaration on cooperation in crisis management on 24 Sep-
tember 2003, in which they established ‘a joint consultative mech-
anism at the working level to examine ways and means to enhance
mutual co-ordination and compatibility’ in the fields of planning,
training, communication and best practices.

Finally, the question ‘in what circumstances would the Euro-
pean force be preferred to other military options?’” must be
addressed. Bearing in mind that individual EU member states
have their own national forces, on the one hand, and that NATO is
a successful alliance with remarkable political and military clout,
on the other, what is the added value of an EU force? In other
words, faced with a crisis situation, when will the EU member
states decide to utilise the EU military force instead of other
options?Itis very difficult to give a simple answer to this question,
as EU members will bear in mind numerous political, strategic,
economic and legal considerations in each specific case before tak-
ing a decision on the use of EU forces. However, member states
might be inclined to choose the EU military option for reasons
connected with the idea of legitimacy, on the one hand, and with
more practical considerations, on the other. AEuropean force may
be useful in certain circumstances, because the EU flag might con-
fer a unique legitimacy to a given operation. Even though one or
several EU member states had the means to undertake a mission,
they might prefer to have EU backing and thus conduct it under
the European flag. On the other hand, more practical considera-
tions may play a part: for instance, when a joint EU operation is
preferable for logistical or economic reasons.

The EU member states have four options for militaryaction (all
of them with or without a UNSC mandate): individual, ad hoc
coalition, EU and NATO operations. When individual interests
are at stake, a unilateral reaction is likely. A new attack (and/or
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occupation) on the Falkland/Malvinas Islands, or on Spanish ter-
ritory in Northern Africa (as in the Perejil/Leila Island incident in
July 2002), for instance, would probably not lead to an automatic
European (or allied) military response. Therefore, a national reac-
tion seems the most probable option. Conversely, in cases where
the general interest is concerned, such as crises in the Balkans or
the Middle East, different situations may arise, depending on the
degree of consensus regarding the underlying conflict and its pos-
sible resolution. Three preliminary assumptions may be
advanced, however, drawing from recent experiences. First, when
there is political disagreement, the tendency is to prefer ad hoc
coalitions rather than institutional mechanisms. The case study
here is the 2003 Iraq war. Second, if there is political consensus
and both American and European interests are at risk, NATO will
be the preferred option, as was the case in Kosovo in 1999. Third,
when political consensus prevails but there is no American inter-
estlinked to a given operation, the tendency would be to utilise the
EU military force, as Operation Artemis tends to suggest.

Conclusion: necessity creates the organ

The conclusion of this chapter can be borrowed from the science of
biology: necessity creates the organ. The Kosovo crisis spurred the
European Council gathered in Cologne in June 1999 into endors-
ingand developing the St-Malo bilateral initiative and establishing
an EU military dimension. After the 11 September 2001 terrorist
attacks, transatlantic and intra-European cooperation in the fight
against terrorism was improved, and another step in that direction
was taken after the Madrid attacks of 11 March 2004. Following
the Iraq crisis, the European Security Strategy was adopted and a
final agreement on military headquarters for the European force
was reached. In the meantime, both a new definition of missions of
the EU forces and a collective assistance clause in the event of
armed attack against the territory of EU member states were dis-
creetly introduced into the Convention and the Intergovernmental
Conference. The new definition of EU forces’ missions contained
in the draft Constitutional Treaty (which will most probably be
adopted in 2004) (a) is much clearer than the Petersberg text, (b)
encompasses new tasks, such as the fight against terrorism, and (c)
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opens the door to collective defence. If the current draft is eventu-
ally adopted, it will be confirmed that, in the last five years, we have
witnessed a substantial widening and deepening of possible EU
military missions.

Consensus among all EU members has made possible such
developments. The same consensus also allowed for the conduc-
tion of the first EU police and military operations on the ground
in 2003. It must be assumed that EU member states have agreed to
both widen and deepen the definition of missions in the draft
Constitutional Treaty because they deemed it necessary to do that.
In other words, across Europe a general need is felt that the EU mil-
itary forces must be able to undertake various kinds of missions in
order to advance the EU’s interests, to enhance the security of both
individual member states and the EU as a whole, and to attain the
objectives of CFSP.

As they are described today, the missions of EU force have not
been the result of along-term planned design, but rather the result
of various adaptations to meet the perceived needs of EU member
states. It is to be expected that a similar process of adaptation will
continue in the future. Following this ‘Darwinian’ approach, EU
member states will be eager to reinforce their national defence if
they think this is the best response to external threats and to their
security needs. They will enhance their alliance with the United
States, bilaterally or through NATO, if they believe this is the best
way to react to threats and risks. And they will be ready to follow
the European path if they reach the conclusion that this is the best
way to improve their security and to react to the challenges of a
complex world. In this author’s view, the future is open, and the
three ways might be utilised in a ratio that is difficult to predict,
for it depends on unforeseeable variables. However, most proba-
bly, EU member states will still find a lot of added value in the
European military option in the future, because it represents an
indispensable instrument with which to implement their foreign
and security policies, which are based on a fairly homogeneous
world-view.



ESDP: the first

European capabilities: fve years
how many divisions?

Burkard Schmitt

The Helsinki Headline Goal

Throughout the 1990s, the wars in the Balkans demonstrated that
CFSPwould only be credible if it was backed up with the possibility
to use military power. At the same time, NATO experience in
Bosnia, and even more so in Kosovo, showed that European armed
forces were ill-prepared for the military challenges of the post-Cold
War era: built up to protect national territories against large-scale
military aggression, they were neither adequately structured nor
equipped for crisis management operations abroad. Moreover,
they found it increasingly difficult to operate together with Ameri-
can troops. The latter, traditionally organised as expeditionary
forces, started in the 1990s on a far-reaching transformation
process to become more mobile, agile and flexible. This process has
been driven to alarge extent by the increasing use of modern infor-
mation and communication technologies for warfare. Unmatched
on the European side, the speed and scope of this ‘Revolution in
Military Affairs’ have created major problems of interoperability,
weakening the transatlantic link and Europe’s ability to influence
US policies.

As a consequence of all this, military capabilities have been at
the centre of the development of ESDP since the very beginning.
The devastating effects of Europe’s military weakness on the
transatlantic Alliance was one of the main arguments that caused
the United Kingdom to overcome its traditional reluctance vis-a-
vis a defence role for the EU. This new openness was matched on
the French side by a greater flexibility vis-a-vis NATO and the
recognition that the vision of Europe puissance needed to be under-
pinned by the means to act. This convergence led to the Franco-
British St-Malo Declaration (3-4 December 1998), which stated
that the European Union ‘must have the capacity for autonomous
action, backed up by credible military forces, the means to decide
to use them, and a readiness to do so, in order to respond to inter-
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national crises . . . In this regard, the EU will also need to have
recourse to suitable military means (European capabilities pre-
designated within NATO’s European pillar or national or multi-
national European means outside the NATO framework)’.!

‘The Kosovo conflict opened the way to a rapid Europeanisa-
tion of the St-Malo agreement. The German presidency success-
fully worked on transforming this bilateral initiative into a Euro-
pean reality.’? At the June 1999 European Council in Cologne, all
member states agreed to give the EU the necessary means and
capabilities to assume its responsibilities regarding a common
European policy on security and defence. To achieve this objective,
they committed themselves ‘to further develop more effective
European military capabilities from the basis of existing national,
bi-national and multi-national capabilities, to strengthen their
own capabilities for that purpose, to maintain a sustained defence
effort,and to reinforce their capabilities in the field of intelligence,
strategic transport, command and control’.3 At the same time,
member states limited the scope of ESDP to the so-called ‘Peters-
berg tasks’ (humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks
and tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peace-
making), confirming that NATO would remain ‘the foundation
of the collective defence of its Members’.4

Six months later, in December 1999, the Helsinki European
Council underlined its determination to develop an autonomous
capacity to take decisions and, where NATO as a whole is not
engaged, to launch and conduct EU-led military operations in
response to international crises. To achieve this objective, member
states set themselves the so-called ‘Helsinki Headline Goal’ to be
able, by the year 2003, to deploy rapidly and then sustain forces
capable of the full range of Petersberg tasks, including the most
demanding, in operations up to corps level (up to 15 brigades or
50,000-60,000 troops). According to the Helsinki Presidency Con-
clusions, ‘Member States should be able to deploy in full at this
level within 60 days, and within this to provide smaller rapid
response elements available and deployable at very high readiness.
They must be able to sustain such a deployment for at least one
year. This will require an additional pool of deployable units (and
supporting elements) at lower readiness to provide replacements
for the initial forces’.> Moreover, they agreed to develop rapidly
collective capability goals in the field of command and control,
intelligence and strategic transport.
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At the same time, however, member states made it clear that
this process would not imply the creation of a European army. The
objective was - and still is - ‘only’ to set up a pool of national units
on which the EU can, in principle, draw if the Council decided
unanimously to use military force in response to an international
crisis. Making these assets available in a concrete crisis situation
requires, then, a further ‘case-by-case’ decision at national levels.
The Headline Goal therefore does not imply the creation of a
standing ‘EU Force’ or constitute a binding commitment in any
future crisis.

Based on the decisions taken in Cologne and Helsinki, ESDP
was further developed under the Portuguese and French presiden-
cies: on 19-20 June 2000, the Santa Maria da Feira European
Council encouraged EU candidate countries and the non-EU
European members of NATO to contribute to improving
Europe’s capabilities and to EU military crisis management.

At the same time, the EU started to clarify ESDP’s relationship
with NATO. Close coordination between the two organisations
has been important for political reasons, but also to avoid unnec-
essary duplication of effort. To achieve this objective, member
states tried in particular to find arrangements for the use of exist-
ing NATO planning and command capabilities rather than set-
ting up new ones. An agreement on EU access to NATO assets, the
so-called ‘Berlin-plus’ arrangement, was finally reached in Decem-
ber 2002. Another area of common interest was the improvement
of military capabilities: even before the EU summit in Helsinki,
NATO had launched its own Defence Capabilities Initiative (DCI).
In order to keep the two processes complementary and mutually
supportive, both organisations agreed to establish appropriate
consultation and information mechanisms.

Last but not least, member states committed themselves at
Feira to strengthening, as part of ESDP, the Union’s civil crisis
management capabilities. They agreed on an Action Plan in the
areas of police cooperation, rule of law, civilian administration
and civil protection. This Action Plan foresaw the creation, by
2003, of a pool of 5,000 police officers, 200 judges, prosecutors
and other experts, assessment teams to be dispatched within 3-7
hours, as well as intervention teams consisting of up to 2,000 peo-
ple for deployment at short notice, able to assist humanitarian
actors through emergency operations.® In parallel, member states
continued to elaborate the military Headline Goal. Under the
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leadership of the so-called ‘Headline Goal Task Force’, national
experts in defence planning established a generic capabilities list,
transforming the political objective decided in Helsinkiinto a cat-
alogue of forces and specific capabilities. This list was based on
four basic scenarios (separation by force of the belligerent parties,
prevention of conflicts, humanitarian aid, evacuation of nation-
als) and outlined 144 capabilities under seven categories.” In
autumn 2000, the list was finalised and approved as the Helsinki
Headline Catalogue.

Based on these findings, member states then specified the
assets they were able to contribute to the Headline Goal Force. At
the Capabilities Commitments Conference, held in Brussels on
20-21 November 2000, they committed themselves, on a volun-
tary basis, to making national contributions corresponding to the
rapid reaction capabilities identified to attain the headline goal.
These commitments have been set out in the so-called Helsinki
Force Catalogue (see Annex 1). In quantitative terms, the contri-
butions of member states constitute a pool of more than 100,000
persons, and approximately 400 combat aircraft and 100 naval
vessels. In addition to this, EU candidate countries committed
forces and capabilities to the so-called ‘Headline Goal-plus’ (see
Annex2).8

However, the Capabilities Commitment Conference consti-
tuted ‘only’ the first stage of an ongoing process of reinforcing
military capabilities. Analysis of the Force Catalogue confirmed
that the Union would match the quantitative Helsinki Goals, but
that there was an urgent need for qualitative improvements in
terms of availability, mobility, sustainability and interoperability.
At the European Council in Nice (7-9 December 2000), member
states therefore decided to set up a review mechanism, encom-
passing the following objectives:

evaluation and, if necessary, revision of EU capability goals;
monitoring of the force catalogue;

identification and harmonisation of national contributions;
quantitative and qualitative review of progress towards previ-
ously approved pledges in terms of interoperability and avail-
ability.?

Under subsequent presidencies, this work was taken forward.
The so-called EU Capability Development Mechanism (CDM)
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was set up to ensure the review process, but also to define and
accommodate potential interfaces with NATO planning mecha-
nisms. A new version of the Helsinki Headline Catalogue was
approved, and member states refined their contributions to the
Helsinki Force Catalogue. Requirements for operational and
strategic capabilities were further developed, and shortfalls in
national commitments identified.

The European Capabilities Action Plan (ECAP)

The comparative analysis of both the Headline Goal Catalogue and
the Force Catalogue revealed considerable shortfalls in national
commitments, varying widely in importance, nature, operational
implications and the possible ways to rectify them. Among the 38
capability shortfalls identified in the so-called Helsinki Progress
Catalogue, 21 were evaluated as ‘significant’.

At the first Capability Improvement Conference in November
2001, EU defence ministers agreed on the so-called European
Capabilities Action Plan (ECAP) to address these shortfalls.10
From March 2002 onwards, 19 panels of national experts devel-
oped possible solutions (see Annex 3). The ECAP panels met inde-
pendently and were composed of at least one ‘lead nation’ per
panel, active participants and observers. The work of the panels
was coordinated by the Headline Goal Task Force, which drew
upon the support of the EU Military Staff (EUMS).

The ECAP process has been guided by four core principles: (1)
the improvement of the effectiveness and efficiency of European
defence efforts, enhancing cooperation between member states or
groups of member states; (2) a ‘bottom-up’ approach to European
defence cooperation, relying on voluntary national commit-
ments; (3) coordination between EU member states as well as coor-
dination with NATO; (4) public support through ECAP’s trans-
parency and visibility.

The ECAP Panels presented their final reports on 1 March
2003, proposing options to rectify the identified shortfalls. For
one category, it is sufficient for member states to revise their con-
tributions and offer capabilities they already have but which, for
different reasons, have not been offered before. A second category,
however, consists of shortfalls for which capabilities do not exist
in national inventories and which can only be rectified if member
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states acquire the required capability. Some of these shortfalls can
be temporarily addressed by short-term solutions such as leasing
or upgrading. For a number of shortfalls, including some related
to strategic capabilities, a long-term solution requires large-scale
procurement projects. Some of these projects are already under
way, others not.

Based on these findings, member states launched a second
phase of the ECAP process, aimed at developing specific measures
to tackle the shortfalls. At the second Capability Conference on 19
May 2003, they established project groups ‘focused on the imple-
mentation of concrete projects, including solutions through
acquisition or other solutions such as leasing, multinationalisa-
tion and considering possibilities for role specialisation’.’ The

Project group Lead nation
Air-to-Air Refuelling (AAR) Spain
Combat Search and Rescue (CSAR) Germany

Headquarters (HQ) United Kingdom
Nuclear, Biological and Chemical (NBC) Ital

protection ay

Special Operations Forces (SOF) Portugal

Theatre Ballistic Missile Defence (TBMD)

Netherlands

Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAV) France

Strategic airlift Germany

Space assets France

Interoperability issues for evacuation and .
o : Belgium

humanitarian operations

Strategic sealift Greece

Medical Netherlands
Attack helicopters Italy
Support helicopters Italy

ISTAR/ground surveillance

United Kingdom
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following table outlines the existing project groups, each headed
again by a ‘lead nation’.

According to the bottom-up approach that is guiding the
ECAP, member states themselves are responsible for the delivery
of military capabilities by directing the work of the ECAP Project
Groups as appropriate. In the past, this had led to a certain lack of
leadership and coherence. At its meeting on 17 November 2003,
the EU Council therefore agreed on the need to complement the
ECAP with an approach capable of identifying objectives, drawing
up timelines and reporting procedures. Therefore the EUMS was
tasked to develop an ECAP ‘road map’ to monitor the ECAP
progress. The objective of this road map is to bridge the gap
between the voluntary basis on which ECAP Project Groups oper-
ate and the interest of the EU as a whole to acquire the military
capabilities necessary to attain the Headline Goal. Accompanied
by a Capability Improvement Chart, the ECAP ‘road map’ will be
presented as an integral part of the Single Progress Report during
each presidency.1?

The current state of play

During the second conference on military capabilities held in Brus-
sels in May 2003, defence ministers declared that, ‘based on the
Forces contributed to the Helsinki Force Catalogue 2003 ... the EU
now has operational capability across the full range of Petersberg
Tasks, limited and constrained by recognized shortfalls. These lim-
itations and/or constraints are on deployment time and high risk
may arise at the upper end of the spectrum of scale and intensity, in
particular when conducting concurrent operations.’3

In other words, much has been achieved but alot remains to be
done, in particularif the EUis to fulfil itsambition of being able to
conduct the most demanding Petersberg tasks. Shortfalls still per-
sist in a number of key areas:

D Deployability. Although member states have approximately 1.8
million persons under arms, they can deploy only 10-15 per cent
of these forces for missions abroad, because most of them rely
primarily on conscripts and still focus on territorial defence (see
Annex 4). Given the necessity to rotate forces in the course of an
operation (1/3 on deployment, 1/3 training, 1/3 rest), this can
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create problems for sustaining long-term and/or high-intensity
operations.

Mobility. Europe also lacks the means to transport its troops
and their equipment to distant places. In recent years improve-
ments have been made, in particular for strategic sealift capabil-
ities, and several member states are engaged in acquisition pro-
grammes to boost their airlift capabilities (A400M).
Commercial options such as leasing and chartering can also
help to close this gap. However, it will take time and further
investment to provide the transport means that a global role for
the EU would imply.

Sustainability. Once deployed abroad, troops need logistic
support to stay there. Depending on the distance and the dura-
tion of the deployment, this can imply an enormous logistic
challenge, requiring a broad spectrum of capabilities such as
transport and medical support. On top of that, the limited
number of deployable forces reduces the EU’s ability to sustain
military operations abroad (see above).

Effective engagement. In particular in a hostile environment,
a broad spectrum of capabilities is required to make military
engagementon the ground effective. These capabilities include
precision-guided weapons, offensive electronic warfare, sup-
pression of enemy air defences, etc. Again, European forces are
short of most of these assets.

C4ISR (command, control, communications, computers,
intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance). C4ISR
includes a broad set of key enabling capabilities for modern
warfare and represents the core elements of the ‘Revolution in
Military Affairs’. At the same time, it constitutes a major short-
fall in most member states. Some capabilities exist, in certain
areas and to various degrees, at the national level and/or in
NATO, but not in the collective framework of ESDP. Drawing
on national assets can create severe problems of interoperabil-
ity, and the use of NATO capabilities can imply time-consum-
ing political negotiations, which would slow down any EU cri-
sis management response. Even if there is no need to copy the
US model of ‘network centric warfare’, European nations will
have to make a considerable effort in this field, individually
and collectively, if they are to increase the effectiveness of their
armed forces and ensure a minimum of interoperability with
US forces.
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Thislist of European shortfalls is not exhaustive, butit gives an
idea of the challenge ahead if member states want to stick to their
declared intentions. Most of them are still struggling to overcome
the legacy of the Cold War. Reforms are in hand, but they simply
need time. Even if the political will exists, the complexity of the
challenge slows down the speed of change.

The restructuring of armed forces is almost inevitably slow and
cumbersome, because it requires important financial investment,
runs against deeply rooted traditions and mentalities and may
raise serious social and economic problems. At the same time, mil-
itary equipment has extremely long procurement and life-cycles.
Normally it takes years, if not decades, from the identification of a
capability need until a weapon system that fulfils this need enters
into service. It is therefore not astonishing that numerous short-
falls persist, even if in some cases procurement projects had been
launched well before the Helsinki Process started.

Developing capabilities for ESDP is an even greater challenge.
First, defence and security have traditionally been excluded from
the European project. In consequence, the EU has had to develop
its structures, procedures and mechanisms for ESDP from the
scratch. Second, ESDPis organised on a purely intergovernmental
basis, with 25 sovereign states taking all decisions by unanimity.In
these circumstances, decision-making is by definition complex -
in particular in the area of defence, where member states are tradi-
tionally reluctant to surrender national prerogatives.

All this needs to be taken into account when assessing the suc-
cess of capability development in the EU. Given the complexity of
the task, it is probably fair to say that the glass is half full rather
than half empty. Considerable achievements have been made, and
constantattempts are being made to make further improvements.

The way ahead: the Headline Goal 2010

The December 2003 European Council marked the end of the
process begun in Helsinki, although further work will be necessary
to meet the European force goals. At the same time, the Council
adopted the European Security Strategy ‘A secure Europe in a bet-
ter world’, which provides guidelines for the future development of
CFSP and ESDP. Together, both elements set the scene for the
preparation of a new Headline Goal 2010.
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The challenge for the years to come will be to complete the
Helsinki process and to adapt the development of European capa-
bilities to the strategic environment outlined in the European
Security Strategy. The first Headline Goal was to a large degree
determined by the war in Kosovo; the second has to take into
account new, unconventional threats.

So far, mainly the quantitative capability requirements have
been taken into account. In the future, the focus will have to shift
to qualitative aspects in order to improve availability, deployabil-
ity, sustainability and interoperability of European armed forces.
Several initiatives are already under way and indicate the direction
of future developments.

The ‘battle group’ concept

One of the main shortfalls identified in the Headline Goal Process
is thelack of highly mobile specialised forces ata high state of readi-
ness and able to carry out missions in difficult terrain. Following a
Franco-British initiative, in February 2004, France, Germany and
the United Kingdom presented the so-called ‘battle group’ concept
to tackle this shortfall. Two monthslater, in April 2004, EU defence
ministers approved the trilateral proposal, turning it into a Euro-
pean initiative.

According to the concept, battle groups (or ‘tactical groups’) of
1,500 troops including appropriate supporting elements, should
be ready for deployment within 15 days. They should be capable of
higher-intensity operations, be it as stand-alone forces or as ini-
tial-entry forces for operations on a larger scale. In order to be
deployed within 15 days, battle groups will need to be fully
manned, equipped and trained. At the same time, member states
offering battle groups must also identify and earmark sufficient
strategic lift assets to ensure deployment within 15 days.

These forces will be designed specifically, but not exclusively, to
be used in response to request from the UN. The aim is to establish
2-3 high-readiness battle groups by 2005, and 7-9 groups by 2007,
providing the ‘first-stop’ option for EU rapid response in particu-
lar for crisis operations in failed and failing states.

Battle groups could be formed by one nation alone, by a lead
nation with other nations contributing niche capabilities, or by a
multinational solution if countries are unable to contribute a full
battle group alone. In any case, they should meet the criteria of
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military effectiveness, deployability and readiness.

If implemented, the battle group concept would improve the
EU’s rapid reaction capacity and fill one of the most important
European capability gaps. At the same time, the reference to the
UN and the explicit mention of failing states indicate the emerg-
ing influence of the new European Security Strategy on capability
developmentin the EU.

The Planning Cell

At their meeting in Brussels on 29 April 2003, Heads of State or
Government of Belgium, France, Germany and Luxembourg pro-
posed, inter alia, the setting up of an autonomous military head-
quarters for planning and conducting EU operations without
recourse to NATO assets.'* This proposal was criticised by some
member states as a politically damaging and unnecessary duplica-
tion of national and NATO capabilities, which the EU could, at
least in principle, use to conduct an operation. At the end of
November 2003, a compromise was found between France, Ger-
many and the United Kingdom that was then officially endorsed
by the European Council in December.15

According to the new proposal, a small EU cell is being estab-
lished at SHAPE to improve the preparation of EU operations hav-
ing recourse to NATO assets under the ‘Berlin-plus’ arrange-
ments. At the same time, NATO liaison arrangements with the
EUMS will be defined to ensure transparency between the EU and
NATO.

Moreover, another cell with civil-military components will be
established within the EUMS in order to enhance the capacity of
the latter to conduct early warning, situation assessment and
strategic planning.

The main option for the conduct of autonomous EU military
operations will remain national headquarters, which can be
‘multinationalised’ for that purpose. However, in certain circum-
stances, the Council may decide to draw on the collective capacity
of the EUMS, in particular where a joint civil-military response is
required and where no national HQ has been identified. In this
case, the civil-military cell at the EUMS would have the responsi-
bility for setting up a separate operations centre under a desig-
nated commander for this particular operation.

How these arrangements will work in practice remains to be
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seen. However, they illustrate that the relationship with NATO
and the question of autonomy remain politically sensitive issues.

The European Defence Agency

The creation of a European Armaments Agency has been on the
European defence agenda for more than ten years. In the mid-
1990s, the WEAO and OCCAR were set up outside the EU frame-
work as potential precursors of a fully-fledged Agency. The work of
the Convention on the Future of Europe gave new impetus to the
project and shifted the debate towards the establishment of an
Agency within the EU. This move is a logical consequence of the
close link between capability development, as part of ESDP, and
armaments.

In June 2003, the European Council at Thessaloniki tasked the
appropriate bodies of the Council to undertake the necessary
actions towards creating, in the course of 2004, an intergovern-
mental agency in the field of defence capabilities development,
research, acquisition and armaments. Only a few weeks after the
summit, the Council established an ad hoc Preparation Group to
develop a basic concept for the Agency’s organisation and mis-
sions. The Group presented its findings in mid-November in a
report which the General Affairs and External Relations Council
(GAERC) endorsed as the basis for the next steps.

According to the report, the Agency will aim at (a) developing
defence capabilities in the field of crisis management, (b) promot-
ing and enhancing European armaments cooperation, (c) con-
tributing to identifying and, if necessary, implementing policies
and measures aimed at strengthening the European Defence
Industrial Base and (d) promoting, in liaison with the Commis-
sion where appropriate, research aimed at fulfilling future defence
and security capabilities requirements.

In February 2004, an Agency Establishment Team (AET) was
set up to prepare the conditions for the operational setting up and
working of the Agency. In particular the AET took forward work
on the financial, legal and administrative aspects of the Agency’s
creation and specified its missions. Based on the final report of the
AET, RELEX counsellors and COREPER worked out a ‘Joint
Action on the establishment of a European Defence Agency
(EDA)’, which the GAERC adopted in mid-June.
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Based on this founding document, the Agency will be estab-
lished with a staff of 25 by the end of 2004 and then progressively
be built up to the proposed initial total of around 80 in 2005. This
will comprise a ‘top team’, a corporate services branch and four
directorates (Capabilities, R&T, Armaments and Defence Indus-
try/Market).

In its initial stage, the Agency will act as a coordinating focal
point for the existing network of armaments bodies and support
the Council in the ECAP process. Once fully operational, it will be
responsible in particular ‘for the integration between operational
aspects of capabilities.. .. and the capability acquisition and devel-
opmentones’. At this stage, the Agency will ‘incorporate or assim-
ilate the principles and practices of the relevant elements of pre-
existing arrangements (OCCAR, Lol, Framework Agreement,
WEAG/WEAO).16

Given the traditional divergences between member states on
armaments issues, the setting up of such an Agency within less
than two years is an impressive achievement. However, it will take
time for the Agency to become operational and make its weight
felt. Its potential benefits for the development of European capa-
bilities are nevertheless considerable. It can in particular establish
a link between military planning and the world of armaments,
namely defence research and procurement. This is particularly
important for harmonising capability requirements, fostering
standardisation of equipment and translating common capabil-
ity needs into common procurement projects. At the same time
the creation of the Agency is an opportunity to rationalise
Europe’s armaments institutions, transforming the existing
patchwork of bodies and arrangements into a more coherent
whole. All this will be a major step towards more cost-effective
capability development.

Conclusion

The creation of the Agency illustrates that member states will only
be able to enhance their military capabilities if they improve their
habits of cooperation. In this context, multilateralisation, role spe-
cialisation, pooling and armaments cooperation will be crucial, in
particular since most member states will continue to face severe
budget constraints.
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Combined defence budgets in the EU amount to a total of
about €180 bn. This is much less than the US defence spending,
butnevertheless a considerable amount of money. The problem is
not the overall defence spending level, but how Europeans spend
their money and on what. The bulk of defence investment is still
on personnel and infrastructure rather than on new equipment
and research. Even worse is the persisting duplication of effort
among member states: in spite of budget problems, each country
maintains its own command structures, headquarters, logistic
organisations, training infrastructure, procurement agencies, etc.
This situation is particularly difficult to justify, since the vast
majority of EU member states have neither the means nor the
ambition to launch military operations without their partners. In
other words, even in defence, ‘national sovereignty’ is increasingly
becoming a chimera. Acknowledging this and drawing the neces-
sary conclusions would create plenty of room for rationalising
European military capabilities. This, in turn, would help to allow
Europeans to assume collectively their responsibilities in the
world.
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Annex 1: Multinational Cooperation in Europe

Date | Strength Countries Observations
British-Ducch 1973 | 5,000 [NL, UK NATO (and WEU)
Amphibious Force
French-German 1989 | 4,500 |FR,GE Integrated force
Brigade
Multinational ARRC: certified as operational by
Division Centre 1991 GE, BE, NL, UK NATO
Eurocorps 1992 | 60,000 |GE, BE, SP, LU, FR Military staff in Strasbourg, Article V
and Petersberg
gz’r::”'D“mh 1993 | 35,000 |GE,NL NATO, Military staffin Miinster
5,000- |[SP,FR,IT, PT Military staff in Florence,
Euroforce 1995 10,000 | (Associated) Rapid reaction capabilities
Without military staff,
Euromarfor 1995 700 sP, FR’, T, PT Aero, naval and amphibious
(Associated) L
capabilities
French-British Air 1995 FR, UK Permanent military staff at High
Group Wycombe
European Air GE, BE, SP, IT, UK, Permanent military staff
1998
Group FR, NL
Transport GE, BE, SP, IT, UK, .
Coordination Cell 2002 FR.NL Permanent cell in NL
German-Polish- 1999 | 130 | GE,PL, DK NATO, HQ in Poland
Danish Corps
Multinational . Highly operative infantry unit,
Land Force (MLF) 1998 IT, Slovenia, Hungary Command in Undine, Italy
x:'c“e”sg':c’za' IT, GR, TK, Romania,
1998 3,000 Bulgaria, Albania, Peacekeeping operations
Southeastern
FYROM
Europe
Czech-Slovake 2002 | 2,481 | CZ, Slovakia, PL Operational in 2005
Polish Brigade
Lithuanian-Polish
Peace .Force 1999 800 Lithuania, PL Rotating key staff positions
Battalion
(LITPOLBAT)
Polish-Ukrainian
Peace Force . Rotating key staff positions, active
Bactalion 1999 754 PL, Ukraine in KFOR
(POLUKRBAT)
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Annex 2: Forces contributing to the Helsinki Force Catalogue (May 2002)

COUNTRY LAND AIR NAVY
1 mechanised infantry
battalion,
1 light infantry battalion,
1 Nuclear, Biological,
Chemical Defence unit,
1 “humanitarian civilian
q assistance package”,
GIEG 1 Civil-Military
Cooperation (CIMIC)
element,
1 helicopter transport
squadron,
1 transport company,
100 observers/experts.
1 mechanised brigade, 24 F-16 fighters, 2 frigates,
Smaller units 8 C-130, Mine
Belgium (as part of humanitarian 2 Airbus transports. countermeasures
operation for up to 6 (MCM) vessels.
months).
No contribution (opted
Denmark out of ESDP at Maastricht
in 1992).
1 mechanised infantry 1 MCM command
battalion, and support ship,
Finland 1 engineer battalion, Joint:
1 transport company, 15-30
1 CIMIC company. experts/observers.
Mechanised, light, Combined Air Operations | 2 battle groups,
airborne (for a year), and Centre, each with one
amphibious brigades 75 combat aircraft, nuclear attack
headquarters. 8 air-refuelling aircraft, submarine (SSN),
The Eurocorps 3 long-range transports, 4 frigates,
headquarters has also been | 24 medium-range 3 support ships,
offered for the force. transports, Maritime patrol
2 Airborne Warning & aircraft (1 would
Control System aircraft, include the nuclear
combat search & rescue powered aircraft
(CSAR) helicopters. carrier Charles de
Gaulle with 22
aircraft aboard).
Mine
France
countermeasures
vessels.
Joint: Permanent
military operations
headquarters at
Creil if required
=> Total: 12,000 troops (others at
from a pool of 20,000. operational and
tactical levels),
Satellite
communications,
Reconnaissance
satellites and
aircraft.
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Annex 2 continued

COUNTRY LAND AIR NAVY
Nucleus land component Nucleus air component Maritime
headquarters, headquarters, headquarters,
Armoured, air assault, light | 6 combat squadrons with 13 combat ships,
infantry brigade 93 aircraft, support. Joint:
G headquarters, 8 surface-to-air missile Permanent military
ermany . .
7 combat battalions. (SAM) squadrons, operations
Air transport, support headquarters at
=>Total: up to 18,000 elements. Potsdam if required,
troops from a pool of nucleus operational
32,000. headquarters.
1 operational 42 fighter aircraft, Escorts,
headquarters, 4 transport aircraft, 1 submarine.
1 mechanised or other 1 Patriot SAM battalion,
Greece brigade, 1 short-range air defence
1 light infantry battalion, (SHORAD) squadron.
1 attack and 1 transport
helicopter company.
1 light infantry battalion,
40-strong Army Ranger
Wing Special Forces unit,
Headquarters,
Ireland Observer,
Support elements
=>Total: 850.
1 corps-level headquarters | A Combined Air A sea- or shore-
for six months, Operations Centre (air based maritime
1 division headquarters for [ component headquarters), | component
a year, 26 Tornado, headquarters,
Airmobile brigade for up to [ AMX combat aircraft, 1 task group with
six months and three other | 6 CSAR helicopters, one aircraft carrier
brigades, 4 C-130J transport aircraft | (Giuseppe Garibaldi),
I 1 railway-engineering (from 2003), 1 destroyer,
taly b . ) . )
attalion, special forces, 9 tactical transport 3 frigates,
1 CIMIC group, aircraft, 4 patrol ships,
1 Nuclear, Biological, 2 air refuelling aircraft, 1 submarine,
Chemical Defence 3 maritime patrol aircraft, | 4 MCM ships,
company. 2 SHORAD units. 2 amphibious ships,
1 oceanographic
=>Total: 12,500 troops vessel,
from a 20,000 pool. 8 helicopters.
1 reconnaissance company | 1 A400M transport aircraft
Luxembourg
=> Total: 100.
With Germany, 1 to 2 F-16 fighter Air defence and
Headquarters | German- squadrons, transport command frigates,
Netherlands Netherlanf:is CorPs, aircraft, SAM squadrons. Multipurpose.
1 mechanised Brigade, frigates, Landing
11th Airmobile Brigade, platform dock
1 amphibious battalion. Rotterdam.
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Annex 2 continued

COUNTRY LAND AIR NAVY
1 infantry brigade, Squadron with 12 F-16, 1 frigate,
including reconnaissance, 4 C-130 transports, 1 submarine,
armoured, artillery, 12 C212 tactical 1 survey ship,
engineer, signals, logistics, | transports, 3 maritime 1 support ship.

P military police, and CIMIC | patrol aircraft,

ortugal . ;
elements, 4 tactical air control
2 teams of military parties,
observers. 4 medium transport
helicopters.
=> Total: 4000.

Division headquarters to 1 Mirage F-1 squadron, 1 carrier group
coordinate humanitarian 1 F/A-18 squadron each of | including carrier
operations and a brigade 12 aircraft, Principe de Asturias,
HQ for other operations, 6 transport aircraft, 2 frigates and

Spai 1 brigade, mountain unit, 2 each surveillance, support ships,

pain 1 light infantry battalion at | electronic warfare, and 1 submarine
8! ry ) ,
high readiness available as | strategic transport aircraft | 1 MCM ship,
an immediate reaction (A400M). Spanish-Italian
force. Amphibious Force
(SIAF).

1 mechanised infantry Tactical reconnaissance 2 corvettes,
battalion (including element of 4 AJS 37 Viggen | 1 support ship.
intelligence, electronic to be replaced in 2004 by
warfare/signals, 4 JAS 39 Gripen multirole

Szt reconnais;gance, engineer, fighters, ”
and explosive ordinance 1 airbase unit (225
disposal units). personnel),

4 C-130 transport aircraft.
Either an armoured or a Joint: Permanent Joint HQ | 1 aircraft carrier,
mechanised brigade, each | (Northwood) if required, 2 SSNs,
of which could be at least one mobile joint Up to 4 destroyers
sustained for at least a headquarters, includinga | or frigates, and
year, or 16 Air Assault Combined Air Operations | support vessels.
Brigade, which could be Centre (CAOC). An amphibious task
deployed for up to six Up to 72 combat aircraft, | group including 1
months. including naval fighters, helicopter carrier

Uni Combat support forces with 58 associated support | and 3 Commando

nited K . ; R ) .

Kingdom such as artillery, air aircraft |nc|ud|n_g 15 Brigade could also
defence, and attack tankers, strategic transport | be made available.
helicopters could also be aircraft, and Chinook and The aircraft carrier,
deployed, supported by Merlin transport helicopter carrier,
logistics forces. helicopters. This total and submarines

would be available for an could not necessarily

initial six months to cover | be sustained
=>Total: 12,500. initial theatre entry (for a continuously for a

longer term commitment whole year.

the number would reduce).

Source: Colin Robinson, Military Reform Project, The European Union’s Headline Goal, Current Status,
23 May 2002; http://www.cdi.org/mrp/eu.cfm.
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Annex 3: Voluntary contributions to Headline Goal-plus

(unofficial figures from 2001/02)

COUNTRY

LAND

AIR

NAVY

Estonia

1 light infantry battalion
(from 2005)

1 military police unit

1 mine-clearing platoon

2 naval vessels

Latvia

infantry battalion
military police unit
explosive ordnance
disposal unit

1 military medical unit

2 minesweepers
1 fast patrol boat

Lithuania

2 training grounds

3 mechanised battalions
1 engineering unit

1 medical support unit

2 helicopters
2 military cargo aircraft

2 minesweepers

Poland

1 framework brigade
(rapid reaction + air
cavalry battalion)

1 brigade of highland
riflemen (might include
Ukrainian battalion)

1 military police section

1 airborne search &
rescue group

1 naval support group

Czech Republic

1 mechanised infantry
battalion

1 special force company
1 centre for
humanitarian & rescue
operations

1 field hospital/medical
battalion

1 chemical/
radioactive recon
company

1 helicopter unit

Slovakia

1 mechanised company
(+support)

1 military police unit

1 multi-purpose field
hospital

1 engineering mine-
clearance unit

4 transport helicopters

Hungary

1 mechanised infantry
battalion
1 air defence unit

Slovenia

Officers/NCOs for
command structures

1 infantry company

1 military police squad
1 medical unit

1 transport
helicopter/air force unit
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Annex 3 continued

COUNTRY

LAND

AIR

NAVY

Romania

5 infantry battalions
1 infantry company
1 engineering company
1 mountain troop
company

1 military police
company

1 mine-clearing
detachment

1 reconnaissance
platoon

1 transport platoon

1 paratroop company
4 combat aircraft
1 air carrier

6 naval vessels (incl. 2
rescue tugs, 1
minesweeper, 1 frigate)

Bulgaria

1 mechanised infantry
battalion

1 engineering battalion
1 chemical/
radioactivity recon
brigade

2 cargo helicopters
4 combat helicopters

1 sea-based rocket
launcher

Source: Antonio Missiroli (2003 ), ‘EU Enlargement and CFSP/ESDP’, in European Integration 25, p. 5.
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Annex4: ECAP Panels

Attack Helicopters/Support Helicopters

Nuclear, Biological, and Chemical (NBC) Protection

Unmanned Aerial Vehicles/Surveillance and Target Acquisition (STA) Units

Medical Role 3/Medical Collective Protection Role 3

Special Operations Forces (SOF)

Carrier Based Air Power

Suppression of Enemy Air Defence (SEAD)

Air-to-Air Refuelling (AAR)

Combat Search and Rescue (CSAR)

Cruise Missiles/Precision Guided Munitions

Theatre Ballistic Missile Defence

Deployable Communication Modules

Headquarters (Operational HQ, Force HQ, Command and Control HQs)

Theatre Surveillance and Reconnaissance Air Picture

Strategic Intelligence, Surveillance and reconnaissance/Imagery Collection

Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (HALE, MALE and tactical UAVs)

Early Warning and Distant Detection Strategic Level

Strategic Air Mobility/Outsized Transport Aircraft, General Cargo Aircraft

Roll-On Roll-Off Vessels (RO-RO)/General Cargo Shipping
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Annex 5: Armed Forces in the European Union (October 2003)

Country ':;::: Armed Conscripts  |Deployed’
Austria 34,600 17,200 933
Belgium 40,800 - 683
Cyprus 10,000 8,700 -
Czech Republic [57,050 20,400 1,226
Denmark 22,880 5,700 1,619
[Estonia 5510 1,310 3
[Finland 27,000 18,500 917
France 259,050 - 34,729
Germany 284,500 94,500 7,186
Greece 177,600 98,321 3,241
Hungary 33,400 22,900 1,039
lireland 10,460 i 443
[icaly 200,000 20,100 9,690
[Latvia 4,880 1,600 165
|Lithuania 12,700 4,700 174
Luxembourg 900 - 60
Malta 2,140 - -
Netherlands 53,130 - 5,518
Poland 163,000 81,000 3,956
Portugal 44,900 9,100 1,443
Slovakia 22,000 3,500 854
Slovenia 6,550 1,200 85
Spain 150,700 - 4,158
Sweden 27,600 12,300 779
UK 212,600 - 48,501
Total 1,863,950 421,031 127,402

*Forces based abroad permanently and forces on operational deployments. Numbers may include some

double counting, e.g. UK forces from bases in Germany being deployed to Iraq.

Source: The Military Balance 20032004 (Oxford: Oxford University Press for the International Institute for

Strategic Studies, 2003).




ESDP: the first

On the ground: Fve years
ESDP operations

Gustav Lindstrom

Background

If we exclude monitoring missions and crisis exercises, 2003 marks
the year that ESDP became operational. It did so in a surprising
fashion, engaging in a total of four distinct operations - a number
probably few policy-makers would have predicted at the beginning
of the year (Table 1). In 2003, over 2,000 police and military per-
sonnel were involved in operations in Bosnia-Herzegovina, the for-
mer Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and the Democratic Repub-
lic of Congo. In each case, the EU assumed responsibilities from
forces already on the ground.

Table 1: ESDP missions 2003-04

Operation name Location Operation type
EUPM Bosnia-Herzegovina Police mission
Concordia FYROM Crisis management - military
Artemis Democratic Republic of Congo Crisis management - military
Proxima FYROM Police mission

The EU followed a ‘gradualistic’ approach asitengaged in these
operations. It commenced with a police mission (EUPM) in a sta-
ble operational environment, working alongside anumber of non-
EU participating states. While ongoing, EUPM was followed up
with a military crisis management mission in nearby FYROM,
increasing the operational challenge. Known as Operation Concor-
dia, it was carried out in a less permissive environment and
involved the use of both EU and NATO assets through the ‘Berlin-
plus’agreement. The next mission, Operation Artemis, marked the
first truly autonomous EU military crisis management with no
reliance on NATO assets. Although the mission was small in scope
and few EU countries provided actual troops, it was carried out in
a non-permissive environment. With Proxima, the fourth ESDP
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1. Council Joint Action
2002/210/CFSP of 11 March
2002 on the European Union Po-
lice Mission. Official Journal of the
European Union, 13 March 2002.
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mission in 2003, the EU underscored its ability to adjust to the
operational needs on the ground. Specifically, it showed the EU’s
capacity to change mission parameters from a military to a police
mission. This chapter is organised in two sections. Part one pro-
vides an in-depth examination of the four ESDP missions carried
out to date. Part two examines the crosscutting issues challenging
the execution of these missions. It will be important for EU policy
planners to address these challenges as the EU plans future ESDP
missions - commencing with the potential takeover of NATO’s
SFOR mission in Bosnia-Herzegovina.

ESDP missions

EUPM (European Union Police Mission in Bosnia-Herzegovina),
2003-05

Established: Decision by the Council of the EU on 11 March
2002 (Joint Action 2002/210/CFSP).1

Endorsements: The Peace Implementation Council (PIC) Steer-
ing Board and the UN Security Council Resolu-
tion 1396 of 5 March 2002.

Background

War erupted in Bosnia following the breakdown of the Yugoslav
state in 1992. It was brought to an end three years later with the
signing of the Dayton Peace Accords in December 1995. From that
point forward, the UN’s International Police Task Force (IPTF)
maintained local stability in Bosnia-Herzegovina. For its first civil-
ian crisis management operation under ESDP, the European
Union stepped in on 1 January 2003 to relieve the UN/IPTF and
assume control of local stability up until 31 December 2005. While
the mission officially began in 2003, the EUPM Planning Team had
been in the region for more than eight months to plan the transi-
tion from the IPTF which had been deployed there for seven years.

In total 495 police officers and 59 additional staff are currently
assigned to establish local law enforcement capabilities and con-
tribute to stability in the region through monitoring, mentoring
and inspection activities. Approximately 80 per cent of the police
officers come from EU member states and 20 per cent from other
countries participating in the mission.
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Table 2: Personnel participating in the EUPM, as of January 2004

The European Union Third states
Police | Civilians | Total Police [ Civilians | Total

Austria 5 3 8 Bulgaria 3 2 5
Belgium 6 5 11 Canada 7 0 7
Denmark 13 0 13 Cyprus 6 0 6
Finland 13 S 18 Czech Republic 6 0 6
France 85 3 88 Estonia 2 0 2
Germany 76 6 82 Hungary 5 0 5
Greece 12 0 12 Iceland 1 1 2
Ireland 3 3 6 Latvia 4 0 4
Italy 51 6 57 Lithuania 2 0 2
Luxembourg 2 1 3 Norway 6 1 7
Netherlands 32 3 35 Poland 12 0 12
Portugal 8 2 10 Romania 9 0 9
Spain 20 6 26 Russia 3 0 3
Sweden 15 1 16 Slovakia 6 0 6
United Kingdom 55 9 64 Slovenia 4 0 4

Switzerland 4 0 4

Turkey 14 2 16

Ukraine 5 0 5
Total 396 53 449 Total 76 4 80

Source: ‘Weekly Establishment of EUPM Personnel by Countries (Member States)’. The European Union
Police Mission, 30 January 2004. ‘Weekly Establishment of EUPM Personnel by Countries (Non-Member
States)’. The European Union Police Mission, 30 January 2004.

The headquarters of the European Police Mission is located in
Sarajevo, where operations are managed by Kevin Carty, Police
Commissioner for the operation. An additional twenty-four mon-
itoring units are collocated in various Bosnia and Herzegovina
police structures. All EUPM activities (Operations, Planning and
Development, and Administration and Support Services) are
managed in close coordination with the EU/UN Special Represen-

tative in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Lord Ashdown.

Objectives

The specific EUPM mission objectives are to:

D develop police independence and accountability by:
I depoliticising the police;
I strengthening the Directors of Police/Police Commission-

ers;

I monitoring performance of these officials;
I promoting transparency;
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D fightorganised crime and corruption by:
I carryingoutajointstrategy with the Office of the High Rep-
resentative;
I supporting thelocal police in operational capacities;
I strengthening the investigative capacity of the local police;
I supporting the establishment of a state level police agency;

D ensure financial viability and sustainability of the local police
by:
I supporting their efficiency and effectiveness;
I auditinglocal police, with a focus on affordability;
I supporting preparations for salary increases for police offi-
cers;

D createinstitutions and help to build capacity by:
I generating management capacity;
I supervising the creation of local recruitment and promo-
tion procedures;
I consolidating the State Border Service and the State Infor-
mation and Protection Agency (SIPA).

To achieve these missions, the EUPM engages in seven key pro-
grammes.

1. The Crime Police Programme. The goal of this programme is to
improve the current standard of policing through reform and
restructuring of the local police agencies. Specifically, the aim is
to developamodern, sustainable, professional,and multiethnic
police force that is trained, equipped and able to assume full
responsibility and to independently uphold law enforcement.

2. The Criminal Justice Programme. The goal of this programme is to

establish a modern, equipped, self-sustaining, professional and
multiethnic Court Police. In particular the Court Police should
be able to establish a coordinated relationship between the
police and the judiciary. One aspect of this relationship is train-
ing local police on reporting criminal matters and presenting
these to the prosecutor.

3. The Internal Affairs Programme. The goal of this programme is to
generate a reliable and transparent internal control system for
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all law enforcement agencies based on best international prac-
tice. Efforts include bringing law enforcement agencies in line
with international human rights standards and democratic
policing principles, as well as establishing disciplinary mecha-
nisms to strengthen public confidence.

4. The Police Administration Programme. The goal of this programme
is to establish a properly functioning police administration,
providing police forces with the support they require. The aim is
to leave behind a sustainable multiethnic police administration
thatfulfils the basic European standards for democraticadmin-
istration, financial credibility and transparent practices.

S. The Public Order and Security Programme. The goal of this pro-
gramme is to strengthen police capacities to prevent and
address escalating civil disorders.

6. The State Border Service (SBS) Programme. The goal of this pro-
gramme is to consolidate the SBS with SIPA as part of an inte-
grated law enforcement system with responsibility over state
borders, able to independently uphold law within its jurisdic-
tion according to international democratic standards.

7. The State Information and Protection Agency (SIPA) Programme. The
goal of this programme is to build capacity within SIPA, which
will be the primary state-level agency in charge of facilitating
cooperation and coordination between police services.

Financing

In total, EUPM is expected to last three years. According to the
authorising Joint Action, the anticipated costs of the operation
included €14 million forstart-up costsin 2002 and €1.7 million for
start-up in 2003, to be financed out of the general budget of the
European Union (‘Community budget’). An additional €38 mil-
lion forannual operationsis shared by participating member states
(approx. €18 million) and the overall Community budget (approx.
€20 million).
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2.  Council Joint Action
2003/92/CFSP of 27 January
2003 on the European Union mil-
itary operation in the Former Yu-
goslav Republic of Macedonia.
Official journal ofthe European Union,
11 February 2002.
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Table 3: Costs of the EUPM, 2003-05 (€ million)

Finan;e: ;::;Uegth the Shared costs

Start-up 2002 14.0 Per diems 17.0
Start-up 2003 1.7 Travel costs 1.0
Operational running costs 11.0

Local staff 4.0

International civilian staff 5.0

Per diems 17.0

Travel costs 1.0

Operational running costs 11.0

Total 15.7 Total 38.0
Community budget 20.0

Participating states 18.0

Source: Antonio Missiroli, “‘€uros for ESDP: financing EU operations’, Occasional Paper 45 (Paris: EU Institute
for Security Studies, June 2003).

On 8 December 2003, the Council set aside €17.5 million for
operational costs in 2004 to be financed from the general budget
of the European Union.

Operation Concordia (former Yugoslav Republic of Macedo-
nia), 2003

Established: Decision by the Council of the EU on 27 January
2003 (Joint Action 2003/92/CFSP).2

Endorsements: Request by President Trajkovski and UN Secu-
rity Council Resolution 1317.

Background

Following the police mission in Bosnia-Herzegovina, the EU
launched its first military operation, Concordia. On 18 March 2003,
at the invitation of the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
(FYROM), EU forces took over NATO’s Operation Allied Harmony,
with the goal of ensuring a secure environment to facilitate the
implementation of the Ohrid Framework Agreement (the accord
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which settled the 2001 conflict in Macedonia). Twenty-six coun-
tries including all EU member states except Ireland and Denmark,
contributed approximately 350 lightly armed military personnel
to the mission.3 With France acting as the framework nation, the
EU force patrolled the ethnic Albanian-populated regions of
Macedonia that border Albania, Serbia and Kosovo. On 30 Sep-
tember, the framework nation responsibilities were transferred
from France to EUROFOR. This arrangement was maintained
until the termination of the mission on 15 December 2003.

Unlike the police mission in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Concordia
relied not only on EU member states’ assets, but also on planning
and logistical support from NATO, which includes the United
States. Thus,in addition to being the EU’s first military operation,
Concordia also represented the first use of a strategic EU-NATO
arrangement called ‘Berlin-plus’, a mechanism for collaboration
established in 2002.4

Table 4: Personnel participating in Concordia in FYROM, 2003

The European Union Third states
Austria 11 Bulgaria 2
Belgium 26 Canada 1
Finland 9 Czech Republic 2
France 145 Estonia 1
Germany 26 Hungary 2
Greece 21 Iceland 1
Italy 27 Latvia 2
Luxembourg 1 Lithuania 1
Netherlands 3 Norway 5
Portugal 6 Poland 17
Spain 16 Romania 3
Sweden 14 Slovakia 1
United Kingdom 3 Slovenia 1
Turkey 10
Total 308 Total 49

Source: Dov Lynch and Antonio Missiroli, ‘ESDP operations.” EU Institute for Security Studies, 2003; available
at http://www.iss-eu.org.
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3.The 13 EU nations were Austria,
Belgium, Finland, France, Ger-
many, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain,
Sweden and the United Kingdom.
At the time of writing (prior to EU
enlargement on 1 May 2004), the
six NATO non-EU nations are the
Czech Republic, Hungary, Ice-
land, Norway, Poland, and
Turkey; the seven non-EU non-
NATO countries are Bulgaria, Es-
tonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Roma-
nia, Slovakia and Slovenia.

4.The ‘Berlin-plus’ agreementwas
established at the 2002 NATO
Prague summit and provides for
mutual support between NATO
and the EU in their missions and
operations. It is a short title for a
comprehensive set of agreements
between NATO and EU. The sep-
arateagreementsare tied together
through a ‘Framework Agree-
ment’ dated 17 March 2003.
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Concordia’s headquarters was located at Supreme Headquar-
ters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE) in Belgium, with three
regional headquarters in Skopje, Kumanovo and Tetovo. The mis-
sion was managed by German Admiral Rainer Feist (Concordia
Operation Commander and NATO Deputy Supreme Allied Com-
mander Europe), French General Pierre Maral (Force Commander
through 1 October), and Portuguese Major-General Luis Nelson
Ferreira Dos Santos (Force Commander until 15 December). All
worked in close coordination with the EU’s Special Representative
in FYROM, Alexis Brouhns of Belgium.

Objectives

In the field, soldiers were organised into 22 light field liaison teams
travelling in non-armoured vehicles. Their tasks included
patrolling, reconnaissance, surveillance, situational awareness
reporting and liaison activities. Troop support was provided
through eight heavy field liaison teams with access to wheeled
armoured vehicles and helicopters. Additional support for Concor-
dia forces included a helicopter detachment with light reconnais-
sanceand MEDEVAC helicopters,an Explosive Ordnance Disposal
(EOD) capability and a medical evacuation team.

Financing

Concordia was initially expected to last six months with common
costs of €4.7 million and other expenditures to be financed by par-
ticipating countries. The six-month budget was later raised to
€6.2 million. Unlike the EUPM, participating states were asked to
pay for both their individual operational costs, as well as a percent-
age of the common costs. Specifically, participating EU member
states bore 84.5 per cent of the common costs, according to the size
of their GDP. Non-EU participants bore the remaining 15.5 per
cent of the common costs.

After a request from Macedonian authorities, a Council deci-
sion on 21 July 2003 extended the Concordia mandate until
15 December 2003. The mission was immediately succeeded by a
new EU police operation in the region called Proxima.
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Operation Artemis (Democratic Republic of Congo), 2003

Established: Decision by the Council of the EU of 5 June 2003
(Joint Action 2003/423/CFESP).>

Endorsements: EU Council Decision of 12 June 2003 on the
launching of the European Union military oper-
ation in the Democratic Republic of Congo
(DRC); UN Security Council Resolution 1484 of
30 May 2003.

Background

In June 2003, in a test of its military capabilities, the European
Union dispatched approximately 2,000 peacekeeping troops to
Ituri, an unstable region in the north-east of the Democratic
Republic of Congo (DRC). Since May, fighting between ethnic
Hema and Lendu militias had resulted in widespread instability,
hundreds of deaths, and thousands of displaced persons. In the
previous 10 years, over 50,000 people had been killed and over
500,000 displaced in the region. The unrest threatened to derail
the country’s peace process and destabilise the wider region.
Dubbed Artemis, the mission was the EU’s first military deploy-
ment outside Europe and without NATO assistance.

Theforce,under French command, included forces or force ele-
ments from a number of European countries (see Table S). The
major part of the forces, roughly 1,700 troops, was provided by
France. The second largest personnel contributor, Sweden, pro-
vided about 70 troops. Three non-European countries - Brazil,
Canada and South Africa - provided temporary assistance until 5
July. With respect to the force elements, contributions varied from
logistics and other support (United Kingdom) to the provision of
air transport and medical aid (Belgium). As with previous mis-
sions, EU forces replaced existing troops on the ground. In this
case, the EU responded to an appeal by the United Nations Secre-
tary General to temporarily relieve approximately 750 UN peace-
keepers from Uruguay until 1 September, when a larger UN force
led by Bangladesh would be in place.
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Table 5: Countries contributing to Artemis in the DRC

Country Provision of forces or force Provision of personnel to OHQ* and/or
elements FHQ*

Austria

Belgium

France

Germany

XX |[>x]|Xx

Greece

Hungary

Ireland

Italy

Netherlands

Portugal

Spain

Sweden

United Kingdom
Brazil**
Canada**

South Africa**

XIX[X|X|X[X]|X[X[X]|[X]|X|[X]|XxX]|X

XXX XX

Note: *OHQ stands for Operation Headquarters, FHQ stands for Force Headquarters.
**These countries provided assistance until 5 July 2003.
Source: Fact sheet on Artemis, July 2003. Council of the European Union.

The operation was managed by French Major-General Neveux
(Operation Commander) and French Brigadier-General Thonier
(Force Commander), working in close coordination with the EU’s
Special Representative in the region, the Italian Aldo Ajello. With
France acting as the framework nation, the OHQ was located at
the Centre de Planification et de Conduite des Opérations (CPCO) near
Paris, with an FHQ in Entebbe (400 people stationed there),
Uganda, and an operational outpost in Bunia.

Objectives

Artemis aimed to stabilise security conditions and improve the
humanitarian situation in Bunia, the Ituri capital. Specifically, UN
Security Council Resolution 1484 mandated that the military
force protect refugee camps, secure Bunia airport, and ensure the
safety of civilians, UN staff and humanitarian aid workers. The
operation ended in early September 2003, after transferring
responsibility back to UN peacekeepers, who nowhad a wider man-
date, more robust rules of engagement, and a larger force.



Gustav Lindstrom

Financing

According to the authorising Joint Action, a financial reference
amount of €7 million was projected as common costs. Under the
financial arrangement of the operation, this sum was to be charged
to member states and managed through a financial mechanism.
Costs related to personnel and equipment, including those arising
from transportation and accommodation of forces, were to be met
by contributing states on a ‘costs lie were they fall’ basis.

Operation Proxima (FYROM), 2004

Established: Decision by the Council of the EU on 29 Septem-
ber 2003 (Council Joint Action 2003/681/
CESP).6

Endorsements: UN Security Council Resolution 1371 adopted
on 26 September 2001.

Background

The EU’s fourth and most recent ESDP activity is Proxima, a follow-
on mission to Concordia in FYROM. Launched on 15 December
2003, Proxima is not a military mission, but rather a year-long
police mission in which 200 EU police experts will monitor, mentor
and advise the country’s police to help fight organised crime and
promote European policing standards.”As a police mission, it no
longer operates under ‘Berlin-plus’. The HQ of Proxima is in
Skopje, where operations are managed by Belgian Chief Commis-
sioner Bart d’Hooge and closely coordinated with the EU Special
Representative in the region, Seren Jessen-Petersen. The mission
is coordinated from one central location within the Ministry of
the Interior, with other units collocated elsewhere.

Objectives

The broad objective of Proxima is to maintain an environment that
facilitates implementation of the Ohrid Framework Agreement.
Specifically, the police force is charged with:

I consolidating law and order, including the fight against
organised crime;
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6. Council Joint Action
2003/681/CFSP of 29 September
2003 on the European Union Po-
lice Mission in the Former Yu-
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I implementing comprehensive reform of the Ministry of the
Interior, including the police;

I promoting integrated border management, including the
creation of a border police;

I building confidence within the population for local police

efforts;
I enhancingcooperation with neighbouringstatesin thearea
of policing.
Financing

The member states that contribute police officers and other staff
bear related costs, including salaries, benefits, and travel expenses
to and from the region. Other costs, financed out of the Commu-
nity budget, include:

I up to€7.3 million for start-up costs in 2003;

I upto€650,000 for operations in 2003;

I upto€7.056 million for operations in 2004.

EU police officers, wearing their national uniforms with EU
armbands, are currently deployed in the capital Skopje and in
areas where ethnic Albanians live, such as Tetovo, Kumanovo,
Gostivar and Ohrid.

The crosscutting challenges

While the operations described above represent a confidence
booster to ESDP, they have also validated a number of challenges
that previously remained at the ‘hypothetical’ level. A number of
these challenges are crosscutting, i.e. affecting dimensions in all
missions to varying degrees. Among the more notable crosscutting
issues are operational, financial, and planning constraints. The fol-
lowing section analyses these issues in greater detail.

Operational challenges

Ever since the European Council in Helsinki set out the Headline
Goal, debates have flourished concerning the operational capabili-
ties of the rapid reaction elements assigned by EU member states to
fulfil the Petersberg tasks. Speculation has intensified as new force
models and alternative ‘operationalisation’ dates have surfaced.
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Examples range from the recent ‘battle group’ formations sug-
gested by France, Germany and the United Kingdom, and the
Headline Goal 2010 objectives. The continued work of the Euro-
pean Capabilities Action Plan (ECAP) panels reinforces the notion
that certain niche capabilities are currently not available.

1. Reach. With a full year of ESDP missions behind us, it is
clear that some of these concerns were justified - especially con-
cerning requirements for high-intensity operations far from the
European continent. Not surprisingly, the mission in the DRC
underscored the limitations of certain military capabilities. With a
theatre of operations some 6,500 km from Brussels, EU military
transport assets faced a substantial logistical challenge. As noted
by the then director general of the EU military staff, ‘deploying
forces over such distances and particularly sustaining them over
such distances reiterates the requirement for transport.’8 This
challenge was intensified by the need to use sturdier installations
in Entebbe, some 300 km away from Bunia, to ensure adequate
infrastructure capable of accommodatinglarge transport aircraft.

2. Communications. As an autonomous EU operation carried
out in a high-intensity environment, Artemis tested other limits as
well. In the area of transmission and communications facilities, it
was a challenge to ensure adequate C4ISR. The situation was miti-
gated by the fact that the largest contingent of troops was French
and could therefore rely on national standards to ensure adequate
communications. Finding a similar solution in the future could be
complicated ifagreater number of EU member states were involved
on the ground. It should be underlined thatadequate communica-
tions capabilities are critical for all operations, be they police mis-
sions or high-intensity military missions. For example, during the
EUPM in Sarajevo,limited communications capabilities were iden-
tified as a significant drawback. During the first months of the
operation, there was a lack of secure communications within the
chain of command. At one point,communications along the chain
of command was limited to one e-mail connection and one GSM
line.?

3. Sustainability. While engaging in non-permissive environ-
ments, sustainability often becomes a critical factor. In the case of

8. David Cronin, ‘Congo Opera-
tion underlined airlift shortcom-
ings’, European Voice, 18 Septem-
ber2003.

9. ‘Lessons from the planning of
the EU Police Mission in Bosnia
and Herzegovina (EUPM, Au-
tumn 2001 - December 2002,
Council of the European Union,
11206/03, 14 July 2003.
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Artemis, EU capabilities in this area were limited. This is one of the
principal reasons why Artemis had to be short in duration. It also
needed to have a very specific mandate and limited area of opera-
tions. Since it was clear that the EU forces would be replaced by a
reinforced MONUC contingentat the end of the summer, EU plan-
ners were able to go ahead with the operation. The question
remains how long the EU can sustain a long-term operation in a
theatre far from Europe. Sustainability includes many dimensions,
ranging from ‘simpler’ tasks such as ensuring adequate purified
water supplies to the more complex - such as adequate force pro-
tection capabilities.

On the positive side, it must be said that the operational/mili-
tary challenges are likely to diminish over time. New platforms
such as the A400M transport aircraft and Galileo satellite naviga-
tion system will serve to ease certain logistical difficulties. Like-
wise, military gaps will continue to be plugged through the ECAP
panels. Several member states having made the transition to pro-
fessional armies, deployability capabilities should be enhanced as
legal barriers limiting the availability of conscripts are lifted.
Lessons learned from current and future operations will also
reduce some of the more common pitfalls, be it language barriers
among multinational troop formations or relationships with the
media.

Financing challenges

As the EU engaged in a number of missions throughout 2003, the
issue of mission financing rose high on the political agenda.’?
With a modest €52.6 million CFSP budget for 2004, the need to
come up with a streamlined process gained added momentum.
The drawbacks raised during the initial ESDP operations can be
summarised as follows.

1. Adbhoc mechanisms. In particular, the use of different fund-
ing mechanisms complicated the ‘efficient conduct of ESDP mili-
tary operations, with all the consequences involved (duplication of
management, staffing, responsibilities).”’’ Important details,
such as financial contingency measures to deal with potential liti-
gations brought forth by personnel participating in a mission
after the end of an operation were likewise not properly addressed.
With each financing mechanism targeted to serve a particular mis-
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sion, no economies of scale or synergies were achieved in terms of
management and efficiency.

2. Mission cost estimates. Asnoted in Joint Actions or terms of
reference, funding levels were often nice round figures that
tended to underestimate the true costs of an operation. For exam-
ple, Concordia showed that the deployment phase of an operation
usually represents a significant proportion of its overall cost. In
the case of EUPM, cost calculations relied heavily on calculations
made during short-term fact-finding missions. These estimates
were based on the UN’s IPTF experience and did not take into
account the implications of a different mandate, size and organi-
sation of the EUPM mission. Given these and other underesti-
mates, calls have been made to increase first calls for contribu-
tions by 30 per cent of the reference amount.?

3. Coordination with third countries. The financial mecha-
nisms used in 2003 tenqded to involve participating third coun-
tries late in the decision-making process, complicating the timely
coverage of mission costs. In one instance, the late notification
process led to Canada’s withdrawal from Concordia. From a differ-
ent angle, with few provisions to cover preparatory costs, the lead
nation for an operation often ended up carrying the brunt of those
costs. For example, during Concordia, France ended up contribut-
ing an additional €600,000 to cover mission preparatory costs.!3

Theissue of financing took a big step forward on 22 September
2003, when the Council decided that the EU needed a mechanism
for managing the common costs of military operations of any
scale, complexity or urgency. As of 1 March 2004, the EU has a per-
manent mechanism for handling the common costs of the EU’s
missions. Known as Athena, it will facilitate future financing of
missions by increasing the flexibility and speed in managing the
financing of joint costs, regardless of the urgency or complexity of
the mission at hand.

Athena will be managed by a Special Committee composed of
representatives from each of the participatingmember states (all EU
members except Denmark). This Special Committee will approve
all budgets to finance the common costs of an operation. Its deci-
sions will be binding and have to be unanimous. Among the com-
mon costs to be covered by Athena are:
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D incremental costs for deployable or fixed headquarters for EU-
led operations;

D ctransport costs to and from theatres of operation; transport
costs within area of operations with the exception of per diems;

D administrative costs, including communications, locally hired
personnel, maintenance costs, public information, representa-
tion and hospitality;

D accommodation and infrastructure costs;

incremental costs incurred to support the force as a whole;

D incremental costs associated with the use of NATO common
assets and capabilities made available for EU-led operations.

Other costs associated with an operation - such as common
costs relative to the preparatory phase of an operation - may also
be borne by Athena, which will be financed primarily from contri-
butions payable by the participating and contributing states.
When appropriate, funds could also come from contributing
third states. A smaller revenue stream will come from other
sources such as interest revenue. The contributions by member
states are calculated in accordance with a GNP scale.

While Athena provides an improvement over the former ad
hoc system, it may still have some shortcomings. The unanimous
decision-making process within the Special Committee may slow
or hinder the financing process should a participating state
decide to block a decision. From a different angle, if the allotted
deployment time for troops is gradually reduced, the call for con-
tributions at a later stage of the operation may prove inappropri-
ate.Thislatter factor may be mitigated by Athena’s requirement
that the force commander produce pre-mission estimates of mis-
sion costs.

Planning challenges

The planning phases prior to an operation are critical for success.
While many tend to associate planning with operational require-
ments (e.g. headquarters), the planning process is ongoing and has
a number of dimensions. Successful mission planning requires
adequate preparation in areas such as mission objectives, assets
requirements, financial planning, procurement, collaboration
with third countries and contingency planning. The planning
within these categories is often as important as the more visible



Gustav Lindstrom

operational planning. In the recent EU operations, a number of
weaknesses stand out.

1. Procurement. In the area of procurement, recent EU mis-
sions have shown difficulties in forming efficient procurement
procedures. Better planning procedures could in many instances
have made a difference. For example, during the EUPM, delays in
setting up the EUPM Planning Team meant that the application of
the standard procurement rules had to be modified. In this partic-
ular case, the European Commission made a decision to simplify
procedures as much as possible - including the tripling of applica-
ble thresholds and reduction of time periods for submitting ten-
ders by overahalf. Additional challenges mounted, as only two pro-
curement experts were seconded to the EUPM. Arriving in June,
one had toleave to take up a different post five monthslater, leaving
several million euros worth of procurement requirements with one
officer.’> As the EU continues to tackle missions, it will be impor-
tant to ensure adequate procurement capabilities. Secondment of
procurement experts in a timely fashion should ensure that future
operations are not hampered by a lack of equipment or infrastruc-
ture.

2. Planning support. Using EUPM again as the example, the
General Secretariat lacked the capacity to provide the Planning
Team in Sarajevo with sufficientbackup and support. Specific gaps
within the Secretariat included small police planning capability,
lack of specialised expertise, limited secure communications chan-
nels and limited personnel resources.6 In this area, the establish-
ment of an EU planning cell collocated with the European Union
Military Staff (EUMS) in Brussels should mitigate the situation.
Concerning military planning, seconding national headquarters
has proven to be a successful formula. With headquarters avail-
able for multinational purposes in a number of EU countries (for
example in France, Germany, Italy and the United Kingdom), the
military planning requirements are satisfactorily covered.

3. Mediarelations. Another dimension requiring attention is
the relationship with the media during the execution of an EU mis-
sion. This is especially critical in instances when the EU is involved
inahigh-intensity mission where the situation can develop rapidly.
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A number of EU missions have shown the need for more media
experts to be part of the mission. In the case of EUPM, a lack of
advance planning concerning a media strategy hampered the
EUPM’s press and public information office in the beginning of
the mission.’” For future missions, these experts will need to be
trained in media relations and have adequate access to policy-
makers in Brussels to ensure consistent messages and adequate
information flow.

4.  Collaboration with third countries. The challenge associated
with seamlessly integrating third countries into EU missions is not
new. Shortly after thelaunch of the initial missions EUPM and Con-
cordia, early lessons learned indicated that a significant weakness
was the lack of guidance in the EUPM joint action concerning the
integration of third states’ participation in the mission.8 Besides
the lack of initial guidance in planning documents, policy-makers
have also pointed at the barriers raised by lengthy procedures such
as those provided under Article 24.7° With two Council resolu-
tions required, negotiations carried out simultaneously with sev-
eral parties can be drawn out. Experience has shown that multiple
negotiations guided by rigid processes do not ‘encourage a flexible
EU approach to meet the constraints of interlocutors’ (e.g. experi-
ences with Canada, Poland, Russia).20

5. Collaboration with international organisations. The chal-
lenges highlighted above are not limited to third countries. A simi-
lar concern exists vis-a-vis relations with international organisa-
tions. In the case of EUPM, when the EUPM Planning Team
collocated in the UNMIBH HQ in Sarajevo, pressures mounted on
the relationship with the UN when the Planning Team increased in
size. At the time, alack of formal negotiated arrangements between
the EU and the UN on the terms of reference of their relationship
meant that there was no mechanism for addressing problems of
this nature. It should be noted that the UN-EU Joint Declaration
on Cooperation in Crisis Management, signed on 24 September
2003, specifically strengthens collaboration elements between the
UNand EU.21

By standardising several of these planning procedures, be they
financial, administrative or media-related, should ensure that



Gustav Lindstrom

future EU operations are planned in a shorter time horizon.
Improvementsin these areasare critical as the EU looks forward to
taking over the SFOR mission in Bosnia-Herzegovina. With a
mandate expected tolast three years and carried out under the aus-
pices of ‘Berlin-plus’, the mission will require a significant number
of personnel - approximately 7,000. Current challenges include
ensuring an effective sharing of responsibility once the EU forces
join remaining NATO and US forces already on the ground, and
establishing a clear chain of command. Should the European
Force become a reality towards the end of 2004, it will represent a
serious litmus test for ESDP.

21. ‘Joint Declaration on UN-EU
Co-operation in Crisis Manage-
ment’, New York, September
2003.
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ESDP and NATO

Jean-Yves Haine

During the Cold War, European defence was synonymous with
Atlantic defence. The United States provided the ultimate guaran-
tee against the Soviet threat. NATO, based on collective defence
among its members and deterrence of its enemy, was the corner-
stone of European security, even if some European countries relied
more on their national defence than on the collective framework.
Under this umbrella, European integration grew from single mar-
ket to monetary union. With the end of the Soviet threat, NATO
lost this fundamental rationale, while the Union had to become
more responsible for its security in a rapidly changing world. How-
ever, even after the fall of the Berlin Wall, the Atlantic Alliance
remained the essential security framework in Europe. Neither the
United States nor a majority of Europeans was ready to bring to a
close the Atlantic partnership. Yet if NATO was to remain a rele-
vant defence organisation, it had to make fundamental adjust-
ments to address the new security environment. Modifying the EU-
NATO relationship, especially after the wars in Yugoslavia, was the
most significant among these necessary changes.

Before reviewing the main issues related to ESDP and NATO, it
should be noted that the Union and NATO are two different insti-
tutions, with specific rules, functions and, most importantly, cul-
tures. NATO is above all a military organisation whose main tasks
are to conduct military operations decided by its members. The
Unionis far more than that: over the years, ithas builta wide range
of competencies and policies, from economics to judiciary. In its
external relations, the Union is the world’s most important con-
tributor in aid and economic assistance to developing countries.
Since the transfer of competence from the Western European
Union into the EU in 2001, the Union is a more recent security
actor, yet it encompasses a wide range of tools to address security
issues, from crisis management to long-term stabilisation, from
rapid armed intervention to police operations. These differences
are crucial to understanding recent issues and debates. One must

131

ESDP: the first
five years



ESDP and NATO

1. On this crucial episode, see
among others William C.
Wohlforth (ed.), Witnesses to the
End of the Cold War (Baltimore,
Md.: The Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity Press, 1996); Karl Kaiser,
Deutschland Vereinigung: Die Interna-
tionale Aspekte (Bergische Glad-
bach: Bastei-Liibbe, 1991; Eliza-
beth Pond, Beyond the Wall,
Germany’s Road to Unification
(Washington, DC: The Brookings
Institution, 1993); Zelikow Philip
and Condoleezza Rice, Germany
Unified and Europe Transformed
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1995).

132

not forget, however, that European membership is largely similar.
Hence, as far as the two organisations are concerned, one should
not overstress disputes and misunderstandings. More often than
not,whatis at stake is US policy,not NATO policy. Especially after
11 September, EU-NATO relations are part of a broader transat-
lantic debate, which in 2003 witnessed a serious divide over the
war in Iraq. In this context, both organisations suffered: NATO
was split over assistance to Turkey; the Union was equally divided
over the warin Iraq. Yet, as we shall see, during these times of crisis,
both organisations finalised their relations by signing the ‘Berlin-
plus’agreement.

The question of European defence and security has always been
a matter of contention in transatlantic as well as in European
debates. Since St-Malo, the core of the EU-NATO relationship has
concerned the degree of European autonomy on the one hand and
Atlantic primacy on the other. In the last decade, these issues have
received several answers, evolving in a wider debate about the US
role in Europe and the changing nature of international security.
This chapter will first review the changing structure of NATO; sec-
ond, it will assess the current state of play between ESDP and
NATO; finally, it will outline the remaining problems and issues
regarding the interaction between the two organisations.

The European dimension of NATO

After 1989, it was unclear whether the Atlantic Alliance could sur-
vive the disappearance of the Soviet threat that was supposed to be
its main rationale and the cement that bound its members
together. The first adaptation concerned the unification of Ger-
many. It was by no means obvious that Germany could be reunited
yet remain inside NATO: a status similar to France’s for Germany
inside NATO, a neutral eastern part of Germany, a Germany
belonging both to the Warsaw Pact and the NATO alliances, the
collapse of the Alliance, or an American disengagement from
Europe were options seriously considered by experts and officials
at the time. The integration of the unified Germany within NATO,
an option actively advocated by Washington and accepted, against
all expectations, by Moscow, made it possible to consolidate the
Atlantic monopoly on European security issues.! The reunifica-
tion of the European continent implied a transformation of
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NATO that began politically by the opening of its institutions to
East Europeans through the North Atlantic Cooperation Council
in 1992, and militarily by the adoption of the Partnership for
Peace programme. A new founding act with Russia and a Charter
with Ukraine that allowed for the enlargement of the Alliance
itself, first in 1997 and then in 2004, eventually concluded this
process.

Among these transformations, the mostimportantaspect con-
cerned the relationship between NATO and WEU, then the Union
after 2001. At the beginning of the 1990s, the European security
landscape had a somewhat schizophrenic appearance. On the one
hand, at Maastricht the Union as a political entity took its first
steps towards a common foreign and security policy but without
its own defence capability; on the other, NATO remained the
essential security instrument in Europe but now had a new politi-
cal vocation vis-a-vis its former enemies in the East. The limita-
tions of this hybrid architecture became evident with the first
signs of tension in the Balkans. NATO intervened belatedly in the
conflict. Reluctant to use NATO in Bosnia, Washington eventu-
ally accepted its involvement when the credibility of the Alliance
was at stake. Moreover, the division of labour in the military inter-
vention, whereby European ground forces ran the greater part of
the risks and US aircraft operated from a safe height, was
unfavourable to the Europeans. This imbalance of risks and
strategic divergence suggested a reform of the Atlantic Alliance
that took into account this European specificity.

The Clinton administration, determined to keep US involve-
ment in the Balkans to a minimum in accordance with its ‘zero
casualties’ doctrine but generally supportive of European integra-
tion efforts, endorsed the idea of a specific European security and
defence identity (ESDI) inside the Alliance. Following the crisis in
Bosnia, the United States recognised that there could be crises in
Europe in which Washington would not want to intervene. At the
January 1994 NATO summit in Brussels, a compromise was
reached whereby WEU could act independently but making use of
NATO assets and capabilities. The proposed solution, finalised at
the Berlin ministerial summit in June 1996, was centred on ‘sepa-
rable but not separate’ forces that WEU could use for its own oper-
ations. The concept of Combined Joint Task Forces offered an
instrument by which WEU could rapidly become operational
without having to duplicate headquarters and staffs. With the
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Berlin agreement, the European identity within the Alliance,
which was first recognised in NATO’s 1991 new Strategic Con-
cept, received operational substance. The conditions were laid
down for a genuine WEU defence role whereby it would be able to
fulfil at least some of the Petersberg missions defined in 1992.
Briefly put, NATO was increasingly ‘Europeanised’.? But the
European side of the Atlantic coin was still a matter of debate
inside Europe: ambiguities about WEU legitimacy, uncertainties
about the Union’s defence role and arguments about relevant
memberships and organisations’ respective functions, all led to a
relative paralysis that was eventually cured at St-Malo.

As noted in a previous chapter, the St-Malo agreement was the
founding act of ESDP. Its significance resides inter alia in the fact
that through it the Union became the legitimate institution for
European defence. Because its emphasis on Europe’s capacity for
autonomous action with its own appropriate structures ‘when
NATO as a whole is not engaged’, and despite a recognition that
this endeavour was to be conducted ‘without unnecessary dupli-
cation’; the St-Malo Declaration revived the debate about the
degree of European autonomy inside or indeed outside the
alliance.3 This agreement caught US officials by surprise and
Washington became increasingly worry by a potential weakening
of the Alliance, especially because Britain had dropped its decade-
long opposition to the merger of WEU into the Union.

The Clinton administration supported this adaptation
towards a European defence with several caveats however. Secre-
tary of State Madeleine Albright summed them up in formula
known as the ‘three Ds” no decoupling, no discriminating, no
duplicating. The first element was essentially political, since the
capacity of the Europeans to fulfil the Petersberg tasks was mili-
tarily limited, hence in practice the risk of decoupled security
between Europe and Washington was small. The second dealt
with the non-EU European members of NATO, especially because
the possibility of an autonomous action, i.e. outside NATO, had
been promoted in St-Malo. The key question here was whether
and on what conditions these countries could be party to the dis-
cussions and the decisions for ESDP operations. In that respect,
the Cologne European summit in June 1999 seemed more condi-
tional than the Maastricht declaration: while reaffirming the pos-
sibility of participation ‘fully and on an equal footing’ in EU oper-
ations, it stressed, however, the ‘principle of the EU decision
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making autonomy’.# As we shall see in the next section, this non-
discriminating element became critical in the case of Turkey.
Lastly, there was the non-duplication issue. Here, Washington was
keen to encourage the best possible use of falling European
defence budgets by promoting investment in capabilities that
NATO was lacking, not in items that the Alliance could provide.
This implicitly presupposed NATO primacy.

Despite these caveats, the negotiating process between Brus-
sels and Washington was overall constructive. The United States
considered that it was in its interests to see a more responsible
Europe in peacekeeping operations, especially in the Balkans, and
a more capable Europe in its capacity to act.’ In reality, Washing-
ton was engaged in another initiative that was launched just after
the Brussels summit of 1994: enlargement of the Alliance to the
East. This effort came mainly from Washington, some European
members of NATO being less enthusiastic about such a develop-
ment. The NATO enlargement process gave rise to an intense
debate in the United States about the Alliance, its nature, its role
and its future. Originated by a RAND Corporation study, subse-
quently endorsed by the White House, the enlargement process
essentially transformed NATO from a collective defence organisa-
tion into a collective security institution based on common demo-
cratic values.® This process did not decrease American support for
greater European autonomy but it placed Russia at the core of the
US administration’s diplomacy in the second part of the 1990s.”

At the Washington summit in 1999, the enlarged NATO was
supposed to celebrate its 50th anniversary with an enlarged
Atlantic family. Yet at the same time, the Kosovo conflict was nota
cause for celebration. What was supposed to be a Wilsonian dream
nearly turned out to be a nightmare for NATO. Eventually NATO
did prevail against Milosevic, but the strains put on Alliance cohe-
sion were serious. The strategy of coercive diplomacy gave rise to
major tensions within the Alliance by putting the Europeansinan
ambiguous situation: on the one hand the technological inade-
quacy of their means made them dependent on the US effort; on
the other, consensual political control within the Alliance gave
them a droit de regard over the targets selected for the most part by
the planners within the US European Command. Whereas the
European allies carried out only about 40 per cent of the air strikes,
the latent crisis within the Alliance stemmed from the fact that
while the Americans had great technological superiority in the air,
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political negotiations were necessary to obtain approval for most
(807 out of 976) of the sorties carried out against targets in addi-
tion to those initially planned.® Arguments over ‘war by commit-
tee’ - a term that implied excessive restrictions on American room
for manoeuvre but was in fact entirely in line with the fundamen-
tals of the Atlantic organisation - became widespread in the Amer-
ican media. Officials at the Pentagon, butalso advisers inside pres-
idential candidate Bush’s circle, reassessed the fundamental value
of NATO. Their conclusion was unambiguous: for them, Kosovo
was the first NATO war, and it should also be its last.® The biggest
change in US policy vis-a-vis NATO did not stem from the institu-
tional arrangements of ESDI nor its enlargement to Poland, the
Czech Republic and Hungary, but from military operations in
Kosovo. In that respect, the Kosovo conflict represented a decisive
pointin the history of NATO as significant as the terrorist attacks
against the World Trade Centre and the Pentagon on 11 Septem-
ber2001. By theend 0f 1999, the Europeanisation of NATO was an
accepted and so far welcome change, but from a Washington point
of view the Alliance has lost part of its added value. This meant a
shift in the transatlantic equation: initiatives and adjustments in
the European defence debate came firstly from the Union.

The Atlantic dimension of ESDP.

As we have noted in the historical overview, Kosovo constituted a
wake-up call for the Europeans. If they did not make an effort to
improve their military capabilities, their influence and responsibil-
ity would continue to be limited. At the same time, NATO unity
was akeyelementin thevictoryagainst Milosevic. European auton-
omy therefore meant notalienation but responsibility. The Kosovo
crisis thus gave further justification for establishing an ESDP as
conceived at St-Malo. In April 1999, the NATO summit noted this
new developmentand modified the 1996 Berlin agreementin order
to meet the new willingness of the Union, instead of WEU, to
become an autonomous actor in conducting the Petersberg tasks.
In particular, agreements were reached to make provisions for
‘assured EU access to NATO planning capabilities able to con-
tribute to military planning for EU-led operations’ and the princi-
ple of ‘the presumption of availability to the EU of pre-identified
NATO capabilities and common assets for use in EU-led opera-
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tions’ was recognised. This modified bargain, the so-called ‘Berlin-
plus’ agreement, prepared the ground for cooperation between
NATO and the EU. A month later, at Cologne, the St-Malo agree-
ment was endorsed by the Union, and in December 1999 the
Helsinki Headline Goal was identified.

In order to implement the Helsinki Headline Goal, several
institutions were created: the Political and Security Committee,
the Military Committee, the Military Staff, a High Representative
for CFSP etc.’® This new European structure gave the United
States the impression that ESDP would become a rival that would
eventually have its own military infrastructure. In fact, at Helsinki,
the commitment by the Union to ‘full consultation, cooperation
and transparency between the EU and NATO’ was reaffirmed.
Moreover, the emphasis on autonomous action was underlined
‘where NATO as a whole is not engaged’ and it was repeated that
the ESDP process would avoid unnecessary duplication. In
Santa Maria da Feria, the European Council proposed four work-
ing groups to enhance cooperation with NATO on security issues,
notably the sharing of information and capabilities; the relation-
ship between the Helsinki Headline Goal and NATO Defence
Capabilities Initiative; modalities of EU access to NATO assets -
the core of the ‘Berlin-plus’ agreement; and the definition of per-
manent arrangements between the two organisations.

Overall, there was nothing substantially new to upset Wash-
ington. Yet, in 2000, Washington began to focus on two issues that
mutual efforts would be needed to overcome. The first was the
question of NATO primacy versus EU autonomy. The United
States made clear at the time that it would not allow a separate
planning infrastructure in the EU: as a coordinator, DSACEUR
would cover operations decided by the EU, even if they did not use
NATO assets. US Defence Secretary William Cohen, in December
2000, seemed to harden the US position. He warned that ‘if the
capabilities identified as being needed are not filled . . . if we have
competing headquarters . . . then NATO could become a relic of
the past.’12 At Nice however, the Council made the clear distinc-
tion between autonomous operations for which a European coun-
try would provide the strategic headquarters and an operation
where NATO assets and capabilities would be used and DSACEUR
would be responsible. Washington would have preferred this dis-
tinction to be a NATO decision, not a European one, in order to
keep the primacy of the Alliance that would delegate to the Union
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operations where NATO decided not to be engaged. For the
United States, the responsibility for planning would depend on
the nature of the operation and consequently there had to be
firstly joint planning followed by a decision on the organisationin
charge of the operation - NATO or the EU. But for a European
point of view, this distinction was clearly part of its capacity if the
Union decided to actautonomously. The definition of the Union’s
autonomy cannot belong to another organisation. Behind this
debate lay the issue of NATO’s right of first refusal, i.e. in what cir-
cumstances it would decide that the Alliance would not be
engaged as a whole in a specific operation. This right was never
explicitly recognised and it still remains a controversial issue.

The second problem was related to the non-EU European
members of NATO and the question of discrimination. This was
not an American concern per se, but it was linked to Turkey.
Because the ‘Berlin-plus’ agreement had been put on hold until
everything was agreed, this question in fact paralysed the final
normalisation of relations between the Union and NATO. For
Turkey, the difficulty lay in the formulation chosen at Cologne,
according to which the Union would take the measures necessary
to guarantee that all participants in an EU-led operation had
equal rights in the conduct of an operation ‘without prejudice to
the principle of the EU’s decision-making autonomy, notably the
right of the Council to discuss and decide matters of principle and
policy’. In plain language, all participants had the same rights, but
they would only become participants following a Council deci-
sion. At Helsinki, the principle of the necessary dialogue, consul-
tation and cooperation with non-EU European members of
NATO was reaffirmed. At Santa Maria da Feira, in June 2000, the
details of such consultation were spelt out. Outside periods of cri-
sis, periodic meetings would be held of the Union’s 15 members
and the 15 countries concerned, i.e. the non-EU European mem-
bers of NATO and candidates for membership, ‘at’ 15+15, and
within this structure at least two meetings of the non-EU Euro-
pean NATO members at 15+6. Two phases were distinguished
during periods of crisis: in the pre-operational phase, dialogue
and consultation would be intensified at all levels, including min-
isterial, during the period preceding the Council’s decision. If an
option entailing the use of NATO assets and capabilities was being
considered, particular attention would be paid to consultation
with the six non-EU European members of NATO. During the
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operational phase, the latter could participate in the operation if
they wished if it was one making use of NATO assets and capabili-
ties. When those assets and capabilities were not involved they
would be invited, on a Council decision, to participate. Confirmed
at Nice, these provisions reaffirmed EU control over ESDP while
allowing for the participation of non-EU European NATO mem-
bers. As Turkey’s application for Union membership had been
agreed in principle at Helsinki, these arrangements should have
constituted adequate guarantees for Turkey. Nevertheless,
Ankara, considering itself excluded from the decision-making
process, indicated at the NATO ministerial meeting on 14-15
December 2000 that it would block ‘Berlin-plus’.

The obstacle of Turkey was all the more damaging since official
meetings between the NAC and PSC were initiated in April 2001
and progress was real on the technical aspects of ‘Berlin-plus’
between NATO and the Union. On the military side, consultation
between the headquarters of the two organisations began the
process of identifying NATO capabilities to be used ‘where NATO
asawholeisnotengaged’,in the words used at Helsinki,and began
working on the mechanism for accessing planning and capabili-
ties. At the May 2001 Atlantic summit in Budapest, considerable
progress was made, in particular on the operational level and on
the role of DSACEUR. The constructive atmosphere between the
two organisations was symbolised by the joint mission of NATO
Secretary General Lord Robertson and EU High Representative
for CFSP Javier Solana to FYROM.

In so far as certain European governments wanted all Euro-
pean crisis management operations to be subject to a final agree-
ment on ‘Berlin-plus’, ESDP de facto became dependent on the
Turkish exception. On the principle that nothing is decided until
everything has been decided, however, overall agreement was not
possible. The British-inspired Ankara text of December 2001 was
a further attempt to break the deadlock. Without specifically
mentioning Turkey - at the request of Greece - that document
confirmed that ESDP, irrespective of the type of crisis, would not
be directed against an ally, and that it would respect Union mem-
ber states’ obligations regarding members of NATO. The rein-
forcement of consultations between the EU and the NATO 6 was
to permit the latter to be ‘associated’ with decisions, to become
‘permanent interlocutors’ of the PSC and to appoint ‘representa-
tives’ to the EU Military Committee. The document specified,
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moreover, that concerning EU operations in which they were
invited to participate, the committee of contributors would be the
main forum for the conduct of operations, and that decisions
would be taken by consensus even though the PSC would main-
tain political control if necessary. Lastly, if crises arose in their
‘geographic proximity’ that could affect their ‘national security’,
the European Council undertook to establish a dialogue and con-
sultations, and take their positions into account, while at the same
time respecting the terms of Article 17 of the TEU.'3 This compro-
mise proposed at Ankara was rejected by Turkey, whose military
considered the concessions too limited. The text was, however, to
serve as the basis for the final compromise that was signed in
13 December 2002 between Javier Solana and Lord Robertson.4
Pressure from America, the Copenhagen decision on enlargement
and above all Tayyip Erdogan’s party’s coming to power permit-
ted, after three years of negotiation, the ratification of the Nice
provisions regarding ‘Berlin-plus’. The Brussels agreement of
16 December 2002 thus opened the way to a strategic partnership
between the EU and NATO on crisis management. Completed on
11 March 2003, implementation of permanent arrangements,
notably the agreement on classified information, allowed the EU
to take over Operation Allied Harmony in FYROM on 31 March
2003. The Atlantic dimension of ESDP was finally settled.

Towards the right balance between ESDP and NATO

Yet, the debate about EU autonomy and NATO primacy was
reopened in dramatic fashion at the April 2003 summit between
Belgium, France, Germany and Luxembourg, where a European
headquarters, to be located in Tervuren near Brussels, was pro-
posed to enhance ESDP operation.’> As noted earlier, in the
‘Berlin-plus’ framework, it was agreed that national headquarters
could be in charge for autonomous European operations. The
idea of developing, in that respect, a European headquarters,
seemed to Washington an obvious and unnecessary duplication
that was contrary to the spirit of the ‘Berlin-plus’ agreement and
called into question what had been signed a month earlier. If the
timing of the Brussels summit was clearly unfortunate, the reac-
tion of Washington was on the other hand excessive. On the one
hand, the meeting was depicted as a dismissive ‘praline’ summit,
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on the other, the suggestion of a European headquarters was
deemed to be ‘the symbol of competition between EU and NATO’
and as such ‘the most serious threat’ to NATO.16 This new contro-
versy was of course part of a larger dispute about Iraq between
those countries and the United States, but its effects could have
weakened even more the trust that had been built up over the pre-
vious two years between ESDP and NATO.

The issue was, however, resolved in a balanced way. Following
intense British diplomacy of reassurance vis-a-vis Washington, an
accord on thisissue was reached between Paris, London and Berlin
at the Naples meeting at the end of November 2003 that opened
the way foracommon European position. The solution followed a
political rather than a militarylogic. It was agreed that the EU Mil-
itary Staff would receive a small team of planners. In parallel, a
European planning cell within NATO would be set up at SHAPE.
Institutionally, there are now three different ways for Europeans
to act. The first is as part of a NATO operation, the second under
the ‘Berlin-plus’ agreement, and the third an autonomous opera-
tion with either a lead-nation framework involving a national
headquarters or a European headquarters. All these options are
now agreed.

Behind institutional agreements, the real basis of cooperation
between NATO and the Union will remain a question of trust.
When in May 2003 the Union launched its first autonomous mili-
tary operation in the Democratic Republic of Congo, some inside
NATO considered that the principle of consultation had not
really been implemented, and that Operation Artemis was more a
fait accompli than the result of a due process of consultation. Again,
this frustration had more to do with the dispute over Iraq than
with the practical implications of the European operation in a
region where NATO would not have decided to intervene. If confi-
dence about partners’ good intentions is lacking, then institu-
tional agreements will not be sufficient to bridge differences. This
is especially relevant for an organisation that resorts to the collec-
tive use of force

Another element lies at the core of a healthy relationship
between the two organisations: their respective capacity to actand
to address the security challenges of the twenty-first century. In
that respect, the two organisations have initiated important
reforms. At the NATO level, the Prague summit of November 2002
proposed the creation of a ‘NATO Response Force’ for the most
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challenging missions, consisting of an air component capable of
carrying out 200 combat air sorties a day, a brigade-sized land
force component and a maritime component up to the level of
NATO’s standing naval forces. The force would consist of up to
21,000 personnel drawn from the pool of European high-readi-
ness forces. They would be capable of fighting together at 7-30
days’ notice anywhere in the world. Since the original proposal,
the plan actually envisaged is to have three response forces, which
would rotate and be at differentlevel of readiness. Only the stand-
by forces would be deployable. So, the NRF in fact requires a total
of 63,000 troops, 1.e. almost exactly the same number of forces
required to fulfil the Helsinki Headline Goal. The NRF represents
a precious opportunity to introduce new doctrinal concepts and
techniques into European forces. However, since both the NRF
and the European Union Rapid Reaction Force draw from the
same, limited pool of deployable forces, it is clear that most of the
Union’s most capable troops will be ‘double-hatted’. Conse-
quently, controversy about the organisation responsible for run-
ning an operation could arise. If one operation had priority over
another, there would be a problem as to whether NATO or the EU
was in charge of it. There is thus the political risk of a division
within the Union over the respective priority of one organisation
over the other. Moreover, if the stand-by forces were placed under
the authority of a NATO joint force commander, this would
deprive the Europeans of their most capable forces for independ-
ent actions. The solution to this potential conflict is to make the
NRF answerable to the Union, since it is made up entirely of Euro-
pean forces.

At the European level, a new impetus has been initiated for
improving capabilities. Within the context of the next target,
Headline Goal 2010, the focus is now clearly on the qualitative
rather than the quantitative. With initiatives such as the ‘battle
group’ concept, the ‘permanent structured cooperation’ frame-
work and a more coherent use of European defence budgets
through the Agency in the field of defence capabilities, develop-
ment, research, acquisitions and armaments, the direction is now
firmly established for a European capability to deploy armed
forces rapidly in remote theatres. This development should be wel-
comed by NATO officials who have repeatedly complained about
the lack of effort by Europeans to enhance their capabilities. The
congruence between the European capabilities reforms and the



Jean-Yves Haine

NREF is obvious. It should not be forgotten, however, that the
Union has developed a comprehensive approach to security,
including the civilian aspects of peacekeeping operations. This EU
added value, compared with the military nature of NATO, means
that ultimately evocations of a competition between the two
organisations are in fact misleading. Equally misplaced are sug-
gestions of a division of labour between a peacekeeping Europe
and a war-waging America. International stability demands both.

Lastly, whether NATO continues to be relevant depends largely
on the US attitude to the Alliance. Without going into the details
of the evolution of US foreign policy in 2003, itis clear that the new
unilateralism and the emphasis on coalitions of the willing, as
opposed to institutionalised alliances such as NATO, have
demonstrated that, in the eyes of the Bush administration, the
Alliance, and more broadly Europe, has partly lost the particular
significance it had acquired over the previous 50 years. Despite
Lord Robertson’s invocation of Article S the day after the attacks
on the Twin Towers and the Pentagon - the first time ever since the
creation of NATO - the United States has decided to wage its ‘war
on terror’ mainlyalone. From Europe’s point of view, it is therefore
strategically sound and politically legitimate to enhance and
deepen its security autonomy. This does not mean the end of
NATO but a better, because more balanced, relationship.1” After
all, nearly 90 per cent of NATO peacekeeping forces from Kosovo
to Afghanistan are European.

Since ESDP has become a reality, the main differences between
the two organisations have evolved around the notions of Euro-
pean autonomy and Atlantic primacy. Since early 2003, the debate
about decoupling has turned out to be essentially different: it is
not about the fear of Europeans ‘decoupled’ from NATO, but
rather the reality of Washington estranged from NATO. It
remains to be seen whether the United States is ready to be
engaged in a more consistent manner in Atlantic affairs.

17. For a development of that ar-
gument, see Rob de Wijk, ‘The re-
form of ESDP and EU-NATO Co-
operation’, Internationale Spectator,
vol. 39, no. 1, January-March
2004, pp. 71-82.
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Mind the steps: the
Constitutional Treaty and beyond

Antonio Missiroli

Adjustments and reforms are seen as necessary not only in the EU
atlarge but also in the CFSP/ESDP domain. This was already clear
in the text of the so-called ‘Laeken Declaration’ of December 2001
that setin motion the Convention on the Future of Europe and the
subsequent Intergovernmental Conference (IGC).

In fact, the Declaration argues that EU citizens ‘want to see
Europe more involved in foreign affairs, security and defence, in
other words, greater and better coordinated action to deal with
trouble spots in and around Europe and in the rest of the world.’
Moreover, among the ‘basic challenges’ facing the Union, how to
develop the Union into a stabilising factor and a model in the new,
multi-polar world’ was mentioned. Finally, while asking how ‘the
efficiency of decision-making and the workings of the institutions
in a Union of some thirty member states’ could be improved, the
text raised such questions as, inter alia: ‘how should the coherence
of European foreign policy be enhanced? How is synergy between
the High Representative and the competent Commissioner to be
reinforced? Should the external representation of the Union in
international fora be extended further?’!

The Laeken Declaration represented a virtual menu and work-
ing programme for the European Convention, which convened in
late February 2002 and concluded its activity in mid-July 2003.
Afteraninitial phase of opening up to civil society and setting pro-
cedures and objectives, the Convention broke down into a cluster
of more focused Working Groups: among them, Working Group
VII (chaired by Jean-Luc Dehaene) was devoted to ‘External
Action’, and Working Group VIII (chaired by Michel Barnier) to
‘Defence’. A few inevitable overlaps notwithstanding, the two
groups operated independently and quite effectively, delivering
their Final Reports in mid-December 2002.2 Most of the recom-
mendations enshrined in those reports found their way into the
final draft of the Constitutional Treaty, finalised in mid-July
20033
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The draft Treaty, in turn, became the object of further discus-
sion at the IGC opened by the Italian EU presidency on 4 October
2003. After two months of formal negotiations, the IGC failed to
reach a consensual conclusion at the Brussels European Council
of December 2003. None the less, talks on the Treaty resumed
under the Irish presidency in March 2004 and were brought to a
successful end at the Brussels European Council on 18 June 2004,
a few days after the EU-wide elections for the European Parlia-
ment. As a result, the enlarged Union now has a Constitutional
Treaty that simplifies and replaces the previous treaties: before
entering into force (a tentative date could be 2007), however, it has
to undergo a complex ratification process in all 25 member states.
This chapter, therefore, limits itself to highlighting the main insti-
tutional innovations that the Convention and the IGC have intro-
duced concerning the domain of CFSP/ESDP, and assessing their
potential implications.

The Union Minister for Foreign Affairs

On theinstitutional side, thisis arguably the mostimportantinno-
vation proposed by the European Convention. Hitherto floated
mainly by experts and academics, the idea of trying to combine the
roles, attributions and resources of the High Representative for
CFSP and the Commissioner for External Relations was broadly
embraced by Working Group VII, while Working Group VIII
insisted on the need for concentration of authority and unity of
command in crisis management. All this culminated in Art. I-27 of
the draft Constitutional Treaty released by the Convention, which
established the ‘Union Minister for Foreign Affairs’. The IGC revis-
ited some aspects of the mandate and role of the Minister, but with-
out any major change to the overall picture. As a result, the Minis-
ter will be appointed by the European Council acting by qualified
majority, and will also become one of the Vice-Presidents of the
European Commission and a fully-fledged member of the college,
subject to the scrutiny of the European Parliament. Further ele-
ments of her/his portfolio - coordination of existing EU pro-
grammes and bodies, policy initiative, implementation of crisis
management, external representation, chairmanship of the Coun-
cil of Foreign Ministers and, through a representative, of the Polit-
ical and Security Committee - are loosely mentioned in
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Arts. 1-39/40, I1I-197, I11-200/03, 111-205/06 and 111-210/11.4 Inter-
estingly, a limited measure of qualified majority voting (QMYV) -
with all the qualifications and brakes now enshrined in the final
version of Art. I-245 - has been introduced into CFSP, inter alia
whenever decisions are taken on the basis of proposals put forward
by the Minister following a direct European Council request (Art.
I11-201), though not on ‘matters having military or defence impli-
cations’.

On the whole, rather than a full ‘merger’ of the two roles, what
the articles portray is a personal union: a ‘double-hatting’, in
ESDP-speak, and an elaborate operation, in mathematical terms,
encompassing both an addition (the HR and RELEX functions,
plus their combined effect) and a subtraction (the SG function, to
be carried out in the future by an ad hoc appointed official) of
roles. The relative lack of detail in the design of the new postis due
as much to necessity as to expediency, given the persisting diver-
gencesamong the member states on the relative importance of the
Commission and the Council in running CFSP. Preserving a cer-
tain measure of fuzziness, however, allowed a consensus to be
built while leaving the door open for unforeseeable future devel-
opments. As in the case of the High Representative, much will
depend on the individual chosen to become the first incumbent:
background, style and personality play a major role in such cir-
cumstances. Crucial to shaping the role of the ‘Foreign Minister’,
for instance, will be the way in which s/he wears both ‘hats’ there
are major potential advantages in such double accountability, but
there is also the paradoxical risk of being considered mainly a
Commissioner by the Council, and primarily a Council figure by
the rest of the Commission. And, in addition to well-tailored hats,
the first Minister for Foreign Affairs will need a robust umbrella,
as the working relationship and division of labour with the new
President of the European Council foreseen by the Convention
[Art.I-21] will be of some relevance to the nature and image of the
post. Finally, the way in which the ‘European External Action Ser-
vice’ now envisaged in Art. III-197 of the Constitutional Treaty will
be set up could also tip the balance in favour of a more effective
and coherent CFSP/ESDP. This ‘service’ will include officials from
the Council and the Commission as well as seconded national
diplomats. Interestingly, the ‘preparatory work’ to establish it was
to begin ‘as soon as the Constitutional Treaty is signed’, rather
than await ratification.
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Mutual defence and solidarity

The European Convention also introduced two new clauses
intended to strengthen internal cohesion and the member states’
determination to integrate further.

The first one picked up on previous efforts to insert a mutual
defence clause into the EU system. In the run-up to the Amster-
dam Treaty (1997), this translated into the proposal gradually to
incorporate the WEU arrangements into those of the EU. How-
ever, this was eventually rejected. This time, the Convention sug-
gested that such a clause - referring to the case of a state being ‘the
victim of an armed aggression against its territory’ - could be sub-
scribed to on a voluntary basis and represent a specific form of
‘closer cooperation’ open to all. Accordingly, the ‘participating’
states would give the one under attack ‘aid and assistance by all the
means in their power, military or other’, in accordance with Art. 51
of the UN Charter and in ‘close cooperation’ with NATO (Arts. I-
40 (7) and I11-214).

The new clause, however, soon raised old and new doubts over
its possible strategic implications, from its decoupling potential
(across the Atlantic as well as within Europe) to the status of the
non-allied, and became part and parcel of the controversy sparked
by the initiative launched by Belgium, France, Germany and Lux-
embourg in the spring of 2003 to set up an autonomous military
headquarters for EU operations at Tervuren, near Brussels. In the
subsequent IGC, all this led to a partial rewriting of the relevant
articles, whereby the mutual defence clause would become bind-
ing for all - thus suppressing its voluntary character and the
‘closer cooperation’ format - while contemplating explicit provi-
sos for both NATO members and non-allied countries. Somewhat
‘neutralised’ in its impact, the revised clause eventually remained
in Art. I-40 - as an objective of the Union - but disappeared from
partIIl of the Constitutional Treaty, where policies are spelt outin
more detail.

The Convention introduced another new clause, whereby the
EU and its member states would ‘act jointly in a spirit of solidarity’
in the event of amember state being ‘the victim of a terroristattack
or natural or man-made disaster’. Accordingly, the Union would
‘mobilise all the instruments atits disposal, including the military
resources made available by the member states’, to prevent the ter-
rorist threat and assist a member state ‘in its territory’. The imple-



Antonio Missiroli

mentation of the new clause would be entrusted to the Council of
Ministers and the Political and Security Committee (Arts.I-42 and
III-231). This new solidarity clause did not trigger any major con-
troversy inside or outside the IGC, perhaps in part because its
scopeislimited to the ‘territory’ of the member state concerned. In
the aftermath of the terrorist attack in Madrid on 11 March 2004,
the European Council reiterated the mutual solidarity commit-
ment in a common declaration that reproduced almost literally
the text of Art. I-42.

On closer inspection, however, both articles display a lack of
specifics as to their actual implementation, institutionally as well
as operationally. They entail general commitments but no specific
enforcement modalities. Also, the dividing line between mutual
defence against an armed aggression and mutual solidarity against
a terrorist attack may prove very thin indeed. Yet both clauses pro-
vide legitimacy to any future development in this domain. In par-
ticular, Art. I-42 could be compared to NATO’s Art. S when it was
firstdrafted and approved in 1949:in fact, the relevant permanent
military structures were put in place some time after the political
commitment was subscribed to.

Asimilar consideration can apply to the ‘European Armaments,
Research, and Military Capabilities Agency’ envisaged in Art. III-
212 of the draft Constitutional Treaty. Floated also in the Final
Report of Working Group VIII, the proposal to set up the ‘Defence
Agency’ -asitisnow more succinctly called - has already been setin
motion on the policy side: the first relevant decision was taken by
the European Council in June 2003 and an Agency Establishment
Team appointed afew monthslater. Actually, the Agency will mate-
rialise long before the Constitutional Treaty enters into force. Yet
having its broad goals anchored in the text adds to its legitimacy -
all the more so as this is a policy area in which many developments
have taken place outside any treaty framework.

Enhanced and structured cooperation

Last but not least, the European Convention substantially modi-
fied the existing Treaty by openly introducing ‘enhanced coopera-
tion’ in defence matters.

To start with, Art. I-43 of the draft Constitutional Treaty rede-
fines the scope and modalities of ‘enhanced cooperation’ (emphasis
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added in this and subsequent quotations) in general - i.e. ‘within
the framework of the Union’s non-exclusive competencies’ - with-
out mentioning any of the restrictions still enshrined in Art. 27 of
the Nice Treaty. In principle, therefore, it applies also to CFSP and
ESDP in their entirety, although with specific procedures (as in
the final version of Art. III-325 (2)). In fact, the IGC eventually
explained that, in the CFSP domain, ‘enhanced cooperation’
could be launched only unanimously - and most strictly so, once
again, when it comes to ‘matters having military or defence impli-
cations’ - even when it comes to deciding how to take decisions
(which may or may not be unanimous, except for military/defence
matters, where it must) within such a framework. Such ‘enhanced
cooperation’is open to all member states at any time but onlyasa
‘last resort’, namely, ‘when it has been established within the
Council of Ministers that the objectives of such cooperation can-
not be attained within a reasonable period by the Union asa whole’.
Italso has to bring together at least one third of the member states
and, even after the launch, it must ‘promote’ the successive inclu-
sion of ‘as many member states as possible’. Finally, acts adopted
in the context of ‘enhanced cooperation’ are only binding on the
participating countries and cannot be regarded as part of the
acquis.

In short, Art. I-43 enables the member states to launch
‘enhanced cooperation’in any policy field, albeit on certain condi-
tions as laid outin detail in Arts. I1I-322/29. As such, it also consti-
tutes a potential institutional deterrent against political deadlock
and the repeated boycott of policy initiatives, especially in the
absence of any significant shift towards majority voting in the
CFSP/ESDP domain.

Moreover, Arts.1-40 and I1I-213 of the Convention’s draft Con-
stitutional Treaty spoke of ‘structured cooperation’ in the field of
defence for those member states that ‘fulfil higher military capa-
bility criteria and wish to enter into more binding commitments
in this matter with a view to the most demanding tasks’. The rele-
vant criteria and commitments were to be set outin a specific ‘Pro-
tocol’ which, unfortunately, the Convention did not provide. The
combination of this omission, the intrinsically exclusive character
of the scheme and the parallel controversies over the Tervuren ini-
tiative triggered a negative reaction by some member states - from
both the ‘Atlanticist’ and the non-allied camps - that translated
into a partial rewriting of Art. I1I-213 in the IGC.
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As a result, what is now called ‘permanent structured coopera-
tion’ looks a much more inclusive and transparent undertaking,
fully in tune with current policy developments, and related to a
concrete Protocol that mentions the basic criteria for participa-
tion. These are the following: achievement of high military opera-
tional readiness through national and/or multinational force
packages, and through pooling and/or specialising of means and
capabilities; participation in the development of ‘major joint or
European equipment programmes’ and in the activities of the
Defence Agency;and increased cooperation with aview to meeting
agreed objectives concerning ‘the level of investment expenditure
on defence equipment’. The first criterion has subsequently been
linked to the so-called ‘battle groups’ concept, developed from
early 2004, and the second to the Defence Agency and the planned
Headline Goal for 2010. Finally, the procedures for launching the
scheme and opening it up to potential new adherents have been
made more acceptable to all member states, mainly by setting out
ad hocrules:indeed, in the final version of Art. III-213, ‘permanent
structured cooperation’is established through QMV as defined in
Art. I-24; further accessions to (or suspensions from) the scheme
are also to be decided by QMV. By contrast, decisions and recom-
mendations adopted within the framework of such ‘permanent
structured cooperation’ are to be taken by unanimity. Finally, it is
also worth noting that no threshold for the minimum level of par-
ticipants has been set.

In other words, ‘permanent structured cooperation’ now
looks essentially different both from other possible forms of
‘enhanced cooperation’ - it is predetermined in its scope rather
than generically enabling, and has specific procedures - and from
previous steps in the field of ESDP, which were based almost
exclusively on voluntary contributions and peer pressure. Now,
the commitmentis ‘permanent’, its nature is ‘structured’ and the
capability assessment is based on certification, following
NATO’s example. Furthermore, the taboo over the unanimity
rule on ‘matters having military or defence implications’ - reiter-
ated elsewhere in the same text of the Constitutional Treaty - is
explicitly broken here in order to meet functional goals and over-
come potential vetoes, although it resurfaces (a bit surprisingly)
as an internal procedure.

What still looks a bit fuzzy is the extent to which participation
is determined by political will and/or functional ability. As com-
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pared with the convergence criteria for joining monetary union
enshrined in the Maastricht Treaty, for instance, the criteria listed
in Art. III-213 and the Protocol are less specific and leave more
room for interpretation. Also, it is not clear which criterion mat-
ters most, although there is a tendency to emphasise high military
readiness. Yet again, such fuzziness may end up representing an
asset rather than aliability, especially in light of the unpredictabil-
ity of strategic scenarios and political developments. And it is
debatable whether a Constitutional Treaty, whose duration is inde-
terminate almost by nature, should enshrine detailed norms and
figures regarding the short-term implementation of a policy.

Afundamental question remains to be answered, though: what
is ‘permanent structured cooperation’ ultimately for? With the
new Art. ITI-213, the draft Constitutional Treaty seems to be aim-
ing at two main objectives: the first is the general improvement of
existing European military capabilities, to be pursued through
explicit functional benchmarks and implicit political incentives
(being ‘in’ or ‘out’) set in common. This is something the EU has
proved to be good at, as both Monetary Union and Schengen have
shown, while NATO has not. Yetit needs to be stressed that, in this
domain, the challenge for the Europeans is particularly demand-
ing.

The second main objectiveisless evidentbutnolessimportant:
those member states that participate in the ‘permanentstructured
cooperation’ will also constitute the first obvious addressees for
any future major EU-led military operation. They may not come to
represent an ‘avant-garde’ or a ‘pioneer group’ in the traditional
sense of these terms but, if successful, they will certainly become
the most credible (and most interoperable) candidates for manag-
ing joint and combined crisis management operations on behalf
of the EU.

The next steps

On the whole, the proposals and provisions that have emerged
from the European Convention and the IGC may not have
answered all the questions raised in the Laeken Declaration. How-
ever, they have certainly changed the institutional context within
which ESDP is carried out in at least one essential aspect: the Con-
stitutional Treaty now contains much-needed enabling clauses and
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does away with almostall the traditional constraining and limiting
clauses of the previous Treaties. Much as some provisions still
entail restrictions on ‘matters having military or defence implica-
tions’ and so-called ‘emergency brakes’against QMYV, these seem to
be mostly symbolic, a sort of preliminary reassurance for member
states that their ultimate sovereignty will not be dented. As the case
of ‘permanent structured cooperation’ proves, however, when it
comes to specific schemes that are already accepted by all, such
restrictions tend to be set aside. Far from being fully or perfectly
elaborated, in other words, the new articles nevertheless provide
the necessary legal and political preconditions for a more flexible
and effective common security and defence policy.

At this stage, however, what is likely to be crucial for ESDP is
the way in which such enabling provisions are put in place. To a
large extent, of course, this depends on the ratification of the Con-
stitutional Treaty itself, with all its current unknowns. Even in the
event of an early and smooth ratification, though, some provi-
sions are likely to enter into force immediately and others (espe-
cially those related to the voting system and the Commission)
much later, thus generating gaps and asymmetries in the system.
In the event of alengthy and difficult ratification process, the gaps
and the overall uncertainty may grow even bigger. Finally, as
already mentioned, some provisions enshrined in the Constitu-
tional Treaty (the Defence Agency, the ‘battle groups’ concept, the
solidarity clause against terrorism) are already being implemented
and will therefore be in place before - and arguably even regardless
of - its entry into force.

Itis therefore fair to say thatitis essential to adopt appropriate
transitional arrangements for a step-by-step implementation of
the spiritand substance of the Constitutional Treaty for aslongas
its letter and form remain in limbo. This is especially true for the
Union ‘Minister for Foreign Affairs’, the European External
Action Service and ‘permanent structured cooperation’.

A final question deserves to be raised, namely: does it matter?
Does it make a difference for ESDP whether the Constitutional
Treaty is ratified and enters into force or not?

On the one hand, in fact, ESDP has so far developed mainly
outside the EU treaty framework: Presidency Reports, simple
Council decisions and Joint Actions have driven a policy whose
‘constitutional’ underpinning has always been, at best, minimal.
In a way, ESDP has come to cover policy areas that were simply not
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explicitly forbidden by the treaties, and only in so far as they were
not. In principle, with the possible partial exception of the EU
‘Minister for Foreign Affairs’, it could well continue to do so, with
the additional advantage of not raising delicate questions of final-
ité and souveraineté that could backfire on it.

On the other hand, however, the debates in the European Con-
vention and the IGC helped shape a consensus on options that,
since, have been not only accepted but also gradually put in place.
The whole ‘constitutional’ exercise, therefore, has proved useful
and effective, freeing new initiatives and, in a sense, legitimising
them in advance. It would thus be a pity for the credibility of the
EU in general, and for the legitimacy of ESDP in particular, if the
remarkable efforts of the past two years were wasted for reasons
that may turn out to have little to do with the contents and scope
of the Constitutional Treaty.
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ESDP: the first

Martti Ahtisaari five years

In the early 1990s, Europe was divided on how to deal with the
deepening crises in the Balkans. European unwillingness to send
troops in the beginning of the crisis in Yugoslavia made UN
involvement essential. Europe, redefining its post-Cold War raison
d’étre was incapable of coping with a situation where Yugoslavia as
a society was too weak to prevent a government-initiated civil war
between ethnic groups, and it watched from the sidelines as
Yugoslavia slid towards its bloody demise.

Only a few years later, the outbreak of war in Kosovo demon-
strated Europe’s continued dependency on US military capabili-
ties. However, NATO’s European allies had learned from their fail-
ure to act early on in Bosnia and made a major contribution to the
effort in Kosovo.

I was involved in the international effort to find peace in the
region on two different occasions, first in the International Con-
ference on Former Yugoslavia in 1992-93 and secondly in the
Kosovo peace negotiations in 1999. As a European, I felt very
strongly the need for Europe to have a common policy and the
ability to act when conflicts break out in its neighbourhood.

Five years after the war in Kosovo, for Europe the challenge of
the Balkans is far from over. The unresolved status of Kosovo, the
future of the relationship between Serbiaand Montenegro and the
fact that both Kosovo and Bosnia remain subject to international
supervision can all bring a new wave of instability to Europe’s
South. As the recent upsurge of ethnic violence in Kosovo demon-
strated, the international community is struggling to form a clear
vision as to how self-sustaining domestic structures can be estab-
lished. The Balkans has become a test case for ESDP and a mirror
of Europe’s capability to put the ESDP concepts into practice.

The European Union was born as an initiative for conflict
prevention and crisis management. Starting in the 1940s, signifi-
cant efforts were made to create a lasting security, economic and
political infrastructure in Western Europe. Institutions that were
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created at that time - from the OECD to the Council of Europe,
from NATO to the European Coal and Steel Community leading
to today’s European Union - now form an indispensable frame-
work for stability.

The EU Council Decision taken in Cologne in June 1999 to
launch the European Security and Defence Policy, just at the end
of the Kosovo campaign, was a direct response to the rude awak-
ening that the Balkans had brought to Europe, to the United
States and to the rest of the world. Already the Maastricht Treaty
had recognised the need for coordination in security and defence
policy. Given the many faces of national defence policies and dif-
fering expectations of the 15 member states, however, the incep-
tion of ESDP in Cologne was a historical landmark. Despite the
obstacles, the approach adopted in Cologne and the subsequent
decisions taken in Helsinki have steadily taken EU towards con-
crete measures for the promotion of stability, conflict prevention
and crisis management, making the Union an increasingly influ-
ential actor and a significant partner for the UN, OSCE and
NATO. When chairing the Helsinki European Council in 1999, 1
felt there was a determination among the Heads of State or Gov-
ernment to deliver something concrete. ButI could not have imag-
ined how far those decisions would take ESDP in five short years.

When assessing the merits of ESDP, it must be borne in mind
that a variety of differing national security and defence policies
have been able to come together in the ESDP framework. One of
the Cologne conclusions established that effective European secu-
rity and defence policy requires that European NATO Allies and
the European neutral and non-aligned member states have equal
rights of full participation in EU operations. Through the so-
called ‘Berlin-plus’ agreement, which became a sensitive and test-
ing matter for ESDP, the two European security structures have
formed a functioning cooperation, something that is vital to the
successful conduct of ESDP. Along with its Irish, Swedish and
Austrian colleagues, Finland, a nation that has throughout its
independent history depended solely on its own military means to
defend its territory, suddenly found itself in a new defence and
security policy circle.

If the NATO member nations have worried that ESDP is a
wasteful duplication of NATO efforts and undermines its core
business, the non-aligned, in part, have had to re-evaluate and, as
is the case of Finland, forgo the policy of neutrality. The pains that
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the Union went through in agreeing on the mutual defence guar-
antees and the other defence provisions of the proposed Constitu-
tion for the EU was a further demonstration of the great determi-
nation thatis driving ESDP forward. As in many other policy areas
within the Union, the ESDP has been skilfully able to merge the
security and defence policy options that often underpin the very
existence of any nation.

Yet though many strong forces draw ESDP together, much still
drivesitapart, one such example being the differing threat percep-
tions among member states. Perhaps as a result of the varying
views on the wide array of issues that lie within the field of defence
and security,demands for an exclusive defence circle that could act
in the name of the EU in a more effective, robust and capable man-
ner have intensified among certain member states. In my opinion,
this development would be counter-productive to the European
idea. We must allow each member state committed to the provi-
sions of the Treaty on European Union a say in the conduct of
ESDP. To succeed, the process must remain genuinely pan-Euro-
pean. For historical, geographical and economic reasons the capa-
bilities of member states vary, but each nation certainly has some-
thing valuable to contribute.

I see that the differing traditions of the participating nations
have given the European Union a chance tobecome a differentkind
of global actor and crisis manager from those that already exist.
The Nordic nations, for example, have brought to the forefront the
civilian aspects of crisis managementas an integral and inseparable
part of successful crisis management, which in my opinion is the
niche capability that operational ESDP must exploit.

From the early days of their membership of the Union, Finland
and Sweden have actively contributed to the development of
ESDP. It was the joint proposal of Finland and Sweden in 1996
thatled to the incorporation of the ‘Petersberg tasks’ in the Treaty
on European Union, thus providing a framework for operational
ESDP. Mandated by the Cologne decisions, the Finnish presi-
dency and the Helsinki Council gave some of the comprehensive
crisis management tools concrete form by establishing the
politico-military structures and the civilian crisis management
mechanism, which have become an inherent part of coherent and
comprehensive EU crisis management policy. The Helsinki deci-
sions thus paved the way to a new approach to harness member
states’ efforts in crisis situations.
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Delivering the niche

Thanks to the political momentum, ESDP became operational
much faster than many had imagined. As a novel endeavour, the
EU’s crisis management is better able to establish rapid deploy-
ment, information sharing, interoperability, and sustainability in
peace operations. The design of the crisis management toolbox of
the Union is flexible, in that it can widen and deepen an interven-
tion and apply a comprehensive approach to crisis management.
Despite certain significant gaps in military capability, the Union
was able to declare itself operational and able to carry out the full
range of Petersberg tasks by 2003, the scheduled time. The year
2003 marked a breakthrough for ESDP, as four EU operations were
launched. Nevertheless, five years after Cologne, Europe has for the
first time in its history proactively engaged in security affairs, cov-
ering tasks that range from policing to military intervention.

If the Union can claim early merits for its military ability to
respond to crises, the same is not as yet true of its civilian crisis
management capability. The true establishment of ‘mixed opera-
tions’, compassing military and civilian components involving
both EU as well as member state resources, is still a largely unfin-
ished concept, and will need some serious work and commitment
to become more than a mere promise. State-building is an awk-
ward business for the military, but the Union has not yet ‘opera-
tionalised’ the full range of civilian crisis management capacities
envisaged, other than police.

The ability to offera full and comprehensive range of means for
crisis management is crucial in today’s crisis scenarios. Recent
experiences in Iraq, Afghanistan and the Balkans demonstrate the
necessity to involve rule of law, civil administration and civil
protection experts in the early stages of planning. There is no
quick route to state-building, but the slow mobilisation of civil
elements can cost the international community the small window
of opportunity that often exists in the immediate aftermath of a
crisis situation. Appropriate planning and support structures for
operations must match the European Union’s ambitions and
commitments of crisis management personnel in all three priority
areas - rule of law, civilian administration and civil protection.
The professional conduct of civilian operations will require expert
resources for strategic and operational planning in all three prior-
ity areas, as well as for mission support tasks.



Martti Ahtisaari

The European Union, together with the rest of the interna-
tional community, must recognise that there are more and more
countries that fail to govern and are unwilling to provide security
and basic government services for their citizens. There are an
increasing number of situations where difficulties persist in
efforts to set up national governments and functioning local civil
administrations that are able to provide even the basic social serv-
ices and internal security. Failing states are a fundamental chal-
lenge. The international community must finally begin to recon-
sider its state-building strategies through the development of
standard response packages, expanding its tools and making bet-
ter use of contemporary technologies to help it win the civilian
battle for peace and stability.

The wisdom of multilateralism

The development of ESDP coincides with the evolution and reor-
ganisation of UN peace operations that has taken place over the
past decade. The post-Cold War environment obliged us to rede-
fine the supply and demand for peace and security. Compared with
the United Nations, the EU has from the very beginning had a
number of advantages as a political actor and crisis manager. One
of the demonstrated advantages in its neighbourhood has been the
prospect of EU membership, which has helped to create stability
and incentives for democratic change. Through the integration
processes of the European Union and NATO, governments of Cen-
tral European countries have had the means to create a desire for
change. The progress made during the past ten years has produced
abrighter outlook and provided examples for the Balkan countries
struggling with the parallel processes of transition from war to
peace and from the communist system to the market economy.

The EU has made clear that it is not seeking to make others in
the business of crisis management redundant and that, while
duplication of effort is wasteful in a world of scarce resources, it is
perhapsbetter to have aslight overlap than have uncovered gapsin
peace building and crisis management. Nevertheless, sharing
roles and combining the competences of different actors would
free each organisation to do jobs for which it is best suited.

The pre-enlargement 15 EU member states provide more than
40 per cent of the UN peacekeeping budget; it is therefore not
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surprising that they have found itin their interest to create a work-
ing relationship between the two organisations. The Joint EU-UN
declaration of September 2003 on cooperation in crisis manage-
mentand the ongoing discussions about further formalising their
crisis management relations constitute a welcome developmentin
the establishment of a real continuum of differing roles and
responsibilities in crisis management. Operation Artemis in the
Democratic Republic of Congo demonstrated Europe’s capability
for rapid reaction, and its value for the United Nations, which
often falls short of such a capability. I believe that the formal cre-
ation of an EU rapid response capability and the so-called ‘battle
groups’ conceptby the year 2007 will become a significantasset for
UN peacekeeping, which in the comingyears will have to cope with
asurge in large-scale peacekeeping operations on the African con-
tinent. We also have an example of reverse role-sharing in Bosnia
and Herzegovina, where the EU has been able to relinquish UN for
other, more pressing policing missions.

The effectiveness of any multilateral system depends on the
political will to cooperate and intervene. Europe mustbe prepared
to summon up the political will to use the capabilities it has devel-
oped. The first EU operations have already shown that not all
member states will always be keen to engage within the EU frame-
work. While the decision to engage should remain a national one,
having developed the capability, the EU must be committed to
using it to answer to the demands and needs of the world. It will
have to take on operations flexibly and be able to deal with
unplanned exigencies and situations that may not neatly fit pre-
planned timetables. This holds true in particular of operations
that may have to be carried out on the European continent in the
post-11 September era.

In the current security environment we are reminded of the
urgent need for effective multilateralism all too frequently. While
some may argue that unilateral action - be it state-building or out-
right war - is aless complex and time-consuming venture, it will as
an approach quickly become an expensive way of acting and can
lose thelocal and global credibility thatare crucial to the success of
reconciliation. The recent past has taught us the effectiveness of
broad participation and extensive burden-sharing in peace opera-
tions. The only way to avoid previous mistakes and wasted effortis
systematically to conduct lessons-learned processes within the
Union and share them with the organisations with which the EU
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cooperatesin peace operations. Furthermore, the EU should focus
its activities by carrying out a risk analysis so as to set a limited list
of priorities of the most urgent conflicts to tackle, based on a divi-
sion of labour with the UN, OSCE and NATO. Each organisation
should concentrate on areas where they can bring added value to
the international effort. In the case of the EU it could be in devel-
oping cooperation, peacekeeping and peace building activities.

From theory to practice

The presence and efforts of the international community to build
sustainable peace and reconstruct states in the Balkans - or in any
other crisis area - requires long-term commitment. We have seen
that the effectiveness of international efforts suffers when respon-
sibility is divided between several organisations. In both Kosovo
and Bosnia-Herzegovina, the presence of a multitude of interna-
tional administrators, monitors and coordinators from different
organisations hasled to both duplication of effort and gaps in cov-
erage. At their worst, institutional rivalries can damage the overall
effort of conflict management. It is therefore time for the EU to
take aleading and uniting role in the area.

The shiftin world politics has caused a transfer of leadership in
the Balkans: it is the European Union that is to set the agenda for
the future. The common European perspective dramatically
increases not only the EU’s influence on the region but also its
responsibilities there. The EU’s political agenda of integrating the
Balkan countries into transatlantic structures is vital. Both the
United States and Russia are scaling down their presence in the
Balkans, which will probably lead to a greater EU share of the
Balkans burden, presumably with assured access to NATO assets.

I consider that it is necessary to strengthen the EU’s political
competence and its ability to manage crises in its neighbourhood.
An enhanced defence capability is also a prerequisite for a func-
tioning transatlantic relationship. However, we should remember
that the further development of the Union is for the common pur-
poses of the member states, which are neither aimed against the
United States nor pursued for it. The EU has to be able to demon-
strate in practice that it is willing and able to solve security prob-
lems. Institutional reforms cannot go far in solving problems
unless the member states have a genuine desire and political will to
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develop common policies. The current situation, where the High
Representative for CFSP lacks the necessary resources to imple-
ment policies approved by the European Council, is simply unac-
ceptable. We cannot afford to wait for the ratification of the Con-
stitution; we should correct the situation without delay.

Becomingaseriousactor in foreign and security policy requires
a functioning decision-making structure in which member states
have delegated genuine foreign and security political authority to
the Union. It also requires military power and the readiness to use
that power, but only as a last resort and based on common rules.

ESDP is a work in progress but the European Union is ready to
take over its first joint operation in Bosnia and Herzegovina. The
Balkan countries are in the EU’s immediate geographic proximity,
and its member states have sometimes strong but differing inter-
ests in the region. As the EU takes over the Bosnia operation, it is
clear that it will become one of the most important test cases for
cooperation between Europe and the United States. I also recog-
nise that the Europeans have to take on the lion’s share of the bur-
den. Despite this, it is evident that successful post-conflict reha-
bilitation in the region requires a strong EU-US partnership and
common engagement until the goal of the operation has been
comprehensively achieved. The EU and the United States must
have a common strategy on how best to support the new leader-
ship of the governments in the democratic transition and how to
apportion and prioritise international donor funds. In addition, it
is of vital importance that this common strategy must also be
shared by Russia.

The European Union is a newcomer to the business of peace
support operations. But its member states have for decades been
involved in the whole variety of peace operations in various parts
of the world. The Union should therefore not make excuses but
demand professionalism and coherence from its missions. After
all, it is not disappointment in others that may drive ESDP to
despair but disappointment in our own actions that can have
detrimental effects on the future of the process. The experience
and the building blocks of ESDP now exist; we must now under-
take to carefully combine the two and put the theory into practice.
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This paper was written before Michel Barnier was appointed France’s Minister
for Foreign Affairs. It relates his experience as a member of the European
Commission, a Commission representative to the Convention on the Future of
the Union and Chairman of the Convention Working Group on Defence.

Europeans today are more keenly aware of the dangers that
threaten not only their own continent but, more widely, peace and
security throughout the world. Many have come to understand the
limitations of purely national responses and want to see Europe
equip itself with the means to defend peace and democracy when
the need arises. For that purpose, they are ready to contribute to
forms of diplomatic and military intervention that are effective,
within the law and mindful of the role of the United Nations. The
Convention on the Future of the Union was conscious of that
trend, as I saw whenI chaired the Working Group on Defence in the
autumn of 2002.

After more than fifteen months of discussions, the Convention
adopted a draft Constitution for Europe, containing provisions
on security and defence that largely mirror the Working Group’s
proposals. In formulating those proposals, we were very attentive
to the new international geopolitical context and conscious of the
fact that today Europe is required to face new threats and chal-
lenges. With the determination being shown by a number of Euro-
pean countries, balances are alteringand the introduction of a real
European defence is now possible.

The main point I wish to make is that, at a time of new threats
to international stability, Europe has an essential role to play in
the field of foreign policy and cannot content itself with the status
quo.
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An era of new threats

When the Berlin Wall fell and brought the Cold War to an end, the
balance ofterror that characterised that period of high international
tension ceased to exist. A world order based on a precarious, but gen-
uine, balance between the nuclear deterrents and the might of the
two superpowers gave way to a world disorder, where ‘hyperpower’
America’s defence of its own interests does not suffice to ensure
international peace and stability.

As confrontations multiply, the threats that they represent are
complicated by the fact that they stem from many different factors
- the struggle for control of natural resources, territorial claims,
ethnic crimes, organised crime, etc.

After years of warfare, the Balkans region is still a focus of
attention. Beyond Europe, the example of Africa underlines the
instability of the international situation and the need for the
European Union to be able to intervene if necessary in distant the-
atres of operation. The expansion of international terrorism also
calls for increased vigilance and concerted policies to combat a
phenomenon that knows no frontiers.

Europe - danger zone

Europeis notahaven of peace and prosperity in a dangerous world.
Wars and conflicts continue in Europe - witness the triple crisis in
the Balkans (Bosnia, Kosovo, Macedonia). And if Europe is often
the target of terrorist plots, it is also where they are hatched, as the
attacks of 11 September 2001 and 11 March 2004 have shown.
Europe’s borders are now closer to danger zones such as the
Balkans, the Middle East or the Caucasus. And the interplay of
economies and interests is such that conflicts outside European
territory affect European interests.

One factor of uncertainty to be reckoned with is that Europe is
no longer central to the United States’ priorities - 92 per cent of US
forces have now been withdrawn from NATO. The transatlantic
link is under severe strain: the United States now seems undecided
whether to regard NATO as a basic expression of political solidar-
ity between the two sides of the Atlantic or an alliance a la carte,
depending on US priorities.
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A strategic responsibility for Europe

Europe is a leading economic power: with 25 member states and
450 million inhabitants it accounts for a quarter of world GNP.

But Europe also has political ambitions, affirmed by the mem-
ber states over ten years ago in the Treaty of Maastricht. Now it
needs to develop a capacity for political influence commensurate
with its economic capacities.

The Union must see itself as a continental power, exist as a
global economic force and affirm its role as a guarantor of secu-
rity. It must help to safeguard populations, fight famine, epi-
demics and natural disasters, and combat organised crime. It
must also play an active part in strategic security, in fighting ter-
rorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and
in settling internal or regional conflicts.

Doing nothing is not an option. Europe must play its part in
the emergence of anewinternational order based onlawand coop-
eration between the centres of power that are the United States,
Europe and Asia, and the emergent China. It is important to
understand that multipolarity is not a slogan or a political pro-
gramme, but a fact, a reality that we must learn to deal with in
terms of the concepts of today’s world, not the reflexes of a bygone
era. In developing new ways of ordering matters, Europe’s role will
be vital.

What needs to be done, and how? In addition to the progress
accomplished in the last five years, the draft Constitution for
Europe reinforces the legal and political framework required to
develop a European defence, in terms of military capabilities and
institutional organisation.

The need for a more credible defence policy

First observation: the tasks carried out by EU member states’ armed
forces are in the main crisis management operations in external
theatres. The tasks of maintaining and restoring peace, i.e. the
‘Petersberg tasks’, must also extend to the fight against terrorism.
Second observation: the European Union has no genuine capacity
for political reaction in the event of external attack on one or more
of its member states. While the military response is primarily a
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matter for NATO, the gulf between that organisation’s capabili-
ties and the range of powers and resources at the Union’s disposal
is huge.

Third observation: such measures will have no effect unless Euro-
peans decide on a decisive strengthening of their military capabil-
ities, which trail further and further behind those of the
United States, particularly in the field of research and develop-
ment, where the ratiois 1 to 5. And military research has a positive
spin-off for civil industries, so that failure to keep up investment
in that sector severely penalises the economy as a whole.

In this respect, the recent approaches of some European coun-
tries to military equipment are unquestionably counter-produc-
tive. Military aeronautical research is an area of European techno-
logical and scientific excellence, but there is a danger that it could
largely slip through Europe’s fingers.

Last observation: the member states of the Union, present and
future, do not all share the same ambitions with regard to Euro-
pean security and defence. The political will differs widely from
state to state, some primarily committed to NATO and the
transatlantic link, others with along tradition of neutrality.

A favourable political context

The development of a European defence policy is stated as a long-
term goal in the Maastricht, Amsterdam and Nice Treaties. But
many member states are also members of NATO, and security and
defence issues are a natural part of their foreign policy. Some, such
as France and the United Kingdom, also have global capabilities for
action and global interests.

The Union cannot build a genuine foreign policy without cre-
ating its own capabilities for military action. As Chairman of the
Convention Working Group on Defence, I therefore hailed the
positive trend that had emerged since the meeting between France
and the United Kingdom in St-Malo. Thanks to the process begun
there and continued by the Union, genuine politico-military
structures have been set up under the auspices of the Union’s
Council of Ministers, with a Military Staff, a Military Committee
and a Political and Security Committee. The member states have
approved significant capability objectives (the Helsinki Headline
Goal) for crisis management tasks.
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Since then, the Franco-German declaration of 22 January 2003
and the Franco-British declaration made at Le Touquet on 4 Feb-
ruary 2003, as the Iraqi crisis was entering a very difficult phase,
have confirmed that there is genuine political will on the part of
the most committed states. In that favourable context, the pro-
posals which I made and which were taken up by the Convention
were designed to strengthen Europe’s capacity for decision-mak-
ing and action on security and defence in compliance with the
commitments entered into in the Atlantic Alliance.

The draft Constitution updates the provisions on crisis man-
agement outside European territory, by adapting the Petersberg tasks
(of maintaining and restoring peace) to include combating terror-
ism and improving crisis management procedures.

In the event of an attack on the territory of a member state, the
Union must be able to respond appropriately - hence my proposal
for a solidarity clause enabling member states to avert terrorist
threats and, if necessary, respond to an attack. And for those will-
ing and able to go further, solidarity could extend to collective self-
defence, for which provision already exists in the modified Brussels
Treaty.

Strengthening the Union’s military capabilities is a vital pre-
requisite for the pursuit of a credible, influential foreign policy.
The creation of an Agency in the field of defence capabilities development,
research, acquisition and armaments will enable the member states to
carry out collaborative programmes among themselves and help
ensure that capability commitments are met. The need for such
action rapidly became so apparent that when the European Coun-
cil met in Thessaloniki in June 2003 it took forward that initiative
without waiting for the Constitutional Treaty to be ratified.

Finally, these proposals set great store by flexibility, for not all
member states are willing or able to cooperate in this area. For the
most demanding tasks, the draft Constitution therefore allows
for structured cooperation between those member states that are willing
and able to engage in it. This form of capacity-linked select coop-
eration, set out in the Protocol negotiated at the Intergovernmen-
tal Conference in the autumn of 2003, opens up new prospects for
a European defence.

All these proposals were well received by the representatives of
the governments of the member states whose task it was to finalise
the draft Constitution. True, the European Council did not reach
agreement on the Constitution when it met in Brussels in
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December 2003, but the impetus given to defence issues brought
fresh progress, with the decision to set up new operational mili-
tary structures under the Union’s auspices. That is clearly a very
positive sign, and confirmation that the Convention has taken the
rightroad. Solutions to difficultissues can be found where thereis
sufficient political will.

In this way we will succeed in building a political Europe in
which member states are convinced of the need to act together,
becauseitis in their interests to do so.
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Fiveyearsisa fairly short time when it comes to major political evo-
lutions such as the emergence of a European common security and
defence policy. When we look at the evolution of the security poli-
cies of even large states, qualitative changes normally take far
longer to come to fruition.

That being so, it is easy to describe the evolution of European
security and defence policy during the last year as a rather impres-
sive achievement. The Union has gone from something that was
fairly close to nothing to a situation that is beginning to resemble
something. To do this in a dialogue of 15 nation-states that are
busy safeguarding their core independence in these areas is an
achievement that is far from negligible.

That is one way of looking at these five years. Another, which
leads to a somewhat different assessment, is to compare this devel-
opment with the changes we are seeing in the wider strategic envi-
ronment that is influencing Europe, and which Europe has every
interestin trying to influence.

With the demise of the Soviet empire, Europe finally emerged from
the long dark night that started in the summer of 1914. Finally, all
of Europe was able to emerge from the shadows of Hitler and Stalin.

The necessary strategic solution to the fundamentally new sit-
uation then created was to build, step by step, a federation of
nation-states, eventually covering all of Europe to the west of Rus-
sia, stretching from the Arctic Sea down to the Mediterranean,and
eventually also bridging the Bosporus. With no overt enemy to
deter using military instruments, Europe had to confront the
enemy thatis its own history of conflicts and rivalry, and there was
and is no other way of doing that than through the slow process of
buildingstructures of integration that gradually bring the nations
and peoples of Europe closer and closer together.

During the past decade, that process has been by far the most
important contribution of the European Union to peace and sta-
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bility ina part of the world that for nearly halfa century was a pow-
der keg ready to explode, and during the preceding half century
had dragged much of the world into two devastating military con-
flicts. The entry of Austria, Finland and Sweden in 1995 more or
less completed the process of enlargement in Western Europe,
while that of 2004 brought in the entire Baltic and Central Euro-
pean area.

In parallel with the process of enlargement, the development of
the ESDP was meant to contribute to conflict resolution, stability
and peace in the somewhat wider areas around or near the periph-
ery of the expanding Union. In particular, the conflict-ridden
Balkans have been the focus.

In the coming years the process of enlargement will move ever
more decisively into the mosaic of the post-Ottoman area -
already having Greece and a divided Cyprus as members — and will
accordingly have to confront more difficultissues.

It is sometimes said that the success of ESDP should be meas-
ured by itsachievements in the area of the Balkans. While being too
limited a view of the tasks of ESDP - with the European Security
Strategy a far more ambitious agenda has been set - it is neverthe-
less true thata policy thatis seen as failing here will have ahard time
making itself a success elsewhere. It is also in this region that we
have seen the first rudimentary operational missions of ESDP.

The 1990s saw a succession of wars in this area that painfully
illustrated the shortcomings not only of Europe but also of the
entire international system. From the brief war in Sloveniain 1991
to the open conflict in FYROM in 2001, the guns roared, houses
were torched and millions fled across this entire region.

The rhetoric and the reality of these conflicts and the efforts to
solve them diverge considerably. According to the prevailing
mythology, it was all a failure of Europe, and things could only be
sorted out by the intervention of the United States.

But the reality is more complex. While both Europeans and
Americans certainly failed, it can well be argued that the European
approach of trying to seek long-term political solutions to the
complex issues of the region was a more appropriate one that the
somewhat more quick-action and military oriented one originat-
ing in the United States.

The essential lesson of the Balkans, however, is that issues like
these cannot be solved if there is seen to be dissonance in the inter-
national community, notably across the Atlantic.
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The United States de facto blocked the political efforts to seek
a compromise settlement of the Bosnian conflict during 1992,
1993 and 1994, rendering the efforts of the European Union and
the United Nations during those years nearly completely ineffec-
tive. It was only when, in the summer of 1995, the United States
had to stare into the abyss itself that it suddenly embraced com-
promise principles it had previously rejected and thus facilitated a
settlement no better than what would have been possible some
years earlier. It was not primarily military intervention, but politi-
cal compromise, that ended the war in Bosnia.

This crucial lesson of Bosnia was forgotten when it came to the
handling of the Kosovo issue several years later. A compromise has
yet to materialise when it comes to the solution to that great out-
standing issue of the region. Five years after the three-month war
that ended without a peace, the province is boiling with dissatis-
faction, frustration and animosity, and neither the European
Union nor the United States has shown much willingness to tackle
the fundamental political issues at the root of the conflict.

After the end of the Kosovo war, much of the discussion in
Europe was centred on the discrepancy, in terms of air power,
between the Europeans and the United States. The United States
had demonstrated thatit could fly stealth bombers non-stop from
Missouri and back and bomb buildings in Belgrade, although not
always the right ones, while the Europeans were struggling to find
aircraft or munitions that were of any relevance in the campaign.

But that was not the fundamental lesson of the Kosovo war.
Analysis afterwards showed that the air campaign had been
almost totally useless in stopping the ethnic conflict in Kosovo. It
can, in fact, be argued that it made things worse on the ground. At
the end of the day, it is likely that it was the political intervention
of Russia, and the return of the issue back into the United Nations,
that paved the way for the ending of the war.

Nevertheless, the war forced a withdrawal of Serb forces from
Kosovo, and it was agreed to put the province under the adminis-
tration of the United Nations, with the European Union taking on
the responsibility for its economic rehabilitation and develop-
ment. But this was little more than sweeping the difficult issues
under the carpet while a short-term victory was proclaimed.

If there is a lesson of Kosovo so far, building on the lessons of
Bosnia, it is that conflict resolution must always be seen as a pri-
marily political process that concentrates on forging the necessary
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compromises between the different parties toa conflict. In Bosnia,
ittook far toolong until the United States, too, was prepared to see
this, and over the Kosovo issue neither the European Union nor
the United States has of yet been fully ready to do so.

After the conflict in Kosovo, it did not take long for southern
Serbia and FYROM to come into the line of fire. Here, it can be
argued that much too little was done to avert these conflicts, and
that the attempts to deal with them as they exploded were initially
much too feeble. Faced with the prospect of another regional
catastrophe, however, it was possible for the European Union and
NATO, and thus the United States, to come together on a strategy
that led to a reasonable solution in southern Serbia and to the
Ohrid Agreement in FYROM. But it was reactive conflict manage-
ment rather than proactive conflict resolution that dominated
these relative success stories.

The essential issue in the region remains the conflict between
the forces of integration and the forces of disintegration, and this
is reflected more brutally in Kosovo than anywhere else.

Western action made it possible for more than a million ethnic
Albanians who had fled the country during the conflict to return,
but could not prevent up to a quarter of a million ethnic minori-
ties having to flee or being expelled after the United Nations and
NATO had taken over responsibility. Whereas the Albanians were
a repressed minority in Serbia before 1999, since then Serbs and
others have been a repressed minority in Kosovo.

While it should be argued that Bosnia is a relative although
much delayed success story, it is very difficult to portrait Kosovo
in that light. We did not end ethnic cleansing - we simply reversed
the tables in a century-long conflict over supremacy over this area.
We did not solve the conflict - we swept it under the carpet in the
hope thatit would disappear.

This was amply demonstrated during the outbreak of violence
in March this year. Out of 32 historic sites - Orthodox churches
and monasteries - that the international forces of KFOR had to
protect, no fewer than 28 were partially or wholly destroyed within
a matter of hours. And to this should be added the economic
dimension. Unemploymentin Kosovo, difficult to measureasitis,
is probably well over 50 per cent, with young men having few
options but to go into other types of activities.

With pressures for independence increasing, a policy more by
drift than design moving in this direction, we should be aware of
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the risks of setting up a state destined for failure. That failure
would, in that case, be ours as much as theirs.

While an essential lesson of the Balkans is that the European
Union and the United States have to be in agreement to be able to
show results, another lesson is that it is better if the European
Union tries to exercise leadership over the necessary political
processes. But during the first five years of ESDP, more effort
seems to have gone into the building of the military and other
instruments for conflict control than into the development of the
political instruments necessary for true conflict resolution.

While the June 2003 European Council in Thessaloniki
declared that all countries of the region - whichever they might
one day be - had the option of membership in the European
Union, itis much less clear how the road from here to there, which
is likely to belong and difficult, should be built. As a Special Envoy
of the Secretary-General of the United Nations for the Balkans, I
tried to arouse interest in a dialogue on how to move the Kosovo
issue forward towards some sort of self-sustaining stability, but
was met with as little interest in Brussels as in Washington. The
price for that might yet have to be paid.

The differentissues facing usin the Balkansarelittle different from
the ones we are confronting in other parts of the post-Ottoman
area. And in looking at lessons to be learnt from the past five years,
one cannot avoid mentioning the painful failure to bring about a
peaceful reunification of Cyprus. Here, all of the instruments of the
European Union, in harmony with the United States, and using the
authority and skill of the United Nations, should have succeeded.
Still, failure is a fact, and lessons must be drawn.

The failure of Cyprus was the failure to adopt a sufficiently bal-
anced package of incentives and disincentives for both parts of the
island. While there was a substantial package of both for Turkish-
run Northern Cyprus as well as for Turkey itself, there was not any-
thing similar for the Greek-run part of the island. The vocal nation-
alist forces among the Greeks were then able to safely attack all the
compromises necessarily inherent in any effort to settle a conflict
like this, while having to fear no negative consequences for their
refusal to accept a settlement heavily endorsed by both the Secre-
tary-General of the United Nations and the European Union.

Now, the future of the Cyprus conflictis up in theair. So far, the
painful failure and its consequences have not been faced, nor have
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we seen much debate on how to carry the issue forward. It seems
likely that we will see a gradual normalisation of relations with the
recently more integration-inclined Turkish part of Cyprus, but
whether this will be accepted as the logical consequence of refusal
to compromise by the Greek parties, and whether the Union has
imported a failure that will plague it for years to come, will remain
open questions.

The failures so far of Kosovo and Cyprus could well have conse-
quences for the entire region between Bihac in the north-west and
Basra in the south-east. The issue of the position of the Kurdish
areas of northern Iraqin the future constitutional arrangement of
the country have not been fully resolved, but must be if Iraq is to
survive the critical year of 2005. And one would be unwise to
ignore the risk that what is done with Kosovo will have conse-
quences, over time, for both FYROM and Bosnia. Memories are
often long in regions where history is so obviously present.

Much of the attention in Brussels during these years has been
devoted to setting up institutional structures and managing the
firstlimited operations. And itis not unnatural that the first High
Representative/Secretary-General has had to concentrate a large
amount of his energies on just establishing the function and get-
ting it accepted by both the member countries and the outside
world.

But the lesson of these years is clearly that far more attention
needs to be given to proactive political conflict resolution if we are
to avoid further failures in the EU’s ‘near abroad’. It is certainly
necessary to build up both the institutions and the instruments
substantially, and I guess other contributions will focus primarily
on these needs. But the hardware of institutions and instruments
will achieve little without the ‘software’ of proper policies, and it is
in these areas thatI see the largest cause for concern when looking
ahead.

The entire post-Ottoman area is simmering with issues thatare
only partly resolved. And on the periphery of Russia, which is also
the ‘near abroad’ of the European Union, we will be confronting
challenges in Moldova as well as in the Caucasus. Beyond these, of
course, lie all the unresolved issues of the old Fertile Crescent of
Mesopotamia and Palestine.

The European Security Strategy focused attention on a num-
ber of the so-called ‘new security threats’, and sought to develop a
more coherentapproach to them. Butas this processis carried for-
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ward, it is important not to neglect the numerous ‘old’ issues that
are to be found in the areas on the periphery of Europe.

If we are not successful here, we are unlikely to be taken seri-
ously elsewhere. And this will require increased attention to the
policy issues.

We have seen the beta version of the software of ESDP. As
expected, thereare bugs and deficiencies to be fixed. If theyare not,
the hardware will not produce what we expect it to.
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ESDP: the first
five years

The period of time from when the ESDP was first conceived at the
European Council summits in Cologne and Helsinkiin 1999 toits
first stabilisation operations in crisis regions in the Balkans and
Africain 2003/04 coincides almost exactly with the fifth legislative
term of the European Parliament (EP).

After fiveyears of involvement by Parliament with this new pol-
icy area, the appearance of military uniforms in the corridors of
the European institutions in Brussels still creates a somewhat odd
impression, rather than being seen as normal. However, the uncer-
tainty of the early years, reflecting the prevailing political culture,
has given way to an increasingly assured approach when dealing
with the security policy dimension of the EU. The EU is not
NATO, and Brussels is not the Pentagon. However, as the fifth
term of the EP draws to a close, it is starting to become clear what
role, involving global responsibilities, the EU has the potential to
play on the international stage in 2010, with its own security pol-
icy strategy and its own military capabilities. Whatis emergingisa
Union that is primarily concerned with conflict prevention and
negotiated solutions but is also in a position to solve conflicts by
military means, where authorised to do so by the UN.

The EP has adopted two key reports setting out its position on
the development of the ESDP, and has sought to ensure that the
policy has the necessary democratic legitimacy.

The report by Catherine Lalumieére adopted at the end of 2000?
was first and foremost intended to achieve a consensus that mili-
tary issues should in future be a subject for parliamentary debate,
and that the EP should support the headline goal set in Helsinki of
the creation of a Rapid Reaction Force of 60,000 men.

Such consensus could notbe taken for granted. Theissue of the
use of military force was a very sensitive one for some political
groups, firstly because the enlargement of the Union to include
the neutral countries Austria, Finland and Sweden complicated
the debate, and also because, whilst the war in Kosovo had helped

1. Lalumiere report of 21 Novem-
ber 2000 on the establishment of
acommon European security and
defence policy after Cologne and
Helsinki, A5-0339,/2000.
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give birth to the ESDP, it could not be regarded as providing a
guide for the future use of military force in view of the absence of a
UN mandate.

Within the context of these efforts to reach a consensus on the
ESDP within the EPin 1999/2000, it should be borne in mind that
it was also at that time that Javier Solana assumed the newly cre-
ated office of High Representative for the Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP) and Chris Patten became the new Commis-
sioner responsible for external relations.

Whilst Javier Solana managed the setting-up of the new insti-
tutional security structures (Political and Security Committee,
Military Committee, Military Staff, Policy Unit, Situation Cen-
tre), Chris Patten introduced extensive reforms within the Com-
mission in order to restructure its external policy instruments,
implementing measureslong called for by the EPin thelight of the
experience with reconstruction in Bosnia-Herzegovina (more
clearly structured aid programmes from a budgetary perspective,
creation of an agency for reconstruction, establishment of Europe
Aid, creation of the ‘Rapid Reaction Mechanism’ to provide accel-
erated financing, introduction of conditionality into association
and cooperation agreements with the Balkan countries).

During this period, not least thanks to intensive exchanges of
views with Mr Patten and Mr Solana in the EP, the concept of ‘con-
flict prevention’ evolved from a mere theoretical concept into an
action-oriented approach of European foreign and security policy.

When one looks today at the many EU instruments which exist
for conflict prevention, civilian crisis management, reconstruc-
tion and nation-building, it is all too easy to forget that these
instruments were only created in the light of the post-Dayton
experience with reconstruction in Bosnia-Herzegovina and on the
basis of conflictive-constructive interplay between the Parliament
and the Commission. Today they need to be made more efficient,
simple and coherent.

It was only the parallelism between the development of civilian
instruments for conflict prevention and crisis management, and
the goal of establishing a rapid military intervention force to be
used in Petersberg-type operations, which provided the necessary
basis within the EP for achieving a broad consensus on the Lalu-
miére report.

The EPmadeitclearin thatreport that the ESDP was subject to
the primacy of the CFSP, but that Parliament did not rule out the
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use of military force in international crisis management when all
diplomatic means had been exhausted and where there was an
appropriate mandate from the UN Security Council. Taking these
principles as its basis, Parliament went on to point out the short-
comings in EU member states’ military equipment highlighted by
the war in Kosovo, and the lack of interoperability of their forces
with those of the United States as well as amongst themselves.

The reportby Philippe Morillon adopted in March 2003, which
already had the object of assimilating the new insights into the
changed security situation post-11 September 2001, had to
address the question of Europe’s capacity to operate as part of a
military coalition with the United States in the light of the experi-
ence in Afghanistan, and was strongly influenced by the war in
Iraq.

In thisreport, Parliament reaffirmed its view that ‘onlya Union
which has available a whole range of crisis prevention and man-
agement tools and clearly defined foreign policy objectives and
interests, including efficient, interoperable military capabilities,
will be able to become an independent actor in world affairs and
remain a reliable partner within the transatlantic relationship’
(para.5).2

The political objective of the report was to maintain the con-
sensus achieved thus far within Parliament on the ESDP in the
face of the deep divisions between member states on the pre-emp-
tive war waged by the United States on Iraq.

The report was accordingly also intended to influence the dis-
cussion taking place at the same time within the European Con-
vention’s Barnier Working Group on Defence, and it supported
the proposals to adjust the Petersberg tasks to the new threats,
such as failing states and proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, to create a European armaments agency, to make pos-
sible enhanced cooperation between member states in the area of
security and defence policy, to introduce a solidarity clause to pro-
tect the civilian population in the event of terrorist attack and to
create the office of European foreign minister.

However, the main message of the Morillon report was that if
Europe was to be seen as a credible actor on the international stage
and to be treated as an equal partner by the United States, it
needed modern military capabilities which would maintain its
capacity to form part of a coalition within NATO in the area of
combat operations and ensure that the Europeans’ role was not

2. Morillon report of 27 March
2003 on the new European secu-
rity and defence architecture - pri-
orities and deficiencies, AS5-
0111/2003.
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reduced to that of performing ‘peacekeeping’ or ‘clear-up’ opera-
tions.

Such capabilities do not come free of charge. However, like the
Council of Ministers, the Parliament was unable to agree on a per-
centage of GNP, but rather spoke of ‘adequate’ financing of mili-
tary expenditure. There was, however, a consensus that what was
even more important was to rationalise procurement through
greater cooperation between states and multinational pooling of
armed forces. EU member states have collectively the second
biggest military budget (some €160 billion) in the world after the
United States. If the money was spent in a cost-effective and for-
ward-looking way, and if the member states avoided duplication
and abandoned outdated armed forces concepts, this sum should
be sufficient both for the territorial defence of the European pop-
ulation and for the establishment of an efficient, interoperable
and standardised European intervention force for international
crisis management.

However, the latest terrorist threats and the fact that regions of
crisis and conflict are in increasingly close proximity to the exter-
nal borders of the enlarged EU illustrate that the peace dividend
hoped for at the end of the Cold War has long vanished, and that
Europe’s defence policy would need around 2 per cent of GNP to
provide a solid financing basis.

Possibly one of the most important stages in the development
of the ESDP was the agreement reached between the EU and
NATO in the ‘Berlin-plus’ agreement of December 2002 on guar-
anteed access for the EU to NATO’s planningand command infra-
structure in SHAPE. An interesting anecdote may be given in this
connection regarding correspondence between the EP Foreign
Affairs Committee and DSACEUR, Admiral Feist, in August 2003.
The latter’s reply bore the letterhead ‘EU-Operation Headquar-
ters’- SHAPE, Mons, stressing his role as commander of EU mili-
tary operations in FYROM (Macedonia).

Since the positive experience with Operation Concordia, suspi-
cion and mistrust between NATO and the EU appear to have been
gradually removed and replaced by normal working relations. The
joint meetings of the military committees of the two organisa-
tions contribute to this, as do the exchanges of officers which take
place between the respective staffs.

With regard to planning and command capabilities, it is
important not to lose sight of the difference in the scale of the two
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organisations: whilst some 3,000 officers are employed at SHAPE
in Mons, Belgium, around 200 personnel carry out command and
planning duties within the EU’s military staff in the Cortenbergh
building in Brussels. At a joint meeting of the Foreign Affairs
Committee of the EP and three committees of the NATO Parlia-
mentary Assembly on 17 February 2004 in Brussels, DSACEUR
and Major-General Herreweghe of the EU military staff were able
to state that the military were ready to cooperate closely, and that
50 years of joint NATO practice was shaping their working rela-
tions; at the same time, all modernisation of European armed
forces is also helping to develop the ESDP and to strengthen the
European pillar within NATO.

In addition, the complementary function of NATO and the EU
in international crisis management is becoming increasingly
clear. Thisis most apparent in the Balkans, where to date the work
has been divided up in the following way: NATO provides security
by military means (SFOR, KFOR) and the EU organises civilian
reconstruction, assumes policing duties and opens the way to
political and economic development. The replacement of SFOR
by a EUFOR from 2005 is merely the next logical step for the EU,
bringing together in its hands all instruments of conflict preven-
tion and crisis managementin its geographically closest and polit-
ically most important neighbouring region. This not only repre-
sents an important step in the coming of age of the ESDP; it will
also help shape the future of the EU in terms of playing a compre-
hensive role on the international stage.

The second theatre which provides a positive example of
NATO and the EU working together in ways which complement
each other is Afghanistan.3 With the transformation of the ISAF4
into a NATO operation under European command, comprising
mainly European soldiers, and with the EU as the biggest contrib-
utor to economic and state reconstruction, the mutually reinforc-
ing complementary role of NATO and the EU is clearly emerging.

In Iraq, too, it is becoming increasingly clear that war is more
than just a one-off shooting exercise; without military stabilisa-
tion missions and nation-building, there is a danger of failure to
achieve the political goal for which war was waged.

Whilst operations on the ‘Berlin-plus’ model are the most
likely option for future action - not least because they are favoured
by Britain, as was recently confirmed by Secretary of State for
Defence Geoff Hoon, speaking before the EP Foreign Affairs
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3. See Brok/Gresch ‘Afghanistan -
Lehren fiir ein komplementares
Zusammenwirken von NATO und
EUiminternationalen Krisenman-
agement - Der ISAF-Einsatz der
Bundeswehr aus europdischer
Sicht’ (Afghanistan - Lessons in
mutually complementing cooper-
ation between NATO and the EU
in international crisis manage-
ment - ISAF operations by the
Bundeswehr from a European
perspective’): German Defense Mir-
ror, 2004.

4. International Security Assis-
tance Force.
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Committee> - EU operations conducted autonomously, like
Artemis in the summer of 2003 in the DRC, remain perfectly valid
options.

With Operation Artemis, in the Ituri region, the EU demon-
strated that it was entirely capable of conducting military crisis
management operations independently, at the request of the UN,
operating from national headquarters organised on a multilateral
basis - in this particular instance, France was the lead nation. The
aim was also to give a political signal that Africa could no longerbe
left on its own as the ‘forgotten continent’, and must in future
again be included within the sphere of responsibility of European
policy. The planned police support operation in Kinshasa is
intended to give a further signal that failing states and terrorismin
Africa are also of importance to Europe’s security.

Already atan early stage, the EP highlighted the importance for
the ESDP of a rationalised, competitive European armaments
industry. The Commission Communication, presented in 2003,
‘European defence - industrial and market issues’® referred back
to an initiative by the EP.7 In its report of December 2003 on this
subject,8 Parliament supported the setting up of a European
armaments agency and called for the progressive establishment of
a European armaments market. Parliament sees this as a good
opportunity to improve the equipping and arming of European
forces for crisis operations. Standardisation of equipment and
procedures, which would reduce costs and provide greater inter-
operability between forces, is needed. In the face of tight public
budgets, the discussion which has already begun on role-speciali-
sation and pooling of resources in the military field should be pur-
sued,and extended to other security forces such as the police, para-
military forces and border police.

One of the tasks of the ESDP for the next five years will include
not only optimising military capabilities and increasing the num-
ber of soldiers available to be deployed for crisis operations -
within the NATO context, this currently amounts to only 55,000,
out of a total 1.4 million European soldiers - but also stepping up
the interlinking of military and civilian capabilities. Europe could
lead the way in this area, just as the United States has in the area of
network-centric warfare.

A civilian component was already incorporated into the origi-
nal ESDP concept, concerning the areas of policing, the rule of law,
modernisation of administration and civilian protection. It is not



Elmar Brok & Norbert Gresch

by chance that the first ESDP operations were police missions (in
Bosnia-Herzegovina and Macedonia).

However, in the wake of 11 September 2001, and following on
from the European Security Strategy (ESS) drawn up after the war
in Iraq, which identifies five key threats -terrorism, illegal prolif-
eration of weapons of mass destruction, regional conflicts, state
failure and organised crime - it will be necessary in future to sig-
nificantly restructure the whole of the security sector and those
playing a part in it (military, police, border police, civil defence,
intelligence services, paramilitary units).

The attacks in Madrid on 11 March 2004 demonstrated thatit
isnotonlyin the Hindu Kush that the security of our citizens must
be defended, but thatitis also necessary to ensure their protection
in our own cities. The connection occurs where the terrorist threat
is imported from the training camps of failing states into our
cities.

The European Security Strategy presented by Javier Solana and
adopted by the EU heads of state or government in December
2003 highlighted this link. The ESS is probably the most impor-
tant EU document on foreign, security and defence policy since
Helsinki 1999.

In conjunction with the proposals put forward by the Euro-
pean Convention regarding institutional aspects, it provides a
good basis for mobilising the political will needed to translate
political concepts into concrete action. The British-French initia-
tive on the establishment of multinational ‘battle groups’ of
respectively 1,500 men represents such a step, designed to ensure
that the EU has the necessary capability to react to crises in order
to be a credible international player.

Theissue of the parliamentary dimension of the ESDPis, of course,
of particular importance to the EP. Even following the adoption of
a new Constitution, Parliament’s formal rights will be limited to
being informed and consulted on basic developments, and to
budgetary powers in respect of the civilian element of the ESDP, for
example the appropriation for the joint costs of police missions.
This situation is unsatisfactory - all the more so, given that
decisions on arms procurement and equipping of armed forces, as
well as the sending of soldiers to take part in European operations,
fall within the competence of the national parliaments. This
divided responsibility between the national parliaments and the

185



Actors and witnesses

9. Previously, the EPhad only been
represented on an ad hoc basis at
NATO PA sessions, with respec-
tively three members.

186

EP, which has responsibility in particular for all expenditure pro-
grammes from the Community budget and for the CFSP budget,
entails the risk of inadequate parliamentary control.

The EP has sought to minimise this risk by actively requesting
to be informed pursuant to Article 21 of the TEU, and by making
its Foreign Affairs Committee, which has responsibility for secu-
rity and defence policy, a central parliamentary point of contact
between the Council, the Commission and the military. It is
important for Parliament to develop its own competence in secu-
rity policy matters. In the next legislative term its Foreign Affairs
Committee will therefore be supported by a subcommittee on
security and defence.

Traditionally, the Foreign Affairs Committee is kept regularly
informed by the Commission (Patten on 22 occasions) and the
Presidency (its Foreign Minister on 19 occasions, Minister of State
for European Affairs on 14 occasions). Since the French presi-
dency in 2000, defence ministers have also regularly given infor-
mation to the Parliament (on a total of 9 occasions). The High
Representative Javier Solana has appeared 10 times before the
Committee and has often spoken and answered questions in ple-
nary at times of crisis (Middle East, Iran, Iraq, terrorism - 11
times). On the military side, information has been provided by the
Chairman of the EU Military Committee, General Higglund, the
chief of the Military Staff, Lieutenant-General Schuwirth, and his
deputy, Major-General Herreweghe, and on the NATO side by its
Secretary-General (Lord Robertson and Jaap de Hoop Scheffer)
and by DSACEUR, Admiral Rainer Feist.

The setting-up of a permanent delegation for relations with the
NATO Parliamentary Assembly in December 2001 has proved
particularly useful®. The EP, which is an associate member of the
NATO PA, participates with 10 members in the latter’s spring and
autumn sessions, and each February the Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee invites three NATO PA committees to a joint meeting in Brus-
sels in order to exchange views on ESDP issues. The work of this
delegation, which is also regarded by the political groups as very
productive, has brought a breath of security culture into the EP,
which should undoubtedly be enhanced by the new subcommit-
tee on security and defence.

An interesting recent development has been that the Council,
which for a long time was more of a mysterious metaphorical
‘black box’ than a political partner for the Parliamentin the area of
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the CFSP, is increasingly opening up to the Parliament. Director-
General Robert Cooper and the staff responsible for ESDP opera-
tions, heads of operations and special representatives are increas-
ingly at the disposal of the Committee. In addition, since the 2003
budget procedure, regular information is being provided to the
bureaux of the Foreign Affairsand Budget Committees on current
issues relating to CFSP financing. The trigger for this was the issue
of financing of the joint costs of the police mission in Macedonia,
when Parliament linked the release of funds to being better
informed in advance on future operations. This is important, as it
allows Parliament to deliver an opinion on planned ESDP mis-
sions on the basis of solid information and in its own right, given
thatitis not formally consulted on joint actions by the Council, a
situation which it has repeatedly criticised.

The setting up of a special committee for access by Parliament
to intelligence information pursuant to the Interinstitutional
Agreement between the Council and Parliament of 20 November
200210 completes Parliament’s improved access to information.

The special committee comprises the Chairman of the Foreign
Affairs Committee and four other members. It meets approxi-
mately every six weeks with the High Representative or his repre-
sentative to discuss confidential information.

The ESDP requires wide parliamentarylegitimation. War oper-
ations cannot be conducted against the wishes of the people. Plau-
sible reasons must be given for spending money on weapons, and
security measures must be in accordance with people’s need to be
protected. It is the task of parliaments to conduct this debate.

The EP therefore takes an extremely critical view of the estab-
lishment of an additional budget to finance the joint costs of EU
military operations by the member states. The ‘Athena’ fund does
not come within the parliamentary scrutiny of either national par-
liaments or the EP. Different financing mechanisms of this kind
for the joint costs of civilian and military operations do nothing
for the coherence and transparency of European crisis manage-
ment.

Directly after the events of 11 September 2001, the EP Foreign
Affairs Committee invited representatives of foreign affairs and
defence committees of national parliaments to take partin a joint
meeting with Javier Solana and Chris Patten, and Louis Michel on
behalf of the Belgian Presidency, in order to discuss the European
position on the terrorist attacks in New York and Washington.
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Carrying the joint parliamentary opinion of the EP and the
national parliaments with them in their hand luggage, the Troika
travelled the next day to Washington and, the following weekend,
at an extraordinary European Council summit in Brussels on 21
September, a joint declaration by the Council, Commission and
Parliament on behalf of the EU on the fight against international
terrorism was issued.'? Since then, the Foreign Affairs Committee
of the EP hasinvited the foreign affairs and defence committees of
national parliaments atleast twice a year to joint meetings in Brus-
selsin order to discuss current CFSPand ESDP issues with Mr Pat-
ten, Mr Solana, the Presidency or senior military officers with
functions within the EU or NATO. This practice has proved valu-
able. It should be further stepped up in the new legislative term,
with quarterly joint meetings between the EP and national parlia-
ments, along with an annual meeting between the Foreign Affairs
Committee and the NATO Parliamentary Assembly under the
chairmanship of the latter’s president.

Foreign and security policy is the last major ‘construction site’
in the building of the European Union. Javier Solana writes thata
Union of 25 states with over 450 million people producing a quar-
ter of the world’s gross national product has responsibility for
global security. Above all, however, this means that it must also
assume responsibility for the protection of its own population. If
itis true that international terrorism has blurred the dividing line
between internal and external, this necessarily also has implica-
tions for the orientation of the ESDP.

For the EP, as well as for the Union, it is essential to maintain
and strengthen the consensus on the ESDP achieved to date fol-
lowing enlargement on 1 May 2004, and to ensure thatby 2010 the
construction site has been transformed into a solid building.
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RObert Cooper five years

Five years is a short period for security and defence policy: the time
horizons of defence planners usually run into decades. This time is
all the shorter when one bears in mind that ESDP started from
nothingand thateverything had tobe agreed, firstat 15,laterat 25.
Moreover, there is no member state for which ESDP is central to its
defence or security policy - at least not for the time being. Where
member states are in the military structure of NATO that is likely
to be their first priority in international terms. Thus, although it
forms an important element in the long-term vision of the Euro-
pean Union for many member states, ESDP began as a marginal
existence in the minds of some defence ministries and defence
planners. Nor was ESDP created to deal with a specific, visible
threat, as was the case with NATO: a threat would have had a gal-
vanising effect. Instead ESDP belongs to the post-Cold War world,
where forces have to be created against possible contingencies
rather than concrete threats. In the long term this may be a
strength, but for an organisation starting from nothing itis notan
advantage.

In addition to these structural difficulties, ESDP had to con-
tend with a number of conjunctural problems. For instance, its
birth came at a difficult moment in relations between the EU and
Turkey. It was only as these problems were resolved that a sound
EU-NATO relationship could be established. Given that the
‘Berlin-plus’ arrangements are part of the basic construction of
ESDP, this was essential for ESDP to go forward. The five years
since its birth have also seen the usual ups and downs of the
transatlantic relationship, including an especially difficult period
in connection with the war in Iraq. This too has meant potential
problems for ESDP, for which some degree of US support is a
necessity.

The third set of difficulties that ESDP had to face arises from
the nature of the EU itself. The EU was never designed as a foreign
policy organisation in the traditional sense. Although its objec-
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tives have always been political, the EU was created to do away with
foreign policy in its traditional sense of alliances and conflicts.
Whereas almost every other long-standing association of states
has had external or military policy as its main objective, the EU’s
focus is deliberately centred on internal policy issues. Even the
common commercial policy is in some sense no more than the
external consequence of the single internal market. The EU has
played a vital strategic role in establishing a new sort of relation-
ship among the countries of Europe but in its external dealings it
has frequently lacked strategic focus. For example, policy towards
Yugoslavia was for years a matter of tariff quotas and subsidies for
projects in Yugoslavia, leaving Europe badly unprepared for the
political crises of the 1990s. ‘European Political Cooperation’
existed alongside community policy but seemed often only dis-
tantly connected - except occasionally when member states
imposed sanctions - and was in any case a relatively anaemic exis-
tence. Within the EU machinery in Brussels there was little or no
strategic culture.

Against this unpromising background ESDP has made aston-
ishing progress. The creation of the post of High Representative
for CFSP gave a focus to foreign policy (though there are sufficient
competing voices to ensure that the focus is still not as sharp as it
should be). With the High Representative came the Policy Unit,
and out of the Policy Unit grew the Situation Centre and intelli-
gence collaboration. Military staff and civilian staff have grown,
so that there are perhaps some 200 more people in the Council
Secretariat working on military and security issues than was the
case five years ago. In addition, the Political and Security Commit-
tee and its supporting committees have also been established. All
of this has required additional personnel and organisation on the
part of each of the EU member states (not to mention the Com-
mission).

It has also been remarkable to see how, when the basis for an
agreement with NATO was finally achieved, in a period of a few
weeks the EU reached seven separate agreements with NATO to
enable the ‘Berlin-plus’ arrangements to function. Agreements
between two multilateral organisations, one with 19 and the other
with 15 (now 25) members, each with its own staff, are normally
likely to take years to negotiate.

The relationship between the EU and NATO has not yet fully
worked itself out - not a surprise, since both organisations are in
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transition. Butstriking progress is being made, notably in the con-
text of a possible operation in Bosnia. As always, the practice is
proving easier than the theory.

In the two-and-a-half years since that agreement, the EU has
launched two military operations and two civilian operations
(both of the latter are ongoing). And there is more in the pipeline.
This level of activity is impressive in the light both of the short
time since ESDP started and of the relatively limited resources
available.

Each of these operations has brought its own particular value
and its own lessons. Operation Concordia in FYROM was mounted
rapidly while the ‘Berlin-plus’ arrangements were being negoti-
ated. It taught a number of lessons both about working with
NATO and about EU coordination. Some of these should be valu-
able in the context of an operation in Bosnia. In Operation Artemis
we surprised ourselves with the speed with which it proved possi-
ble to respond to a request from the UN. Welearned alotabout the
pros and cons of autonomous operations using an EU national
headquarters (it would be interesting to know whether a ‘Berlin-
plus’ operation could be mounted so quickly), and something also
of the political impact that an EU military presence on the ground
can make.

Both of the military operations had one somewhat unusual
feature: that they came to an end. Other operations in the Balkans
and elsewhere which are conceived as short deployments often in
factlastforyears. Terminating operationsis not always easy. Oper-
ation Artemis is the only military operation of which I have had
direct experience that ended exactly on time.

The two police operations have also taught us both positive
and negative lessons. I am impressed by the EUPM’s emphasis on
quality: police officers have been selected according to specific job
descriptions in a far more rigorous fashion than has usually hap-
pened with UN police missions. This operation, involving approx-
imately 500 police officers for a duration of three years, is a strik-
ing example of something that the EU can do which probably no
member state could sustain on its own. Both EUPM in Bosnia and
Operation Proxima in FYROM have also demonstrated the diffi-
culties of operating within a system (for example on procurement)
which was not originally designed for crisis management.

There are still some who feel that civilian operations by the EU
are a duplication of work already done by the Commission.
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Without wishing to enter into this argument, it is at least worth
underlining that missions set up by the Council using manpower
directly generated by member states produce - in cooperation
with the Commission - a higher degree of commitment and own-
ership than do the more arms-length programmes that the Com-
mission organises. It seems likely that they also make a greater
impact on the ground.

In the European Security Strategy - before ESDP was it ever
thinkable that there would have been such a document? - the EU
has committed itself to being more active, more capable and more
coherent. How does it measure against these tests?

The record of the last five years, and especially of the last two-
and-a-half, is remarkable for its activity. What matters is not just
the quantity of activity but its quality. There is no doubt that the
EU has become a more political and, in a sense, a more serious
organisation. If a foreign policy is going to be serious, it must have
at the back of its mind the possibility of force, the ultima ratio.
When a country or an organisation contemplates the deployment
of forces, the atmosphere changes, ambiguity ceases to be an
option, decisions go up to the highest levels: the risks, costs and
commitment are of a different order from those involved in other
actions - making statements or giving aid. So, correspondingly is
the impact on the ground where the forces are deployed - in a pos-
itive or a negative sense. The process of building the dimension of
force into EU foreign policy has only just begun but its impact is
already visible. In areas such as non-proliferation, the EU is more
active than before; at the UN it is taken more seriously. But there is
still some way to go.

How far the EU goes will depend on capabilities. Progress here
has been less obvious. Many important elements in the Headline
Goal remain unfulfilled and plans to fulfil them are not clear. Nev-
ertheless progress is being made in designing and equipping
forces for rapid deployment, notably through the ‘battle group’
concept - a series of small force packages designed specifically for
fast deployment on, for example, peacekeeeping missions. The
(forthcoming) establishment of a Capabilities Agency is a further
major step. But this also represents a promise rather than an
achievement. Delivering results in this area will be the most
important test for ESDP.
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No less important than military capabilities are diplomatic
capabilities. Here the reference in the Constitution to an External
Action Service has excited a good deal of interest. Again, it remains
to be seen how far and how fast this project can go. It is only
against the background of a more unified foreign policy that
ESDP can make any sense.

In coherence, too, there is still a long way to go among the
Council, Commission and member states. Some of the answers
may lie in the Constitutional Treaty. The creation of a civilian-mil-
itary planning cell is also potentially important. But as always we
shall have to see how much of the potential is delivered.

So there is along way to go. But we should be proud of the first
steps. All in all it is difficult to imagine a better start.
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ESDP: the first

Judy Dempsey Fiveyears

During the late 1980s, despite the pending implosion of the
Balkans and the collapse of the communist system in the Soviet
Union, European Union ambassadors shunned the ‘D’ word.
Whenever the mere mention of ‘defence’ was raised, some ambas-
sadors would simply walk out of the discussion. The ‘D’ word was
taboo. Its language belonged to the capitals, not to Brussels EU-
speak.

The EU’s security and defence policy has come a long way since
then. Defence and security are now the vernacular of the EU. The
EU, which started to build its defence institutions from scratch
after the Nice summit in December 2000, has almost 200 officers
and other military personnel atitsheadquarters in Brussels. Italso
has the go-ahead from the member states to establish its own plan-
ning unit in the city. It is trying to put meat onto the new defence
agency which will have the unenviable task of trying to coordinate
defence spending and actually produce capabilities for Europe
that are interoperable. In other words, the defence agency will be
saddled with the task of cutting out duplication.

Europe’s defence ambitions are visible on the ground too: an
EU police mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina, a small military
mission in Macedonia, last summer’s Operation Artemis in the
Democratic Republic of Congo and, later this year, the EU will
take over the large NATO-led mission in Bosnia. EU diplomats
insist these examples show that Europe’s security and defence pol-
icy is taking shape.

The aim of this short paper is not, however, to praise such
progress. It is rather to highlight the contradictions and tensions
in trying to push forward a security and defence policy for Europe.
Indeed, Javier Solana’s European Security Strategy will only have
any lasting impact if member states agree over what they mean by
security, what they mean by defence and above all, what they mean
by the EU being a ‘global actor’.
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This is where a new constitutional treaty for Europe, once agreed
and ratified, could have enormous significance for defence. There
is already agreement among member states to have ‘enhanced
cooperation’ in defence matters. This would allow a group of coun-
tries to take the lead on certain initiatives, as happened with mone-
tary union and the Schengen system that abolished border con-
trols among most EU member states.

The warinIraq, too, has played a partin concentrating the EU’s
mind, at least over defence issues. Eurobarometer polls consis-
tently show how EU citizens want a stronger defence identity for
the EU and not to be completely dependent on the United States,
but not to compete with it either. The problem arises when it
comes to spending more on defence: the usual response is ‘no’.

Curiously, despite this it has been defence and security issues
that have made far more progress than EU foreign policy. The
Commission, the executive arm of the EU (for some matters) and
the Council that represents the member states, have repeatedly
clashed or protected their ‘fiefdoms’ on Russia, China, the ‘wider
Europe’ or even Galileo, the EU’s satellite navigation system. Both
institutions waste resources and time in drawing up separate
reports and strategy papers onissues that should be common. The
resultis that decisions are either delayed or watered down in order
to reach consensus. There is a real hope that if the posts of Javier
Solanaand Chris Patten, the outgoing Commissioner for External
Relations,are merged, decision-making will be speeded up and the
endless institutional in-fighting will be reduced.

The fact, is that no matter what happens in Iraq, or indeed
whether President George W. Bush is re-elected in the autumn,
Europe’s foreign policy will remain weak for some time until
national governments bequeath real powers to any future Euro-
pean foreign minister - assuming that the Constitution is ratified.

The big impetus for Europe to have a strong security and defence
policy came from Tony Blair, British Prime Minister, and Jacques
Chirac, French President. At their landmark meeting at St-Malo, in
December 1998, they spelt out the need for Europe to have its own
‘rapid reaction force’. The appalling inability of Europe to act dur-
ing the Balkans wars reinforced the view in London and Paris that
the EU had to have a defence capability of its own.
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Backed by the member states, the EU then agreed to create a
60,000-strong force, capable of being deployed within 60 days.
The idea was lauded at the time, as if this was the panacea to all of
Europe’s weaknesses on security and defence issues. The past few
years have shown how those targets have been too unrealistic to
reach.

The EU, for example, was not talking about only 60,000 troops,
since that would mean at least 180,000, given the need for rota-
tion. One has only to look at the difficulties the United States is
experiencing in trying to have a three-monthly or even six-
monthly rotation for just one pair of boots on the ground in Iraq.
Soldiers have to be backed up by forces that feed them, protect
them, transport them, heal them and allow them to sleep.

Second, and this continues to be one of the biggest problems
dogging ESDP, there is a serious shortfall on capabilities, leaving
aside the number of sufficiently trained troops needed for mili-
tary or peacekeeping missions.

Europe lacks capabilities, particularly concerning strategic air-
lift, communications and logistics. When Germany agreed to send
troops to Afghanistan as part of the UN-backed International
Security Assistance Force (ISAF), command of which NATO took
overin August 2003, it did not even have airlift for the troops. They
were sent by train from Turkey, and bad weather held up their
arrival. In other words, one of the big obstacles that have ham-
pered Europe’s security and defence policy has been unrealistically
high expectations, inexperience and, in most cases, armed forces
that have not been thoroughly restructured since the days of the
Cold War. After years of haggling, the Europeans will by the end of
this decade have their A400M airlift. In the meantime, they will
have to continue to lease, or rely on NATO assets. If the EU is seri-
ous about becoming a global actor, its big priority should be
restructuringits defence industry and armed forces. Without that,
ESDP will have limited value.

Diplomats over at NATO headquarters on the other side of
Brussels have little reason to rub their hands in glee, thinking that,
justbecause the EU does not have capabilities, this can only be good
news for the US-led military alliance. After all, the Alliance still
regards Europe’s future defence and security policy as a competitor
or threat. Yet, the EU and NATO’s defence capabilities are very
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much two sides of the same coin. Following the two recent enlarge-
ments of the Alliance and the EU, 19 of the EU’s 25 member states
are members of NATO and 19 of NATO’s 26 countries belong to
the EU. Capability improvements on one side affect the other.

Another issue that still continues to dog ESDP is the ambigui-
ties between London and Paris over the exact role of a security and
defence policy. St-Malo was remarkable in the sense thatit showed
how Europe’s two most important military powers could work
together so as to develop a defence policy for the EU. Yet as soon as
both leaders returned to their capitals, the then Clinton adminis-
tration was on the telephone to Mr Blair demanding clarification
of the precise role of ESDP. Madeleine Albright, at that time the
US Secretary of State, ruled against any duplication of assets or
any genuine independentdefence policy for the EU. Any European
defence project was not to compete with NATO.

This was one of the reasons why several member states, led by
Britain, insisted that ESDP should have recourse to NATO’s assets
if the Alliance did not want to lead a mission and if Europe’s
defence ambitions were not seen to be competing with NATO.
This was not, however, just about having access to much-needed
capabilities. It was also about NATO keeping some kind of watch
over any EU missions that choose to opt for what are known as
‘Berlin-plus’ arrangements. After all, under such rules, NATO
would provide the planning in the person of the deputy head of
SHAPE (Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe).

The EU rallied around the ‘Berlin-plus’ arrangements, and had
itnotbeen for thelongand bitter rows between Greece and Turkey
over what role Turkey would have in allowing the EU access to
NATO assets, ESDP might have got off the ground sooner rather
than later. The essence of Turkey’s objection was the following.
Like all NATO members, it has a veto power. It threatened to use
its veto if the EU wanted access to NATO’s assets unless Ankara
had some say over how those assets would be used. The issue was
finally resolved in 2002, paving the way for the EU and NATO to
work together.

As for the United States, its attitude towards European defence
has shifted a little. But in general it has been inconsistent, largely
because NATO became a tug-of-war between the Pentagon and
the State Department once the Bush administration was
ensconced in the White House in early 2001. The problem with the
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Administration is that it cannot make up its mind whether it sup-
ports a stronger and more robust European defence policy or a
weak one. After all, the United States has insisted that Europe take
over more of the burden-sharing, particularly in the Balkans. Yet
until recently, when the EU made a big push to take over the
NATO-led mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Pentagon
baulked. On the one hand, the Pentagon wants to maintain polit-
ical control over NATO; on the other, it has weakened the sense of
NATO asa collective defence organisation by opting for coalitions
of the willing.

These swings have repercussions for the EU’s own defence pol-
icy, and particularly how Britain and France will cooperate in the
future. On the former, the more the United States usesNATO asa
mere toolbox, the more Alliance members may well start directing
their resources to the EU. At the moment, the EU and NATO face
a bizarre situation. Countries that are members of both organisa-
tions are being asked to contribute to both.

From an ideological point of view, Britain still views ESDP as
the way to improve Europe’s military capabilities, which will in
turn strengthen the transatlantic link. France, however, believes
that in the long term Europe should and could have its own inde-
pendent defence capability.

Indeed, last year’s EU Operation Artemis in the Democratic
Republic of Congo, which was under French command, showed
that the Europeans could conduct such a mission, rapidly and
without making use of NATO assets. The United States was far
from thrilled at the idea of the EU acting independently. On the
other hand, it was not willing to intervene in any way in the DRC.
The DRC operation showed that burden-sharing was possible
and, given French and British experience in Africa, the United
States accepted that NATO had little reason to be in that particu-
lar part of Africa.

Since the DRC mission, London and Paris have increasingly
worked together over EU defence. The latest idea is to create ‘bat-
tle groups’ that would consist of small, highly mobile and flexible
combat units. These would be capable of being deployed within
several days and be trained to carry out highly specialised mis-
sions. Several EU countries have said they would be willing to con-
tribute troops to these ‘battle groups’, which would operate under
a United Nations mandate.
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The ‘battle group’ concept shows just how far London and
Paris have moved away from the top-heavy 60,000 troops idea in
which the EU placed so much store during 2001 and 2002. That
idea has been quietly dropped as Javier Solana, influenced by the
new thinking emerging in London and Paris, focuses on smaller
units and capabilities. Above all, Britain, as if returning to its orig-
inal St-Malo roots, agreed at last December’s EU summit that the
Union should have its own independent military planning unit.
Washington, to put it mildly, was surprised by Mr Blair’s decision.

So after five years of ESDP, Europe is taking a hard look at past
progress and future challenges. First, there is now consensus that
EU defence will have limited success and influence if Europe’s
armed forces are not restructured. Europeans inside both the EU
and NATO agree that the EU - and NATO - has only limited
capacity to operate outside Europe. If the Solana doctrine is to be
taken seriously, then it is time it was explained to the public that
the EU must have the means and capabilities to intervene, for
example, in Dafur, Sudan, where hundreds of thousands have
become homeless and victims of ethnic violence and power poli-
tics over oil.

Second, the EU is still weak at delivering. One of the compo-
nents of ESDP is literally providing security. In this area, the EU
launched its first ever police mission in Bosnia ayear ago. The aim
was to train a Bosnian police force, yet to date only around 75 per
cent of the committed police forces have been put on the ground.
At the same time, the member states are still at odds over the role
and mandate of the officers. One reason is that some police forces
in Europe are under the interior ministry while others come under
the defence ministry. Some are armed, others not. These differ-
ences make coordination and interoperability very difficult. They
also show the need for the EU to have a much larger and dedicated
police training centre if, again, the EU believes that it would follow
up war and conflict with institution- and state-building.

This brings me to my other point; the EUis quick to criticise the
United States for its failures in state-building, but in post-conflict
periods the EU has not been very good at it either.

Undoubtedly, the EU enlargement process that broughtin the
countries of Central and Eastern Europe could be cited as a
tremendous success for state-and institution-building on the part
of those countries themselves, with help from the EU. It is true
that these countries emerged from 50 years of one-party rule, with
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weak civil societies and independentinstitutions. But they did not
emerge from war, unlike the Balkans.

The EU’s CESP and ESDP have been very slow to address insti-
tution-building, for which the CFSP’sbudgets are far too low. And
while the EU rightly focused on rebuilding the infrastructure of
the Balkans after the wars - and infrastructures are visible and
good publicity for the donor - thatis no substitute for institution-
building, as the Balkans and Afghanistan show.

This is why the Solana security strategy is actually very impor-
tant. Itis all very well, as it implies, to intervene in a conflict, butif
the EU is not ready to remain in the region and stay the course in
building impartial police and judiciary institutions, then its phi-
losophy of conflict prevention and crisis management will run
into the sand. It will make a mockery of the EU’s attempts to set a
precedent in combining the ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ tools that are defence
and diplomacy.
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La.mb erto Dini five years

Security and defence policy enriches the European Union with new
goals, even if the definition of its conceptual foundations and oper-
ational instruments is far from complete. The process is going
ahead in the shadow of two major crises, in Afghanistan and Iraq,
which, although far from Europe’s borders, none the less project
new threats. At the same time, opinion polls in every European
country confirm that thisis the test-bed foranewlegitimacy for the
European Union and the formation of a consensus among its citi-
zens with regard to its objectives and ambitions.

International developments have already produced a signifi-
cant narrowing of the once wide gaps within the Union between
positions and political cultures, between nuclear and non-nuclear
countries, between neutral countries and members of a military
alliance, and between countries with conscript and professional
armies. The convergence between the two major powers, France
and the United Kingdom, has given new impetus to a change that
had already been under way since the Treaty of Amsterdam; a
change that presages an almostinevitable point of arrival: the inte-
gration of the mechanisms of defence against the new threats, in
contrast with the evident limitations of purely national responses
and their increasing inadequacy.

The assessment of the progress made so far touches on various
aspects of the common action in defence of shared values, centred
on the primacy of democracy and the market economy. The Con-
stitution being negotiated is not the end of the journey but it is
undoubtedly an important intermediate stage, the maturation of
along endeavour that has made it possible to narrow the differ-
ences between such fundamentally different positions. The differ-
ences that remain in the ideas of the individual member states and
the means available to them make it essential in the security and
defence field to enhance the decision-making capability of the
European Union (the way the Council works), its credibility (the

203



Actors and witnesses

204

European Armaments Agency) and its flexibility (strengthened
cooperation), by means of institutional solutions that have so far
remained incomplete, most recently in the Treaty of Nice.

When looking at the whole process, the aspects that stand out
are those of an institutional nature and the political willingness of
the member states to make a qualitative leap in pooling sovereign
prerogatives that are considered as pertaining more than any oth-
ers exclusively to the nation-state. In my opinion, however, there
are two essential factors that will determine the success or failure
of this key element of the process of integration: cohesion within
the Union and transatlantic solidarity.

European defence hasadvanced in a context of new threats (ter-
rorism, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, the break-
down of multiethnic states) compared with the traditional safe-
guarding of the member states’ sovereignty and national borders,
which was the very essence of security during the Cold War.

Terrorism, which some European countries had known and
combated as a purely national phenomenon, has gone global,
acquired popular support in not a few parts of the world, become
capable of perpetrating mass killings, and is rich in resources and
politically lucid. Even when terrorism remains within its tradi-
tional political and geographical boundaries, it is useless to ask for
whom the bell tolls - it tolls for all of us. Terrorism threatens open
societies, such as those of Europe, which, moreover, have created
vast areas for the free movement of persons and goods. The Union
has less scope than other countries, certainly less than the United
States, to turn inwards on itself and reduce its exposure to risks
whose nerve centres are just beyond its borders in a chain of crises
stretching from the Gulf to the western limits of the Mediter-
ranean.

The war of 11 September 2001 and 11 March 2004 is simulta-
neously anti-Western and inter-Islamic. The intention is not only
to strike a blow against the democratic model but also to break its
links with a part of the Arab world. The aims include nuclear pro-
liferation and the control of oil resources. Islam, a religion whose
desert origins nourish it with sudden storms and mirages, is used
asafulcrum.

Closer to home, in the Balkans, there is a mixture of fanatic
independence fighters and hardened criminals. And if we took to
dividing up states once more, all the areas could be redrawn:
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Macedonia, for example, where the different ethnic groups live
together precariously, or Bosnia, a federation with little cohesion,
with exchanges of land as in the Balkan wars at the beginning of
the twentieth century. The absence of a clear and viable prospect,
which can only be regional integration, anchorage to the Euro-
pean Union and the Europeanisation of the Balkans, would
reopen the door to nationalisms that fight each other and NATO
as well, to force it to withdraw.

The European Union can defend itself, if necessary by means of
war, in the extreme case of preventive war. This strategy must
guide the restructuring of its military forces and decisions on the
personnel and weapons needed. But there is no justification for
the systematic theorising of preventive war and its corollary, the
exporting of democracy through force. Even when recourse is
made to military means, we cannot ignore the criteria that Chan-
cellor Schroder also recalled recently: proportionality, legitimacy
and multilateralism.

The European Union and its individual member states cannot
find a solution to the new threats in separate peace agreements.
Nor can an excessively acute memory of wars, of repulsion for an
imperial tradition that led to so much mourning and oppression
justify failing to accept responsibility for a role. Establishing the
roots of democracy is the best guarantee of security. It should be
attempted even where the plant will have to grow in very differ-
ently sedimented soils, in societies that see the Koran as the source
oflaw and clerics as judges and did not develop around the market
economy. But it would be unreasonable to think thatitis enough
to impose foreign occupation for a representative democracy to
emerge from the ballot boxes.

The underlying problem in the Muslim world is modernity,
which neither the socialism of Nasser’s colonels, nor the authori-
tarian reformism of the Shah of Persia, nor the wealth of the sheiks
of Saudi Arabia has succeeded in resolving. Creating the condi-
tions for the autonomous development of democracy requires the
revival of a multilateralism capable of reconciling America’s unde-
niable supremacy with the re-establishment of an effective and
independent role for Europe.

It would not be politically advantageous for European security
to undo the web of agreements, protocols and accords that have
led step by step to the transfer to the supranational domain of
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powers and responsibilities that member states recognised could
no longer be exercised effectively at the national level. The fabric
created in this way is still fragile, yetitis capable of establishing the
rules of a future world order. One part consists of the constituent
activity of the European Union, which will necessarily influence
international equilibria.

Without a Constitution, Europe will never become a political
actor at the global level. It will remain a jumble of countries of dif-
ferent wealth, size and image. By contrast, the Constitution is a
response to the limitations of national sovereignty and expresses
the needs of a world that has changed profoundly. A proper dose
of political realism requires that this document be given substan-
tial support during its negotiation and subsequent implementa-
tion. The new Constitution will enable the Union to actin the field
of security and defence, within a unitary institutional framework,
and allow countries wishing to do so to proceed immediately,
through structured cooperation, which is on the contrary explic-
itly prohibited by the Treaty of Nice.

Especially after the tragic events in Madrid on 11 March 2004,
European countries have succeeded in mobilising their common
commitment to the fight against terrorism, through the search
for the channels by which it is financed, the exchange of intelli-
gence and more effective surveillance that, without sacrificing
individualliberties, is based on a single political and military strat-
egy embracing all the countries at risk. Nothing is to be gained
from mutual recriminations or accusations that individual coun-
tries are deserting the cause, something that will not happen if
Europeans succeed in giving a new legitimacy to their common
action.

This, then, is the second requirement of European security: not
the drifting apart of the Union and the United States, but their
drawing together to combat the common enemy in a setting of
international legitimacy. On the European side, no more short-
sighted, blinkered domestic disputes; on the American side a pro-
gressive return, which is already under way, to closer relations with
the Union and renouncement of the extremist positions of a con-
servative ideology in favour of a pragmatism that is more in line
with that country’s tradition. This for two reasons: first, the risk of
international isolation, which in the end would weigh heavily; sec-
ond, the cost in terms of human lives and financial expense of
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open-ended occupations. In a setting marked by the revival of the
role of the United Nations, together with the European Union
thereisanalternative to the abyss facing the two Western partners:
the road of international legitimacy instead of imposed constitu-
tions.

Key to European security is thus the abandoning of “‘coalitions
of the willing’ and a return to the primacy of the institutions, as
the condition forvictory againstacommon enemy and the growth
of democracy, above all in the Arab and Muslim world. Let Amer-
ica and Europe start to reason together again and this will mark
the strategic defeat of terrorism. It is the West that must first re-
establishits nature, rediscover the combined strength of force and
reason, without detracting in any way from the preponderant role
of the only remaining superpower - a strategy without recrimina-
tions about the past or doubts about the future.

In the absence of such a change of course, if the will and the
political intelligence of the West do not overcome the primacy of
national egoisms, no institutional order, not even the new Consti-
tution of the European Union, can bring peace and stability or
remove the arrogant unilateralisms that prevent us from converg-
ingon alucid and shared strategy.

Iraq has shown that the power to act does not necessarily coin-
cide with the power to persuade, and that the costs of unilateral-
ism arise from failure to achieve consensus. The United States
must support the military strengthening of the European Union,
and Europe must recognise the sterility of an unnatural opposi-
tion. For its part, the Alliance must be able to intervene with a wide
range of military actions and should be the locus for the formula-
tion of common strategy. All things considered, the gap between
the US administration’s document (National Security Strategy) of
September 2002 and that approved by the European Council in
December (European Security Strategy) is not so wide that it can-
not be bridged. No less than the European Union, the Alliance
should perhaps increase its flexibility through instruments such
as abstention, opting out and even specific coalitions, but always
within the setting provided by its institutional framework.

Democracy must defend its values with every means at its
disposal, including the most extreme and inherently unnatural
one of war if no others exist. But it must defend itself while pre-
serving its character and not jettison rights and their protection,
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especially now that they are an integral part of a European Consti-
tution. We are duty-bound to ensure that the means are propot-
tional to the ends, the results to the reasons for acting. The new
threats are directed towards a system of shared guarantees, the
true secular religion of the West, a single democratic culture, and
the Union cannot act by way of a permanent mandate given to the
hegemonic sovereignty of another country.

To conclude, there is aneed for both more Europe and a united
West. This is the only road that European security and defence can
follow in the new century.
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Jean-Louis Gergorin Five year
& Jean Bétermier

Taking stock of the last five years from the point of view of Euro-
pean defence industries, it must first be acknowledged that theidea
of a European security and defence policy has made headway in
institutional terms, but that there is still some way to go before the
European Union has the capabilities necessary to secure its strate-
gic autonomy. A defence industry exists in order to provide
national armed forces, in this case those of the EU’s members, with
material and technical means that leave them free to make their
own political choices and able to protect their citizens and their
interests.

Undeniable achievements

Faced with the dual challenge of the reduction in defence budgets
following the end of the Cold War and the ever-increasing cost of
new systems, European defence industries have been focusing on
Europe for a long time now. Aware of their responsibilities in the
defence and security of their countries, and convinced that there
can be no European defence without a solid industrial and techno-
logical base, the leaders of these industries have chosen to join
forces. This is especially true of aeronautics, missiles, space and
information technologies. Measures to coordinate EU member
states’ defence efforts are thus extremely welcome.

The Franco-British summit in St-Malo in 1998 and the Euro-
pean Council in Cologne in 1999 launched European defence and
took the issue to the heart of the European political debate. This
positive development is in line with the expectations of the peo-
ples of Europe, who are worried at the threat to global peace and
security, and also want to see the European Union playing a more
active role on the world stage. Anyone who needs convincing need
only look at the latest poll findings, whether of the Eurobarome-
ter survey or the Ipsos poll carried out for EADS in Europe’s five
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main military powers: in the latter poll, 78 per cent of those ques-
tioned thought that Europe should be able to conduct an opera-
tion on its own, without US support.

The decisions taken at the European Councils in Cologne and
Helsinki and the intergovernmental conferences which followed
have certainly helped to clarify the future by identifying the mili-
tary capabilities needed if the European Union is to be able to play
its part in managing crises which could jeopardise its security or
compromise its interests, on the understanding that, for NATO
members, common defence against a major risk would still be cov-
ered by the Atlantic Alliance, in line with Article S of the North
Atlantic Treaty. Lastly, a common political platform has been
defined with the adoption, in December 2003, of the European
Security Strategy proposed by Javier Solana, the High Representa-
tive for the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP).

The European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) is now up
and running, although it does not yet possess all the capabilities it
considers necessary. The EU has thus carried out its first military
missions in FYROM and the Democratic Republic of the Congo.
As regards programmes, given the recent launch of the A400M
strategic transport aircraft project, a decision of the utmost
importance, it might be assumed that the structures essential for
forming a common industrial and technological base were pro-
gressing at the same pace. Unfortunately, it has to be conceded
that thereis still a considerable gap between the European institu-
tional framework and those defence industries which have under-
taken to work together on a European basis.

The designation of ‘pilot’ countries for the development of new
systems,a move adopted in the capability acquisition process, pro-
vides an outline division of labour and, in the absence of European
programmes based on common operational requirements, pre-
pares the ground for harmonising effort in order to avoid any
needless duplication. And yet, positive though this move maybe, it
does not measure up to declared intentions.

European arms manufacturers, in particular those in aeronau-
tics and space, missiles and information technologies, have tradi-
tions of cooperation dating back forty years or so. It was therefore
quite natural that, in the 1990s, when cuts in defence spending
forced them to restructure, some of them looked to their Euro-
pean partners. The new situation caused them to make major
changes in their cooperative relations, setting up joint companies,
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not merely single-project consortiums. This move was also neces-
sitated by the merging of US manufacturers into five giant corpo-
rations. Since arms industries, more than any other, are dependent
on political authorities, this could not happen without involving
the states themselves. Thus in July 1998, France, Germany, Italy,
Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom signed a Letter of Intent
(Lol), an industry-driven agreement, to facilitate arms trade
between them. Although it cannot be denied that this agreement,
which became the Framework Agreement at Farnborough in
July 2000, was a major step towards consolidating European
defence industries (undertakings in these six countries account
for 90 per cent of European capabilities in the sector) it was not in
itself enough to create the conditions necessary for a genuinely
European defence industry.

Still a long way to go

The time has therefore come to bring this major project within the
structural framework of the European Union, with the aim of
developing a common industrial and technological base. The deci-
sion taken by the European Council in November 2003, which con-
firmed the Thessaloniki decision and set up the European Defence
Agency, without waiting for the draft European Constitution to be
adopted, is thus particularly timely. Under the chairmanship of
Javier Solana, a working party is studying the definition of its remit
and how it will function. The working party’s initial findings were
approved in June 2004. The Agency should therefore be in a posi-
tion gradually to begin its activities before the end of the year. Not
all member states have the same vision, but it is to be hoped that
governments will agree on aspecific,ambitious project, rather than
simply adding a new tier to the plethora of existing structures. In
the long term, the Agency should be able to take on the responsi-
bilities, in the armaments (including research) field, currently held
by the Western European Armaments Group (WEAG), the Organi-
sation for Joint Armaments Cooperation (OCCAR) and the Lol. It
is legitimate to suppose that the transfer of the WEAG to the
Agency, and thus to the European Union, would give it a stronger
political basis and enable it to receive multi-annual finance, always
a guarantee of efficiency where research is involved. However, it
seems that it will take a number of years before in-depth restruc-
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turing of this type can be completed, because of the statutes of the
various organisations - the OCCAR and the Lol are the subject of
international treaties - and also because these various organisa-
tions might lend themselves to enhanced cooperation, should that
prove necessary.

As regards armaments, taken in the broadest sense, priority
should be given to defence Research and Technology (R&T), to
prevent the investment differences between Europe and the
United States, currently at a ratio of one to five, from leading to
unacceptable levels of dependence. Given that member states are
unable to make any significant increase in financial resources,
they should be allowed to pool their efforts, without any further
delay, to a greater extent than they do at presentin the WEAG, and
show willingness to step up cooperation with the European Com-
mission. The Commission, whichis already in charge of the frame-
work programme for research and development, is seeing a rapid
increase in its security activities owing to the increased terrorist
threat.

The R&T effort should be supported by exploration or demon-
stration developments open to as many partners as possible, with
the aim of offering the prospect of cooperation to the smallest
countries. If countries work together upstream, it helps to createa
momentum enabling them both to take advantage of existing EU
expertise and to make shared choices. In addition, a development
of this type would probably encourage the emergence of centres of
excellence within the Union, which could be networked to supply
our industries.

As regards defence industries, the process of consolidation is
far from over. This is especially true of land- and sea-based sys-
tems, where firms need to move quickly to form European group-
ings.

More generally, if consolidation is to result in transnational
European companies able to meet member states’ needs, certain
conditions must be met, including:

(a) asupply guarantee for member states;

(b) a suitable legal framework for the transfer of technology and
equipment within the EU;

(c) freedom of export, within the constraints of the 1998 EU Code
of Conduct and in the spirit of the Debré-Schmidt agreements;

(d) consultation procedures, so that industrial capabilities result-
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ing from European consolidation or rationalisation are not lost
to the Union;

(e) acceptance of single companies which bring together industrial
capabilities where the European market is too small;

(f) when placing contracts, the need to consider transnational
European companies on the same footing as companies which
have retained their national identity;

(g) binding procedures to deter participating states from unilater-
ally withdrawing from collaborative programmes once a certain
stage of development has been reached.

It should be stressed that the first three conditions were
adopted, in principle, in the Lol, but that six years after its adop-
tion,administrative measures governing internal trade, even trade
within the same European industrial group, are still to be har-
monised.

A large European armaments market is obviously a highly
desirable goal. However, it is unrealistic to imagine that such a
market can be brought about by measures establishing a policy of
European preference. It should be easier to open up European
defence markets once states are nolonger actingas both judge and
judged in certain areas. In this regard, we must acknowledge the
openness shown by the United Kingdom, which regularly puts its
national equipment programmes out to competitive tender:
hence EADS has been chosen for the Skynet 5 contract to supply
the British Ministry of Defence with secure satellite communica-
tions services, while the Air Tanker consortium has been selected
to provide in-flight refuelling for the Royal Air Force; in the same
way, Thales is to help to build two British aircraft carriers, working
under the prime contractor, BAE Systems.

The legitimate desire to build up a genuine European defence
industry, capable of supporting the ESDP, does not mean takinga
‘fortress Europe’ approach, as is so often alleged across the
Atlantic. On the contrary, forminglarge European groups will put
them in a better position to cooperate with their American coun-
terparts, in particular in areas where it is no longer possible to
maintain healthy competition on a national basis. The European
arms market is much more accessible than the American market;
opening up the US market would gradually create the conditions
for genuine transatlantic cooperation, at the same time as prepar-
ing the ground for interoperable forces.
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The headway made by the idea of defence has undoubtedly left
its mark on the political debate in the European Union. Following
the discussions on defence at the Convention, under the aegis of
Michel Barnier, then a European Commissioner, the conditions
now seem to be right for taking tangible measures, regarding both
institutions and programmes. It is important that the European
Defence Agency should be given real power, and thatits creation is
takenasan opportunity to rationalise and simplify existing organ-
isations.

Looking to the future, it is essential that the Agency should
have strong political support, plus the resources it needs to assert
its authority over R&T activities straight away and to create a cli-
mate conducive to the development of a European arms market
that is competitive and capable of meeting the needs of the EU’s
armed forces.
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Since the European Security and Defence Policy was launched five
years ago, how much has been accomplished? From an American
perspective, the recognition of the need for more effective Euro-
pean military capabilities - even if developed independently from
NATO - has been welcome, but the progress toward developing
those capabilities exceedingly slow. Over the past five years, enor-
mous amounts of European leaders’ and officials’ time and energy
have been devoted to developing the institutions and guidelines for
European defence and for coordinating those efforts with national
and other multinational organisations. Given the very disparate
defence capabilitiesand traditions of the EU’s 25 members,suchan
emphasis on institutional development is probably inevitable -
especially in these early stages of the project. But it has also meant
that, from an American perspective, ESDP has so far appeared to be
far more about process than it has been about results.

Many Americans are rightly frustrated with the imbalance
between the EU’s focus on institutions and its development of
capabilities. They also worry that ESDP will unnecessarily dupli-
cate NATO’s efforts and complicate decision-making without
actually adding much military value. Some are reluctant to
encourage the creation of amilitary, and therefore political, power
that has the theoretical potential to rival the United States. Ulti-
mately, however, the United States has a strong interest in a more
effective ESDP. Indeed, with such a significant proportion of
American military forces now involved in Iraq, the US interestina
more capable - and potentially autonomous - EU defence capabil-
ity is today greater than ever. There are risks involved in EU defence
autonomy, but nothing that cannot be managed with a modicum
of goodwill and pragmatism on both sides (characteristics that
have admittedly been lacking in recent years). But as it considers
the vast military and strategic challenges it faces in the world
today,as well as the enduring common interests of Europe and the
United States, Washington should be far more concerned about
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the EU’s military weakness than about its potential strength.

ESDP’s first five years have not been about process alone, of
course. During this period, in fact, the EU undertook its first
actual operations: police actions in Macedonia and Bosnia; a
NATO-supported military mission in FYROM; and an
autonomous EU military operation in the Democratic Republic
of Congo. These were all small-scale missions and all could have
been easily been done without involving the EU, either by a coali-
tion of the willing within NATO or under an EU ‘lead nation’. The
Congo operation, in fact, was really a French mission supported by
a handful of other Europeans, onto which an EU role was grafted.
But these Balkans and Africa missions were none the less good
indicators of the kind of contributions the EU could make if it
continues to develop the will and capability to act militarily. The
EU’s role in both FYROM and Congo was an important symbol of
the Union’s common security and humanitarian interests. Both
also provided useful lessons in identifying what the EU would
need both institutionally and militarily for future missions of this
type. At the end of 2004, the EU will also take over the ongoing
peacekeeping operation in Bosnia from NATO. That mission will
be another importantstep in proving both that the EU can actand
thatit canactalongside NATO’s Kosovo mission without causing
competition or confusion in political authority or military com-
mand. The EU is still far from ready to take on major military
deployments without extensive logistical, planning and intelli-
gence support from NATO or the United States, but it has begun
to take the first steps in that direction.

In terms of developing military capabilities, the EU has also
made some progress over the past five years, but thereis stillalong
way to go. The political focus on capability development is itself
already significant, even if it has not yet translated into increased
resources for European military forces, except in rare cases like
that of France. National defence reforms - sometimes modelled
on the British Strategic Defence Review of the late 1990s - are
moving forward. France has already professionalised its armed
forces, while Italy and Spain are in the process of doing the same.
Germany conducted a major defence review in 2003 and now
plans to develop a 35,000-strong combat intervention force and a
70,000-strong peacekeeping force by the end of the decade. Col-
lectively, EU members have committed themselves to the develop-
ment of a European Rapid Reaction Force that would enable them
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to deploy 60,000 troops within 60 days and sustain itself for up to
ayear. That force was declared operational in May 2003, though it
cannot yet achieve its stated goals. European members of NATO
have also made important commitments to the development, by
2006, of a NATO Response Force, which would consist of some
21,000 troops that could be deployed within one to three weeks
andsustainitselffor 30 days. Theidea behind the NRF was to chal-
lenge Europeans to enhance their military capabilities and to
show that they continued to believe in NATO as a military organi-
sation even as they sought to develop ESDP - and the plan seems
to be working. Even France, which has been outside of NATO’s
integrated military command structure since 1966, has commit-
ted 1,700 troops to the NRF, and senior French officers will have
command positions within the new force structure. Not all of the
European deployment plansare just plans, moreover - actual over-
seas deployments are increasing. Britain, France and Germany all
have more than 10,000 of their soldiers deployed abroad, and EU
member states collectively have deployed over 60,000 troops
beyond Europe’s borders.

Progress is thus being made, but much more remains to be
done. The rhetorical commitment to developing military capabil-
ities has been admirable and consistent, but nearly all European
defence budgets are stagnant or falling - and there is little
prospect of a reversal any time soon. In any case, the main issue is
neither defence spending on high-end military capabilities nor
overall troop numbers but effective deployability even for stability
operations. EU countries maintain some 1.2 million ground
troops but only around 80,000 can be deployed abroad. That must
change if the notion of EU military autonomy is to have any real
meaning. It is no secret what the deficiencies in capabilities are -
they include airlift and sealift, precision-guided munitions and
interoperable communications and intelligence. ESDP processes
such as the European Capabilities Action Plan have been very
good at identifying these gaps, but less effective at filling them.

Much progress could be made, however, even in the absence of
politically difficult defence spending increases. Already, EU mem-
bers collectively spend over $200bn on defence yearly. Thatis only
abouthalfof what the United States spends, butitisstill quitealot
of money, and the EU does not have anywhere near as many
defence commitments as the United States does. The problem is
that the money is spent badly, and disproportionately on large,
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outmoded, standing military forces. Brookings Institution
defence analyst Michael O’Hanlon believes that, even without
major increases in defence spending, EU members could in the
near future develop the capacity to deploy some 200,000 troops
abroad if they made the right procurement and organisational
decisions. That would not only be a major contribution to West-
ern security butit would also represent a capability that American
decision-makers would have to take seriously.

On institutions - a necessary if insufficient part of ESDP -
progress has been considerable, though once again not without
problems. The institutions decided by the Cologne summit - the
Political and Security Committee, the Military Committee and an
EUMilitary Staff - are allnowup and running. In addition,anum-
ber of member states have set up a joint armaments cooperation
agency (OCCAR) and the EU has plans to set up a defence capabil-
ities agency that would seek to hold member states to their com-
mitments on military spending and procurement. These new
institutions, however, are untested, and perhaps inevitably still
seeking to define their proper roles. Certainly the small operations
undertaken so far have yet to demonstrate that the EU has the
political will or the capability to plan and conduct a large military
operation.

One of most controversial issues has been the desire of some
European countries to endow the EU with an autonomous opera-
tional planning capability. In spring 2003, during the transat-
lantic crisis over Iraq, a plan proposed by France and Germany to
set up such a capability provoked a harsh reaction from both Lon-
don and Washington. The Bush administration probably over-
reacted, but the irritation with the Franco-German proposal was
understandable. From the American perspective, that proposal
violated the painstaking compromise reached in 1999, whereby
the EU agreed only to undertake autonomous military operations
‘where NATO as a whole was not engaged’ and to rely on ‘assured
access’ to NATO planning capabilities to avoid political disagree-
ments and wasteful duplication of resources.

It would have been one thing if Europeans had the logistical,
intelligence and military assets, and political will, to undertake
new military missions and lacked only an operational planning
capability, but that was far from the case. Nor was it likely that the
United States would refuse to allow assured access to NATO plan-
ning in the event of a crisis, since that would certainly drive the EU
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to set up its own institutions. The timing of the proposal, more-
over — in the midst of the biggest transatlantic crisis in decades -
seemed driven more by a desire to take advantage of European
anger at America to push the agenda for a separate European
defence than by any genuine need. In December 2003, with Britain
keen to repair relations with France and Germany, the parties
agreed a compromise on the planning issue. The EU would send
some of its own operational planners to NATO’s headquarters at
SHAPE, while adding another small unit of planners to the already
existing EU military staff in Brussels. The initial capability of the
new unit would be extremely limited, but for proponents of a gen-
uinely autonomous EU defence it was at least a start. In deference
to the British government, the United States did not publicly
express its opposition to this plan, but American concerns about
the necessity and consequences of the EU planning cell remained.

The development of an autonomous European operational
planning capability is a greater threat to scarce European defence
resources than to NATO or the United States. In fact, if the EU ever
does make real progress in terms of military capabilities (as well as
in developing a truly common foreign and security policy),an EU
with the ability to plan its own missions could even be good for the
United States. Contrary to some American fears, the problem with
European defence today is not that the Europeans are likely to
deploy their growing military power in ways inimical to American
interests, but that they are unlikely to have enough military power
to respond effectively to common US and European concerns.
Crises in many areas of the world have cried out for outside inter-
vention, and the EU still lacks the means to act. The recent Euro-
pean (if not EU) military interventions in Sierra Leone, Ivory Coast
and the DRC, none of which the United States had any interest in
joining, have saved many lives and supported American interests
in a troubled part of the world. Americans, with their own plate
full in Iraq, Afghanistan, and potentially elsewhere, should want
to see more such actions, and if acting under an EU rather than a
NATO banner inspires greater European support, then it should
be welcomed rather than condemned. Ultimately, whatever the
risks and frustrations, a more coherent and capable European
partner is in America’s interest.
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ESDP: the first

Alb erto Navarro five years

Europe currently faces the exciting challenge of unification and
institution-building. This venture, embarked upon over halfa cen-
tury ago to bring peace through sectoral economic cooperation,
has now developed into a legally constituted union, comprising
twenty five states, which is constantly growing in membership and
in political, economic and social stature.

The traditional objectives set by the Treaties: the single market,
economicand social cohesion and economicand monetary union,
are now giving way to new priorities set by the Lisbon agenda and
by the European Council meeting in Géteborg, such as sustain-
able development, European citizenship or the projection of
Europe as a ‘global partner’, designed to strengthen the Union’s
influence in the international political and economic arena, as a
factor for stability, progress and solidarity.

Today’s European Union, which has achieved remarkable suc-
cesses, such as the introduction of the euro in twelve countries or
the Constitutional Treaty, has to rise to the challenges of the
twenty-first century. For this purpose, then, it was essential to
devise joint action on defence, reflecting solidarity between its
member states and unifying their response to the challenges of the
modern day world. In so doing, the European Union is enhancing
its external dimension as a key part of any integration system, and
radiating European civic values into the contemporary world.

The European security and defence policy (ESDP), stemming
from the European Council meeting in Cologne in June 1999, was
designed to bolster the Common Foreign and Security Policy
(CESP), into which it slotted. The aim was to equip the European
Union with the necessary capabilities and with suitable structures
for conflict prevention and crisis management under the three-
fold Petersberg tasks: humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeep-
ing tasks and tasks involving use of combat forces, including
peacemaking. For this purpose, the European Union decided to
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build up a capability of its own, enabling it to lead such opera-
tions, with personnel voluntarily supplied by member states.

Over the last five years, the ESDP has taken great strides for-
ward. It has put in place the necessary political and military struc-
tures, built up its capabilities and, as of 2003, conducted its first
crisis management operations, both military and civilian.

Institutionally, the main management bodies have now been
established, including the Secretary General/CFSP High Repre-
sentative and specific ESDP bodies such as the Political and Secu-
rity Committee (PSC), the Military Committee, the Military Staff
and the Committee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management
(CIVCOM).

Back in December 1999, in Helsinki, the European Council set
a target for 2003 for the Union’s military capabilities. It required
member states to be able to deploy, within 60 days, for at least a
year, 50-60,000 strong military forces for EU-led operations. Con-
siderable progress has been made in this area, even though gaps
still remain.

Alongside the deployment of such military personnel for crisis
management and peacekeeping purposes, there was also a need
for civilian capabilities in priority areas such as policing, strength-
ening of the rule of law, administration or civil protection. Here,
the targets set in Feira in 2000 have in some cases been exceeded
and there is even a plan for a military cum civilian European gen-
darmerie.

All of this progress has gone hand in hand with the wish to step
up relations and cooperation with non member countries and
international organisations. Transatlantic relations have, of
course, assumed particular importance on account of their politi-
cal significance. Article 17 of the Treaty on European Union
requires the CFSP to respect obligations under the North Atlantic
Treaty for those member states that see their common defence
lying within NATO. This means that the Alliance remains the
basis for the Union’s collective defence. That is why the European
Union proposes to carry out the Petersberg tasks in consultation
withits NATO partners. Foritis our firm belief that the ESDP will
help to strengthen transatlantic ties. The Union and the Alliance
should be mutually reinforcing, while avoiding any rivalry or
duplication. That is why the ‘Berlin-plus’ arrangements were con-
cluded in March 2003, enabling the European Union to make use
of the Alliance’s resources and capabilities for its own operations.
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However, ESDP cooperation also involves other partners. A
relationship has already been entered into with the non EU Euro-
pean NATO members. Bases have been established for coopera-
tion with countries such as Canada, Russia and Ukraine. Progress
has also been made in the security dialogue with Mediterranean
partners under the Barcelona process. Lastly, relations with the
United Nations Security Council have been clarified as regards
peacekeeping and maintaining international security, and the
importance of the work of the Council of Europe or the OSCE in
this area is acknowledged.

This paved the way for the EU to launch its first crisis manage-
ment operations, in 2003. The first was a civilian one: the EU
police mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina. This was followed,
from March to December, by the military Operation Concordia in
the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM), during
which the ‘Berlin-plus’ arrangements were first successfully
applied. The third, the military Operation Artemis, took place
from June to August in Bunia (Democratic Republic of Congo).
This was the first operation carried out by the Union on its own, at
the United Nations’ request. Since December, lastly, the Proxima
police mission has also been under way in FYROM. In the light of
that favourable experience, in December 2003 the European
Council now raised a fresh challenge, announcing that the Union
was ready to take over from the NATO military force, SFOR, in
Bosnia at the end of 2004, under the ‘Berlin-plus’ arrangements,
on terms currently being negotiated.

The conclusion of the ‘Berlin-plus’ arrangements and the
implementation of those first crisis management operations have
seen the ESDP move on from its start up phase to become fully
operational.

At its most recent meetings, the European Council has accord-
ingly taken major decisions for the development of the ESDP,
such as approval of the European Security Strategy paper submit-
ted by the Secretary General/High Representative, Javier Solana,
the defence articles in the Constitutional Treaty, the establish-
mentofaEuropean Defence Agency or the Brussels planning unit.

The European Security Strategy paper, entitled ‘A secure
Europe in a better world’, depicts the new security environment
brought about by globalisation and pinpoints the main threats
faced by the European Union. Those threats include terrorism,
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, regional conflicts,
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failed states and organised crime. In response to those threats, the
European Union must help bring stability and good governance
to potentially conflictual regions and lend its support to a new
international order based on effective multilateralism. For this
purpose, the EU relies on an active, coherent ESDP, better
equipped with resources and capabilities.

On 18 June 2004 agreement was reached on the Constitutional
Treaty, with particular implications for the ESDP. The articles
dealing with the ESDP include components which should resultin
asolid common European defence. Among those provisions, men-
tion should be made of the following: updating of thelist of Peters-
berg tasks, now to include disarmament, anti terrorist action and
reform of non member countries’ security apparatus; a structured
cooperation option for states wishing to take on greater commit-
ments in military capabilities and in more ambitious missions;
closer cooperation in mutual defence in the event of an armed
attack against a member state; and, extending beyond the ESDP, a
very important solidarity clause involving a commitment to pro-
vide assistance between member states, including by military
means, in response to terrorist attacks or natural disasters.

From the outset of this phase, Spain has encouraged the devel-
opment of a genuine defence policy within the Union and played a
full partin efforts to strengthen itand improve capabilities as well
as in the crisis management operations carried out, whether in
cooperation with NATO or separately.

The ESDP needs to prepare the Union for the new security chal-
lenges mentioned above. The ESDP’s role in combating terrorism,
in particular, is of the essence here. It is our belief that united
action will prove extremely valuable in such a sensitive area. The
declarationissued by the European Council in Seville in June 2002
on the contribution of the CFSP, including the ESDP, here opens
the way for significant progress on matters such as joint terrorist
threat assessment, intelligence cooperation, listing of military
capabilities and resources available to protect the civilian popula-
tion and Union forces from the effects of terrorist attacks, or coop-
eration with NATO in compilingalist of civil protection resources
and capabilities.

The Spanish representatives at the Convention on the future of
Europe put forward many proposals for driving forward the
future development of the ESDP, and Spain would even have liked
to go further in this area. In our view, structured defence coopera-
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tion should be open to all member states willing and able to joinin
onmutually agreed bases. Spain also supports the mutual defence
clause as a further expression of solidarity between member states
within an increasingly political union.

Spain firmly intends to take an active hand in moves under
way, and its government will continue to put its weight behind
plans for the following:

D building up European military capabilities for rapid reaction
operations, since this is a key aspect of the ESDP. Without such
capabilities, the ESDP would be just empty words;

D playing a full part in the establishment and work of the new
European Defence Agency. That agency, operating under the
Council’s authority, will be open to all member states, with due
regard for ESDP needs, for dovetailing with NATO and for domes-
ticand European defence industry interests. Spainis alsoat present
completing procedures for its membership of the European
Organisation for Joint Armament Cooperation (OCCAR), which
will initially operate in tandem with the agency;

D working for a greater contribution to anti terrorist action under
the ESDP, by coming up with efforts and resources for full imple-
mentation of the measures called for in the European Council’s
Seville declaration and in the EU declaration on terrorism, issued
following the attacks in Madrid on 11 March 2004;

D building on the Constitutional Treaty’s defence provisions.
These most notably include a broader definition of ESDP tasks as
well as commitments taken on by way of structured cooperation,
the mutual defence clause and the member state solidarity clause.
Such progress in the ESDP will be entirely compatible with
NATO’s role in collective defence;

D furtherstrengthening relations between the EU and the Atlantic
Alliance and establishing a real strategic partnership in crisis man-
agement and in other areas, such as combating terrorism. Spain
strongly believes in the need for further strengthening of that
transatlantic link as part of a sounder, more balanced security rela-
tionship;

D fully implementing the Union’s civilian military unit for plan-
ning and possible leadership of military and civilian operations,
while also stepping up liaison with NATO. Spain would like to
improve the Union’s military effectiveness and political profile in
conducting such operations, whether on its own or with the use of
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NATO resources, without duplicating NATO structures.

The European Union has made considerable headway in many
areas over the last few years, but all of this political, economic and
social reality has a duty to perform in meeting the need for a gen-
uine Common Foreign and Security Policy and, within it, as its
defence component, the ESDP. The duty is twofold: towards the
Union itself, to cope with the threats of the modern day world, and
towards the international community, by which the Union wishes
to be seen as a paragon of coexistence in peace, freedom, justice
and progress. None of that will be possible if we shirk our security
responsibilities. That is the challenge facing us all, and Spain will
make every effort to rise to it.
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In a brief summary of world history, the United Kingdom’s politi-
cal history in the twentieth century would probably be summed up
inacouple of sentences somethinglike these: ‘In the twentieth cen-
tury, British civilisation founded on freedom and democracy was
twice under threat of armed attack. On both occasions the threat
came from continental Europe and on both occasions was repulsed
mainly with the help of the United States.’

There, in the proverbial nutshell, are the deep-seated reasons
why British public opinion is lukewarm in its support for Euro-
pean integration and why it is reluctant, indeed refuses, to see any
whittling away of its sovereignty in the areas of foreign and
defence policy. Clearly this is not a rational reaction. As in other
countries, were public opinion in the United Kingdom to apply
cool reason, it would conclude that the European Union, which
encompasses the former victims and their attackers under com-
mon institutions, is precisely the most efficient guarantee against
the past repeating itself. With it, the possibility of war is ruled out
and a single foreign and defence policy is gradually being put in
place. However, a people’s unconscious mind, which is slow to for-
get and reacts instinctively, works otherwise.

EU politicians should bear this in mind, just as each EU mem-
ber state should take account of its partners’ sensitivities. No one
can be asked to abandon his convictions or renege on his ambi-
tions, merely not toignore the facts. In arecent opinion survey the
British public were asked who they thought would help them if
their freedom were threatened. Most still saw that help coming
first from the United States. That is the way things are. Moreover,
the situation is very much the same in some Central and East
European countries, notably Poland. I remember with the utmost
clarity a conference in Brussels, attended by Jacques Delors and
Etienne Davignon among others, in which there had been a lively
discussion of the defence aspects of the draft Constitution for
Europe. Poland’s Jacek Saryusz-Wolski was scathing, ferocious, in
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his denunciation of what he described as the half-heartedness of
the EU’s ambitions. He swept aside the proposed mutual defence
clause as insubstantial: for Poland (and for its neighbours) the
only clause affording solid guarantees was the mutual defence
clause in the North Atlantic Treaty; time would tell whether
Europe’s guarantee was credible or not, but for the time being it
was merely empty posturing. In an interview given earlier, Bronis-
law Geremek, Poland’s former Foreign Minister, had explained
thisattitude by the weight of history. Poles remember how Poland,
pincered between Stalin and Hitler, was abandoned to its fate by
the Western countries. In the collective subconscious, Russia con-
tinues to be a potential threat, and Western Europe does not yet
offer sufficient safeguards. That safeguard lies in NATO member-
ship, because of the United States.

Here, too, the logical conclusion would be that EU member-
ship gives even greater reassurances, not just because it ensures
solidarity in the event of an attack but because it makes the whole
idea of attack absurd and impracticable. However, it is again nec-
essary to heed a deeply felt reaction on the part of a nation whose
pride, identity and very existence have been repeatedly put to the
test over the centuries.

Understanding must be mutual

I have dwelt somewhat heavily on this point because I feel that the
tendency to divide member states into ‘good’ and ‘bad’ Europeans
is inappropriate. Countries differ for reasons of history and char-
acter, and those differences must be understood and respected,
provided that understanding is mutual. We can accept the United
Kingdom’s special ties with the United States, for example, or
Poland’s passing scepticism about the effectiveness of European
defence plans, while hoping that current attitudes will change.
Even the position of neutral countries - whose citizens maintain
that they were partly tricked because the political implications of
joining the EU were not clearly spelled out at the beginning - is
understandable. But we are then entitled to expect the specific
characteristics of fellow countries to be treated with equal respect.
Ask Belgium, for example, to give the essence of its political his-
tory in the twentieth century in a few lines, and the result would
roughly be this: ‘Belgium never declared war and had no intention
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of taking part in armed conflict, but it was invaded twice because
thearmed forces of aneighbouring country,at war with another of
Belgium’s neighbours, saw fit to avoid direct attack on the
enemy’s lines of defence by passing through Belgian territory.’ Itis
not surprising that the unswerving aim of Belgian foreign policy
should have been to bring about reconciliation between the two
countries in question, France and Germany. It must be clear to
everyone why Belgium wants European integration, including
military integration, to develop as fully as possible and to have
strong, independent supranational institutions.

Franco-German reconciliation has been at the heart of the
European project from the outset and the emotional investment
in reconciliation should not surprise us. Receiving the draft Schu-
man Plan, Konrad Adenauer said to Jean Monnet, ‘If this plan suc-
ceeds, I won’t have lived in vain’. Helmut Schmidt supported the
single currency against the tide of German public opinion and the
wishes of German industry and even the German Central Bank,
because he did not want the DM, which was too strong at the time,
to crush the other European currencies, arousing fears and frus-
tration in the process; (if the City of London now wants the United
Kingdom to enter the eurozone, itis for slightly different reasons).
Coal and steel were chosen for the first European Community (the
ECSC) and placed under a supranational High Authority because,
for contemporaries, coal and steel were the sinews of war, and the
second great project, the European Defence Community (EDC),
predated the European Economic Community (EEC). The idea of
developing Franco-German ties into a fully-fledged union
between the two countries has been formulated by eminent fig-
ures like Pascal Lamy and Giinter Verheugen, to cite but the most
recent plan.

Those who feel it necessary to integrate more fully should
therefore be permitted to implement their projects in the Com-
munity framework, to be joined by others who so wish (an option
always open atalater stage). There is of course the opposite school
of thought, which argues that those wishing to advance faster
must be stopped, because they are splitting Europe apart. This was
the argumentagainst the introduction of the single currency used
by Ralf Dahrendorf, who maintained that the plan should be
dropped because, without the support of the United Kingdom, it
would split the Community. According to this reasoning,
Europe’s enemies were the very people endeavouring to build
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monetary union and not those who rejected it. It goes without say-
ing that I find the theory preposterous, the more so as the propo-
nentis a former European Commissioner.

The European reflex: the habit of consultation

It will have become apparent that I am not an enthusiast of the
‘relentless pursuit’ strategy either, and that I consider it neither
wise nor feasible for the moment to extend majority decision-taking
to matters of foreign and defence policy. Very prominent figures,
particularly in the European Parliament, have urged this step in the
sincere belief that it will hasten the progress of European integra-
tion. The wisdom of Jacques Delors and Valéry Giscard d’Estaingin
thisrespect carries more conviction: neither considers that the time
is ripe for sudden acceleration. Valéry Giscard d’Estaing has said
that a majority vote - whatever the outcome - on participation in
the Iraq war would have wrecked the future prospects of the CFSP
and the ESDP. He is right. The United Kingdom, Spain and a few
other countries would never have bowed to a vote against partici-
pation, whereas France, Germany and a few others would never
have accepted a vote in favour. Before they can take majority deci-
sions on matters of war and peace, which imply sending young
Europeans into combat, the member states mustlearn the habit of
consulting each other, studying together the most sensitive issues
and coordinating their response This may seem little at first glance,
but it is the only way of acquiring what Michel Barnier, now
France’s Foreign Minister, has called the ‘European reflex’. The
office of High Representative for the CFSP and the manner in
which Javier Solana has fulfilled that difficult role have already
done much for the common foreign policy; the results would have
been even more impressive if the European reflex had been more in
evidence among member states. Viscount Davignon, eminent
diplomat and inveterate genius of compromise, having carefully
read through the famous ‘letter of eight’ and the reaction of the
other governments and seen the fundamental similarities in the
ideas on the Atlantic Alliance and relations between Europe and
the United States, uttered the lapidary judgment: ‘any young diplo-
mat could have worked these two into a single text’. The task might
have proved difficult for a young diplomat, but Etienne Davignon
could have done the job without much trouble. This would have
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provided the EU with a common text even if there had been no
immediate impact as to participation in the war. The forthcoming
promotion of the High Representative to a fully-fledged Union
Minister for Foreign Affairs will further enhance the European
reflex.

A tribute to the defence provisions of the draft
Constitution

The defence provisions of the draft European Constitution repre-
sent, in the final analysis, what is desirable and feasible in today’s
circumstances. [t must not be forgotten that they are the outcome
of far-reaching discussion involving not just national governments
but European institutions (Commission and Parliament) and
members of national parliaments, that the defence clauses were
drawn up under Michel Barnier’s chairmanship and that certain
points were finalised by the three member states most directly con-
cerned: France, Germany and the United Kingdom. The Constitu-
tion’s defence clauses fall into five points:

(a) strengthening and broadening of the Union’s existing Peters-
berg peacekeeping and peacemaking tasks in third countries;

(b) ‘solidarity clause’ binding member states in the event of terror-
istattack (and natural disaster);

(c) establishment of an Armaments Agency - a key component, on
which work has started;

(d) ‘structured cooperation’ between member states willing and
able to take military cooperation further. Member states unable
to participateimmediately are guaranteed a chance of joining in
atalater stage. This point s the key to future development;

(e) mutual defence clause (for some odd reason officially dubbed
‘closer cooperation’), which reproduces the existing Western
European Union (WEU) commitment and has no effect on the
corresponding NATO article.

This draft has aroused reservations and criticism in various
quarters, including the French Senate, for not going far enough.
Those concerns have been partly allayed by additional explana-
tion, and, as I have argued, it seems neither possible nor expedient
at present for all member states to forge ahead together, provided
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that we accept that those wishing and able to move ahead have the
right to do so. It is a right they will certainly exercise. The main
pointis that this should be possible within the EU framework and
not on an intergovernmental basis. Recent events have demon-
strated the vulnerability of arrangements based on personal rela-
tions between a few heads of government. The parliamentary
majority in one country has only to change and the whole picture
changes with it: recent developments in Spain are the latest exam-
ple. Without agreed texts and institutions, nothing is certain. At
the same time, we must respect national identities and sensitivi-
ties and heed the lessons of history.

My hypothetical third war

I have learnt how difficult it is to persuade young people today of
the meaning and the historical importance of having established
an area of stability and peace that covers most of the continent of
Europe. What is a milestone in European history is simply the sta-
tus quo for the next generations, the world they were borninto,and
it cannot, by definition, represent an ideal; each generation, how-
ever, needs an ideal to strive for. Some years ago I tried to explain to
my son’s best friend, who was Dutch, that fifty years earlier they
could have been enemies. Far from welcoming the miracle worked
by the European Union, he dismissed my remark coldly, saying:
‘More fool you for fighting each other’. In Europe we have tried to
putastop to that folly. Helmut Kohl was surprised to find that the
European idea could no longer be ‘sold’ with the peace argument.
However, we need only cross the Union’s border to see the conflicts
outside the EU, in Kosovo for example, or to cross the Mediter-
ranean to observe the situation between Israel and Palestine.
Jacques Delors once remarked that throughout European history
war had broken out approximately every twenty years. At my age,
had it not been for European integration I would already have seen
three.
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It is one of the paradoxes of the European Union that, in provid-
ingan unparalleled degree of security to the citizens of its expand-
ing membership, it is so timid in developing a strategy to protect
that security. The expansion of the European Union may well be
the most important contribution to contemporary international
security, but the sustained vitality of the Union calls for a strategy
of how Europe will projectitselfin the years ahead in order to pro-
tect what it gains for its citizens. It will have to expand further to
consolidate the Union and also clarify which countries will
become neighbours with special relationships. And it will be nec-
essary to establish with what means and where Europe will make
its presence felt in order to prevent threats reaching Europe’s
frontiers.

The example of how the EU has handled the question of the
Balkans will, later in this paper, serve to illustrate the costs to
Europe of not mustering the political will to project Europe confi-
dently into areas where it must not fear to tread.

These are matters of European security,and they constitute the
central and still unresolved question in European politics: where,
when, how and with what permanence will we project Europe to
ensure our protection? It has yet to be presented starkly to the
majority of Europe’s citizens. Political leaders are still willing to
substitute prolixity for effective policy and to obfuscate the tough
economic and political choices that Europe must make in a world
of new threats that require new forms of defence and at a time
when Europe can and should no longer expect sacrifices by the
United States to guarantee its security. Moreover, Europe is at an
historical juncture where it has to decide the extent to which its
interests coincide with those of the United States, even if those
interests may prove not always to be identical. As a consequence,
the first five years of the European Security and Defence Policy
have been a valiant attempt by a few to give relevance to a policy in
the absence of strategy.
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When Europe has acted, it has tended to be reactive and its institu-
tions uncoordinated. Security has been narrowly defined to reflect
‘hard’ security, and thus opportunities have been missed to syn-
chronise and weld together the disparate instruments so as to have
the effective leverage commensurate with both Europe’s potential
and the expectation of it. Member states, meanwhile, carry out
their own foreign policies, sending mixed signals to those very
regions whose fate is of vital interest to the European Union.
Europe’s words create expectations that all too often lead to disap-
pointment.

Strategy presumes that the most disparate of elements in inter-
national affairs can and should be synthesised into a single
approach with the appropriate creation or modification of instru-
ments to implement a strategy. Security in this context is about
poverty and its consequences; the growing inability of states to act
as providers of last resort to populations; the shift of popular loy-
alties to new ideologies or beliefs and the institutions that repre-
sent them;and the declining effectiveness of frontiers. The tools of
this disorder are technology, terror and the rampant liberalisation
of the marketplace. Those who feel dispossessed move towards
havens of security - like Europe - or become prey to those who
exploit their grievance. Money now moves with more ease than
ever before and a growing proportion of global GDP is in the
hands of the grey economy. In this world, where access to wealth or
security is available only to some, the others reframe their identity
to seek security. This is where the role of belief plays so important
arole.

Europe’s security dilemma, in short, is about a Union con-
structed on a shared belief in rules confronting a world where
deregulationis writlarge. The challenge is whether The European
Union has sufficient faith in itself to project these values,
intensely in its immediate neighbourhood and with studied deci-
siveness beyond. The choice, in practical terms, has been pre-
sented as one between a well fortified Europe with its final
boundaries clearly - for many culturally - defined and impreg-
nable, and a Europe of concentric circles of societies that may
gradually attach themselves as they choose to adhere to the rules
of this club called Europe. It is a choice between a Europe which
wishes to avoid infection from outside and one that chooses to
infect others by its example and openness to participation. The
former is quixotic and a failure of political and conceptual nerve.
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The latter summons Europe to shiftits gaze to horizons more dis-
tant than its own navel. The former is a security failure in the
making, the latter is the foundation of a security strategy waiting
to be developed.

In the meantime, the last five years have presented unprecedented
challenges in which the environment for an ESDP has been dra-
matically shaped by the need for a European policy in the Balkans,
the terroristattack on the United States on 11 September 2001 and
the war in Iraq. They have fed both those who want to establish
stronger barriers around Europe and those who feel that Europe
should reach beyond its own frontiers to protect itself. We should
not underestimate the momentum of achievements if we want to
understand where the potential for European security lies. The
Balkan countries were offered a path towards the Unionin 1999.1n
the subsequent period, the Union has contributed over €5 billion
to the region. It has been the catalyst in preventing an escalation of
the conflictin the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and has
been forceful in the imposition of a provisional constitutional
union between Serbia and Montenegro. Also, in December 1999
Turkey was offered candidacy to the Union. The countries of the
Middle East, including a wary Israel, were persuaded that the Quar-
tet’s ‘road map’ offered the only route to some resolution in the
Arab-Israeli conflictand much of the content of the ‘road map’ was
developed by the EU and its special envoy. In the meantime, the
official budget of the Palestinian Authority was vitally supported
by the European Commission. When the tragedy of 11 September
2001 occurred, European countries were spontaneous in both
emotion and gesture. European members of NATO supported the
invocation of Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty. Many coun-
tries contributed to the intervention in Afghanistan and some
broke with their own historical antecedents to do so. The EU
moved swiftly to review its internal security measures and to find
ways to cooperate in the international efforts against terrorism. By
2003, the EU also had a military mission in the Congo. And, in spite
of the divisions created by the war in Iraq, in 2003 the EU was pre-
pared to adopt, for the first time, a document that outlined a secu-
rity strategy.

At an institutional level, the European Council began to put
together the organisation to back a High Representative, albeitin
a manner so miserly as to be shameful. That office has developed
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the embryo of an intelligence reporting system, though the most
sensitive of information is retained at the national level and the
investment needed for the degree of analysis argued for in these
paragraphs is insufficient. It has established the shell of a mili-
tary planning unit and hammered out a relationship with NATO
for the use of NATO assets. The burden of responsibility has
fallen on the shoulders of the High Representative, Javier Solana,
who with great personal energy has had, in corporate parlance, to
put Europe on the map, define his own job description (given that
there is also a Commissioner for External Relations), find the
resources to do his work, while answering to his Board of Direc-
tors (the foreign ministers) and managing the individual and col-
lective whims of his shareholders. The Commissioner for Exter-
nal Relations, Chris Patten, has shared the burden of
responsibilities both geographically and functionally, while the
Commission retains control of the budget for assistance. The
Commission, thus, contributes to the economic component of
any external strategy of the Union and is central to any negotia-
tions on budget support and joint strategies with the interna-
tional financial institutions.

Compared with whathad preceded, thisisan impressive record
for Europe. And yet, there is this feeling of under-achievement;
that Europe has struggled to keep abreast of the developments
that have a direct impact on its security. The answer lies partly in
perception and partly in substance. By creating an impression of
cohesion, the EU raised expectations as to what Europe was actu-
ally willing to do. When confronted by issues of power, Europe was
found wanting. Viewed from outside the Union, this dichotomy
becomes much clearer. We have allowed, or encouraged, expecta-
tions to be raised. When we do not meet those expectations confi-
dence diminishes and the incentive to comply with Europe’s
requirements diminish.

Nowhere is this more evident than in the Balkans, where reality col-
lides with rhetoric. And much of what is in the preceding para-
graphs is informed by experience with the Balkans. In the last five
years, the EU has been very active in the region. It has contributed
over €5 billion. In doing so, it set up a special fund with quick-dis-
bursing mechanisms. The European Commission worked closely
with the World Bank to develop macroeconomic policies. On the
security side, the High Representative played an essential role in
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defusing the crisis in FYROM. An equal amount of energy was
spent on building the Union between Serbia and Montenegro.
Each discrete initiative is impressive.

However, there is a larger issue at stake. Europe’s security will
only be guaranteed when the Balkan countries are members of the
European Union. Meanwhile, the Western Balkans remain a secu-
rity problem for the European Union, and this is as much due to
the EU’s failure to have the confidence in itself and the region to
offer candidacy and a timetable for accession. Some twenty mil-
lion inhabitants of the Western Balkans presume that they should
be citizens of the European Union. There is every reason to believe
that if they were given a clear deadline by which to be ready and
told what standards they must meet, they would be willing not
only to suffer through the dramatic reforms required for entry to
Europe, but they would be willing to accept a fairly heavy hand of
Europeanintrusion. This, afterall, is what the accession process to
Europe is about. The resolution of the region’s outstanding polit-
ical problems would become a European responsibility and the
more this occurs the greater the incentive for security tensions to
diminish. Predictability, of which the EU is the only guarantor,
would become the clue to more rapid change. Politicians who
want the reforms and seek a future in Europe for their nations
would enjoy considerable support in spite of the pain of those
reforms. Investors would be encouraged to enter the Balkan fray.
Youth would optforafuturein the region. Organised crime would
find it a lot more difficult to buy its way into politics. Unscrupu-
lous politicians who want to use nationalism as a prop for their
own advance would find it that much more difficult.

Considering that the region is on European soil, and that its
eventual membership is inevitable, Europe’s security concerns
alone should have been politically persuasive enough to have
already offered a clear path to membership to the region with an
explicitend date. In the absence of an exclusively European frame-
work to guide the process in the region, security threats to Europe
fester. International criminal networks see the region as a beach-
head into Europe. The de-industrialisation of the economy in the
last decade has left swathes of population unemployed. The
majority of youth want to emigrate to EU countries. One country
and one province are international protectorates. Reformers who
had pinned their hopes on the promise of Europe find this a less
persuasive case to make to voters. If Europe had a policy of man-
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aging migration to enhance its own productivity and to offset the
inevitable demographic need for migrants, it would have been
possible to make arrangements with Balkan countries to regu-
larise the option of temporary visas to enable citizens of the
Balkans to take up specific jobs in Europe.

The strategic hinge to the political resolution of the Balkan
issue centres on Serbia. Trust between Serbia and Croatia will
eventually eliminate irredentism in Bosnia. Confidence in Bel-
grade will allow it to entertain, politically, the concessions that are
inevitable inits dealings with Pristina. A parallel effort to allow the
inhabitants of Kosovo to assume responsibility for governing
themselves and for the consequences of their actions - not least
with regard to minorities and crime - would introduce a healthy
measure of realism to the hyperbole that infuses the demands of
Kosovar politicians and incites the public. In this process, the
security of neighbours such as FYROM would be less threatened
by the uncertain future of Kosovo.

It is difficult to imagine any alternative other than the Euro-
pean option - a robust European option - to create the confi-
dence for an accelerated momentum towards membership of the
European Union. It would have needed the political will of Euro-
pean leaders and a modest capacity not to be diverted by other
global events. Europe’s best answer to the Iraq crisis would have
been to demonstrate that it could at least deliver regional solu-
tions on Europe’s own soil. Instead, at the Thessalonika summit
of June 2003, the European Union dived into the underbrush of
half-measures and mangled ‘Eurospeak’. Serbia has to continue
to submit to the EU imposed union with Montenegro - an exer-
cise that has seriously delayed its preparations for negotiating
with Brussels. The fate of Kosovo remains hostage to interests
outside of Europe and is still not the responsibility of its own
inhabitants. This could otherwise be described as managing a
state of limbo.

If the Balkans offer any lesson, it is that the European Union’s
security and defence policies need to have a strategic framework
that provides the guidelines and the means by which Europe can
reach well beyond its own frontiers. That this should start with the
Balkansis notspecial pleading for the region. Rather, itis a case for
the necessary discipline to set priorities, muster the political will
and achieve results that will begin to set the foundations fora true
European security strategy - one that will give coherence and mus-
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cle to Europe’s capacity to deal at once with Turkey’s candidacy,
the fate of the Middle Eastand such issues as migration, organised
crime, management of technology and the spillover from societies
where the state has abdicated its essential role. It is only on that
basis that one will begin to move with confidence towards the very
large issues suggested earlier in this paper.
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ESDP: the first

Rainer S ChUWirth five years

Background

The decision by the Cologne European Council in June 1999 ‘to
give the European Union the necessary means and capabilities to
assume its responsibilities regarding a Common European Policy
on Security and Defence’ attracted considerable attention. For
many, this step was a logical follow-on to the process of European
integration, for some it came as a surprise, others were afraid of
damage to transatlantic relations, and there were those who saw it
as just another proclamation of European intentions to add to
those already made over a number of years but never really accom-
plished.

But, starting in 1999 the cornerstones and objectives of a
future European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) were
defined, goals for structures as well as for capabilities were estab-
lished, and the former tasks of the Western European Union
(WEU) were absorbed. The EU was to become the European insti-
tution that embraced all the instruments necessary for conduct-
ing crisis prevention and crisis management or response if so
required. Political intentions need to be backed up by credible
capabilities, and this is what the objectives of ESDP are really
about.

Developments — some observations

Five years later there is good reason to say that there is a European
Security and Defence Policy within the EU and its Common For-
eign and Security Policy (CFSP). There is the work of new Commit-
tees and new elements of the General Secretariat of the Council,
there is a sound basis of commonly agreed procedures and con-
cepts for crisis management operations, there is the permanent
arrangement between EU and NATO, there have been several crisis
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management exercises, and in particular since 2003 there have
been four real operations under EU responsibility, two police and
two military ones. Undoubtedly, this development has been aston-
ishingly rapid, all the more so if one considers that work on ESDP
started more or less on a blank sheet within the EU, while there was
certainly earlier experience from cooperation in NATO and WEU.

There was the initial build-up period in 2000 and 2001. The
necessary committees, such as the Political and Security Commit-
tee or the Military Committee, called the ‘Interim Military Body’
until spring 2001, had to be formed. Representing the member
states, they had to develop expertise and experience, define their
agendas and working methodologies and establish their mutual
relations and understandings. The same was true for the new ele-
ments in the General Secretariat of the Council, some new Direc-
torates on the civilian side, the EU Military Staff and the civil-mil-
itary Joint Situation Centre. As just one example, the full
establishment of the Military Staff took around one year and
included complex internal activities like designing and solving
infrastructure and information technology, managing the influx
of personnel, their working conditions and their internal training,
clarifying their status within the EU and establishing the neces-
sary budgetary conditions.

But the objectives of ESDP did not allow activities to concen-
trate solely on the internal build-up. Necessary procedures and
concepts had to be developed to have a common basis for EU-led
crisis management operations, and agreement on these had to be
obtained from member states. The EU Crisis Management Proce-
dures, documents on civil-military cooperation and a broad range
of concepts for various aspects of military or police operations
emerged,and the preparation of Crisis Management Exercises was
initiated. Important work concentrated on making available
European military and civilian capabilities for achieving the goals
set earlier by the European Council. Detailed requirements for
possible missions were defined on the basis of generic scenarios,
inventories of the offers by member states and partners were estab-
lished, and those capabilities were analysed against the require-
ments. The first Capability Improvement Conference took place
in November 2001 and the European Capability Action Plan
(ECAP) and the Capability Development Mechanism (CDM) were
launched to fulfil the necessary capabilities and remedy identified

shortfalls.
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This build-up period is well reflected in the ESDP reports to the
Council or the military reports to the semi-annual meeting of
Chiefs of Defence throughout 2001 and even until the middle of
2002.The primaryissuesin these are related to the development of
structures, concepts, procedures and capabilities. The develop-
ment ofrelations to others took second place. For political reasons
asolution to the permanent EU-NATO relationship, the so-called
‘Berlin-plus’ package, including a security agreement, was only
arrived at in late 2002 and finalised in March 2003. This did not
help coordination and cooperation in the area of conceptual and
capability development.

However, in the light of overall progress achieved, the Euro-
pean Council in Laeken at the end of 2001 declared that the EU
would now be able to conduct some crisis management opera-
tions and would progressively be able to shoulder more demand-
ing ones. This provided an incentive not to leave things at the level
of statements only: ESDP had to show its seriousness and needed
justification to keep it vivid. While further work on the conceptual
basis continued, from 2002 onward the time had come to enter the
next step of ESDP development, a test in the first EU crisis man-
agement exercise and the preparation of real operations.

2003 saw four operations being launched: the EU Police Mis-
sion (EUPM) in Bosnia, the nine-month military Operation Con-
cordia in the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM),
the roughly three-month EU military Operation Artemis in the
Democratic Republic of Congo and a second police mission, Prox-
ima in FYROM.

Mostimportantly, the missions have accomplished their objec-
tives and assisted the countries concerned towards further stabil-
ity. They also demonstrated that the conceptual basis for ESDP
operations had been developed such that the decision-makersand
the staff support were able to master these first real-life challenges,
including participation of non-EU states. Concordia offered the
first possibility to exploit the ‘Berlin-plus’ agreements, including
all necessary consultations between EU and NATO and recourse
to NATO assets and capabilities, in particular with the EU Opera-
tion Headquarters at SHAPE and DSACEUR as Operation Com-
mander - an environment which was again the setting for the first
EU-NATO crisis management exercise in late 2003. By contrast,
Artemis was the first autonomous military EU operation in
support of the United Nations, using the ‘framework nation’ prin-
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ciple, the nation in this case being France. And the process of
preparing and deciding this operation also showed the ability to
respond rapidly, an objective which had so far given rise to numer-
ous theoretical conceptual papers only. Thus, confidence was
gained that in due time the EU would also be in a position to
shoulder broader responsibility in Bosnia, including a military
mission, again in cooperation and coordination with NATO.

Progress and future — some reflections

The establishment of an ESDP has proven once again that com-
mon or shared interests are best maintained and promoted in a
common institution, in this case the EU, which has now been
enlarged, leading naturally to even more weight and profile. For old
member states and the new ones, previously active observers, ESDP
has contributed to a common understanding of realities, of neces-
sary progress as well as of appropriate adaptations. The regular
meetings of the Council and Committees, Presidency pro-
grammes, reports to the Council and Council conclusions call for
the continuous attention of member states to CFSP and ESDP top-
ics that also affect their individual positions. The principle of una-
nimity assists in finding common denominators or compromise, it
promotes solidarity, and especially for operational issues it also
adds to their legitimacy. The draft Constitution includes impor-
tant new provisions. There is broad public support for CFSP and
ESDP, and EU partners, both individual countries and interna-
tional organisations have high expectations of it. Important for
transatlanticand European security, EUand NATO share the same
principal objectives, a good basis for strategic cooperation and
complementarities, although there is still potential to further
deepen the mutual relationship.

However, challenges remain. The current ESDP mission spec-
trum, the capability goals and the requirements are primarily ori-
ented towards situations such as those experienced in the Balkans.
Practical ESDP operations so far have dealt mainly with post-con-
flict stabilisation outside the territories of EU member states,
greater robustness being used only during Artemis, but always with
the formal consent of the host authorities. Those ESDP opera-
tions were conducted for good reasons, butso farno operation has
had to be launched in reaction to imminent direct threats or
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aggression. There was even time to discuss various aspects includ-
ing the chain of command for particular operations for anumber
of weeks. Now, there is the permanent threat posed by global ter-
rorism, along with other well-known transnational risk factors,
and EU enlargement will bring several areas of instability and cri-
sis closer. Maintaining and safeguarding security in all its facets
will be a central task. Therefore, within the enlarged EU it is now
vital that member states translate the implications of the Euro-
pean Security Strategy - ‘more active, more coherent, more capa-
ble,and more cooperative with others’ - along with relevant provi-
sions of the draft Constitution, into reality for CFSP and ESDP.

Of course this requires the essential common political will to
further develop the EU into a globally respected and credible
actor. Taking this as a given, here are just a few fairly practical
things which would assist.

The new strategic challenges need an appropriate common
answer on future ESDP intentions, the level of ambition and the
consequent civilian and military goals. This is one precondition to
further developing the instruments and preparing their employ-
ment in a coherent way. Also, the application of means and capa-
bilities in operations has to follow clear objectives and clear guid-
ance to exploit the EU’s advantages to the full. Identifying and
setting ambitious yet feasible intentions and objectives, and giv-
ing guidance, are anything but easy tasks. Special bodies have been
created to provide support with proper advice and staff work on
the basis of their particular expertise and experience, and these
need to be fully exploited. In addition, improving civil-military
cooperation has rightly accompanied ESDP almost since its
inception and the equally important civil-civil coordination
across and inside the various EU pillars has not been forgotten.
The new civil-military planning cell proposed at the European
Council in December 2003 will be of added value, once internal
organisational questions have been resolved and, together with
existing staffs, the cell will be in a position to concentrate on its
comprehensive tasks, backed by the necessary personnel and with
contributions of other resources.

Preparing and taking decisions requires situation awareness
and a concise basis of good intelligence. There has been consider-
able progress through the establishment of the Joint Situation
Centre and the Intelligence Division of the Military Staff, which
both receive and fuse intelligence from national civilian and mili-
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tary sources. The quality of the product, which is of benefit to all,
is highly dependent on those who have such information and are
prepared to deliver it. Significant potential remains to widen
cooperation, both between member states and the EU and inside
its various departments, including the necessary technical sup-
port, and to bring together relevant information on develop-
ments, risks and threats to build up a common analytical picture.

As already stated, civilian and military capability goals have
been reached in principle. Nevertheless, for both the EU and
NATO it is clear that important shortfalls continue to exist
among European armed forces. They lie in areas typical for crisis
management operations outside EU territory: availability, deploy-
ability, sustainability, interoperability, standardisation of com-
mand and control, effectiveness and survivability of combined
and joint forces. The European Capability Action Plan (ECAP),
launched in late 2001 as a ‘bottom-up’ approach, has initiated a
number of Project Groups with varying voluntary participation.
With few exceptions, neither those Project Groups nor the Capa-
bility Development Mechanism including EU-NATO coordina-
tion have yet delivered enough fresh and advanced capabilities to
provide the assurance needed to conduct all types of crisis man-
agement operations envisaged so far or necessary in future. This is
not to neglect ongoing restructuring efforts in European armies
and a variety of projects and initiatives. The recent ‘battle group’
concept is one prominent and practical proposal, aimed at foster-
ing a real military rapid response capability. This topic has accom-
panied ESDP for more than two years now because of its complex-
ity: implications for preparing and taking decisions in Brussels
and in capitals, availability of military and other assets and capa-
bilities, their readiness, command and control, communications
or financing. There is now a good chance to go forward.

Once delivered, the results of these projects and initiatives will
certainly improve the situation. But much more active harmoni-
sation, coordination and cooperation in European defence efforts
continues to be necessary to achieve an even better output. The
new ‘Agency’ may become instrumental in promoting such a
process, provided that future projects and decisions are driven by
‘European’ rather than by national positions. It might also be
helpful to consider whether the current principles of voluntary
contributions and a ‘bottom-up’ approach should not be comple-
mented by stronger ‘top-down’ guidance. If it is correct to say that
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the core of ESDP is credible capabilities, further efforts and true
progress are required. The strategic security environment has
changed, the challenges are becoming increasingly complex, they
are present, and they may not permit hesitation or delay.

And finally

Within only five years, in practical terms even less, ESDP has
achieved much more than one might have expected. Although not
yet perfect, it has become successful not only in theory but in its
application. The transatlantic and global challenges are demand-
ing. The main challenges are credible answers to the present and
future security environment. These will require a concentrated and
cohesive strategic focus, which should also include even deeper
coordination and cooperation with NATO and other multina-
tional organisations. Security and the necessary instruments to
safeguard it and face all possible risks or threats remain precious
for all involved.

The instruments may vary - what counts is achieving the objec-
tive of peace, security and stability.
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Theo Sommer five years

During the past five years, Europe has been preoccupied with three
complex projects: introducing the euro, enlarging the Brussels
community towards the East and negotiating the details of a con-
stitution for the Union of 25. In the process, a highly significant
developmenthas gone largely unnoticed: the progressive evolution
of a common foreign and security policy. An institutional skeleton
has taken shape, and it is gradually putting on some military mus-
cle too. As Javier Solana has putit, in this field the habitually slow-
moving Union has advanced with the speed of light since the estab-
lishment of ESDP in 1999.

Indeed, notwithstanding last year’s divisions over America and
itswar inIraq, the EU has taken a quantum leap. It has set up polit-
ical and military as well as crisis management structures, notably
amilitary headquarters and an armaments agency. It has adopted,
for the first time ever, a European Security Strategy. After absorb-
ing the erstwhile Western European Union, it conducted its first
independent military operations and police missions under the
blue twelve-star flag: in the Congo (Artemis), in Bosnia-Herzegov-
ina (EUPM), Macedonia (Concordia and Europol’s Proxima). Yet
the EU has made headway not only on the operational level. At the
same time, it hasacquired a strategic dimension with theadoption
of Solana’s European Security Strategy. In this context it is note-
worthy that in the draft Constitutional Treaty that failed last
December, all the clauses related to ESDP were unanimously
approved. Europe s finally getting its act together. It has endowed
itself with a panoply of instruments, including the Capacity
Development Mechanism to deal with specific shortcomings and
the European armaments agency for coordinating research, pro-
curement and production. All in all, the year 2003 saw a remark-
ably rapid implementation of the European Security and Defence
Policy. The spadework for transforming the EU into a major
strategic actor on the world scene has been done.
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Even now the Union does not have to hide its light under a
bushel. European defenceisinlongeran emptyslogan. ‘Despiteall
their deficits, the Europeans are not militarily toothless’, says
General Rainer Schuwirth, the first Director-General of the EU
Military Staff. The facts bear him out.

Europeans are not irrelevant; quite the opposite. They have
taken over practically all the Balkan hot spots: Bosnia, Kosovo,
Macedonia, Albania. With 30,000 soldiers from EU states, they
have more troops in the Balkans than the United States. By the end
of 2004 the EU will take over completely in Bosnia-Herzegovina.
In Afghanistan, too, Europeans, deploying around 7,000 soldiers,
outnumber American troops, and EU members will continue to
make a significant contribution through NATO.

A German general has beenin command in Kabul. German and
Spanish ships patrol the Indian Ocean around the Horn of Africa.
Danish special forces, amongst other Europeans, are on duty in
southern Afghanistan, and Swedish rangers have served under a
French commander in the Congo.

The Europeans have come to realise that they cannot pursue an
effective foreign policy without some credible military underpin-
ning. They recognise — witness the European Security Strategy -
that their first line of defence in today’s unruly world will often be
abroad. The old inhibitions about deploying troops outside the
NATO area have been overcome. Advocating early, rapid and if
necessary robust intervention, they do not even rule out preven-
tive action, although they consider the use of armed force only a
last resort - one of a wide spectrum of diplomatic, economic and
development policy instruments.

There are more and more European ‘boots on the ground’. The
Eurocorps, composed of Belgian, French, German and Spanish
units, was the model for both the German-Dutch Corps and the
German-Danish-Polish Corps. The process of setting up a Rapid
Reaction Force capable of deploying 60,000 men within 60 days
for a whole year may be excruciatingly slow. But it is going ahead
and will considerably expand the framework of cooperation,
structured or otherwise.

More importantly, the Europeans have seriously and with great
determination setabout correcting the deficiencies of their armed
forces. Most of them have switched, or are on the verge of switch-
ing, from conscription to all-professional armies. Under various
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labels - ‘Berlin-plus’ or ‘Helsinki Headline Goals’ - they are
strengthening their capabilities. A number of projects are in the
pipeline: a long-range air transport fleet (A400M), an autono-
mous satellite reconnaissance system (Galileo), hundreds of light
transport helicopters, new precision-guided weapons. Coopera-
tion between the defence industries of EU nations has been inten-
sified, the most egregious example being the merger”: resulting in
EADS, the European Aeronautic Defence and Space Company. We
are beginning to focus our efforts. There is definitely going to be
more Europe in NATO - something the Americans have always
professed to want.

The disparities, asymmetries and gaps between America and
Europe, which were lamented even before the end of the Cold War,
were the natural result of the strategic requirements imposed on
the Europeans during the East-West conflict. They were oriented
towards the defence of Western Europe along the Iron Curtain
against the overwhelming conventional power of the Soviet
Union. The problem for 40 years was getting troops to the Iron
Curtain as quickly as possible rather than power projection over
long distances. Reshaping military instruments to fit the new
post-Cold War security environment was bound to be a laborious
and protracted process even in the best of circumstances. Devel-
oping new technologies, new force structures and new procure-
ment and production systems takes time. The Europeans might
have been less slow-footed, but they have now shifted into high
gear.

Inevitably, the Union will continue to have 25 foreign minis-
ters, 25 defence ministers and 25 armies. Yet there will be more and
more coherence and cohesion. The lessons drawn from recent
experience in far-flung peacekeeping operations have not been
lost on the Europeans. Given budget constraints, UN require-
ments and the necessity to ward off the new threats, further inte-
gration is imperative. A European Security and Defence Union
should be the logical next step in the evolution of the EU.

Ineluctably, the European Union will also continue to have 25
finance ministers and, consequently, 25 defence budgets. There
will be overlap, duplication, even some waste. These phenomena
exist elsewhere as well; thus the Pentagon budget is frequently
determined by pork barrel considerations rather than by the needs
of the military. But on the whole there is no denying the fact that
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the capability of our combined military establishments amounts
to much less than what more integrated structures would yield or
field.

As a matter of fact, except for the United States, no other coun-
try is on a par with the European Union’s collective forces. The EU
25 have 1.9 million men and women in uniform, more than the
United States (1.4 million). In 2002, Britain, France and Germany
spent $90 billion on defence, and the defence outlay of the EU 25
amounted to $175 billion. This may seem parsimonious com-
pared with America’s $350 billion in that year (nearer to $500 bil-
lion in the current fiscal year), but it was more than Russia, China
and Japan together spent on their military. The challenge facing
the Europeans does not lie in spending more but rather in spend-
ing more wisely and efficiently. That, however, can have only one
meaning: spending together.

There is no need for the Europeans to match the Americans -
thatwould make no sense, given the prodigal waste of the US arms
effort. Europe is globalist, yet it will not turn hegemonist. It will
promote democracy around the world, but will not export it by
military means. It eschews wars of choice: democratisation wars,
disarmament wars, wars to eradicate evil. It has no territorial
ambitions. It will not impose its own beliefs and values on others,
knowing full well thatitis impossible to guarantee orderand good
governance everywhere. Progress can only spring from the con-
frontation of ideas, not from the clash of arms. While ‘hard power’
is indispensable in a world threatened by terrorism, the prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction, regional conflicts, failing
states and cross-border organised crime, ‘soft power’, too, has its
uses and its place. Diplomatic persuasion, compromise and con-
ciliation, international treaty regimes and economic blandish-
ments must not be denigrated. As in the Cold War, containment
will in most cases be preferable to the use of excessive force.
Whichever kind of power is brought to bear, hard or soft - what
counts, at the end of the day, is that it is smart power.

Europe should also shun the hi-tech hype that surrounded so
much of the American ‘Revolution in Military Affairs’. A hi-tech
blitz can win an asymmetric war, butit cannot win the peace.Itcan
topple tyrants, but cannot by itself produce a new order - that is
the lesson learnt once again in Iraq. The American armed forces
were able to bring down Saddam Hussein, but they are having a
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hard time in overcoming a few hundred insurgents fighting in the
Iraqi town of Fallujah.

The ESDP is only five years old. That is not a long time. We
know from other efforts at integration that togetherness does not
grow overnight. In the military field, integration and innovation
will be even harder to attain, as member states cling to this last
symbol of national sovereignty. That was the case during the form-
ative period of the United States: firstitagreed on matters of inter-
state commerce, subsequently it introduced the dollar as its com-
mon currency; only in the very end, having fought its early wars
with state militias, did it create a federal army. No doubt Europe
will have to follow the same path.

The European Security and Defence Policy is a formidable
beginning, though only a beginning. We will have to build on it
without hesitation and delay. We must endow ourselves with flex-
ible, mobile and modern forces capable of reaching beyond the
Cold War borders. A European headquarters, perhaps a European
Defence Minister, should not be too far down the road. In the
chaotic world of the early twenty-first century, force is not the only
currency. But without a respectable military establishment
Europe will not be in a position to negotiate a new transatlantic
bargain, nor will it be able to shoulder its responsibilities in a
world in which multilateralism is an effective method of con-
fronting current and future threats rather than just an empty
claim.

Such military body-building does not in any way amount to a
‘militarisation’ of the European Union, as some critics have it. It is
a matter of self-esteem, of being able to pull our weight on the
global scene and of necessity, if we are to deal with the new dangers
that have replaced the former Soviet threat.
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ESDP: the first

Laurent ZeCChini five years

European defence was long seen as something that divided the Fif-
teen, but finally it has brought them together. A long-neglected
strand of the European undertaking, it was a sort of vague project
which regularly cropped up in discussion, only to be quickly dis-
missed because, noindeed, the time was not ripe and in any case too
much sovereignty would have to be surrendered for consensus to
be possible. But in the end, thanks to a favourable set of circum-
stances, defence has come into its own - so much so that it seems to
be the only political breakthrough made at the summit of Heads of
State or Government of the 25 in December 2003. That dominated
the international headlines, not least because no one still had any
illusions as to the chances of agreement on the European Consti-
tution and the reform that was supposed to prepare the Commu-
nity institutions for the arrival of ten new member states.

Until then, the only defence meetings to attract any media
attention were those of the Atlantic Alliance. Not any more, for cir-
cumstances changed with the end of the Cold War, heightening
the sense that NATO had somehow outlived its purpose (before it
was ‘born again’ outside the Euro-Atlantic area), the increased
responsibilities of European troops in the Balkans revealing seri-
ous military shortcomings and making it necessary to remedy
them; also America’s desire for partial disengagement from a
region that in the nature of things should be a European responsi-
bility and, finally, 11 September 2001 and its aftermath, with first
and foremost the absolute priority given to the fight against ter-
rorism.

The media attention now accorded meetings of European
defence ministers is one sign of the revolution taking place in a
strategic landscape unchanged for decades, from which is now
slowly emerging a determination that Europe should take charge
ofits own defence and play a partin resolving global conflicts. The
fact remains, of course, that there is a vast gulf between this politi-
cal will, the strength of which varies from country to country, and
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the funds put up to implement it. The constraints of the Stability
and Growth Pact are sometimes a convenient excuse for certain
national governments, which know that spending taxpayers’
money on weapons systems is not the best recipe for electoral suc-
cess.

Yet that judgment should perhaps be revised in the light of the
growing public support for the European Security and Defence
Policy, which now stands at 74 per cent, according to a recent
Eurobarometer poll. The agreement sealed by Jacques Chirac,
Tony Blair and Gerhard Schroder at the Berlin summit in Novem-
ber 2003 (and subsequently confirmed by the European Council)
thus reflects a growing awareness. This is fundamental on three
counts. Firstly for the European defence project, since setting up a
European military ‘capability for planning and conducting opera-
tions’, in other words an embryonic ‘European HQ’, is the much
sought-after symbol of Europe’s ‘autonomy’ in matters of
defence, or at least its beginnings. With the establishment of the
‘mutual defence clause’ and ‘structured cooperation’, those fore-
runners of European defence, it is no exaggeration to say that the
projecthas takenaleap forward, evenif failure on the institutional
front means waiting a little for these last two.

Secondly, in political terms, it being European defence that
allowed Jacques Chirac and Gerhard Schroder to mend their
fences with Tony Blair following the sharp deterioration in their
relations when the British Prime Minister unhesitatingly threw in
his lot with George W. Bush in Iraq. Paradoxically, although Euro-
pean defence was instrumental in exacerbating relations between
‘old Europe’ and Washington, it has now helped to heal the rift in
transatlantic relations, at least temporarily.

Lastly, at the European level, since this episode shows that
when France, Germany and Britain pull together, the force of their
momentum and their powers of persuasion over their European
partners are all butirresistible. In a Europe of 25, where consensus
will be more and more difficult to achieve, this is a lesson worth
remembering:itis probably the forerunner of the type of alliance -
‘enhanced cooperation’ or ‘pioneer groups’ - which will enable the
enlarged Europe to press ahead with its construction in future.

The sequence of events whereby European defence came of age
is instructive in more than one respect, but primarily because in
underlines the strength and the ambiguity of the transatlantic
link. Since the Franco-British meeting in St-Malo in December
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1998, European defence policy has evolved in much the same way
as the Atlantic Alliance. The two organisations have become
closely interdependent. They have followed an identical strategy,
taken in broadly the same new members, and demanded strangely
similar reforms as a condition for joining their ‘club’.

For four years they watched each other, sometimes copied each
other (for example, by creating rapid reaction forces, followed by
even more rapid units, as if each were trying to outdo the other)
and in the end learned to live with each other. Time will tell
whether some sort of division of labour will be possible. If so, it
would be more geographical than political, since the extended
Petersberg tasks cover practically the whole range of conflict-pre-
vention or peacekeeping missions that the European Union might
wish to undertake in order to protectits interests.

If bringing European defence policy up to speed has been an uphill
struggle, itis partly due to faint-hearted political leadership, fragile
consensus and tight budgetary constraints, but also to the obsta-
cles which the American administration, long obsessed with the
risk of ‘duplication’, i.e. competition that might weaken NATO,
and hence US influence in Europe, has done its best to strew in its
path. European defence policy has had to struggle to find its way in
the face of prejudice and mistrust, not to say outright opposition,
from most American leaders, starting with Secretary of Defence
Donald Rumsfeld, National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice
and the ‘number 2’ at the Pentagon, Paul Wolfowitz.

Washington found a fervent supporter of its instinctive dislike
of the European defence project in the NATO Secretary-General,
Lord Robertson, yet it was another Briton, Tony Blair, who helped
the project get off the ground. He has been the prime mover in a
Euro-American relationship that has gone from conflict to con-
sensus. It was the British Prime Minister, who has always pre-
sented Britain’s ‘special relationship” with Washington to his
European counterparts as a means of building bridges between
the old continent and the new, who in fact instigated the ‘spirit of
St-Malo’, even if he was later to distance himself, when called to
order by Washington.

The Treaty of Amsterdam (in 1997) gave the go-ahead for the
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), but implementa-
tion failed to materialise. Inasmuch as it showed that Europeans,
acting alone, did not have the strategic resources to restore secu-
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rity in their own backyard, the Kosovo crisis brought a first, salu-
tary, step forward. The second impulse, more decisive although
indirect, came from the impending launch of the European single
currency on 1 January 1999.

Tony Blair realises that defence can be the means of ending his
increasing isolation and return to ‘the heart of Europe’ to take a
share in its leadership. In any case, the euro has been launched,
enlargement is on track and it takes no feat of genius to see that
framing a common foreign and security policy is the only grand
design still left for Europe. The St-Malo declaration said it all, or
nearly: The Union ‘must have the capacity forautonomousaction,
backed up by credible military forces, the means to decide to use
them and a readiness to do so...In order for the European Union
to take decisions and approve military action where the Alliance as
a whole is not engaged, the Union must be given appropriate
structures.’

Thatsaid it all. And yet there followed four years of trench war-
fare - political, conceptual and sometimes semantic - between the
Alliance and the Union (all those analyses of the term ‘autonomy’,
of whether or not the phrase ‘where the Alliance as a whole is not
engaged’ implied a ‘right of first refusal’l) These tensions were
exacerbated by the Iraq conflict and each European country’s rela-
tionship with America, as was seen during the NATO crisis of Jan-
uary/February 2003. Despite the major impetus given at the sum-
mitsin Cologne (June 1999) and Helsinki (December 1999), which
made it possible to outline the ‘headline goal’ of 60,000 men, the
public perception was often that European defence was going
nowhere.

Paradoxically, it was the Iraq conflict that moved things a decisive
stage forward. As America and its British ally gradually became
more and more bogged down, militarily and diplomatically,inIraq
and increasingly embarrassing revelations came to light (the David
Kelly affair, the heated argument over weapons of mass destruc-
tion), Tony Blair’s toeing of the American line was beginning to
cost him dear in political terms. Dubbed George Bush’s poodle by
the popular press, the British Prime Minister alienated many sym-
pathisers in Europe, squandering much of the goodwill gained
from his reputation as the most Europhile British Prime Minister
since the end of the Second World War.
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As in St-Malo in 1998, the British Prime Minister realised that
a grand gesture was needed to counter the harmful effects of the
United Kingdom’s militant pro-Americanism and make his Euro-
pean ‘comeback’.

To highlight Tony Blair’s part in taking European defence pol-
icy forward is not to deny the fundamental role played by the
four-country summit between France, Germany, Belgium and
Luxembourgin Tervuren in April 2003. For without thatinitiative
- which some were too quick to criticise as having been held in
haste and at an unfortunate time (in a transatlantic climate exac-
erbated by the Iraq crisis) that could only make it seem like a red
rag to Washington and London - there would have been no basis
for Tony Blair’s endorsement of the Chirac/Schréder proposals.

The Four pointed out that the Union could not have genuine
common foreign policy without a credible defence capability. Pos-
sessing such a capability, which presupposed agreement on how it
would be used, would speed up formation of a European consensus
on the state of the world. This approach was consistent with the
decision of the Fifteen to draw up a ‘European Security Strategy’,
which, fuelled by the fears of 11 September, was quickly seen to lay
too much emphasis on ‘preventive action’, if not ‘preventive war’.

The proposals of 29 April seem novel, butin fact they follow the
broad thrust of the Convention on the Future of Europe (which
was to engender the European Constitution), the Franco-German
paper of November 2002, and the Franco-British summit in
Toulouse in February 2003. The controversial aspect of the Ter-
vuren summit was of course its intended establishment of a
‘nucleus collective capability for planning and conducting opera-
tions’ which caused fears in Washington and, to a lesser extent,
London, that the aim was to set up a European version of SHAPE
(Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe).

In an intense bout of diplomatic arm-wrestling America piled
on the pressure for Blair to withdraw from the commitments he
made at the Berlin summit. However, the United Kingdom’s part-
ners helped London make Washington give way, partly by bring-
ing the media into play. By prematurely revealing that the United
Kingdom had joined in a compromise on European defence,
France and Germany created a fait accompli: the agreement,
announced in Le Monde, made it impossible for the British to go
back on their word. In the end, the Americans acquiesced and
threw in the towel.
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The beginnings of a ‘European HQ’, the possibility of ‘pioneer
groups’ of countries pressing ahead more quickly with European
defence (‘structured cooperation’), the ‘mutual defence clause’,
the creation of the ‘European Defence Agency’ and, in the long
term, of a European command for strategic transport in conjunc-
tion with the Airbus A400M programme, and the putting into
orbit of the Galileo satellite constellation, Europe’s satellite posi-
tioning system are just some of the instruments which should
make for credible European defence in the long term.

The debate on whether European defence should be content to
be the ‘European pillar’ of NATO or acquire its own ‘autonomy’ is
a theoretical one that has already been outstripped by events. The
presence of European troops in Bosnia, Kosovo, Macedonia,
Afghanistan and especially the Congois an answer initself, assum-
ing that European governments do in fact come up with the nec-
essary funding. From this point of view, the lack of action on the
part of certain countries does not augur well. However, this will
merely slow the pace of the European defence project, not bring it
to a halt. There will still be friction aplenty with America and
NATO, but the European defence project now has the institu-
tional and political structures to go forward.
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Chronology

9-10 December 1991
Maastricht Treaty on European Union (TEU)
The 12 member states establish the Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP). Art. J.4 states that ‘the common
foreign and security policy shall include all questions
related to the security of the Union, including the eventual
framing of a common defence policy, which might in time
lead to a common defence.” The union also requests the
Western European Union (WEU) ‘to elaborate and imple-
ment decisions and actions of the Union which have
defence implications’. The TEU enters into force in
November 1993.

19 June 1992
Petersberg Declaration
WEU Ministerial Council at Petersberg, near Bonn,
defines the so-called ‘Petersberg tasks’, which include
‘humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks and
tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including
peacemaking’.

3 June 1996
NATO Berlin Council
NATO foreign ministers meeting in Berlin agreed that a
European Security and Defence Identity will be created
within NATO, allowing European officers in the NATO
structure to occupy command positions in the parallel
WEU structure. They also agreed that NATO structures
and assets can be made available for future WEU-led mili-
tary missions.

16-17 June 1997
Amsterdam Treaty
The treaty incorporates the so-called ‘Petersberg tasks’
into the CFSP and opens up the possibility of WEU’s full
integration into the EU (Art. 17). It also creates the posi-
tion of the Secretary General of the Council of the Euro-
pean Union/High Representative for the CFSP (SG/HR).
The revised Treaty enters into force in May 1999.
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1998
Austrian presidency

6 July
Letter of Intent (LoI)
France, Germany, Italy, Spain, Sweden and the United
Kingdom sign a Letter of Intent aimed at facilitating cross-
border restructuring of defence industries.

9 September

OCCAR Convention
France, Germany, Italy and the United Kingdom sign a
treaty establishing the ‘Organisation Conjointe de Co-
opération en matieéere d’Armaments’ (Organisation for
Joint Armaments Cooperation) to improve the manage-
ment of cooperative armaments projects.

24-25 October
Informal European Council at Pértschach
The United Kingdom drops its objections to EU defence
for the first time.

4 November
Informal meeting of EU defence ministers in Vienna
Defence ministers discuss defence within EU framework
for the first time.

3-4 December
Anglo-French summit at St-Malo
British Prime Minister and French President issue a ‘joint
Declaration on European Defence’ that calls for the estab-
lishment of ‘autonomous’ capacities, backed by credible
military force.

1999
German presidency

6-23 February
Rambouillet Negotiations
Kosovo peace negotiations between Serb and Kosovo
Albanian representatives in Rambouillet, France.



12 March
NATO Enlargement
The Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland become mem-
bers of NATO, as a result of the decision taken by the
North Atlantic Council in July 1997.

13-14 March
Informal EU foreign ministers’ meeting
German proposal for a Common Policy on Security and
Defence.

18-19 March
Rambouillet accord signed
The Kosovo Albanian representatives sign an Interim
Peace Agreement. The refusal by the FRY representative to
do the same leads to suspension of the negotiations.

24 March
War in Kosovo
NATO initiates air operations against military targets in
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.

23-25 April
NATO Washington summit
On the fiftieth anniversary summit of NATO, officials
approve a new Strategic Concept and a Defence Capabili-
ties Initiative. Tentative support is also given for EU-led
missions on the ‘Berlin-plus’ basis and the principle of
‘separable, but not separate’ forces is formulated.

29 May
Franco-German summit in Toulouse
Franco-German proposal to place the Eurocorps at the
disposal of the European Union for crisis response opera-
tions.

3-4June
Cologne European Council
Atthe Council meeting, Javier Solanais appointed the first
SG/HR and leaders agree to limit the defence capacity of
the EU to the so-called ‘Petersberg tasks’. Transfer of WEU
‘assets’ to EU. WEU as an organisation is considered to
have ‘completed its mandatory function’.
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10 June
End of the Kosovo war
NATO suspends its air operations following President
Milosevic’s agreement to withdraw his troops from
Kosovo after 78 days of air strikes.

11 June
KFOR troops enter Kosovo

21 June
EU-US summitin Bonn
The European Union and the United States issue the New
Transatlantic Agenda, to strengthen their partnership and
to prevent and resolve international crises.

Finnish presidency

July
Report of ad hoc working groups on the restructuring
of the EU defence industry
Six ad hoc working groups, established on the basis of the
1998 Letter of Intent (Lol), present their results. An execu-
tive committee is established to produce a final framework
agreement.

20 July
Anglo-Italian summitin Rome
Launching of the European Defence Capabilities Initiative
(EDCI).

14 October
Creation of EADS
In Strasbourg, Gerhard Schroder, Jacques Chirac, Jean-Luc
Lagardere and Jiirgen Schrempp announce the merger of
DASA and Matra-Aérospatiale, creating the European
Aeronautic, Defence and Space company (EADS).

18 October
Javier Solana takes up postas first EU SG/HR

15 November
First joint meeting between EU defence ministers and
EU foreign ministers in Brussels



19 November
Javier Solana appointed Secretary-General of WEU

22-23 November
WEU Ministerial Council in Luxembourg
Audit of Assets and Capabilities for European-Led Crisis
Management Missions.

25 November
Anglo-French Summitin London
Joint Declaration on European Defence, foreshadowing
Helsinki.

2 December
CASA joins EADS
Signing of an agreement to integrate the Spanish Aero-
space and Defence Company CASA into EADS.

10-11 December
Helsinki European Council
EU leaders agree on the Headline Goal (60,000 troops by
2003, deployable within 60 days and sustainable for one
year), the modalities for full cooperation between the EU
and NATO and the conditions for consultation with acces-
sion candidates and non-EU European NATO and WEU
partners. A new institutional structure is to be set up that
includes the creation of an Interim Political and Security
Committee (COPS), an Interim Military Committee (MC)
and a Military Staff (MS), including a Situation Centre
(SITCEN). Furthermore, regular and ad hoc meetings of
the General Affairs Council (GAC) will from now on
include, as appropriate, defence ministers.

2000
Portuguese presidency

28 February
EU defence ministers’ meeting in Sintra
The meeting lays the groundwork for the Capabilities
Commitment Conference.
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March
Interim committees start work

23-24 March
Informal European Council in Lisbon
Decision to establish a committee for Civilian Crisis Man-
agementat EU level.

27 March
Vladimir Putin is elected President of Russia

18 April
Eurocorps assumes command of KFOR for six months

22 May
EU sets up its Committee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis
Management

19-20 June
European Council at Santa Maria da Feira
EU leaders agree to set up four ad hoc EU/NATO commit-
tees on: security, capability goals, modalities for the use of
NATO assets and permanent consultation mechanisms.
They also set a Headline Goal of up to 5,000 police officers
for international missions across the range of conflict pre-
vention and propose the establishment of a committee for
the civilian aspects of crisis management.

French Presidency

27 July
Framework Agreement on the European defence
industry
Following the work of an executive committee on the
restructuring of the EU defence industry, set up in 1998, a
framework agreement is signed at the Farnborough Air
Show. Signatories include France, Germany, Italy, Spain,
Sweden and the United Kingdom.

19 September
First joint meeting of the North Atlantic Council and
the interim Political and Security Committee
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13 November
WEU Marseilles Council
Transfer of WEU’s crisis management functions to the EU.

20 November
Capabilities Commitment Conference in Brussels
EU member states pledge contributions to a planned
corps-sized rapid reaction defence force, including:
100,000 troops, 400 combat aircraft and 100 vessels.

6-12 December
Nice European Council
EU leaders redefine the headline goals, establish perma-
nent political and military structures and consultation
arrangements and discuss the definition and implementa-
tion of EU capabilities. A further revision of the TEU is
finalised. Of the new ESDP bodies, the Political and Secu-
rity Council (PSC) is inserted in a new Art. 25. Enhanced
cooperation is allowed in foreign policy, but not on
defence (Art. 27) and guidelines for setting up military
operations are agreed. Treaty enters into force in February
2003.

14-15 December
North Atlantic Council in Brussels
Turkey vetoes EU access to NATO planning structures.

2001
Swedish presidency

20 January
George W. Bush takes office as 43rd President of the United States
28 January
The Organisation for Joint Armaments Cooperation
(OCCAR) attains legal status
31 January
First meeting between the North Atlantic Council and
the EU Political and Security Committee
1March
German General Rainer Schuwirth is nominated first
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Director-General of the EU Military Staff

9 April
Finnish General Gustav Higglund is appointed first
head of the EU Military Committee

14 May
Memorandum of Understanding
German-Netherlands Memorandum of Understanding
on mutual cooperation to reinforce European Air Trans-
port Capacities.

15 May
18 WEAG member states sign a Memorandum of Under-
standing (EUROPA MOU)

29-30 May
EU-NATO Budapest summit
First-ever joint meeting of EU and NATO foreign minis-
ters.

12 June
Franco-German Defence and Security Council in
Freiburg
France and Germany make a commitment to achieve
progress on European Security and Defence Policy.

12 June
First Meeting of EU and NATO Military Committees
15-16 June
Goteborg European Council
EU leaders agree on new targets for the civilian aspects of
crisis management and adopt the ‘EU Programme for the
Prevention of Violent Conflicts’.
28 June
WEU assumes a reconfigured, residual status in Brus-
sels

Belgian presidency

17-20 August
NATO launches Operation Essential Harvest in FYROM



NATO deploys 400 troops to the former Yugoslav Repub-
lic of Macedonia to disarm ethnic Albanian rebels.

11 September
Terrorist attacks in New York and Washington, DC
The next day, NATO invokes Article 5 of the North
Atlantic Treaty for the first time. A special General Affairs
and External Relations Council (GAERC) meeting
expresses solidarity with the United States.

21 September
Extraordinary European Council in Brussels
EU leaders express their solidarity with the United States
and establish an Action Plan for the fight against terror-
ism.

7 October
US launches air strikes in Afghanistan
Together with the United Kingdom, the United States
launches air operations against targets in Afghanistan.
Australia, Canada, France and Germany contribute to the
US-led military effort.

19 October
Informal meeting of the Heads of State or Government
in Ghent
Publication of a ‘road map’ of all measures and initiatives
to be taken in the fight against terrorism.

19 November
Capability Improvement Conference
Member states identify 55 capability shortfalls and make
proposals for a new capability review system.

14-15 December
Laeken European Council
EU leaders appoint Valéry Giscard d’Estaing as chairman
of a Convention on the Future of Europe to review institu-
tional changes. They also launch the European Capabili-
ties Action Plan (ECAP) and declare that the EU is now
capable of conducting some crisis management opera-
tions. A pre-summit agreement between the EU and
Turkey on the final modalities of EU-NATO relations is
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stopped by Greece.

18-19 December
Revised Memorandum of Understanding for pur-
chase of A400M
Seven European nations sign a Memorandum of Under-
standing to purchase 196 A400M military transport air-
craft, scaled back from the originally planned 225.

2002

Spanish presidency

1January
EU Satellite Centre at Torrejon, near Madrid, is estab-
lished

1January
EU Institute for Security Studies in Paris is established

10 January
The United Kingdom assumes command of the International Secu-
rity Assistance Force (ISAF-1) in Kabul

11 March
Council Joint Action on the European Union Police
Mission (EUPM)
Following the meeting of the General Affairs Council in
Brussels on 18-19 February 2002, the EU decidesd to take
over the International Police Task Force’s mission in
Bosnia from the UN. It is the first ever such operation
undertaken by the EU.

15-16 March

Barcelona European Council
European Council announces thatitis willing to take over
NATO’s operations in FYROM.
22-28 May
First EU Crisis Management Exercise (CME 02)
17 June
General Affairs Council in Luxembourg
EU foreign ministers agree on a framework for financing
operations having military or defence implications.



20 June
Turkey takes over command of ISAF-2

21-22 June
Seville European Council
EU leaders broaden the scope of ESDP to include the fight
against terrorism and pass a Joint Declaration on the com-
mitment of capabilities in the area of the rule of law.

Danish Presidency

16 July
Presentation of ‘STAR 21’ to President of the Euro-
pean Commission, Romano Prodi
The European Advisory Group on Aerospace presents a
report entitled the ‘Strategic Aerospace Review for the 21st
Century’ (STAR 21) to Romano Prodi.

10 September
A Convention Working Group, chaired by Michel
Barnier, is mandated to work on defence

17 September
The US publishes a new National Security Strategy

30 September
Guidelines on International Criminal Court
The GAERC agrees on aset of guidelines for member states
regarding the International Criminal Court.

24-25 October
European Council in Brussels
The ‘Brussels Text’ allows for the setting up of an agree-
ment with Turkey, notably on Cyprus’s EU membership.

8 November
UN Security Council Resolution 1441
The UNSC adopts a resolution that strengthens the
weapons inspection regime for Iraq and gives Baghdad ‘a
final opportunity to comply’.

19 November
EU Civilian Crisis Management Capability Confer-
ence
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21-22 November
NATO Prague summit
Seven former communist countries are accepted to join
the Alliance by May 2004. NATO members also make spe-
cific commitments on operational capabilities and agree
tosetup a 21,000 strong NATO Response Force (NRF).

12-13 December
Copenhagen European Council
Ten new members are accepted to join the Union by May
2004. Final agreement between EU and Turkey, which
allows the Union to have access to NATO’s planning, logis-
tics and intelligence for operations in which NATO is not
involved.

16 December
EU-NATO declaration on ESDP - ‘Berlin-plus’
Following the agreement with Turkey at the Copenhagen
summit, NATO and the EU conclude an agreement that
gives the EU access to NATO assets for crisis management.
In its turn, the EU agrees to the ‘fullest possible involve-
ment’ of non-EU members of NATO with ESDP.

16 December
Final reportof Working Group VIII (on defence) of the
European Convention

31 December
Launch of the EU Police Mission (EUPM) in Bosnia
and Herzegovina
The EU’s first-ever civilian crisis management operation
under ESDP, itinvolves 531 police officers and 400 civilian
staff and has a mandate of three years (until 31 December
2005).

2003
Greek presidency

22-23 January
40th Anniversary of the Elysée Treaty
Germany and France agree to closer coordination of their



policiesin several areas and take acommon position on the
use of force in Iraq.

27 January
EU foreign ministers approve the first EU military
missionin FYROM

30 January
Joint ‘letter of eight’ in support of the United States on
Iraq
Eight European heads of state or government sign a joint
letter to express solidarity with the US position on Iraq.

4 February
Franco-British summitin Le Touquet
The Joint Declaration on ‘Strengthening European Coop-
eration in Security and Defence’ sets out several objectives
for ESDP and gives a strong emphasis to capabilities.

5 February
The ‘Vilnius Ten’ statement
In a joint statement, the ten countries that are candidates
to join NATO (7 are to be admitted as from April 2004)
express their support for the US position on Iraq.

6 February
Extraordinary meeting of the North Atlantic Council (NAC)
France, Germany, Belgium, Luxembourg and the Nether-
lands oppose US requests for NATO support to Turkey on
the basis that the UN process should be given more time.

10 February
Joint declaration by Russia, Germany and France on
Iraq

10 February
A Dutch-German force takes command of ISAF-3
For their role as ‘lead nation’ in ISAF, Dutch-German
forces draw on support from NATO planning and logisti-
cal structures.

16 February
NATO’s Defence Planning Committee (DPC) agrees on a mili-
tary support package for Turkey

In order to circumvent a French veto, the issue of NATO
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support for Turkey is passed from the NAC to the DPC.

17 February
Extraordinary European Council in Brussels
European leaders affirm their commitment for the ongo-
ing work of the UN weapons inspectors in Iraq and reiter-
ate that ‘war is not inevitable’.

21 February
Anglo-Italian summit
Declaration on defence and security.

1March
ECAP panels present their final report

14 March
EU and NATO agreement on command structure for
EU operations
An agreement is negotiated which allows the EU to use the
NATO command structure for its operations.

20 March
US air strikes on Baghdad mark beginning of war

21 March
Beginning of the ground war in Iraq

31 March
Launch of Operation Concordiain FYROM
First EU operation that draws on NATO assets and capa-
bilities under the ‘Berlin-plus’ arrangement. It involves
350 lightly armed military personnel and is expected to
last six months.

16 April
Athens Declaration
Signing of the Accession Treaty for Cyprus, the Czech
Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta,
Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia.

16 April
NATO takes over ISAF mission in Afghanistan

29 April
‘Tervuren summit’
Belgium, France, Germany and Luxembourg agree to
cooperate more closely on defence matters. The most con-



troversial proposal concerns the establishment of an inde-
pendent EU military headquarters in Tervuren.

19 May
Capability Conference
EU declares that it has operational capability across the
full range of Petersberg tasks, but that this capability
remains limited and constrained by recognised shortfalls.

12 June
Launch of Operation Artemis in the Democratic
Republic of Congo
First EU military operation outside Europe without
NATO assistance. It involves 1,800 military personnel,
mostly French, deployed to stabilise the security situation
in Bunia, the capital of the Ituri province.

16 June
Council discusses European response to WMD prolif-
eration
At the GAERC meeting in Luxembourg, foreign ministers
discuss the outline of the ‘Basic Principles for an EU Strat-
egy against proliferation of WMD’ and an ‘Action Plan for
the Implementation of the Basic Principles’.

19-20 June
Thessaloniki European Council
High Representative Javier Solana presents a draft paper
for a European Security Strategy. The Council also adopts
a ‘Declaration on Non-Proliferation of Weapons of Mass
Destruction’ that includes the ‘Basic Principles’ and the
Joint Action Plan’, and tasks the Italian presidency with
drawing up plans for the establishment of an EU agency in
the field of armaments.

Italian presidency

27 July
Ratification of the Lol Framework Agreement
The last Lol country to do so, Italy ratifies the Framework
Agreement. The accomplishment of the ratification

275



276

process opens the door for its actual implementation.
10 July
The European Convention concludes its work
18 July
Valéry Giscard d’Estaing presents the Draft Treaty
establishing a Constitution for Europe
21July
The General Affairs Council extends the mandate of
Operation Concordia until 15 December 2003
1 September
End of EU Operation Artemis in the DRC
EU hands full responsibility back to the MONUC.
20 September
Informal British-Franco-German summit in Berlin
The United Kingdom backs Franco-German Plan for an EU
Planning Cell, but a common position on Iraq is not found.
25 September
Jointdeclaration on EU-UN cooperation in crisis man-
agement
29 September
Council Joint Action on police mission Proxima in
FYROM
The GAERC decides on a police operation to succeed
Operation Concordia in FYROM on 15 December 2003.
3-4 October
Informal meeting of EU defence ministers
EU defence ministers search for a compromise on an EU
military HQ. They also agree that the Union should take
over peacekeeping duties in Bosnia from NATO in 2004.
21 October
Iran agrees to nuclear inspections
The foreign ministers of France, Germany and the United
Kingdom broker a deal onIran’s full cooperation with the
TAEA.
17 November
Council agreement ona European Armaments Agency
GAERC agrees on the principles establishing an agency in



the field of defence capabilities development, research and
acquisition. Italso decides to develop a ‘road map’ to mon-
itor the ECAP progress.

19-29 November
First EU/NATO joint crisis management exercise
(CMX/CME 03)

29 November
Naples conclave of EU foreign ministers
A proposal from the Italian EU presidency on the future of
European defence prepares the ground for a wide-ranging
agreement on defence issues in the European Constitution.

12-13 December
Brussels European Council
The Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) in Brussels col-
lapses over an impasse concerning voting weights in the
Council. Final adoption of the revised European Security
Strategy, based on Javier Solana’s paper ‘A secure Europe in
abetter world’.

12 December
EU member states approve plan to create Civilian-Mil-
itary Planning Cell
Based on a compromise between France, Germany and the
United Kingdom, EU leaders approved a plan to create an
autonomous EU civilian-military planning cell in early
2004.

15 December
Launch of Proxima in FYROM
This 200-strong police mission in FYROM aims to help
FYROM authorities develop their police forces.

2004
Irish presidency

28 January 2004
Nomination of the head of the Agency Establishment
Team (AET)
Javier Solana nominates Nick Witney as head of the AET.
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The AET starts to work on a comprehensive plan for the
establishment of the Agency, including elements for a
draftJoint Action.

18 February
Franco-British-German proposal on ‘battle groups’
At a summit in Berlin, France, Germany and the United
Kingdom, propose the creation of up to nine ‘battle
groups’ of 1,500 soldiers capable of being deployed
quickly to trouble spots beyond the EU’s borders at the
request of the UN.

23 February
Council approves new financial mechanism
New ‘Athena’ system approved for organising the com-
mon costs of EU military and defence-related missions.

11 March
Terrorist attacks in Madrid

15 March
Presentation of the report ‘Research for a Secure
Europe’
A group of high-ranking personalities presents a report
entitled ‘Research for a Secure Europe’ to the President of
the European Commission, Romano Prodi. The report,
presented to the President of the European Commission
by a group of high-ranking personalities, advocates the
development ofing a Community-funded programme for
research projects that are useful, in particular, for internal
security and CFSP/ESDP missions.

25-26 March
European Council on Terrorism
The European Council creates a post of EU anti-terrorism
coordinator inside the EU Council. The ‘anti-terror tsar’
will feed information to Europe’s justice and home affairs
ministers and will coordinate the work of the member
states in combating terrorism. The Dutchman Gijs de
Vries is appointed.

29 March
NATO enlargement



Seven new countries formally join the Alliance: Bulgaria,
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia and Slove-
nia. This is the fifth, and the largest, round of enlargement
in the Alliance’s history.

5-6 April

24 April

1 May

17 May

Informal meeting of EU defence ministers
The ‘battle groups’ concept is approved.

Cyprusreferendum
Greek Cypriots reject the UN plan for reunification;
Cyprus will therefore enter the EU as a divided island.

EU enlargement

The European Union welcomes ten new members: Cyprus,
the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania,
Malta, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia.

GAERC meeting

Approval of Headline Goal 2010 - setting the key parame-
ters for EU military capabilities by 2010. Critical ambi-
tions are qualitative, i.e. the combination of rapid deci-
sion-making and planning with the rapid deployability,
interoperability and sustainability of high-readiness force
packages largely based on the EU ‘battle groups’ concept.
Approval of the ECAP ‘road map’ and Capability Improve-
ment Chart 2004.

At the same meeting a general concept is discussed for a
future EU mission in Bosnia to replace NATO’s SFOR.

18-27 May

8 June

13 June

Third EU Crisis Management Exercise (CME 04)

UN Security Council unanimously approves Resolution 1546
endorsing a ‘sovereign interim government’ in Iraq

Elections to the European Parliament in the 25 EU
countries
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17-18 June
Brussels European Council
The Council approves the draft European Constitution.
28-29 June
NATO Istanbul summit
NATO decides to terminate its SFOR operation in Bosnia
and Herzegovina, for which the European Union will take
over responsibility.
29 June
Extraordinary meeting of the European Council
Javier Solanais confirmed as Secretary-General/High Rep-
resentative for a further five years. He is to be appointed
EU Minister for Foreign Affairs on the day the Constitu-
tion Treaty enters into force.
José Manuel Durao Barroso is appointed President of the
European Commission.
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Abbreviations

AAR
ACP
AET
BE
C31

C4ISR

CAOC
CDM
CESDP
CFSP
CIMIC
COPS
COREPER

CSAR
cz

DCl

DG

DK

DM
DPC
DRC
DSACEUR
EADS
EC
ECAP
ECHO
ECOFIN

ECSC
EDA
EDC
EDCI
EEC
EMPF
EOD
EP
ESDI
ESDP
ESS

Air-to-Air Refuelling

Africa(n), Caribbean and Pacific

Agency Establishment Team

Belgium

Command, Control, Communications, and
Intelligence

Command, Control, Communications, Computers,
Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance
Combined Air Operations Centre

Capability Development Mechanism

Common European Security and Defence Policy
Common Foreign and Security Policy
Civil-Military Cooperation

French abbreviation for PSC (q.v.)

Comité des Représentants permanents/Permanent
Representatives Committee

Combat Search and Rescue

Czech Republic

Defence Capabilities Initiative
Directorate-General

Denmark

Deutsche Mark

Defence Planning Committee

Democratic Republic of Congo

Deputy Supreme Allied Commander Europe
European Aeronautic, Defence and Space company
European Community

European Capabilities Action Plan

European Community Humanitarian Office
Council of Economics and Finance Ministers of
the EU

European Coal and Steel Community
European Defence Agency

European Defence Community

European Defence Capabilities Initiative
European Economic Community

European Multinational Police Force

Explosive Ordnance Disposal

European Parliament

European Security and Defence Identity
European Security and Defence Policy
European Security Strategy
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ETA Euzkadi ta Azkatasuna (Basque: 'Basque Homeland

and Liberty')

EU European Union

EUISS EU Institute for Security Studies

EUMC EU Military Committee

EUMS EU Military Staff

EUPM EU Police Mission

EUPOL EU Police

EUROFOR European (Rapid Deployment) Force

FHQ Force Headquarters

FR France

FRY Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and
Montenegro)

FYROM Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia

GAC General Affairs Council

GAERC General Affairs and External Relations Council

GDP Gross Domestic Product

GE Germany

GNP Gross National Product

GR Greece

GSM Global System for Mobile Communications

HALE High Altitude Long Endurance

HQ Headquarters

HR High Representative

IAEA International Atomic Energy Agency

IFOR Implementation Force

IGC Intergovernmental Conference

IPTF International Police Task Force

IRA Irish Republican Army

ISAF International Security Assistance Force

ISTAR Intelligence, Surveillance, Target Acquisition and
Reconnaissance

IT Italy

JHA Justice and Home Affairs

JHAC Justice and Home Affairs Council

KFOR Kosovo Force

Lol Letter of Intent

LU Luxembourg

MALE Medium Altitude Long Endurance

MAPE Multinational Advisory Police Element

MCM Mine Countermeasures

MEDEVAC Medical Evacuation

MEP Member of the European Parliament
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MOU
MPF
MSU
NAC
NATO
NBC

NL

NRF
OCCAR

OECD

OHQ
PIC

PL
POLUKRBAT
PPEWU

PSC

PT

PU

QmV

R&T

RELEX

Ro-Ro
SAM
SATCEN
SBS
SFOR
SG
SHAPE
SHORAD
SIPA
SITCEN
SOF

SP

SSN

STAR 21

TBMD

UN Mission in the Democratic Republic of Congo
Memorandum of Understanding

Multinational Protection Force

Multinational Specialised Unit

North Atlantic Council

North Atlantic Treaty Organisation

Nuclear, Biological and Chemical

Netherlands

NATO Response Force

French abbreviation used for Organisation for Joint
Armaments Cooperation

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development

Operation Headquarters

Peace Implementation Council (Bosnia Dayton
accords)

Poland

Polish-Ukrainian Peace Force Battalion

Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit

Political and Security Committee (COPS in French)
Portugal

Policy Unit

Qualified Majority Voting

Research and Technology

Relations Extérieures (External Relations, a
Commission Directorate-General)

Roll-on Roll-off

Surface-to-Air Missile

Satellite Centre

State Border Service

Stabilisation Force

Secretary-General

Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe
Short Range Air Defence

State Information and Protection Agency
Situation Centre

Special Operations Forces

Spain

Subsurface, attack, Nuclear (nuclear-powered attack
submarine)

Strategic Aerospace Review for the 21st century
(European Advisory Group on Aerospace)
Theatre Ballistic Missile Defence

287



288

TEC
TEU
TK
UAV
UK
UN
UNMIBH
UNSC
us
WEAG
WEAO
WEU
WMD

Treaty establishing the European Community
Treaty on European Union

Turkey

Unmanned Aerial Vehicle

United Kingdom

United Nations

UN Mission in Bosnia-Herzegovina

UN Security Council

United States

Western European Armaments Group
Western European Armaments Organisation
Western European Union

Weapons of Mass Destruction
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