
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

XVI LEGISLATURA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Documentazione e ricerche 
 
 

Dimensione europea della Difesa 
 

Audizione del Ministro della difesa, 
Giampaolo Di Paola 

(6 dicembre 2012) 
 
 

Camera dei deputati 
n. 397 

Senato della Repubblica 
n. 415 

 
 
 
 

5 dicembre 2012 



 
Camera dei deputati 

 

 
Senato della Repubblica 

 

XVI LEGISLATURA 
 

 

Documentazione e ricerche 
 
 
 

 

 

Dimensione europea della Difesa 

 
Audizione del Ministro della difesa, 

Giampaolo Di Paola 

(6 dicembre 2012) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Camera dei deputati 
n. 397 

Senato della Repubblica 
n. 415 

 
 
 
 
 

 
5 dicembre 2012 

 
 



 

 I

Servizi responsabili: 

 

SERVIZIO STUDI DELLA CAMERA DEI DEPUTATI 

Dipartimento Difesa  

 066760-4939 / 066760-4172 –  st_difesa@camera.it 

Dipartimento Affari esteri 

 066760-4939 / 066760-4172 –  st_affari_esteri@camera.it 

 

SERVIZIO STUDI DEL SENATO DELLA REPUBBLICA  

Ufficio ricerche nel settore della politica estera e della difesa 

 066706-2451 –  studi1@senato.it 

 
 

Hanno partecipato alla redazione del dossier i seguenti Servizi e Uffici della 
Camera dei deputati: 

 
SERVIZIO BIBLIOTECA – Osservatorio della legislazione straniera 
 066760-2278 –  bib_segreteria@camera.it 

SEGRETERIA GENERALE – UFFICIO STAMPA – U.O. DOCUMENTAZIONE E 

RASSEGNE STAMPA  -   06 6760-3703 –  rassegnastampa@camera.it 

 

 

 

 

 

I dossier dei servizi e degli uffici della Camera sono destinati alle esigenze di 
documentazione interna per l'attività degli organi parlamentari e dei parlamentari. 
La Camera dei deputati declina ogni responsabilità per la loro eventuale 
utilizzazione o riproduzione per fini non consentiti dalla legge. 

File: DI0597.doc 

utente_locale
Casella di testo





 

 I

INDICE 
 
 

DOCUMENTAZIONE 

 E. Greco, N. Pirozzi, S. Silvestri ‘EU Crisis Management: 
Institutions and Capabilities in the Making, in: IAI - novembre 2010 3 

 Beiträge zur Internationalen Politik & Sicherheit ‘Driving Forces 
behind Alliance Building in the Middle East 120 

 V. Camporini ‘Difesa Europea: La crisi è l’ultima occasione’, in: 
Limes, Alla Guerra dell’Euro, 6/2011 180 

 ‘La sfida del Pooling e Sharing per la difesa europea’, in: 
Osservatorio strategico, Anno XIV 4/4/2012 187 

 A. Menon ‘Playing with fire: the EU’s defence policy’, in: Cairn.Info, 
autunno/2002 191 

 C. Pajon ‘L’Europe de la Défense et la transformation des identités 
militaries: quelle européanisation?’, in: Cairn.Info, autunno/2002 206 

 ‘The EU as a Global-Regional Actor in Security and Peace’, in: 
euGRASP 231 

 A. Colin ‘Vers un livre blanc européen de la sécurité et de la 
défense: entre Objet non identifié et fenêtre d’opportunité’, in: 
Cairn.Info, Revue internazionale et stratégique 270 

 R. Khan ‘The Libyan Operation and Europe’s Role in Defence and 
Security’, in: IDSA ISSUE BRIEF, 20/12/2011 282 

 J. Cot ‘L’Europe de la Défense et aprés?’, in: Europee et Défense 293 

 T. Valasek ‘Surving austerity The case for a new approach to EU 
military collaboration’, in Centre for European Reform, 20/12/2011 299 

RASSEGNA STAMPA 

 ’La dimensione europea della Difesa’, 9 febbraio – 10 novembre 
2012 347 

 
 





 

 

Documentazione 
 





Electronic copy available at: http://ssrn.com/abstract=1812943

November 2010

ISTITUTO AFFARI INTERNAZIONALI

Quaderni IAI

19

Over the last decade, the European Union (EU)

has shown a growing activism in dealing with

both regional and global security challenges.

However, the EU’s architecture for crisis

management and its capabilities (civilian and

military) do not yet meet the needs dictated by

current challenges and threats. This publication

offers an overview of the progress achieved by

the EU – both at the institutional and operational

levels – through its Common Security and

Defence Policy, and identifies the critical

elements and the potential for improvement in

the coming years. This study has been conducted

by the Istituto Affari Internazionali (IAI) for the

project Science for Peace promoted by the

Fondazione Umberto Veronesi.

EU CRISIS MANAGEMENT:
INSTITUTIONS

AND CAPABILITIES
IN THE MAKING

Edited by
Ettore Greco, Nicoletta Pirozzi and Stefano Silvestri

English
Series

PROJECT BY

Quad IAI 19 EN_copert:Quad IAI14 en_cop  8-11-2010  12:39  Pagina 1

3



Electronic copy available at: http://ssrn.com/abstract=1812943

4



ISTITUTO AFFARI INTERNAZIONALI

Quaderni IAI

EU CRISIS MANAGEMENT: 
INSTITUTIONS

AND CAPABILITIES 
IN THE MAKING

Edited by
Ettore Greco, Nicoletta Pirozzi and Stefano Silvestri

November 2010 19
English Series

PROJECT BY

IAI

5



This publication is part of the project Science for Peace promoted by the Fondazione Umberto Veronesi.

Authors 

Michele Comelli is Senior Researcher in the European Affairs Area at the Istituto Affari Internazionali 
(IAI), Rome

Ettore Greco is Director of the Istituto Affari Internationali (IAI), Rome

Isabelle Ioannides is Post-doctoral Researcher in the Department of Governance Studies, Vrije 
Universiteit Amsterdam and Associate Research Fellow at the Institut d’Études Européennes, 
Université Libre de Bruxelles (ULB)

Claudia Major is Research Fellow in the International Security Division at the German Institute for 
International and Security Affairs (SWP), Berlin

Christian Mölling is Research Fellow in the International Security Division at the German Institute for 
International and Security Affairs (SWP), Berlin

Nicoletta Pirozzi is Senior Researcher in the European Affairs Area at the Istituto Affari Internazionali 
(IAI), Rome 

Gerrard Quille is Policy Advisor on CFSP/CSDP in the Policy Department, Directorate-General for 
External Policies of the European Parliament, Brussels 

Stefano Silvestri is President of the Istituto Affari Internazionali (IAI), Rome

Quaderni IAI

Editor: Natalino Ronzitti
Managing Editor: Sandra Passariello

Istituto Affari Internazionali
00186 Roma – Via Angelo Brunetti, 9
Tel. 39-6-3224360 Fax 39-6-3224363
http://www.iai.it – e-mailiai@iai.it
Per ordini: iai_library@iai.it

© Istituto Affari Internazionali

Printed in November 2010
by Tipografia Città Nuova della P.A.M.O.M.via San Romano in Garfagnana, 23 - 00148 Rome    

Telephone & fax 06.65.30.467
e-mail: segr.tipografia@cittanuova.it

6



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface 5

List of Acronyms 7

1. EU Military Capabilities - Some European Troops, 
but not yet a European Army, Claudia Major and Christian Mölling 11

2. EU Civilian Capabilities and Cooperation with the Military Sector, 
Isabelle Ioannides 29

3. The European External Action Service and the Common 
Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), Gerrard Quille 55

4. The Democratic Accountability of the CSDP and the Role 
of the European Parliament, Michele Comelli  79

Conclusions and Policy Recommendations 
What Model for EU Crisis Management? Realities and Prospects 
of the Post-Lisbon Era, Ettore Greco, Nicoletta Pirozzi and Stefano Silvestri  101

7



4 8



5

PREFACE

Over the last decade, the European Union (EU) has played a growing role 
as a crisis management actor dealing with both regional and global security 
problems. With the creation and subsequent expansion of the European 
Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), now called Common Security and 
Defence Policy (CSDP), the EU has acquired new operational and institu-
tional instruments for crisis management. Since 2003, when ESDP became 
operational, the EU has deployed 25 operations, including 17 civilian or 
civilian-military ones (of which nine are ongoing).  
The “comprehensive security” model that inspires the EU aims not only to 
manage conflicts, but also to prevent them. It also includes a wide spectrum 
of peace-support activities: traditional peacekeeping, policing, promotion 
of the rule of law, reform of the security sector, and post-conflict institution 
building. This approach, which underpins the European Security Strategy 
adopted in December 2003, has been reinforced by a number of new provi-
sions contained in the Lisbon Treaty, which entered into force on December 
1, 2009.  
However, the European architecture for crisis management and its opera-
tional capabilities do not yet fully meet the needs dictated by the ambitious 
strategy defined in various EU planning documents.  It is therefore impera-
tive to analyze the strengths and weaknesses of the EU system, as well as to 
identify the most appropriate ways and means to reinforce it.  
This volume presents the main results of a research conducted by the 
Istituto Affari Internazionali (IAI) in the framework of the Science for 
Peace project promoted by the Fondazione Umberto Veronesi. Its overall 
goal is to provide an overview of the most significant developments in the 
EU’s security and defence policies and actions, and to identify the critical 
elements and the potential for improvement in the coming years. 
It analyses the latest developments in the area of ESDP/CSDP, outlines and 
discusses future scenarios and offers some policy suggestions to make the 
EU’s role in crisis management more consistent and effective. Special 
emphasis is placed on the capacity that the EU has developed in the civilian 
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and military sectors and the level of coordination between the two compo-
nents. A set of proposals focuses, in particular, on how to improve civil-
military cooperation. 
The first chapter by Claudia Major and Christian Mölling (German 
Institute for International and Security Affairs, SWP, Berlin) concentrates 
on challenges and opportunities, in and for Europe, in the field of defence, 
including the ways for increasing the pooling and sharing of resources, and 
discusses the longer-term perspective of a European army.
The second chapter by Isabelle Ioannides (Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam 
and Université Libre de Bruxelles, ULB) addresses the civilian component 
of the EU’s crisis management. It examines the Union’s strategies and capa-
bilities for civilian and civilian-military crisis management (such as for the 
reform of the security and justice sectors in post-conflict situations). 
The third chapter by Gerrard Quille (European Parliament, Brussels) 
analyses the European External Action Service (EEAS), one of the most 
important institutional innovations in the Lisbon Treaty. It looks into the 
structural and operational features of the new European diplomatic service 
and assesses its potential impact on EU foreign and security policy.  
The fourth chapter by Michele Comelli (Istituto Affari Internazionali, IAI, 
Rome) deals with the obstacles and opportunities to enhance the demo-
cratic control over European security and defence policy through a stronger 
role of the European Parliament and deeper inter-parliamentary coopera-
tion. 
In the last chapter, Ettore Greco, Nicoletta Pirozzi and Stefano Silvestri 
offer a series of policy recommendations aimed at strengthening the crisis 
management capabilities and instruments of the European Union. They 
emphasize, inter alia, the crucial role of civilian capabilities, the need for a 
gradual integration of national resources and for the establishment of an 
effective democratic control over CSDP.  They conclude by making eight 
final proposals to enable the Union to establish itself as a more coherent 
and effective crisis management actor on the international scene. 

E.G.
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1. EU MILITARy CAPABILITIES – 
SOME EUROPEAN TROOPS, BUT 
NOT yET A EUROPEAN ARMy

Introduction

The European Union’s military capabilities are a curious topic. On the one 
hand, some critics constantly blame the Member States for not delivering 
the military capabilities they have promised, thereby preventing the EU 
from becoming a credible military actor. At the same time, others warn, no 
less virulently, of the creeping militarisation of EU crisis management, the-
reby implying that the Union is not, after all, so short on military capabili-
ties. Whom to believe? This article aims to shed light on the thorny topic 
of EU military capabilities. It seeks to give an overview of the efforts under-
taken to generate military capabilities at the EU level, their results and the 
challenges ahead. It concludes with a set of recommendations on how to 
improve EU-level capabilities with a view to increasing the Union’s capaci-
ty to engage in crisis management.

1. EU Military Capabilities: From St Malo to EU Battlegroups

1.1 From Strategies to Forces: Capabilities 

While it is very fashionable to talk about capabilities, and even more 
so to lament the lack of such capabilities, the term itself is rarely 
defined. Both academics and practitioners are reluctant to give a con-
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cise definition and prefer to define capabilities in relation to what 
should be achieved with them.
Efforts to generate capabilities should ideally be rooted in strategies that 
define the aims and means of military action in the wider security context. 
Military capabilities are the principal means of implementing military stra-
tegies. They are an intermediate step in the so-called “defence planning 
process” that is placed between the strategy and the actual deployment of 
a force. The military strategy makes it possible to develop different scena-
rios in which forces may be deployed and to outline the type of operations 
that it may be necessary to conduct, such as peacekeeping, separation of 
parties by force, humanitarian assistance etc. Capabilities are defined as the 
output of this panning process as those means that allow for the successful 
conduct of operations.
Hence, military actors are defined by a much wider set of elements enabling 
them to plan, decide and act in the military realm:
1) a strategy outlining scenarios and providing guidelines for capability 
development;
2) institutional structures for defence planning and command;
3) capabilities to conduct the missions envisaged in the scenarios.
The question is: does the EU have the right mix of those elements at hand?

1.2 The First Days of ESDP: From St. Malo to the Helsinki Headline Goal 

The Franco-British Summit in St. Malo in December 1998 marked the 
starting point of cooperation in the area of security and defence at the EU 
level. The governments of the two most important military powers in 
Europe urged the EU to set up “the capacity for autonomous action, backed 
by credible forces, the means to decide to use them and a readiness to do 
so”. This call resulted mainly from the bitter experience of the Balkan wars 
in the 1990s, which demonstrated that although Europe had more than 2 
million soldiers, it was not able to generate a force from this pool. On the 
one hand, the countries were ill-equipped for the required crisis manage-
ment tasks. And on the other, there was simply no mechanism to generate 
an EU force.
While the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) was formally 
conceived at the Cologne Summit in June 1999, decisions about capabili-
ties were only taken at the Helsinki Summit in December 1999. The EU 
States agreed upon a collective capability goal at the EU level – the Helsinki 
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Headline Goal (HHG). With the HHG, they committed themselves to 
having a capability, by 2003, of 60,000 troops. These troops would be avai-
lable in 60 days and able to remain in a theatre for one year and address the 
full spectrum of the existing catalogue of scenarios: the so-called “Petersberg 
tasks”.
In addition, the Member States agreed in 1999/2000 to establish new poli-
tical and military bodies within the EU Council. The Political and Security 
Committee (PSC) and the EU Military Committee (EUMC) were to deci-
de on capability development along the lines of the newly designed process 
of EU defence planning. The EU Military Staff (EUMS) and the DG E VIII, 
a unit within the former High Representative’s General Directorate, were 
to support them.
Already in December 2001 the EU declared the first results of this process, 
while also pointing to serious shortfalls. As a consequence, EU leaders agreed 
that year on the European Capability Action Plan (ECAP) to remedy these 
shortfalls by acquisitions or production. However, ECAP largely failed to 
hold any nation accountable for its political commitments. The only areas 
where significant progress was made were command and control capabilities. 
The EU secured two options to acquire operations headquarters (OHQ): 1) 
the use of NATO structures (based on the 2003 Berlin Plus agreement), or 
2) the use of five OHQs that Member States provide for the EU.
The December 2003 European Council closed the process initiated in 
Helsinki, although the HHG had not been achieved in full. In fact, the 
quantitative targets had been met, but significant qualitative shortfalls 
remained in key capabilities such as transport or force protection. Particular 
problems emerged at the upper end of the spectrum of scale and intensity. 
Most observers claimed, therefore, that the HHG had not been met and 
that ESDP remained a symbolic political move.

1.3 Second Try: HG 2010, EU Battlegroups and European Defence Agency

France and the UK, in particular, were dissatisfied with the results of the 
HHG process. Even before it was closed they had already initiated a new 
capability development process that focused on smaller units and on the 
armaments sector. Additionally, 2003 became a key year for ESDP deve-
lopment: the EU turned operational and conducted its first military opera-
tion (Artemis, in the Democratic Republic of Congo). It also adopted the 
first ever European Security Strategy (ESS). 
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A new Headline Goal was eventually adopted in June 2004: the Headline 
Goal 2010. Member States agreed to “commit themselves to be able by 
2010 to respond with rapid and decisive action applying a fully coherent 
approach to the whole spectrum of crisis management operations cove-
red by the Treaty”. The EU’s ability to deploy high-readiness forces in 
response to a crisis was considered a key element of the HG 2010 and 
was to be based on the EU Battlegroups (BG). Battlegroups are rapid 
response units of about 1,500-2,500 troops. They are composed of natio-
nal or multinational contributions under the responsibility of a fra-
mework nation.
The development from the HHG to the HG 2010 was a learning process 
for the EU. Overall, the HG 2010 aimed to remedy the capability shortfalls 
recognised in the HHG process. It attempted to link the capability deve-
lopment process within the EU with a new framework reflecting recent 
operational experiences, such as the first ESDP operations, and such insti-
tutional innovations as the ESS and the recently established European 
Defence Agency (EDA). Unlike the HHG, the HG 2010 could build upon 
a consensus, reached within the EU in the form of the ESS, over the defi-
nition of threats, likely scenarios, the means to address them, and the role 
of military force. Moreover, the HHG focused on platforms, numbers and 
available capabilities, while the HG 2010 had a more qualitative or “effect-
based” approach: it focused on the capabilities needed to transform the EU 
militaries into more flexible, mobile forces and enable them to address new 
threats. While the HHG was geared to the Balkan wars and focused in par-
ticular on quantitative targets, the HG 2010 focused on crisis management 
and qualitative targets. The force generation process under the HG 2010 
eventually became auditable. This both facilitated its adoption and increa-
sed its EU-wide acceptance. 
However, the overall method of governance did not change from Helsinki 
to the HG 2010, and no sanction mechanisms were introduced to monitor 
Member States’ commitments. From this perspective, the HG 2010 was 
more an adjusting of goalposts than an improvement of a method that was 
already showing its limits in the HHG.
The HHG also revealed several capability shortfalls in the EU armaments 
sector. The defence industry and market were still exempted at that time 
from the EU integration process, the EU single market rules, and the EU 
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capability development process. Article 2961 of the EC Treaty de facto 
exempts the armaments sector from any Community initiative. Several 
attempts by the European Commission to water down these rules and 
allow for structural improvements in the defence industry and market were 
obstructed by national government measures that protect individual States’ 
defence markets. 
The devastating results of the capability review pushed the EU to consider 
collective solutions in this area also. France and the UK developed the idea 
of an EU Agency to encourage Member States to improve their capabilities. 
As a result, the Member States set up the EDA in 2003. Its purpose is to 
coordinate, optimize, and harmonize cooperation between the countries of 
the European Union. 

1.4 The EU’s Capability Balance in 2010: EU Battlegroups and a Bit More

Although the HG 2010 has not yet been formally assessed, several indica-
tions suggest that its success is unlikely to be overwhelming. In 2009, ESDP 
reached its 10th anniversary. It changed its name to Common Security and 
Defence Policy (CSDP) after the Lisbon Treaty came into force. However, 
several main capability shortfalls identified in 1999 and 2003 still persisted 
in the areas of intelligence and reconnaissance, strategic and tactical tran-
sport, and force protection. A quantitative assessment indicates that some 
progress has been made in terms of military reform.2 However, reforming 
national military forces does not mean that the Member States have deve-
loped European capabilities. 
The main success story is the EU Battlegroups (BG) initiative. Politically, 
the BG succeeded where all other initiatives had failed: in setting up a 
functioning capability-generation mechanism with a palpable output. Since 
2007 two EU Battlegroups have always been on stand-by. They have signi-
ficantly intensified cooperation among EU States, which comes with a 
socialisation of decision-makers in EU security affairs. However, the price 
for this is military ambiguity. The minimal criteria for participation have 
been watered down to allow every nation to participate. In turn, military 
effectiveness cannot be assured for all formations. The EU Battlegroups had 

1  Article 296 of the Treaty of the European Union became Article 346 in the Lisbon Treaty.
2  Daniel Keohane and Charlotte Blommestijn, Strength in numbers? Comparing EU military 
capabilities in 2009 with 1999, Paris, EU Institute for Security Studies, 2009 (ISS Policy Brief 
December 2009), available at: http://www.iss.europa.eu/uploads/media/PolicyBrief-05.pdf. 
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an important transformation effect, but this was limited to the very small 
portion of troops that took part in them.3

Besides the Battlegroups, command and control capabilities are also availa-
ble, thanks to the Operations Headquarters. The limitations for strategic 
transport have to some extent been eased. 
However, the EU has never deployed the EU Battlegroups. It prefers setting 
up ad hoc force generation processes. Capability generation and force gene-
ration are thus still not linked up. The EU Battlegroups have not been used; 
nor have any of the many capability catalogues and plans played a major 
role in setting up recent operations. 
Another factor is that lessons from the field are rarely taken into account 
in capability development: multinational cooperation in operations often 
only runs smoothly because commanders and experts on the ground find 
innovative solutions. They also show what is possible without blurring 
national sovereignty. However, the nations are reluctant to transfer ad hoc 
solutions into longstanding institutions. 
The main success of the capability-generation mechanisms is to keep 
Member States engaged in capability development under the EU fra-
mework. They need to acknowledge capability gaps and voluntarily commit 
to seeking ways to solve them.
The success of the European Defence Agency (EDA) is also limited. Starting 
with a very broad mandate, the agency soon felt the limitations imposed by 
the Member States. The tiny operational budget gives only very limited room 
for manoeuvre. Through different instruments and initiatives the EDA, but 
also the European Commission – which has a major stake in the industrial and 
market dimension of the armaments sector – have tried to break down, or at 
least lower, the national walls that still protect the EU’s 27 armaments sectors. 
For example, the inefficient WEAG (Western European Armaments Group) 
was dissolved and its projects transferred to the EDA. Some success has also 
been achieved through the Code of Conduct created in 2006 to promote 
international tendering for procurement projects and through the creation of 
the Joint Investment Program in the area of research and technology. 
Moreover, the EDA and the European Commission have begun to establish 
closer links.

3 Claudia Major and Christian Mölling, EU-Battlegroups. Bilanz und Optionen zur 
Weiterentwicklung europäischer Krisenreaktionskräfte, Berlin, Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, 
2010 (SWP-Studie 2010/S 22, September 2010), available at: http://www.swp-berlin.org/
common/get_document.php?asset_id=7371. 
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However, these initiatives have suffered severely from the continuing 
influence of intergovernmental structures, which prevent economic rules 
from being applied to the armaments sector. Only a marginal amount of 
money and number of contracts have come under the voluntary EDA Code 
of Conduct on Procurement. It has failed so far to have a structural impact. 
None of the Member States has shown a great appetite to buy equipment 
abroad. But the Commission’s defence package of 2007, which addresses 
procurement and intra-EU transfers of military goods, has the potential to 
bring about far-reaching changes. It can not only qualify Member States’ 
predominance in the armaments domain, but also lead to substantially new 
procurement practices. However, in 2010 the EU armaments sector is far 
from showing a tendency towards a single set of commonly accepted and 
exercised rules and harmonized procedures on competition, procurement, 
and export. The lion’s share of procurement remains outside the EU fra-
mework. For the EDA, the painful first wave of lessons learned is not yet 
over. The future of the agency will especially depend on its positioning in 
the EU's institutional architecture and whether it gains control over major 
future armaments programmes.
To sum up, the Member States have developed some collective military 
capabilities at the EU level but need to recognise the severe shortfalls that 
remain. The main problem lies in the mechanisms for capability deve-
lopment, which are too weak to engage the Member States in a meaningful 
manner. 

2. Current and Future Challenges and Opportunities in and for Europe

Three issues shape the framework within which EU Member States will in 
future develop military capabilities, namely the Union’s loss of strategic 
scope, the provisions of the Lisbon Treaty, and the financial crisis.

2.1 The EU Has to Make Strategic Choices

2.1.1 What kind of an actor?
The EU is losing strategic scope. Member States still answer the question 
“why Europe in security?” in different ways. However, the States have cho-
sen to keep quiet. And the Lisbon Treaty has raised more doubts than 
enthusiasm. One reason might be a general E/CSDP fatigue, as much 
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uncertainty persists about the kind of security actor the EU should be. 
Decision-makers have become tired after a decade of promoting ESDP, and 
especially its military dimension, as a core driver of EU integration. ESDP 
has never created the spill-over effects that some of its supporters had said 
it would. So far, EU missions have hardly had a strategic impact, in terms 
of living up to the aims of the European Security Strategy. Moreover, the 
EU is bidding farewell to “intervention happy”4 times. Although CSDP is 
not militarily involved in Afghanistan, many EU States are. Not only have 
they suffered many losses, but they have also struggled to legitimize such 
missions. This has reduced the appetite for future large-scale interventions, 
irrespective of the political framework.

2.1.2 Adapting capabilities to the future face of crisis management 
The character of crisis management is changing: the overall importance of 
military force is declining; the classic intervention paradigm is in crisis. 
Future engagements are likely to be more civilian and more geared towards 
managing the complex interaction of a number of actors to achieve an inte-
grated or comprehensive approach. The EU has already started to adapt to 
these modified parameters of crisis management: it has carried out both 
types of operations, but with a focus on civilian missions.5

yet in terms of quantity, EU military or civilian capabilities do not suffice 
to address potential crisis management needs in such scenarios as Sudan or 
a re-escalation in Congo.6 Moreover, these capabilities and the related EU 
planning processes focus on either civilian or military scenarios: they do not 
envisage integrated civilian-military missions.
A first step towards a reorientation of capability development was made by 
the EU Council when it approved a Declaration on Strengthening 
Capabilities in 2008. This set out a more ambitious goal for the Union: the 
capacity to simultaneously conduct two major stabilisation and reconstruc-
tion operations involving up to 10,000 troops plus a civilian contingent; 
two rapid-response operations using EU Battlegroups; a civilian–military 

4 We are grateful to Constance Stelzenmüller for this quote.
5 Margriet Drent and Dick Zandee, Breaking Pillars. Towards a Civil-Military Security 
Approach for the European Union, Den Haag, Clingendael Institute, 2010 (Clingendael Security 
Paper 13/2010), available at: http://www.clingendael.nl/publications/2010/20100211_brea-
king_pillars.pdf. 
6 Daniel Korski and Richard Gowan, Can the EU Rebuild Failing States? A Review of Europe’s 
Civilian Capacities, London, European Council and Foreign Relations, 2009 (ECFR report, 
October 2009), available at: http://ecfr.3cdn.net/3af9563db3c7ab2036_ecm6buqyw.pdf. 
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humanitarian assistance operation and around one dozen civilian missions, 
including one major operation involving up to 3,000 personnel. Moreover, 
the declaration advised Member States to investigate innovative methods 
for capability development, including the pooling and multinational mana-
gement of assets.7 
This level of ambition has not yet been translated into a new Headline 
Goal. In fact, the gap between available and desired capabilities has only 
widened.

2.2 Institutional Innovation and Inertia: The Lisbon Treaty

The Lisbon Treaty comprises a series of innovations designed to increase the 
coherence and capabilities of the EU as a security actor. It envisages a new 
mechanism called Permanent Structured Cooperation in defence issues 
(PSCiD), which is designed to allow EU States who are able and willing to 
do so to enhance their cooperation in the area of capabilities, equipment 
and forces. Thus, once implemented, PSCiD will potentially have a double 
impact. First, it enables EU Member States to engage in a more coherent 
development of badly needed military capabilities. And second, it opens a 
mid-term perspective for savings in national defence budgets, which are 
currently seriously constrained. 
However, until now EU States have shed away from tabling tangible sugge-
stions to implement PSCiD, let alone committing themselves to any preci-
se project. Three issues add to the current stalemate:
- First, ambiguous political visions and strategic objectives. Many ideas are 
in the air, but they are hardly compatible. Furthermore, current debates in 
policy and academia alike are short of specifics about what PSCiD could 
achieve for Member States and the EU. Nor do they clarify the benefits of 
PSCiD for participating states.
- Second, the road to implementation is not clear, since the principles and 
criteria to define the implementation of PSCiD are rather vague. What is 
lacking is an evolutionary approach capable of building on existing coope-
ration projects and integrating the various interests at stake.
- Third is the absence of the necessary financial boost: PSCiD implementa-
tion has been hit by the current financial crisis. Given the difficult state of 
debate the Member States consider investment in PSCiD as a financial risk. 

7 International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance 2010, London, Routledge 
2010.
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National decision-makers find themselves unable to organise the financial 
basis for rapid transformation into a more EU-focused structure. 
An ongoing stalemate would not only mean missing an important window 
of opportunity for defence cooperation: PSCiD is also one of the few tan-
gible innovations in CSDP. Failing to deliver in PSCiD would seriously 
damage CSDP.

2.3 Financial Crisis: The Strategic Impact of Long-term Withdrawal of 
Resources

The economic and financial crisis has put State budgets throughout the 
European Union under severe pressure. After massive debt-financed reco-
very programmes, European States now seek fiscal consolidation through 
measures aimed at reducing public spending. This consolidation process 
includes structural spending reforms designed to have an effect in the 
medium term. Hence, the crisis is likely to have a severe and long-lasting 
impact on EU crisis management capabilities. As public budgets decrease, 
so do investment in security and defence. Resources available for crisis 
management will become leaner. 
Military capabilities in the EU are likely to be hit hard. Crisis-induced bud-
get cuts are only one part of the picture. In addition, ongoing foreign ope-
rations and growing personnel costs are further squeezing the resources 
available for research, development and procurement. While some obser-
vers consider this situation a chance to deepen EU integration in the mili-
tary realm, current national choices point in the opposite direction. 
States tend to plan and implement their cuts at the national level, without 
much coordination or even communication at the EU level. The national 
reflex remains strong and creates the risk of a growing capability gap. If 
Member States continue to proceed in this uncoordinated manner, they 
may well risk a severe loss of Europe’s overall military capabilities. Such a 
situation would further damage CSDP, as it would diminish the various 
instruments of EU action. Uncoordinated savings will also impact on the 
European technological and defence industrial base. 
Nevertheless, for two reasons, cooperation does not seem to be on Member 
States’ agenda at the moment. First, EU countries are concerned to varying 
degrees about the crisis. Some – like the UK or Spain – have suffered tre-
mendously from it. Others – like Sweden or Poland – have experienced a 
relatively limited increase in their national budgets. Second, Member States 
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that are severely concerned about the crisis are implementing defence cuts 
in different ways: while the UK and Germany have planned to implement 
significant cuts in their defence budgets and procurement programmes, 
France and Italy have still to make significant structural changes. yet budget 
pressures are likely to remain high in the decade to come and will certainly 
impact the defence realm. It is debatable whether the required savings can 
be achieved by simply trimming back the existing model without touching 
on the structure.8

3. Recommendations: The why and how of Future EU Capability 
Development

Why should Europe keep on trying to enhance its military actorness? All 
the examples given above may well limit the appetite for more initiatives 
leading to greater cooperation. However, two arguments clarify that such 
initiatives are less a question of choice than of the necessary responsibilities 
of governments vis-à-vis their populations.
The US, the actor that for so long has not only backed but considerably 
enabled Europe, is likely to be less and less able and willing to provide the 
resources and means needed to meet European security requirements. It 
will be looking increasingly to Asia. Moreover, the US no longer perceives 
a more integrated EU defence policy as a threat to NATO. Rather, it is more 
inclined to acknowledge the positive effects that an EU security and defen-
ce pillar could have for the Atlantic Alliance. This requires that the EU take 
on more responsibility in international crisis management.
A second argument for deeper European cooperation has to do with the 
trend towards weakening national sovereignty. Indeed, the persistent 
attachment to national sovereignty is a major stumbling block hindering 
deeper cooperation. The only way to preserve sovereignty, however, under-
stood as the capacity to act, is for the countries of Europe to enhance reci-
procal cooperation and integration.
Sovereignty always has a fundamental output dimension, which is measured 
by the capability to act. How capable are the individual Member States? 

8  Christian Mölling, Sophie-Charlotte Brune and Marcel Dickow, Finanzkrise und 
Verteidigungskooperation. Materialien zu acht europäischen Ländern und den USA, Berlin, 
Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, 2010 (SWP-Arbeitspapier, FG3 AP4, October 2010), avai-
lable at: http://www.swp-berlin.org/common/get_document.php?asset_id=7442. 
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What are Germany, Italy, Sweden or even France and the UK able to do on 
their own in the military realm? Can they cope with the emerging threats 
by themselves? The answer, increasingly, is “no”. Such factors as the financial 
crisis and the demographic outlook reinforce this tendency. Sovereignty, 
understood, as we have said, as the capacity to act, depends to a great extent 
on collective efforts and intensified cooperation at the EU level.
Each Member State should consider three key questions: 
-  Can national objectives still be achieved without a common EU defence 

capacity?
- How should growing interdependencies be addressed? 
-  What is the price to pay to preserve national autonomy through national 

capabilities?

3.1 Strategic Adaptation

3.1.1 A European White Paper on Defence
The EU Member States should work on a European White Paper on 
Defence with the overall aim of improving the collective use of national 
capabilities. Such a document would serve the purpose of identifying both 
the necessary capabilities and a roadmap to acquire them. It would be illu-
sory to expect this White Paper to translate immediately into political 
action. However, a joint effort to define aims and means would be an 
important learning process for the Member States.
The White Paper should identify capability shortfalls and provide suggestions 
for improvement in specific areas. Its guidelines could be implemented by 
the European Defence Agency. As a central and independent actor, the EDA 
could provide a framework for the transformation of armed forces across 
Europe, and a link to the development of Permanent Structured Cooperation. 
With a view to increasing the capabilities at the EU’s disposal and cementing 
the European security partnership, a European Defence White Paper could 
be open to contributions from candidate countries such as Croatia.

3.1.2 A Civilian-Military Headline Goal 2020 to implement the new level 
of ambition
In the 2008 Declaration on strengthening capabilities the Union outlines a 
new level of ambition. It describes the kind of scenarios in which the Union 
wants to be able to intervene, and the means with which it would do so.
Currently the EU only has civilian or military capabilities, neither of which 
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are genuinely made for integrated scenarios. The Union therefore has to 
adapt them to integrated environments on a case-by-case basis. While the 
new level of ambition recognises the complex character of crisis scenarios, 
this is not reflected in the capability-development process, where civil and 
military demands continue to be treated separately. This civilian-military 
dichotomy needs to be overcome.
The existing civilian and military Headline Goals will expire in 2010. 
Instead of establishing yet another separate military or civilian headline 
goal, the Member States should strive to set up an integrated civil-military 
one. Truly integrated scenarios should inform the development of such 
capabilities. Hence, as a first step, the EU should begin to revise its current 
scenarios. It should create “real world” scenarios: crises rarely present purely 
civilian or purely military scenarios. Consequently, the Member States need 
to develop a variety of scenarios that reflect the intersection of civilian and 
military challenges and can subsequently be translated into capability 
requirements at the EU level. These could be framed in a new integrated 
Civilian-Military Headline Goal 2020.

3.1.3 EU Headquarters 
A third step towards both strategic adaptation and institutional rationalisa-
tion is to merge capability planning, operational planning and operations 
command into a single permanent civilian-military planning and command 
structure, an EU Headquarters (EU HQ).
EU operations have shown that the current planning and command struc-
tures do not respond to the needs of effective crisis management. Their 
shortcomings result in a waste of resources, loss of time, and frictions, all of 
which undermine the effectiveness of these operations. Most notably, the 
lessons identified from EU missions are considered only marginally when it 
comes to discussions about capability shortfalls and capability development.
Given the current challenges, future scenarios and the EU preference for a 
comprehensive approach, a purely military structure would be neither sui-
ted to meet future challenges nor in tune with the comprehensive character 
of the EU security policy. An EU HQ should not therefore be a purely 
military structure, but an integrated civilian-military one. The starting point 
for this new structure would be the existing institutions – the Crisis 
Management and Planning Directorate, the Civilian Planning and Conduct 
Capability and the EU Military Staff.
In April 2010 France, Poland and Germany (the Weimar Triangle) launched 
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a trilateral initiative to strengthen CSDP, in which they call, inter alia, for 
the establishment of a permanent civilian-military planning and command 
structure of this nature.9 Precise ideas are therefore on the table. The other 
Member States would be well advised to support this endeavour.

3.2 Institutional Evolution

3.2.1 Establishing Permanent Structured Cooperation in defence 
The EU Member States should stop shying away from tabling serious ideas 
about how to implement Permanent Structured Cooperation in defence 
(PSCiD). They should engage in debates on how to use such cooperation 
as an enabling tool for those Member States that are willing and able to 
advance more quickly and effectively in the development of capabilities. To 
speed up the process the PSCiD could be based on existing cooperation 
projects, especially those aimed at remedying serious capability shortfalls. A 
very suitable showcase already to hand could be the European Air Transport 
Fleet (EATF). PSCiD would here mean a more coordinated use of already 
existing or planned national capabilities. The States contributing to EATF 
would share the operation of the aircraft, with the European Air Transport 
Command playing a leading and coordinating role. One example for a new 
initiative based on existing capabilities would be to pool EU national air 
force capabilities for “air policing” EU air space, using existing jet planes. 
Demand for pooling also exists in the area of unmanned aircraft (UAVs) 
and transport helicopters. 

3.2.2 Using the full potential of the European Defence Agency 
The Member States should make better use of the capacities and potential 
of the European Defence Agency. 
First, they should entrust the EDA with the task of driving and establishing 
a framework for the development, pooling and sharing of projects. The 
Agency could serve as a forum in which the Member States develop a com-
mon understanding of multinational projects as a complement to national 
ones. This would be the pre-condition for pooling and sharing initiatives in 
various areas, such as equipment or logistics.
Second, the EDA should serve as a central and independent certification 
authority for military capabilities, particularly the Battlegroups, assessing if 

9  See Claudia Major, Zivil-militärische Planungs- und Führungsstrukturen für die EU, Berlin, 
Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, 2010 (SWP-Aktuell, forthcoming).
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and to what extent they meet planned requirements such as deployability. 
This task of the EDA’s would go hand-in-hand with its planning activities.
Third, in view of the expected civilian-military scenarios in crisis manage-
ment, the Member States should also consider using the agency to create 
civilian-military synergies. In such a perspective, the EDA could, for exam-
ple, support the development of joint civilian-military transport arrange-
ments.
Fourth, the Agency would provide the right framework for drafting a 
European White Paper on Defence with a view to giving capability deve-
lopment both a strategic basis and a procedural road map. 
Finally, in order to integrate the economic dimension and give a new élan 
to the original purpose of the agency, namely to allow Member States to get 
more “bang for their euros”, finance ministers should play a stronger role in 
the EDA. This would be especially important, as defence ministries tend to 
think much more in national terms and are sometimes less aware of the 
price tag attached to one or the other solution. 

3.3 Advancing Military Integration by Incrementally Extending Islands of 
Cooperation

The EU Battlegroups are currently the best developed mechanisms for 
regular and intensive military cooperation at the EU level. They should be 
used as a starting point for a gradually deepening degree of cooperation that 
could take the form of continuation and expansion, as set out below.
- Continuation: more continuity could be achieved if a group of Member 
States took on the responsibility of manning a Battlegroup on a permanent 
basis. Currently, BGs change according to a six-month rotation scheme. The 
starting point for such long-term cooperation could be the existing regular 
cooperation between individual countries, for instance in the context of the 
Nordic Battlegroup. Apart from its political symbolism, continuation would 
also bring military and economic advantages: logistics, command and control, 
and planning arrangements could be used continuously. Each unit’s institu-
tional knowledge at the command level would be continuously available. This 
solution could contribute to the further harmonization of standards. 
- Expansion: The BG concept could be expanded to include more troops 
and encompass diverse capabilities. The aim would be to transfer the high 
degree of readiness associated with Battlegroups to a larger body of EU 
armed forces. Instead of the ten-day readiness anchored in the original BG 
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concept, a gradual approach to readiness could be introduced. A larger for-
mation of this sort would comprise troop units exhibiting various degrees 
of readiness, from 48 hours to 60 days. Each time a part of the larger unit 
was deployed, another troop unit with the same ability, but lower degree of 
readiness, would follow. Thus, the overall troop component would remain 
at the highest possible level.

3.4 Financing of Capabilities

3.4.1 Reacting to the financial crisis
The financial crisis challenges all EU Member States. It could also affect the 
collective use of military capabilities. Indeed, the way European countries 
react to the crisis and its repercussions will heavily influence the EU’s abi-
lity to act collectively. The challenge is to achieve savings in a coordinated 
way while guaranteeing the Union’s and Member States’ capacity to act. 
Dealing with the crisis requires action on two levels: first, identification of 
internal restructuring and rationalisation potential; and second, specialisa-
tion and cooperation with partners. Savings can be achieved through inter-
national cooperation and by internationalising defence production. 
The Member States should: 1) define strategic priorities at the EU level in 
order to guide and direct restructuring processes; and 2) commit to tran-
sparent information policies as to who wants to cut what. That should 
ensure that national processes occur in a concurrent manner. And 3), 
Member States should also define complementarities in cuts in order to 
pool and share existing capabilities, as well as investments in future ones. 
This would avoid ad hoc and uncoordinated decisions in defence reductions 
across the EU. 

3.4.2 Pooling & Sharing in logistics and beyond
The EU Member States should make more use of pooling and sharing 
(P&S) and actively engage in joint initiatives, whether in the area of capa-
bilities, logistics or equipment. The current financial crisis increases the 
need for better spending, and might act as a catalyst for pooling and sharing 
initiatives. P&S makes it possible to reduce costs and may ensure greater 
reliability of the desired common good. One example is logistics. With the 
help of framework agreements, the EU should pool the logistical aspects of 
EU operations. This would require all Member States to agree on basic 
standards, for life support, for example, in order to create transparent requi-
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rements for the (civilian) contractors. It would simplify tenders, facilitate 
quality checks and make it possible to enter into enforceable contracts. As 
mentioned above, the EDA could play a key role here.
Additionally, the Member States could pool their resources in logistical 
warehouses. The European Air Transport Fleet (EATF), conceived in 2008, 
will pool European air transport capacities once it begins operating in 2014. 
Comparable models should be envisaged for sea and land transport.

3.5 Long-term Perspective: A European Army – Forever Elusive?

Numerous politicians, including the German and the Italian foreign mini-
sters, have called for the establishment of a European Army. In the light of 
the rather limited achievements discussed above, this may sound utopian. 
What can Europe’s people reasonably expect from the defence efforts of its 
Member States? The answer is: less than many of the professional friends 
of Europe and military-power talkers dream of, but more than Member 
States have achieved thus far. EU military capability development has suf-
fered from a lack of understanding of the complexity of the defence plan-
ning and strategy development required by a new entity such as ESDP/
CSDP. But it has also suffered from Member States’ reluctance to live up 
to their commitments. If Europe is to play a role in international peace and 
security, it needs to develop the appropriate capabilities. This demands 
leadership and responsibility. Qualities that can only be achieved by adap-
ting to the new realities, chief among which the growing erosion of national 
sovereignty and the ensuing need to establish new forms of sovereignty 
through deeper transnational cooperation and integration. 
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2. EU CIVILIAN CAPABILITIES 
AND COOPERATION WITH THE 
MILITARy SECTOR

Introduction

The European Union’s gradual emergence as a major player on the interna-
tional scene in the field of crisis management - partly born out of the lessons 
drawn from the yugoslav crises and in particular the tragedies in Bosnia-
Herzegovina and Kosovo - first revealed its civilian distinctiveness. Indeed, 
out of the 25 missions the EU has launched since 2003 when the European 
- now Common - Security and Defence Policy became operational, 17 have 
been civilian (out of which 9 are ongoing) and two can be characterised as 
hybrid (combining civilian and military aspects).1 In parallel, these efforts 
have been supported by European Community instruments attesting to the 
cross-cutting character of EU civilian crisis management in which both the 
European Commission and the Council of the European Union participate.
In an effort to ensure that both legs of civilian crisis management work effec-

1 The EU civilian missions include: EU Police Missions (EUPOL RD Congo, EUPOL 
Kinshasa, EUPM in Bosnia-Herzegovina, EUPOL PROXIMA and EUPAT in Macedonia, 
EUPOL Afghanistan and EUPOL COPPS in the Palestinian Territories), EU Rule of Law 
Missions (EULEX Kosovo, EUJUST LEX for Iraq and EUJUST THEMIS in Georgia), EU 
Monitoring Missions (EUMM in Georgia, EUMM in Former yugoslavia and EU AMM in 
Aceh), EU Border Assistance Missions (EUBAM Rafah and the European Commission-
funded Moldova and Ukraine border missions). The hybrid missions are the recently comple-
ted EU Security Sector Reform mission in Guinea-Bissau (it was only recently closed down 
on 30 September 2010) and the EU support to AMIS (Darfur). Ongoing missions are indica-
ted in italics.
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tively, EU representatives and scholars have increasingly emphasised the 
importance of designing and executing a comprehensive and ultimately inte-
grated approach to crisis response, management and stabilisation, thus utili-
sing civilian and military elements in parallel. Accordingly, the Common 
Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) has not only expanded its action far and 
wide (from the Western Balkans to the South Caucasus, from Africa to the 
Middle East and Asia), but it has also diversified the substance of operations: 
strengthening police missions are supported by executive powers; policing is 
moving towards the broader rule of law reform framework; monitoring bor-
ders is complemented by a growing demand for more complex and com-
prehensive operations, such as Security Sector Reform (SSR).
The EU is commonly seen to be in a unique position to make a significant 
contribution to complex crisis management operations due to the broad 
range of political, economic, civilian and military instruments at its disposal. 
In 2003, the European Security Strategy affirmed that the EU “could add 
particular value by developing operations involving both military and civilian 
capabilities”,2 which today is a reality in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo, for 
instance, where the Union plays a leading role. EU crisis management has 
therefore mirrored developments in international peacekeeping, which reco-
gnises that new wars - in Mary Kaldor’s words - have become an amalgam of 
war, crime and human rights violations and whereby “the agents of cosmopo-
litan law-enforcement have to be a mixture of soldiers and policemen”.3 
Equally, it has followed the tendency towards an increasing blurring of 
boundaries between the internal and external order of States, which the EU 
explicitly acknowledged in Council Conclusions.4

This chapter examines the main developments in the field of EU civilian 
crisis management and, building on the previous chapter, assesses how EU 
civilian capabilities work with the military sector. Given that crisis manage-
ment instruments have been created at different times, within different insti-

2  See Council of the European Union, A Secure Europe in a Better World. European Security 
Strategy, Brussels, 12 December 2003, p. 11, available at: http://www.consilium.europa.eu/
uedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf.
3  See Mary Kaldor, New & Old Wars: Organized Violence in a Global Era, Cambridge, Polity, 
2005, p. 11.
4  See Council of the European Union, A Strategy for the External Dimension of the Area JHA: 
Global Freedom, Security and Justice, Doc. 15446/05, Brussels, 6 December 2005, available at: 
http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/05/st15/st15446.en05.pdf; Didier Bigo, “The 
Möbius Ribbon of Internal and External Security(ies)”, in Mathias Albert, David Jacobson 
and yosef Lapid (eds.), Identities, Borders, Orders - Rethinking IR Theory, Borderlines, 
Minneapolis, University Minnesota Press, 2001, pp. 91-116.
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tutional structures and for different purposes, ensuring that they are used in 
a coordinated and coherent manner in support of crisis management objecti-
ves has been a formidable challenge. This study first analyses the EU strate-
gies for civilian crisis management and then examines the EU institutions and 
tools available in order to pin point their strengths and weaknesses. As the 
CSDP matures, its future contours and evolution become clearer. Hence, the 
last part of the chapter offers a series of recommendations for improving the 
coherence and effectiveness between EU civilian and military capabilities.

1. Strategies for Civilian and Civilian-Military Crisis Management

Understood quintessentially as a European concept,5 “civilian crisis mana-
gement” is a subject that falls firmly under the framework of the Union’s 
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), whose objectives as set out 
in the Lisbon Treaty of the European Union encompass:
“to consolidate and support democracy, the rule of law, human rights and the 
principles of international law; and preserve peace, prevent conflicts and streng-
then international security, in accordance with the purposes and principles of 
the United Nations Charter, with the principles of the Helsinki Final Act and 
with the aims of the Charter of Paris, including those relating to external 
borders”.6 
Nonetheless, the actual notion of EU “civilian crisis management” remains 
ambiguous and has not been defined in EU documents.7 One of the first 
reports devoted to the issue defined it as “the intervention by non-military 
personnel in a crisis that may be violent or non-violent, with the intention 
of preventing a further escalation of the crisis and facilitating its resolution”.8 
Annex III of the Feira Council Conclusions (June 2000) stipulated that the 
reinforcement of EU civilian capabilities should provide the Union with 

5 See Renata Dwan, Civilian Tasks and Capabilities in EU Operations, London, The Centre 
for the Study of Global Governance, LSE, 2004, available at: http://www.lse.ac.uk/Depts/
global/Publications/HumanSecurityReport/DwanPaperCivilianCapacities.pdf.
6 See “Consolidated versions of the Treaty on European Union and the Treaty on the 
Functioning of the European Union”, in Official Journal of the European Union C 83, Volume 
53, 30 March 2010, p. 29, available at: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/JOHtml.do?uri=OJ:C:2010:
083:SOM:EN:HTML. 
7 See Giovanna Bono and Stäle Ulriksen (eds.), “The EU, Crisis Management and Peace 
Support Operations”, Special issue of International Peacekeeping, Vol. 11, No. 3, Autumn 2004.
8 See Chris Lindborg, European Approaches to Civilian Crisis Management, BASIC Special 
Report, London, British American Security Information Council, March 2002, p. 4.
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adequate means to face complex political crises at different phases by “ensu-
ring complementarity between the military and civilian aspects of crisis 
management covering the full range of Petersberg tasks.”9 These common 
objectives and norms underpinning outside intervention are given shape in 
the European Security Strategy, which recognises that civilian capabilities 
are vital for the negotiation of the broad range of threats that confront us in 
the 21st century and the only tool for their long-term management. Thus, in 
the absence of a civilian crisis management strategy per se, it has become 
easier to think of this field of action as synergy rather than strategy, therefo-
re linking together different threads from conflict prevention, crisis manage-
ment, peacemaking and post-conflict stabilisation, even development. 
Civilian crisis management lies at the heart of the EU discourse on the 
human security-based approach to global security and provides an impor-
tant step towards a common EU understanding on democratic governance. 
Specifically, it has promoted the mainstreaming of human rights and fun-
damental freedoms, good governance and rule of law in all policy sectors. 
In 2003, the European Security Strategy added a dimension and prompted 
the discourse on enhancing EU civilian-military cooperation, when discus-
sing the threats to the EU which it saw as neither “purely military; nor [as] 
tackled by purely military means”, but rather as “require[ing] a mixture of 
instruments”.10 It had followed on the learning from mistakes made in the 
management of the Western Balkan crises. The deployment of the EU mili-
tary mission - EUFOR Althea - in Bosnia-Herzegovina in 2004 is a case in 
point. Initially, overlapping mandates resulted in the two EU missions - 
EUPM (police) and EUFOR (military) - being involved in the fight against 
organised crime, crime control and law enforcement. It is worth noting, 
however, that at the time the EU had not conceptualised the dividing line 
between police and military as a newcomer to the post-conflict stabilisation 
field.11 With the revision of the EUPM mandate in 2006, the parallel EU 

9  According to the Lisbon TEU (art. 43), these “shall include joint disarmament operations, 
humanitarian and rescue tasks, military advice and assistance tasks, conflict prevention and 
peace-keeping tasks, tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peace-making 
and post-conflict stabilisation”. See “Consolidated versions of the Treaty on European Union 
and the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union”, cit., p. 39.
10  See Council of the European Union, ‘A Secure Europe in a Better World’. European 
Security Strategy, cit., p. 7.
11  See Susan E. Penksa, “Security Governance, Complex Peace Support Operations and the 
Blurring of Civil-Military Tasks”, in Christopher Daase and Cornelius Friesendorf (eds.), 
Rethinking Security Governance: The Problem of Unintended Consequences, New york, Ny, 
Routledge, 2010, pp. 46-47.
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police and military missions agreed to a set of common operational guide-
lines to govern their relationship with local law enforcement officials:12 
EUFOR’s involvement in crime control has since been limited to providing 
essential operational support to local authorities when the EU Police 
Mission endorses the action as legitimate and necessary.13

This example explains the EU’s recent endorsement of a security sector 
reform policy, which conceptually is holistic and integrative, and operatio-
nally assembles activities in which the EU is already engaged in (e.g. defen-
ce, police, intelligence and juridical reforms). Strategically, it reaffirms the 
EU’s normative commitment to democracy, the consolidation and promo-
tion of human rights, and good governance.14 In many ways, this policy 
seemed to remove the damaging consequences of excessively complex 
institutional arrangements and the dogmatic conceptual distinction betwe-
en security and development issues, which is nonsensical in crisis situations 
that threaten fragile states. Still, submitting all peace support operation 
components to a single political vision can be a source of friction between 
the norms of SSR - focused on the separation of military from civilian fun-
ctions - and operational reality, which sees the military and gendarmerie 
engaging in enforcement tasks during crisis management.
The 2008 report of the European Council on the implementation of the 
European Security Strategy further emphasised coherence and coordina-
tion as key challenges for EU security.15 Accordingly, Council conclusions 
that followed emphasised the need for “civil-military synergy” with a view 
to maximising “effectiveness in the field as well as at Brussels level”.16 
Similarly, the 2008 Declaration on Strengthening Capabilities included 
hybrid missions among the types of operations envisaged under CSDP. The 

12  See Council of the European Union, Common Operational Guidelines for EUPM-EUFOR 
Support to the Fight against Organised Crime, Sarajevo, 11 May 2006. The document was 
declassified on 25 March 2010 and is available at: http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/
en/06/st10/st10769-re01.en06.pdf.
13  See Susan E. Penksa, “Security Governance, Complex Peace Support Operations and the 
Blurring of Civil-Military Tasks”, cit., pp. 47-48.
14  See Isabelle Ioannides, “European Union Security Sector Reform Policy: What Added 
Value”, in Eyes on Europe, December 2009, p. 37, available at: http://ssrn.com/
abstract=1533860. 
15  See Council of the European Union, Report on the Implementation of the European Security 
Strategy - Providing Security in a Changing World, Brussels, 11 December 2008, available at: 
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/EN/reports/104630.pdf.
16  See Council of the European Union, Promoting Synergies between the EU Civil and 
Military Capability Development, Doc. 15475/09, Brussels, 9 November 2009, p. 2, available 
at: http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/09/st15/st15475.en09.pdf. 
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implementation of the Civilian Headline Goal 2010 (CHG 2010), which 
built on the CHG 2008 followed suit: it launched a new common pilot 
illustrative scenario supportive of both civilian and military CSDP capabi-
lity development processes, including relevant capabilities in the European 
Commission.17 The development of a systematic approach on human 
resources to create a clear framework on recruitment was also initiated. 
In parallel and more concretely, the EU developed two concepts which sum 
up efforts to interconnect civilian and military approaches to crisis manage-
ment: Civil-Military Cooperation (CIMIC) and Civil-Military Coordination 
(CMCO). The former appertains to cooperation at operational and tactical 
levels and aims to ensure the coordination and cooperation between EU 
military missions and civil actors (external to the EU), including the local 
population and authorities, as well as international and non-governmental 
organisations and agencies.18 The limits of CIMIC for a comprehensive 
coordination between civilian and military sides of ever more complex EU 
crisis management operations lie on the fact that the concept was derived 
from a military perspective: it is primarily concerned with force protection 
and cooperation with non-military actors is subordinated to that aim.19

What is of importance here is CMCO - a work in progress - which addres-
ses “the need for effective coordination of the actions of all relevant EU 
actors involved in the planning and subsequent implementation of EU’s 
response to crisis”.20 In other words, CMCO is about the internal coordi-
nation of EU structures in crisis management - both civil-civil and civil-
military coordination - and it is understood to be required at all levels of 

17  See Council of the European Union, Civilian Headline Goal 2010 (approved by the 
Ministerial Civilian Capabilities Improvement Conference and noted by the General Affairs and 
External Relations Council on 19 November 2007 - doc. 14823/07), Brussels, 2007, available 
at: http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/Civilian_Headline_Goal_2010.pdf. 
18  See Council of the European Union, EU Concept for Civil-Military Co-operation (CIMIC) 
for EU-led Military Operations, Doc. 11716/1/08, Brussels, 3 February 2009, available at: 
http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/08/st11/st11716-re01.en08.pdf. 
19  See Radek Khol, “Civil-Military Coordination in EU Crisis Management”, in Agnieszka 
Nowak (ed.), Civilian Crisis Management: The EU Way, Paris, EU Institute for Security 
Studies, June 2006 (Chaillot Paper No. 90), p. 124, available at: http://www.iss.europa.eu/
uploads/media/cp090.pdf.
20  See Council of the European Union, Civil-Military Coordination (CMCO), Doc. 
14457/03, Brussels, 7 November 2003, p. 2, available at: http://register.consilium.europa.eu/
servlet/driver?page=Result&lang=EN&typ=Advanced&cmsid=639&ff_COTE_
DOCUMENT=14457%2F03&ff_COTE_DOSSIER_INST=&ff_TITRE=&ff_FT_
TEXT=&ff_SOUS_COTE_MATIERE=&dd_DATE_DOCUMENT=&dd_DATE_
REUNION=&dd_FT_DATE=&fc=REGAISEN&srm=25&md=100&ssf=DATE_
DOCUMENT+DESC. 
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the management of crises. The Crisis Management Concept, which con-
stitutes the “conceptual framework describing the overall approach of the 
EU to the management of a particular crisis”, is central to CMCO.21 
While the preferred approach to sustain and develop a culture of coordi-
nation rather than establish detailed structures and procedures avoided 
burdening the crisis response process with a rigid set of rules, it also expo-
sed the reluctance of relevant institutions to be constrained by specific 
commitments.22 Ultimately, genuine coordination of all planning stages 
has remained limited and comprehensive planning between the civilian 
and military arms is obstructed, despite repeated EU declarations to the 
contrary.

2. EU Civilian Institutions and Capabilities

Competence for civilian crisis management between second and first pillars 
of the EU has long been a contested issue: short-term activities aimed to 
de-escalate crises are conducted through the CSDP procedure, while 
European Community (EC) mechanisms are utilised for long-term recon-
struction efforts and designed to support a broader range of implementing 
actors. 
The Community has been engaged in a range of activities that provide 
assistance to third countries in crisis, in line with the overarching objectives 
set out in the Treaty establishing the European Community (TEC)23 and 
the “political commitment to pursue conflict prevention as one of the main 
objectives of the EU’s external relations” agreed on in the 2001 Programme 
for the Prevention of Violent Conflicts. A range of instruments were esta-
blished to deliver Community assistance in pre-crisis, active crisis and post-

21  See Council of the European Union, EU Concept for Military Planning at the Political and 
Strategic Level, Doc. 10687/08, Brussels, 16 June 2008, p. 10, available at: http://register.
consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/08/st10/st10687.en08.pdf. 
22  See Giovanni Grevi, “EU Institutions”, in Giovanni Grevi, Damien Helly and Daniel 
Keohane (eds.), European Security and Defence Policy: The First 10 Years (1999-2009), Brussels, 
EU Institute for Security Studies, 2009, p. 54, available at: http://www.iss.europa.eu/uploads/
media/ESDP_10-web.pdf; Ursula C. Schroeder, “Governance of EU Crisis-Management”, in 
Michael Emerson and Eva Gross (eds.), Evaluating the EU Crisis Missions in the Balkans, 
Brussels, Centre for European Policy Studies, September 2007, p. 26, available at: http://
www.ceps.eu/files/book/1538.pdf.
23  These included most notably the promotion of stable conditions for human and econo-
mic development and the promotion of human rights, democracy and fundamental freedoms.
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crisis situations and aiming, among other, to: support political and diploma-
tic initiatives to defuse a crisis; foster stability during periods of transition; 
safeguard human rights and strengthen democratic processes; and reboot 
the process of economic and social development.24 
These included a number of geographic (e.g. PHARE, CARDS and TACIS) 
and specialised sectoral (e.g. the European Initiative for Democracy and 
Human Rights) financial instruments, which were radically rationalised in 
2007. Until then, the Rapid Reaction Mechanism (RRM) - a Community 
instrument established in 2001 to provide quick, flexible, short-term (up to 
six months) support for safeguarding or re-establishing conditions of stabi-
lity in crisis situations and linking to longer-term assistance to countries in 
crisis – would initially be launched. It usually followed up on specialised 
sectoral instruments that provide emergency support in politically unstable 
or crisis environments, which include EC humanitarian assistance and the 
Member States capabilities mobilised under the EC Civil Protection 
Mechanism.25 In fact, only a very small part of Commission assistance was 
available for tackling the root causes of conflict: the majority of EC assistan-
ce was delivered through its long-term geographic instruments, which ser-
ved as the main channel for EU financial and technical cooperation (trai-
ning or specialised equipment, assistance in drafting relevant legislation and 
strategic advice) aiming at long-term structural changes.26 
The EC instruments were rationalised by concentrating around 30 geo-
graphical and 50 thematic budget lines, which had grown over time in an 
ad hoc manner, into six categories of external activities. These introduced 
greater flexibility into the instruments, enabling inter alia linkages between 
short-term actions and long-term development. Three are designed as hori-
zontal instruments to respond to particular needs (humanitarian aid instru-
ment, stability instrument - replacing the RRM - and instrument for macro-
financial assistance) and three have a defined geographical coverage to 
implement particular policies - Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance 

24  See Catriona Gourlay, “Community Instruments for Civilian Crisis Management”, in 
Agnieszka Nowak (ed.), Civilian Crisis Management: The EU Way, cit., p. 49.
25  It should be noted that EC humanitarian aid delivered under Council Resolution (EC) 
No. 1257/96 through the EC Humanitarian Aid Office (ECHO) is not considered a crisis 
management tool since it is delivered solely on the basis of need and cannot be subsumed to 
the political logic of crisis management. This study only deals with EC crisis management 
capabilities and will not analyse these two instruments. For further information, please see 
Catriona Gourlay, “Community Instruments for Civilian Crisis Management”, cit., pp. 49-67.
26  See Catriona Gourlay, “European Union Procedures and Resources for Crisis Management”, 
in International Peacekeeping, Vol. 11, No. 3, Autumn 2004, pp. 404-421.
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(IPA), European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI) and 
Development Cooperation and Economic Cooperation Instrument 
(DCECI). In particular, the Instrument for Stability, in place since January 
2007, has allowed the European Commission to considerably intensify its 
work in the area of conflict prevention, crisis management and peacebuil-
ding and to broaden the scope of its action in such areas as support to 
mediation, confidence building, interim administrations, strengthening rule 
of law, transitional justice or the role of natural resources in conflict.
At an institutional level, the streamlining of Community crisis management 
capacity began with the creation of the EuropeAid Cooperation Office 
(DG AidCo) in January 2001, which merged the tasks of programme 
implementation previously carried out separately for external relations and 
development. DG AidCo undertook project identification and appraisal, 
contracting, disbursement of funds, monitoring and ex post evaluation. Then 
followed the extensive devolution of management responsibilities (i.e. tran-
sfer of personnel, programme appraisal and financial and implementation 
responsibility) - “deconcentration” as the process is known - from DG 
AidCo to the EC Delegations in third States. 
On the CSDP side, the Council mandated the incoming Finnish presidency 
in June 1999 to address non-military crisis management. The EU commit-
ted itself to the establishment of four important, mutually dependent 
instruments: police cooperation, rule of law, civilian administration and civil 
protection. These Civilian Headline Goals have developed - and continue 
to develop - in order to guide and re-evaluate the quantity, scope and qua-
lity of EU capabilities (instruments and institutions) build up. To achieve 
the goals set, the Committee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management 
(CIVCOM) in the EU Council Secretariat, established in June 2002, orga-
nised pledging conferences under successive EU Presidencies, whereby 
phased targets on capabilities were agreed upon and maintained through 
voluntary contributions by Member States.27 The Danish presidency decla-
red five months later that specific objectives for the four civilian headline 
goals had been met. As the Table below demonstrates, these initial targets 
were successfully updated and even exceeded at the December 2004 capa-
bilities conference. 

27  Agnieszka Nowak, “Civilian Crisis Management within ESDP”, in Agnieszka Nowak 
(ed.), Civilian Crisis Management: The EU Way, cit., pp. 15-38. 
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Table 1. - EU Civilian Capabilities

Police

The EU aims to be capable of carrying out any police ope-
ration, from advisory, assistance and training tasks to substi-
tuting local police forces. Member States have undertaken 
to provide more than 5000 police officers (5761), of who 
up to 1400 can be deployed in less than 30 days.

Strengthening 
the rule of law

Efforts deployed on an international scale to reinforce and 
if necessary restore credible local police forces can only be 
successful if a properly functioning judicial and penitentia-
ry system backs up the police forces. Member States have 
undertaken to provide 631 officers in charge of crisis mana-
gement operations in that area (prosecutors, judges, prison 
officers).

Civilian
administration

As regards civilian administration, a pool of experts has 
been created, capable of accepting civilian administration 
missions in the context of crisis-management operations, 
and if necessary, being deployed at very short notice. 
Member States have pledged a total of 565 staff.

Civil protection

In this area too, the objective has been achieved, and con-
sists of: a) 2 or 3 assessment and/or coordination teams, 
capable of being mobilised around the clock; b) interven-
tion teams of up to 2000 persons for deployment at short 
notice; and c) additional or more specialised means which 
could be dispatched within 2 to 7 days depending on the 
particular needs of each crisis. Member States have com-
mitted 579 civil protection experts and 4445 staff for inter-
vention teams.

Monitoring

Monitoring capability, identified by the December 2004 
European Council, has become a generic tool for conflict 
prevention/resolution and/or crisis management and/or 
peacebuilding. An important function of monitoring mis-
sions is to contribute to “prevention/deterrence by presen-
ce” and they also enhance EU visibility on the ground, 
demonstrating EU engagement and commitment to a crisis 
or region. Member States have committed 505 personnel.

Strengthening 
of EUSR offices

Strengthening the offices of EU Special Representatives.

Source: Adapted from EU Council Secretariat, European Security and Defence Policy: The Civilian 
Aspects of Crisis Management, Updated August 2009 civ/03, Brussels, August 2009, p. 2.
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It is such quantitative criteria, borrowed from the EU experience in deve-
loping military capabilities and largely decided upon randomly (rather than 
in response to a needs analysis), which have driven the approach to the 
development of EU civilian capabilities. Moreover, while these goals were 
met on paper, qualitative analysis of their actual readiness, deployability, or 
sustainability were in doubt.28 Importantly, most civilian CSDP missions 
have focused on rule of law assistance, particularly police reform, and the-
refore most deployed staff has been drawn from the first two categories. 
Nonetheless, concerns have repeatedly been expressed regarding the conti-
nued shortfalls in the areas of police, rule of law and civilian administration, 
and particularly the lack of use of the valuable Civilian Response Team 
(CRT) instrument.29 In late 2007 and early 2008, the EU drafted a new 
Civilian Headline Goal 2010 which featured the launch of an operational 
Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability (CPCC) unit within the Council 
Secretariat (explained below), while simultaneously watering down milita-
ry ambitions.30

Numbers were also important in the development of civilian expertise in 
the EU Council Secretariat in Brussels. In parallel to the Council structures 
at political level, namely the Political and Security Committee (PSC) and 
CIVCOM, the Helsinki European Council established new permanent 
political and civilian bodies within the EU Council Secretariat to support 
the organisation and launching of CSDP missions, including the Directorate 
General for External Economic Relations and Politico-Military Affairs (DG 
E IX) and its sub-divisions (e.g. the Police Unit). Whereas the establishment 

28 Author’s discussion with an EU Member States representative in CIVCOM, Brussels, 
September 2006.
29 A CRT is a multi-functional civilian crisis management rapid reaction capability of flexible 
size and composition, consisting of Member State experts with, in principle, Council 
Secretariat and European Commission participation. Its tasks can include: to carry out assess-
ment and fact-finding missions in a crisis or impending crisis situation and, when appropriate, 
provide input to the development of a crisis management concept; to establish a rapid initial 
operational presence in the field after a Joint Action is adopted; and to provide, as appropriate, 
timely reinforcement of existing EU mechanisms for crisis management at country and 
regional level in response to urgent and distinct needs (e.g. conflict mediation, confidence-
building measures, monitoring). See European Parliament, Implementation of the European 
Security Strategy and ESDP, European Parliament Resolution of 5 June 2008 on the 
Implementation of the European Security Strategy and ESDP (2008/2003(INI)), P6_
TA(2008)0255, Brussels, 5 June 2008, available at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/get-
Doc.do?type=TA&language=EN&reference=P6-TA-2008-0255.
30 Anand Menon and Ulrich Sedelmeier, “Instruments and Intentionality: Civilian Crisis 
Management and Enlargement Conditionality in EU Security Policy”, in West European 
Politics, Vol. 33, No. 1, 2010, pp. 83-84.
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of a sizeable military staff (around 150) in the Council was swift, it took a 
year for agreement to be reached on the establishment of the Police Unit 
and only on a restricted basis, at a time when the EU was essentially 
deploying police missions.31 As part of the move towards holistic EU crisis 
management, the Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability (CPCC) was 
created and became operational in 2008, in order to answer to the lack of 
planning and command structures for civilian missions. The new structure 
is responsible for the provision of planning for the Committee for Civilian 
Aspects of Crisis Management (CIVCOM). Its efficiency and efforts to 
create a culture of coordination have been mixed: on one hand, the Council 
and the Commission have been involved in the fact-finding and planning 
stages of CSDP missions and the EU has used EU Special Representatives 
(EUSRs) to strengthen its political presence in theatre. On the other hand, 
there has been a lack of common tools and templates for setting standards, 
reporting, training and the implementation of gathered experience.32 These 
institutions and instruments, as well as the ones falling under the European 
Commission, will be moved into the European External Action Service 
(EEAS), which is hoped will also further streamline command and control 
mechanisms.
The complex and highly fragmented institutional configuration with divisions 
as much within each pillar as between pillars (Community instruments versus 
CSDP missions) led to competitive, ineffective, incoherent - sometimes even 
acrimonious - civilian-civilian relations, especially in the Western Balkans. It 
was indeed one of the reasons for the rationalisation of instruments and the 
removal of the pillar system in the Lisbon Treaty. Institutional one-off innova-
tions used in theatre demonstrated that the integration of instruments across 
pillars can enhance the effectiveness of crisis management. One such example 
was the “double-hatting” of Erwan Foueré as the Head of the EC Delegation 
in Skopje and EU Special Representative - thus combining the representation 
of the Council and the Commission - a formula which dealt with the conflic-
tual relationship between these two offices. This formula was utilised again 

31 Several Council officials, in Brussels, admitted in interviews (in April-May 2005 and 
2006) that because the Police Unit was understaffed, it could not cope with the increasing 
number of civilian operations. 
32 See Nik Hynek, Consolidating the EU’s Crisis Management Structures: Civil-Military 
Coordination and the Future of the EU OHQ, Brussels, Policy Department, Directorate-
General for External Policies of the Union/Directorate B, European Parliament, 2010, p. 9, 
available at: http://tepsa.be/Hynek%20Consolidating%20the%20EUs%20Crisis%20
Management%20Structures.pdf. 
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with the appointment of Koen Vervaeke as both EU Special Representative to 
the African Union and Head of the EC Delegation in Addis Ababa. 

3. Working with the Military Sector

The dissolution of traditional borders between civilian and military crisis 
management, primarily through deliberate efforts to deploy hybrid civilian-
military operations, has been one of the crucial trends in EU crisis manage-
ment. Illustrations include the civilian mission in Aceh (Aceh Monitoring 
Mission - AMM), which was carried out primarily by the military; EU ini-
tiatives in Sudan and Somalia, which were explicitly categorised as civilian-
military support actions; or the EU SSR mission in Guinea-Bissau, which is 
the first example of a civilian-military CSDP operation. 
In order to support integrated missions and promote the EU quest for a 
comprehensive approach to crisis management, the Council has developed 
relevant bodies. The Political and Security Committee (PSC) ensures coor-
dinated EU action as it receives advice from the Committee for Civilian 
Aspects of Crisis Management (CIVCOM) and EU Military Committee 
(EUMC) during decision-taking on launching EU operation and then serves 
as the main point of reporting to by EU actors in a field. The EU Military 
Staff (EUMS) is responsible for planning and implementing CIMIC at poli-
tical and strategic levels. Particularly, its Civ-Mil Cell (operational since 
2006) is the first standing EU body that fully integrates military and civilian 
expertise, including from the European Commission, thus contributing to 
CMCO. At a political level, it reports both to CIVCOM and EUMC, and it 
aims to provide the EU with an autonomous planning capacity, a strategic 
planning cell and its integral Operations Centre (operational since January 
2007), to conduct the conceptual work on hybrid CSDP mission, particu-
larly on Security Sector Reform (SSR) and Disarmament, Demobilisation 
and Reintegration (DDR). The final addition to the Civ-Mil Cell was the 
Watch-Keeping Capability, which became operation in mid-2008 and was 
supposed to be available to both military and civilian operational planning. 
Accordingly, the Civ-Mil Cell is also well situated to integrate reports on 
lessons learned from separate civilian and military operation conducted side-
by-side in one territory, as is the case in Bosnia-Herzegovina.33 

33 See Radek Khol, “Civil-Military Coordination in EU Crisis Management”, cit., p. 125.
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There remain nonetheless important loopholes. Despite having roughly 
equal numbers of civilian and military staff and having included a Civilian 
Operation Commander responsible for the direction and support of civi-
lian Heads of Mission, the Civ-Mil Cell is seen to have a military bias due 
to its location within the EU Military Staff.34 Hence, its potential to 
improve CMCO has been undermined, particularly as there is little sign 
of a genuine culture of coordination. EU Special Representatives are lea-
ding political representatives of the EU on the ground, but they do not 
have a supreme coordination authority over EU Force Commanders, who 
report to the EU Military Committee and receive political instructions 
directly from the PSC. The military is understandably very anxious to 
keep this chain of command intact and separate from the civilian side.35 
It regards the civilian planning as overly optimistic about the envi-
ronments into which the EU deploys, while the civilian elements are wary 
of militarising EU policy.36 
The central problem for the Civ-Mil Cell, which was conceived as a 
system integrator, is that the crisis management concept (CMC) is not 
comprehensive - it does not incorporate civilian and political-military 
elements. While the Civ-Mil Cell contributed to specific civilian-military 
missions (e.g. the Aceh Monitoring mission), the drafting of the CMC 
remained in the hands of an ad hoc body in the EUMS, the so called Crisis 
Response Coordinating Team. This matter, though, was tackled with the 
creation of the Crisis Management Planning Directorate (CMPD). This 
latest institution created in December 2008 aimed to take the EU quest 
for comprehensiveness in crisis management a step further: it merged 
civilian and military aspects of the planning for EU missions - DG E IX 
and DG E VIII respectively in the EU Council Secretariat - into a single 
Directorate to coordinate civilian and military tasks. Specifically, it is 
responsible for the Crisis Management Concept and its main value is seen 
in facilitating progress in areas such as strategic planning, mission and 
operation reviews and reporting, lessons identified and concept deve-

34 See Stuart Gordon, “Exploring the Civil-Military Interface and its Impact on European 
Strategic and Operational Personalities: ‘Civilianisation’ and Limiting Military Roles In 
Stabilisation Operations?”, in European Security, Vol. 15, No. 3, 2006, pp. 339-361.
35 See Radek Khol, “Civil-Military Coordination in EU Crisis Management”, cit., pp. 123-124.
36 See Per Martin Norheim-Martinsen, Matching Ambition with Institutional Innovation: The 
EU’s Comprehensive Approach and Civil-Military Organisation, Oslo, Norwegian Defence 
Research Establishment, 2009, p. 17.

46



43

EU Civilian Capabilities and Cooperation with the Military Sector

lopment at strategic and operational levels.37 As this new structure is now 
taking shape, however, the military aspect has once again been given 
vastly disproportionate weight and civilian experts have been pushed out 
of the decision-making structures.38 The ongoing complexity of the chain 
of command among relevant bodies working on external relations is also 
perceived as a particularly problematic situation. 
In addition to the use of Integrated Police Units (IPUs), the European 
Gendarmerie Force (EGF)39 - set up in 2004, with permanent headquarters 
in Vicenza (Italy) and composed of military police from France, Italy, 
Netherlands, Portugal and Spain - is also an important factor when consi-
dering the move towards integrated crisis management and the deve-
lopment of civilian-military cooperation. This is especially true in the con-
text of an EU move towards multi-functional capabilities packages with 
these two bodies being deployed in parallel with civilian CSDP missions 
(primarily police missions). The IPUs and the EGF are seen as being able to 
facilitate a smoother transition from the military to civilian phase of a peace 
support operation and limit the problem of combat soldiers undertaking 
civilian police missions in crisis management.40 
The tendency for partial inter-institutional operational meshing is also 
observed in the field. Indeed, in some cases, local realities in conflict-torn 
environments have forced the EU to be solution oriented and provide on-
the-whim answers to political imbroglios that originate in Brussels and EU 
Member States capitals. For instance, when EU attempts to formulate an 
SSR policy were still split into two concept papers in the EC and Council, 
the EU was able to agree on a comprehensive approach to SSR in the 
Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), thus bringing the two legs of SSR 

37 See Council of the European Union, Promoting Synergies between the EU Civil and 
Military Capability Development, cit., p. 5; Luis Simón, Command and Control? Planning for 
EU Military Operations, Paris, EU Institute for Security Studies, January 2010 (Occasional 
Paper No. 81), p. 26, available at: http://www.iss.europa.eu/uploads/media/Planning_for_
EU_military_operations.pdf. 
38 See Alain Délétroz, “The Spoils of EU Reform”, Reuters, 19 February 2010. Accessed on 
19 August 2010 from http://blogs.reuters.com/great-debate-uk/2010/02/19/the-spoils-of-eu-
reform/. 
39 In the context of the European Gendarmerie Force, a 3,000 strong force should be avai-
lable with 800 personnel deployable within 30 days to substitute or supplement local police 
in crisis management operations.
40 See Alice Hills, “The Inherent Limits of Military Forces in Policing Peace Operations”, in 
International Peacekeeping, Vol. 8, No. 3, 2001, pp. 79-98.
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together at an operational level.41 More recently, the Joint Action that 
authorised the deployment of EU SRR Guinea Bissau explicitly outlined 
that the mission is complementary to development programmes and other 
Community activities managed by the European Commission.

4. Policy Recommendations

In terms of functional diversity and geographical spread, the EU has man-
aged to expand its field of action in crisis management substantially from 
civilian to military, and to add civilian-military elements. While this is in 
itself an accomplishment, the synthesis the EU seeks in civil-military co-
operation (CIMIC) and, especially, civil-military coordination (CMCO) 
remains largely underdeveloped. The recommendations below aim to 
improve the comprehensiveness, coherence and effectiveness of EU crisis 
management.

- Strengthen the link between CFSP and CSDP
At a political level, CSDP missions continue to be perceived and developed 
as apolitical and technical operations and as such remain disconnected from 
the broader peacebuilding framework. EULEX Kosovo is a case in point. In 
order to bypass the unresolved status question and achieve concrete results, 
EULEX officials were forced to adopt a pragmatic approach to the given 
mandate: they devised programmes in a technical and seemingly apolitical 
manner allowing them to be co-located inside the Kosovo institutions, 
which the EU per se does not recognise.42 As the EU moves towards a holis-
tic approach to crisis management, its missions cover such fields as security 
sector reform, which demand leadership to provide clear strategies and 
strategic control, a situation which is compounded when the mission has an 
executive mandate - as is the case with Kosovo - that aims to address 
entrenched aspects of organised crime and corruption. EU operations are 
accused of being “small, lacking in ambition and often strategically 
irrelevant”43, and as being deployed in regions, territories, countries for 

41 See A Comprehensive EU Approach to SSR in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), 
Brussels, November 2006, p. 2. Unpublished document prepared by the European institutions.
42  Author’s interviews with EULEX officials, Pristina, May 2010.
43  See Daniel Kroski and Richard Gowan, Can the EU Rebuild Failing States? A Review of 
Europe’s Civilian Capabilities, London, European Council on Foreign Relations, 2009, p. 24, 
available at: http://ecfr.3cdn.net/3af9563db3c7ab2036_ecm6buqyw.pdf. 
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which the EU has no long-term policy and/or commitment.44 The evidence 
points to the fact that CFSP and CSDP policies are decoupled. yet, in order 
for CSDP operations to produce sustainable results, they must be guided by 
clear long-term political strategies that are more intricately connected to 
the CFSP.

- Institutionalise learning
Thus far, CSDP learning and its translation into broader operational lessons 
has taken place on an ad hoc basis. Much of the EU learning is based on the 
cross-fertilisation of expertise of individual officials and the rotation of key 
experts from one EU mission to the next.45 It is these individual attempts/
initiatives that shape and impact on the potential for learning and lead to 
institutional maturation at the operational level. Drafting a solid program-
me strategy and strengthening evaluation mechanisms for EULEX Kosovo, 
systematically consulting Kosovo civil society, or engaging in reforms of the 
entire spectrum of Rule of Law (police, justice and customs) rather than its 
individual components, all constitute lessons stemming from EUPOL 
Proxima and EUPAT in Macedonia and EUPM in Bosnia-Herzegovina.46

Nonetheless, there are important limitations to this ad hoc learning appro-
ach: the lessons identified remain at an operational level and are not syste-
matised or standardised at Brussels level. However, a balanced and com-
prehensive approach to crisis management requires that relevant EU 
bodies exchange views at key steps of the processes (e.g. defining generic 
scenarios; setting requirements; identifying overlapping requirements; 
gathering EU Member States contributions potentially available; and asses-
sing and addressing shortfalls).47 Thus, identifying common methodologies 
and tools to address these diverse milestones, that would help institutiona-
lise learning, is important.

44  Discussion with CSDP official, Brussels, February 2010. Author’s interviews with 
EULEX Kosovo officials, Pristina, April-May 2010.
45  This has been the case, for instance, with EULEX Kosovo where numerous key officials 
had previously been deployed in other CSDP missions, most notably in Bosnia-Herzegovina 
and Macedonia.
46  See Isabelle Ioannides, “Police Mission in Macedonia”, in Michael Emerson and Eva 
Gross (eds.), Evaluating the EU’s Crisis Management Missions in the Balkans, Brussels, Centre 
for European Policy Studies, 2007, pp. 106-118, available at: http://www.ceps.eu/files/
book/1538.pdf.
47  See Council of the European Union, Promoting Synergies between the EU Civil and 
Military Capability Development, cit., p. 3.
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- Promote cross-cutting training
Scholars and practitioners have long argued that improving civilian contri-
bution to multi-dimensional operations is best achieved through training 
together with military partners. In this spirit, it is suggested that the EU set 
up a European Security Academy or a European Institute for Peace, which 
would become the EU’s main provider of core training and where EU civi-
lian and military staff and other international actors would learn to work 
together in theatre.48 The EU already recognises that “synergies should be 
sought in the field of training (strategic, operational and tactical levels) 
where benefits have commonly been identified in the two processes”.49 
Such training would complement courses offered by EU Member States at 
national level for their own personnel. To ensure common standards across 
the EU, a training inspectorate could be set up in the EU Council Secretariat 
to inspect facilities and programmes across Member States.50

- Develop dual use capabilities
In order to foster synergies, concrete dual use capabilities should be deve-
loped and their potential availability to CSDP civilian and military opera-
tions - within the boundaries of each one’s specificities - should be facilita-
ted. The creation of a pool of SSR experts from the EU Member States 
constitutes an example of such civilian-military synergy. Other areas for 
strengthened synergies in capability development could include inter alia: 
logistical support; communication and information systems; security and 
protection of personnel and infrastructure; and exchange of specific techni-
cal expertise (e.g. in counter-explosive devices, de-mining, finance and 
justice).51

- Streamline CSDP funding 
The different funding mechanisms for civilian and military actions still 
impede the conduct of integrated CSDP operations. The planning of 
EULEX Kosovo, the most complex civilian CSDP mission, exemplified that 

48  See Jonathan Holslag and David H. Doyle, The New Global Security Landscape: 
Recommendations from the 2010 Security Jam, Brussels, Security & Defence Agenda, 2010, p. 
21, available at: http://www.securitydefenceagenda.org/Portals/7/2010/Publications/SDA_
JAM_Report_highres.pdf.
49  See Council of the European Union, Promoting Synergies between the EU Civil and 
Military Capability Development, cit., p. 5.
50  See Daniel Kroski and Richard Gowan, Can the EU Rebuild Failing States?, cit., p. 18.
51  See Council of the European Union, Promoting Synergies between the EU Civil and 
Military Capability Development, cit., pp. 4-5.
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the existing financial framework cannot provide sufficient and timely sup-
port for the new requirements and tasks of larger and more complex ope-
rations. Civilian missions are currently financed directly through the collec-
tive CFSP budget, while military operations follow the principle of “costs 
lie where they fall”, with only a small proportion (common expenditures) 
funded through the Athena mechanism.52 The reform to streamline exi-
sting cost distribution mechanism for operations is a pressing issue, espe-
cially in light of the deployment of larger civilian-military contingents.

- Create a permanent strategic planning structure
Despite achieving full operational capacity in the Operation Centre of the 
Civ-Mil Cell, setting up the CPCC and creating the CMPD, the EU still 
does not have a comprehensive civilian-military structure for planning and 
carrying out CSDP operations.53 Such an endeavour would imply integra-
ting all the intelligence gathering, early warning, monitoring and watch-
keeping units within the Council and the European Commission, as well as 
clarifying the linkage among the different relevant bodies on external rela-
tions (especially in the context of the forthcoming EEAS). The establi-
shment of a permanent strategic planning and conduct structure would also 
help increase EU institutional memory. It would lead to comprehensive-
ness, greater coherence and consistency in applying civilian and military 
planning and conduct concepts and procedures.

- Improve the scope and quality of capabilities
The complexity of today’s crises requires the EU to equip itself with ope-
rational means that are not yet at its disposal: they include intelligence and 
expertise to tackle organised crime; the development of civil protection or 
disaster response; and civilian administration resources to support the 
reconstruction of failed states. Furthermore, qualitative aspects of the civi-
lian and military capabilities need further improvement to enhance the 
ability of the EU to deploy at short notice well-trained personnel and ade-
quate resources in an interoperable and sustainable manner. To do so, the 
EU and its Member States should regularly update rosters of civilians and 

52  See Nicoletta Pirozzi and Sammi Sandawi, Military and Civilian ESDP Missions: Ever 
Growing and Effective?, Documenti IAI 09/29, Rome, Istituto Affari Internazionali, November 
2009, p. 12, available at: http://www.iai.it/pdf/DocIAI/iai0929.pdf. 
53  See Nik Hynek, Consolidating the EU’s Crisis Management Structures: Civil-Military 
Coordination and the Future of the EU OHQ, cit., pp. 7-8; Luis Simón, Planning for EU 
Military Operations, cit., pp. 15-26.

51

ttp:///wwww.iiai.it/ppdf/DocIAI/iiai0929.pdf


48

Isabelle Ioannides

police officers; create cross-governmental funding pools for civilian 
deployment; train a cadre of planners in the foreign affairs ministries; and 
develop a systematic process for training and debriefing deployed staff.54 
The EU would then be able to cover the full spectrum of complex crisis 
responses (e.g. SSR, DDR, institution building); implement actions that 
cover the entire crisis management cycle (rapid reaction, long-term engage-
ment, and exit strategies); and effectively interact with other international, 
regional and local actors in the field.

54  See Daniel Kroski and Richard Gowan, Can the EU Rebuild Failing States?, cit., p. 19.
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3. THE EUROPEAN EXTERNAL 
ACTION SERVICE AND THE 
COMMON SECURITy AND 
DEFENCE POLICy (CSDP)

Gerrard Quille1

The Council established the new European External Action Service 
(EEAS) in its Decision on 26 July 2010. The EEAS is seen as a key struc-
ture in helping the Union meet the expectations of a more visible, coherent 
and effective EU foreign policy following the adoption of the Lisbon Treaty. 
After briefly setting out the external challenges facing the EU over the 
coming years, the paper will examine the role and functions of the EEAS 
in the new Lisbon Treaty foreign policy architecture. The paper will also 
include a discussion on the key characteristics of the EEAS as they emerged 
during the establishment phase of the service between December 2009 and 
July 2010. Finally the paper will look at the future challenges and expecta-
tions for the EEAS and CSDP and provide some recommendations and 
guidelines on how the service can play a key role in ensuring that the Union 
becomes a more visible, coherent and effective actor on the international 
stage. 

1. European (in)Security and Responses to Global Challenges

It is widely held that Europe is standing at a strategic crossroads: pre-
sented with the hope and opportunities of the new Lisbon Treaty to 

1 The author writes in a personal capacity and the views and opinions expressed in this 
article do not reflect the official position of the European Parliament.
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enhance the EU’s global role whilst at the same time having to face 
numerous security challenges as well as address the global economic and 
financial crisis.2 
In 2003 the EU set out its strategic vision, known as the European Security 
Strategy (ESS), which placed an emphasis upon addressing threats and 
challenges through international cooperation, termed effective multilateral-
ism, and the comprehensive use of its diplomatic, trade, development and 
crisis management instruments. In 2003 the EU clearly chose to project 
stability rather than force, with both military and civilian crisis manage-
ment instruments as key responses in the neighbourhood and further afield. 
In addition, the EU has also global economic and trade interests which are 
reflected in its security ambitions.3

Since the ESS was published, the EU Member States and institutions 
have worked closely on a number of important security dossiers (includ-
ing negotiations with Iran on behalf of the United Nations Security 
Council).4 In addition the EU’s operational activities between 2003 and 
2008 have included 25 CSDP missions and operations, the majority of 
them civilian.5

However, most missions have been on a small-scale (in personnel and 
resources) rule of law missions or the “inherited” legacy of the EU’s failure 
to respond to the Balkan wars in the 1990s (e.g. EUFOR Althea and 
EULEX Kosovo). The period 2003-2008 was mired by inter-institutional 
rivalries, which added to a growing feeling that a major reform of the EU’s 

2  See Sven Biscop, “Odd Couple or Dynamic Duo? The EU and Strategy in Times of Crisis”, 
in European Foreign Affairs Review, Vol. 14, No. 3, 2009, pp. 367-384; Gerrard Quille, “The 
European Security Strategy: a framework for EU security interests?”, in Journal of International 
Peacekeeping, Vol. 11, No. 3, Autumn 2004, pp. 1-16.
3  See Sven Biscop, The European Security Strategy. A global agenda for positive power, Egmont 
Institute, Brussels, 2005; Alyson J. K. Bailes, “EU and US Strategic Concepts: Facing New 
International Realities”, in The International Spectator, Vol. 39, No. 1, 2004, pp. 19-33; 
Antonio Missiroli and Gerrard Quille “European Security in Flux”, in Fraser Cameron (ed.), 
The Future of Europe: integration and enlargement, Routledge, London and New york, 2004, 
pp. 114-135; Alyson J. K. Bailes, The European Security Strategy: An Evolutionary History, 
SIPRI Policy Papers No. 10, Stockholm, February 2005, available at: http://books.sipri.org/
files/PP/SIPRIPP10.pdf. 
4  See Oliver Meier and Gerrard Quille, “Testing Time for Europe’s Non-proliferation 
Strategy”, in Arms Control Today, May 2005.
5  See the CSDP Map project at: http://www.csdpmap.eu/; Nicoletta Pirozzi and Sammi 
Sandawi, “Five years of ESDP in action: operations, trends, shortfalls”, in European Security 
Review, No. 39, July 2008, available at: www.isis-europe.org/pdf/2008_artrel_179_esr39-
5yrs-esdp.pdf; Marta Martinelli, “Helping Transition. The European Union Police Mission in 
DRC (EUPOL KINSHASA) in the Context of EU’s Policies Towards the Great Lakes”, in 
European Foreign Affairs Review, Vol. 11, Issue 3, Autumn 2006.
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institutional framework in the area of external relations was needed to 
increase the EU’s coherence.6

With the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty on 1 December 2009, the for-
eign policy architecture of the EU was given a boost with a new High 
Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy and the support of a new 
diplomatic service, known as the European External Action Service (EEAS). 

2. The Lisbon Treaty’s New Foreign Policy Architecture 

The Lisbon Treaty has created a new and long-awaited foreign policy archi-
tecture for the European Union by introducing three key innovations: 
-  a double-hatted High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security 

Policy who is also Vice President of the Commission (thus referred to as 
HR/VP);

- a permanent President of the European Council;
- a European External Action Service.

2.1 New Foreign Policy Actors

2.1.1 The President of the European Council
The new post of President of the European Council sits alongside that of 
the existing Presidents of the Commission and the European Parliament. 
The latter essentially represents that institution, whilst the Presidents of the 
Council and Commission share the role of representing the Union’s exter-
nal relations policies. Whilst President Van Rompuy chairs meetings of 
European Heads of State in the European Council and President Barroso 
presides over meetings of the College of Commissioners, the sharing of 
external representation duties is more uncertain. So far, the President of the 
Commission has had a leading role on traditional trade matters in the 
framework of the G8, while the President of the Council, has led on issues 
related to the global financial and economic crisis, including attending the 
newly formed G20 as well as representing the Union at President Obama’s 
high-profile Nuclear Security Summit, in Washington in April 2010. 

6  A sense of the EU adrift was reinforced by the long period of internal uncertainty that 
lasted from the rejection of the proposed Constitutional Treaty in 2005 to the final ratifica-
tion of the Lisbon Treaty in 2009. See Giovanni Grevi et al. “The EU Foreign Minister: 
Beyond Double-hatting”, in The International Spectator, Vol. XL, No. 1, March 2005.
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2.1.2 The High Representative
The newly upgraded post of EU High Representative (HR) for Foreign 
Affairs and Security Policy, which is now merged with the position of Vice 
President (VP) of the Commission, represents an important innovation in 
the Lisbon Treaty. It is expected that this new double-hatted HR/VP will 
be able to direct more strategic foreign policy formulation and overcome 
the divisive “pillar” structure of the European Union that had been percei-
ved to be preventing the emergence of a more coherent and effective 
foreign policy. Catherine Ashton was appointed by the European Council 
on 1 December 2009 as High Representative for Foreign Affairs and 
Security Policy, but she could only take up her other post of Vice President 
in the Commission once the European Parliament had interviewed all the 
Commissioners and voted upon their collective appointment. This meant 
she could take up her double-hatted duties only from February 2010. 
The Lisbon Treaty mandates the HR/VP with a number of important tasks 
to enable her to support a more coherent and effective EU foreign policy, 
and in particular: 
-  ensure the unity, consistency and effectiveness of action by the Union (article 

26.2 TEU);
-  implement the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) with national 

and Union resources (article 26.3 TEU);
-  a right of initiative, when chairing the Foreign Affairs Council, to “contri-

bute through her proposals towards the preparation of the common 
foreign and security policy” (article 27.1 TEU);7

-  represent the Union for matters relating to the common foreign and secu-
rity policy and conduct political dialogue with third parties on behalf of the 
Union as well as express the Union’s position in international organisa-
tions and conferences (article 27.2 TEU);

-  support rapid decision making to face crises (natural or man-made) by 
convening an extraordinary Council meeting within 48 hours or, in an 
emergency, within a shorter period (article 30.2 TEU);

7  Although unanimity remains the rule in Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), 
there are limited cases for adopting decisions by Qualified Majority Voting (e.g. during the 
appointment of EU Special Representatives) as well as a mechanism for a group of Member 
States to put forward a proposal for enhanced cooperation (which will then be voted on by 
unanimity). In both cases the High Representative has a central role in the procedure (articles 
31 TEU and 329.2 TFEU). Similarly, the HR is consulted in the procedure for establishing the 
new Permanent Structured Cooperation for “those Member States whose military capabilities 
fulfil higher criteria and which have made more binding commitments to one another in this 
area with a view to the most demanding missions” (article 42.6 TEU).
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-  ensure the coordination (article 43.2 TEU) of the civilian and military capa-
bilities for carrying out an expanded range of Petersberg Tasks under the 
authority of the Council and in contact with the Political and Security 
Committee;8

-  ensure that CFSP receives parliamentary legitimacy where she has the 
responsibility to inform the European Parliament and ensure that its views 
are taken into consideration (article 36 TEU). 

Without doubt the Lisbon Treaty upgrades the position of HR: when com-
bined with that of Vice President of the Commission it makes Catherine 
Ashton the new linchpin in CFSP. 
In addition, the HR/VP must also manage the political expectations coming 
from influential quarters including the Member States, across the European 
institutions and amongst European citizens. This is a considerable demand 
upon any individual, and indeed the HR/VP had a rocky start. However, 
many look at the establishment of the European External Action Service 
(EEAS) as an essential structure for providing Catherine Ashton with the 
support necessary to carry out her heavy workload as well as meet political 
expectations from her early critics.9 

2.1.3 Strategic approach to foreign affairs
As well as introducing new actors and a new diplomatic service (i.e. the 
EEAS), the Lisbon Treaty also provides the basis for a new more strategic 
approach to foreign policy based upon the European Council “identifying 
the strategic interests and objectives of the Union” and taking decisions: 
“guided by the principles which have inspired its own creation, development 
and enlargement, and which it seeks to advance in the wider world: democracy, 
the rule of law, the universality and indivisibility if human rights and funda-
mental freedoms, respect for human dignity, the principles of equality and soli-

8  Including joint disarmament operations, humanitarian and rescue tasks, military advice 
and assistance tasks, conflict prevention and peacekeeping tasks, tasks of combat forces in 
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 terrorism in their territories.
9  This has led to certain criticisms and frustration being levied at the HR/VP for what some 
perceive as missed opportunities or missteps. She was criticised, in particular, for being slow 
to achieve an agreement with the European Parliament on the EEAS; failing to prioritise 
CSDP matters by not attending an informal defence ministers meeting in Majorca on 24 and 
25 February 2010; being slow to convene a crisis meeting in response to the earthquake in 
Haiti; and prioritising a formal visit to China rather than attending an informal dinner to 
mark the beginning of direct negotiations between Palestinians and Israelis in Washington. 
See for example regular articles at the European Observer: www.europeanobserver.com. 
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darity, and the respect for the principles of the United Nations Charter” (article 
21 TEU).
Already in June 2010 the Foreign Affairs Council of the EU drew upon this 
strategic approach and Treaty language when turning to the issue of piracy 
off the coast of Somalia. Prior to the Lisbon Treaty the Commission and 
Council had separate policy frameworks for engaging with Somalia as well 
as a CSDP naval operation (EU NAVFOR Somalia) protecting humanita-
rian food supplies and tackling pirates off the coast of Somalia and in the 
gulf of Aden. The June 2010 Foreign Affairs Council recognised that tac-
kling the root causes of piracy as well as supporting the stability of Somalia 
required a “comprehensive approach in the region, linking security policy 
with development, the rule of law, respect for human rights, gender-based 
aspects and international humanitarian law”.10 It therefore invited the High 
Representative “to make proposals for a comprehensive EU strategy for 
relations with the Horn of Africa as a basis for continued cooperation with 
regional partners”.11 It is clear that the scale of the problems in Somalia and 
in the Horn of Africa will require substantial international, as well as EU, 
coordination and that any evidence of progress will be difficult to assess in 
the short-term. Nevertheless, the Council conclusions give a first example 
of a more strategic approach to foreign policy and one where the HR/VP is 
given a strong mandate to prepare proposals and coordinate European 
action. 

2.2 The New European External Action Service (EEAS): Institutional 
Negotiations 

2.2.1 The Treaty mandate
In contributing to a more strategic approach to foreign policy and in coor-
dinating EU and Member States resources for implementing such an appro-
ach the HR/VP is to be assisted by the European External Action Service 
(EEAS). The Lisbon Treaty introduces the EEAS with the simple (article 
27.3 TEU) statement that: 
“In fulfilling her mandate, the High Representative shall be assisted by a 
European External Action Service. This service shall work in cooperation with 

10  See 3023rd Foreign Affairs Council meeting, 11022/10, Press: 175, Luxembourg, 14 June 
2010, p. 9, available at:
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/EN/foraff/115185.pdf. 
11  Ibid, p. 10.
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the diplomatic services of the Member States and shall comprise officials from 
relevant departments of the General Secretariat of the Council and of the 
Commission as well as staff seconded from national diplomatic services of the 
Member States. The organisation and functioning of the European External 
Action Service shall be established by a decision of the Council. The Council 
shall act on a proposal from the High Representative after consulting the 
European Parliament and after obtaining the consent of the Commission”. 

2.2.2 The Process of establishing the EEAS
The HR turned to the issue of the establishment of the EEAS between 
February and July 2010. She consulted the Member States, as set out in a 
December 2009 “Report from the Swedish Presidency on the establishment 
of the EEAS”, and could not ignore a Resolution on the EEAS that the 
European parliament approved on 22 October 2009.12 In addition, nume-
rous unofficial pieces of advice (known as non-papers), on different aspects 
of the EEAS, were put forward by the Member States and the European 
Parliament.13 
The key actors in the establishment of the EEAS were Catherine Ashton, 
who made the proposal for a decision by the Council after consulting the 
European Parliament and receiving the consent of the Commission. In addi-
tion two regulations (the Staff Regulation and the Financial Regulation) 
needed to be modified under co-decision (i.e. proposal from the Commission 
for a decision by the European Parliament and the Council) as well as an 
incremental adjustment to the EU budget for the EEAS to become opera-
tional. By combining its right to be consulted with its co-decision role on 
the regulations, the European Parliament increased its leverage over the 
negotiations on the decision to establish the EEAS from consultation to one 
of “de facto co-decision”.14 This was regarded by observers as a key success 

12  European Parliament resolution of 22 October 2009 on the institutional aspects of setting up 
the European External Action Service, 2009/2133(INI), Strasbourg, Thursday, 22 October 
2009, available at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&reference=P7-
TA-2009-0057&language=EN.
13  See principally an evolving “Non-paper on the EEAS” attributed to the Rapporteurs MEP 
Elmar Brok, from the Foreign Affairs Committee and MEP Guy Verhofstadt from the 
Constitutional Affairs Committee of the European Parliament. For an insight into the appro-
ach and views of the key Rapporteurs see their interview with Stefani Weiss in “From Global 
Player to Global Player”, Spotlight Europe Special, Bertelsmann Stiftung, July 2010. 
14  This term was coined by MEP Roberto Gualtieri who, along with MEPs Elmar Brok and 
Guy Verhofstadt, represented the European Parliament in the Quadrilogues.
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of the European Parliament’s self-assertiveness.15 The result was a four-way 
dialogue, termed a Quadrilogue, involving the HR/VP with the Member 
States, represented by the Spanish Presidency, the European Parliament and 
the European Commission. The final Quadrilogue took place in Madrid on 
21 June and paved the way for a European Parliament resolution on 8 July, 
adopted in the presence of the HR/VP, and followed by a decision by the 
Council on 26 July 2010. 

2.2.3 Shaping the EEAS
All parties to the Quadrilogue declared they wanted an ambitious vision for 
the EEAS in order for it to be a modern diplomatic service to meet the 
challenges of the twenty-first century and contribute effectively to the 
security of Europe’s citizens. Ashton set the tone with an initial vision sta-
tement saying that the creation of the EEAS was a:
“once in a generation opportunity to build something new that can make a dif-
ference […] we need a service that provides high-quality analysis, political 
leadership and mobilises all our resources in support of a political single strategy 
[…] (and which is necessary to) achieve the core objective - of building an inte-
grated platform to project our values and interests in a fast-changing world - 
whilst being able to obtain broad support from the relevant institutions and 
Member States”.16         
Whilst supporting this vision statement the Member States opted for a 
pragmatic approach by focusing on the nuts and bolts of integrating 
Commission, Council and Member State representatives in the Service. In 
particular, they worked to ring-fence the sui generis nature of CSDP struc-
tures as inter-governmental bodies inside the EEAS and to safeguard them 
from the interference of the European Parliament and the Commission. 
They also wanted the HR to “play a leading role” in the strategic decision-
making and the programming chain of the instruments for external action, 
such as the European Neighbourhood Policy Instrument and the 
Development Cooperation Instrument. This would contribute both to 
bridging the previous pillar divide and strengthening the coherence of 

15  See Stephanie Weiss, The EEAS: much ado about nothing, Spotlight Europe, Bertelsmann 
Stiftung, June 2010, available at: 
http://www.bertelsmann-stiftung.de/bst/en/media/xcms_bst_dms_31767_31785_2.pdf. 
16  See the Non-paper attributed to Catherine Ashton and entitled “The European External 
Action Service. A step change in external policy for the Union: delivering on the promises of the 
Lisbon Treaty”, p. 2. This paper has not been published and therefore should be counted as a 
Non-paper.

66



63

The European External Action Service and the CSDP

external policies but also bringing the Commission closer to the inter-
governmental High Representative. Importantly, the Member States also 
recognised that the Community method would have to be safeguarded and 
that although “decisions concerning programming will be prepared jointly 
by the HR and the Commissioner responsible” […] “the final proposals in 
this respect will continue to be adopted by the College of Commissioners”.17

The European Parliament declared itself in favour of an ambitious and 
strong service to give the European Union greater visibility and effective-
ness.18 The European Parliament insisted on two key claims: 
a) preserving the “community method” as a successful driver of European 
integration that could be harnessed for strengthening the Common Foreign 
and Security Policy of the EU; and 
b) ensuring transparency and accountability for the EEAS including gran-
ting full budgetary power to the European Parliament, transparent staffing 
policy and an open working relationship in its daily activities. 
These objectives were embedded in the final decision. However, the 
European Parliament also acknowledged the incremental steps made throu-
gh the inter-governmental process of constructing the crisis management 
capabilities under the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP). 
When the Commission proposed changes to the staffing regulation and the 
financial regulation, the Member States and the European Parliament took a 
similar approach each striving to preserve their interests. The Member States 
tried to limit the period of time of their staff in the service of the EEAS. The 
European Parliament called instead for all staff to have an equal status with 
permanent (civil service) status. The result was a compromise whereby natio-
nal diplomats could serve two terms of 4 years plus an additional 2 years (i.e. 
possible 10 years). It was also agreed that the staff from the Commission (and 
later European Parliament) as permanent civil servants would make up at 
least 60% of the EEAS staff. The Member States made an attempt to have a 

17  See Council of the European Union, Presidency Report to the European Council on the 
European External Action Service, 14930/09, Brussels, 23 October 2009, available at: http://
register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/09/st14/st14930.en09.pdf. 
18  See European Parliament resolution of 22 October 2009 on the institutional aspects of setting 
up the European External Action Service, 2009/2133(INI), Strasbourg, Thursday, 22 October 
2009, available at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&reference=P7-
TA-2009-0057&language=EN; European Parliament legislative resolution of 8 July 2010 on the 
proposal for a Council decision establishing the organisation and functioning of the European 
External Action Service, 2010/0816(NLE), Strasbourg, Thursday, 8 July 2010, available at: 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&reference=P7-TA-2010-
0280&language=EN. 
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distinct “agency” structure, but the financial regulation instead established, as 
asked by the EP, a distinct budget line of the European Union for the EEAS. 
The HR has therefore been given a degree of flexibility in managing the 
budget of the EEAS, but the latter is subject to the full budgetary discharge 
rights of the European Parliament.  The adoption of the Decision on the 
EEAS has been met with a general sense of satisfaction although much will 
depend on how the implementation over the coming years. In any case, all 
sides agreed on the need for a review of the EEAS in 2012. Should new pro-
posals be made following that review, the HR would have the task of submit-
ting them, after consulting the European Parliament, for a Council Decision. 
During the establishment phase President Barroso sparked a controversy 
when he arranged the appointment of his former chef de cabinet, the 
Director-General of DG for External Relations (RELEX), Mr Vale de 
Almeida as Ambassador of the Union Delegation in Washington. This 
manoeuvre was apparently carried out without the agreement of the HR/
VP, which cast a shadow over Ashton’s role in the eyes of the media and 
the European Parliament. The latter reacted by getting the HR/VP’s agre-
ement that any future Heads of Delegation or EU Special Representatives 
appointed would appear before the Foreign Affairs Committee (AFET) of 
the European Parliament before taking up their duties. This was a major 
victory for the European Parliament, which managed to extend its scru-
tiny over future EU Ambassadors (Heads of EU Delegations) and EU 
Special Representatives. The Member States also demanded more tran-
sparency on the process of appointing Union Ambassadors. A recruitment 
mechanism has thus been established that includes Member States repre-
sentatives. This fuelled however the suspicion that they would focus upon 
securing these future appointments for their own personnel. It was also 
rumoured that (ca.) 80 of the future key delegation posts would be reser-
ved for the EU Member States. President Barroso’s move resulted in con-
cessions being sought from the new HR/VP Ashton and a closer scrutiny 
by the European Parliament and the Member States on her role in esta-
blishing the EEAS.19 
Whilst the European Parliament and the Member States eventually mana-
ged to find a compromise solution, the episode contributed to creating an 

19  At the time of writing the European Parliament had put the additional budget for the 
EEAS for 2011 in a reserve, essentially freezing the budget and any new appointments, until 
the HR/VP provides additional clarification that she will meet her commitment to send 
newly appointed Heads of Delegation and EUSRs to the Foreign Affairs Committee before 
they take up their duties. 

68



65

The European External Action Service and the CSDP

atmosphere of mistrust. The participants in the Quadrilogues had to work 
hard to build confidence and successfully bring the establishment process 
to a successful end in Madrid in June, which prepared the way for the final 
Decision on 8 July in the European Parliament and 26 July in the Council. 
Nevertheless, the European Parliament asked the HR/VP Ashton to present 
a “Declaration on Political Accountability” (annexed to the European 
Parliament Resolution on the EEAS) mapping out the main lines of future 
cooperation between the European Parliament, the High Representative 
and EEAS.20 The Member States, kept continuously informed by the HR/
VP and the Presidency, had defended their position on the sui generis natu-
re of the CSDP structures - the EU Military Staff and SitCen - and their 
seconded staff. The result, still on paper, is an agreement between the insti-
tutions that provides a solid ground for inter-institutional cooperation and 
parliamentary scrutiny but leaves the question open whether the ways in 
which the inter-governmental structures and the community units have 
been integrated into the EEAS will actually result in a more coherent and 
effective external action. 

3. Innovations in the Area of CSDP

The essential innovations in the area of the Common Security and Defence 
Policy focus upon consolidating over 10 years of experience of the European 
Security and Defence Policy (ESDP). The Lisbon Treaty confirms the 
Amsterdam commitment to the progressive framing of a common Union 
defence policy which could lead to a common defence when the European 
Council so decides, but adding the caveat “acting unanimously” (article 42.2 
TEU).  Other authors in this publication reflect on the details of the inno-
vations in CSDP including, inter alia, the extended Petersberg Tasks (article 
43 TEU); Permanent Structured Cooperation (article 42.6 TEU and 
Protocol 10); the new mandate of the European Defence Agency (articles 
42.3 and 45 TEU); the clauses on self-defence (article 42.7 TEU) and 
response to natural disasters and terrorism (article 222 TFEU); as well as 

20  See Catherine Ashton, Declaration by the High Representative on Political Accountability, 
Strasbourg, 8 July 2010, annexed to the European Parliament legislative resolution of 8 July 
2010 on the proposal for a Council decision establishing the organisation and functioning of the 
European External Action Service (O8029/2010-C7-0090/210-2010/0816(NLE)), Strasbourg, 
8 July 2010, available at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//
TEXT+TA+P7-TA-2010-0280+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN. 
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the possibility to have core groups (42.5 TEU) delegated to act on behalf 
of the Union. However, it is important to note in this article the important 
role of the High Representative in the area of CSDP. 
Whilst the launch of a CSDP mission will be decided by the Council 
(acting unanimously) and development programmes adopted by the whole 
College of Commissioners, the Treaty states that it is the High Representative 
Ashton “acting under the authority of the Council and in close contact with the 
Political and Security Committee, [that] shall ensure coordination of the civilian 
and military aspects of such tasks” and “may propose the use of both national 
resources and Union instruments, together with the Commission where appro-
priate.” The Lisbon Treaty gives the HR (as the principle coordinator of 
civilian and military instruments) a more prominent role and a specific 
mandate to ensure coherence in the use of Member State, CFSP and 
Commission’s external relations instruments. 

4. A New EU Foreign Policy System: Implementing a “Strategic” and 
“Coherent” Approach to European Foreign and Security Policy

The Lisbon Treaty not only introduces important innovations in the area of 
CFSP and CSDP, but it creates a “once in a generation opportunity”, to 
create a new EU foreign and security policy. This system not only includes 
the upgraded actor of HR/VP and the EEAS; a more strategic approach to 
foreign policy formulation; a more coherent application of EU instruments 
(including diplomacy, development, trade and CSDP); but it also streng-
thens the role of the EU Member States throughout the policy planning, 
formulation and implementation stages of foreign and security policy.
In addition, the promise of greater transparency and parliamentary (natio-
nal and European) legitimacy will broaden further the types of actors (par-
liamentarians, the media, academics, think tanks, interest groups, other civil 
society organizations and the public) engaging in debate and therefore 
potentially influencing policy formulation. Whilst many of these actors 
have already existed, they have tended to concentrate on single policy areas 
(e.g. development policy, human rights, CSDP etc). A more strategic and 
coherent approach to EU foreign policy will bring these specialist networks 
into more regular inter-action as they compete to have their different prio-
rities reflected in EU strategic objectives. This qualitative improvement in 
the interaction of different EU institutions and actors (including the 
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Member States) as well as the broader policy community will bring greater 
visibility, buy-in, and transparency of EU policy formulation inside the EU 
as well as externally. The Lisbon Treaty therefore provides for the transfor-
mation of distinct EU policies (CFSP, CSDP, development, trade etc.) into 
a more open, transparent and accountable EU foreign and security policy 
system. 
The EEAS will certainly be a key element in this new foreign policy system 
because it will include actors from across the institutions and the Member 
States and it will play an important role in policy formulation and imple-
mentation. In addition it will also have an important communication role 
(including a new media service) to explain EU policies and actions to the 
broader public and media as well as to third countries around the world.  
Whilst the EEAS will not be operational before 1 December 2010, we can 
nevertheless look at the debates surrounding its establishment to speculate 
on how it will play such an important role in developing a more coherent 
EU foreign and security policy. 

4.1 A New EU System of Foreign Policy: Developing a Strategic Approach to 
Foreign Policy

In the process of creating a new EU foreign and security policy, one of the 
earliest and most important developments will be a shift to a more strategic 
definition of foreign and security policy objectives. An early example of a 
more strategic approach was given above on the June 2010 Foreign Affairs 
Council conclusions that included a request for the High Representative 
Ashton to prepare proposals for a new comprehensive strategy for the Horn 
of Africa in order to tackle the causes of piracy in the region. 
The European External Action Service will be instrumental in supporting 
the HR/VP to develop this strategy by drawing on the geographic expertise 
(in its Africa Directorate General) with the Common Security and Defence 
Policy structures in this policy review. Thereby, the EEAS will include 
actors who previously sat separately in the Commission or in the Council 
Secretariat or even in EU capitals and who worked on different documents 
(for the Council, Commission or a Member State) addressing the same 
region. They will now work together within the EEAS to review the indi-
vidual (Commission and Council) policy documents as a basis for develo-
ping a new comprehensive strategy for the Horn of Africa.
The CSDP structures (in particularly the Crisis Management and Planning 
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Directorate - CMPD) will also have an important role as they have acqui-
red important expertise in the course of the deployment of the naval ope-
ration EUNAVFOR Atalanta and the more recent military training mission, 
EUTM Somalia. The process of inter-service consultation between the 
geographic services and the horizontal ones including the CMPD will also 
be overseen by a policy coordination mechanism (perhaps to be called a 
Policy Board and headed by the Executive Secretary General of the EEAS 
and the senior policy management including the Deputy Secretary General 
for Policy Planning, the relevant Directors-General and the Head of the 
Crisis Management and Planning Directorate). The exercise of developing 
proposals for a new strategy will demonstrate how this service will draw 
upon its component parts to create a comprehensive strategy (i.e. drawing 
upon Commission, Council and Member States diplomats). The latter will 
also bring with them the expertise and, where necessary, inputs from their 
capitals. The Member States will formally be involved in reviewing the 
proposals prepared by the HR through the Council Working Parties 
(namely in this case the Africa Working Party known as COAFR and the 
Political and Security Committee) and they will take a decision in the 
Council based on the proposals from HR/VP Ashton. 
The EEAS machinery and actors will need time to assimilate this new 
approach to preparing strategic input into Council Decisions. Nevertheless 
the approach itself has been confirmed by the Member States, such as at 
the June Foreign Affairs Council, in their commitment to implementing the 
Lisbon Treaty’s strategic approach and to using the new foreign policy 
architecture as soon as possible and on such a complex issue as tackling 
Piracy off the Horn of Africa.
The new strategic approach will also affect defence capability development, 
where in the light of the economic and financial crisis a growing number of 
Member States are looking for ways to save national resources spent on 
defence by cooperating or pooling resources at the EU level. Already at the 
informal meeting of defence ministers in Ghent in September 2010, the 
Member States asked HR/VP Ashton to come up with proposals for coo-
peration or pooling of resources for defence capability development. Whilst 
the EU Military Staff (inside the EEAS) will have an important role to play 
in defining defence capability needs, it is the specialised European Defence 
Agency (EDA) that will lead the role in supporting Member States capabi-
lity development. In this case, the HR/VP Ashton is also Head of the 
European Defence Agency and chairs its Steering Board (made up of 
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Member States Defence Ministers) which means that the HR/VP can ensu-
re coherence between the EEAS and EDA and play an important role in 
the sensitive and strategic area of defence capability definition and deve-
lopment. 

4.2. Improving Coherence in Policy Formulation and Implementation

The post-Lisbon approach to foreign policy gives an insight into how the 
different actors will interact in preparing Council Decisions on strategic 
objectives of the Union, including to key regions or on key policy areas like 
defence. Improving coherence in policy formulation and implementation is 
also intrinsic to this new strategic approach. Indeed the EEAS has been 
designed to improve such coherence in the following areas.

Horizontal coherence within the CSDP structures (i.e. between civilian 
and military crisis management instruments). The CSDP structures have 
been incorporated into the EEAS and during this process have been 
restructured to reinforce the coherence of policy planning for both civilian 
and military crisis management. This was done by merging the two direc-
torates (for civilian and for military crisis management) in the Council 
Secretariat into a unified Crisis Management Planning Directorate (CMPD) 
in the EEAS. Therefore civilian (i.e. police and rule of law) and military 
strategic planning experts will now sit side by side in one Directorate and 
thereby facilitating their exchanges on planning in general and on joint 
planning when the need arises. 
Alongside the CMPD, operational planning and the implementation of 
civilian missions is supported by the Civilian Planning and Conduct 
Capability (CPCC). Military missions are not managed from Brussels and 
therefore the day-to-day operational planning and implementation of EU 
military missions is supported by the EEAS through the secondment of EU 
Military Staff in Brussels to one of the five EU Member States multinatio-
nal headquarters or to NATO for the operation EUFOR Althea in Bosnia-
Herzegovina. One can already see that the EEAS CSDP structure will bring 
greater coherence by the collocation of the strategic planning (CMPD) and 
operational planning and implementation (CPCC) of civilian crisis mana-
gement missions. In addition military strategic planers in Brussels will also 
be able to provide advice to those civilian missions that have a military 
advisory role or have to work in close proximity of military authorities.  
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However, as long as the EU Military Staff (and its Chief) are not given a 
mandate to oversee the operational planning and implementation of EU 
military missions there will be criticisms of a lack of coherence between the 
strategic planning structures (CMPD) and implementation (national mul-
tinational headquarters) for military missions. The existence of an EU 
Operational Headquarters further complicates this picture as an operatio-
nal planning and implementation structure could be activated at the EU 
level (although it would have to be substantially restructured and enlarged 
to manage even the smallest EU military missions). This poses a problem of 
coherence between the strategic and operational planning of military crisis 
management operations and their deployment in the field. 

Horizontal coherence in Brussels within the EEAS (including CSDP and 
geographic and horizontal services) and with other Commission 
Directorates General (in particular enlargement, development, and 
trade). This essentially requires looking beyond the narrow coherence of 
civilian and military crisis management instruments and towards ensuring 
that all relevant diplomatic, development and trade actors feed into the 
process of defining strategic objectives of the Union towards a particular 
region or thematic policy area. This approach is essential to ensuring the 
formulation of strategic proposals for Council Decisions outlined above. 
More specifically, it requires that CSDP operations and missions are plan-
ned, designed, and implemented to support the achievement of Council 
Decisions on the strategic objectives of the Union. In addition, it requires 
that the strategic planning, programming, and implementation of other 
external relations instruments (such as the European Neighbourhood 
Policy Instrument, the Development Cooperation Instrument, or the 
Stability Instruments etc.) take into consideration any existing CSDP mis-
sions and thereby support the transition from crisis management towards 
the longer term strategic objectives of the Union. The EEAS includes the 
necessary relevant actors (geographical desks) and mechanisms (policy 
coordination board) to improve coherence between CSDP structures and 
the strategic planning and programming of the other external relations 
instruments. Although the implementation of these instruments will 
remain with the relevant Directorate General of the Commission, the co-
ownership (or dual key) of the HR/VP and Commissioner responsible offer 
additional guarantees for pursuing greater coherence. Even trade policy 
which will not be handled at any level by the EEAS, should not be excluded 
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from the issue of pursuing horizontal coherence as Ashton also has a man-
date to work with the Trade Commissioner towards coherence of action. 
Nevertheless, one should be realistic and observe the fact that trade policy 
has long been criticised for being in conflict with foreign and development 
policy objectives, which needs to be addressed at the strategic level of the 
Union. The inconsistency of keeping trade policy outside the framework of 
pursuing more coherent EU external relations will be the subject of further 
debate inside and outside the Union.  

Vertical coherence between the EEAS in Brussels and the Delegations in 
implementing key policies or programmes. In addition to ensuring that 
policies are planned, designed and implemented in a coherent manner in 
Brussels, coherence also needs to be maintained in the implementation of 
those policies and actions in the field. Here the delegations are of para-
mount importance. Under the Lisbon Treaty the European Commission 
network of delegations become Union Delegations and the Heads of 
Delegation are delegated by the HR/VP to oversee the implementation of 
policies and programmes in the field. In some cases the Head of Delegation 
will also be double-hatted as an EU Special Representative (such as is the 
case currently for Afghanistan, Macedonia and the African Union). The 
Head of Delegation will also be responsible for ensuring that trade repre-
sentatives in his mission are acting in pursuit of the overall EU objectives 
for a country even if they will receive instructions directly from their 
Commissioner in Brussels. The decision on the establishment of the EEAS 
also emphasises the importance of mainstreaming policies such as human 
rights and peacebuiding in the implementation of policies on the ground. 
Hence a network of human rights focal points in Union Delegations will be 
created to reinforce this vertical coherence and mainstreaming.   

Vertical coherence between the EEAS and the Member States. It is expected 
that the Member States will see the advantages of pursuing a more coherent 
and strategic foreign policy through the European Union, not least because 
they now have reinforced their presence throughout the EU’s policy formu-
lation and implementation phases of external action. They will have (at least) 
one third of their representatives or seconded personnel in the EEAS and a 
growing number of Member State Ambassadors will be appointed Heads of 
EU Delegations and become EU Special Representatives. They will have 
personnel throughout the EEAS responsible for preparing Council Decisions 

75



72

Gerrard Quille

and for implementing those decisions, thereby giving them a greater sense of 
ownership of EU foreign and security policy. In turn, this sense of ownership 
may improve the confidence of Member States to pursue more multilateral 
policies through the EU rather than bilateral interests on the ground. Over 
time EU Delegations may well take on more and more administrative consu-
lar services for the Member States as a means of achieving economies of scale. 
We have yet to see the full implications of the fact that the Union now has 
legal personality and can, therefore, become a signatory to international tre-
aties or have representation in international organisations such as the United 
Nations. The EU will still continue to be over-represented in comparison to 
other regions of the world by its individual Member States in international 
organisations, including the UN Security Council, rather than opting for a 
single EU seat. However, we expect to see the HR/VP Ashton continue the 
trend set by her predecessor and speak on behalf of the EU in international 
fora, including when necessary in the UN system.    

Horizontal coherence in the field between delegations and CSDP mis-
sions. With an improvement in horizontal policy formulation in Brussels, 
further reflection is needed to improve the horizontal coherence in the 
field between the Union Delegations and CSDP missions and operations. 
There are numerous models to look at including the United Nations adop-
tion of integrated missions in the field such as in the DRC and elsewhere. 
The United Nations has one senior political representative of the UN 
Secretary General in the field and he/she leads and coordinates all the other 
UN agencies and operations on the ground. The Lisbon Treaty could provi-
de a similar basis for such an integrated approach, especially where a dou-
ble-hatted Head of Delegation and EU Special Representative brought 
under his/her authority in the field both the work of the Delegation and 
that of the Heads of CSDP missions/operations. This should respect the 
political line of responsibility (to e.g. a double-hatted EUSR/Head of 
Delegation to Ashton and the Council) and the efficacy of the military 
chain of command. Whilst this has not been dealt with in the establishment 
of the EEAS, one can expect that it will soon become a subject of further 
discussion for the Union. 
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5. Coherence and Effectiveness of EU External Action: The Relationship 
between the EEAS and CSDP

Certainly the Lisbon Treaty provides an opportunity to use the new foreign 
policy architecture, centred on the dynamism of the EEAS, to help the EU 
become a more coherent, visible and effective foreign policy actor. 
Nevertheless some key issues in the establishment of the EEAS must be 
carefully monitored when moving from the “text” of the Lisbon Treaty and 
EEAS decision to the “context” of implementing a new Common European 
Foreign and Security Policy. These include, inter alia the need:

-  to have a strategic review of all policies, especially where there had been 
overlapping or similar work being done separately in the Commission and 
Council. The objective would be to ensure we have a single institutional 
and Member State review of all key policies and present one “strategic 
objective” on an issue (e.g. Non-proliferation) or geographically (as called 
for in the April 2010 Foreign Affairs Council conclusions on the Horn of 
Africa) including priority areas like the Middle East. This would not only 
present a new strategic objective with Member States and EU institutions 
contributing but it would also consolidate the different policy statement 
and programmes initiated under the pre-Lisbon institutional framework;

- to revisit the policy areas that attracted attention during the establi-
shment of the EEAS (such as peacebuilding and human rights mainstrea-
ming), but that have not been articulated in the form of EU policy state-
ments. This caused a lot of confusion in the discussions on the establishment 
of the EEAS with respect to what people meant by these terms and whe-
ther they should be pursued via mainstreaming them in all external policies 
or pursued through individual actions.  As a part of the policy review and 
consolidation of pre-Lisbon strategies and policy priorities, the EEAS 
should be tasked with setting out policy statements for consultation with 
all EU institutions and Member States on peacebuilding and mainstreaming 
human rights in EU external relations;

- to balance the inter-governmental CSDP structures with the geographic 
programmes (including development and neighbourhood policy instru-
ments). This would serve to ensure, on the one hand, the careful pre-inter-
vention early warning and planning and, on the other hand, post-interven-
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tion consistency between short term crisis management responses and 
longer term sustainable peacebuilding;

-  to improve and ensure coherence between the external relations instru-
ments inside the EEAS (i.e. CSDP and strategic programming of geo-
graphic instruments) with those remaining outside, not least trade. One 
cannot be effective in implementing security and peacebuilding policies in 
poorer parts of the world without understanding the structural effects of 
trade agreements. This applies to a number of the EU’s foreign policy prio-
rities from the Millennium Development Goals to stability in the Caucuses, 
Middle East and Sub-Saharan Africa;

- to ensure vertical coherence i.e. between the institutions in Brussels and 
the Member States policy formulation in the capitals. The fact of having 
(at least one third of) Member States diplomats inside the EEAS is impor-
tant to strengthen the relations between the EU institutions in Brussels and 
the Member States in their capitals. The policy dialogue between Brussels 
and the national capitals at all stages of policy formulation and implemen-
tation will be critical for more united, consistent and effective foreign 
policy as well as contribute to the ESS objective of a European “strategic 
culture on security and defence”;

- to review the EEAS in 2012 and carry out a transparent and public con-
sultation with the European Parliament. The European Parliament was 
very effective in engaging in the consultation or “de facto co-decision” on the 
establishment of the EEAS and it could draw upon this experience to 
extend a role in 2012 to national parliaments. This review should also ensu-
re that the EEAS has achieved its full staffing quota and assess whether the 
Union has the resources necessary to meet its post Lisbon ambitions in the 
area of foreign affairs, 

- for all Member States, institutions and parliaments to make full use of 
the opportunity provided by the Lisbon Treaty to address the urgent chal-
lenges that affect both European citizens and vulnerable societies and 
individual all around the world. The Lisbon Treaty also provides the 
potential for a new democratic foreign policy architecture to address the 
challenge clearly set out in the 2008 Report on the Implementation of the 
European Security Strategy which states that: 
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“Maintaining public support for our global engagement is fundamental. In 
modern democracies, where media and public opinion are crucial to shaping 
policy, popular commitment is essential to sustaining our commitments abroad. 
We deploy police, judicial experts and soldiers in unstable zones around the 
world. There is an onus on governments, parliaments and EU institutions 
to communicate how this contributes to security at home”.
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4. THE DEMOCRATIC 
ACCOUNTABILITy OF THE CSDP 
AND THE ROLE OF THE 
EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT

Introduction 

Since the European Union has started to take on a role in security and 
defence, the debate on democratic legitimacy and accountability within the 
Union has been extended to include these areas. This is especially true since 
the launch of the first Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) mis-
sions in 2003. While the basic features of what is generally referred to as 
the “democratic deficit” of the EU decision-making processes also apply to 
the security and defence spheres, these differ in certain characteristics from 
other areas.
First, the security and defence sectors have traditionally been distinguished 
by a higher level of secrecy compared with other sectors. Much progress has 
certainly been made since the United States (US) President Woodrow 
Wilson, in the first of the 14 points he presented to Congress in 1918, 
emphasized the need for diplomacy to proceed “in the public view”. It 
remains the case, however, that foreign, security and defence policies are 
considerably less open than other policy sectors. 
Second, they also require faster decision-making processes, because foreign 
policy decision-makers often need to react to unexpected events and crises.
In addition, for all the changes introduced since the Maastricht Treaty, secu-
rity and defence policies remain mainly intergovernmental. Most notably, 
in the absence of a European army, CSDP has to rely on national forces that 
are deployed by national governments as and when required to serve under 

83



80

Michele Comelli

the “EU hat”. Each Member State therefore retains the power to decide 
whether or not to deploy troops for EU missions. We might be led to con-
clude, therefore, that the democratic legitimacy and accountability of the 
CSDP should be ensured mainly at the national level. However, this option 
entails a number of problems. 
First, the powers and modus operandi of national parliaments in the indivi-
dual Member States differ widely. This applies, in particular, to their power 
to control security and defence policy decisions. Second, there are many 
political and institutional problems standing in the way of democratic, 
national control of CSDP. One such problem is that security and defence 
policies have undergone a transformation and are now focused on the 
projection of security abroad rather than on territorial defence. Indeed, they 
have more to do with ensuring the implementation of multilaterally-man-
dated missions than with ensuring the defence of national territory.
While the decision to authorise the deployment of national troops remains 
in the hands of Member States, the decision to launch a mission is taken at 
the EU level. The EP has traditionally had an extremely limited role in 
overseeing security and defence policies, but the Lisbon Treaty introduced 
a number of changes that strengthen this role. Moreover, the EP has taken 
advantage of the debate among the EU institutions on the establishment of 
the European External Action Service (EEAS) to try to gain greater powers 
of control over both the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and 
the CSDP. Moreover, the EP has a vision d’ensemble of CSDP, that national 
parliaments cannot have. 
This paper starts out by defining the concepts of accountability and demo-
cratic legitimacy and then investigates why democratic control of CDSP at 
the national level alone poses problems. It then goes on to make a case for 
strengthened powers of control for the European Parliament. In so doing, 
the paper analyses how the Lisbon Treaty has increased the powers of the 
EP in this domain. It examines how these powers are likely to be further 
strengthened as a consequence of new inter-institutional power dynamics 
in Brussels and the creation of new bodies such as the EEAS. It then takes 
a brief look at the changes introduced by the Lisbon Treaty, directly and 
indirectly, to the interparliamentary dimension of democratic accountabili-
ty. The paper concludes with a number of policy recommendations on the 
ways and means to reinforce the EP’s democratic control over security and 
defence policy. 
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1. Democratic Legitimacy and Accountability in CSDP: What They Are 
and why Bother about Them 

The debate over the democratic legitimacy of the European Union intensi-
fied following the signing of the Maastricht Treaty in 1992 and the first 
referenda on the Treaty, which took place in Denmark and France. While it 
initially focused on the “communitarised” sectors, the debate gradually 
extended to intergovernmental sectors such as Common Foreign Security 
Policy (CFSP) and the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP). The 
launch of EU civilian and military missions, which started in 2003, has 
given added impetus to that debate.
Before examining why democratic legitimacy and accountability in CSDP 
matter, it is first necessary to define these concepts, a step that will also help 
delimit the scope of this paper. 
The first question is: according to which version of democracy should we 
evaluate legitimacy? Since democracy is a contested concept and different 
versions of it exist in the various EU countries, they need to be combined 
in a way that avoids incompatibilities and deadlock. Wolfgang Wagner pro-
vides a typology of democratic legitimacy:1 1) legitimacy as ensured by 
effective governance (“government for the people” or “output legitimacy”); 
2) legitimacy as ensured by participatory procedures (“government by the 
people” or “input legitimacy”, the latter of which, in turn, may take place at 
national and/or European level); and 3) compliance with international law. 
This paper focuses on the second typology, “input legitimacy”, which has 
become an ever-more important issue in the political and academic debate, 
especially since the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty.
Linked to the concept of democratic (input) legitimacy is that of accounta-
bility, meaning the relationship between an actor and a forum, in which the 
former has an obligation to explain or justify his/her conduct and the latter 
may pose questions and pass a judgement. Following this approach, the 
actor may face the consequences of this judgement.2

1  See Wolfgang Wagner, The Democratic Legitimacy of European Security and Defence Policy, 
Paris, EU Institute for Security Studies, 2005 (Occasional Paper No. 57), p. 7, available at: 
http://www.iss.europa.eu/nc/actualites/actualite/select_category/22/article/the-democratic-
legitimacy-of-european-security-and-defence-policy/?tx_ttnews[pS]=1104534000&tx_
ttnews[pL]=31535999&tx_ttnews[arc]=1&cHash=2214e5e50a. 
2  See Mark Bovens, Analysing and Assessing Public Accountability. A Conceptual Framework, 
European Governance Papers, No. C-06-01, 2006, available at: http://www.connex-network.
org/eurogov/pdf/egp-connex-C-06-01.pdf. 
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Traditionally, it has been up to the parliaments to ensure this kind of 
accountability. We will therefore examine to what extent parliamentary 
institutions at the different levels (national and European) exercise scrutiny 
of decisions taken in the CSDP context.
For a number of reasons, little attention has traditionally been paid to the 
problem of the democratic legitimacy and accountability of European 
foreign, security and defence policies. First, these policies have usually been 
characterised by a higher level of secrecy and by a need for greater respon-
siveness, rapidity and flexibility than other policies. Expectations of adequa-
te democratic legitimacy and accountability in these domains are therefore 
lower. In addition, these policies have mainly remained intergovernmental 
in nature and have not been affected by the trend towards a more suprana-
tional profile that has characterised other EU policy sectors.
However, democratic legitimacy and accountability have gained importan-
ce in the security and defence fields also. To start with, the armed forces 
have undergone a transformation process which has unfolded along two 
lines: they have increasingly moved from territorial defence to an external 
projection of their role/scope of action; and they have become more enga-
ged in multilaterally-mandated missions, including CSDP ones. The com-
bined impact of these two processes complicates the exercise of control by 
national parliaments. Moreover, the difficulties they experience have not 
been compensated by an increased role for the European Parliament. For 
this reason, some scholars have spoken of a “double democratic deficit” in 
the CFSP and the CSDP domains. But why should we be bothered by this 
trend?
First, ensuring the democratic legitimacy and accountability of European 
foreign, security and defence policy contributes to the credibility of the 
EU as an international actor. The EU, whose foreign and security policy 
goals encompass the promotion of democratic practices abroad, including 
accountability, cannot afford not to ensure democratic control of its own 
foreign and security policies. Second, as has been argued, by Wolfgang 
Wagner in particular, the democratic control of security and defence poli-
cies is connected to a country’s stance on the use of violence in internatio-
nal relations.3 It constitutes one of the guarantees whereby peaceful and 
cooperative international relations are maintained. In our analysis we will 
look at parliamentary bodies (national parliaments, the European 

3  See Wolfgang Wagner, The Democratic Deficit in the EU’s Security and Defense Policy – Why 
Bother?, RECON Online Working Paper 2007/10, September 2007, p. 1. 
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Parliament and interparliamentary fora) because parliaments are conside-
red “the central locus of accountability”4 for decisions concerning the use 
of force.

2. The Control of National Parliaments over Common Security and 
Defence Policy (CSDP) 

The Common Security and Defence Policy is a multi-level policy: while its 
decisions are taken in Brussels, at the European Union level, they are imple-
mented nationally, drawing on national capabilities. This multi-level game 
makes CSDP decisions difficult to control – at both the national and the 
European level.5 CSDP decisions are taken by EU Foreign Ministers gathe-
red in the Foreign Affairs Council, on a unanimity basis. In particular, the 
Council's decisions to launch a mission are taken through a CFSP Joint 
Action drafted by the Political and Security Committee (PSC, also known 
as COPS). This covers the mission mandate, its objectives, scope, duration 
and chain of command, as well as the resources that the individual Member 
States will be making available to the EU. While the decision to launch a 
CSDP mission is taken within an EU framework, the commitment to 
deploy troops and to finance their mission is national. It is the Member 
States that place their troops at the EU’s disposal, since it does not have its 
own. 
As a consequence, it is still up to national parliaments to scrutinise their 
government’s decisions to deploy troops, even when they take part in 
multilateral missions led by the EU or by an international organisation. 
However, national parliaments exert different degrees of control over 
their governments’ decisions. Heiner Hänggi6 has identified three factors 
that combine in determining the effectiveness of parliamentary accounta-
bility: 1) authority, i.e., the power, constitutionally enshrined or derived 
from customary practice, to hold the government accountable; 2) ability, 

4  See Heiner Hänggi, “The Use of Force under International Auspices: Parliamentary 
Accountability and ‘Democratic Deficits’”, in Hans Born and Heiner Hänggi (eds.), The 
‘Double Democratic Deficit’. Parliamentary Accountability and the Use of Force under 
International Auspices, London, Ashgate, 2004, p.11.
5  See Suzana-Elena Gavrilescu, “Parliamentary Scrutiny of European Security and Defence 
Policy: is there Anybody in Charge?”, in Perspectives/Review of International Affairs, Issue 22, 
2004, p. 75. 
6  See Heiner Hänggi, “The Use of Force under International Auspices: Parliamentary 
Accountability and ‘Democratic Deficits’”, cit., p. 11. 
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i.e., the resources, budget and staff instrumental in exercising parliamen-
tary control; and 3) attitude, i.e., willingness to hold the executive to 
account. The most important of these factors is certainly authority, 
which differs widely between individual European countries. However, 
even in EU countries like Italy and Germany where the parliament is 
entrusted with considerable authority to keep check on the executive, 
the situation is far from ideal. 
More in general, notwithstanding the differences between one EU country 
and another, a “democratic deficit” with respect to control over the CSDP 
exists in all countries of the Union. According to a study conducted by 
Hans Born et al. for the Centre for the Democratic Control of Armed 
Forces (DCAF),7 four factors account for this. 
First, only a few countries are entitled to give their government a clear 
negotiating mandate prior to the adoption of a Council decision. 
Second, few national parliaments are empowered to give their formal 
approval for the deployment of troops in an international operation. In 
many cases, powers of approval are limited to the deployment of armed 
forces and do not include, for example, the secondment of national poli-
ce personnel to police missions. Since most of the CSDP missions laun-
ched so far by the EU are civilian and civilian/military rather than 
purely military, this constitutes a real problem. Third, national parlia-
ments are dependent on their governments as far as the transmission of 
security and defence-related information is concerned. Furthermore, 
their powers are mostly limited to the yearly approval of funds for 
external operations, as part of the overall national defence budget. 
Fourth, and last, national parliaments are only able to scrutinise their 
own governments, and therefore lack a vision d’ensemble of the whole 
ESDP decision-making process.8 In fact, they are neither jointly associa-
ted with this process nor able to exercise a collective scrutiny of the 
implementation of Council decisions.9 

7  See Hans Born et al., Parliamentary Oversight of Civilian and Military ESDP Missions: The 
European and National Levels, Brussels, European Parliament, 2007, available at:
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/dv/pe348610_/
PE348610_en.pdf. 
8  See Suzana-Elena Gavrilescu, “Parliamentary Scrutiny of European Security and Defence 
Policy: is there Anybody in Charge?”, cit., p. 78. 
9  See Hans Born et al., Parliamentary Oversight of Civilian and Military ESDP Missions: The 
European and National Levels, cit., p. 4. 
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3. The Role of the European Parliament

Unlike most policy sectors, where the European Parliament has progressi-
vely acquired more power since the Maastricht Treaty, it has continued to 
have only a marginal role in the CFSP and CSDP areas. However, the entry 
into force of the Lisbon Treaty in December 2009 has given the EP – directly 
and, above all, indirectly – a growing role in these areas as well. Currently, 
the EP is neither associated ex ante with the CSDP decision-making process 
nor able to scrutinise the Council’s decisions ex post.10 The minor role play-
ed by the EP in these areas is a consequence not just of the fact that CSDP 
is mainly an intergovernmental policy, but also that one of the primary con-
cerns of the CSDP architects has been its efficiency.11 While many Brussels-
based institutions have been built up to make CFSP and the CSDP more 
effective, no significant new powers have been entrusted to the EP. 
The current Lisbon Treaty grants information and consulting powers to the 
EP on “the main aspects and basic choices” of both CFSP and CSDP (art. 
36 of the Treaty on the European Union, TEU). The former article 21 of 
the TEU (Nice version), on the other hand, referred only to the CFSP, lea-
ding some scholars to wonder whether the power of consultation granted 
to the EP included the CSDP or was limited to CFSP alone. These new 
powers are actually limited and vague, since the text fails to spell out what 
the “main aspects and basic choices of the CFSP and CSDP” are. Nor does 
it specify whether the EP should be consulted ex ante or ex post. Art. 21 of 
the Nice Treaty entrusted the rotating EU Presidency with the task of con-
sulting the Parliament. Art. 36 of the Lisbon Treaty assigns this task to the 
newly created High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy 
(HR/VP), who shall also “ensure that the views of the European Parliament 
are duly taken into consideration”.

10  See Suzana-Elena Gavrilescu, “Parliamentary Scrutiny of European Security and Defence 
Policy: is there Anybody in Charge?”, cit., p. 82. Ex ante refers to any form of parliamentary 
oversight from the identification of a crisis to the decision to take action. Ex ante instruments 
may include: prior authorisation of the mission; the issuing of non-binding resolutions or 
recommendations about an upcoming mission; budget control; the raising of questions; or the 
organization of (public) hearings. Ex post oversight refers to any oversight that takes place 
after the decision to take action has been adopted and involves the phases of implementation, 
eventual refocusing of EU action and termination of operation. See Hans Born et al., 
Parliamentary Oversight of Civilian and Military ESDP Missions: The European and National 
Levels, cit., p.5.
11  See Esther Barbé, “The Evolution of CFSP Institutions: Where does Democratic 
Accountability Stand”, in The International Spectator, Vol. 39, No. 2, April–June 2004, pp. 
47-60.
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Actually, since the new HR/VP role was created, the relationship between 
the holder of this position and the EP has acquired more importance. 
Indeed, the HR/VP, together with the President and the other members 
of the Commission, shall be subject to a vote of consent by the European 
Parliament. In addition, before the European Parliament approves the 
new Commission, each candidate for commissioner will be heard before 
the relevant committee of the European Parliament. She also appears 
before the Parliament in her position of Commissioner for External 
Relations (RELEX). The Lisbon Treaty also increased the number of ple-
nary sessions of the European Parliament on CFSP/CSDP issues from one 
to two a year.
Linked to the right of the EP to be consulted is its right to receive adequa-
te information, a right which is regulated by a number of Inter-institutional 
agreements (IIA) with the Council and the Commission. Most notably, the 
IIA of 20 November 2002 provided for limited access by the European 
Parliament to sensitive information held by the Council in the field of secu-
rity and defence policy.12 
The right of access to confidential documents – but not to all secret docu-
ments – is not granted to all members of the European Parliament (MEPs), 
but to a Special Committee composed of five MEPs, or to the EP President. 
These documents can only be consulted on the Council premises. The 
Special Committee is presided over by the Chairman of the EP’s Foreign 
Affairs Committee (AFET). Its other four members are appointed by the 
Conference of Presidents, including the Chairman of the Security and 
Defence Sub-Committee (SEDE). In addition, Member States and third 
parties can deny access to the documents if they so decide. 
The rules governing the transfer of documents are even more strict. They 
provide that confidential documents may be transmitted only to the 
President of the European Parliament, who has a number of options for 
passing them on to other EP bodies.13 In its latest report on the 
Implementation of the European Security Strategy and the Common 

12  See European Parliament, Council of the European Union, Interinstitutional Agreement of 
20 November 2002 between the European Parliament and the Council concerning access by the 
European Parliament to sensitive information of the Council in the field of security and defence 
policy, Official Journal of the European Communities, 298, 30 November 2002, available at:
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2002:298:0001:0003:EN:PDF. 
13  See Udo Diedrichs, “The European Parliament in CFSP: More than a Marginal Player?”, 
in The International Spectator, Issue 2, 2004, p. 43.
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Security and Defence Policy, the EP called for a revision of these rules.14

The EP’s right to be informed has been slightly reinforced by the 2006 
Inter-institutional Agreement. This provides that the Presidency of the 
Council (the HR/VP after the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty) shall 
consult the EP each year on a forward-looking Council document to be 
transmitted by June 15.15 The document sets out the main aspects and 
basic choices of the CFSP, including the financial implications for the gene-
ral budget of the European Union and an evaluation of the measures laun-
ched during the previous year. In addition, the Council Presidency keeps 
the European Parliament abreast of developments through joint consulta-
tion meetings taking place at least five times a year, in the framework of the 
regular political dialogue on the CFSP. Participants in these meetings inclu-
de the European Parliament (the bureaux of the two Committees concer-
ned), the Council, represented by the Chairman of the Political and 
Security Committee, and the Commission. 
As mentioned above, the EP has no formal power of authorisation of CDSP 
missions. However, it has other non-binding instruments to exercise scru-
tiny over EU missions. Ex ante, the EP can issue non-binding resolutions 
and recommendations before a Joint Action is taken or before a the CSDP 
mission is launched. These resolutions are normally adopted following sta-
tements made by Council and Commission officials before the EP. The 
Security and Defence Sub-Committee (SEDE) was set up in 2004 as part 
of the EP’s Foreign Affairs (AFET) Committee. It has been particularly 
active in the dialogue with the Council over CSDP missions, including 
future ones, its main responsibility being to monitor civilian and military 
CSDP operations. In addition, SEDE has established the practice of inviting 
the Permanent Representative of the country holding the EU Presidency to 

14  See European Parliament, Report on the Implementation of the European Security Strategy 
and Common Security and Defence Policy, Committee of Foreign Affairs, A7-0026/2010, 2 
March 2010, available at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//
TEXT+REPORT+A7-2010-0026+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN&language=IT. 
15  See European Parliament, Council of the European Union, Commission of the European 
Communities, Interinstitutional Agreement of 17 May 2006 between the European Parliament, 
the Council and the Commission on budgetary discipline and sound financial management, 
Official Journal of the European Communities, C 139, 14 June 2006, available at: http://
eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2006:139:0001:0017:EN:PDF.
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provide a briefing on its programme and on CSDP developments.16 In some 
cases it is the Foreign Affairs or Defence Minister of the Presidency count-
ry who is invited to brief SEDE members. 
With regard to post hoc oversight of accountability, the powers of the EP 
are again limited. So far, it has not adopted any ex-post resolutions on a 
CSDP mission. Each year, the EP receives a report from the Council on 
CFSP and CSDP-related developments, on the basis of which it drafts its 
own report containing recommendations on the matter. However, the EP 
report does not have much impact on the Council’s strategy. Similarly, the 
EP may receive written reports from the European Union’s Special 
Representatives (EUSRs). However, the latter are not obliged to send 
these reports, and in practice they have done so only on some occasions.17 
Instruments such as hearings and evaluations have been used often, espe-
cially by the SEDE Sub-Committee. Individual MEPs may also address 
specific questions to the Council, which is obliged to provide an oral 
answer directly at question time or a written one at a later date. In addi-
tion, members of AFET and SEDE have a right to visit the troops deplo-
yed for a mission, with the results of the visit being reported to the Chair 
of the delegation. 
While the European Parliament has limited powers in overseeing CSDP 
missions, and no power at all in authorising them, it has an important role 
with regard to budgetary decisions on civilian CSDP missions - which 
constitute most of the EU missions undertaken so far - but not for mili-
tary ones.
The rules governing the financing of missions, laid down in the 2001 
Commission Communication on the Financing of Civilian Crisis 
Management Operations, outlines three different types of crisis manage-
ment missions.18 These are: 1) “operations under a Community instru-
ment”, financed by the Community budget; 2) CFSP operations without 

16  See Esther Barbé and Anna Herranz Surrallés, “The power and practice of the European 
Parliament in security policies”, in Dirk Peters, Wolfang Wagner and Nicole Deitelhoff (eds.), 
The Parliamentary Control of European Security Policy, ARENA Report No. 7/08 and RECON 
Report No. 6, Oslo: ARENA, December 2008, pp. 77-107, available at: http://www.arena.
uio.no/publications/reports/2008/ARENAreport0708_online.pdf. 
17  See Hans Born et al., Parliamentary Oversight of Civilian and Military ESDP Missions: The 
European and National Levels, cit., 2007.
18  See Commission of the European Communities, Communication from the Commission to 
the Council and the European Parliament, Financing of Civilian Crisis Management Operations, 
Brussels, 28 November 2001, available at: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/
com/2002/com2002_0082en01.pdf. 
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military or defence implications, financed by the CFSP budget; 3) CSDP 
operations with military implications, financed by Member States (outside 
the EU budget). 
The first category of operations are first-pillar actions over which the EP 
has powers of scrutiny and co-decision. 
The second category of operations (e.g. executive police operations) is 
decided by a Council Joint Action under the second pillar and is normal-
ly charged to the CFSP budget. The EP can place a ceiling on the budget. 
In addition, every three months the Council must provide the EP with a 
detailed list of CFSP commitment appropriations, including the costs of 
civilian CSDP missions. If the Council believes the CFSP budget appro-
priations for operations to be insufficient, it has to ask the EP for additio-
nal funds. The Council must inform the EP every time CFSP expenditure 
is envisaged and in any case no later than five days after the adoption of 
a final CFSP decision. Finally, the Joint Consultation Meetings, formally 
introduced by the 2006 Interinstitutional Agreement with the aim of 
keeping the EP abreast of CFSP financial planning and spending, take 
place at least five times a year. 
It should be noted, however, that the Council may decide that some costs 
are to be borne separately by Member States. This normally applies to the 
costs involved in the secondment of national personnel and those incurred 
during the preparatory phase of a given operation, e.g. fact-finding missions. 
As argued by some scholars,19 the existence of these various types of costs 
financed through the Member States clearly hinders the Parliament’s super-
visory tasks. 
As far as the financing of CSDP military missions is concerned, the EP has 
no oversight powers whatsoever. In fact, common administrative costs are 
financed through the so called Athena mechanism. This refers to a common 
fund for military missions, where Member States’ contributions are made 
in advance on the basis of a fixed percentage of gross national income 
(GNI). So-called “operational costs” must be borne by Member States on 
the basis of the “costs lie where they fall” principle, which is also applied by 
international organisations such as NATO. 

19  See Esther Barbé and Anna Herranz Surrallés, “The power and practice of the European 
Parliament in security policies”, cit., pp. 77-107.
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4. Democratic Accountability of the CSDP and the Negotiations on the 
European External Action Service

What is even more remarkable is that the European Parliament has succee-
ded in gaining a stronger role in the control of both CFSP and CSDP. In 
this, it has taken advantage of the negotiations with the Council and the 
HR/VP on the arrangements for the European External Action Service 
(EEAS), the new diplomatic service envisaged by the Lisbon Treaty. The 
Decision that established the new service on 26 July 201020 was actually 
taken by the Council, acting on a proposal made by the HR/VP after con-
sulting the European Parliament and obtaining the consent of the 
Commission. Therefore, the EP had only a consulting role on the Council 
decisions. It did, however, have power of co-decision, that is, a right of veto, 
on two regulations - the Staff Regulation and the Financial Regulation - 
that were essential to put the EEAS in place, and on the budgetary 
adjustment. 
During the negotiations among the EU institutions on the arrangements 
for the establishment and functioning of the EEAS, the EP succeeded in 
linking its consultation power on the decision with its power of co-deci-
sion on the two regulations mentioned above. It extracted a number of 
important concessions from the Council and the HR/VP on these arran-
gements. The main principle the EP tried to foster was that of the politi-
cal accountability of the HR/VP and the new service vis-à-vis the EP. 
An analysis of the concessions that the EP obtained on this issue goes 
beyond the scope of this paper. It is important to recall here, however, that 
the HR/VP issued a Declaration on Political Accountability, annexed to the 
EP Resolution of 8 July 2010 on the EEAS,21 where she sets out a number 
of commitments intended to ensure an adequate degree of accountability 
of CFSP and CSDP. 
The Declaration reaffirms, first, that the HR/VP will seek the views of the 
EP on the main aspects and basic choices of CFSP. All exchanges of views 

20 See Council of the European Union, Decision of 26 July 2010 establishing the organization 
and functioning of the European External Action Service (2010/427/EU), Official Journal of the 
European Union, 3 August 2010, L 201/30, available at: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/
LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2010:201:FULL:EN:PDF. 
21 See European Parliament, Legislative resolution of 8 July 2010 on the proposal for a Council 
decision establishing the organization and functioning of the European External Action Service 
(08029/2010 – C7-0090/2010 -2010/0816(NLE)), 8 July 2010, available at: http://www.
europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P7-TA-2010-
0280+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN. 
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leading up to the adoption of mandates and strategies in the CFSP sphere 
must take place in the appropriate format. For example, the practice of hol-
ding Joint Consultation Meetings will be enhanced and briefings given at 
these meetings will focus on missions financed from the EU budget. In 
addition, the declaration recalls another point on which the EP had been 
particularly keen during the negotiations on the arrangements for the EEAS. 
If the HR cannot participate in an EP plenary debate on CFSP/CSDP, her 
place will be taken by a representative from the rotating Presidency or from 
the trio Presidencies and the EP will be informed of this replacement. 
The provisions of the 2002 IIA concerning the transmission of confidential 
information on CSDP missions and operations have also been confirmed. 
However, the HR can also provide other MEPs with access to other CFSP 
documents on a need-to-know basis at the request of the AFET Chair, and, 
if needed, the EP President. 
Second, the text confirms that the new budgetary procedure introduced by the 
Lisbon Treaty applies in full to the CFSP budget and that the HR/VP has under-
taken to work towards greater transparency on the CSDP budget. This includes 
the possibility of identifying the major CSDP missions within the budget.
Alongside these measures, the European Parliament also asked to have bud-
getary control of a possible warehouse to be put at the disposal of EU 
missions and an EU Institute for peace, both to be created. However, by 
increasing its demands, the EP may run the risk to be perceived by the 
other EU institutions, and notably by the Council, as altering the interinsti-
tutional balance in Brussels. Whether or not the EP is to perform a role 
comparable to that of the US Senate will depend to a large extent on the 
way in which the relationship between the EP on the one hand, and the 
HR/VP and the EEAS on the other, evolves.22

5. The Role of Inter-parliamentary Cooperation

Besides the national and the European levels, there is a third level of control 
over CFSP and CSDP, exercised by inter- parliamentary bodies. The most 
important of these has traditionally been the Western European Union’s 
European Security and Defence Assembly (WEU-ESDA). 

22 See Antonio Missiroli, Implementing the Lisbon Treaty: The External Policy Dimension, 
Bruges Political Research Papers No. 14/2010, College of Europe, p. 23, available at the web-
site of the College of Europe www.coleurop.eu.
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Following the transfer of the WEU’s operational activities to the EU in 
2000, the Assembly’s main focus has been twofold. It monitors the impli-
cations of the WEU’s collective defence commitment under Article V of 
the modified Brussels Treaty, as well as cooperation with NATO, and it also 
scrutinises the CSDP. The Assembly has devoted special attention to issues 
such as peacekeeping operations in the Balkans, the Middle East and Africa. 
One of the strengths of the ESDA is that its institutional set-up, including 
a permanent secretariat and specialised staff, has enabled it to provide a 
continuous follow-up on security and defence issues at the European 
level.23 However, what the Assembly can do is subject to a number of limi-
tations.24 
In any case, on 31 March 2010 the Presidency of the WEU Permanent 
Council issued a statement declaring that ESDA and the remaining WEU 
bodies had been made redundant by the entry into force of the Lisbon 
Treaty and specifically by the EU defence clause. They would therefore be 
disbanded by June 2011.25 
The same statement, however, called for the enhancement of the European 
interparliamentary dialogue in the field of security and defence to make up 
for the future closure of the Assembly. Immediately afterwards, the 
President of the WEU-ESDA set up a “steering committee” tasked with 
creating a substitute body and evaluating suggestions on how to continue 
interparliamentary control of CSDP.26 In his view, there is a need for a light 

23 See Suzana-Elena Gavrilescu, “Parliamentary Scrutiny of European Security and Defence 
Policy: is there Anybody in Charge?”, cit., p. 89. 
24 First, the Assembly is not legally entitled to intervene in the decision-making process, 
either at national or at the EU level. Rather, it acts as a forum for scrutinising CSDP policies 
and missions. Second, membership of the Assembly coincides with WEU and not with EU 
membership, which results in the Assembly including Members of Parliament (MPs) from 
non-EU countries such as Norway and Turkey. This poses the question: how legitimate is it 
that an institution that includes representatives from non-EU Member States should scrutini-
se European security and defence policy? Finally, the national delegations to the WEU-ESDA 
must be identical to those in the Assembly of the Council of Europe and no criteria for the 
sphere of competence of appointed members have been set out. It follows that the national 
delegations are not necessarily made up of a majority of defence committee members.
25  See WEU Permanent Council, Statement by the Presidency on the termination of the 
Brussels Treaty, 31 March 2010, available at: http://www.ena.lu/statement_presidency_per-
manent_council_termination_brussels_treaty_march_2010-02-37640. 
26 See European Security and Defence Assembly, Assembly of the Western European Union, 
CSDP Monitoring by national parliaments and in the European Parliament – reply to the annual 
report of the Council, report submitted on behalf of the Committee for Parliamentary and 
Public Relations by Marietta Karamanli and Hendrik Daems, Document A/2069, 15 June 
2010, p. 6, available at:
http://www.assembly-weu.org/en/documents/sessions_ordinaires/rpt/2010/2069.pdf. 
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but permanent structure, to be jointly financed by the 27 EU national par-
liaments.27

In addition to the WEU-ESDA, other interparliamentary bodies also exist. 
These include:
-  the Conference of Parliamentary Committees for Union Affairs (COSAC), 

bringing together parliamentarians from the Community and European 
Affairs Committees of national parliaments as well as representatives of 
the EP; 

-  the Conference of Foreign Affairs Committee Chairpersons (COFACC), 
bringing together the chairpersons of the Committees on Foreign Affairs 
of the national parliaments and of the European Parliament; 

-  the Conference of the Defence Committee, which focuses on defence 
topics. 

So far, however, cooperation within COSAC and COFACC has been narrow 
in scope. Moreover, given the limited number of meetings, it cannot exercise 
systematic oversight of CSDP decisions and can only provide limited exchan-
ges of information. However, the importance of this form of inter-parliamen-
tary cooperation is acknowledged by the Lisbon Treaty and, more specifically, 
by its Protocol No. 1 on the role of national parliaments in the European 
Union. Art. 10 of the Protocol encourages the conference of Parliamentary 
Committees for Union Affairs to organise inter-parliamentary conferences to 
debate matters of common foreign and security policy, including common 
security and defence policy. With the end of the WEU-ESDA approaching 
and in view of the Lisbon Treaty provisions, some proposals have been tabled 
to establish new forms of inter-parliamentary cooperation, including, in par-
ticular, the establishment of an inter-parliamentary conference which would 
bring together the AFET members as well as representatives from the foreign 
affairs, defence and EU affairs committees of national parliaments.28 

27 See Robert Walter, Preserving Democracy: Parliamentary Scrutiny of EU Security and Defence 
Policy, Royal United Service Institute, NewsBrief, Vol. 30, No. 3, May 2010, available at:
http://www.assembly-weu.org/en/presse/articles/2010/Walter_RUSI_M2010.
pdf?PHPSESSID=f3137d60. 
28 See, for example, the motion on the creation of an interparliamentary conference on 
foreign policy, security and defence approved by the Italian Parliament in September 2010. 
Camera dei Deputati, Seduta n. 368 di mercoledì 15 settembre 2010, Mozione Cicchitto, 
Franceschini, Reguzzoni, Casini, Bocchino, Casini, Bocchino, Donadi ed altri. N. 1-00423 concer-
nente iniziative per l’istituzione di una Conferenza interparlamentare per la politica estera, di 
difesa e sicurezza europea, available at: http://www.camera.it/417?idSeduta=368&resoconto=
allegato_a.mozioni.02&param=sed0368.allegato_a.mozioni. 
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Concluding Remarks and Policy Recommendations

This study has shown that, even though the areas of European security and 
defence have a number of distinguishing features, they are affected by the 
problem of the so-called “democratic deficit”. Putting adequate mechani-
sms in place to ensure the democratic legitimacy and accountability of the 
CSDP is therefore of paramount importance. 
Legally, it is still a competence of the national parliaments to approve the 
financing of CSDP and the deployment of national troops for its missions. 
At the same time, the democratic legitimacy and accountability of the 
CSDP is an EU-wide issue, which cannot be limited to the national level. 
Indeed, national troops serve in EU missions under the EU hat, making it 
important for the European Parliament to increase its power of scrutiny 
over CSDP. This is even more true since the entry into force of the Lisbon 
Treaty, which created new institutions in the CSFP-CSDP domain, notably 
the HR/VP and the EEAS. These may not be supranational bodies, but they 
cannot be regarded as intergovernmental bodies either. It is necessary, the-
refore, for democratic legitimacy mechanisms to be enforced at the EU 
level. At the same time, national parliaments have neither a vision d’ensem-
ble as enjoyed by the EP nor adequate access to information. Not to men-
tion the fact that too many differences exist between the powers and 
resources that they possess. In fact, national legislation and practices regar-
ding the control of CSDP, including the authorisation to deploy troops as 
part of EU missions, widely differ among member countries. This is a major 
- and ultimately insurmountable - obstacle that prevents national parlia-
ments from exercising effective scrutiny over CSDP.  
Finally, the termination of the WEU-ESDA poses the problem of how to 
continue interparliamentary cooperation on the question of CSDP accounta-
bility.
To achieve these objectives, the following measures should be taken:
-  While it would be extremely difficult to overcome political, institutional 

and cultural differences among Member States, it is important for best 
practices to be made widely known. In addition, those Member States that 
do not have mechanisms in place to provide for the scrutiny of security 
and defence policies should make an effort to improve the situation.

-  In view of the future termination of the WEU-ESDA, no new interparlia-
mentary body needs to be set up. Rather, existing fora for interparliamen-
tary cooperation, such as COSAC and COFACC, could be strengthened. 
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It is important that representatives of national parliaments meet regularly 
with MEPs, in order to ensure a proper exchange of views and practices 
on defence issues between the European and the national levels.

-  The provisions contained in the HR/VP’s Declaration on political 
accountability should be fully implemented. The period between the 
Lisbon Treaty entering into force and the EEAS being fully established is 
a decisive one, since it is a time when practices and precedents are esta-
blished. It is therefore important that the measures noted in the docu-
ment be given full effect.

-  A working – and effective – relationship must be established between the 
HR/VP and the EP, so that the latter is duly informed, in accordance with 
its prerogatives, of the main aspects and basic choices of CFSP/CSDP, 
including missions.

-  Access to confidential CSDP documents should be extended to a larger 
number of MEPs to avoid discrimination among them and, most impor-
tant, to enable them to exercise their prerogatives in a more informed 
and effective manner. In particular, MEPs who act as rapporteurs on 
topics regarding CSDP should be given access to these documents, once 
they are security-cleared.

-  The Sub-Committee on Security and Defence (SEDE), currently establi-
shed within the AFET Committee of the EP, has played an important role, 
although there is the need to establish a more functional division of labour 
between the AFET Committee and the SEDE Sub-Committee, also in 
order to avoid damaging institutional turf wars. Some think that a bolder 
move would be to transform the SEDE into a fully-fledged EP Committee 
with adequate resources and staff. Such measure, which, they argue, would 
contribute significantly to enhancing parliamentary scrutiny over CSDP, 
can be enacted at mid-legislature or at the start of the next legislature. 
However, some others oppose this move, arguing that security and defence 
topics should not be decoupled from broader foreign policy topics.

-  An adequate communication effort should be made by MEPs and MPs 
participating in these meetings to inform the wider public of the goals and 
instruments of the CSDP. The best way to ensure democratic legitimacy 
and accountability for CSDP is to establish forms of political control by 
parliamentary bodies over the executives. However, this should be 
matched with a parallel effort by parliamentarians, at both the national 
and the EU levels, to reach out to citizens.
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WHAT MODEL FOR EU CRISIS 
MANAGEMENT? REALITIES AND 
PROSPECTS IN THE POST-LISBON 
ERA

Ettore Greco, Nicoletta Pirozzi and Stefano Silvestri

1. EU Crisis Management Today

Over the last decade, the European Union (EU) has shown a growing acti-
vism in dealing with both regional and global security challenges. The esta-
blishment and subsequent expansion of the European Security and Defence 
Policy (ESDP), now called Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), 
has enabled the Union to acquire new operational and institutional instru-
ments for crisis management. The EU is inspired by a comprehensive con-
cept of security. This includes not only crisis management, but also conflict 
prevention and post-conflict reconstruction as well as a wide range of mili-
tary and civilian activities such as traditional peacekeeping, policing, deve-
lopment aid and institution-building. The European Security Strategy 
adopted in December 2003 confirmed this approach, which has also been 
reinforced by new provisions contained in the Lisbon Treaty. 
As underlined in the previous chapters, the EU’s actorness in security and 
defence has acquired an increasingly high profile, thanks to a series of 
important steps in terms of capability development, operational experience, 
institutional set-up and policy elaboration. This evolution has interested 
both the military and the civilian fields, leading to the gradual emergence 
of an integrated civilian-military approach.
However, the European architecture for crisis management and its opera-
tional capabilities still present several shortcomings and fall short of the 
ambitious goals declared in various official documents. Moreover, the EU’s 
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foreign and security policy suffers from a lack of coherence – both internal-
ly and with other external actions such as development cooperation or 
trade – and from a deficit of democratic accountability. 
The aim of this chapter is to summarise the strengths and weaknesses of the 
EU security and defence system as outlined in the other parts of this study, 
and to offer a set of policy recommendations for its further development. 

1.1 The Military Goes European 

The economic crisis may provide a strong incentive for the Europeanisation 
of defence structures and capabilities. Indeed, a number of Member States 
are considering with renewed interest the possibility of cooperating and 
pooling resources at the EU level in the defence sector. 
Moreover, EU countries now have at their disposal a number of new struc-
tures, instruments and mechanisms, established both within and outside the 
framework of the Lisbon Treaty. Those willing and able to advance quickly 
in the development of defence capability can set up a Permanent Structured 
Cooperation to make a coordinated use of and expand their national capa-
cities.
The European Defence Agency established in 2004 has the potential to 
become a valuable instrument to promote and combine initiatives in 
various fields, including equipment and logistics. The Battlegroups – highly 
trained, battalion-size formations available on call to be deployed within 15 
days notice and sustainable for at least one month – offer a tool for regular 
and intense military cooperation between member States. This allows the 
Union to intervene in remote and volatile crisis scenarios, possibly in pre-
paration of a larger EU or United Nations mission. 
However, current budget cuts could also hamper the participation of 
Member States in EU security and defence activities and lead them to pre-
fer other forms of cooperation – bilaterally or in other frameworks such as 
NATO. This tendency is favoured by the current budgetary system for the 
financing of EU military operations, whereby only 10% of costs are covered 
by a common mechanism – the so called Athena mechanism – and the rest 
is paid by contributing countries. The sharing of risks and costs is therefore 
unequally distributed, to the detriment of bigger States. This is one of the 
reasons why both Permanent Structured Cooperation and Battlegroups 
have so far existed only on paper and the EU has often failed to show its 
flag and make its contribution in a number of conflict theatres. 
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1.2 The EU as a Civilian Power

The civilian sector has gained increasing importance in the EU’s crisis 
management doctrine and practice. It is the sector in which the EU offers 
a clear advantage compared with other security actors. Indeed, most EU 
operations are today of a civilian nature. Since 2003, the EU has deployed 
17 civilian (or civilian-military) missions out of 25 CSDP operations, nine 
of which are still ongoing in such diverse regions as the Balkans, the Middle 
East, Africa, the South Caucasus and Central Asia. 
In terms of capability development, the past ten years of civilian CSDP 
have been characterized by significant achievements. In particular, the ela-
boration of future intervention scenarios under the two Headline Goals, 
2008 and 2010, has enabled the EU to assess the size, type and duration of 
the civilian responses that might be required. New expertise has been iden-
tified accordingly.
The need to intervene in situations of failing State institutions has led to a 
growing number of multifunctional missions, including policing, the esta-
blishment of the rule of law, and justice system reform/rehabilitation. These 
missions often entail a combination of more traditional tasks such as men-
toring, monitoring and advising with executive functions (as in the case of 
EULEX in Kosovo).
However, the effort to ensure a presence on the ground has not always been 
coupled with adequate attention to the qualitative aspects of that presence. 
In general, EU civilian crisis management capabilities remain critically 
underdeveloped, especially in comparison with their military counterparts, 
and the sector as a whole needs a higher degree of specialization. More 
specifically, rapid deployment capability, the sustainability of missions on 
the ground and the quality of civilian personnel remain the main critical 
aspects that the EU should address.

1.3 Towards Civilian-Military Coordination 

In an effort to implement its “comprehensive approach to security”, the EU 
has progressively developed its own concepts of civilian-military cooperation 
(CIMIC) and civilian-military coordination (CMCO). New structures have 
been put in place, including a fully operational Operations Centre of the Civ-
Mil Cell and a Crisis Management and Planning Directorate (CMPD). 
Nevertheless, the EU still lacks a comprehensive civilian-military structure 

107



104

Ettore Greco, Nicoletta Pirozzi and Stefano Silvestri

for the planning and conduct of CSDP operations. In fact, such activities as 
intelligence gathering, early warning, conflict analysis and prevention are not 
effectively integrated into the decision-making process for crisis manage-
ment. The new European External Action Service (EEAS) incorporates most 
of the instruments needed to conduct such activities, but there remains the 
risk of internal overlapping, competition and fragmentation. On the opera-
tional side, civilian-military cooperation is still hampered by different chains 
of command and budgetary procedures. While civilian missions are directly 
financed through the collective CFSP-budget, military missions abide by the 
“costs lie where they fall” principle, with only a small proportion (common 
expenditures) funded through the Athena mechanism.

1.4 The New European Diplomatic Service 

The EEAS is one of the main innovations introduced by the Lisbon Treaty. 
It will consist of a diplomatic corps of about 1,200 personnel (in the first 
phase of implementation) with the task of assisting the new High 
Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, Catherine Ashton, in 
fulfilling her mandate.1 The goal is to ensure greater coherence in the 
Union’s external action (from security to development to trade) and with 
other EU policies. The Service is called to cooperate with other bodies – the 
General Secretariat of the Council, the services of the Commission, as well 
as with the diplomatic services of the Member States – to increase the 
Union’s visibility and effectiveness on the world stage. Integrating represen-
tatives of the Commission, the Council and the Member States in the 
Service is a big challenge. More generally, the intergovernmental drive is not 
easy to reconcile with EU instances in Brussels.
Nevertheless, the EEAS has the potential to become a key element of a 
more unified and transparent foreign policy system. The new EU diplomats 
(coming from different institutions and policy areas) will work together on 
policy formulation and implementation, and fulfil an important communi-
cation role in explaining EU choices to the broad public, the media and 
third countries throughout the world. Representatives of the EU Member 

1 Article 18 TEU tasks the High Representative with conducting the Union’s Common 
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), chairing the Foreign Affairs Council, fulfilling within the 
Commission the responsibilities incumbent on it in external relations and for coordinating 
other aspects of the Union’s external relations, and supporting and facilitating cooperation 
between the Council and Commission in order to ensure consistency between the different 
areas of external action.
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States will make up at least one third of the EEAS, while a number of 
national Ambassadors will be appointed Heads of EU Delegations and 
become EU Special Representatives. This significant involvement will also 
facilitate the emergence of a greater sense of ownership of European 
foreign and security policy and contribute to expanding multilateral activi-
ties conducted by Member States through the EU.

1.5 The Search for Greater Legitimacy

The above-mentioned developments in security and defence matters call 
for a new institutional balance, and above all for a greater role for parlia-
mentary bodies at both the national and European levels. Foreign and secu-
rity policies have traditionally been characterised by a low degree of tran-
sparency and public scrutiny. Indeed, national governments seek to retain 
strict control over these policy sectors, which they view as their special 
prerogatives as they require confidentiality and rapid decision-making. 
The Union’s growing activism in crisis management has made democratic 
accountability of CSDP an issue of primary importance. The inadequate 
parliamentary control over the mounting number of decisions adopted and 
missions undertaken by the EU in the last decade has created a democratic 
deficit and highlighted the scarce legitimacy of CSDP. The progressive 
Europeanisation of the security and defence sector and the proliferation of 
multilateral missions (civilian, military and civilian-military) have posed the 
question of a greater role for national parliaments and, above all, for the 
European Parliament (EP) – the only EU institution whose members are 
directly elected by the citizens.
The EP and national parliaments should have the opportunity to be infor-
med of and to evaluate and express their views on the deployment of mili-
tary troops or the decision to engage in Permanent Structured Cooperation 
in the defence sector. The Lisbon Treaty introduces some important inno-
vations in this respect, opening new opportunities for parliamentary over-
sight of EU foreign, security and defence activities. Nevertheless, the need 
remains for a greater involvement of parliamentary bodies in the CSDP 
decision-making process. 
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2. Policy Guidelines for a Stronger EU Role in Crisis Management

Twelve years after the establishment of the EU security and defence policy, 
seven years since the deployment of the first EU missions in the field and 
the elaboration of a European Security Strategy, and one year from the 
entry into force of the long-awaited Lisbon Treaty, it is time to take stock 
of past experiences and look at future scenarios for the EU. The analysis 
conducted in the previous chapters allows us to identify some policy gui-
delines for future EU engagement in crisis management. These are set out 
below.

2.1 Forging a Comprehensive Security Strategy 

Security aspects cannot be the only parameters for action in conflict scena-
rios. Rebuilding failing states and stabilising peace require a broad range of 
instruments, including capacity-building initiatives, development coopera-
tion, human rights promotion, trade agreements etc. The EU should make 
full use of the innovations of the Lisbon Treaty, primarily the creation of 
the new High Representative role and the External Action Service, to 
design a more unified foreign and security policy system. 
The political dimension of CSDP missions has often been overlooked. In many 
instances they have not been part of a coherent foreign policy strategy and have 
remained disconnected from the broader peacebuilding framework. The effec-
tiveness of the Union’s approach to security is undeniably compromised by the 
lack of a unitary stance among Member States on foreign policy priorities and 
by the tendency to adopt low-key, often minimum-common-denominator 
approaches in the absence of a shared vision. EULEX Kosovo, confronted with 
the unresolved status issue, and EUMM Georgia, damaged by the vagaries of 
EU national governments towards Russia and the Eastern Neighbourhood, are 
telling cases. As clearly stated in the EU Treaties, CSDP is meant to be develo-
ped in the framework and as an integral part of CFSP. Institutional and opera-
tional capabilities cannot replace the political dimension in enabling the EU to 
exercise its leadership as an international security actor. 

2.2 Matching Capabilities with Strategic Aims 

To that end, the EU should draw up a European White Paper on defence, 
security, crisis management and humanitarian missions. Such a document 
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would deal with both civilian and military operations and capabilities from 
a single, integrated perspective. The EU’s peculiarity (and comparative 
advantage) lies in its civilian-military nature. Any plan to improve its effec-
tiveness in crisis management should, therefore, start from this crucial ele-
ment. A White Paper would require a strategic review of all security poli-
cies conducted by both the Commission and the Council, as well as of 
missions carried out by EU Member States. It would have three main pur-
poses: to spell out the EU’s strategic aims, to identify the existing capabili-
ties and shortcomings, and to design the measures to cope with them. 
Finally, it should help identify and clarify the necessary administrative and 
political linkages between the CFSP machinery and the other EU institu-
tions, the lines of command and communication, and the financing mecha-
nisms.

2.3 Enhancing Cooperation and the Integration of Military Forces 

The idea of establishing a fully-fledged European Army, reviving the old 
programme of the European Defence Community (abandoned since 1954), 
is not – at the moment – on the cards. Reviving such a debate now would 
hardly contribute to the development of CSDP. We suggest, instead, con-
centrating on more limited initiatives aimed at better organizing the neces-
sary cooperation in the field of defence, increasing the efficiency of the 
expenditures involved and improving European operational capabilities. 
This is not an easy task: it involves a number of complex decisions requiring 
a broad consensus among the major EU Member States, something that 
cannot be taken for granted. 
At the same time, the increasing pressure to cut State budgets has a strong 
negative impact on the coherence and sustainability of national armed for-
ces as well as on international aid and the financing of international mis-
sions. Intensified defence integration through innovative mechanisms is 
rightly perceived by many governments as a matter of necessity, not of 
choice. Enhanced cooperation and integration of forces and planning can 
reduce costs and make it possible to develop capabilities to meet a wide 
spectrum of operational requirements. 

The measures suggested in this report include: 
1) establishing a formal process to evaluate and take stock of the experien-
ce on the ground; 
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2) setting-up an effective planning and command body (an EU Headquarters); 
3) undertaking common procurement programs (possibly through the 
EDA); 
4) creating a system to pool a number of “enabling” resources on a perma-
nent basis (i.e. using the new Permanent Structured Cooperation); 
5) establishing more effective funding mechanisms for EU missions (by 
revising, inter alia, the Athena mechanism).

2.4 Making the EU a Credible Civilian Actor 

The constant evolution – in numbers and nature – of civilian crisis manage-
ment has posed a number of challenges for the EU. On the basis of the 
experience gained through the deployment of 17 civilian missions in the 
past few years, it is possible to sketch out some preliminary lessons learned 
and best practices developed. First of all, EU civilian crisis management 
requires structures that are able to give missions the necessary support, 
particularly as regards administrative and financial matters, logistics, and 
human resources management. Civilian capabilities need to be constantly 
developed through improved training and recruitment mechanisms, both at 
the national and EU levels, to ensure a progressive professionalisation of 
recruited personnel. There is also the need for greater coherence between 
CSDP missions and other EU instruments, as well as deeper cooperation 
with other players – most notably other international organisations, partner 
states and civil society organisations. Finally, capabilities in the field need to 
be subjected to regular assessments and reviews to see whether they corre-
spond to both the mandate of missions and the evolving security context in 
theatre. 
Civilian crisis management capabilities could also be enhanced by streng-
thening the engagement of the EU and its Member States in multilateral 
initiatives such as the Justice Rapid Response (JRR), whose participants 
include 48 States, of which 15 are EU members, and a number of interna-
tional organizations, with the European Commission representing the EU.  
As a multilateral facility with rapid deployment capacities, JRR makes it 
possible for the international community to provide much needed support 
for compliance with and the effective enforcement of international crimi-
nal justice, thus helping to make justice an integral and constructive part of 
conflict resolution and post-conflict peacebuilding. By increasing its sup-
port for and engagement in JRR, the EU could significantly enhance its 
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early response capabilities, thereby strengthening its crisis management 
capabilities as a whole.

2.5 Developing Integrated Civilian-Military Capabilities 

Collective efforts and integrated capabilities are the only effective ways for 
the EU to ensure the security of European citizens and fulfil its commit-
ment to promote international stability and peace. While the instruments 
introduced by the Lisbon Treaty should be fully implemented, EU Member 
States should embark on a frank assessment of their national capacities, 
which should be then translated into an analysis of common problems and 
the definition of shared aims. This could be done by drawing up an integra-
ted Civilian-Military Headline Goal for 2020, which would define realistic 
scenarios and identify capability requirements at the EU level. 
Concepts and capabilities should be accompanied by an institutional ratio-
nalisation of current structures with a view to creating an integrated EU 
Headquarters in Brussels. This should be capable of coordinating existing 
civilian and military bodies for the planning and conduct of EU missions. If 
the EU made full use of existing institutions such as CMPD, CPCC and 
EUMS, and established a new, integrated staff and operational headquarters 
for civilian-military planning, this would enhance its comparative advanta-
ge. It would facilitate the management of complex stabilization and state-
building operations, as well as other kinds of mission. In addition, there is 
the need to launch new initiatives, such as a European security academy, to 
provide joint training for civilian and military staff at the European level so 
as to enable them to work together effectively in theatre.

2.6 Ensuring Democratic Accountability 

Reaching out to European citizens and ensuring their involvement in EU 
decision-making is one of the greatest challenges for the Union. The disaf-
fection of European voters towards the institutions in Brussels was clearly 
shown by the rejection of new EU Treaties in successive referenda in vari-
ous Member States, before the final adoption of the Lisbon Treaty in 2009, 
as well as by the low turnout in the latest European Parliament elections. 
The need to engage the people of Europe is even more evident when secu-
rity and defence matters are at stake. This is especially true if the EU 
decides to authorise military deployments in hot spots and/or remote areas 
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and Member States are called to contribute with national contingents. The 
main responsibility for winning the hearts and minds of EU citizens rests 
on their elected representatives, both in the capitals and in Brussels. 
Therefore, national and European parliamentarians should redouble their 
efforts to keep abreast of EU decisions in security and defence issues, exer-
cise effective control over the executive bodies, clearly explain European 
policies to the broad public and take into due account the needs and expec-
tations of their voters. 
The political control and accountability of European capabilities and 
actions have become a very important question. At the institutional level, 
innovations such as the new information and consultation channels betwe-
en the High Representative and the European Parliament, the wider access 
to confidential CSDP documents by MEPs, and the increasing role of the 
EP Sub-Committee on Security and Defence should be fully exploited and 
further enhanced. In particular, we suggest that inter-parliamentary coope-
ration between the European Parliament, national Parliaments and/or other 
existing parliamentary constituencies should be reinforced. 
In particular, an upgraded EP Committee on Security and Defence (with 
an autonomous status with respect to the Foreign Affairs Committee) 
could establish a more effective working relationship with analogous com-
mittees at the national level. The objection that security and defence topics 
should not be decoupled from broader foreign policy issues underestimates 
the importance and complexity of defence and security matters, as well as 
their specificity. 

3. Eight Final Proposals

The preceding analysis has highlighted the opportunities offered by the 
Lisbon Treaty to enhance the EU’s role in crisis management, but also the 
risk that its main innovations are implemented only partially or inadequa-
tely due to political resistance, growing budgetary constraints and technical 
difficulties. Therefore, finding the most appropriate ways and means to 
implement the new instruments and mechanisms aimed at closer integra-
tion among Member States is key to creating the conditions for a more 
effective EU action in crisis management. This requires a creative and far-
sighted approach aimed at overcoming the structural obstacles that prevent 
the Union from establishing itself as a credible civilian-military actor on the 
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international scene. To that end, this study contains a set of concrete policy 
proposals. We suggest that the EU and its Member States concentrate, in 
particular, on the following:

- drawing up a European White Paper on Defence to spell out, in a com-
prehensive and systematic way, the needed crisis management capabilities 
- both military and civilian - and a roadmap to acquire them;

- elaborating an integrated Civilian-Military Headline Goal for 2020 to 
reinforce capability generation mechanisms and overcome the dichotomy 
between their civilian and military components; 

- launching new initiatives to increase pooling and sharing of resources with 
a focus on logistics, including the creation of common logistical warehouses;

- setting up an integrated EU Headquarters in Brussels capable of coordi-
nating existing civilian and military bodies for the planning and conduct of 
EU missions;

- increasing the EU’s support for and engagement in multilateral endea-
vours for crisis management based on the principles of international law, 
such as the Justice Rapid Response (JRR) initiative aimed at enforcing 
international criminal justice;

- introducing new funding mechanisms for EU missions to increase the 
share of expenditures paid for through collective funds in view of ensuring 
a fairer distribution of costs and promoting greater solidarity among 
Member States;

- transforming the current Sub-Committee on Security and Defence of the 
European Parliament into a fully-fledged EP Committee on Security and 
Defence as a way of increasing the EP’s capacity to oversee the EU’s crisis 
management action in cooperation with national parliaments;

- creating a European security academy to provide joint training for civi-
lian and military staff, with the goal, in particular, of enabling them to work 
together in theatre.
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Editorial
Sehr geehrte Leserinnen und Leser,

ein spannendes erstes Halbjahr 2011 ist vorüber. Die politischen Veränderungen
und Demokratisierungsbewegungen zahlreicher Länder Nordafrikas und des nahen
Ostens verändern auch das Sicherheitsgefüge der gesamten Region und darüber hin-
aus. Die Situation ist weiterhin in Bewegung, doch bereits jetzt ist absehbar, dass sie
sich nachhaltig auf die Sicherheitsinteressen Deutschlands, der EU und der NATO
auswirken wird. Daher versprechen die kommenden Monate ebenso spannend zu
werden wie die vergangenen.

Das Projekt BIPS hat sich über die Jahre stetig fortentwickelt und erreicht ein
wachsendes internationales Publikum. Dies wird die letzte Ausgabe sein, die ich
als Chefredakteur begleite. Leider fehlt mir als Leiter der Research Division des
NATO Defense College in Rom die Zeit, meiner Rolle als Chefredakteur in gewohn-
ter Weise und gemäß meines Anspruchs an mich selbst gerecht zu werden. Eine
Nachfolgeregelung ist noch nicht gefunden. Ich habe das Engagement des Bonner
sicherheitspolitischen Nachwuchses immer mit viel Freude begleitet und wünsche
der Redaktion und meinem Nachfolger respektive meiner Nachfolgerin viel Erfolg
und viele eingereichte Artikel!

Der Redaktionsschluss für Artikel in der nächsten Ausgabe der BIPS ist der 15.
Dezember 2011, für Kommentare und Rezensionen der 10. Januar 2012. Bitte be-
achten Sie auch den, in deutscher und englischer Sprache vorliegenden, Call for
Papers (CfP) und die Autorenhinweise auf unserer Homepage. Die Redaktion freut
sich auf Ihre Einsendungen!

Darüber hinaus freuen wir uns jederzeit über Ihre Meinung, Kritik, Ideen und An-
regungen; schreiben Sie uns an bips@agips.org .

Im Namen der gesamten Redaktion wünsche ich Ihnen anregendes Lesevergnügen!

Karl-Heinz Kamp
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Philipp Müller∗

Driving Forces behind Alliance
Building in the Middle East

Introduction
Due to the natural lack of strategic leadership of international politics and the
imminent chaos emerging out of it, states have ever worried about how to make in-
ternational relations as peaceful as possible. Over time, diplomacy and international
law have emerged as two of many possible tools of how to install a reliable structural
organization of world politics.1 Even though it is very complicated to assess which
of the different tools have been the most successful ones – partly due to the fact
that they are hardly ever used exclusively on their own but in concert with other
instruments – empirical observations reveal that a certain behavioural method to
ensure international stability has been practiced for a long time: strategic alliances
between two or more states.2

The Middle East is a region where alliance-politics have ever played an important
role in states’ actions and alliance-building as a means of traditional power politics
has long been a key element of Arab foreign and security policy. That holds true
for alliances set up between Middle Eastern states and outside powers like the US
or the USSR during Cold War times where different states have aligned with one or
the other side in order to increase chances to maximize their own interests. More-
over, this specific foreign and security policy behaviour is obvious in the regional
environment as well where Arab states have sought to build strategic alliances with
states in their immediate or indirect neighbourhood.

In the following alliance-formation in the Middle East since the US-led invasion
of Iraq in 2003 is addressed. In light of prominent case studies the driving forces

∗ Philipp Müller is an M.A. candidate in Middle East Studies at the University of Exeter and a recent
alumnus of The Gulf Exchange Programme. He holds a scholarship with the Konrad-Adenauer-
Foundation.
The author would like to thank Prof. Gerd Nonneman and Richard Booth for their comments on
an earlier version of this article.

1 These two examples are taken from Hedley Bull who also sees war, great powers and the balance
of power politics as meaningful tools to make international relations more organized.
See BULL, H., The Anarchical Society – A Study of Order in World Politics. (Columbia University
Press: 1977).

2 Modelski considers alliances a key term in international politics and the famous realist Hans Mor-
genthau regards alliances as an inevitable tool to make the balance of power in a mulit-state system
functioning. See Modelski, G. (1963).The Study of Alliances: A Review, Journal of Conflict Reso-
lution Policy, 7(4).
MORGENTHAU, H. (1959). Alliances in Theory and Practice, in ARNOLD, W. (ed.), Alliance
Policy and the Cold War, (Baltimore: 1959).
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behind the decision to form an alliance are examined.

In this essay, an alliance/alignment is regarded in accordance with Stephen M.
Walt’s definition of 2009 as a “formal (or informal) commitment for security co-
operation between two or more states”, a way of cooperation through which each
alliance member seeks to improve its power, security, and/or influence.3

Driving forces are interesting to be looked at as substantial research about how
alliances originate and what particular driving forces lay at the heart of states’
alignment considerations, is still lacking4. The reasons that make the time since the
US-led invasion of Iraq in 2003 a period worthwhile to assess are twofold: firstly, the
Gulf traditional power triangle consisting of Saudi Arabia, Iran and Iraq was erased
and the former player Iraq was replaced by an artificial outside actor, namely the
USA, which deployed huge amounts of troops on Arab soil for the very first time
on a temporary longer basis.5 Secondly, the military intervention in Iraq changed
the religious balance of power as it led to a “sea change”6 between Sunnis and
Shia. Consequently the Iraq war in 2003 changed both the religious-ideational and
the military-material balance of power in the fragile state system of the Middle East.

As Masala stresses correctly, the examination of alliances must go hand in hand
with the discussion of more general theories of international relations whose respec-
tive scholars differ in their explanations on why alliances are formed.7 Therefore, in
the first section, two contradicting views on what drives the formation of alliances
in the Middle East states system are discussed. Stephen Walt, a prominent agent
of the neorealist school of thought, has chosen Middle Eastern states’ behaviour to
approach a general theory of the origins of alliances. Directly referring to Walt’s
famous book “The Origins of Alliances”, Michael Barnett, an advocate of the con-
structivist school of thought, has challenged Walt’s findings in the most concise way
and simultaneously offered a counter-argument. Given both authors’ findings about
how states choose with whom to ally, at the end of this section, selected hypotheses
of how Middle Eastern states may have acted in terms of alliance politics following
the Iraq invasion will be drawn.

The second section deals with different case studies of alliances that were formed in
the aftermath of the Iraq invasion between Middle Eastern states. The motives that
led states to ally with others will be identified and subsequently it will be compared
with the author’s findings, Walt’s or Barnett’s or even both of them, and tried to
worked out as to which of them are better suited for explaining Middle Eastern
states alliance patterns.

3 WALT, S. M. (2009). Alliances in a Unipolar World, World Politics, 61(1), p.86.
4 MASALA. p. 382.
5 FÜRTIG, H. (2008). The mechanisms of Power-Balancing in the Persian Gulf: Internal Factors –
External Challenges, in Kaim, M. (ed.). Great Powers and Regional Orders – The United States
and the Persian Gulf, US foreign policy and conflict in the Islamic World, (Asghate: 2008). pp.
121-142.

6 ROY, O. (2008). The Politics of Chaos in the Middle East, translated by Ros Schwartz, (Columbia
University Press: 2008). p. 110.

7 The different schools of thought not only see different motives for alliance formation but also do
not agree why alliances endure, how they function and why they dissolve. MASALA. p. 382.
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Stephen M. Walt: Threats beat power and balancing
is more likely than bandwagoning
Stephen M. Walt, Robert and Renée Belfer professor of international relations at
Harvard University, has provided a famous attempt to create a fundamental theory
of alliance formation when he published his book The Origins of Alliances in 1987.8
The central question Walt’s tries to answer is how states do choose their friends
in the international arena. In particular, he aims to figure out how states respond
to threats, whether states with similar internal characteristics are more likely to
ally than states whose domestic orders are different, and whether certain policy
instruments such as offering military or economic aid can influence states in their
alignment behaviour. The case studies to prove these hypotheses he took from the
Middle East region.9 Truly, Walt has put considerable effort into his research with
bilateral or multilateral alliance commitments being counted thirty-six times and
involving eighty-six decisions by national states.10
Walt concludes firstly that the most correctly-proved hypothesis is that of states

choosing allies in order to balance against the most serious threat. Balancing, which
is defined as allying with others against the prevailing threat,11 is observed as far
more common than bandwagoning, a way of acting that refers to aligning with the
source of danger.12 Walt has thus modified the neorealist assumptions of balance-of-
power theory by saying that it is not power but threats that states ally against. He
concludes that actors do not have to have the power capabilities but need at least
to be perceived as threatening other states’ interests in order to provoke alliances
against them.13 Hence he proposes the balance of threat theory as a better alterna-
tive to the traditional balance of power theory as it can better explain why states
in the Middle East form alliances; threats which are the product of several different
sources (aggregate power, geographical proximity, offensive capability and offensive
intentions) perceived in their immediate environment made Middle Eastern states
enter into alliances rather than shifts in the regional or global balance of power.14

The second conclusion important to mention in this context is that ideology is less
powerful than balancing as a motive for alignment.15 Many apparently ideological
alliances are interpreted by Walt as a form of balancing behaviour. His findings
show that the importance of ideological distinctions declined as the level of threat
increased and that ideological solidarity was most powerful when security was high
or when ideological factors and security considerations reinforced each other.

In short, Walt argues that states are inclined to balance rather than to bandwagon

8 WALT, S. M (1987). The Origins of Alliances, (Cornell University Press: 2008).
9 Ibid. p. 11.
10 Ibid.
11 In this respect Walt refers to Kennetz Waltz who introduced the terms in his famous book in 1979.
See WALTZ, K. N. (1979). Theory of International Politics (Reading, Mass,: Addison-Wesley). pp.
126-7.

12 Ibid.
13WALT. (1987). pp. 21-28.
14WALT. (1987). p. 264.
15 Ibid. p. 5.
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and that ideology has played an “important but ultimately limited role”16 in al-
liance formation. Lastly, Walt summarizes that foreign aid and political as well as
economic penetration do play little roles in causing alliance choices by itself but may
be supportive to existing interests in case of converging nations’ interests.1718

Having given a short overview about which aspects Walt’s findings and assump-
tions the floor is now given to Michael Barnett’s thesis. He has not consequently
only complained about the potential failures of Walt’s book but developed a notable
and logical counter-view to Walt.

Michael N. Barnett: It’s identity, stupid!
Michael N. Barnett, professor of International Affairs and Political Science at the
George Washington University, has aimed to offer an alternative understanding of al-
liance building procedures by linking identity politics to strategic foreign behaviour.
In response to Walt’s book, he has accessed the motives behind alliance formation
from a constructivist point of view and argues that it is state identity that plays
an eminent role in identifying and constructing threats and thus in choosing al-
liance partners.19 In contrast to the logic of anarchy, pro-argued by (neo)realists,
politics of identity tend to give better explanations which actors are seen as a po-
tential or immediate threat to a state’s security. According to him, empirical studies
suggest the great impact of identity rather than anarchy in alliance formation forces.

Welcoming Walt’s theoretical innovation towards the view that states balance not
against power but against threats, Barnett thinks that Walt’s observations and
findings can be seen as opposing neorealist assumptions. Rather, they gather strong
support for ideational factors driving inter-Arab politics and alliance formation.20

The ideational factor pan-Arabism has posed a severe threat to Arab governments,
as it challenged their legitimacy, sovereignty, and internal stability and therefore
represented a threat to Arab states’ domestic and international existence that was
not to be neglected, as Barnett stresses.21 An evidence delivering example for that
is seen by Barnett in the Syrian-Egyptian unification in 1958; surrounding states
did not fear the aggregate military power of the newly founded two-state republic
but felt threatened as Syria and Egypt successfully used pan-Arabism ideas for their

16 Ibid. p. 203.
17Keohane responded that a balance of threat theory requires so much information – about per-
ceptions and objective facts respectively – that constrains the theoretical power of its own. See
KEOHANE, R. O. (1988). Alliances, Threats, and the Use of Neorealism – Book Review: The
Origins of Alliances by Stephen M. Walt, International Security, 13(1), p. 171.

18To Gregory F. Gause, Walt’s book misses the clarification of the process by which states identify
the four elements of threats; he has answered to that deficit by means of an article in which he
tries to test how states prioritize among the potential threats they might simultaneously face when
making alliance decisions. See GAUSE, G. F. III (2003). Balancing What? Threat Perception and
Alliance Choice in the Gulf, Security Studies, Security Studies, 13(2). pp. 273-305.

19BARNETT, M. N., (1996) Identity and Alliances in the Middle East, in Katzenstein, P. J. (ed.)
The Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in World Politics (New York: 1996). p. 466.

20 Ibid., p. 403.
21 Ibid., p. 404.
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own good and obliged other states to follow their course and join the alliance.

Barnett tries to make his argument of identity as a crucial factor in shaping the
threat definition and alliance responses easier to follow when he analyses the factors
that led to the foundation of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC). According to
him, it was common identity (culture, history and similar forms of government) that
determined who was seen as a potential candidate for membership. As a consequence
of similar domestic characteristics, they shared the same definition of threats, which
was, in their case, the potential unrest of Shi’a minority groups against their Sunni
leaders. The external alignment, the GCC, was the logical result emanating from
their domestic limitations.22 Despite this example, sharing the same identity does
not necessarily lead to cooperation, as neorealist scholars tend to assume: see Bar-
nett.23

Barnett summarizes his findings reiterating that Arabism was crucial to security
relations and alliance politics between Arab states as it had big influence on the
identities, interests, and political opportunities possible to be undertaken by Arab
leaders. Identity also signals who is a security partner by nature and shows which
state(s) to balance against and which to bandwagon with.24 This, as Barnett notes,
can be shown in the case of the GCC, which formed an exclusive club encompassing
just Gulf Arab states because they were the ones who shared the same history and
political profile. In contrast, sharing the same identity needs also to be seen as a
potential source of conflict as it can lead to disputes over which norms are most ad-
equate to correctly display their common identity, in other words, which behaviour
should result from the common identity.

In more abstract words, Barnett argues that identity, and ideology likewise, is a key
element to social and political interactions. With alliance building being a prominent
tool of security policy, accordingly, ideational factors have to be examined closely
to understand why states form an alliance.

Admittedly, Barnett does not claim to argue for the irrelevance of material factors
in comparison with motives driven by ideational considerations to form an alliance.
Rather, the constructivist Barnet suggests that both are important explanatory vari-
ables in the process of alliance formation25 and admits that theoretical or empirical
evidence that would confirm the priority of one over the other is missing.26

What both authors also have in common is that they do not succeed in providing
logical statements about how Middle Eastern states prioritize among different kinds
of threats. In sum, they both fail to clarify the conditions under which ideational or
more material threats gain the upper hand in Arab leader’s decision-making proce-
dures.27

22 Ibid., p. 423.
23 Ibid. p. 447.
24 Ibid.
25BARNETT. p. 446.
26 Ibid.
27GAUSE. p. 283.
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Necessarily, Walt and Barnett had to draw their conclusions about what are the
driving forces behind alignments through examining case studies that have hap-
pened in the past. In order to find out if both authors’ findings still hold true for
the present, it appears to be adequate to formulate hypothesis out of their findings.
To induce useful hypotheses from both authors’ conclusions that might explain the
alliances formed since the Iraq invasion in 2003 a short overview about the funda-
mental cut in regional politics that was caused by the intervention is given.

The Iraq invasion 2003: a milestone in Middle East
history
The invasion of Saddam Hussein’s Iraq in 2003 lead by the USA and with a coali-
tion of states joining the military intervention demonstrates a deep shift in regional
politics. The quick military victory that followed and the resulting occupation have
had severe impacts on the fragile regional system of the Middle East:

First and foremost, the traditional power triangle in the Middle East for the last
20 years has been changed by the US-led invasion. Iraq, Iran and Saudi Arabia
had developed a proven method of upholding the fragile triangular system. If one
of these states gained too much influence, the other two tried to compensate that
changed situation.28 Now, as Iraq has been politically and militarily erased, this
balance of power system came into dysfunction. Sunni-dominated Iraq, which was
strong enough and motivated enough to balance Shiite Iran, does not play a crucial
role anymore, at least not as a nation-state that acts homogenously in its foreign-
and security policy.29 The current status represents an artificial triangle with the two
powerful states not being Arab (Iran and USA) that is possibly even hinting for a
bilateral system with the US and Saudi Arabia on the one side and Iran on the other.

Secondly, Iraq has been replaced by the US as a powerful external actor that de-
ployed thousands of military troops on the Iraqi soil. True, the US has certainly
played an important role in the Persian/Arab Gulf region ever since the first Gulf
war. Nonetheless, the vast amount of military forces that has been stationed on the
ground was definitely a new step of involvement of external actors and a mighty
instrument to influence regional dynamics. Thus, Haass’s statement to call the Iraq
invasion the beginning of the end of the era of American primacy is to be seen crit-
ically.30 At least in reference to the Middle East region, there is no doubt that in
terms of military strength, an element of primacy by itself, the US has become the
most powerful actor.31

28FÜRTIG, H. (2007). Conflict and Cooperation in the Persian Gulf: The Interregional Order and
US Policy, Middle East Journal, 61(4), p. 627

29Only recently, Stansfield has argued that, after the withdrawal of US troops form Iraq in 2010,
the country now has the chance to find its new place in the regional and international community.
See STANSFIELD, G. (2010). The reformation of Iraq’s foreign relations: new elites and enduring
legacies. International Affairs, 86(6). pp. 1395-1409.

30HAASS, R. (2006). The New Middle East, Foreign Affairs, 85(6), pp. 4.
31BAUER, M. (2010). Gulf Security: From zero-sum games to regional cooperation?, in ISPI (Insti-
tuto per gli studi di politica internationale), No. 202, Milan, 2010, p. 2.
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Lastly, invading Iraq and overthrowing the Ba’ath regime and the already installed
state structures, has not also changed the material balance of power of the Gulf
region. Moreover, the disappearance of Iraq as a regional player has also resulted
in a changing power balance of identities. Only a few months ago, the new Iraqi
government was finally composed with the Shiite Al-Maliki being elected as the
state’s prime minister. This is particularly surprising as Iraq has been ruled by a
Sunni leadership in recent decades that did not refrain from threatening and limiting
the political, social and economic rights of the Shiites. Yet, this is only the latest
occasion when Shi’i forces in Iraq have gained the upper hand. Since the invasion
in 2003 and with the removal of the suppressing leader Saddam Hussein, the Shiite
groups in Iraq have succeeded in gaining the political role previously occupied by
the Sunnis32. This is one of the reasons that lead to what Vali Nasr calls an “Shii
revival”33 throughout the whole Middle East. Be it the Hezbollah in Lebanon or
the Shii groups in some Gulf states (Bahrain, in particular); all of these groups have
gained more self-consciousness and started to assert their power more strongly. Their
belief was that if change can happen in Iraq, a country long ruled by Sunnis, then
a shift towards Shii dominated systems can occur everywhere.

In short, the US-led invasion of Iraq not only changed the regional balance of power
in the Gulf, it also affected the relationship between different identities throughout
the whole Middle Eastern region. Occupying Iraq and overthrowing the old regime
has led to an inter-state re-emergence of a significant identity-driven group; the Shia
community.

Having given an overview about the meaning of the invasion of Iraq to the Gulf
region in particular and the Middle East in general, it is now feasible to draw hy-
potheses from both authors’ findings on alliance politics since 2003.

Alliance behaviour of Iran, as the obviously clandestine winner of the Iraq war,
Saudi Arabia, the remaining element of the traditional triangle, and Syria, as an
important regional actor in the wider Middle East,34 is examined.35

Hypotheses on Saudi Arabia’s behaviour
Starting with Walt, Saudi Arabia’s alignment policy should have resulted in bal-
ancing Iran as this country was seen as the biggest threat to Saudi Arabia through
challenging its regional position.36 This is due to two reasons: in terms of Iran’s
military capabilities that have been increased massively during the 1990s and that
become more powerful with the fall of Iraq and the erosion of the traditional balance

32FÜRTIG, H., (2007). p. 634.
33NASR, V. (2006). The Shia Revival, How Conflicts within Islam Will Shape the Future, (W.W.
Norton: 2006).

34During the presidency of George W. Bush, Syria has been sidelined because it was said to support
terrorism. Under Obama, US-Syrian talks have been resumed, but without reaching considerable
progress on the Middle East peace process yet.

35These countries appear to be an adequate selection for a second another reason: with Iran being a
strongly Shiite country and Saudi Arabia a predominantly Sunni state, the question of the role of
identity within alliance building considerations can be answered more easily.

36BAUER, p. 5.
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of power triangle. Secondly, Iran must have posed a severe threat in the eyes of Saudi
Arabia because of the long history of revolutionary Iranian foreign policy.

Interestingly, Barnett’s findings predict the same results for Saudi Arabia’s alliance
policy as do Walt’s whereas the motives to pursue that policy differ. With the fall
of the Sunni Iraq, Saudi Arabia could not have relied upon the restoration of the
Sunni character of Iraq. In contrast, there must have been big fear on the Saudi side
that the neighbour state Iraq could turn into a Shii dominated country as well. This
would have meant a danger to Saudi Arabia’s identity which is marked by a strong
Sunni tradition.

Hypotheses on Syria’s behaviour
Due to President Bush’s declared agenda of democratization in the greater Middle
East region, the authoritarian-ruled Syria under Bashar Al-Assad should have seen
the US as the actor threatening its interests, like securing regime stability, to the
greatest extent.37 Hence Walt’s conclusion on Syria’s alliance politics to be expected
since 2003 would be a policy to balance US influence in the region.

Having a look through Barnett’s glasses does, in this case, not reveal a clear state-
ment of what should have happened: Syria could either balance against the Per-
sian/Shia Iran and bandwagon with the Sunni/US forces in the Middle East as it
shares some components of its identity with the Sunni actors due to a vast majority
of the Syrian population being Sunni and only the ruling regime being part of the
Alawit sect. On the other side, it could remember its other features of identity, which
is a strong antipathy against the West. It then would have seen Iran as a natural
security partner and expanded its already existing strategic ties with Iran.

Hypotheses on Iran’s behaviour
If Walt is right, then Iran should have tried to form alliances and balance against
the US as this was the actor it perceived as the most threatening. From an Iranian
point of view, the US has fulfilled several of Walt’s categories of threat: the geo-
graphic proximity seems obvious since the US-led Iraq invasion and with hundreds
of thousands of troops being deployed only a few miles away, the US also repre-
sented an aggregate power to Iran. Moreover, as regime change was an official cause
of war against Iraq, the Mullah regime in Iran must have feared aggressive inten-
tions from the US and must have tried everything to avoid becoming a second Iraq.38

On the other side, what follows from Barnett’s conclusions for the case of Iranian
foreign policy in the aftermath of the Iraq war, is a desire to build alliances against

37Nonnenman identifies domestic considerations like regime security and stability as a one of the
driving forces in Middle Eastern states’ foreign policy agendas. See NONNEMAN, G. (2005).
Analyzing the Foreign Policies of the Middle East and North Africa: A Conceptual Framework, in
NONNEMAN, G. (ed.). Analyzing Middle East Foreign Policies and the Relationship with Europe,
(Routledge: 2005). pp. 6-17.

38For a detailed account of the different sources of threat see WALT (1987). pp. 21-26.
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all states and actors that are not Persian or Shia. These two attributes are the most
important components of Iranian identity. Thus, Iran must have seen its Persian and
Shia identity threatened by the Sunni states surrounding it (e.g. Saudi Arabia) and
the US as well. Obviously, Iran is the only Persian country and that makes possible
alliance partners difficult to find. Balancing against all actors that are neither Per-
sian nor Shia, however, seems to be impossible. Yet, the second component of the
collective Iranian identity, the Shiite confession of Islam, might have been indicating
who is a security partner by nature. In short, looking for Shii groups with whom to
cooperate should have been Iran’s objective, according to Barnett’s findings.39

Saudi Arabia’s alliance policy
In the months prior to the invasion, the Saudi Arabian cooperation with Washing-
ton was on a low level40. One reason for this was public opinion in Saudi Arabia
with a vast majority of Saudi citizens strongly opposed to an US-led invasion of
any Arab country. Another one was Saudi officials’ uncertainty of events happening
after the fall of Iraq as a Sunni-led, regional power. However, this Saudi reluctance
to strengthen its alliance with the US changed immediately with the actual invasion
of Iraq. Since then, Saudi Arabia has met nearly every request made by the US in
terms of military or logistical support. In particular, allowing gradual expansion of
the US Air Force presence in Saudi Arabia41 is a clear indicator of formal security
cooperation and thus represents an ideal example of an alliance, in this case a long-
enduring alliance being levelled up.42

On the other side, massive support for Sunni insurgents in Iraq through military
and financial funding can be observed to be provided by Saudi Arabia.43 Addition-
ally to that, the Saudi government has not yet succeeded in cutting off the big
streams of Sunni radicals that cross the Saudi border to fight in Iraq against the
Shia but mainly against the US presence. Clearly, this cannot be in the interest of
the US, since a stable, democratic and peaceful Iraq has been declared the US’s
objective.

Walt’s as well as Barnett’s findings can explain Saudi Arabia’s alliance policy since
2003. The fact that Saudi Arabia did indeed strengthen its alliance with the US is
because Riyadh’s rulers perceived this alliance the best way to contain Iran’s in-
fluence in Iraq and the region, which can either be explained by Walt’s balance of
threat theory or by Barnett’s remarks on the primacy of identity within alliance

39There is full awareness that the number of hypotheses presented here cannot claim to explain
all possible alliance constellations that would potentially follow both authors’ conclusions and
occur after 2003. However, the hypotheses enumerated above follow from the most obvious of both
author’s findings, and are thus adequate to roughly demonstrate whose arguments are better suited
to explain a little excerpt of alliance formation in the Middle East since 2003.

40GAUSE, G. F. III (2007). Saudi Arabia: Iraq, Iran, the Regional Power Balance, and the Sectarian
Question, Strategic Insights, 6(2). | In the following passages on all three states, only the most
striking and obvious alliances are discussed as noting, explaining and trying to frame all strategic
relations since 2003 would certainly outrun the scope of this essay.

41 Ibid., p. 638.
42See above at p. 2.
43FÜRTIG, H. (2007). p. 639.
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building motives.

Though it is not yet a comprehensive alliance, at least not a publicly known one,
Saudi Arabia’s rapprochement with Syria is hard to be explained in terms of Bar-
nett’s theory. Syria, a strong ally with Iran for more than twenty years, evidently
does not share the same identity with Saudi Arabia. Being anti-Western and pro-
Iranian is definitely not one of Saudi Arabia’s core identity features. Walt, in con-
trast, is more able to explain this rapprochement: Saudi Arabia does not only rely on
its alliance with the US but takes on the lead itself. Forming an inner-Arab alliance
against the Persian Iran would strengthen Saudi Arabia potential to remain a leader
within the Arab region.

Syria’s alliance policy
When alliance politics are discussed in relation with Syria, its alignment with Iran
cannot be neglected even though it was not found in the aftermath of the Iraq in-
vasion. Interestingly, both countries have built a strong and enduring alliance since
the late 1970s even though they differ enormously in terms of identity: Arab versus
Persian and secular versus theocratic.44 The strategic alliance had seen good and
rather difficult times. In the late 1990s, Iran was only a half-hearted ally of Syria
while Syria’s relations with Iraq improved as a result of the sanctions imposed on
Iraq.45 For the time since 2003, the Iran-Syria alliance deepened significantly. Both
countries signed a mutual defence pact in June 2006 and an additional military
agreement for further cooperation in 2007. Iran sold missiles to Syria and strength-
ened its intelligence exchange.46

From 2003 to 2008, Syria has strengthened its ties to NATO member Turkey47
and, despite the thorny issues that emerged in the aftermath of the assassination
of Lebanese Prime Minister Rafiq Hariri, Saudi king Abdullah received Bashar al-
Assad with full state protocol as an official guest in Riyadh.

Syria’s policy of maintaining and deepening its alliance with Iran can be explained
with Walt and Barnett. Assad might have regarded an alliance with Iran as a possi-
ble means to balance against US influence in the Middle East. Likewise, the sharing
of strong anti-Western feelings might have served as a driving force behind the Syria-
Iran alliance. However, entering the first steps of building new alliances with, in that
case, Saudi Arabia and Turkey is difficult to explain with either Walt or Barnett. The
country does not share the same ideational beliefs and characteristics with Saudi
Arabia or Turkey; nonetheless, it has improved its relations with both states. These
policies are rather to be seen as an indication of its wish to play a constructive role

44YACOUBIAN, M. Syria’s Alliance with Iran, United States Institute for Peace (ed.), USIPeace
Briefing, May 2007.

45PODEH, E. (2005). Between Stagnation and Renovation: The Arab System in the Aftermath of
the Iraq War, Middle East Review of International Affairs, 9(3), p. 54.

46YACOUBIAN.
47COBBAN, H. (2010). Syria’s new alliances, Middle East Channel, Foreign Policy, June
21, 2010. Online available at http://mideast.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/21/syrias_new_
alliances. [Accessed 10 January 2010].
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within the conflicts of the Middle East no matter what kind of identity the respective
alliance partner might have. Re-entering the regional and international arena has,
after the forcefully isolation during the Bush years, become a desirable objective
of Bashar Al-Assad. Building trustful relations with neighbouring countries might
probably be seen as a first step towards that aim.

Iran’s alliance policy
The Mullah regime that, at first sight, seems to appear as the lucky winner of the
US-led invasion has in recent years tried to strengthen its position towards primacy
in the Gulf and the Middle East. Fostering already-existing alliances appeared to
the Iranian leadership as a possible tool to challenge the US and their Sunni ally
Saudi Arabia and strengthening its own influence.

The mutually-pushed deepening of the alliance with Syria has already been ex-
amined. Moreover, the former super power Russia has been called upon to deepen
relations in the field of defence and security policy. Russia did not hesitate to respond
to that Iranian demand and it provided Iran with necessary instruments to further
develop its nuclear programme. With reference to conventional power capabilities
like traditional rockets or missile systems Russia was also at Iran’s disposal when
providing the demanded weapons.

Alliance partner do not necessarily have to be state actors but may also consist
of non-state actors. The policy of using a proxy actor to pursue its own interests has
been undertaken by Iran very heavily since the Iraq invasion. Since 2006, in par-
ticular, Iran, with the help of Syria has provided the non-state yet powerful actor
Hizbullah with an arsenal of more than 50,000 missiles and rockets. This marks an
extraordinary change within their long-enduring alliance.48

Clearly, balancing against the US is a difficult matter and Iran therefore balances
against Saudi Arabia as the US’s closest ally and immediate neighbour to Iran. The
fact that the alliance with Syria is still in place and has further deepened shows that
Barnett’s findings about identity as a driving force behind states’ motives to ally
with others still holds true.

Conclusion: ‘Business as usual’ in the Middle East
A striking result of the remarks made above is that alliance building in the Mid-
dle East did not change fundamentally since the Iraq invasion. This is even more
surprising given the US-led invasion in 2003 that can doubtless be seen as a major
shift in regional and international politics. It did not go, as could be shown, hand
in hand with a striking change in alliance politics. Rather, as empirical data has
revealed, alliances that existed prior to 2003 were intensified instead of being cut off
or replaced by other partnerships, developments possible to be imagined at least. On

48THE ECONOMIST (ed.), The United States, Israel and the Arabs - Please, not again - Without
boldness from Barack Obama there is a real risk of war in the Middle East, December 29, 2010.
Online available at http://www.economist.com/node/17800151/print, [Accessed 10 January 2010].
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the part of Iran, the country did uphold its alliance with Syria and indeed further
deepened it. The Saudi Arabian rulers kept on relying on their strategic partnership
with the US and, as an expressive act of cooperation in the security policy, signed
an arms contract with the US only recently. The same holds true for the case of Syria.

Another conclusion that follows from the remarks made above is the insight that
assessing alliance policy is a highly complicated project in general. I would argue
that it is nearly impossible for scholars to analyse alliance policy appropriately and
sufficiently. This is due to the fact that an alliance – according to Walt’s definition
outlined earlier – can also consist of informal security cooperation measures. Such
cases could not be examined here. In order to find out if such informal, secret and
confidentially-agreed upon ties actually exist between state actors, it is essential to
have deep insights into actual political negotiations and agreements. Therefore it
will be policy makers and diplomats, rather than scholars, who might be better able
to give interesting information on what drives state leaders to form alliances.

However – probably most important – assessing alliance politics in the Middle East
since 2003 shows not only what motives drive state leaders to form and maintain
alliances. By proving both Walt’s and Barnett’s findings to be accurate in certain
cases, reliable statements about more general theories of international relations can
be made. As has been shown, transnational identities – sectarian groups such as
Sunni and Shia – and ideational factors like pan-Arabism or anti-Western sentiments
do matter in Middle Eastern states’ behaviour in the regional and international en-
vironment. Constructivist theories can thus help explain the interstate dynamics
in the Middle East region. Yet traditional (neo)realist balance-of-power/balance-
of-threat assumptions remain crucial to explain state leaders’ considerations. Both
theories’ findings need to be kept in mind if interstate relations in the Middle East
are tried to be explained sufficiently. ♦
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A European Army in 2030?
Institutional Changes for a Genuine European Army

1 Introduction
“The long term goal is the establishment of a European army under full parliamen-
tary control”, stated German Foreign Minister Guido Westerwelle at the Munich
Security Conference in February 2010.1 Advocating the idea of common European
Forces, Westerwelle finds himself in good company along with other European politi-
cians such as Italian Foreign Minister Franco Frattini or Polish MEP Jacek Saryusz-
Wolski.2 Notwithstanding the general objections by several EU-countries – most
prominently the UK – to such proposals, one cannot deny that the discussion on the
build-up of a European army has been revived in recent times. A European Parlia-
ment security blueprint of 2008 to set up “Synchronised Armed Forces in Europe”
for instance can be justifiably assessed as an indication for the aliveness of the idea.3

However, the vision of a European Army is not a new one. The first popular motion
in that direction has already been undertaken in 1950, when French Prime Minis-
ter René Pleven proposed the “European Defence Community” (EDC). Ironically
enough, the proposal finally failed in a voting of the French Assemblée Nationale on
30 August 1954, which was labelled a “black day for Europe”4 by that time German
Chancellor Konrad Adenauer. By all means, the course of the EDC negotiations in
the 1950ies made it obvious that the highly ambitious project of a European Army
is to be evaluated only in combination with crucial institutional questions.5 How

∗ Malte Zabel studierte Politik und Gesellschaft an der Universität Bonn. Anschließend absolvierte
er am Zentrum für Europäische Integrationsforschung das Postgraduate-Programm zum Master of
European Studies.

1 German Foreign Minister Guido Westerwelle at the Munich Security Conference on 6 February
2010, quoted at Mahony, Honor: Germany speaks out in favour of European army, availalble under
http://euobserver.com/9/29426?print=1, on 1 May 2011.

2 See Kramnik; Ilya: Joint European Army Of Tomorrow: A New Perspective, available under http://
europdialogue.org/energy-security/Joint-European-Army-Of-Tomorrow-A-New-Perspective, on 2
May 2011.

3 See Fröhling, Hans-Günter: Gemeinsame europäische Streitkräfte: Schritte zum „Europäischen
Staatsbürger in Uniform“?, in: Bald, Detlef (ed.)/Fröhling, Hans-Günter (ed.)/Groß, Jürgen (ed.)/
Meyer, Berthold (ed.)/ von Rosen, Claus (ed.): Demokratie und Militär – Demokratie und Frieden,
Hamburger Beiträge zur Friedensforschung und Sicherheitspolitik 154, Hamburg 2011, pp. 16-24,
p. 16.

4 Adenauer, Konrad: Erinnerungen 1953-1955, 5. edition, Stuttgart 1994, p. 289f.
5 For detailed information see ib., further Adenauer, Konrad: Erinnerungen 1945-1953, Frankfurt
a. M. 1967, pp. 427-447, and Kielmansegg, Peter Graf: Das geteilte Land. Deutsche Geschichte
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is a European Army best implemented? Is there a need for a European Defence
Minister? And how is the nature of planning, command and control of European
missions to be designed?

The essay addresses these issues and aims to answer the question, which major
institutional changes within the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) of
the EU would be necessary to create a credible European Army.

In doing so, the essay firstly outlines major necessary institutional challenges in
the overall structure of CSDP, especially regarding the shape of the decision-making
sphere. Thereafter, it evaluates the role of some of the manifold CSDP-committees
before addressing the rather operational level, explicitly planning, command and
control of prospective CSDP-mission. Finally, the elaborated results will be summa-
rized in the conclusion.

One general notion needs to be prepended in order to avoid misunderstandings
of the analysis to follow. The paper focuses – at least partially – on quite radical
institutional revolutions, whose implementation is to be considered as unlikely in the
immediate years to come due to political constraints of the Member States. However,
in the light of the per se very ambitious idea of a European Army it makes sense
to evaluate not only the most likely institutional changes but rather to consider the
most appropriate ones.

2 The Policy Level – The Need for Autonomy
Currently, CSDP’s institutional framework consists of a complicated system of polity
bodies, which interact on manifold tiers. Breaking the complex structure down to a
more handy level, one may generally distinguish between the European Council, the
General Affairs and External Relations Council (GAERC) plus the High Represen-
tative and several Brussels based intergovernmental committees of mainly advisory
character.6 This provides for a structure, which ensures that the crucial say for Eu-
ropean security and defence affairs stays with the Member States, thereby more
or less neglecting the supranational institutions of the Union. While the European
Commission at least serves as an assisting body with administrative competences
over the budget, the European Parliament finds itself being limited to the mere
“prerogatives of consultation and information”.7

Based on the strategic guidelines set up by the European Council, GAERC is the
top decision-making authority with regard to the planning and launch of military
operations, which takes its decisions unanimously.8 GAERC is also responsible to
identify certain crises via its EU Situation Centre (SITCEN), which is always the

1945-1990, München 2007, pp. 143-146.
6 See Grevi, Giovanni: ESDP institutions, in: Grevi, Giovanni (ed.)/Helly, Damien (ed.)/Keohane,
David (ed.): European Security and Defence Policy. The First 10 Years (1999 – 2009), Publication
of the EUISS, Paris 2009, pp. 19-69, p. 21.

7 Ib., p. 24.
8 Ib., p. 26.
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first element to launch the planning of a crisis response mission.9 Therefore, the
identification of what actually may be assessed as a crisis and a challenge for the
EU’s security policy is ultimately subject to negotiations on the intergovernmental
level.

These institutional structures clearly show the dominant perception that security
and defence matters are tightly linked to the idea of the nation-state. To initiate a
mission and to define its actual size and shape, the consensus among all 27 Mem-
bers States is necessary whose number will be even larger in 2030. In the light of the
history of ESDP/CSDP evolution it is highly questionable whether this mindset is
likely to be switched in the years to come. However, such a development would be a
precondition for a credible European Army to become reality. Like national armies,
a European one would have to be deployable due to an integrated European order,
which would have to show a sufficient degree of autonomy from the mere national
level instead of being subject to tension-filled deliberations within the Council. It is
common among the European armies that they all stand under the supreme com-
mand of a single authority, for instance a Minister of Defence.10 A similar scheme
would also be needed for a European Army to create an appropriate and clear-cut
level of military competence to the Union, namely by a single political authority.11
The establishment of a European Defence Ministry under the direction of a Euro-
pean Minister of Defence in this context is certainly highly visionary. However, a
single European Defence Authority would be a logical consequence of conferring mil-
itary power via a European Army to the Union-level. It is legitimate to assume, that
it would be the most appropriate way to enable the EU to set up a coherent military
strategy and to identify common European defence challenges without being lamed
by interest-divergences among the several EU-Member States. The concrete shape
of the proposed single authority on the technical level is thereby flexible as long as
some key conditions would be fulfilled as outlined in the following.

2.1 Institutional Necessities – A European Minister of Defence?
The described detachment of the military sector of CSDP from the Council to a single
authority suggests the creation of a genuine new office, which is to be called “Min-
ister of Defence” in the following. Such a European Defence Minister would need
to be equipped with a sufficient legal basis ensuring autonomy from the Member
States’ political quarrels and must therefore be a clearly supranational institution.
This does not imply complete independency from other EU-institutions but rather
suggests the exercise of parliamentary control instead of the exclusive interlinkage
to the Council, as one may describe the current structures. Every mission-mandate
elaborated by the Ministry would have to be parliamentary confirmed in order to
“improve the democratic control of the military instruments at the disposal of the

9 See Simón, Luis: Command and control? Planning for EU military operations, EUISS Occasional
Paper 81, Paris 2010, p. 12.

10See Poretschkin, Alexander: Europäische Verteidigungskräfte – (k)eine Vision?, in: Europäische
Sicherheit (1/54), 2005, pp. 31-33, p. 31f.

11See Bentégeat, Henri: What aspirations for European Defence?, in: de Vasconceles, Álvaro (ed.):
What ambitions for European defence in 2020?, publication of the EUISS, Paris 2009, pp. 97-107,
p. 98.
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EU.”12 In the European Union, the degree of parliamentary influence on the deploy-
ment of the military varies quite strongly among the Member States. In Germany,
Italy, Austria, Finland, Sweden, Denmark, the Baltic States, Hungary, Luxemburg
and Slovenia, the national parliaments enjoy comprehensive rights including the
ex-ante confirmation of military missions. In contrast, in France and the UK, the
parliament has a rather deficient say, which excludes both a consultation ex ante as
well as ex post.13 While one may find a relative majority of Member States providing
for quite a high degree of parliamentary competences, the two most capable states
regarding the military miss to confer likewise authorities upon their parliaments.14
This shows a discrepancy among the Member States and raises the question, which
would be the best scheme to apply to a European Army. Once again the highly am-
bitious character of the project becomes obvious. It is to be considered unrealistic
that France and the UK would support any moves towards the broadening of the
European Parliament’s rights over the military having in mind that they neglect
those rights even for their own houses. However, parliamentary control by the Eu-
ropean Parliament remains the most adequate solution if one seeks on the one hand
to ease the strictly intergovernmental nature of the issue and on the other hand to
embody a European Army into the institutional framework of the EU.

Another condition, which would have to be fulfilled, is the embedment of the Min-
ster’s office into an administrative body similar to a Ministry of Defence, which
would encompass all the relevant committees under its direction. It is worth to
mention that both – the Minister as well as the Ministry – would have to be new in-
stitutions, which neglects the mere widening of the tasks of the High Representative
or the External Action Service. The proposed structure of decision making-authority
and administration implies the detachment of defence issues from the competence
of GAERC. The High Representative however chairs GAERC meetings and is in
addition to that obliged with numerous other tasks which would not allow him to
perform as a liable Defence Minister.15 Furthermore, a rotating mechanism for the
cast of the Minister of Defence like the rotating Council Presidency would be inap-
propriate since it could obtain what actually is to be avoided: A Defence Minister
being subject to orders from his capital. An alternative would be the application of
the election pattern of the Commission President who is agreed upon in the Euro-
pean Council and confirmed by the European Parliament.

A final remark concerns the very competences of the Minister and his office, which
regards the general separation of the portfolios of defence and foreign affairs. For
sure, it would not be within the discretion of a European Minister of Defence to
identify the security challenges of the Union and the occasions on which action is to

12Texeira, Nuno Severiano: European defence: a future challenge, in: de Vasconceles, Álvaro (ed.):
What ambitions for European defence in 2020?, publication of the EUISS, Paris 2009, pp. 143-151,
p. 147.

13See, Meyer, Berthold: Eine europäische Armee unter parlamentarischer Kontrolle – Vision oder
Illusion? in: Bald, Detlef (ed.)/Fröhling, Hans-Günter (ed.)/Groß, Jürgen (ed.)/ Meyer, Berthold
(ed.)/ von Rosen, Claus (ed.): Demokratie und Militär – Demokratie und Frieden, Hamburger
Beiträge zur Friedensforschung und Sicherheitspolitik 154, Hamburg 2011, pp. 7-16, p. 13.

14See ib., p. 14.
15For the manifold tasks of the High Representative see Art. 18 and 27 of the TEU. For a further
description and assessment of the office of a High Representative see Grevi, sic. loc., pp. 59-61.
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be taken autonomously. Moreover, this remains a task still to be divided between
the instruments of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), especially the
High Representative and GAERC, and the strategic level of the European Council.
However, it would be expedient to oblige both institutions to consult the Defence
Minister for his opinion. If the deployment of soldiers for a certain mission has fi-
nally been decided upon, it would thereafter be up to the Ministry of Defence to
determine the apt scope, size, shape and the means of that mission. To do so in an
adequate way, the Ministry would have to be equipped with an own budget to set
up the design of military missions, what would require a change of the current bud-
getary system of CSDP. Since 2004, the so-called „ATHENA-procedure“ is in place,
which foresees that those Member States participating on a military mission pay for
these costs only, which occur to them. Only genuine common costs for example for
Headquarters on the ground or transport-costs are divided into equal parts between
the participating Member States.16 This mechanism for financing military missions
is highly inappropriate if one aims to achieve a certain degree of autonomy from
the Member States’ influence. A budget at the exclusive disposal of the European
Ministry of Defence would require all Member States – even those not participat-
ing on military operations – to increase their financial commitment to the CSDP.
A conceivable mechanism for this to become reality would be a binding commit-
ment by all national governments to transfer an agreed percentage of their national
annual defence budgets to the EU. However, in the light of the frequent struggles
related to budgetary issues between the European institutions themselves or just
between the Member States over the complete history of European integration, it
seems to be unlikely that such a step could be taken in the years to come.17 In addi-
tion, constantly shrinking defence households of the EU-Member States also suggest
that binding contributions of the proposed shape would be too far reaching to be
confirmed upon.

2.2 Integrating Committees – PSC and EUMC
As outlined above the emplacement of a European Ministry of Defence would also
affect the character and institutional status of the manifold committees currently
being part of CSDP. The European Union Military Committee (EUMC), which is
composed of the national Chiefs of Defence (CHODs) or their deputies respectively,
is currently the highest military body on the committee-side.18 It is to be perceived
as an intergovernmental institution in which three-star generals deliberate on the
basis of the instructions of their capitals and exercise the direction to the European
Union Military Staff (EUMS). EUMC reports to the PSC, which is responsible for
the political and strategic direction of all EU crisis management operations.19

16See Zusammenfassung der EU-Gesetzgebung: Mechanismus zur Finanzierung gemeinsamer Mil-
itäroperationen (Athena), available under: http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/foreign_and_
security_policy/cfsp_and_esdp_implementation/l33281_de.htm, on 5 May 2011.

17For an example of a political quarrel on the budget see for instance the „Empty Chair Crisis“, de-
scribed at: Kühnhardt, Ludger: European Union – The Second Founding. The Changing Rationale
of European Integration, 2.revised edition, Baden-Baden 2010, p. 130-135.

18Davis Cross, Mai’a K.: Cooperation by Committee: The EU Military Committee and the Commit-
tee for Civilian Crisis Management, EUISS Occasional Paper 82, Paris 2010, p. 11.

19See ib., p. 7.
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Actually, the EUMC provides for almost everything being required from a lead-
ing military advisory staff of a European Army. Mai’a K. Davis Cross points out
that its members shall be considered as military experts who share a common knowl-
edge, culture and the desire to come to pragmatic military solutions. Furthermore,
their meetings take place on a frequent and regular basis and provide for formal
as well as informal communication platforms.20 However, there remains one crucial
obstacle, which needs to be overcome if the institution shall have an appropriate
function in a CSDP with an own army. EUMC representatives are to a sensitive
degree constrained by the different political mandates of their capitals, which con-
strue a heavy burden for military officers, hampering their ability to find practical
and sound solutions.21 If it really is to fulfil the task of a liable staff of a European
Army, EUMC needs to become more independent of political bargaining. It would
rather deliberate on the basis of one European instead of several national mandates
and would have to become a direct advisory body of the European Defence Ministry
instead of being interposed between the PSC, GAERC and the High Representative.

Additionally, the institutional standing of the PSC would have to be altered as
well and embedded into the structure of the European Defence Ministry. Parallel to
the rise of ESDP/CSDP, the PSC has defined “its own niche and has been consis-
tently expanding it” within the committee family of CSDP.22 The core competence
of the PSC is the examination and assessment of crises and the drafting of pro-
posals on a recommended course of action to the Council.23 Furthermore, once a
CSDP mission has been launched, the PSC is entrusted with the political control
and strategic direction of the operation under the responsibility of the Council.24
Similar to the EUMC, the mere consistence of the PSC per se would not have to be
changed. According to Giovanni Grevi, it has developed “a distinctive working style
and club atmosphere” what is to be perceived as a strong indicator for efficiency.25
However, the PSC would have to be accountable to the Minister of Defence instead
of the Council and would have to be a regular department of the Ministry to make
the separation between the competences of the Council and the command over the
European Army credible.

2.3 Institutionalized Armament Policy
„We all know that when you compare European defence spending with that of the
United States, to use one well known example, European defence spending in the
aggregate is about 60% that of the US. However, I do not believe anyone would
argue today that Europe’s capability is equal to 60% of U.S. capability.“26

This statement by NATO-Assistant Secretary General for Defence Investment Robert

20See ib., pp. 16-21.
21See ib., p. 37.
22Grevi, sic. loc., p. 29.
23See ib.
24See ib., p. 30.
25 Ib.
26Speech by NATO-Assistant Secretary General for Defence Investment Robert G. Bell, hold at the
European Defence R&D in Brussels on 24 January 2002, available under: http://www.nato.int/
docu/speech/2002/s020124b.htm, on 4 May 20011.
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G. Bell very highlights the crux of the European armament policy. While the US
Army can rely on a genuine national defence household and one single set of matched
armament programmes, the national forces made available to the CSDP are sub-
ject to 27 different households and accordingly different armament programmes.27
In 2007 for instance, the EU-Member States spent in total about e23 billion for
military equipment of which only e6 billion were estimated for common projects.28
A striking example for this inefficiency can be drawn by reference to the European
airplanes. Until 2009, Eurofighter, Gripen and Rafale, the three major European
tactical fighter types, cost the European defence households research and develop-
ment (R&D) costs of cumulated e29.93 billion, with 1,118 units in final production.
The US however spent nearly the same amount of money (e31 billion) for 3,000
units of an even more advanced airplane, the Joint-Strike-Fighter.29 This example
shows that there is currently no genuine cross-border market for European defence
spending but rather national protectionist industries. „Military R&D (...) is closely
tied to the idea of the nation-state.“30 This causes not only a lack of competition and
therefore quality-shortcomings of the final products but also a loss of real money.
The economist Keith Hartley calculated, that a common European armament mar-
ket would save up to 20 % of the national procurement costs.31

Moreover, the European armament conduct is not only harmful in terms of finan-
cial efficiency but also endangers the interoperability among the European forces.
The different nature of the several weapon- and communication-systems hinders a
proper cooperation among the European troops, since it is to be expected that most
soldiers are only capable to handle their own national material.32

Though the EU has already discovered these problems, all institutional trials to
resolve the problem have been unsuccessful yet.33 The most recent and also most
ambitious step into the direction of a coordinated armament policy is the Euro-
pean Defence Agency (EDA), which inter alia aims to harmonise European defence
procurement and to establish joint European R&D-programmes. The EDA might
have a crucial advantage in comparison to former trials through its fixed institution-
alised standing within CSDP. The embodiment into the institutional framework of
CSDP potentially could provide for something like a „top-down impetus to force co-
ordination and capability improvement“.34 However, due to political disagreements,

27See Sprungala, Tanja: Rüstungspolitik in Europa und die Entwicklung der ESVP, in: Rotte, Ralph
(ed.)/Sprungala, Tanja (ed.): Probleme und Perspektiven der Europäischen Sicherheits- und Vertei-
digungspolitik, Münster 2004, pp. 119-145, p. 121.

28Grevi, Giovanni/Keohane, Daniel: ESDP resources, in: Grevi, Giovanni (ed.)/Helly, Damien
(ed.)/Keohane, David (ed.): European Security and Defence Policy. The First 10 Years (1999
– 2009), publication of the EUISS, Paris 2009, pp. 69-105, p. 80.

29See ib., p. 82.
30Guay, Terrence: The European Defense Industry: Prospects for Consolidation, Discussion Paper
des UNISCI Research Unit on International Security and Cooperation, Madrid 2005, p. 23.

31See Hartley, Keith: The future of European defence policy: an economic perspective, in: Defence
and Peace Economics (14/2), 2003, pp. 107-115, pp. 110ff.

32See Sprungala, sic. loc., p. 129.
33See Schmitt, Burkard: Rüstungszusammenarbeit in Europa: Zeit für Reformen, in: Ehrhart, Hans-
Georg (ed.)/Schmitt, Burkard (ed.): Die Sicherheitspolitik der EU im Werden. Bedrohungen, Ak-
tivitäten, Fähigkeiten, Baden-Baden 2004, pp. 214-230, pp. 217-219.

34EU Crisis Resonse Capability Revisited (2005), S. 25, quoted at Lang, sic. loc., p. 167.
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especially between the UK and France, the EDA remains without any binding force
and suffers from the voluntary-membership status.35 For a European Army the mere
promotion of a code of conduct is however by far too weak to ensure financial effi-
ciency and interoperability. Currently, armament cooperation among the EU 27 is
highly dependent on the political goodwill of the Member States, which is inade-
quate for a properly working European Army. Like national armies, a European one
would have to be able to rely on coordinated and pragmatically oriented procure-
ment programmes without being a victim of the politically motivated protectionism
of the Member States. Therefore, in order to really reach a genuine standard of Eu-
ropean military material, which every soldier of the standing troops could back on,
the EDA would need to become binding force and should be integrated in the Euro-
pean Ministry of Defence. This would ensure the comprehensiveness of the Ministry
as well as a truly European armament policy, at least as long as the EDA would not
be too prone to lobbying originating in the Member States.

3 The Operational Level – A European OHQ?
Beside the policy level, a genuine army demands clear-cut structures as well as the
resources necessary on the operational level to identify a working network of com-
mand and control (C 2). Fur this purpose, the capability of C2 would have to be
based on a concrete common doctrine and moreover be able to rely on an institution-
alised permanent military-strategic level of a European command.36 Yet, the current
institutional scheme of C2 is highly determined by political divergences among the
Big Three of CSDP (United Kingdom, France and Germany) and reflects therefore
a political compromise, which provides only for a limited C2 capability being too
lax for a fully operational European Army. Foremost due to German reluctance and
British opposition, which is caused by the concern to duplicate NATO-structures,
CSDP currently misses an own European Operational Headquarter (OHQ), which
would be able to fulfil planning- and C2-tasks sufficiently.37 Instead, the status quo
agreement foresees the provision of national OHQs by five EU-countries (United
Kingdom, France, Germany, Greece and Italy) for the implementation of C2-tasks
in respective CSDP missions.38 This approach is to be traced back to the frame-
work nation concept, which was introduced with the “European Capabilities Action
Plan” (ECAP) in 2002.39 Hence, the planning-, command- and control-procedures
of CSDP are strongly dependent on the willingness of the Member States and the
capacities set free by the framework nation. The EUMS as the actual European mil-
itary planning component however is completely excluded from advance planning or
C2 and finds itself being restricted to early warning and situation assessment.40

35See Lang, Sybille: Bestimmungsfaktoren und Handlungsfähigkeit der Europäischen Sicherheits-
und Verteidigungspolitik, Frankfurt a, M. 2007,p.168, and see Grevi/Keohane, sic. loc., p. 87.

36See Simón, sic. loc., pp. 15-18.
37See ib., p. 20 and see Lang, sic. Loc., p. 130.
38See Simón, sic. loc., p.15.
39See Lindley-French, Julian: Plugging the Expanded Petersberg Tasks Gap? Europe’s Capabili-
ties and the European Capabilities Action Plan (ECAP), in: Ehrhart, Hans-Georg (ed.)/Schmitt,
Burkard (ed.): Die Sicherheitspolitik der EU im Werden. Bedrohungen, Aktivitäten, Fähigkeiten,
Baden-Baden 2004, pp. 201-214, p. 204.

40See Simón, sic. loc., p. 20.
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An alternative to the reliance on the framework nation concept offers the Berlin
Plus Agreement, which allows the EU access to NATO capabilities for the imple-
mentation of a mission if the NATO as a whole itself is not involved.41 To ensure
the respect for the principle of non-duplication to NATO-structures the Berlin Plus
Agreement also neglects the build-up of a genuine European OHQ not at least due to
British political pressure.42 All reforms and trials into the direction of a permanently
installed OHQ under the direction of the EUMC/EUMS, such as the proposals of
the so-called “Chocolate Summit” of 2003, ended in unsatisfactory compromises,
were of minor importance or just failed.43

Neither framework nation nor Berlin Plus can provide for a constant and cohe-
sive planning or C2 capacity since both lack of permanent operational expertise.44
A European Army however could not afford to deny the latter and would be re-
quired to show a certain degree of autonomy in terms of planning, command and
control. Therefore, a main institutional change on the operational level would be
the establishment of a permanent European OHQ under the direction of the EUMS.
Such an OHQ could be build up in Brussels and orient itself on NATO-structures.

In comparison to the challenges on the policy level, the introduction of a European
OHQ might show a higher degree of implementation feasibility, since there have
already been explicit attempts towards such an institution especially by France.
This does however not mean that it would be a project of minor ambition. The
development of this debate has made it clear that it remains a politicized discussion
reflecting diverse quarrels including the sensitive topic of EU-NATO relations.

4 Military Training, Education and a Common
Language
Last but no least, some final words are to be dropped on the necessity to also alter
the military training and education of European soldiers in order to enable them
to work with a sufficient degree of interoperability. Although these issues cannot
be discussed exhaustively at this point, at least the two most general requirements,
namely the instalment of a European Military Academy and the introduction of a
fixed language, are to be mentioned briefly.

“European forces demand European soldiers and officers as well as European opera-
tional principles.”45 Therefore, a European Army would have to include an institution
providing of a Europeanised education and training of its soldiers. The creation of a
European Military Academy as proposed by Johannes Varwick would probably be
the best way to achieve this.

41See Varwick, Johannes: Vom Partner zum Rivalen? Die Zukunft der transatlantischen Sicherheits-
beziehungen, in: Ehrhardt, Hans-Georg (ed.)/Schmitt, Burkard (ed.): Die Sicherheitspolitik der
EU im Werden. Bedrohungen, Aktivitäten, Fähigkeiten, Baden-Baden 2004, pp. 146-160., p. 154.

42See Lang, sic. loc., p. 141.
43See ib.
44See Simón, sic. loc., p. 40.
45See Varwick, sic. loc., p. 49.
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Furthermore, a common language for all European soldiers – even for the rank and
file – is a crucial necessity for installing working joint forces. A European Army suf-
fering miscommunications due to different spoken languages would be highly handi-
capped in terms of interoperability. It is therefore necessary, that a European Army
would be based on adjusted military education providing not only for mere opera-
tional training but also for language courses in English.46 “We can’t speak so many
languages. If you are on the battlefield and everyone is speaking seventeen different
languages nothing can work” stated a General of EUMC stressing the need for a
genuine communications culture based on one common language.47

5 Conclusion
The creation of a European Army would demand major institutional changes, par-
tially of truly revolutionary character. As outlined in the first part, if a European
Army shall become a striking tool of CSDP, it would need to be separated from the
control of the Council and become subject to supranational decision-making pro-
cesses. A logical consequence of integrating a European Army into the institutional
framework of the EU would accordingly be the installation of a European Ministry
of Defence with a genuine Defence Minister as its head. Such a ministry would need
to encompass all relevant committees as well as the EDA – which would provide for
binding force in this scenario – under its authority. Furthermore, the operational
structure would have to be altered, including the establishment of a European Op-
erational Headquarter and a European supreme command.

All these steps aim to establish a sensitively high degree of autonomy at the EU-level
for handling military issues and operations and would thereby imply a far-reaching
conferral of classical national rights to the Union. However, exactly herein lies the
crux of the whole project. Despite the trials to install a European Constitution and
also the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty, CFSP and CSDP are still not part of
the Community-method of the EU and remain highly intergovernmentally. In the
light of all the numerous political struggles concerning competences in the scope of
CSDP and the different strategic interests among the Member States, the concept
of a European Army seems to be too visionary to become reality in the years to
come and is even questionable in the long run.♦
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Sven Horak & Katja Restel∗

Perspektiven einer Demokratisierung
in Nordkorea nach arabischen Vorbild

1. Information und Vernetzung als Einflussfaktoren
politischen Wandels
Vor dem Hintergrund der sich derzeit vollziehenden Demokratiebewegung in der
arabischen Welt, ist für viele Kommentatoren der Einfluss sozialer Netzwerke wie
Facebook und Twitter von besonderer Bedeutung. Der vielzitierte Begriff „Facebook-
Revolution“ wird dabei eher als neues Instrument der Massenmobilisierung verstan-
den, mit Hilfe dessen sich besonders die junge Generation in Ägypten und Tunesien
mobilisierte. Dies ist ein neues Phänomen1 von politischem Gewicht welches die
Machthaber in Ägypten unterschätzten.2 Während sich die Analytiker einig sind,
dass eine Vielzahl von Anzeichen, wie z.B. ein hohes Maß an Korruption, zweifel-
hafte Rechtsstaatlichkeit, das Ignorieren von Menschenrechten und besonders die
Perspektivenlosigkeit der gebildeten Jugend, schon lange vorher auf eine großflächi-
ge Unzufriedenheit schließen ließ, wurde dennoch die Macht der Mobilisierung durch
die sozialen Netzwerke spät erkannt und sorgte für Erstaunen bei den internatio-
nalen Beobachtern. Nach Perthes hat die junge rebellierende Generation gar das
Potential einen vergleichbaren Einfluss auf die arabische Welt auszuüben, wie die
68er Generation auf Amerika und Europa.3

Andere Autoren sind allerdings der Ansicht, dass die Rolle der sozialen Netzwer-
ke überschätzt wird, bzw. deren Wirkung differenzierter betrachtet werden sollte.
Steinschaden argumentiert, dass Facebook höchstens in der Anfangsphase der Pro-
teste in Ägypten eine entscheidende Rolle spielte. In deren weiteren Verlauf, d.h. mit
dem zunehmenden Wachsen der Protestteilnehmeranzahl, spielten jedoch Mobilte-
lefone zur Koordination der Aktionen eine wichtigere Rolle. Ebenso bildeten sich in
der arabischen Welt Meinungen in den Moscheen. Es wird von Imamen in Ägypten

∗ Sven Horak, M.Sc., ist wissenschaftlicher Mitarbeiter und Doktorand am Institut für Ostasienwis-
senschaften der Universität Duisburg-Essen.
Katja Restel, M.A. Sozialwissenschaften, studiert am Institut für Ostasienwissenschaften der Uni-
versität Duisburg-Essen im Masterstudiengang Contemporary East Asian Studies.

1 Über die erfolgreiche politisch motivierte Mobilisierung über das Internet berichtet Lee (2004)
am Beispiel der Präsidentschaftswahlen in Südkorea bereits im Jahr 2002. Hierbei handelte es
sich um die Relativierung von Informationen die die größten koreanischen Tageszeitungen kurz
vor der Wahl verbreiteten um einen konservativen Präsidentschaftskandidaten zu unterstützen.
Beobachter sind der Meinung, dass Roh Moo Hyun die Präsidentschaftswahl letztendlich aufgrund
der Internetaktivisten gewinnen konnte.

2 vgl. Perthes 2011
3 Ebenda
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berichtet, die sich explizit für einen Einsatz für die Demokratie aussprachen.4

Vor diesem Hintergrund stellt sich die Frage, ob eine Mobilisierung der Massen in
Nordkorea ebenso wie in der arabischen Welt möglich ist, die das Potential hat, die
Regierung zu erschüttern und eine Demokratisierungsbewegung auszulösen. Zumin-
dest kurzfristig wird dies sehr wahrscheinlich nicht derFall sein. Zum Einen existiert
in Nordkorea keine Zivilgesellschaft, aus der heraus sich eine kritische Protestbe-
wegung formieren könnte. Erste Anzeichen einer solchen Entwicklung würden sehr
wahrscheinlich sofort gewaltsam im Keim erstickt werden. Zum Anderen ist das Ri-
siko einer Todesstrafe oder einem langen Aufenthalt in einem Gulag5 für einzelne,
der Elite des Landes angehöriger Personen, zu groß und die Anreize für realisti-
sche Verbesserungsmöglichkeiten zu gering.6 Hinzukommt, dass die Kommunikati-
onsmöglichkeiten per Telefon und Internet in Nordkorea um ein Vielfaches einge-
schränkter und kontrollierter sind als dies in Ägypten der Fall ist. Während, laut
dem Informationsdienst internetworldstats.com (2010), ca. 21% der Ägypter über
einen Internetzugang verfügen, ist die Zahl der Nutzer in Nordkorea unbekannt.7 Es
kann aber angenommen werden, dass diese sehr gering ausfällt. Demgegenüber gibt
es ca. 300.000 Mobiltelefone in Nordkorea8, was einer Nutzerrate von ca. 1-1,5% der
Bevölkerung entspricht, verglichen mit ca. 60% in Ägypten.9 10

Vor dem Hintergrund dieser Fakten erscheinen eine koordinierte Vernetzung und ein
möglichst ungehinderter Informationstransfer in Nordkorea in keinster Weise gege-
ben. Allerdings besteht die Gefahr einer voreiligen Meinungsbildung, denn die ersten
Anzeichen sich ändernder Rahmenbedingungen können schnell übersehen werden. So
konstatiert z.B. Seliger (2010) eine steigende Beliebtheit der Mobiltelefonnutzung,
mit dem Hinweis, dass sich durch die vereinfachte Kommunikation „one important
precondition of pressure for change, namely knowledge of the actual situation in the
country“ ableitet, denn „lack of information is one of the most important reasons
for lack of pressure for change (. . . ).” Auch Oh (2011) ist der Meinung, dass es
aktuell in Nordkorea bereits eine Gegenbewegung gibt, die innerhalb vergleichbarer
Rahmenbedingungen agiert: „In North Korea, revolutionary influences are already
emerging. Like the Egyptian people, most North Koreans are poor and dissatisfied
with their economic and political situation. Also like the Egyptians, they are gaining
knowledge about their rulers and about the outside world through new communicati-
on technology. By a strange coincidence, it is an Egyptian company that is building
North Korea’s cell phone network, enabling over 300,000 North Koreans to commu-
nicate with each other.” Oh führt als Fakt die sich, in der Vergangenheit zahlreich
entwickelten Schwarzmärkte an, die belegen, dass sich der Einfluss der Regierung
relativiert. Er prognostiziert, dass „a time will come when this power will express

4 vgl. Steinschaden 2011, Frefel 2011
5 Der Begriff wird als Synonym für die Arbeitslager der Sowjetunion genutzt und findet auch für die
nordkoreanischen Arbeits-, Straf- und Gefangenenlager Anwendung.

6 vgl. Abrahamian 2011
7 Hierbei ist zu beachten, dass das Internet in Nordkorea eher einem „nationalen Intranet“ gleich-
kommt. An späterer Stelle wird hierauf detaillierter eingegangen.

8 Oh 2011
9 Die in diesem Artikel im Zusammenhang mit Nordkorea genannten Zahlen sind eher als Schätzung
anzusehen, da die Angaben je nach Quelle schwanken und somit schwer verifizierbar sind.

10vgl. Steinschaden 2011
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itself not just as a rejection of their government but as a force to push it aside.”

Dieser Artikel fasst ausgewählte Indizien zusammen, die darauf hindeuten, dass sich
Rahmenbedingungen entwickeln, die eine Vernetzung und Mobilisierung begünstigen
können. Im Vordergrund stehen daher in erster Linie die steigende Verbreitung mo-
derner Kommunikationsmittel, die Rückwirkung von Flüchtlingen und Überläufern,
sowie die Ausbreitung des christlichen Glaubens. Auf Faktoren die diesen entgegen-
wirken wird ebenfalls eingegangen, wenn auch in dieser Abhandlung nur kurz.11

2. Medien, Kommunikation und die
Mini-IT-Revolution
Das japanische Rimjingang Magazin12 veröffentlicht vierteljährlich Informationen
über Nordkorea. Die Artikel werden unter Pseudonym von nordkoreanischen Journa-
listen verfasst. Ihre Artikel werden durch Mittelsmänner, die häufig zwischen Nord-
korea und China reisen, aus dem Land geschmuggelt. Die Motivation des japanischen
Herausgebers ist, das Ausland über die Situation in Nordkorea zu informieren und
dabei den Journalismus in Nordkorea zu entwickeln.

Internationale Medien wie die New York Times oder die Washington Post greifen
besonders auf Nachrichten des, in Seoul ansässigen, online Portals Daily NK zu-
rück.13 Auch dieses Medium rekrutiert und trainiert nordkoreanische Reporter und
ist somit in der Lage Informationen aus Nordkorea einer breiten internationalen Öf-
fentlichkeit zu präsentieren. Zwar ist das Herausschmuggeln von Informationen aus
Nordkorea illegal und daher sehr heikel für die Reporter, allerdings werden durch
Schmiergeldzahlungen Verstöße dieser Art oft nicht weiter verfolgt, solange weder
Südkorea noch religiöses Material involviert sind.14

Das Radio bleibt das Hauptmedium, mit welchem das Regime mit den Bürgern
kommuniziert. Jeder Haushalt und Betrieb ist mit einem, auf den Regierungskanal
voreingestellten, Sender ausgestattet. Das Ändern der Frequenz ist illegal. Laut den
Flüchtlingsberichten ist es in Nordkorea möglich, ausländische Radiosender zu emp-
fangen. Hierzu gehören die Sender Voice of America (VOA) und Radio Free Asia, die
US-finanziert sind. Gesendet werden u.a. Interviews mit Überläufern und Kommen-
tare über aktuelle Vorgänge in Nordkorea.15 Das finanzielle Budget der Sender wurde
in 2008 von 4 Millionen USD auf 8.1 Millionen USD erhöht, was eine Sendezeit von
bis zu 10 Stunden täglich ermöglicht.16 Aber auch private, durch Spenden finanzier-
te, südkoreanische Sender existieren. Open Radio North Korea (ORNK), ansässig in
Südkorea, kann in Nordkorea empfangen werden und wird oft von internationalen
Medien zitiert. Informationen sammelt der Sender u.a. von Nordkoreanern, die nahe
der chinesischen Grenze arbeiten und dem Sender Informationen per Mobiltelefon

11Für eine umfangreiche Analyse der Stabilitätsfaktoren vgl. Byman/ Lind 2010.
12Herausgeber: Asia Press International Co., www.asiapress.org/rimjingang/
13Nicht nur die populären Medien auch der südkoreanische Geheimdienst wählt Daily NK als An-
sprechpartner aufgrund des exzellenten Netzwerks in Nordkorea.

14Boynton 2011
15Margesson 2007: 16ff.
16U.S. Department of State 2009
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zuspielen.17

Neben den Radios sind auch die Fernsehgeräte voreingestellt. Diese werden aber von
der Bevölkerung häufig modifiziert, so dass ausländische Sender empfangen werden
können. Sehr beliebt ist südkoreanische Musik und besonders Soap-Operas, die einen
Einblick in das Leben in Südkorea ermöglichen und besonders geschätzt werden, weil
sie frei von politischer Propaganda sind. In Nordkorea können auch DVD Abspiel-
geräte illegal mit ausländischer Währung erworben werden. Somit ist das Abspielen
von, auf Schwarzmärkten erworbenen, DVDs möglich, wenn auch verboten und da-
her gefährlich.18

Besonders der Verbreitung und Nutzung von Mobiltelefonen wird Potential zur Be-
einflussung der Regimestabilität unterstellt: „Cell phones are the most powerful und
surest way to change the North Korean regime“, bemerkt der Herausgeber von Daily
NK.19

Gegen Ende 2008 wurden Mobiltelefone wiederholt eingeführt, nachdem sie 2004
der Allgemeinheit entzogen wurden. Es gab Spekulationen, dass mit Hilfe von Mo-
biltelefonen ein Anschlag auf Kim Jong Il geplant wurde. Das Netz wird von dem
ägyptischen Unternehmen Orascom Telecom gestellt, welches dafür ca. 400 Millio-
nen USD investierte. Unklar ist, wer Mobiltelefone letztendlich benutzen darf. Es ist
aber sehr wahrscheinlich, dass Parteimitglieder, Regierungsfunktionäre, das Militär
und Geschäftsleute begünstigt werden.

Es wird für die nordkoreanische Regierung schwierig werden, Mobiltelefone der Allge-
meinheit vorzuenthalten, da sie ein sehr beliebter Schwarzmarktartikel sind und dort
zusammen mit chinesischen pre-paid Telefonkarten verkauft werden. Die Mobilfun-
knetze aus dem benachbarten China sind so stark, dass sie relativ unproblematisch
in Nordkorea genutzt werden können, besonders in den Grenzregionen. Somit wird
Kommunikation zwischen den Flüchtlingen in Südkorea und den Hinterbliebenen in
Nordkorea möglich.20

Für ein Land, in dem für dessen Einwohner selbst das Reisen im Land, auch nur
von einer Stadt in die andere, verboten ist, stellen Mobiltelefone ein hohes Risi-
ko dar.21 Es stellt sich die Frage, warum sie in Nordkorea nicht generell verbo-
ten werden. MacKinnon (2007) nennt drei Faktoren die eine Rolle für die Wie-
dereinführung von Mobiltelefonen in Nordkorea spielten, und somit einen freieren
Informationsfluss riskierten. Zum Einen spielt besonders die Expansion chinesischer

17Lim 2010, Boynton 2011
18Radio Free Asia 2007
19Lim 2010
20Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung 2006
21Obwohl die nordkoreanische Konstitution Reisefreiheit garantiert, müssen Bürger für Reisen in-
nerhalb des Landes einen Reisepass beantragen. Reisen in Zusammenhang mit offiziellen Ange-
legenheiten werden in der Regel genehmigt. Private Reisen werden höchstens zu Hochzeiten und
Beerdigungen genehmigt. Die Bewerbung für einen Reisepass und die Antragstellung für Reisen
innerhalb Nordkoreas ist kompliziert und zeitaufwendig (vgl. Kawashima, 2008). Die Vereinten
Nationen berichten darüber hinaus von häufigen erzwungenen Umsiedelungen (vgl. UN Refugee
Agency, 2008).
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Telekommunikationsunternehmen eine Rolle im Rahmen des generell stark wach-
senden chinesisch-nordkoreanischen Grenzhandels. Ebenso wird den Versuchen von
ökonomischen Reformen in Nordkorea eine gewisse Rolle zugesprochen. Die wirt-
schaftliche Zusammenarbeit zwischen China und Nordkorea hat ein sehr beacht-
liches Wachstum, besonders in den letzten fünf Jahren, gezeigt. Seit dem ersten
chinesisch-nordkoreanischen Joint Venture, im Jahre 1989, stieg deren Anzahl kon-
tinuierlich. Eine Fabrik für Dünger wurde 1997 gegründet, und 2001 resultierte eine
Partnerschaft mit einer nordkoreanischen Bank in dem Angebot von Internetdienst-
leistungen in der Hauptstadt Pjöngjang. 2002 gab es insgesamt drei Joint Ventures
die Elektronikprodukte und Computer produzierten (u.a. Nanjing Panda Electro-
nics Company). Die Produktionsmenge von Computern liegt bei ca. 10,000 Einheiten
pro Jahr. Weitere Einheiten werden für den Export produziert. Schätzungen gehen
von einer Gesamtproduktion von bis zu 20,000 Einheiten aus. Allerdings werden die
Computer weniger für den privaten Gebrauch genutzt, als vorranging für den in-
dustriellen Einsatz, beim Militär, oder für öffentliche Einrichtungen. Zwischen 2005
und 2008 stieg die Anzahl der neu gegründeten chinesisch-nordkoreanischen Joint
Ventures stark an. Insgesamt wurden in diesem Zeitraum 94 Gemeinschaftsunter-
nehmen gegründet.22

Landesintern stellt die nordkoreanische Elite die treibende Kraft für die mobile
Kommunikation dar. Diese benötigt Mobiltelefone, um den Handel mit Nahrung
und Konsumprodukten mit chinesischen Kaufleuten in der Grenzregion zu koordi-
nieren. Die Eindämmung der Schwarzmärkte gelang der Regierung bislang nicht.23
Paradoxerweise ist es nun die Elite, die das vorherige Mobiltelefonverbot aushe-
belt und kapitalistischen Handelsaktivitäten nachgeht. Es ist dieselbe Elite, die die
Regierung von Kim Jong Il stützt. Angenommen wird, dass 2004 der Handel mit
China ein Volumen von 1 Milliarden USD erreichte, welches, im Vergleich zum Vor-
jahr, einen Anstieg von 40% impliziert.24

Seit 2000 ist bekannt, dass Nordkorea über Zugang zum Internet verfügt.25 Al-
lerdings kann das Internet in Nordkorea eher als ein „nationales Intranet“ charak-
terisiert werden, da ausländische Inhalte blockiert werden. Inhalte beschränken sich
hauptsächlich auf nordkoreanische Musik, Literaturinformationen, Kunst und Chat-
Funktionen.

Es gibt aber sehr wahrscheinlich Ausnahmen. Einen freien Zugang zum Internet wer-
den höchstens ausgewählte Mitglieder der Elite haben. Allerdings wurde 2010, an-
lässlich des 65. Jahrestages der Arbeiterpartei, ausländischen Journalisten in Nord-
korea ein freier Internetzugang gewährt. Sie konnten in Pjöngjang Facebook, Twitter
und Skype nutzen.

Seit 2009 existiert zudem mobiles Internet in Nordkorea, womit sich, mit entspre-
chenden Endgeräten, mobile Inhalte herunterladen lassen. Der Besitz dieser Geräte

22Thompson 2011: 50, Boynton 2011, Lankov 2007
23 In 2010 hat die nordkoreanische Regierung erneut die privaten Märkte verboten. Angestrebt wird
eine schrittweise Schließung der Märkte bei gleichzeitiger Angebotserhöhung durch staatseigene
Anbieter (Joong Ang Daily 2010).

24MacKinnon 2007
25Stillich 2004, Financial Times Deutschland 2010
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beschränkt sich vermutlich auf den Personenkreis, der sich für den Besitz für Mobilte-
lefone qualifiziert. Hinzu kommen möglicherweise die, die sich das nötige Equipment
über den Schwarzmarkt verschaffen.26

Allerdings ist das Netz geographisch auf die Hauptstadt Pjöngjang und daran an-
grenzende Provinzen beschränkt.27 Ferner sind nicht nur der Zugang sondern auch
die Inhalte des mobilen Internets limitiert. Der Service erlaubt nordkoreanischen
Nutzern lediglich den Zugang zu staatlich kontrollierten Inhalten.28 Über Zahlungs-
modalitäten (pre-paid, Vertrag) ist nichts Genaueres bekannt.

3. Informationstransfer und Rückwirkung durch
Flüchtlinge und Überläufer
In den letzten Jahren hat die Zahl der Menschen, die aus Nordkorea fliehen, drastisch
zugenommen. Seit 2006 kommen jährlich mehr als 2.000 Flüchtlinge über China, La-
os, Kambodscha oder Thailand nach Südkorea.29 Einige von den Überläufern waren
vormals in hohen Positionen in Nordkorea oder in der Öffentlichkeit prominent. Ihre
Flucht bedeutet nicht nur ein Verlust für Nordkorea, sondern hat auch eine mora-
lische Rückwirkung. Unter den Überläufern befinden sich z. B. Hwang Jang Yop30.
Der frühere Sekretär der Arbeiterpartei Nordkoreas gilt bislang als der hochrangigs-
te Überläufer, der durch sein damaliges Amt wertvolle Insider-Informationen besaß.
Seinen Schätzungen zufolge operieren in Nordkorea ca. zehn regierungsfeindliche
Organisationen im Untergrund.31 Jeong Choon Shil, die in 2008 floh, war ebenfalls
eine ranghohe Funktionärin und zudem durch sozialistische Propagandakampagnen
landesweit bekannt. Der letzte hochrangige Überläufer, Seo Kyung Shik, war der
erste Sekretär des sozialistischen Jugendbundes. Er bestach tagsüber die Grenzpos-
ten und floh über den Yalu Fluss nach China.

Basierend auf den Informationen von Flüchtlingen und Überläufern über die Wahr-
scheinlichkeit zur demokratischen Wende schließt Becker, dass “anyone who succee-
ded in launching an uprising could have counted on widespread support“32. Diese
Vermutung deckt sich mit den Berichten von Flüchtlingen über Parolen wie “Down
with Kim Jong Il” auf Häuserwänden oder an Zügen.33

Unter den Überläufern befinden sich einige vorherige Militärfunktionäre. Sie hal-

26Weitere Details zu dem mobilen Internet in Nordkorea sind schwierig ausfindig zu machen und blei-
ben größtenteils spekulativ. Ein Großteil der zur Verfügung stehenden Informationen findet sich
in verschiedenen Onlinemedien. So berichtet die Internetseite North Korean Economy Watch, die
sich auf das staatliche Internetportal Uriminzokkiri (http://uriminzokkiri.com/) bezieht, dass der
mobile Internetzugang über ein staatliches Netz möglich ist, welches mit Hilfe einer ägyptischen Te-
lekommunikationsfirma (Orascom Telecom) aufgebaut wurde. Vgl. North Korean Economy Watch,
New Zealand Herald 2009

27Sung 2010
28The China Post 2009
29KBS World 2010
30 In 2010 eines natürlichen Todes gestorben.
31Becker 2005a
32Becker 2005b: 200
33Ebenda
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ten den Kontakt zu den Kollegen und geben Empfehlungen zu Reformmaßnahmen.
Mittlerweile befinden sich 15,000 Flüchtlinge in Südkorea, die ebenfalls Kontakt zu
ihren Familienangehörigen in Nordkorea halten und diese mit Informationen versor-
gen.34

Auf diesem Weg gelangen Informationsmedien wie CDs, USB Sticks, Ebooks und
Mobiltelefone in das Land. Der Nordkorea-Flüchtling und Gründer der Organisation
North Korea Intellectual Solidarity (NKIS) hat z.B. einen USB Stick entwickelt, auf
dem ein multimediales Ebook gespeichert ist, welches Informationen über Südkorea
und anderen Ländern der Welt enthält. Wird der USB Stick mit einem Computer
verbunden, wird er zunächst als leer gekennzeichnet. Somit kann der Inhalt nicht
erkannt werden. Nur wenn das Logo angeklickt wird, installiert sich ein Programm.
Damit können die Daten von Zollbeamten nicht entdeckt werden. Sollte dies doch
vorkommen, kann der Beschuldigte angeben von der falschen Annahme ausgegan-
gen zu sein, einen leeren USB Stick bekommen zu haben. Zusätzlich hat der USB
Stick einen „Selbstlöschungsmodus“, welcher nach einem Monat aktiv wird oder
nach mehreren Downloads.

Eine aktive Widerstandshaltung nordkoreanischer Bürger lässt sich, unter den ge-
gebenen Umständen wenig überraschend, nicht ausfindig machen. In einer Studie
untersuchen Haggard und Noland die politische Einstellung von nordkoreanischen
Flüchtlingen. Sie erkennen hierbei eine Art von Widerstand, den sie „Alltagswie-
derstand“ nennen (engl. „everyday forms of resistance“) welcher weit verbreitet ist.
Dazu gehören u.a. die Nutzung illegaler ausländischer Medien und illegale wirt-
schaftliche Aktivitäten. Nicht verwunderlich unter den befragten Flüchtlingen ist
die Präferenz nicht nach schrittweisen Reformen sondern nach radikalen Reformen,
d.h. eine Wiedervereinigung mit dem Süden.35 Von besonderem Interesse ist aller-
dings, dass privilegierte Gruppen, also die, die für die Regierung, die Partei oder
das Militär arbeiten, ihr Missfallen an der Regierung ausdrücken, da gerade diese
Gruppen ausschlaggebend für die Regimestabilität sind: „To the extend that even
relatively priviliged groups are expressing discontent, it suggests that either the re-
gime may not be as stable as is often thought or that slide perturbations could push
future leaders in a more reformist direction“36.

4. Die Ausbreitung christlicher Religion
Religion hat in der Bürgerrechtsbewegung der DDR eine entscheidende Rolle ge-
spielt. Ebenso berichten Medien, dass in den ägyptischen Moscheen die Demokra-
tiebestrebungen der Bevölkerung thematisiert und gut geheißen wurden. In der Ver-
gangenheit haben kommunistische Regime Religion oft als Gefahr wahrgenommen,
dies ist auch in Nordkorea der Fall. Eher unbekannt ist, dass Nordkorea auf eine
ausgeprägte christliche Tradition zurückblickt37. Vor dem Korea-Krieg betrug die

34Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung 2006
35Die Autoren unterstreichen, dass die Ergebnisse gerade in dieser Gruppe nicht überraschend sind
(selection bias) und postulieren sie nicht als repräsentativ.

36Haggard/ Noland 2010: 24
37Durch die wirtschaftliche und soziale Hilfe der USA, insbesondere nach der japanisches Besetzung,
wurde die Missionspolitik des Christentums in Korea nachhaltig unterstützt (An 2002).
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Anzahl der Christen in Pyongyang 30%, welches ihr den Namen „Jerusalem des Os-
tens“ einbrachte.38

Allerdings breitet sich der christliche Glaube derzeit im Untergrund aus. Da die
Grenze zu China stellenweise ziemlich durchlässig ist, kommen Nordkoreaner, be-
sonders in der Grenzregion, mit Missionaren in Kontakt. Viele unterstützen dar-
auffolgend in Nordkorea die Verbreitung des Christentums.39 Die Missionare sind
teilweise sehr kreativ. Es wurde berichtet, dass an Ballons gebundene Bibeln über
die Grenze geflogen wurden oder in Reissäcken versteckt eingeschmuggelt wurden.

Das Leben als Christ ist in Nordkorea gefährlich. Der Christenverfolgungsindex 2010,
herausgegeben von der Organisation Open Doors, listet Nordkorea seit sieben Jah-
ren in Folge auf den ersten Platz.40 Neben dem „gott-ähnlichen“ Status, der Kim Il
Sung zu kommt, welcher ein zentrales Element der vorherrschenden Juch’e41 Ideo-
logie ist, ist ein Glaube an eine andere Beschützerfigur als Kim Il Sung und dessen
Sohn Kim Jong Il, unerwünscht. Dies wird als Gefahr für die Stabilität des Regimes
wahrgenommen.

Die nordkoreanische Regierung verfolgt massiv die im Untergrund operierenden Kir-
chen, sowie Menschen, die sich zum Christentum bekennen. Werden sie aufgedeckt,
drohen Arrest, Folter oder Exekution.42 Berichten zufolge existieren bereits ungefähr
1000 Untergrundkirchen in Nordkorea und 135,000 Menschen christlichen Glaubens.
Es wird behauptet, dass die nordkoreanische Regierung mehr Wert auf die Verfol-
gung von Christen legt, als auf die von Spionen.43

5. Entgegenwirkende Stabilitätsfaktoren
Im wissenschaftlichen Diskurs besteht ein weitläufiger Konsens, dass die Chance
hoch ist, während z. B. einer Rezession, einer Krise oder politischen Reformen Kräf-
te zu mobilisieren, die zu einer Regimeänderung führen.44 Es wird angenommen,
dass wirtschaftliches Versagen die staatliche Legitimität untergräbt, zu Pluralismus
führt und somit der Demokratisierung Aufwind verleiht. Dies wurde in einigen süd-
amerikanischen Staaten beobachtet45, in denen während wirtschaftlicher Krisenzeit
die Zivilbevölkerung aktiv wurde und sich Oppositionsbewegungen bildeten.46

38Vu 2005
39Open Doors Germany 2009a/b
40Welt 2010
41Juch’e bezeichnet eine Ideologie, die durch den Staatsgründer Kim Il Sung entwickelt, und von
seinem Sohn Kim Jong Il interpretiert und weiterentwickelt wurde. In einer sehr vereinfachten De-
finition kann sie als von der kommunistischen Lehre inspiriert bezeichnet werden, die die Autarkie
von Nordkorea in den Vordergrund stellt.

42Zwar ist durch die nordkoreanische Konstitution Religionsfreiheit garantiert, aber sie existiert nicht
in der Praxis. Die wenigen Kirchen, die in Pyongyang existieren, haben lediglich Symbolcharakter
und stehen unter staatlicher Kontrolle. Massive ideologische Indoktrinationen verhindern jegliche
Ausübung eines religiösen Glaubens (vgl. UN Refugee Agency, 2008).

43Kim 2007
44Park 2009: 25, Acemoglu/ Robinson 2001: 939
45Z. B. in Argentinien, Bolivien und Peru, sowie in asiatischen Staaten, wie den Philippinen,
46Acemoglu/ Robinson 2001: 939
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Vor dem Hintergrund der wissenschaftlichen Erkenntnisse der vergangenen Jahre
über Demokratisierungsprozesse, scheint Nordkorea eine Anomalie darzustellen. Das
Regime hat es, trotz einer Reihe von Faktoren, welche allgemeinhin mit demokrati-
scher Transition assoziiert werden, geschafft, seine totalitäre Politik weiterzuführen.
Ungeachtet der wirtschaftlichen Krisen sowie Hungersnöte, zeigen sich Nordkorea
und sein Regime weiterhin nahezu immun gegen diese Umstände.47

Dies kann teilweise dadurch erklärt werden, dass es Kim Jong Il offenbar gelingt
finanzielle Mittel zu akquirieren mit deren Hilfe er die Elite an sich bindet und
seinen Militärapparat finanziert. Aufgrund der großen Unsicherheit, bezüglich der
Resultate eines Regimewechsels, begnügt sich die Elite damit, ihren relativen Anteil
an Gewinn des existierenden Systems zu sichern anstatt einen Systemwechsel vor-
anzutreiben.48

Das Regime wird durch einige weitere wichtige Faktoren aufrecht erhalten. Byman
und Lind (2010) thematisieren diese in ihrem Artikel über Nordkoreas Überlebens-
strategie. Nordkorea bedient sich demnach den üblichen Instrumenten diktatorischer
Herrschaften, die da wären: restriktive soziale Methoden, die Manipulation von Ide-
en und Informationen, die Verwendung von Gewalt, Kooption, die Manipulation von
ausländischen Regierungen sowie Putsch-sichere Institutionen.

So verhindert das Regime von Kim Jong Il das Aufkeimen einer Zivilgesellschaft
unter anderem dadurch, dass nahezu alle Organisationen von der Arbeiterpartei ge-
gründet, geleitet und überwacht werden. DesWeiteren verwendet es gezielte Repressions-
Techniken, welche die Oppositionsbildung verhindern.

Die Manipulation von Ideen, Geisteshaltungen und Informationen erfolgt durch den
starken Personenkult um Kim Il Sung und seinen Nachfolger Kim Jong Il welcher
nicht nur Legitimität schafft, sondern auch die Position anderer, potentiell konkur-
rierender, Eliten schwächt. Des Weiteren trägt die Juch‘e Ideologie, welche jeglichen
Aspekt des nordkoreanischen Lebens beeinflusst, erheblich zur Stabilisierung des
Systems bei. Sie verordnet den Bürgern, ihre Kreativität und Unabhängigkeit für
eine gedeihende Gesellschaft einzusetzen, damit sich Nordkorea gegen seine kapita-
listischen Feinde behaupten kann. Ferner verträgt sich die Verehrung des obersten
Staatsoberhaupts als Vaterfigur sehr gut mit den traditionell verankerten korea-
nischen Grundwerten sowie dem Konfuzianismus, bei denen sowohl der Respekt
gegenüber Eltern, als auch Loyalität im Vordergrund stehen.49 Beim Einsatz die-
ser ideologischen Werkzeuge, ist die absolute Kontrolle des Informationsumfelds von
höchster Wichtigkeit.

Wenn Informations-Kampagnen fehlschlagen und sich unabhängige soziale Milieus
bilden, stellt die konsequente Anwendung von brutaler Gewalt für Verstöße jeglicher
Art einen weiteren hemmenden Faktor dar. Für Diktatoren ist dies ein wichtiges und
effektives Werkzeug um an der Macht zu bleiben. Gewalt macht Widerstand teu-
er. Effektive Repression kann Individuen davor zurückschrecken lassen, Aufstand zu

47Cho 2005
48Cha 2004
49Martin 2004: 123
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unterstützen, selbst wenn sie mit der Regime-feindlichen Agenda sympathisieren.50

Ein weiterer Faktor, der die Regimestabilität in Nordkorea begünstigt ist die Ko-
option von Eliten, welche essentiell wichtig für die politische Stabilität sind. Das
Regime verteilt wirtschaftliche Belohnungen nicht an das ganze Volk, sondern an
politisch wichtige Auserwählte. Allerdings hat diese Strategie auch ein Manko, denn
sie strebt nur die Ruhigstellung der Opposition an und nicht ihre Beseitigung. Ferner
ist Kooption auch ein eher unstabiles Werkzeug, da sich die Eliten im Falle eines
besseren Angebots einem rivalisierenden Führer anschließen könnten. Die Akquise
von Atomwaffen ist ein weiteres Werkzeug, sich die Unterstützung des Militärs zu
sichern.

Um die Eliten und das Militär durch monetäre Anreize an das Regime binden zu
können, ist die Manipulation von ausländischen Regierungen ebenfalls ein wirksa-
mes Instrument. Ausländische Regierungen wurden in der Vergangenheit häufig als
Quelle für Devisen benutzt. Das beste Beispiel hierfür ist Nordkoreas Atomwaffen-
programm, welches dem Regime seit den späten 90ern rund sechs Milliarden Dollar
Hilfszahlungen (auch in Form von Nahrungsspenden) aus Südkorea, den USA, Chi-
na und Japan einbrachte.51 Während der 6-Parteien-Gespräche mit Südkorea, den
USA, Russland, Japan und China gelang es Nordkorea des Öfteren, die anderen Teil-
nehmerstaaten durch das Versprechen der Einstellung des Atomwaffenprogramms zu
Nahrungsmittelsendungen und oder finanziellen Subventionen zu bewegen.52

Um die Institutionen Putsch-sicher zu gestalten, bedient sich das Regime Metho-
den, um den Preis für einen möglichen Aufstand kostspielig und riskant zu gestalten.
Zum Einen sind Regierungs- und Militärinstitutionen so gestaltet, dass Aktivitäten
gegen das Regime innerhalb der Eliten schnell verhindert und entdeckt werden kön-
nen. Zum Anderen sichert Kim Jong Il sich durch die konsequente Besetzung von
Spitzenpositionen mit Verwandten und mit Hilfe von Militärs ab, die schon seinen
Vater im Kampf in der Manchurai unterstützte und als sehr loyal gilt.53

Die hier genannten Umstände stellen die Hauptfaktoren dar, die die Stabilität des
Regimes absichern und somit einer Demokratisierung entscheidend entgegen wirken.

6. Schlussfolgerung
Der Sondergesandte der USA für Menschenrechte, Jay Lefkowits, erkennt Änderun-
gen in Nordkorea, die er wie folgt beurteilt: “[They] indicate that North Korea might
be entering the final stages of its Stalinist era, after which the government is no
longer able or willing to control all elements of daily life”54. Südkoreas Minister
für Wiedervereinigung attestiert Nordkorea eine soziale Instabilität.55 Nichtsdesto-
trotz bleibt das tägliche Leben in Nordkorea streng reglementiert. Offiziell ist keine

50Byman; Lind 2010
51Ebenda
52Cha 2009
53Ebenda
54U.S. Department of State 2009
55Handelsblatt 2009
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Liberalisierung im öffentlichen Leben zu erkennen. Aber es scheinen sich in der
Gesellschaft, besonders in den Bereichen, die in diesem Artikel genannt wurden Ak-
tivitäten zu entwickeln, welche ein Fundament für mögliche zukünftige Änderungen
darstellen. Jay Lefkowits bezeichnet diese Änderungstendenzen als “faint indicati-
ons of change”56.

Überläufer und Flüchtlinge stoßen nicht nur moralische Überlegungen bei den Men-
schen in Nordkorea an, sie sind gleichzeitig auch eine wichtige Informationsquelle für
die restliche Welt, um die Vorgänge und die Situation in Nordkorea besser verstehen
und einschätzen zu können. Es gibt keine vergleichbare Quelle, die für Informatio-
nen dieser Art zur Verfügung steht. Je mehr sich das Christentum in Nordkorea
ausbreitet, desto weniger fühlen sich die Menschen in Nordkorea mit dem System
verbunden, solange die Regierung keine Religionsfreiheit zulässt und sie stattdessen
unterdrückt und verfolgt. Nach Aussagen der Überläufer sind Oppositionsgruppen
existent. Allerdings kann auf Basis der öffentlich erhältlichen Informationen keine
Aussage getroffen werden, wie diese Organisationen aufgebaut sind und welche Zie-
le sie verfolgen. Positiv allerdings sollten sich für sie die seit kurzem bestehenden
Kommunikationsmöglichkeiten auswirken. Die Nutzung von Mobiltelefonen hat si-
cherlich das größte Potential Menschen in Nordkorea zu verbinden, die gegenseitig
Informationen austauschen wollen. Die hier erwähnten Stabilitätsfaktoren wirken
aber einer weiteren Stufe der Mobilisierung, stark entgegen. Zum aktuellen Zeit-
punkt und auf Basis der vagen Informationslage, kann von keiner Vernetzung per
Internet in Nordkorea ausgegangen werden. ♦
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Jan David Blaese∗

Die Entwicklung der außenpolitischen
Strategie „Strategic Depth“ in der
Türkei.
Stellt diese neue Konzeption eine Gefahr für die traditionell
pro-westliche Außenpolitik der Türkei dar?

Einleitung
Die türkische Außenpolitik befand sich vor eineinhalb Jahrzehnten in einer schwieri-
gen Position:1 Anrainerstaaten wie Griechenland oder Syrien verhielten sich gegenüber
der Türkei offen feindselig. Die Beziehungen zur Europäischen Union (EU) auf der
einen und zu Russland auf der anderen Seite waren limitiert. Zusätzlich litt die
türkische Außenpolitik unter der fehlenden inneren Stabilität der Türkei, insbeson-
dere durch den Konflikt mit den dort lebenden Kurden.

Mit Blick auf diese Vergangenheit ist zu konzedieren, dass sich die Situation der
türkischen Außenpolitik der Gegenwart stark gewandelt hat. Dieser Aufsatz ar-
gumentiert, dass Teile dieses Wandels der von der Partei für Gerechtigkeit und
Entwicklung (AKP) verfolgten Außenpolitik selbst zugeschrieben werden können.
Die entscheidenden Gründe, die diesen ermöglichten, liegen jedoch in der jüngeren
türkischen Geschichte nach Ende des Kalten Krieges. Heutzutage verfolgt die Türkei
eine außenpolitische Strategie, die mit dem Begriff „Strategic Depth“ bezeichnet
wird.2 Danach soll die Türkei innerhalb der internationalen Staatengemeinschaft als
ein eigenes, regionales Zentrum etabliert werden. Dies wirft die Frage auf, inwieweit
eine solche Strategie eine Gefahr für die traditionelle pro-westliche3 Haltung der
Türkei aufweist?

∗ Jan David Blaese studierte Politische Wissenschaft, Neuere Geschichte und Öffentliches Recht
an der Universität Bonn. Anschließend absolvierte er am Zentrum für Europäische Integrations-
forschung das Postgraduate-Programm zum Master of European Studies.

1 vgl. Kirisci, Kemal: Turkey’s Foreign Policy in turbulent times, Chaillot Paper No. 92, September
2006, S. 7, auf: http://www.iss.europa.eu/uploads/media/cp092.pdf

2 vgl. Ulgen, Sinan: A Place in the Sun or Fifteen Minutes of Fame? Understanding Turkey’s New
Foreign Policy, Carnegie Papers, Number 1 December 2010, S. 5, auf: http://carnegieendowment.
org/files/turkey_new_foreign_policy.pdf

3 Aufgrund der Begrenztheit des Aufsatzes ist es nicht möglich der Frage divergierender Definitionen
von pro-westlich nachzugehen. Der Einfachheit halber wird deshalb die Folgende verwendet: Pro-
westlich bedeutet im politischen Denken und Handeln den westlichen Ländern zugeneigt zu sein.
Vgl. Enzyklo: Online Enzyklopädie, auf: http://www.enzyklo.de/Begriff/prowestlich
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Es ist das Ziel des Aufsatzes diese Frage zu beantworten. Um Beliebigkeit und Ober-
flächlichkeit zu vermeiden, liegt der Fokus auf den Ergebnissen türkischer Außen-
politik und der „Strategic Depth“ Strategie. Aus diesem Grund gibt das folgende
Kapitel einen Überblick über die Entwicklung der türkischen Außenpolitik seit Ende
des Kalten Krieges bis zu der Regierungsübernahme der AKP im Jahr 2002. Dies
bildet einen Rahmen, in dem dann die unter der AKP verfolgte „Strategic Depth“
Konzeption nachvollzogen und evaluiert werden kann. In einem letzten Teil wird
die Frage beantwortet, ob eine solche Strategie eine Gefährdung der traditionellen
pro-westlichen Haltung der Türkei darstellt oder nicht.

Türkische Außenpolitik seit dem Ende des Kalten
Krieges bis 2002
Die Außenpolitik eines Staates ist immer von seiner geographischen Situation mit
beeinflusst.4 Die Türkei liegt zwischen Europa, Asien und der arabischen Halbinsel.
Dies bedeutet, dass die türkische Außenpolitik mit Bezug auf diese drei Räume
agieren muss. Jedoch war dies während des Kalten Krieges nur eingeschränkt möglich.
Die Türkei war Partner an der Seite der Vereinigten Staaten von Amerika (USA)
und ihrer Alliierten. Aus dieser Zeit rührt die türkische pro-westliche Haltung her.
Überaus bedeutsam war und ist die Verankerung der Türkei in der “North At-
lantic Treaty Organization“ (NATO) seit 1952. Dieser Fixpunkt limitierte zugle-
ich die Möglichkeiten, sich außerhalb des westlichen Bündnisses außenpolitisch zu
engagieren. Das Ende des Kalten Krieges und die Auflösung der Sowjetunion än-
derte das internationale Staatensystem auf radikale Weise.5 Die NATO überstand
diesen Wandel und behielt aufgrund ihrer militärischen Stärke ihre Bedeutung für
die türkische Außenpolitik. Dies zeigt zugleich die auf diesem Sicherheitsinstrument
fußende spezielle Verbindung zwischen den USA als Garantiemacht derselben und
der Türkei.

Das Ende des Kalten Krieges änderte jedoch die türkische geopolitische Situa-
tion. Staaten wie Georgien, die vormals Teil der Sowjetunion waren, wurden un-
abhängig und verfolgten eine eigene Außenpolitik. Eine wichtige Konsequenz dessen
war ein ansteigendes Sicherheitsdefizit gegenüber und zwischen diesen Staaten. Zur
selben Zeit verstärkten sich die wirtschaftlichen und kulturellen Beziehungen zwis-
chen der Türkei und den vormals unter sowjetischem Einfluss stehenden Regionen.
Die türkische Außenpolitik musste auf diesen Wandel reagieren und erneut mit der
sie umgebenden europäischen, asiatischen und arabischen Region interagieren. Dies
impliziert nicht notwendigerweise ein Engagement innerhalb dieser Räume, aber die

4 vgl. Kaplan, Robert D.: The Revenge of Geography, Foreign Policy, May/June 2009,
auf: http://www.colorado.edu/geography/class_homepages/geog_4712_sum09/materials/
Kaplan2009RevengeofGeography.pdf

5 vgl. Nye, Joseph S.: Understanding International Conflicts. An Introduction to Theory and History,
Sixth Edition, New York 2007, S. 138. Es sollte jedoch nicht vergessen werden, dass es keine “Stunde
Null” gibt. Türkische Außenpolitik hat sich fortlaufend an Veränderungen angepasst. Besonders
seit den 1980er Jahren unter dem Premierminister und späteren Präsidenten Turgut Özal kam es
zu einer verstärkten wirtschaftlichen Öffnung der Türkei. Der Fokus dieses Aufsatzes liegt aber auf
der jüngeren türkischen Geschichte seit dem Ende des Kalten Krieges.
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Türkei musste zumindest diese neu entstandene Situation in ihre Politikformulierung
mit einbeziehen.

Im Hinblick auf die europäische Region war es der Zusammenbruch Jugoslawiens,
der nach Ende des Kalten Krieges, neben dem Zypernkonflikt, eine erste akute Her-
ausforderung für die türkische Außenpolitik darstellte. Die Türkei engagierte sich bei
der Lösung des Konflikts, da größere türkische Minderheiten in Teilen der Region
leben.6 Ankara bemühte sich zudem darum, die religiösen und ethnischen Aspekte
des Konflikts herunterzuspielen, um diesen zu entschärfen. Eine noch größere Her-
ausforderung für die türkische Außenpolitik der 1990er Jahre waren die schwierigen
Beziehungen zu Griechenland. Beispielhaft hierfür ist die so genannte “Imia/Kardak-
Krise“ 1996, bei der beide Staaten wegen des Streits über einige unbewohnte kleine
Inseln an den Rand eines Krieges gelangten.7 Innerhalb dieser bilateralen Beziehun-
gen spielt zudem auch der Zypernkonflikt eine maßgebliche Rolle. So nahm die EU
mit Zypern Beitrittsverhandlungen auf Drängen Griechenlands hin auf, nachdem
dieses seinen Widerstand gegen eine Zollunion zwischen der Union und der Türkei
1995 aufgegeben hatten. Der türkische Staat, der sich als traditionelle Schutzmacht
Nordzyperns sieht, empfand dies als einen bedeutenden Rückschlag der eigenen
Zypernpolitik.8 Die Beziehung zwischen Griechenland und der Türkei verbesserte
sich in der Folge, insbesondere nach den griechischen Hilfen im Zuge des Erdbebens
in der Türkei 1999, jedoch in sehr kleinen Schritten.

Innerhalb der asiatischen Peripherie der Türkei, der kaukasischen und zentralasiatis-
chen Region, fand sich Ankara nach Ende des Kalten Krieges einer neu etablierten
Staatenordnung gegenüber. Deshalb versuchte die türkische Außenpolitik zu Beginn
der 1990er Jahre ihren Einfluss in diesem Raum auszudehnen. Hierfür griff sie auf
kulturelle und insbesondere sprachliche Gemeinsamkeiten mit dortigen Staaten, wie
zum Beispiel Aserbaidschan, oder Turkmenistan, zurück.9 Die türkischen Aspiratio-
nen auf einen vermehrten Einfluss trafen jedoch auf russische Versuche, den eige-
nen, sich verkleinernden Einflussbereich aufrechtzuerhalten. Abseits dieses Einfluss-
wettbewerbs verfolgten beide Staaten eine pragmatisch geprägte Politik gegenüber
einander und unterzeichneten zum Beispiel 2001 einen “Joint Action Plan for Co-
operation in Eurasia“.10

Gegenüber der an die Türkei angrenzenden arabischen Region war es insbesondere
das Verhältnis zu Syrien, welches lange Zeit problematisch war. Dies lag vor allem
an der kontinuierlichen Unterstützung, die der syrische Staat der „Arbeiterpartei

6 vgl. Steinbach, Udo: Entwicklungslinien der Außenpolitik, Bundeszentrale für politische Bildung,
auf: http://www.bpb.de/publikationen/M6O8DG,5,0

7 vgl. Cadena, Lucas: Greek-Turkish Tensions, Princeton Journal of Foreign Affairs Winter 1998,
auf: http://www.princeton.edu/~foreigna/winter1998/turkey.html

8 Für eine detaillierte Übersicht über den Zypern-Konflikt vgl.: The Cyprus Conflict, auf: http:
//www.cyprus-conflict.net/

9 So hat es zum Beispiel ein erstes Gipfeltreffen turksprachiger Staaten in Ankara 1992 gegeben.
Vgl.: Stier, Martin: OSCE Turkish March, European Dialogue December 2010, auf: http://www.
eurodialogue.org/OSCE-Turkish-March

10vgl. Republic of Turkey. Ministry of Foreign Affairs: Turkey’s Political Relations with Russian Fed-
eration, auf: http://www.mfa.gov.tr/turkey_s-political-relations-with-russian-federation.en.mfa
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Kurdistans“ (PKK) zukommen ließ.11 Dies zeigt die enge Verzahnung türkischer
Innen- und Außenpolitik, bei der der Kurdenkonflikt innerhalb der Türkei ein spez-
ifisches Verhalten der türkischen Außenpolitik gegenüber Drittstaaten determinierte.

Die türkischen Beziehungen gegenüber dem Iran waren in den 1990er Jahren durchge-
hend pragmatisch bestimmt. Jedoch gibt es einen fundamentalen Antagonismus:
Während die Türkei der sunnitisch geprägte Nachfolger des Osmanischen Reichs
ist, ist der Iran der schiitisch dominierte Erbe des Safavid Reichs.12 In dieser Re-
gion ist zudem das Fehlen eines funktionierenden regionalen Sicherheitsmechanismus
oder eines akzeptierten Hegemons von Bedeutung für die Politikformulierung und
-gestaltung. Sicherheitsbedenken spielen dort eine weitaus größere Rolle als beispiel-
sweise in Westeuropa. Diese Bedenken führten zu einer engen sicherheitspolitischen
Partnerschaft zwischen der Türkei und Israel. 1996 unterzeichneten beide Staaten ein
militärisches Kooperationsabkommen. Dies hatte jedoch auch den Effekt, vorhan-
dene Spannungen zwischen der Türkei und arabischen Staaten, wie Syrien, weiter
zu vertiefen.13

Über die regionale Politik hinaus sind für die türkische Außenpolitik insbeson-
dere zwei weitere Beziehungsgeflechte von herausragender Bedeutung. Dies ist zum
einen die bereits beschriebene Beziehung Türkei-USA. Die Verankerung innerhalb
der NATO und deren Bedeutung als globale Sicherheitsallianz erschwert eine Poli-
tikgestaltung gegen die USA. Zum anderen ist dies die Beziehung Türkei-Europäische
Union. 1999 bekam der türkische Staat von der EU den Status eines offiziellen
Beitrittskandidaten.14 Diese Aufnahmeperspektive führte in der Folge zu tiefgreifenden
Reformen im türkischen politischen und rechtlichen System. Im Kern ist es die Be-
deutung des gegenseitigen Handels und ideologische Erwägungen, die Türkei sieht
sich insbesondere in der Tradition Atatürks als Teil des „Westens“, weswegen ein
EU-Beitritt während der letzten Dekaden wiederholt auf der politischen Agenda
stand.

Mit der Regierungsübernahme durch die AKP Partei im Jahr 2002 mit ihrem Pre-
mierminister Recep Erdogan modifizierte die Türkei ihre Außenpolitik erneut.15
Diese Modifizierung ist jedoch keine grundsätzliche Änderung. Die vorliegende kurze
Übersicht über türkisches außenpolitisches Handeln seit dem Ende des Kalten Krieges
sollte klar gestellt haben, dass Modifizierungen und Anpassungen wiederkehrend
durchgeführt wurden. Der Aufstieg der AKP änderte zwei Faktoren: Der Erste be-

11vgl. Grigoriadis, Ioannis N.: The Davutoglu Doctrine and Turkish Foreign Policy, Hellenic Foun-
dation for European & Foreign Policy, Working Paper No 8/2010, April 2010, S. 6, auf: http:
//www.eliamep.gr

12vgl. Fradkin, Hillel / Libby, Lewis: Power Play: Turkey’s Bid to Trump Iran, World Affairs
Journal January/February 2011, auf: http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2011-JanFeb/
full-Libby-JF-2011.html

13vgl. Kibaroglu, Mustafa: Turkey and Israel Strategize, The Middle East Quarterly, Volume IX,
Number 1 Winter 2002, S. 61-65, auf: http://www.meforum.org/128/turkey-and-israel-strategize

14vgl. Kirisci, Kemal, S. 22, auf: http://www.iss.europa.eu/uploads/media/cp092.pdf
151998 wurde Erdogan mit einem lebenslangen Politikverbot belegt. Nachdem die AKP die Par-
lamentswahlen 2002 gewonnen hatte, wurde eine Verfassungsänderung durchgeführt, die es Er-
dogan erlaubte den Posten des Premierministers von März 2003 an anzutreten. Vgl.: Erdogan,
Recep Tayyip, Fischer Weltalmanach: Biographien, auf: http://www.bpb.de/wissen/MFFYBI,0,
0,Erdogan_Recep_Tayyip.html
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trifft primär die türkische Innenpolitik. Es war die AKP, der es gelang, die Macht
des Militärs in der Türkei einzuschränken und durch eine zivile zu ersetzen. Zusam-
men mit der Durchführung liberaler wirtschaftlicher Reformen führte dies zu einem
anhaltenden Gewinn an innerer Stabilität des Landes. Militärische Macht rückte,
relativ gesehen, in den Hintergrund. Dies ist ein bedeutender Unterschied zu der
Situation in den 1990er Jahren und führte zu einer Abänderung der Außenpolitik,
die unter den Begriff “de-securitization“ subsumiert werden kann.16 Zum zweiten,
und aus dem ersten Faktor hervorgehend, kann die Außenpolitik unter der AKP-
Regierung als proaktiver und kooperativer bezeichnet werden. Beide diese Faktoren
erlauben es der Türkei, eine kohärente außenpolitische Langzeitstrategie zu verfol-
gen, die unter dem Namen “Strategic Depth“ bekannt ist und mit der sich das
folgende Kapitel beschäftigt.

3) “Strategic Depth” und die türkische Außenpolitik
seit 2002
Der Wandel der türkischen Außenpolitik seit 2002 ist eng mit der Person Ahmet
Davutoglu verbunden. Dieser war zunächst außenpolitischer Berater von Minister-
präsident Recep Erdogan, bevor er im Jahr 2009 zum türkischen Außenminister er-
nannt wurde.17 Er prägte die “Strategic Depth“ Strategie, die zum Kernbestandteil
türkischer Außenpolitikformulierung geworden ist.18 Diese Strategie verweist auf
ein “comprehensive historic-cultural reading of Turkey’s position in international
politics“.19 Sie stützt sich auf das Argument, dass der Wert einer Nation in den
internationalen Beziehungen durch hauptsächlich zwei Elemente bestimmt ist: die
geostrategische Position und die so genannte „historische Tiefe“.20 Die Türkei hat als
Schnittpunkt der europäischen, asiatischen und arabischen Region, eine exzeptionelle
geostrategische Position. Sie hat Zugang zur See und kontrolliert den Bosporus. Das
zweite konstitutive Element der Theorie, „historische Tiefe“ ist auf den ersten Blick
weniger offensichtlich. Es stellt die Geschichte und Kultur eines Staates in einen Kon-
text mit der gegenwärtigen Situation. Dies lässt die Schlussfolgerung zu, dass die
„historische Tiefe“ von Staat zu Staat und in verschiedenen Zeitperioden ein unter-
schiedliches Ausmaß annimmt. Für die Türkei bedeutet dies eine Verbindung gegen-
wärtiger Politik mit der türkischen osmanischen und kemalistischen Vergangenheit.
Aus der Geschichte und Kultur heraus kann die Türkei als ein regionales Gravita-
tionszentrum gesehen werden. Beide Komponenten dieser außenpolitischen Konzep-
tion sind grundverschieden. Das erste Element ist ein realistisches, geopolitisches
Argument, welches zu Politikwissenschaftlern wie Spykman zurückverfolgt werden

16vgl. Kramer, Heinz: AKP’s new foreign policy between vision and pragmatism, SWP Work-
ing Paper, FG2, June 2010, S. 9, auf: http://www.swp-berlin.org/fileadmin/contents/products/
arbeitspapiere/Krm_WP_Neu_ks.pdf

17vgl. Ulgen, Sinan, S. 5, auf: http://carnegieendowment.org/files/turkey_new_foreign_policy.pdf
18Dies bedeutet nicht, dass diese Strategie jede Bewegung türkischer Außenpolitik dominiert. Dies ist
aufgrund der Komplexität und der vielen unterschiedlichen Akteure unmöglich. Anstelle die Außen-
politik der Türkei zu diktieren gibt die Strategie eher einen Rahmen vor, in dem außenpolitische
Politikformulierung und –durchführung betrieben werden kann.

19vgl. Kramer, Heinz, S. 4, auf: http://www.swp-berlin.org/fileadmin/contents/products/
arbeitspapiere/Krm_WP_Neu_ks.pdf

20vgl. Walker, Joshua W.: Architect of Power, The Journal of International Security Affairs, Number
18 Spring 2010, auf: http://www.securityaffairs.org/issues/2010/18/walker.php
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kann.21 Das zweite Element ist im Vergleich eher eine Anleitung für zukünftige Hand-
lungen. Es analysiert die Geschichte und Kultur eines Staates, um Bezugspunkte zu
vergangenen Positionen und Handlungen zu erhalten und aus diesen gegenwärtige
und möglicherweise sogar zukünftige abzuleiten. Damit ist es eher eine Art Vision
für ein kohärentes Verhalten eines Staates zwischen seiner Vergangenheit und seiner
Gegenwart.

Damit die Türkei auf zukünftig ein regionales Gravitationszentrum ist, verfolgt die
türkische Außenpolitik eine Reihe von Zielen, von denen zwei herausgehoben werden
können. Zum einen fördert und verlässt sich Ankara vermehrt auf “soft power“22.
Dies ist insbesondere deshalb möglich, da sich Bestandteile der eigenen Kultur und
türkische Minoritäten in vielen Staaten der türkischen Peripherie finden lassen. Dies
heißt jedoch nicht, dass die Türkei auf “hard power“ verzichtet. Es ist vielmehr das
Ziel türkischer Außenpolitik beide Elemente zu kombinieren, wie es Außenminis-
ter Davutoglu selbst ausgeführt hat.23 Dies bedeutet, dass die türkische Politik ein
Konzept anzuwenden versucht, dass der amerikanische Politikwissenschaftler Joseph
Nye als “smart power” bezeichnet.24 In dieser Hinsicht dehnt die Türkei ihren Ein-
fluss nicht nur durch Zwang oder finanzielle Leistungen aus. Allein der Fakt, dass
die Türkei ein Modell eines modernen muslimischen, aber demokratischen Staats
mit reicher Tradition und Kultur ist, verstärkt ihre Anziehungskraft. Zum anderen
verfolgt die türkische Außenpolitik eine Politik der “zero problems“ gegenüber ihren
Nachbarstaaten. Diese zielt auf dauerhafte, konfliktlose bilaterale Beziehungen ab.
Dies schließt die Lösung bestehender Konflikte, wie die Zypernfrage, mit ein. Ein
solches Ziel aber impliziert ein proaktives diplomatisches Verhalten um neue Prob-
leme gar nicht erst entstehen zu lassen. Gleichzeitig bedeutet eine solche Konzeption
ein konstantes Aushandeln der Interessen verschiedener Staaten.

Die Analyse der Anwendung der “Strategic Depth“ Strategie in der türkischen
Außenpolitik zeigt mehrheitlich Erfolge. Die bilateralen Beziehungen zwischen der
Türkei auf der einen und Syrien, sowie dem Iran auf der anderen Seite, verbesserten
sich von 2002 an dauerhaft und gewannen an Stabilität. Im Jahr 2004 besuchte Pre-
mierminister Erdogan Teheran und schloss in der Folge ein Abkommen über Sicher-
heitskooperation.25 Im Jahr 2008 unterzeichneten beide Staaten ein Memorandum
über Erdgasproduktion und Export.26 Mit Syrien entwickelte die Türkei verbesserte
Beziehungen, insbesondere im Bereich der regionalen Sicherheit. Im Jahr 2009 hiel-

21vgl. Spykman, Nicholas J.: Geography and Foreign Policy, The American Political Science Revue,
Vol. 32, No. 1 Februar 1938, S. 28-50, auf: http://www.jstor.org/pss/1949029

22vgl. Nye, Joseph S.: Get smart. Combining hard and soft power, Foreign Affairs July/August 2009,
auf: http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/65163/joseph-s-nye-jr/get-smart

23vgl. Davutoglu, Ahmet: Turkey’s Zero-Problems Foreign Policy, May 2010, auf: http://www.
foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/05/20/turkeys_zero_problems_foreign_policy?page=0,0

24vgl. Nye, Joseph S.: Get smart. Combining hard and soft power, Foreign Affairs July/August 2009,
auf: http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/65163/joseph-s-nye-jr/get-smart

25vgl. Larrabee, Stephen: Turkey’s New Geopolitics, in: Survival: Global Politics and Strategy, Vol-
ume 52, Issue 2 2010, S. 164.

26vgl. Kinnander, Elin: The Turkish-Iranian Gas Relationship: Politically Successful, Commercially
Problematic, Oxford Institute for Energy Studies, NG 38 January 2010, S. 11, auf: http://www.
oxfordenergy.org/pdfs/NG38.pdf
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ten beide Staaten gemeinsame Militärübungen ab.27 Noch bedeutsamer ist die Ab-
schaffung von VISA-Bedingungen seit September 2009 zwischen beiden Staaten. Dies
verbessert die Möglichkeiten beidseitigen Handels und einer politischen Annäherung.
Gleichzeitig enthält ein solcher Schritt jedoch auch ein Spannungspotential zwis-
chen den USA und der EU auf der einen und der Türkei auf der anderen Seite.
Dieses Beispiel zeigt ein Hauptproblem der türkischen außenpolitischen Konzeption.
Das Ausbalancieren der Interessen verschiedener Staaten ist nicht immer möglich.
Insbesondere Israel hat dies in jüngster Vergangenheit erfahren müssen. Im selben
Maß, in dem sich die türkischen Beziehungen zu Syrien und dem Iran verbesserten,
verschlechterten sie sich gegenüber dem israelischen Staat. Ein zusätzlicher Grund
hierfür ist die vermehrte Unterstützung, die Premierminister Erdogan den Palästi-
nensern, und insbesondere der Hamas, zukommen lässt.28

Aber nicht nur die Beziehungen zu einer Vielzahl arabischer Staaten verbesserten
sich. Auch das Verhältnis zu Russland gewann an Breite und Tiefe. Hierfür gibt es
zwei Ursachen. Zunächst die Vertiefung der gegenseitigen wirtschaftlichen Beziehun-
gen. Russland ist der größte Lieferant von Erdgas an die Türkei, während zum
Beispiel allein die türkische Bauwirtschaft im russischen Staat 2008 über 20 Mil-
liarden Dollar umsetzte.29 Neben den wirtschaftlichen gibt es auch politische Erwä-
gungen, die zu den verbesserten Beziehungen beitragen. Beide Staaten kooperieren
verstärkt miteinander, um ihre Interessen gemeinsam gegenüber Drittstaaten in
der kaukasischen und zentralasiatischen Region, sowie gegenüber weiteren interna-
tionalen Akteuren auszubalancieren. Ausdruck dessen war der Besuch des damaligen
Präsidenten Putin in der Türkei im Jahr 2004 als erstes russisches Staatsoberhaupt
seit 32 Jahren.30 Obwohl die Kooperation jedoch deutlich zugenommen hat, gibt es
noch immer einen strategischen Wettbewerb um den Einfluss beider Staaten in den
genannten Regionen.

Zusätzlich zu diesen vertieften Beziehungen zu Russland versucht die Türkei auch
eine diplomatische Annäherung an Armenien. Dies ist deshalb bedeutsam, da sich die
türkische Außenpolitik dort bei der Beilegung eines in der türkischen und armenis-
chen Gesellschaft tief verankerten Konflikts engagiert.31 So besuchte der türkische
Präsident Gül ein Fußballspiel in der armenischen Hauptstadt im Jahr 2008.32 Die
neugestarteten Beziehungen entwickelten sich weiter. Im Jahr 2009 unterzeichneten
beide Staaten ein Protokoll, welches die Wiederherstellung diplomatischer Beziehun-

27vgl. Saab, Bilal Y.: Syria and Turkey deepen bilateral relations, Brookings, March 28, 2010, auf:
http://www.brookings.edu/articles/2009/0506_syria_turkey_saab.aspx

28vgl. Avineri, Shlomo: Turkey’s frontline foreign policy, Project Syndicate, auf: http://www.
project-syndicate.org/commentary/avineri37/English

29vgl. Larrabee, Stephen, S. 168.
30vgl. Özdal, Habibe: Turkey & Russia: Old Rivals, Strategic Partners, International Strategic Re-
search Organization January 2010, auf: http://www.usak.org.tr/EN/makale.asp?id=1314

31Für eine detaillierte Übersicht über den Konflikt zwischen der Türkei und Armenien vgl.: Interna-
tional Crisis Group: Turkey and Armenia: Opening Minds, Opening Borders, Europe Report N199
April 2009, auf: http://www.crisisgroup.org/~/media/Files/europe/199_turkey_and_armenia_
__opening_minds_opening_borders_2.ashx

32vgl. Arsu, Sebnem: Turkey’s President makes historic visit to Armenia, New York Times September
2008, auf: http://www.nytimes.com/2008/09/07/world/europe/07turkey.html
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gen beinhaltet.33 Die Analyse der türkisch-armenischen Beziehungen zeigt jedoch
auch, dass sich durch die Wiederannäherung das Verhältnis der Türkei zu Aser-
baidschan verschlechterte. Dieses sieht den türkischen Staat als seine traditionelle
Schutzmacht gerade im Hinblick auf potentielle Konflikte mit Armenien an.

Hinsichtlich eines Engagements türkischer Außenpolitik gegenüber den Balkanstaaten
waren in den Folgejahren nach der Bildung der AKP-Regierung im Jahr 2002 kaum
Initiativen erkennbar.34 Solche, insbesondere auf einem höheren politischen Level,
existieren erst seit 2009. Dies ist zu einem Teil deshalb der Fall, da die osmanische
Vergangenheit der Türkei negativ in den Staaten des Balkans wahrgenommen wird.
Dies vermindert die Möglichkeiten, eine Strategie der “Strategic Depth“ dort erfol-
greich anzuwenden.

Werden die Beziehungen zwischen der Türkei und der EU seit 2002 betrachtet, so
ist das Resultat ambivalent. Für Ankara ist ein türkischer Beitritt zur Union noch
immer offizielles politisches Ziel. Im Jahr 2004 entschied sich die Europäische Union
dazu, Beitrittsverhandlungen mit der Türkei zu eröffnen.35 Aber zugleich scheint
dieser Moment der Klimax der beidseitigen Annäherung gewesen zu sein. Seitdem
nimmt insbesondere die öffentliche Unterstützung für einen türkischen Beitritt zur
EU innerhalb der Union, aber auch innerhalb der Türkei ab. Hierfür können ver-
schiedene Gründe, wirtschaftlicher, politischer und kultureller Art verantwortlich
gemacht werden. Bedeutsam ist die Beidseitigkeit der wachsenden gegenseitigen
Ablehnung einer türkischen Aufnahme in die Europäische Union.

Neben dieser sich verändernden Situation, rückt die Türkei auch von einer engen,
von den USA dominierten Kooperation, mit denselben, ab. Dies kann anhand der
Beziehungen der Türkei gegenüber dem Iran und seiner nuklearen Politik aufgezeigt
werden. So versuchten Brasilien und die Türkei gemeinsam im Mai 2010 ein Arrange-
ment mit dem Iran zu finden, um den Konflikt um das iranische Atomprogramm
zu beenden, ohne dass die USA in die Details des Abkommens eingeweiht waren.36
Ein weiteres Beispiel ist die Haltung, insbesondere des türkischen Premierministers,
gegenüber dem Präsidenten des Sudans, al-Baschir.37 Dieser ist angeklagt, genozi-
dale Aktivitäten gegenüber den Nicht-Muslimen seines Landes unterstützt zu haben,
wird aber von Recep Erdogan unterstützt. Beide Beispiele zeigen ein Auseinander-
laufen zwischen den außenpolitischen Zielen der USA und der Türkei.

33vgl. Larrabee, Stephen F.: Turkey’s Eurasian Agenda, The Washington Quarterly Winter 2011, S.
108, auf: http://www.twq.com/11winter/docs/11winter_Larrabee.pdf

34vgl. Kramer, Heinz, S. 26, auf: http://www.swp-berlin.org/fileadmin/contents/products/
arbeitspapiere/Krm_WP_Neu_ks.pdf

35vgl. EurActiv: EU-Turkey relations, Oktober 2010, auf: http://www.euractiv.com/en/
enlargement/eu-turkey-relations-linksdossier-188294

36vgl. Kramer, Heinz, S. 16, auf: http://www.swp-berlin.org/fileadmin/contents/products/
arbeitspapiere/Krm_WP_Neu_ks.pdf

37vgl. Ebd., S. 28, auf: http://www.swp-berlin.org/fileadmin/contents/products/arbeitspapiere/
Krm_WP_Neu_ks.pdf
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Schlussbetrachtung: Stellt die „Strategic Depth“
Strategie eine Gefahr für die traditionell pro-westliche
Außenpolitik der Türkei dar?
Dieser Aufsatz stellt heraus, dass sich die türkische Außenpolitik nach Ende des
Kalten Krieges auf neue Entwicklungen eingestellt hat. Die veränderte internationale
Situation machte es für die Türkei notwendig, ein neues Beziehungsgeflecht zu um-
liegenden Drittstaaten zu entwickeln und alte Beziehungen neu zu strukturieren.
Seit die AKP die Regierungsverantwortung im Jahr 2002 übernommen hat, wech-
selte abermals die Art und Weise der Formulierung und Durchführung der Außen-
politik. Bedingt durch eine vermehrte innere Stabilität und gestützt durch anhaltend
starkes Wirtschaftswachstum ist es der Türkei möglich, eine Strategie der „Strategic
Depth“ zu verfolgen. Dies bedeutet, die Türkei ist in der Lage, ihren Einfluss in
den sie umgebenden Regionen auszubauen und ihre Beziehungen zu insbesondere
vormals rivalisierenden Staaten zu verbessern. Anstelle einer Außenpolitik, die auf
dem Einsatz von “hard power“ fußt, wird die türkische “soft power“ bei der Politik-
formulierung und –durchführung stärker gewichtet. Insbesondere wird versucht, die
Interessen der türkischen regionalen Nachbarn auszubalancieren und sich selbst in
eine Position der “zero problems“ gegenüber diesen zu versetzen.

Diese Strategie der “Strategic Depth“ scheint bislang positive Resultate zu erbrin-
gen. Zwar gab es auch Rückschläge, zum Beispiel die Verschlechterung der türkischen
Beziehungen zu Israel. Aber die gewonnene regionale Stabilität durch die Verbesserung
der Beziehungen zu hauptsächlich Iran, Syrien, Russland und Armenien kompensiert
dies.

Gleichwohl enthält die türkische außenpolitische Strategie auch inhärente Probleme.
Zum Einen hängt das Ausmaß dieser Politik von den verfügbaren Ressourcen ab.
Das wirtschaftliche Wachstum der Türkei ist direkt mit dem Erfolg dieses Konzepts
verknüpft. Zum anderen ist eine Strategie der “zero problems“ nur möglich, wenn
die anderen Akteure die grundlegenden türkischen Werte akzeptieren. Dies ist auch
von Außenminister Davutoglu selbst so formuliert worden.38 Das Problem, dass mit
dieser Vorbedingung einhergeht ist, dass, trotz der gegenwärtigen Ereignisse zum
Beispiel in Ägypten, die türkischen Werte von denen der meisten anderen Staaten
in der asiatischen und arabischen Peripherie der Türkei abweichen. Die Türkei ist ein
moderner und demokratischer Staat. Die meisten der sie umgebenen Staaten in ihrer
südlichen und östlichen Peripherie sind weder das eine noch das andere. Dies kann
ein Auslöser für Spannungen sein. Je mehr der türkische Einfluss in diesen Regionen
ansteigt, desto öfter wird die Türkei eine Position beziehen müssen. Diese Positio-
nen sind bestimmt durch die türkischen Interessen, die aber auf einem gegebenen
Wertekanon beruhen. Dies bedeutet, dass es hierbei zu Konflikten mit Interessen
anderer Staaten kommen kann, die sich auf andere Werte berufen.

Aber ist die “Strategic Depth“ Strategie eine Gefahr für die traditionelle pro-westliche
Politik der Türkei? Wie herausgestellt wurde, ist es das übergeordnete Ziel der
Konzeption, die Türkei als ein regionales Zentrum der internationalen Staatenge-

38vgl. Foreign Policy: Ahmet Davutoglu, December 2010, S. 45/46.
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meinschaft zu positionieren. Hierfür sollen Interessen anderer Staaten ausbalanciert
werden. In dieser Hinsicht führt “Strategic Depth“ relativ gesehen zu einer Abwer-
tung einer pro-westlichen türkischen Außenpolitik und einer parallelen Aufwertung
bilateraler Beziehungen zu nicht-westlichen Akteuren. Aus dieser Erkenntnis lässt
sich jedoch kein Schluss ziehen, inwieweit eine Abwertung einer Gefährdung der tra-
ditionellen pro-westlichen Außenpolitik der Türkei gleichkommt. Die Kurzdarstel-
lung türkischer Außenpolitik seit Ende des Kalten Krieges und insbesondere seit
2002 zeigt: Es hat tatsächlich eine Neuorientierung türkischer Außenpolitik zugun-
sten der asiatischen und arabischen Peripherie der Türkei gegeben. Aber dies muss in
Verbindung mit dem Wandel der internationalen Beziehungen nach Ende des Kalten
Krieges gesehen werden. Diese Interpretation kommt deshalb zum Schluss, dass
die Veränderung der türkischen Außenpolitik nichts mit einer genuinen Ablehnung
pro-westlicher Politikgestaltung zu tun hat und daher auch keine absolute Gefahr
gegenüber der traditionellen pro-westlichen Ausrichtung der türkischen Außenpolitik
darstellt. Es ist einfach so, dass in der gegenwärtigen Situation weder die USA, noch
die EU das außenpolitische Verhalten der Türkei in dem Maße beeinflussen können,
wie es noch vor einiger Zeit möglich war.♦
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Anand MENON 
 

 
PLAYING WITH FIRE: THE EU’S DEFENCE POLICY 

 

 
The European Union has, since 1999, continued doggedly in its attemps to equip 

itself with a defence policy. Wathever the outcome of these efforts, the progress made 
rencently towards that end has been impressive. However, this article questions some of the 
prevalent claims and assumptions about the European Union’s security and defence policy, 
arguing that the implications of ESDP threatens to weaken rather than strengten Europe’s 
ability to confront threats to its security. 

 
 
 
Despite the impact of September 11th, the European Union has, since 

that date, continued doggedly in its attempts to equip itself with a defence 
policy. Whatever the outcome of these efforts, the progress made recently 
towards that end has been impressive.  No longer can critics (the current 
author included) simply dismiss the stated ambitions of Europeans to do 
more in the military sphere as mere rhetoric.  Space constraints preclude a 
description of the process of negotiation and bargaining that led from a 
northern French coastal resort to a southern one, and which has been 
examined in some detail elsewhere (Howorth, 2000)  Between the Anglo-
French summit at St Malo in December 1998 and the European Council 
meeting at Nice in December 2000, a series of practical steps were taken to 
equip the European Union with the structures and military capacities to 
implement a defence policy of its own. The organisation now incorporates 
structures specifically designed to take decisions relating to defence.  
Uniformed officers now stroll through the corridors of the Council building, 
and provide military advice to decision makers occupied with the EU’s 
defence dimension.  In addition, the member states have committed 
themselves to creating, by 2003, a European intervention force of at least 
60000 men.   

 
Yet all is not as rosy as the above may suggest.  This article questions 

some of the prevalent claims and assumptions about the European Union’s 
security and defence policy, arguing that the implications of ESDP are far 
from benign.  It highlights in particular the many ways in which ESDP 
threatens to weaken rather than strengthen Europe’s ability to confront 
threats to its security.  More specifically, at least four potential problems can 
be identified as inherent in the ESDP undertaking: the risk it poses to 
transatlantic relations; the possibility that the EU will not manage to act 
effectively in the defence sphere and, even if it does, that its new competence 
will slow institutional reactions to security crises; the fear that ESDP 
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represents a dangerous politically inspired initiative that might serve to divert 
attention from the central question of military resources; and, finally, the real 
danger that the development of ESDP represents something of a threat to 
the development of a effective, functioning partnership between NATO and 
the EU. 

  

Financial Considerations 
 

The first criticism that can be levelled at the ESDP concerns money and, 
more particularly, the inability, or, rather unwillingness, of the member states 
adequately to fund their European defence ambitions. In November 2000, 
the so-called capabilities conference produced a `Headline Goal’, which 
committed EU leaders to creating an intervention force of 60000 troops 
deployable within a month for up to a year.  The creation of this rapid 
reaction force in fact remains the major military capability of the EU.  

 
On one reading, such an ambition is hardly excessive, in that the 

numbers involved are not dissimilar to those announced by President Chirac 
for France alone (Yost, 2001).  Yet arming and equipping such a force would 
not be cheap.  The harsh reality is that European defence budgets have been 
in decline for some time, and there seems little prospect of significant short-
term increases.  A truly `autonomous’ ESDP – that is to say one that is not 
reliant on American military hardware – would necessitate the West 
Europeans equipping themselves not only with the requisite forces, but also 
with the means to transport them and provide them with accurate 
intelligence. A RAND study carried out in 1993 estimated that a force of 
50000 would cost between 18 and 49 billion dollars to equip over twenty five 
years, with an additional bill of 9 to 25 billion dollars for the creation of a 
satellite intelligence capability (Berman & Carter, 1993 ; Gordon, 1997-98 ; 
O’Hanlon, 1997). 

 
ESDP has been portrayed by its supporters as a way of increasing the 

military preparedness of West European states.  There are some for whom 
this involves more effective use of existing resources (Heisbourg, 2000). For 
most proponents of ESDP, however, its real appeal lies in its alleged 
potential for legitimising higher defence spending.  Their argument is simple: 
ESDP will finally put to rest the long-running debate about burden sharing 
within NATO because it will impel the Europeans to contribute more to 
transatlantic security by legitimising, under the cloak of European integration, 
higher levels of defence spending in Europe.1 

 
Such arguments proved effective in leading to perhaps one of the most 

striking aspects of ESDP to date – the apparent conversion of traditionally 
highly conservative defence ministries, wedded for over fifty years to the 

                                                 
1 Interviews, Brussels, June 2000, July 2001. 
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principle of the primacy of NATO, into EU enthusiasts. However, there are 
several reasons to be sceptical about the claim that ESDP will prove as 
effective in convincing the general public of the need for higher defence 
budgets.  First, with fears of recession growing, with serious fiscal problems 
affecting both the provision of public services and the payment of pension 
debts in Europe, and with defence simply not being a high political priority 
given the absence of any clear threat to West European territories, it is hard 
to see, in political terms, how such increases can be achieved. More 
specifically, the validity of the argument that the need for an EU defence 
capability will help to legitimise increased defence expenditure is highly 
contingent on national circumstance. Whilst such reasoning may work in 
more pro-EU states such as Italy, the notion that the EU will make defence 
more sellable than NATO already does in Britain is, at best, open to doubt. 
Moreover, given both rising signs of French euro scepticism and the 
increasing sensitivity of the question of contributions to the EU budget in 
Berlin and elsewhere, there seems little reason to suppose that national 
politicians will be anxious to ask electorates to pay more in the way of taxes 
to support the Union’s defence policy ambitions.  

 

Transatlantic Relations 
 

There has always been anxiety in Washington when the Europeans show 
a desire to increase their own autonomy, or institutional capacities, in the 
defence sphere (Sloan, 2000). Some of this is unavoidable. There are those 
both within and outside the US administration who, almost instinctively, shy 
away from the notion of Europe as an equal partner of (and therefore, as 
they see it, a threat to) the United States.  They will never be reconciled to the 
idea that a strong Europe would be a better ally of the United States than a 
weak one.  If Europeans aspire, as they should, to become stronger, they can 
do little to win the approval of such people.   

 
The real problems for transatlantic relations that may result from the 

ESDP lie elsewhere.  First, since the terrorist attacks of 11 September, and 
dating from dissatisfaction within the Pentagon about the constraints 
imposed by NATO upon American military strategy in the Balkans, 
Washington has been reassessing its attitude towards NATO.  A fundamental 
question is whether ESDP will stymie or reinforce such trends.  On the one 
hand, attempts to create alternative structures to perform – apparently – very 
similar tasks, might encourage opponents of NATO in Washington to feel 
that, if even the Europeans do not value that institution, it really has no 
purpose. On the other, in the (unlikely) event that ESDP serves as a means 
of increasing European contribution to the collective western defence effort, 
this might have the consequence of reassuring those in Washington who see 
the transatlantic relationship as a form of European exploitation of American 
military spending.  
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Macedonia will represent an interesting test case as to how the 
Americans will react to the practical – as opposed to notional – idea of 
ESDP. The Balkans is increasingly seen as a sideshow by a Bush 
administration preoccupied, not to say obsessed, by the `war on (Islamic) 
terrorism’. Should the EU manage to implement its objective of taking over 
the leading role within Macedonia from the US, it will become much clearer 
as to whether ESDP is merely serving to hasten American disengagement or, 
by illustrating greater European commitment to contributing directly to 
western security, simply facilitating a more equitable division of 
responsibilities within the western alliance which, in turn, will serve to 
strengthen American commitment to it. 

 

Here the financial doubts about ESDP come together with concerns 
about its implications for transatlantic relations. Unlike previous instances 
when European have revitalised their own collaborative security efforts – 
such as the non-event that was the supposed relaunch of the West European 
Union in 1984 – the development of the ESDP has been taken seriously in 
Washington.  Having raised expectations so high with their ambitious 
rhetoric, and at a time when the Americans are, more than ever, looking for 
military support from their partners and allies, European leaders risk 
spawning tremendous dissatisfaction across the Atlantic should they fail to 
deliver, strengthening the hand of those who see the Europeans as selfish, 
self interested free riders on American military might. Ironically, therefore, 
the real danger of ESDP is that it threatens to antagonise and disillusion even 
those American officials who are generally supportive of European efforts to 
develop into an effective partner of America, and who have attempted to 
convince sceptical colleagues that this time Europe really means business. 

 
 

Defence Decision Making and the EU 
 

Quite apart from whether the EU will mange to fund the ESDP, or 
whether its defence policies will improve or further strain relations with the 
United States, is the fundamental issue as to whether the Union will manage 
to take defence decision effectively.   There are at least three good reasons to 
suspect that it will prove unable to take defence decisions effectively.  

 
The Member States 

Process 
The member states dominate the decision-making structures created for 

the ESDP. In contrast to the first pillar of the EU, the European 
Commission, the European Court of Justice, and the European Parliament 
enjoy no formal prerogatives over defence.  Not only do member states 
predominate, but decision making between them is based on a system of 
unanimity, ensuring that each of the fifteen enjoys a veto.  Clearly, this is 
hardly a recipe for decision-making efficiency.  Procedural problems, 
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moreover, are compounded by significant and cross cutting differences of 
opinion between the member states over matters of substantive importance.  

 
 

Substantive Issues 
EU-NATO relations 
France and Britain, the two states who have been at the heart of the 

drive to create the ESDP, appear to have significantly different ideas on the 
crucial question of the appropriate relationship between NATO and the EU.  
Some of these concern only the longer term – the French are keen to see 
Europe develop one day into a global player that can rival the United States.  
However even as far as the short term is concerned, French officials are 
prone to stress the notion of European autonomy more than their British 
counterparts, and to argue in favour of the EU being able to carry out 
missions independently of NATO.  London, in contrast, emphasises the need 
for the EU to work with NATO in the security sphere.  The French went to 
great lengths to stress the separation between the two institutions during 
their Presidency at the end of last year, insisting that meetings between the 
EU and NATO be carried out on a `fifteen plus nine’ basis, rather than at 
twenty three in order to stress the institutional separation between the two.  
Such divergences of opinion are not of course limited to France and Britain 
but, rather, permeate the EU, with the various member states allying – 
implicitly or explicitly – with either camp. Moreover the fact that divergences 
still exist over the single most important institutional question in the area of 
European defence hardly inspires confidence about the ability of the member 
states to arrive at consensual opinions concerning the most appropriate form 
for the EU-NATO relationship.  

 
Defence policy.  
A further cleavage dividing the member states stems from they have very 

different ideas about  what defence policy is actually for.  The fifteen have 
historically adopted very different attitudes towards the concept of defence, 
ranging from neutrality (Sweden fought its last war in 1813), to an acceptance 
of military engagement, often far from home, as an integral part of a nation’s 
`mission’.  Differences of emphasis characterise discussions over, for 
instance, whether a putative ESDP should be a tool to stabilise Europe’s 
periphery or, rather, something used globally as a means of increasing 
Europe’s political weight.  Similarly, there seems to be no consensus over 
whether priority should be placed on the `soft’ or `hard’ end of the 
Petersberg spectrum. Thus, on the one hand, Sweden has insisted on greater 
priority being given to including a significant police element in any EU 
reaction force, while Finland will not participate in peace enforcement 
missions.  On the other, Britain and France have focussed on the `harder’, 
more military end of the Petersburg spectrum. Such differences will almost 
certainly complicate future bargaining, not least because the rotation of the 
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Presidency of the Council of Ministers every six months allows different 
states to set the agenda of the institution as they see fit. 

 
Continued, lack of consensus over core issues related to the ESDP, 

along with  the unanimity requirement in the Council, do not bode well for 
the ability of the EU to take defence decisions effectively. More worrying 
still, the EU, when discussing defence policy, lacks either of the other core 
elements of any effective decision making system.  

 

Leadership 
 

Hegemonic leadership 
Whilst one should not exaggerate the influence of the US, the fact 

remains that it is, within NATO, the first among equals. This enables it to 
push decisions through in the face of reluctance, or even opposition from 
member states which all, on paper at least, enjoy a right of veto.  Debates 
about enlargement or the strategy to be used in the Kosovo conflict are cases 
in point.  

 
Having a clear leader is clearly one obvious way to overcome potential 

problems associated with a decision-making system characterised by reliance 
upon unanimity. Unlike NATO, the EU contains no single leader.  
Moreover, the problem of achieving an appropriate balance between the 
relative weight in decision-making terms between the large and small member 
states has become particularly acute in recent times.  The area of defence 
policy is one of the most sensitive in this regard, not least because officials 
from the three largest EU member states – Britain Germany and France – 
have on occasion implied that there is a need for them to enjoy special 
decision making privileges in the defence sphere given their overriding 
military superiority over their smaller partners.  

 
The arguments put forward by the larger EU member states for some 

kind of reweighting of formal influence in their favour are intuitively 
reasonable: how can Luxembourg, for instance, be allowed to veto decisions 
about military operations in which it may not even participate? However, 
unlike NATO, the EU is a law-based system founded upon the principle of 
equality between its members. The Commission, absent from ESDP, has 
traditionally been seen as defender of the rights of the small member states 
who, consequently, feel all the more exposed in this sector because of its 
absence.  And insofar as voting rules do not accurately reflect size, they have 
traditionally erred on the size of giving undue weight to the smaller states. 
The smalls are wedded to the notion of formal equality in voting situations 
based on unanimity.  It is hard to see a way in which they can be persuaded 
to go along with what would, in effect represent the creation of some kind of 
formal or informal directoire within the Union to manage defence policy. 
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Unlike within NATO, the logic of hegemony is simply not acceptable to 
them in the context of the EU. 

 

All this raises a stark question: if formal equality is demanded by the 
smaller member states, whilst rejected as impractical and unacceptable by the 
larger ones, and if unanimity is required for any decision to alter current 
arrangements, is a workable compromise possible?  If not, we face the real 
possibility of deadlock in the Council - particularly as the EU member states 
remain profoundly divided over the ultimate goals and purpose of the ESDP. 

 
Institutional leadership 
Within pillar one of the European Union, the European Commission 

plays a crucial role not only in its exclusive spheres of competence (such as 
competition policy), but also via its ability to foster agreement and 
compromise between the member states, or, in other words, to act as an 
honest broker and agenda setter.  The Commission, however, enjoys no such 
role in matters pertaining to the ESDP.  All ESDP related negotiations take 
place between the member states, with the Commission confined to observer 
status.  

 
In contrast, NATO possesses, in the form of its civilian and military 

staff, and the office of the Secretary General, important organisational 
resources able to provide neutral expertise, promote consensus between allies 
and steer discussions of potentially divisive subjects towards successful 
conclusions.  Their role is in some ways similar to that of the European 
Commission in traditional areas of EC competence; indeed in some respects 
it even surpasses that of the Commission, in that the Secretary General is 
responsible for chairing NATO meetings – as task performed in the EU by 
the Presidency.  

 
In so far as leadership exists over the overall direction of the ESDP, it is 

exercised by the member state holding the Presidency of the Council.  This, 
however causes three problems – of weight, consistency and expertise.  By 
weight what is meant here is simply the ability of particular states to assume 
the mantle of leader of the external policies of the EU.  Officials in Brussels 
acknowledge that it was hardly a source of profound international influence 
that the EU was led by Belgium at the time of the attacks on the United 
States.  

 
In terms of consistency, the fact that the Presidency rotates every six 

months is a cause of profound instability. It is no surprise that, in its dealings 
with the external world, the EU flits effortlessly from pursuing a northern 
dimension (Finnish presidency) to agonising about a Mediterranean strategy 
(several French presidencies). In defence policy per se, similar inconsistencies 
are obvious, with the Swedes prioritising conflict prevention, whilst the 
French were more interested in their own hobbyhorse of ensuring a strict 
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separation between NATO and the EU. There is a real possibility that the 
consistency question will be addressed during the forthcoming IGC. The 
large member states in particular have expressed dissatisfaction with the six 
monthly rotating mandate. British officials proposing elected head of 
European Council to provide real strategic direction. 

 
No such solutions are forthcoming however for the final problem – that 

of expertise. Problems here take two forms.  First, some member states have 
a tendency to rely almost exclusively on national administrative resources 
when running the Presidency. The case of Britain is the most marked in this 
respect Commenting on one British Presidency, Ludlow remarks that: 

 
A self-sufficient [UK] bureaucracy prepared their ministers as 

meticulously as ever in an entirely British environment, and on the 
basis of exclusively British advice about what would or would not 
work.  As a result, the tendency to parochialism and inflexibility to 
which many ministers were already too prone was actually 
exacerbated by the efficiency of the British civil service.  As one well-
placed player put it…we all sing out of tune form time to time.  The 
trouble with the British is that when they sing out of tune, they do so 
with such conviction and authority that the dissonance reverberates 
around the Community. 
 
London, therefore eschewed drawing upon the resources of the Council 

secretariat, therefore potentially undermining coherence and consistency in 
EU action. The flip side of this is that smaller member states find that they 
lack the resources effectively to run the Presidency. France and Britain 
submitted papers to the Finnish Presidency which it submitted in its own 
name, because the Finns lacked the necessary expertise.  Within NATO, by 
contrast, papers for discussion in NATO meetings are drafted by the 
international secretariat.   

 
 
Cultures of Decision Making 
Formal decision-making structures aside, there is a third reason to 

believe that the EU will struggle to take rapid decisions.  NATO members 
have traditionally shared a common belief in the enduring utility of the 
organisation and all are agreed that it provides the only effective tool for 
carrying out territorial defence functions.    This is crucial in that it impels 
member states to seek consensus in order to preserve an organisation whose 
value none of them questions.  The EU, in contrast, does not possess the 
`glue’ that, in NATO, is provided by common recognition of the residual 
importance of the territorial defence function enshrined in Article 5.  Indeed, 
European opinions are divided as to exactly how worthwhile an undertaking 
the ESDP really is (the traditionally highly Atlanticist Dutch, to take but one 
example, have gone along with it only reluctantly).  In NATO, there is a 
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sense that, when difficult issues are on the table, compromises must be made 
as the continued efficiency of the institution – and particularly the continued 
engagement of the Americans - takes precedence over virtually all other 
considerations.   The fate of the ESDP is simply not considered as 
fundamentally important, and hence member states will prove more reluctant 
to compromise. 

 

 
The Problems of Institutional Complexity 
 
Moreover, even should EU prove more effective than the above 

suggests, the very existence of a further institutional layer could serve to slow 
responses to security crises.  The fact that both NATO and the EU may need 
to consider the nature and appropriate response to security challenges is 
hardly a move towards more efficient decision making.  And it raises the 
question, as to whether the EU and NATO decisions-making systems can be 
effectively and neatly meshed.  This problem is made all the more acute by 
the fact that the two institutions have different memberships.  The inclusion 
of neutral states in the EU will certainly have some influence over its ability 
to take defence-related decisions. 

 
Less esoterically, the development of ESDP may well either divert 

attention from, or fail to address, the question of the military capabilities of 
the West.  European construction has involved more than its fair share of 
semantic, quasi theological disputes on matters of post structure and 
substance. The danger is that discussions about security will fall prey to 
similar tendencies. And this has already occurred.  During the latter part of 
2000, capabilities took a back seat in discussions of western security. Debates 
have focussed on the institutional structures that are most appropriate for 
guaranteeing that security.  At one stage, during the French Presidency of the 
EU at the end of last year, the situation became almost farcical, with bitter 
disputes separating the allies on questions as crucial to our security as 
whether the EU and NATO could meet as 23 states, or should, rather meet 
as 15 plus 19 and, in the event of this being decided, where the NATO and 
EU chairmen should sit in relation to each other. This represents a serious 
distraction from the crucial issue of how to improve the capacities of NATO 
and the EU to deal with military crises.   

 
It should, however, come as no surprise.  For some people at least, 

ESDP is not primarily about enhancing the defensive military capabilities of 
Western Europe but, rather, about building a European Political Union.  
Indeed, the Commander-in-Chief of Europe’s putative rapid intervention 
force commented that ESDP is as much a part of creating a European 
political identity as EMU or the EU flag.  More recently, the heated political 
debates over possible EU intervention in Macedonia have illustrated the 
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curious, and debilitating inversion of priorities that leads at least some 
European leaders to focus their attention on how best to ensure the ESDP at 
least looks successful, rather than the optimal way of ensuring security.  

 
Given these extraneous political agendas, it is easy to understand why 

the rather mundane issue of military capabilities may be forgotten.   

 
Relations with Nato 
 
This brings us to perhaps the most important and simultaneously 

confusing questions of all: what is the ESDP meant to be, and what will be 
its relationship with NATO? There are two aspects to this issue: structures, 
and tasks.   

 
As far as the former is concerned, the institutional relationship between 

NATO and the EU is clearly of utmost importance given that both aspire to 
play a role in defence policy.  A series of working groups was created to 
discuss specific aspects of the NATO-EU relationship and discussion s 
within these has been on going. A close relationship is increasingly being 
created between the two institutions – not least because of close and 
amicable working relationship between George Robertson and Javier Solana.  
Some tricky institutional problems have also been resolved – thus during the 
Swedish Presidency, Sweden was represented on the North Atlantic Council 
by Belgium.  

 
However major stumbling blocks remain because of a lack of clarity 

concerning division of labour between two institutions – their tasks.  For 
those interested in seeing ESDP as a way of enhancing the overall defensive 
capabilities of the West, it is not an undertaking that should lead to the 
Europeans duplicating military competence that NATO (or the Americans) 
already possess. This seems to be very much the British view, but there are 
those - including the French – who see ESDP as a way of giving Europe a 
political and military clout independent of NATO.   

 
Broadly speaking, three kinds of military mission are foreseen by 

European policy makers.  First, normal NATO missions; second, so-called 
Berlin plus missions, or those undertaken by Europeans in the way foreseen 
by the Berlin summit, using NATO assets and command structures; finally, 
European-only missions, separate from NATO and not drawing on any 
NATO assets.  The fundamental uncertainty enshrouding ESDP concerns 
what kinds of tasks fit into each of the above categories.  For those who view 
ESDP as a way of allowing Europeans to act independently of NATO, the 
third category will include missions that are now handled solely by NATO 
and, if some French rhetoric is to be believed, far more ambitious 
undertakings than the minor peacekeeping and humanitarian missions that 
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most member states see as appropriate tasks for the EU. Interviews in the 
French defence ministry, for instance, revealed a strong belief that the 
European Union should not be content to deal solely with low intensity 
conflict, whilst leave `sexier’, high tech tasks to NATO.2 

 
Yet the more that the EU, pushed by proponents of European 

`autonomy’, goes down the road towards creating its own planning 
capabilities, thereby circumventing the need for reliance on NATO, the more 
the idea of the European pillar of NATO is being sacrificed, and the more 
immediate the danger of duplication.  As the ESDP process takes on a 
momentum of its own, states like Britain, which had promoted it as 
something to reinforce rather than compete with NATO, seem increasingly 
to be being led down a path they did not and do not wish to tread.  The 
situation in Macedonia is indicative of this. British officials are more than 
ever convinced that the EU simply lacks the wherewithal to intervene even in 
this modest conflict. The logical solution would be to allow NATO to stay 
and indeed London has increasingly sought to delay a decision about EU 
involvement in the country. But the foreign office has insisted that, if EU 
were to take over responsibility in Macedonia, it is imperative, for political 
reasons, for UK to participate even if it has reservations about security of its 
forces. Not only is this strange way to plan military intervention, but it also, 
in the event that something goes wrong, is not a method calculated to endear 
ESDP to European publics.3  

 
An EU that competes with NATO is not merely harmful in terms of the 

duplication and unnecessary competition it implies. It also risks undermining 
what could have been a highly effective institutional partnership and division 
of responsibilities between the two institutions. Whatever its shortcoming as 
a defence institution, the European Union is actually pretty well adapted to 
carrying out `soft’ security tasks such as crisis prevention and management.  
It possesses both economic and diplomatic resources and expertise, and has a 
proven track record of undertaking tasks such as post-crisis rebuilding and 
policing. NATO has no expertise in such matters, (despite the obvious 
attraction of such a role for the US, keen to see NATO, and hence their own 
influence, extend into areas where, amongst other things, lucrative rebuilding 
and reconstruction contracts may be on offer). Moreover, one can well 
imagine areas  - such as the former Soviet Union – where an EU role would 
be politically more palatable than NATO involvement. 

 
In contrast, NATO, despite its obvious flaws, is a relatively effective 

military organisation.  It is hard to envisage a purely European force 
managing the military dimension of the Kosovo affair as effectively as did 
NATO, not only because the enormous majority of the hardware was 

                                                 
2 Interviews, French Ministry of Defence, October 2001. 
3 Interviews, FCO, April 2002 
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American (as were the enabling assets underlying the tangible military effort), 
but because NATO has systems and procedures in place to deal effectively 
with crisis situations.  A clear division of responsibilities between `hard’ and 
`soft’ security between the EU and NATO, therefore, seems an eminently 
sensible one.  It was seen in action in December 2000 when George 
Robertson wrote to Javier Solana requesting that the EU take action to deal 
with border skirmishes on the Serbian-Kosovan border with which KFOR 
was simply not equipped to cope.  The problem now is that, as the EU 
comes to focus more and more of its attention on developing a military role, 
not only might the relationship between the two institutions possibly 
deteriorate, but the EU will fail to devote sufficient time and resources to 
developing those aspects of its security policy where it enjoys real 
competence and a real comparative advantage.   

 

Conclusion 

 

Ill-judged and insensitive leadership wielded on one side of the Atlantic 
has therefore spawned an ill-thought out, precipitative initiative on the other.  
Indeed, the speed at which ESDP has been developed is no coincidence. The 
more ambitious European states are coming to realise that, once EU 
enlargement takes place, the development of ESDP will be made infinitely 
more difficult as a result of the inclusion of states such as Poland that value 
NATO above all else.   

 
Whatever the explanation for its rapid development, ESDP carries 

within it the potential to undermine the ability of the west to respond to 
security threats.  It threatens to cause disillusionment with the EU in the US, 
to encumber the EU with a defence capability it may never manage to use 
effectively, to distract attention away from the crucial issue of western 
military capabilities, and possibly to foster competition rather than mutually 
beneficial collaboration between NATO and the EU.  It therefore represents 
a highly risky undertaking.    

 
The EU’s defence policy has placed both the US and Europeans in 

difficult situations.   On the one hand, there is a genuine need for Europeans 
to be able to do more for themselves in the security sphere. Not only will this 
help reduce the burden on the United States, but there are areas in which 
Europeans can (because they must) be more effective and act more decisively 
than the US – witness the Balkan conflicts.  Moreover, a European 
counterweight to American global predominance is desirable not only to act 
as a check on excessive American power and influence, but also to reduce the 
burden that leadership clearly places on American shoulders. Increasing the 
political and military weight of Europe is, therefore, a commendable 
objective.  On the other hand, no-one doubts the crucial role of NATO not 
only for Article Five purposes but also as the obvious institution to carry out 
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more militarily intensive operations. This being the case, effective 
cooperation between the two sides of the Atlantic remains crucial, and the 
question of transatlantic military capabilities remains every bit as important – 
if not more so – than that of European aspirations in the defence sphere. 
Therefore, European attempts to increase their own potential must take place 
within a cooperative, transatlantic framework.   

 
The most obvious way of mitigating the potential problems that ESDP 

will pose is to attempt to incorporate it as completely as possible within 
NATO, thereby effectively foreclosing the possibility of European only 
missions except in cases of very low intensity conflict where NATO is not 
involved.  This would both minimise the risk of unnecessary duplication of 
military competence, and allow the two institutions to play complementary 
rather than competing roles. As far as the implications for American policy 
are concerned, Washington must ensure that NATO is as generous as 
possible with its European members in order to reduce the incentives they 
face to go it alone.  There are signs that the Americans have finally come to 
understand this.  Since the late spring of 2000 Washington has agreed that 
Europe’s Deputy SACEUR can be double-hatted with the approval of the 
North Atlantic Council and that the Europeans can enjoy assured access to 
NATO’s operational planning capabilities (something which, of course, could 
have been achieved immediately after Berlin, without the complication of an 
EU decision-making role). A softening of the American stance on any kind 
of European caucusing within NATO would also act as a further incentive 
for its European allies to concentrate on the Berlin plus agenda as the means 
of implementing their defence ambitions.  In practical terms, the Europeans 
must ensure that their new intervention force – potentially a highly laudable 
development if it actually increases western military capabilities - be closely 
tied to NATO, and, if possible, developed in such a way as to complement 
existing NATO capabilities.  By contributing more, they would only be 
strengthening the case for the Americans to accede to a greater European 
role within the Alliance.  In addition, EU member states should not, in their 
desperation to gain a military capability, forget other, non-military aspects of 
security.  In particular, the expertise of the Commission should be fostered in 
areas such as crisis management and confidence building.    The EU should 
be encouraged to find a role that complements the purely military capacities 
of NATO. 

 
Nor should Europeans see this course of action as an admission of 

defeat.  The fact is that they are now in a far stronger bargaining position 
than they were at Berlin in 1996.  The Americans believed at the time that 
what happened at Berlin was the stuff of nightmares. They have subsequently 
realised that the EU alternative is even worse. Washington, therefore, is more 
than willing to negotiate on issues it refused to discuss openly in 1996, and to 
be more forthcoming on ensuring an effective European pillar within 
NATO.  Moreover, having had the experience of the last few years, the 
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Americans are highly unlikely to attempt to block the launching of European 
missions from within NATO for fear of undermining the European pillar 
once again and causing European to look elsewhere for an institutional basis 
for their military aspirations.  ESDP has at least made it clear to the 
Americans that Berlin was a far more desirable outcome than they thought at 
the time.  In this sense at least, it provides an opportunity for Europe to 
assert itself in the defence sphere. The EU may, paradoxically, provide the 
key to Europeanising NATO. 
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EU-GRASP 
Changing Multilateralism: the EU as a Global-Regional Actor in Security and Peace, or EU-GRASP for 
short, is a European Union (EU) funded project under the 7th Framework Programme (FP7).  
EU-GRASP aims to contribute to the articulation of the present and future role of the EU as a global 
and regional actor in security and peace. Thus, EU-GRASP is aimed at studying the processes, means 
and opportunities for the EU to achieve effective multilateralism despite myriad challenges.

PARTNERS
EU-GRASP is composed by a consortium of nine partners. While the project is coordinated by the 
United Nations University institute on Comparative Regional Integration Studies (UNU-CRIS), Bruges, 
Belgium, its other partners are drawn from across the globe. These are, viz: University of Warwick 
(UK), University of Gothenburg (Sweden), Florence Forum on the Problems of Peace and War (Italy), 
KULeuven (Belgium), Centre for International Governance Innovation (Canada), Peking University 
(China), Institute for Security Studies (South Africa) and Ben-Gurion University of the Negev (Israel).

EU-GRASP Coordination Team: 
Luk Van Langenhove, Ademola Abass, Francis Baert & Emmanuel Fanta

United Nations University UNU-CRIS
72 Potterierei – B-8000 – Bruges – Belgium
Email: lvanlangenhove@cris.unu.edu

Additional information available on the website: www.eugrasp.eu

© 2012 All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced without permission of the authors. The research leading 
to these results has received funding from the European Community’s Seventh Framework Programme (FP7/2007-2013) under 
grant agreement n° 225722.
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“A more capable Europe 
is within our grasp”

European Security 
Strategy, 2003

233



4 5

Table of contents

Preface 5

Introducing EU-GRASP 6

The research approach 8

Understanding multilateralism 10

Understanding security governance 14

Levels of cooperation 18

European structure and policies 22

Impact and acceptance 25

The EU and multilateralism: nine recommendations 30

Conclusion: the EU as a focused, flexible 
and fast actor in peace and security 34

Bibliography 37

234



5

Preface

1

This report is a final product of a research project, 
called EU-GRASP that aimed at a better under-
standing of the EU’s role in regional and global 
peace and security issues. Undertaking this was 
a fascinating and challenging task, especially as 
the subject matter was, for various reasons, a real 
moving target.

First, between the time of submitting the research 
proposal in 2007 and the completion of the project 
beginning 2012, the geopolitical world changed 
dramatically. Not only did the world become 
more multipolar than ever before, the gravity of 
economic power shifted considerably from the 
West to the East. This has major consequences for 
the European security strategy that always had 
a strong Atlantic component. But today the US 
seems more and more to be looking to the Pacific, 
as demonstrated for instance by Hillary Clinton’s 
article ‘America’s Pacific Century’ (Foreign Affairs, 
November 2011). 

Secondly, the growing interconnectedness of 
states and people continues to bring with it new 
and often-unforeseen security threats. As a result, 
the security agenda is constantly changing and so 
are people’s perception of threats and insecurity.

Thirdly, throughout the duration of the project, the 
EU’s internal organisation as a security actor was in 
constant transformation. Following the Lisbon Tre-
aty, the new structures of the ‘European External 
Action Service’ began to be implemented.

Together, these elements contributed towards 
influencing the EU’s security agenda. Yet, such 
transformation also brought to the fore the fact 
that security governance at a European level nee-
ded to be multilateral. The present report therefore 
aims to bring together some of the main findings 
from the case studies undertaken in the course of 
the EU-GRASP project. These studies demonstrate 
that one cannot speak of a single form of European 
security governance. Indeed, there are several types 
of security challenges, which all call for different 
approaches and various ‘coalitions’ of actors. 

There is a need for fluidity in the architecture of 
global and regional solutions according to the 
specific security issues encountered. Effective 
multilateralism, which presupposes working more 
closely and efficiently with others, is more and more 
also a matter of networked multilateralism, with 
an emphasis on the coordinated management and 
regulation of security issues by different kinds of 
actors. 

With the present report, the reader is presented 
with some of the complexities of how the EU deals 
with peace and security, and with a first translation 
into policy recommendations regarding the future 
of the EU as a security actor.

Luk Van Langenhove
EU-GRASP Coordinator 
& UNU-CRIS Director
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A foresight study, which builds on the project’s 
findings and proposes scenarios for future EU 
policy directions towards external security 
relations and multilateral approaches to threats 
and challenges.

Overall, EU-GRASP examined the notion and 
practice of multilateralism in order to provide the 
required theoretical background for assessing the 
EU’s current security activities with multi-polarism, 
international law, regional integration processes 
and the United Nations system.

Who funds EU-GRASP?
EU-GRASP was funded by the European 
Commission, Directorate-General for Research & 
Innovation, Seventh Framework Programme, Socio-
Economic Sciences and the Humanities.

Project officer: Dr. Angela Liberatore (European 
Commission, Directorate-General for Research & 
Innovation)

Who coordinated the project?
The coordination of EU-GRASP was done by 
the United Nations University institute on 
Comparative Regional Integration Studies (UNU-
CRIS).

What is EU-GRASP?
EU-GRASP was conceived to contribute towards 
the understanding and articulation of the current 
and future role of the EU as a global actor in 
multilateral security governance, in a challenged 
multilateral enviroment. The project examined the 
notion and practice of multilateralism and security 
in order to provide an adequate theoretical 
background for assessing the EU’s current security 
activities at different levels of cooperation, 
ranging from bilateralism to inter-regionalism and 
multilateralism, and their inter-linkages. EU-GRASP 
was a 3-year project that started in February 2009 
and ended in January 2012.

The project work plan consisted of the following 
components:

An analysis of the evolving concepts of 
multilateralism and security, and the EU’s role as a 
security actor;

Case studies of the EU’s approach to a number of 
specific security issues: regional conflict, terrorism, 
WMD proliferation, migration, energy and climate 
change, and severe violations of human rights;

A transversal comparative analysis applying and 
integrating the case-study findings; 

Introducing EU-GRASP

2
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6 7

Who was involved in the project?
Consortium partners of EU-GRASP are: University 
of Warwick (UK), University of Gothenburg 
(Sweden), Florence Forum on the Problems of 
Peace and War (Italy), KULeuven (Belgium), Centre 
for International Governance Innovation (Canada), 
Peking University (China), Institute for Security 
Studies (South Africa) and Ben-Gurion University of 
the Negev (Israel).

The EU-GRASP International Advisory Board
Louise Fawcett (Oxford University), Nicola 
Harrington-Buhay (UNDP Brussels, EU-UN 
Liaison Office), Karen Fogg (former European 
Commission official, associate research fellow 
Leuven Centre for Global Governance Studies), Ole 
Waever (Copenhagen University), Alain Délétroz 
(International Crisis Group), Alvaro de Vasconcelos 
(EUISS), and the two academic coordinators of 
sister FP7-projects MERCURY (Mark Aspinwall, 
Edinburgh University) and EU4SEAS (Jordi Vaquer i 
Fanes, CIDOB).

What were the project objectives?
Strengthen the understanding of multilateralism, 
and its relation with other concepts such as multi-
polarity and interregionalism;

Understanding the changes within the field 
of security and their effect on the governance 

structures namely in the approach to security 
cooperation and multilateralism;

Better understanding of the evolving nature of the 
EU as a global actor within the field of security and 
EU’s current role in global security governance;

Understanding and developing the changing role 
of the EU towards other regional integration 
processes in the peace and security field;

Better understanding of the relationship between 
external and internal dimensions of the above 
mentioned policy domains, namely the legal 
aspects of EU’s involvement in security at regional 
and global levels;

Suggesting future roles to the EU on the world 
stage within the field of security;

Advancing state-of-the art theories on 
multilateralism, by integrating the contemporary 
agenda of international security, multilateral 
security governance and the overall role of the EU 
within these fields;

Advancing policy-making - Increasing awareness 
and information, and improving the contribution 
to the formulation and implementation of 
European cooperation initiatives at the global and 
interregional level. 
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governance’ and its applicability to EU’s practice. In 
the final analysis, these two research components 
were brought together with the aim of bridging 
the existing gap between the literature on security 
theory and those on security governance, using the 
results deriving therefrom to interrogate the EU as 
a global-regional actor in peace and security. 

The central argument of the first conceptual 
research is that there is need to develop a 
specific theoretical framework for analysing 
the EU as a peace and security actor. Whilst the 
EU/European security governance literature 
certainly provides a flexible analytical prism for 
this purpose, it falls short, in our view, of the 
optimal analytical tool in that its application is 
limited to the conceptual notion of security and 
therefore remains pre-theoretical. We propose 
that it is by utilising the security studies literature 
that we can provide a flexible framework and a 
comparative methodology, which transcends 
the traditional notion of security - a notion that 
is essentially defined in terms of threats to 
states. This suggested approach, in turn, would 
engender a more sophisticated and comprehensive 
understanding of how the EU does and speaks 
security. 

The second major theme we investigated concerns 
the levels of transversal cooperation the EU is 
involved in (bilateral, regional, interregional and 
global). The mapping of bilateral cooperation 

EU-GRASP is aimed at studying the role of the EU 
as a global-regional actor in security and peace. 
This remit implies research that is committed to 
studying not only the present role of the EU in a 
multilateral environment, but which also inquires 
into the EU’s anticipated role in the emerging 
global order.

Attempting such a study enumerated above 
presents, at the best of times, a multi-layered 
challenge to a researcher. It is even more so in 
the environment of challenged multilateralism 
in which the EU currently finds itself. Not only is 
the topic somewhat intractable in its various and 
varied dimensions, but also, undertaking such a 
research is fraught with such pedagogic challenges 
such as what is the best ‘entry point’, what 
methodological strategies should be adopted, 
and, more importantly, how best to present the 
findings.  

At the preliminary stage, we undertook an 
assessment and refinement of concepts that 
would be used in the course of the project, and 
which are relevant to study and understand the 
role of the EU as an actor in peace and security. 
This inceptional endeavour focused principally 
on clarifying theories of security, especially 
those relating to the so-called non-traditional 
security studies, in order to link such theories to 
empirical research. Additionally, our rudimentary 
research also focused on the concept of ‘security 

The research approach
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8 9

focused on EU’s interaction with some specific 
states including the United States, Russia, 
China, Japan, Israel, etc. Similarly, the mapping 
of interregional relations offered an overview of 
the current cooperation with Africa, Asia, Latin 
America and the Mediterranean. With regard to 
cooperation at the global level we focused mainly 
on the relation between the EU and the UN, taking 
into cognisance other multilateral frameworks 
that have a global reach. Finally, the mapping 
of the EU as a regional actor highlights the EU’s 
institutional and policy outputs through an 
investigation of its coherence and its current level 
of accountability and legitimacy.

The deepening of theoretical and conceptual 
knowledge about the various issues elucidated 
above, inspired a more robust and comprehensive 
research of the twenty-three (23) case studies 
in the six security issues selected by EU-GRASP. 
The landscape of security studies is over the last 
years completely changed by the debate between 
traditional and non-traditional security issues. 
EU-GRASP takes stock of this and includes the in-
depth study of six security issues: regional conflict, 
terrorism, WMD proliferation, energy security and 
climate change, severe human rights violations and 
migration.

Regional 
conflict

Terrorism WMD
proliferation

Energy security & 
climage change

Migration Severe human 
rights violations

Israeli-Palestinian 
regional security 

complex

Israeli-Palestinian 
regional security 

complex

Iran Central Asia Lybia Israeli-Palestinian 
regional security 

complex

Great Lakes (DRC) Egypt Pakistan-India China Transatlantic 
focus

Darfur/Sudan

Horn of Africa Turkey North Korea Russia South-East gate Zimbabwe

Chad-Sudan-
Central African 

Republic

Afghanistan Mediterranean Lebanon

Russia

EU-GRASP case studies  (see table)
Against the background of its analytical work and 
the results of the case studies and transversal 
reports, EU-GRASP has designed a foresight 
exercise to project the consequences of its findings 
into the near future. The idea of foresight is to 
explore the possible future of EU policies regarding 
different security issues, and according to the 
different forms of multilateral cooperation as a 
variation of key policy choices. 

The foresight exercise is divided into two phases. 
The first concerns the definition of future 
“scenarios” based on EU-GRASP’s findings and 
with additional inputs from a group of experts, 
scholars and practitioners. The second phase 
builds on the various scenarios to identify policy 
implications through a participatory workshop 
with EU policy makers. Interaction with target-
public is key for this project: EU-GRASP desires 
that its work of three years will be relevant for EU’s 
decision-making and role in multilateral security 
governance, whether in relation to EU’s daily 
undertakings or those of its member states. 
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the system. Indeed, the world is today almost fully 
carved up in sovereign states and this affords little 
or no room for the creation of new states. Things 
are much different today than in in 1648, – seen 
as the birth of the Westphalian world order – 
when the chunkiest parts of the world were not 
composed by sovereign states, thus affording great 
opportunities for state creation. Consequently, 
there was an open international system for a long 
time. However, over the years the whole globe 
became partitioned into sovereign states. 

Multilateralism is clearly under challenge in the 
21st century and has been so since the end of the 
Cold War. More than a reflection of the failure of 
the concept, this crisis is the sign of a changing 
international context, which has rendered 
anachronistic the traditional intergovernmental 
multilateralism of the immediate post-World War 
II era. In today’s reality, states play a relatively 
declining role as protagonists in the security 
system, as threats have acquired a system-wide 
significance. In order to overcome this crisis, 
multilateral institutions, such as the UN, need 
to adapt to this change, reinventing themselves 
according to the new context. Thus, as the world 
is changing, so must the concept of governance, 
namely its reflection in the multilateral system. 

The emergence of truly global problems, such 
as climate change, proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction and many others, have indeed 

Multilateralism was created as a form of 
cooperation among states that institutionalises 
intergovernmental cooperation and substitutes 
anarchy. The starting point for most scholars who 
study multilateralism is the definition by Keohane 
and its expansion by Ruggie. ‘I limit multilateralism 
to arrangements involving states’ says Keohane 
(1990: 732) and that is a core issue of most of 
the academic thinking on the issue. Multilateral 
arrangements are institutions defined by Keohane 
as ‘persistent sets of rules that constrain activity, 
shape expectations and prescribe roles’ (Keohane 
1988: 384) in a purely institutional (rather than 
normative) manner. Ruggie however, presents a 
definition that is not only institutional but also 
normative, including behaviour. For Ruggie (1993: 
11), multilateralism is an institutional form that 
coordinates relations among three or more states 
on the basis of generalised principles of conduct 
(…) which specify appropriate conduct for a class 
of actions, without regard for the particularistic 
interests of the parties or the strategic exigencies 
that may exist in any specific occurrence. A 
common feature of these and other contemporary 
viewpoints is the centrality of states: they are 
regarded as the constitutive elements of the 
multilateral system and it is their interrelations 
that determine the form and content of 
multilateralism. This implies, as noted by Schweller 
(2010: 149), that international politics is regarded as 
a closed system in at least two ways: it spans the 
whole world and there are huge barriers to entering 

Towards the study of multilateralism 2.0.

Understanding 
Multilateralism

4
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led to an increasing paradox of governance: ‘the 
policy authority for tackling global problems still 
belongs to the states, while the sources of the 
problems and potential solutions are situated at 
transnational, regional or global level’ (Thakur & 
Van Langenhove 2006). As such the building blocks 
of multilateralism, the states, seem to be less 
and less capable of dealing with the challenges 
of globalisation. But because the multilateral 
world order is so dependent on the input of states, 
multilateralism itself is not functioning well. 
The drama according to Weiss (2008) is that the 
UN would never had emerged at all, if it was not 
configured as an instrument of state interests.

In sum, there seems to be sufficient reasons 
to claim that ‘the values and institutions of 
multilateralism as currently constituted (…) are 
arguably under serious challenge’ (Newman 
& Thakur 2006: 531). But, as suggested by the 
same authors, the fundamental principle of 
multilateralism is not in crisis! What is needed is an 
update of the organisational issues in order to be 
in tune with today’s reality.

Multilateralism is thus both a normative concept 
(it is an ideal to promote) and a practice (it refers to 
a set of existing practices and institutions). At both 
levels it is subject to change and one can think of 
how an updated global multilateral governance 
system could look like. Such a vision could be called 
‘Multilateralism 2.0.’ This is a metaphor as it refers 
to a jargon used in the ICT world. As all metaphors, 
it has its limitations. But metaphors in science 
can also serve the purpose of viewing things from 
new perspectives (Harré 1976). The core of the 
metaphor advanced here is an implicit reference to 
what is now called ‘Web 2.0.’, a concept currently 
used to be described as the second phase in 
the development of the World Wide Web. It 

describes the change from a ‘web’ consisting out of 
individual websites to a full platform of interactive 
web applications to the end users on the World 
Wide Web. The Multilateralism 2.0. metaphor 
tries to grasp how the ideals and practices of 
multilateralism are currently undergoing a 
similar transformation. It is partially a descriptive 
metaphor as it tries to capture what is going on. 
But it is also a normative metaphor that points to 
what is possible and desirable.

The essence of introducing the ‘Web 2.0’ metaphor 
in international relations lies in stressing the 
emergence of network thinking and practices in 
international relations and in the transformation 
of multilateralism from a closed to an open 
system. In Multilateralism 1.0 the principal agents 
in the interstate space of international relations 
are states. National governments are the ‘star 
players’. Intergovernmental organisations are 
only dependent agents whose degrees of freedom 
only go as far as the states allow them. The 
primacy of sovereignty is the ultimate principle 
of international relations. In Multilateralism 2.0, 
there are players other than sovereign states that 
play a role and some of these players challenge the 
notion of sovereignty and that makes the system 
much more open. The trend towards multipolarity 
is more than just a redistribution of power at the 
global level. It is also about a change in who the 
players are and how the playing field is organised. 

It is symptomatic of this trend that the Harvard 
Business Review chose as one of its ‘breakthrough 
ideas’ for 2010 the concept of ‘independent 
diplomacy’ (Ross 2010). In that article the question 
was raised: why should we pretend that only 
nation-states shape international affairs? There 
are signs that Multilateralism 2.0 already partially 
exists. But of course there are also strong forces to 
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continue with Multilateralism 1.0. As such it is not 
even sure that a fully-fledged multilateral system 
version 2.0 will ever emerge.

The first characteristic of Multilateralism 2.0 is 
the diversification of multilateral organisations. In 
recent years there has been a dramatic rise of all 
kinds of international organisations and regimes. 
According to Schiavone (2001), the number of 
intergovernmental organisations has grown 
from 37 to well over 400 in the period between 
1990 and 2000 (see also Higgott 2006). While 
mostly operating on an inter-governmental basis, 
some of these organisations have acquired some 
autonomy in the exercise of their competences 
and even have a ‘legal personality’ just as states 
(Ip 2010). Increasingly these organisations look 
more to networks than to formal (bureaucratic) 
organisations. In line with a ‘trans-nationalisation 
of policies’ (Stone 2004) one can state that 
Multilateralism 2.0. implies the rise of 
transnational policy networks (Djelic & Quach 
2003, Stone 2008).

Secondly, there is a growing importance of non 
state actors at the regional rather than global 
level. States have by now created a large number 
of global and regional institutions that have 
themselves become players in the international 
order. Some of these new players, although not 
states, do resemble states in their behaviour. 
Such an institution as the EU exemplifies this 
trend (one can point for instance to its presence 
as observer in the UN, its coordination strategy at 
the International Monetary Fund, its membership 
at the G20, etc.). Other regional organisations 
are – although not to the same extent as the EU – 
following suit. As a result, one can say that we are 
currently witnessing a transition from a world of 
states to a world of states (including the BRICS as 
new global powers) and regions (Van Langenhove 
2007, 2008). This trend is further reinforced 

by the phenomenon of devolution whereby 
national powers are in some states transferred to 
subnational regions. Some of these subnational 
regional entities even have the ambition to be 
present at the international stage as well. In 
Europe, Flanders has perhaps more autonomy 
in Belgium than Luxembourg in the EU. Yet, 
Luxembourg is considered to be a sovereign state, 
while Flanders is not. In that article the question 
was raised: why to pretend that only nation-states 
shape international affairs?

Thirdly, next to the increased relations between 
‘vertical’ levels of governance, there is a growing 
interconnectivity between policy domains 
horizontally. Finance cannot be divorced 
from trade, security, climate, etc. A distinctive 
characteristic of Multilateralism 2.0. is thus that 
the boundaries between policy domains (and the 
organisations dealing with them) are becoming 
more and more permeable. Instead of clear 
separated areas of policy concern treated within 
separate institutions, there are now communities 
of different actors and layers that form together 
a global agora of multiple publics and plural 
institutions (Stone 2008).

Finally, under Multilateralism 1.0 the involvement 
of citizens is largely limited to democratic 
representation at the state level. The 
supranational governance layer does not foresee 
direct involvement of the civil society or of any 
other non-governmental actors. In Multilateralism 
2.0. there is an increased room for non-
governmental actors at all levels. This is perhaps 
the most revolutionary aspect of Multilateralism 
2.0. but also the most difficult to organise. This is 
related to the state centric and institutional focus 
of classical multilateral organisations. In such a 
closed system there is hardly any room for open 
debate, let alone for the involvement of citizens. 
But as Klabbers (2005) argued, there is evidence 
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that an alternative is emerging, that of multilateral 
institutions functioning not so much as an 
organisation but rather as an agora, that is ‘a public 
realm in which institutional issues can be debated 
and perhaps, be decided’ (Klabbers 2005: 382).

In sum, the signs are there that multilateralism 
is moving from a 1.0. mode to a 2.0. mode. But, as 
mentioned above, states have been the architects 
of Multilateralism 1.0. and they crafted a form of 
multilateralism that is in tune with state interests. 
The big challenge today is whether non state 
actors will have the power and the degrees of 
liberty to be involved in crafting Multilateralism 
2.0. Regional organisations could be in a position 
to contribute to such a new regionalised world 
order. Bull (1977: 261) already imagined such a 
‘more regionalised world systems’. More recently, 
Katzenstein (2005: 1) stated that ‘ours is a world 
of regions’. And Slaughter (2004) described a 
‘disaggregated world order’ where the model is in 
many ways the EU, that has indeed the ambition to 
be involved in such an operation. By embracing the 
principle of ‘effective multilateralism’, the EU has 
clearly indicated the willingness to contribute to 
reforming multilateralism. But the paradox might 
be that its own member states with their own 1.0. 
form of diplomacy are perhaps not ready yet for 
such a move.

Further readings
George Christou (2011), Multilateralism, Conflict 
Prevention and the Eastern Partnership, European 
Foreign Affairs Review, 16(2), pp.207-225.

George Christou & Seamus Simpson (2011), The 
European Union, Multilateralism and the Global 
Governance of Internet, Journal of European Public 
Policy, 18(2), pp. 241-257.

Luk Van Langenhove (2010) The EU as a Global 
Actor in a Multipolar World and Multilateral 
2.0. Environment, Egmont Paper, Egmont Royal 
Institute for International Affairs, nr. 36.

Luk Van Langenhove, (2010) The Transformation 
of Multilateralism. Mode 1.0. to Mode 2.0. Global 
Policy, 1(3): 263-270. (Global Policy is published by 
Wiley-Blackwell/London School of Economics)

Jan Wouters, Sijbren de Jong, and Philippe De 
Man (2010) „The EU’s Commitment to Effective 
Multilateralism in the Field of Security: Theory 
and Practice, Yearbook of European Law, vol: 29, 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press), pp. 164-189. 
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representing an observable trend (Britz & Ojanen 
2009). According to Krahmann, security structures 
or a coalition’s fluidity and flexibility represent a 
distinctive characteristic of security governance, 
so that security coordination takes on different 
shapes (Krahmann 2001: 5). 

Of particular relevance for Kirchner is, instead, the 
working and coordinating mechanisms of security 
governance within and across issue areas. In this 
regard, co-ordination, management and regulation 
are the three components of governance and 
also the three tools used to empirically test it. 
Specifically, co-ordination concerns the way in 
which actors interact and who, among them, leads 
the policy-making process, implementation and 
control. Management relates to risk assessment 
duties, monitoring, negotiations, mediations and 
resource allocation, while regulation is conceived 
as the policy result, its intended objective, its 
fostering motivation, its effective impact and the 
institutional setting created (Kirchner 2007b: 24).

A significant part of the literature on security 
governance deals with the EU and its role therein. 
This is not surprising: Europe’s ‘post-Westphalian 
traits’ seem to be the ideal-type of a governance 
structure for several concerns, security included. 
The interdependencies that resulted from the 
internal economic project and the loss of some 
sovereign prerogatives related to that objective, 

The loose concept of governance seemed to be apt 
in capturing the idea of a variegated environment 
characterised by a multiplicity of actors and levels. 
This was especially the case with the EU given the 
multifaceted nature of its policy-making milieu. 
Webber et. al. (2004) began with some important 
definitional points, and in particular, focussed the 
analysis on security governance in Europe. That is, 
the concept was considered in part to be European 
specific, in part a socially constructed product 
of the societies and structures dominant on the 
continent, has taken these issues forward, and 
asks the important evaluative question, as to the 
way in which the concept of security governance 
can be seen to lead to offer significant advances 
on other means of thinking about the security of 
Europe.

In Kirchner’s words, security governance is an 
‘intentional system of rule that involves the 
coordination, management and regulation of 
issues by multiple and separate authorities, 
interventions by both public and private 
actors, formal and informal arrangements and 
purposefully directed towards particular policy 
outcomes’ (Kirchner 2007a: 3). A ‘governance 
approach’ should help understand vertical 
and horizontal interactions among different 
actors, serving as an organisational framework 
(Schroeder 2006: 5), analysing how security is 
produced (Webber et al. 2004) and ultimately 

Understanding security 
governance
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suggested that a certain degree of multilateral 
coordination at more levels and among different 
actors was necessary to face ongoing risks 
(Kirchner and Sperling 2007a & b). Indeed, the idea 
that global solutions to security problems can 
better be achieved through the existence and the 
practices of post-Westphalian states (Kirchner 
& Sperling 2007 a & b) spurred debates on the 
exportation of the European system of governance. 
According to this reasoning, this exportation 
could overcome some of the heterogeneity in 
the international system and set the basis for 
institutional and normative regulation of security 
challenges. However, threats can also be perceived 
and assessed differently; some actors prefer 
unilateral strategies rather than multilateral 
solutions and opt for hard tools to solve security 
matters. This is so, the argument goes, because 
some Westphalian states exist in the international 
context and characterise different systems of 
security governance from the European one: this 
ends up overburdening and complicating the 
achievement of global security (Sperling 2003, 
Hallenberg, Sperling & Wagnsson 2009).

As already stated, the literature on security 
governance is problematic in that it focuses 
predominantly on the dynamics of ‘governance’, on 
the multiplicity of actors, tools and instruments 
rather than the complexity of security and the 
implications varied meanings of security have for 
our understanding of the EU as a security actor. 
As acknowledged by its proponents, security 
governance ‘is a heuristic device for recasting 
the problem of security management in order to 
accommodate the different patterns of interstate 
interaction, the rising number of non-state 
security actors, the expansion of the security 
agenda and conflict regulation or resolution’ 

(Kirchner and Sperling 2007b: 18). Thus, the security 
governance approach, although possessing ‘the 
virtue of conceptual accommodation’ by its own 
admission, is ‘pre-theoretical’ (Ibid), and thus lacks 
nuance in terms of how the EU constructs its 
understanding of security and engages in security 
practice. Our argument, therefore, is that the 
security governance literature would benefit from 
incorporating a theoretical approach to security: 
this will provide a more complex understanding of 
the way in which security comes to be understood 
and intersubjectively defined, which in turn has 
implications for the relevant actors involved, 
governance strategies, processes of engagement, 
and finally, policy practice and outcome.  

Another potential shortcoming of the security 
governance literature is its predominantly 
Euro-centric contextual focus. Our argument 
here is that in order to understand the EU as 
an actor in security governance structures, a 
more global outlook is required to incorporate 
other dimensions and influences in the framing 
of EU/European security issues and practices, 
and on how they are constructed, managed and 
regulated. On this point, a significant step has 
been taken by Sperling (2003, 2009). He envisages 
the possible existence of different systems of 
security governance characterised by the following 
features which include: the regulator, considering 
the mechanisms adopted to face security problems 
and resolve conflicts; the normative framework, 
identifying the role that norms play in determining 
interests and behaviours; sovereign prerogatives, 
investigating the degree of hierarchical 
interactions; and the security referent, defining 
the nature of the state, the interaction between 
identity and interests and the usefulness of force, 
and the interaction context, investigating the 
strength of the security dilemma (Sperling 2009). 
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In our view, this is a productive way forward which 
aims at overcoming the strict European focus of 
current research, whilst simultaneously dealing 
with the EU’s role in different security structures, 
and adding a comparative perspective to the 
analysis of EU security governance. 

In this context, our contribution would not only 
be in acknowledging that overlapping systems 
of security governance have implications for the 
EU, but also in laying down the methodological 
foundations to investigate how and why the EU 
can interact within them, and contribute to the 
sustainability, transformation or dissolution of 
such arrangements. Moreover, it moves beyond 
a pre-theoretical, functional aggregation of 
factors and characteristics of systems of security 
governance (and states within them) to ask critical 
questions of how they were constructed in the first 
place, and how this impacts on the way in which 
the EU can speak and do security. In summary then, 
whilst there is an acknowledgment in the latest 
European security governance literature of the 
security referent, the role of norms and the context 
of interaction – which is also of interest within 
our approach – there remains limited discussion 
on what is meant by security per se, or how it 
can be understood theoretically and explored 
methodologically in the context of the EU and 
Europe.     

How then, do we propose to take security 
governance forward and move it from a pre-
theoretical to theoretical framework of analysis? 
To reiterate, our argument is that we must move 
beyond characterisations and typologies towards 
a clear theoretical and methodological foundation. 
More specifically, we contend that there is a need 
to take the constructivist turn in security studies 

seriously in order to allow us to move beyond 
security as an objective phenomenon that is ‘out 
there’ and can be measured or analysed through 
a linear or deductive methodology. We also argue 
in this context that a more obvious synergy 
with the security studies literature will enhance 
the analytical sophistication of the security 
governance literature.

Whilst the EU/European security governance 
literature certainly provides a plastic or flexible 
frame for this purpose, it falls short in our eyes, 
as it does not move beyond a conceptual notion 
of security (it is pre-theoretical). The suggestion 
here, therefore, is that through utilising the 
security studies literature, we can provide a flexible 
framework and a comparative methodology, which 
moves beyond traditional notions of security 
as the activity of states; a notion that is fixed or 
defined simply as a threat, and provides a more 
complex understanding of how the EU does and 
speaks security. We recognise that for many such 
a comparative or eclectic approach is problematic 
on a philosophical and intellectual level, but our 
position merely suggests that there is much to 
connect such theories (although not to collapse 
them into one theoretical approach, see Floyd 
2007) – and that, whilst not compatible in terms 
of the methodological minutiae can at an intuitive 
and comparative level illuminate the problems in 
each, whilst also providing a platform for dialogue 
and theory building.

Thus, it is not the assertion here that security 
governance is not a fruitful avenue for 
research. Indeed, we very much concur with 
the conceptualisation of security governance 
provided in this literature and its notion of 
European security as part of broader regional and 
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global security governance structures. However, 
we do believe that it lacks a more complex 
understanding of the variegated meaning of 
security and security logics in the context of the 
EU/Europe. Our approach, therefore, almost takes 
a step backwards in its conversation with this 
literature – in that it seeks first to analyse the 
discursive construction of ‘security’ in different 
policy areas, whilst also not losing sight of the 
connection between construction, governance/
governmentality, policy practice and outcome. 
Overall, we suggest this is a more nuanced 
approach which allows the analyst to probe the 
dynamics of EU security action, and indeed, the 
implications and consequences of such action in 
terms of policy governance, effectiveness and its 
own identity.  

Further readings
EU-GRASP researchers George Christou and Stuart 
Croft edited a special issue on European ‘security’ 
governance with the Taylor and Francis journal 
“European Security”. This collection contains 
ten contributions on a wide range of security 
governance issues.

In 2012, this special issue of European Security will 
also be published as a book by Routledge under the 
title of European ‘security’ governance (edited by 
George Christou and Stuart Croft).

In 2012, Routledge will also publish a volume 
in their Routledge/ECPR Studies in European 
Political Science Series on the topic of The EU and 
Multilateral Security Governance. The volume will 
be edited by Luk Van Langenhove, Sonia Lucarelli 
and Jan Wouters.
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time allowing for the inclusion of a larger definition 
of security and the means put in place by a variety 
of actors to address various security issues. In this 
framework, security governance can therefore help 
to understand the proliferation of transnational 
cooperation amongst both state and non-state 
actors in the post-Cold War era, where new security 
threats are challenging the ability of sovereign 
states to ensure the security of their citizens.

To evaluate the successes and failures of the EU 
as a global actor in security and peace requires an 
analysis of EU action at multiple levels of security 
governance. Instructively, it should be noted 
that the EU is not a single state. Consequently, 
the EU can be understood as a geographical 
“region” and/or an integrated set of institutions 
that create a multilevel and multilocational 
foreign policy  (Keukeleire & MacNaughtan 2008: 
8-34). This creates two significant problems for 
understanding bilateral relations. Firstly, as the 
EU is itself a region, bilateral relations constitute 
“regional-state relations”. This has led to Heiner 
Hänggi going beyond the term bilateralism, and 
referring to EU bilateral interactions with single 
powers as ‘hybrid interregionalism’  (2000: 7). 
“Hybrid interregionalism” refers to a framework 
where one organised region negotiates with a 
group of countries from another (unorganised 
or dispersed) region. For instance, in the 
Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (EMP) the 
Mediterranean countries negotiate individually 

Developments characterising the rapidly 
evolving global environment are reflected in 
the ‘Multilateralism 2.0.’ concept. The latter 
emphasises the diversification of multilateral 
actors and the ensuing diversification of 
multilateral playing fields. The concept accounts 
for a complex network of actors that perform 
and interact in a multipolar environment, where 
openness and flexibility are the keywords. The EU 
is a part of this multipolar environment where 
it plays a role not as a state but as a regional 
organisation operating in a complex international 
environment comprising states, multilateral 
and regional organisations. The EU itself, in its 
relations with other actors, is characterised by its 
multi-faceted appearances as one can distinguish 
elements of bilateral, regional, interregional and 
global actorness. As such, the EU contributes 
to establishing a fluid architecture of global, 
regional and national solutions to security threats 
that embody different actors at multiple levels 
according to the challenges that need to be 
addressed. Within such a fluid architecture, there 
are no fixed roles or positions for any actor - hence 
the growing need for coordination, management 
and regulation. Not surprisingly then, there 
emerged the new concept of ‘security governance’, 
which focuses on how multiple actors in a web 
of power and responsibility coordinate, manage 
and regulate their actions. The concept of security 
governance is therefore useful to overcome the 
conundrum of state-centrism while at the same 
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with the EU. Similarly, referring specifically to 
commercial relations, Aggarwal and Fogarty (2004) 
take the Lomé Agreement as an example of hybrid 
interregionalism, whereby the EU is unified and 
has trade relations with a set of countries that are 
not grouped within their own customs union or 
free trade agreement. Hänggi goes beyond formal 
frameworks and refers to hybrid interregionalism, 
in which a region, such as the EU, interacts 
bilaterally with single powers. Formally, this can 
be thought of as a “region-to-state” (or “region-to-
country”) relationship.

In its broader sense, interregionalism refers to the 
process whereby two specified regions interact 
as regions, that is, region-to-region relations. The 
most institutionalised form of interregionalism, 
so-called “pure interregionalism”, develops 
between two clearly identifiable regions within an 
institutional framework (for instance the EU and 
the African Union). Pure interregionalism captures, 
however, only a limited part of present-day 
interregional cooperation. This is because many 
“regions” are dispersed and porous, without clearly 
identifiable borders, and demonstrate only a low 
level of regional agency. In other words, regional 
organisations are not discrete actors, which can 
be isolated from classical intergovernmental 
cooperation between nation-states (i.e. classical 
bilateralism). It is widely contested among scholars 
even to what extent the EU (sophisticated as it is) 
should be considered a discrete actor. Although 
interregionalism is not explicitly mentioned 
as an objective in the Treaty on the European 
Union (TEU), it is deeply rooted in the European 
Commission’s and the EU’s foreign policies and 
external relations. There is a long history of a 
rather loose form of interregionalism between the 
EU and the African, Caribbean, and Pacific (ACP) 
group of countries, and this interregional policy 

has been partly revised under the new Cotonou 
Agreement and other frameworks. Since the 
1990s interregional cooperation has been further 
developed as a key feature of the EU’s foreign 
policies with other counterpart regions, at least 
in official declarations. Indeed, we are witnessing 
a trend whereby the European Commission and 
other European policymakers seek to promote 
interregional relations and partnerships with the 
Global South, albeit not always with a consistent 
formulation (Söderbaum & Stålgren 2010).

Our analysis of the EU’s interregional cooperation 
with Africa, Latin America and Asia reveals 
that the EU uses a variety of instruments and 
models of engagement to foster relations with 
countries and regional partners. As we have 
seen, EU-driven interregional cooperation tends 
to be multifaceted, with different issues and 
themes receiving different emphasis in different 
counterpart regions and in different security 
issues. Interregional policy is, therefore, not a 
fixed set of guidelines but rather is subject to 
adaptation. A comparative assessment suggests 
a variation in the way that the EU conducts 
its foreign policies towards different regions 
(Söderbaum & Stålgren 2010).

This implies that the EU does not appear to have 
a specific preference for one particular model of 
cooperation. It is evident that the EU tends to be 
pragmatic in its various relationships with the rest 
of the world. In this regard, the EU increasingly 
behaves as an actor on a variety of levels in world 
affairs — having “a global strategy” (Farrell 2010, 
Söderbaum & Stålgren 2010). Far from being locked 
into a specific foreign policy doctrine (such as 
interregionalism), the EU uses any type of policy 
that it has at its disposal and which appears to be 
most suited to a given objective. 
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It is useful to distinguish between security 
issues and other types of (non-security) issues, 
such as trade, aid and development. Needless to 
say, security and development may affect one 
another. Together forming the much-talked about 
security-development nexus. Yet, it is also relevant 
to point out that generally speaking interregional 
cooperation is quite often more developed in the 
field of trade, aid and development compared to 
security. 

A general characteristic of interregional 
cooperation (both in the security and non-security 
sphere) is that issues are often dealt with through 
multi-country dialogues, summits and policy 
declarations. Interregionalism may therefore be 
criticised as rhetorical, symbolic and sweeping. 
In contrast, however, there is also evidence that 
interregionalism may provide a useful forum for 
dialogue and framework for enhancing cooperation 
at lower levels. In this way, interregionalism may 
reinforce bilateral collaboration, or may be a 
stepping-stone to multilateral cooperation. As 
a result it is not useful to analyse interregional 
cooperation in isolation from other forms 
of cooperation. There is a tendency that 
interregionalism sometimes is important even if it 
is not so well-developed or intense. 

Our research result reveal that it is misleading 
to only concentrate on pure interregionalism, 
that is, institutionalised cooperation between 
two regional organisations. The more complex 
and pluralistic processes of transregionalism and 
hybrid interregionalism reveal that especially 
the counterpart regional organisations are more 
open-ended and ambiguous, implying that policies 
of regional organisations interact with policies of 
states/governments. Taken together, this leads 
to the possibility of an increasing number of 
(interacting) forms of collaboration on different 

“levels” (hence the relevance of transversal 
cooperation as an analytical device). 

The interregional model is perhaps most developed 
in the EU’s relationship with Africa, at least in 
the sense that interregional cooperation and 
partnerships exist in most issue-areas and with 
Africa as well as all sub-regional organisations. 
Yet, it is very evident that EU-Africa interregional 
cooperation is dominated by the EU and to quite 
a large extent it depends on the EU’s interests and 
agenda. This is however not equivalent to saying 
that asymmetric interregionalism is necessarily 
detrimental. And it is not simply that EU dictates 
the agenda. For example, many observers 
would say that the African Peace and Security 
Architecture (APSA) is African-driven and EU-Africa 
interregional cooperation is to a large extent 
designed in order to strengthen APSA and African 
management of its own security crises. 

EU-Asia collaboration is at least partly different in 
terms of the degree of institutionalisation as well 
as the nature of the issues covered. For instance, 
terrorism and WMD are greater concerns in Asia 
than in Africa and Latin America, whereas Africa 
is heavily affected by a large number of regional 
conflicts. But interregionalism in Asia is clearly 
affected by the fact that ASEAN is more or less the 
only viable regional organisation. But the EU is not 
necessarily advocating in favour of increased pure 
interregionalism. On the contrary, while in the past 
the EU has combined pure interregionalism with 
forms of hybrid interregionalism, there is today 
a growing preference for hybrid interregionalism 
and more flexible solutions. “This may be explained 
in part by the difficulty of negotiating over very 
complex and politically contentious issues with 
disparate groups of countries. The EU has found 
that the difficulty of completing such negotiations, 
and the subsequent problems in implementation 
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and compliance, make different forms of region-
state treaties a more  effective instrument for 
economic cooperation” (Farrell 2010). Hence, 
despite the many official declarations about 
the EU’s preference for interregional relations, 
a closer empirical review reveals a complex 
pattern of intersecting, complementing and at 
times competing models of external relations - 
resulting in a mixture of bilateral, multilateral and 
interregional policies in a world with external and 
internal obstacles.

Previous research suggests that the EU’s policy 
mix depends very much on who the counterpart 
is (Söderbaum & Stålgren 2010). We argue that 
this variation in interregional relations is often 
linked to questions of relevance and power. The 
EU cannot deny the contemporary relevance and 
power of key East Asian states which results in 
partnerships that are symmetric in nature. This 
contrasts sharply with the EU-Africa relationship, 
which, although officially designated as an equal 
partnership, for now at least clearly remains 
asymmetrical (CEC 2004: 9). Compared to the more 
flexible and pluralistic approach to Asia, the EU 
tends to emphasise the interregional and regional 
model much more strongly in the African context.

A similar asymmetry, although not as one-sided, 
can also be detected in the EU’s relationship 
with Latin America. This suggests that, while 
much of the EU’s interregional relations are 
conducted under the pretext of mutual benefit, 

the distribution of these benefits appears to be a 
function of the power position of the EU relative 
to its counterparts. That is, the stronger the 
counterpart (in terms of power and relevance), 
the more concessions are made by the EU. With 
weaker “partners”, the EU seem to dictate far more 
of the conditions for interregional cooperation. 
The relatively stronger East Asian region benefits 
from access to European markets and Asian 
countries are generally invited to participate in 
equal or symmetric partnerships with the EU. 
There is little conditionality attached to East Asian 
cooperation, which reflects the EU’s response to 
an increasingly powerful region. Indeed, security 
issues, such as human rights are sensitive for 
many Asian countries and the EU has chosen 
to maintain a rather low profile on these issues 
instead of pressurising for political changes. 
However, the EU attaches economic, trade and 
political conditionalities in its dealings with Africa. 
The EU’s dealings with Latin America appear to lie 
somewhere between these extremes.

Further reading
In 2012, Springer Verlag will publish a volume 
edited by Fredrik Söderbaum, Tiziana Scaramagli 
and Francis Baert that goes deeper into the notion 
of interregionalism and the interaction between 
the different levels of transversal cooperation as 
researcherd in EU-GRASP: bilateralism, regionalism, 
interregionalism and multilateralism. This volume 
will be published in the United Nations University 
series on Regionalism.
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was established in order to better coordinate the 
implementation and conduct of the CFSP but 
gradually has expanded to encompass additional 
functions including the post of Secretary General 
of the Council of the European Union.

It is in his position of High Representative/
Secretary General (HR/SG) that Javier Solana was 
tasked by EU foreign ministers to draft a ‘European 
strategic concept’. The result was the publication 
of the document “A Secure Europe in a Better 
World. European Security Strategy” in 2003 and 
its adoption by the European Council during its 
meeting in December of the same year. The ESS 
represents the document leading the way for what 
European foreign policy should be like. In other 
words, “it outlines the long-term policy objectives 
and the instruments that can be applied to achieve 
them” and therefore “it could indeed serve as a 
reference framework for day-to-day policy-making, 
defining also the legitimacy of actions and 
leading the development of capabilities within 
the EU” (Biscop & Drieskens 2006: 271). Among 
the various elements contained in the document 
it is noteworthy to stress the call it makes for 
increasing collaboration with international 
organisations and cooperation with major actors 
of the international scene. Within the part 
dedicated to the Strategic Objectives of the ESS 
special attention is thus given to multilateralism 
by calling for ‘An International Order Based on 
Effective Multilateralism’. The 2008 review of 

Since the creation of Europe, security and defence 
concerns have been both of primary importance 
and highly controversial. Early attempts to set up 
a defence union were largely unsuccessful. The 
emergence of new security threats at the end 
of the Cold War provoked a renewed interest in 
security and defence-related issues. In parallel, 
the setting into place of the basis of the EU’s 
foreign policy dates back to the early 1990s. At the 
time, the mutations of the European institutions, 
and the world they were evolving in, called for a 
profound review of the way the European foreign 
policy should be organised. As such, the Maastricht 
Treaty represents  an important milestone with 
the introduction of the Common Foreign and 
Security Policy (CFSP). The Title V of the Treaty 
which established the CFSP as one of the three 
pillars of the European Union represents a turning 
point for the European integration process since 
it calls for an institutionalisation of cooperation 
of the member states’ foreign policies. The CFSP 
essentially marks the attempt by the member 
states to resolve their lack of coordination when 
faced with a crisis situation. The conflict ensuing 
from the breakdown of Yugoslavia clearly showed 
the need for an institutional framework to guide 
the various European foreign policies and favour 
common positions rather than disaggregated 
responses to similar crises. The Amsterdam Treaty 
further reinforced the CFSP by creating the 
position of a High Representative of the Common 
Foreign and Security Policy. Initially the position 

European structure 
and policies
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the European Security Strategy also clearly 
underscores the fact that the EU has to work in 
favour of multilateralism and in collaboration with 
international institutions. The Review states that 
“At a global level, Europe must lead a renewal of 
the multilateral order. The UN stands at the apex 
of the international system.” It also adds that 
the EU finds itself at “a unique moment to renew 
multilateralism, working with the United States 
and with [its] partners around the world.”

The signing of the Lisbon Treaty marks yet another 
important step in the integration of Europe, 
as with its adoption the EU aims to improve 
coherence in its external actions and, at the same 
time, enhance its accountability towards European 
citizens. The most relevant innovations related 
to the Union’s global actorness concern, first, 
the appointment of a President of the European 
Council, to give more visibility and consistency to 
both ‘the work of the European Council’ and ‘the 
external representation of the union on the CFSP 
issues’ (Article 9B paragraph 6, Treaty of Lisbon). 
Second, the creation of a ‘High Representative 
(HR) of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security 
Policy’ – called the ‘EU Minister of Foreign Affairs’ 
– who is also Vice-President of the Commission, 
and thus responsible for the coordination between 
the Council and the Commission. Third, the 
introduction of a European External Action Service 
(EEAS) to assist the HR and streamline the EU’s 
external services by representing the Union in 
non-EU countries on all matters of foreign policy. 
Fourth, by conferring legal personality onto the 
EU (Article 46A), the Lisbon Treaty enables the 
Union to sign treaties or international agreements 
falling under the competences transferred to the 
EU by its member states. Finally, the Lisbon Treaty 
also streamlines decision-making procedures by 
extending the use of Qualified Majority Votes for 
matters pertaining to the Common Foreign and 

Security Policy (CFSP), thus demonstrating the EU’s 
willingness to facilitate decision-making among 
the 27 member states. Although these innovations 
do not challenge CFSP’s intergovernmental 
nature at its core, they nevertheless affirm the 
EU’s commitment in improving its efficiency and 
coherence at the international level.

The EU has therefore continuously strengthened 
its organisational structures with the Lisbon Treaty 
only representing one of the latest stage – albeit a 
major one – that installed some major changes and 
innovations, while at the same time stepping up 
its global presence. This has also been witnessed 
very practically as since 2003 more than 22 civilian 
and military missions have been carried out by 
the EU in the Balkans, the Middle East, Asia and 
Africa. Therefore, in terms of civilian and military 
capacity, these missions deployed under the ESDP 
demonstrated a certain EU potential. However, 
military capability, be it human or material, is still 
generally insufficient. Despite the absence of an 
EU standing army, standby battlegroups have 
been settled as well-trained and -equipped forces 
that can be deployed on short notice. Further, the 
Permanent Structured Cooperation constitutes 
a remarkable attempt aimed at tackling the 
capability deficit. But an issue that remains 
to be dealt with is the absence of a common 
operational structure for coordinating efforts and 
deployments on the ground.

Despite this demonstrated ability, we cannot 
forget that the EU is not a state but a regional 
organisation that operates in a complex 
international environment comprising states, 
multilateral organisations as well as other 
regional organisations. The willingness of the 
EU to involve itself in international peace and 
security and address the threats it is faced 
with has thus been translated in the structure 
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and policies it has adopted to respond to these 
threats. Of course, the structures and policies 
are not uniform and largely depend on the threat 
they are meant to tackle. Nevertheless, some 
common features can be identified and most 
importantly is the EU’s readiness to engage with 
other international actors and act in favor of an 
effective multilateralism. Secondly, the EU also 
shows elements of bilateral, regional, interregional 
and global actorness. As such, the EU contributes 
to establishing a fluid architecture of security 
governance spanning from the global, the regional 
and the national levels and that embodies 
different actors at multiple levels according to the 
problems that need to be faced.

For example, in what concern energy security, 
international energy network projects serving the 
EU’s security of energy supply necessarily involve 
the agreement of third country governments 
as internal developments in the EU energy 
markets cannot be considered in isolation from 
external matters, namely the EU’s existing 
arrangements with supplier states (Benford 
2006: 41). It is therefore important that the EU’s 
international cooperation framework encourages 
the development of projects with third country 

governments. In this field of external relations the 
EU currently holds Memoranda of Understanding 
on energy with a number of third countries, as 
well as so-called ‘Energy Dialogues’. The EU-Russia 
Energy Dialogue takes on a particularly important 
role in this regard given the strong mutual interest 
and interdependence in the energy field between 
the EU and Russia, in particular regarding the 
supply of natural gas and (to a lesser degree) with 
respect to oil. The EU offers the largest consumer 
market for Russian gas and Russia not only 
oversees the largest natural gas reserves but also 
exercises full control over the key pipelines that 
provide the main access to these reserves. The 
EU’s broad challenge thus becomes managing this 
interdependence with a view to gaining maximum 
control over outcomes, namely ensuring security of 
supply (Benford 2006: 42).

Further reading
Wouters, Jan, Bijlmakers, Stephanie & Meuwissen, 
Katrien (2012) The EU as an Multilateral Security 
Actor after Lisbon: Constitutional and Institutional 
Aspects. In: Lucarelli, Sonia, Van Langenhove, Luk 
and Wouters, Jan (eds.) The EU and Multilateral 
Security Governance. London: Routledge.
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Impact and acceptance

8

immediate and long-term, short-term and lasting 
efforts of the effort’ (quoted in Woodrow & 
Chigas, 2008, 19). Importantly, ‘if projects are not 
accountable for how their interventions contribute 
to the broader peace, one runs the risk of investing 
a lot of time, resources, and effort in programmes 
with excellent outcomes, but that make no 
measurable difference to the conflict’ (ibid).

Impact assessment is a difficult task. Research 
has shown that in terms of actually measuring 
the results and impact of peacebuilding some of 
the most important (methodological) weaknesses 
include: the general lack of planning (i.e. a conflict 
analysis was often missing as a foundation to 
develop and implement the intervention); often 
there is a weak connection between the conflict 
analysis and intervention itself (and in some cases 
the conflict analysis is completely missing); the 
goals of intervention are often so general and 
vague (‘contribution to peace’) that they are not 
measurable, and it is very difficult to evaluate 
their impact (Spurk 2008, Woodrow & Chigas 
2008). Hence, a proper impact assessment requires 
planning and conflict analysis (including the extent 
of regionalisation of conflict). The intervention 
thus needs to be planned and designed before it is 
implemented (it is at least very difficult to get solid 
answers about impact when such assessments 
are carried out in retrospect). Furthermore, impact 
assessment requires understanding of causality, 

Any meaningful assessment of the impact and 
acceptance of EU’s role as a global-regional 
actor in security and peace must begin with 
an identification of the EU’s goals and the 
underlying assumptions of the EU’s involvement 
in a particular intervention (i.e. the EU’s 
construction of the conflict). The next step is 
to distinguish between output, outcome and 
impact. As mentioned in the section on security 
governance, there is an abundance of literature 
on the intervention strategy and processes of 
implementation in a rather narrow sense. Indeed, 
literature in the field is heavily geared towards 
‘output’ (e.g. training of soldiers in human rights) 
and ‘outcome’ (e.g. soldiers are respecting human 
rights in their activities) of interventions, rather 
than whether any peacebuilding impact on the 
society in a broader sense can be detected. 

The societal impact is particularly relevant for 
assessing more comprehensive interventions (even 
if some evaluators and researchers claim that 
only output and outcome should be assessed, not 
impact). However, as pointed out by Woodrow and 
Chigas (2008), impact needs not be elusive and 
unreachable, too long-term or impossible to assess, 
but can be identifiable in everyday occurrences. 
Such understanding is also consistent with the 
OECD-DAC’s definition of impact as including: 
‘the primary and secondary, direct and indirect, 
positive and negative, intended and unintended, 
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or at least ‘a convincing estimate of causal 
relationship’ (Svensson & Brattberg 2008: 24), and 
this requires ‘a theory of change’, which is able to 
explain how and why a particular intervention will 
contribute to broader peace and security. Impact 
is frequently expressed in terms of the success 
or failure of an intervention. There is however no 
consensus among academics, policy makers or 
recipients of intervention as to what constitutes or 
explains successful intervention; assessments are 
subject to bias and politicisation. Our framework 
seeks to problematise the way the EU defines the 
success or failure of its engagements. We need 
to acknowledge a general weakness of the way 
success and failure is defined and how impact 
is assessed. The first general weakness is that 
interventions are often predicated upon very 
sweeping definitions of ‘successful’ outcomes, and 
are justified with morally charged and normative 
propositions by interveners, such as human 
rights, human security and the responsibility to 
protect. The strategies adopted by interveners 
are justified on the basis that they lead to greater 
security, stability and development of the targets 
of intervention and/or of the global community. 
Such rhetoric usually emerges from a western 
philosophical tradition (Der Derian 1995) that 
clothes raw economic and political interest. 
Notions of success are thus deeply embedded in 
cultural values and politico-economic interests; 
they are always ambiguous, meaning one thing 
for those loyal to the values of a global ‘outsider’ 
community, and another for those who identify 
themselves as ‘insiders’ (Rubinstein 2005). Notably, 
the values and understandings of those for whom 
the impact of intervention is experienced as 
largely excluded from interveners’ definitions and 
measures of success.

This behaviour can be explained by the fact that 
it is politically expedient for interveners to claim 
that their initiative has been successful, regardless 
of its real effects. Many broad-based international 
interventions arise from the assumptions of the 
‘liberal peace’ model – that democratisation, 
human rights, liberal market economics and the 
integration of societies into the global community 
bring peace and stability (MacMillan 1998). 
Success then tends to be measured according to 
how closely these objectives have been achieved, 
rather than according to how intervention has 
impacted upon the everyday worlds of the targets 
of intervention – particularly the less visible. By 
paying attention to actors that are usually invisible 
in the formulation of success and failure, we seek 
to problematise prevailing conceptualisations 
and discourses of success and the frameworks 
of analysis, design and evaluation that sustain 
them. Finally, impact assessment then needs to 
be related to the effect on the EU’s identity and 
projection as a peace and security actor. Thereby, 
we are able to identify both sides of the coin: one 
that identifies the actual output, outcome and 
impact in terms of increased peace and security 
in the regional conflict itself, and the other that 
identifies the status of the EU’s capacity and 
identity as a global peace and security actor.

The case of the EU as a defender of human 
rights has also been affected by the unexpected 
outcomes of some of its own policies most notably 
in its handling of migration. The prevalent security 
approach undertaken by the EU and Member 
states presents weaknesses on many fronts. First 
of all, some of the EU’s practices regarding the 
removal of irregular refugees are often found to 
breach human rights conventions. EU’s practice of 
relying on third states and authoritarian regimes 
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to help establish a more effective migration 
control regime often tends to conflict with such 
international law principles as non refoulement. In 
several cases, guarantees given by such states and 
regimes have proved not to be worth the paper on 
which they are written. 

While the view is widely held that there is need 
to strenghen capacities in refugee-generating 
countries, the process which the EU has adopted 
has so far not yielded desired results. Collaborative 
activities between the EU and USA (such as data-
sharing, screening and profiling etc,) arguably 
geared towards a more robust migration control 
often lead to allegations of “fortress Europe-USA”. 
In some instances, such practices have been 
perceived as encouraging discriminarory practices. 

The EU’s strategy for handling its anti terrorism 
campaign has not fared well either. Quite naturally, 
the EU’s strong subscription to democratic values 
means that it eschews the use of violence to 
canvass political views. Consequently, the EU 
discountenances entities such as Hamas, the 
PKK given their propensity to adopting violent 
means to press home their demands. However, 
the drawback of this strategy is that what some 
might regard as the legitimate democratic claims 
(and one might say, gains) of such entities Hamas, 
for instance, its winning a democratic election, are 
perfunctorily ignored or rebuffed by the EU which 
prefers to deal with the entity from a security 
premises.

The EU-standards begin to unravel. However, 
when one considers its approach to entities that 
seemingly fall into the same cauldron as Hamas. 
A case in point here will be the manner in which 
the EU often responds to the Russian/Chechen 

crisis, especially regarding terrorist attacks by 
one on another. When a terrorist attack on the 
Chechen Parliament occurred in October 2010, the 
EU’s appeal for a greater cooperation with Russia 
in fighting international terrorism fell on deaf 
hears in Moscow: the Russian leadership believed 
that the EU favoured Chechen campaign against 
Russia’s stability.

That said, one should not underestimate 
some of the immediate impacts that the EU’s 
involvement has had. This is particularly so in its 
direct engagment on the ground either through 
its delivering of humanitarian aid (as was the 
case in the Gaza strip for example) or through 
the deployment of fully fledged ESDP missions 
(as was the case with the deployment of EUFOR 
Chad/CAR). With these instruments the EU has 
effectively been able to address some of the 
security problems even though it has been at a 
very local level and usually within a limited time-
span linked to the duration of the mission itself. 
Focusing on the EU missions deployed under 
the Common Security and Defence Policy, those 
being designed as short-term interventions can 
be assessed positively. Both the EUFOR Chad/CAR 
mission and Artemis in the DRC had very limited 
mandates focusing mainly on the stabilisation 
of the security conditions and the improvement 
of the humanitarian situation in a geographically 
confined area within a short-time period. However, 
those missions seen within a rather long-term 
perspective and broader mandate are considered 
to be less efficient and successful.

For the European Union to establish itself as 
a globally recognised leader, its acceptance by 
external actors and international organisations is 
essential. Effectiveness and consistency are highly 

257



28 29

relevant in this context, as bad performance will 
cast doubts about the capacity and willingness of 
the EU.

In terms of cooperation with regional 
organisations, the situation in the Horn of Africa 
highlights that although the AU and the IGAD 
generally welcome the cooperation with the 
EU, there are difficulties to cope both with the 
EU’s demands and expectations. Furthermore, 
approaches followed by the EU do not necessarily 
conform to the position held by the AU or IGAD 
as the example of Omar al-Bashir’s indictment 
by the ICC highlights. While the EU supports his 
indictment, the AU’s and IGAD’s position is that 
this has made negotiations on the conflict in 
Darfur more difficult and problematic. In addition, 
Sudan has become even less willing to cooperate 
with the EU, for example withdrawing from the 
Cotonou Partnership Agreement. In contrast to 
the African cases,  the impact of EU’s security 
governance in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict 
manifests itself in the way the EU is understood 
by the core parties of the conflict. Thus, the Israelis 
believe that the EU is supporting the Palestinian 
Authority while the Palestinian Authority in turn 
believes that the EU supports Israel. In other 
words, the impact can be understood as distrust 
for the EU by both core parties to the conflict. 

Furthermore, any success in outcome, output 
or impact is diminished by bureaucratic 
ineffectiveness resulting from the complex 
and demanding institutional set-up of the 
EU. Although the EU tries to be present on 
the ground not least through its Commission 
Delegations, inadequate exchange of information 

between the Delegations hampers effective 
policy implementation. Also increasing the 
ineffectiveness of EU’s security governance are 
the hierarchical and complicated relationships 
between Brussels and the field level due to the 
multitude of actors, an overlap of bilateral and EU 
policies and top-down approaches from Brussels. 
All this is further exacerbated by weak staff 
competence which implies that there are mainly 
inexperienced junior employees deployed to the 
most difficult settings where senior experts avoid 
to be deployed due to the difficult working and 
living conditions. 

While the EU is resolute in its fight against 
terrorism and commitment to democratic 
governance, the Union has not been able to 
translate these ideals into support for those 
who desire them most. Rather, its machinery for 
social and political transformation continues to 
target elitist networks of government officials. 
Activists in Egypt and across the Mediterranean 
have been attempting to fill in this void through 
the flourishing of an independent civil society 
and other social networks: In the case of Egypt, 
bloggers have been quite efficient in this regard. 

Tunisia, Morocco and Jordan formed the Agadir 
Initiative in 2002 to provide for free trade 
between these four countries, with the European 
Commission providing technical support for its 
implementation. Underlying such an initiative is 
however the flawed assumption that somehow 
economic development will automatically lead 
to political change, stability and security in the 
Mediterranean. This has been the ‘European talk’ 
and message that Arab regimes have been only too 
happy to oblige and transmit to their societies. 
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With regard to human rights violations, the 
EU’s handling of human rights issue reveals 
inconsistencies and double standards in its 
actual policies for the promotion of human 
rights, especially in the haphazard use of CFSP 
instruments (2001). On a number of occasions, 
analysts have demonstrated how the widely 
heralded goal of human rights’ protection and 
promotion has been sidelined due to other 
(more compelling) interests, such as economic 
advantages, commercial gains and security 
(Olsen 2000, Youngs 2001, Balfour 2006). Not 
surprisingly, the EU has traditionally shown a 

greater zeal in resorting to punitive measures for 
violations of human rights in those regions of the 
world where it has ‘the upper hand’, particularly 
in the ‘poor, marginal countries’ of sub-Saharan 
Africa (Smith 2001: 193). In spite of differences 
and contradictions, the EU’s discourse appears 
to have been coherent at least in so far as it has 
lived up to the ‘people first’ principle underlying 
the human security doctrine. However, when it 
comes to criticising and holding human rights 
abusers accountable, the EU’s double standards 
manifest more conspicuously, thus undermining 
its credibility as a human right defender. 
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new multilateralism will no longer be the exclusive 
preserve of states, nor will it be hierarchically 
organised in highly institutionalised organisations. 
The proliferation of multilateral regimes in the last 
two decades is shaping a ‘Multilateralism Mode 
2.0’ characterised by the diversification of both the 
multilateral playing fields and multilateral actors. 
This more open multilateral system brings with it 
more opportunities for the EU. To take advantage 
of them, however, it needs to first come to grips 
with a new situation where asymmetries, variable 
geometries and one of a kind agreements will be 
the rule, rather than the exception. The EU must 
be steady in its promotion of multilateralism as 
an ideal, but extremely flexible in its multilateral 
practice, and find ways – for which EU governance 
seems particularly well fitted compared to the 
traditional diplomacies – to engage with legitimate 
sub national, multinational and transnational 
non state actors and their networks. At the same 
time, it must find innovative ways to address 
the problems of absent, competing, obsolete or 
ineffective multilateral structures that exist both 
at the regional and global level.

2. DEALING WITH A MULTIPOLAR WORLD OF 
REGIONS. 

When engaging with regional organisations the 
dream of a ‘world of regions’ modeled on the image 
of the EU often results in a fixation on institutional 
questions, as a consequence, when institutions 
are absent or fail, a lack of strategic vision. The 

In July 2007, the European Commission issued 
a call for proposals, on the theme of EU and 
multilateralism, within the Social Sciences and the 
Humanities of the Seventh Framework Programme 
for Research & Innovation. Three proposals were 
selected, each of them bringing together an 
international partnership of research institutions. 
Each team worked differently, adopting different 
approaches and methods. At the end of the three 
years, the projects known as Mercury, EU -GRASP 
and EU4Seas, jointly hosted the “Global Europe 
Conference on Multilateralism” held in Brussels 
on 7 October 2011. This final conference was 
an opportunity to share, discuss and converge 
ideas, and to present the projects’ findings to 
practitioners and stakeholders. The conference 
adopted a joint Policy Brief entitled “The EU and 
Multilateralism: Nine Recommendations” which 
articulated some nine policy recommendations:

1. THE EU MUST ADAPT TO CHANGING GLOBAL 
MULTILATERALISM. 

The redistribution of power on a global scale and 
in wider Europe, pushed by the emergence of 
new centres of power and the urgency of global 
challenges (the financial crisis, climate change, 
maritime security, to name a few), highlights the 
need for more robust forms of multilateralism 
that deliver global public goods and contain 
emerging rivalries. But the main assumptions 
about global multilateralism need to change: the 

The EU and multilateralism: 
nine recommendations
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kind of institutional support that has benefitted 
both small subregional organisations, such as the 
Black Sea Economic Cooperation, and much larger 
ones, such as the African Union, are investments 
that should not be lightly abandoned. But the 
EU institutions must be flexible enough to work 
with other institutional structures or simply to 
create alliances with groups of countries that are 
promoting multilateral solutions in their regions 
and on the global scale, such as those of Latin 
America and of Africa. The parallel between the 
EU and other regional organisations, however, 
should not be replaced with a tendency to see 
the EU in constant comparison with the USA 
and the emerging powers, trying to act as their 
mirror image, or adopting their behaviour and, 
even less, their interpretation of power. The sui 
generis character of the EU is a strength in global 
multilateralism, and should not be abandoned 
lightly.

3. INTERNAL DECISION-MAKING 
DETERMINES THE ABILITY TO SUCCEED IN 
MULTILATERALISM. 

The close compatibility between European 
Integration and multilateralism does not mean 
that the EU will automatically succeed as a 
multilateral player; indeed, the complex internal 
negotiations to reach a common position can make 
it much harder to play a decisive role in global 
multilateralism. Of the many reasons that explain 
the difficulties the EU has in global multilateral 
settings, the one which stands out is its lack of 
internal cohesion. The stark contrast between 
the EU’s ability to play a role in trade negotiations 
in the WTO compared to the fiasco at the 2009 
Copenhagen UN Climate Change Conference, 
for example, illustrates the point. If it wants to 
become a successful multilateral player, the EU 
must expend more effort using the combined 

capabilities of the EU institutions and of EU 
national diplomacies to convince third parties, and 
less time negotiating amongst EU member states.

4. SINGLE VOICE, SINGLE CHAIR. 
The EU is more successful in global multilateralism 
when it has a unified voice; the best way of 
ensuring this simple voice is often, but not 
always, to occupy a single, EU chair. This could 
be particularly important in the UN Security 
Council, as well as the IMF, the World Bank, the 
Contact Group for the Balkans, the G20, the P5+1 
negotiations on Iran’s nuclear programme, the 
Minsk Group and numerous other multilateral fora. 
This issue is extremely sensitive for member states, 
as illustrated by the efforts of some EU member 
states to sit at the G20 table when it was activated. 
However, it is no longer acceptable to consider 
membership in international organisations and 
in smaller multilateral fora (such as contact 
groups) a crucial issue of sovereignty when so 
many decisions that affect both citizens’ lives and 
national politics are already highly integrated. 
Monetary policy is, given the current situation, the 
most blatant example. The EU is needed to solve 
many global issues, and a normative argument 
in favour of a single strong voice should be made 
to politicians and citizens to circumvent the 
monopolies that national diplomatic services 
guard at an unacceptable cost in terms of both 
increasing European influence and solving urgent 
global challenges.

5. MULTILATERALISM IS A STRATEGIC CHOICE 
WHICH SERVES EU INTEREST. 

Success in multilateralism must not be judged 
only from a purely normative perspective – 
multilateralism as an objective per se – but 
also for its effectiveness, or lack thereof, in the 
production of public goods and the advancement 
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of EU goals. But EU interests must not be too 
narrowly defined. Contradiction between values 
and material interest is a common concern for 
EU policy makers and analysts. When the value at 
stake is the promotion of multilateralism, however, 
this contradiction is often more apparent than 
real. When seen in wider perspective, both of time 
and of issues, promoting multilateral frameworks 
at the expense of some immediate material 
interests is rational. Norm based contexts which 
produce multilateral policies constitute a better 
environment for the EU than crude power politics, 
which test its cohesion and almost invariably put 
the EU at a disadvantage. This is one lesson that 
EU member states have learned from their own 
engagement in European integration and that 
the EU as a whole must not forget: strengthening 
the system is sometimes worth the loss of an 
immediate negotiating goal.

6. COHERENCE IN VALUES DOES NOT CONFER A 
HIGHER MORAL GROUND. 

Being flexible in the forms and modalities of 
multilateralism to circumvent the rigidities of 
an exceedingly institutional approach opens the 
possibility that the EU be accused of applying 
double standards. Coherence is a crucial value for 
success in the mid  to long term, and the best way 
to ensure it is to apply uniformly the principles 
and values of the EU. But neither this normative 
approach, nor the success of European integration 
itself, confer a higher moral ground to the EU in 
its relations with individual countries or with 
less cohesive and integrated groups of states. 
Despite all its efforts to promote regionalism 
across the planet, the EU has alienated other 
regional groups by stressing its unique level of 
integration and demanding special treatment. 
Nowhere is this more obvious than at the UN, 
when the EU lost a first vote to upgrade its status 

and could only win it after backtracking. Smaller 
sub regional agreements on the peripheries of 
the EU, for example in the Black Sea, have shown 
that EU policies can make it considerably harder 
to maintain, let alone strengthen, looser forms of 
integration as the EU privileges its own strategies 
(enlargement, neighbourhood) over genuine 
multilateral cooperation.

7. THE UNION MUST MAKE SPACE FOR OTHER 
ORGANISATIONS IN EUROPE. 

Multilateralism is also changing in Europe. The 
EU is the most advanced and most successful 
expression of multilateralism, but it is not the 
only game in town, and it should not behave that 
way. Despite the enlargement and neighbourhood 
rhetoric, the EU external border has be  come the 
strongest dividing element on the Continent. The 
EU needs to rethink its policies in order to open 
some space to wider (OSCE, NATO, Council of 
Europe) and narrower forms of multilateralism. 
This rethink is needed not just to uphold the EU’s 
own commitment to multilateral solutions, but 
also to avoid a new polarisation on the Continent 
(the so called ‘spectre of a multipolar Europe’) 
and the alienation of key players in its immediate 
neighbourhood. Even fragile and imperfect forms 
of regionalism, such as the ones found around the 
Baltic and the Black Sea, can act as steps towards 
an EU- style permanent peace. The usefulness of 
such weaker forms should not be judged, as the 
European Commission tends to do, by whether 
their norms and practices are formally compatible 
with the EU’s own, but rather by whether they 
are helping to produce the changes in behaviour, 
atttitudes and sense of identity that will provide 
the foundation for non violent problem solv  ing and 
ultimately, a deeper reaching integration. Some of 
the organisations that are not purely regional but 
play a role have been overlooked by the EU because 
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they do not conform to categories of EU foreign 
relations: for example, GUAM has been overlooked 
in the post Soviet space, and the EU has stressed 
the cooperation that would be ‘desirable’ (for 
example, in the Southern Caucasus) rather than 
supporting the one emanating from the countries 
of the region.

8. THE EU HAS POWER, BUT ITS FRAGMENTATION 
MUST BE OVERCOME. 

The normative drive to promote multilateralism 
can only be meaningfully satisfied when the EU 
develops the required capabilities. ‘Market Power 
Europe’ has been used to describe a powerful set of 
capabilities in economic issues, in particular those 
related to trade. But in other areas, this power is 
mostly fragmented and diffuse. The EEAS should 
provide a new arm to the EU’s activity in regional 
and global multilateral forums; nonetheless, 
its impact will remain limited for as long as the 
member states’ diplomatic services continue to 
keep substantial parts of their own multilateral 
engagement disconnected from the EEAS and from 
other EU institutions. From intelligence to public 
diplomacy to military force, the EU’s multilateral 
involvement is limited by not having its own 
capabilities. In the case of peace missions, member 
states not only have to contribute the capabilities, 
but even to fund their own participation. Further 
development of CSDP, including a common 
mechanism for financing missions and further 
joint military and civil capabilities will be crucial 

to increase the preparedness and effectiveness of 
EU action. The good news is that the indispensable 
(and most expensive) capabilities exist already 
at the hands of the member states, and they just 
need to be made operational in a joint manner, as 
ESDP/CSDP missions have shown in places like the 
Balkans, Africa and the Indian Ocean.

9. THE EU MUST LOOK OUTWARD AND BE 
PREPARED TO LISTEN AND TO LEAD. 

There is growing demand for multilateral policies 
in the global and regional arenas for an increasing 
number of issues, from the fight against climate 
change to disease control. The USA has shown 
awareness that unilateralism is seldom the way to 
go, and the emerging powers still prefer systems 
that will constrain the West. There is, therefore, 
demand for more multilateralism and, arguably, 
demand for a larger European role. One thing 
the Euro crisis proves, for instance, is that the 
whole world wants a strong Euro and a strong EU 
in international monetary affairs. This stronger 
European role can only be played in a substantial 
way that is consistent across a broad spectrum 
of issues if the EU acts as a cohesive actor. In this 
most challenging hour of European integration, 
when the main achievements of the EU are 
under unprecedented tension, the Union can 
not afford to look exclusively inwards. Nor can it 
delegate its role in shaping global multilateralism 
to unpredictable combinations of the larger EU 
member states.
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capacity and acceptance. Willingness relates to the 
power that member states entrust upon the EU. 
Whatever the ambitions of the EU are, the need to 
be in tune with the positions of its member states 
is crucial. Capacity refers to the organisational 
capacity and operational experiences. This implies 
not only resources but also sophistication of 
command structures. Acceptance relates to the 
place of the EU in the geopolitical reality and 
the multilateral playing field. This includes the 
institutional collaboration with the UN but also 
its relations with the different powers of today’s 
multipolar world.

The EU has proved to be a formidable aspirant to 
effective multilateralism. In several aspects, it has 
adopted legal regimes and installed mechanisms 
towards ensuring that it continues to play a critical 
role in global and regional peace and security and 
continue to guarantee the trust placed in it by 
its member states. Nonetheless, the EU has not 
always got it right. And much remains to be done. 
In order to continue to be relevant and effective, 
the EU must be more ambitious and daring in its 
approach; it must step out of its comfort zone 
and embrace new prospects. In doing so, the EU 
needs to be purposeful and expedient. In short, 
it will serve the EU a great deal of purpose if it 
stays focused, remains flexible, and acts and reacts 
fast whenever situations arise. This approach is 

As would have been noted from the foregoing 
sections of this report, there is no doubt that 
the EU earnestly desires to play a critical and 
important role in global and regional peace and 
security in an environment of multilateralism. It 
is beyond controversy today that multilateralism 
is the way forward in dealing with some of the 
most daunting challenges and threats to human 
security. The benefit of effective multilateralism 
to states is as assuring as the dividends of 
democratic and security governance are to a world 
of multipolarity.

Certainly, effective multilateralism will necessarily 
require the diminishing and downscaling of the 
much-cherished principle of state sovereignty: 
each state that desires to be a partner in an 
effective multilateral system unavoidably accepts 
the relaxing of its grip on some of the traditional 
frontiers of sovereignty. Collapsing individual 
states’ will and predilictions under a regional 
or international organisation in the name of 
multilateralism implies a high level of trust that 
such an organisation shall deliver what the states 
ask of it through its constitutive instrument or 
state practice.

Together, there are three determinants that 
shape the role and influence of the EU as a global-
regional actor in peace and security: willingness, 

Conclusion: the EU as a 
focused, flexible and fast 
actor in peace and security
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what the EU-GRASP project refers to as the ‘triple 
F’ approach: Flexible, Focused and Fast, which 
concepts are articulated below in seriatim. 

FLEXIBLE
One major criticism that has been levelled against 
the EU is that it often fails to take into account the 
individual dynamics and particular contexts of the 
partners it engages with. Instead, the tendency 
is for the EU to adopt a one-size-fits-all strategy, 
which is more often counterproductive. ‘Rigidity’ 
would frequently be injurious to dynamism in a 
multilateral environment, just as unbridled fluidity 
could equally threaten cohesion and undermine 
solidity. What the EU requires, is to temper its 
often-stifling obstinacy with some flexibility. This 
will not only enable the organisation to constantly 
evolve and adapt its strategies in consonance with 
developments around the world, such a process 
will also inspire confidence and increase trust 
among its partners. 

As a regional organisation, the EU has had a 
tendency to emphasise inter-regional dialogue. 
This has brought forth some achievements and 
should be continued. However, the EU should 
endow itself with strategic approaches that 
would allow it to enter into interactions with a 
much wider variety of actors that make up the 
international environment. The focus should be 
on groups of states with multilateral ambitions, as 
well as on international organisations, especially 
the UN system. 

FOCUSED
As would have been noted from the case studies 
covered in this project, the EU clearly aspires to 
be an ubiquitous player in the field of peace and 
security. This is commendable. However, the EU 

does not have unlimited human and financial 
resources. Therefore, rather than risk becoming 
something of a jack of many trades and master 
of none, the EU should be more selective in its 
choices. While one may not prescribe for the EU 
exactly the thematic areas it should focus on -as 
an organisation the EU certainly knows where 
its strengths lies – we are of the opinion that the 
EU should be guided by various considerations 
in coming to decisions as to what and what not 
to include in its docket. However, ‘focusing’, as 
proposed by EU-GRASP, should not be mistaken for 
tepidity, or that the EU should stay condemned to 
those issues where it is always guaranteed some 
level of success even with minimal efforts. 

FAST
Finally, the enlargement of the EU to its present 
strength of 27 members definitely bodes well for 
the organisation at least, as far as ventilating the 
ideas of the EU across Europe is concerned. As the 
aphorism goes, the more the merrier, and certainly 
even more so for Europe. However, the more is 
not necessarily the merrier for the EU-decision 
making process. Multilateral institutions are 
often propelled by national rather than collective 
interests of member states. The complex nature 
of CFSP decision-making process in the EU system 
does not help the matter. Debates are often 
endless resulting in either actions not being taken 
in time, taken at all, or taken outside the CSFP 
framework. It is tempting to suggest that core 
decision-making in the EU should be left to a group 
of states. While such a surrogate process will 
certainly reveal the lack of internal cohesion within 
the EU, it may in the short-term help to prevent 
stalemates and impasses. Were this option to 
be adopted, it will enhance EU’s decision-making 
processes and will mean that decisions are reached 
much faster. 
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It will be naïve to assume that ‘fast’ is an easy, 
ready-made option. To start with, the process 
for determining which group of states can 
competently take decisions on behalf of the 
whole EU should be expected to be as vitrolically 
controversial as possible. Nonetheless, it is 
possible that with increased promotion of common 
values by EU institutions, increased information 
exchanges, dialogue and coordination among 
member states, the EU decision-making process 

becomes more expedient. Thus, for now, what 
the EU should focus on is developing mechanisms 
that can help it achieve a faster turn- around 
time in decision-making. A good start might be 
for the organisation to rid itself of the notorious, 
procedural complexities that characterise its 
systems. The institutional transformations 
resulting from the Lisbon Treaty, if made fully 
effective, have the potential to enable the Union to 
act in more timely and coherent way.
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r é s u m é s
a b s t r a c t s

Vers un Livre blanc 
européen de la sécurité et 

de la défense : entre « objet 
non identifi é » et fenêtre 

d’opportunité.

Il est devenu nécessaire de rédi-
ger un Livre blanc européen de 

la sécurité et de la défense. Mal-
gré les obstacles et les réticences 
autour de cette idée à la longue 
histoire, il s’agit de donner une 
assise opératoire, doctrinale et 
militaro- technologique à la Stra-
tégie européenne de sécurité. Le 
Livre blanc devra également ser-
vir à engager une refonte des 
instruments de défense par harmo-
nisation des calendriers et rappro-
chement des politiques nationales 
de défense. Une fenêtre d’oppor-
tunité s’ouvre aujourd’hui car l’en-
vironnement économique et les 
contraintes budgétaires imposent 
synergies, mutualisations et coo-
pérations renforcées et la rédaction 
de ce document hautement utile.

Toward a European Union 
Security and Defence 

White Paper : between 
“non-Identifi ed Object” and 

Window of Opportunity.

It has become a necessity to 
draft a White Paper for Euro-

pean Union Security and Defence. 
Despite a long history of obstacles 
and hesitation around the sub-
ject, an operational, doctrinal and 
military-technological base for the 
European Security Strategy is very 
much needed. The White Paper will 
also be used to initiate a change of 
defence instruments with harmon-
isation of schedules and national 
defence policies. The economic 
environment has provided a win-
dow of opportunity with budget 
constraints requiring synergy, shar-
ing and enhanced cooperation. It 
has also enabled the drafting of 
this useful document.

André Dumoulin
Attaché à l’École royale militaire (ERM), Bruxelles.

Enseignant à l’Université de Liège.
Membre du Réseau multidisciplinaire d’études 

stratégiques (www.rmes.be).
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André Dumoulin

LL
a Stratégie européenne de sécurité (SES) mise à jour en 20081 devrait nous 
interpeller. En eff et, nous pouvions nous attendre à y trouver quelques 
pistes à propos d’un « dictionnaire », un mode d’emploi réunissant lecture 
stratégique, concept de sécurité, défi nition de l’outillage collectif et planifi -
cations budgétaires communes. Il y a bien aujourd’hui, à travers la Politique 

européenne de sécurité et de défense commune (PSDC), des objectifs de capa-
cité, des missions dites de Petersberg, des unités mises à la disposition de l’UE 
sur appel (Headline goal ; Battlegroups), des déclarations politiques solennelles, 
des programmes autour de l’Agence européenne de défense ; mais il n’y a pas 
encore de modèle de défense partagé. Si le premier cadre a vu le jour par une 
actualisation de la Stratégie européenne de sécurité, le second champ d’investi-
gation est plus délicat et doit être défriché.

1. Cf. Sven Biscop et Jan Joel Anderson, The EU and the European Security Strategy, Routledge, 2007 ; 
Sven Biscop, The European Security Strategy, Ashgate Publishing Limited, 2010 ; André Dumoulin, 
« La sémantique de la “stratégie” européenne de sécurité. Lignes de forces et lectures idéologiques 
d’un préconcept », dans Annuaire français de relations internationales 2005, Centre Thucydide, Uni-
versité de Paris 2, Bruylant, Bruxelles, 2005.

Vers un Livre blanc 
européen de la sécurité

 et de la défense : 
entre « objet non identifi é » 
et fenêtre d’opportunité
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En eff et, derrière lui se dissimule la notion de « Livre blanc » européen de 
la sécurité et de la défense. François Géré défi nit le « Livre blanc de défense » 
comme un document offi  ciel, de périodicité variable, dressant un bilan de la 
situation géostratégique, faisant état des ressources – disponibles et en dévelop-
pement – et indiquant les missions des forces armées, s’accompagnant parfois 
d’indications sur les axes de développement pour l’avenir, intégrant quelquefois 
les buts stratégiques, la conception du rôle des forces armées en jouant même 
parfois le rôle d’un manifeste déclaratoire de la doctrine stratégique. Le Livre 
blanc est bien entendu aussi une construction sociale de la réalité politique. En 
tant qu’énoncé de sécurité, il est, en eff et, un acte de langage émis par les auto-
rités, afi n de signaler à l’opinion, les menaces perçues contre ses intérêts vitaux 
(Ole Waever).

En sorte que le Livre blanc européen devrait avoir pour objet de préciser 
comment et avec quels moyens la SES doit être mise en œuvre.

En vérité, introduire un Livre blanc européen apporterait bien des avan-
tages, à savoir :

– garantir une mise en œuvre satisfaisante de la Stratégie européenne de 
sécurité ;

– aider à la réalisation d’éléments spécifi ques : doctrine européenne inté-
grée, défi nition politique de la dissuasion, stratégie des moyens…

– informer l’opinion publique, les assemblées parlementaires et les parle-
ments extérieurs à l’UE, pour leur expliquer les objectifs généraux de la PESD ;

– constituer une source d’inspiration utile pour les États membres qui envi-
sagent de poursuivre l’adaptation de leurs forces armées ;

– interagir avec les programmations militaires pluriannuelles et les pro-
grammes R&D et R&T de l’Agence européenne de défense ;

– renforcer les politiques de mutualisation dans le domaine de la défense et 
des opérations de gestion de crise ;

– aider les industriels à déterminer les lignes de forces en matière d’équipe-
ments dans le cadre collectif ;

– accroître la coopération, la cohérence et l’effi  cience au plan européen par la 
défi nition collective de priorités et de visions partagées, la formation des Euro-
péens à une culture commune ;

– stimuler le dialogue de coopération avec les États partenaires et surtout 
avec les alliés nord-américains et le Congrès de Washington.
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Vers un l iv re b lanc européen de la sécur i té e t  de la défense

Ballons d’essai anciens

L’idée de Livre blanc européen n’est cependant pas nouvelle1. Lancée en 1994 
en France par Pierre Lellouche, au nom de la délégation de l’Assemblée nationale 
pour les Communautés européennes dans un rapport sur l’Europe et sa sécurité2, 
l’idée fut reprise par le Premier ministre Édouard Balladur en septembre de la 
même année en insistant sur la nécessité d’élaborer un Livre blanc sur la sécu-
rité européenne qui puisse défi nir les lignes directrices de l’Union européenne 
dans ce domaine, en coopération avec l’Union de l’Europe  occidentale (UEO) et 
l’OTAN. Nous pourrions y ajouter les diff érentes déclarations de l’UEO dans les 
années 1980 et 1990 et, les propositions du Groupe à Haut niveau sur la PESC 
de la Commission européenne en novembre 1995 mais aussi de la proposition 
des pays fondateurs3 de la CEE. Certaines personnalités nationales prirent égale-
ment le relais avec leurs propres propositions4.

Il faudra attendre le retour d’expérience de la guerre du Kosovo puis les 
eff ets du 11-Septembre pour savoir si les Européens peuvent continuer à avancer 
en matière militaire dans le cadre de l’Union européenne s’ils omettent de faire 
reposer cette montée en puissance relative et modeste sur un cadre normatif 
et descriptif public où chacun peut se situer,  et auquel chacun peut se référer 
et s’identifi er. Cela amena d’autres acteurs à mettre en avant l’importance de 
rédiger ce document (Lamberto Dini ; Institut Clingendael ; Fondation pour la 
recherche stratégique ; Catherine Lalumière5 ; Paul Quilès). Gerhard Schröder, 
en tant que membre du SPD, imagina même un concept global de sécurité pre-
nant en compte les éléments politiques, militaires, économiques, sociaux et éco-
logiques6, alors que l’Institut d’études de sécurité (IES) de l’UEO consacrait, le 
2 avril 2001, une réfl exion sur ce concept.

C’est dans cet esprit à la fois prudent et pragmatique que s’inscrivirent les 
initiatives de la présidence belge au Conseil de l’UE au second semestre 2001. 
Faisant suite à des ballons d’essai lancés lors d’un colloque sous l’ancien ministre 

1. Cf. André Dumoulin, « Analyse comparative des Livres blancs nationaux : vers une convergence 
européenne des politiques de défense vis-à-vis des États-Unis et de l’OTAN ? », in Yves Jeanclos 
(dir.), La sécurité de l’Europe et les relations transatlantiques au seuil du xxie siècle, Bruxelles, Bruylant, 
2003, p. 259 - 267 ; André Dumoulin, L’identité européenne de sécurité et de défense. Des coopérations 
militaires croisées au Livre blanc européen, Bruxelles, Presses interuniversitaires européennes/Peter 
Lang, Bruxelles, 1999, p. 165-219

2. Pierre Lellouche, L’Europe et sa sécurité, Assemblée nationale, Paris, 31 mai 1994.
3. Avec l’Espagne mais sans les Pays-Bas, présidant à ce moment-là le Conseil de l’Union européenne.
4. À savoir le député allemand SPD Hartmut Soell, le député espagnol José Luis Lopez Henares, le 

ministre belge Jean-Pol Poncelet, le parlementaire grec Constantinos Vrettos, l’eurodéputé belge 
Leo Tindemans ; le député belge Armand De Decker.

5. Catherine Lalumière, Rapport sur l’établissement d’une politique européenne commune en matière de 
sécurité et de défense après Cologne et Helsinki, 30 novembre 2000.

6. Bulletin quotidien Europe, n° 7961, Agence Europe, Bruxelles, 10 mai 2001, p. 3.
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de la Défense Jean-Pol Poncelet en novembre 1997, le cabinet du ministère belge 
de la Défense1, pour la première fois dans l’histoire du pays, proposait direc-
tement au Centre d’études de défense (CED) de l’Institut royal supérieur de 
défense de lancer une étude sur le concept de Livre blanc. Par prudence, l’objet 
de la recherche2 fut limité à une « Introduction à l’étude comparative des Livres 
blancs, documents offi  ciels et notes de politique générale relatifs à la politique 
de sécurité et de défense des quinze États membres de l’Union européenne »3.

Cette étude, qui insistait sur les diffi  cultés méthodologiques de ce simple 
exercice de comparaison de documents uniquement offi  ciels, permit d’entre-
voir certains éléments de convergence sans cohérence globale pouvant aboutir, 

à terme, à une réfl exion ultérieure 
sur la nécessité de réaliser un « Livre 
blanc » européen de la sécurité et de 
la défense.

En vérité, la thématique du Livre 
blanc fut inscrite dans le programme 
de la présidence belge dans son volet 
« sécurité et défense »4. L’objectif est 

dès lors de lancer une dynamique qui pourrait conduire, à terme, à la rédaction 
d’un véritable « Livre blanc européen sur la Défense ».

Au fi nal, un mandat fut donné à l’IESUE – qui a remplacé l’IES en 2002 – pour 
réaliser un modèle de Livre blanc européen. L’« European Defence. A proposal 
for a White Paper » sorti en mai 2004 avait à la fois assimilé la première straté-
gie de sécurité de l’UE (décembre 2003), pris en compte les tensions géopoli-
tiques (Irak, Afghanistan) et transatlantiques, posé les jalons de l’assimilation du 
concept de sécurité intérieure et associé cinq scénarios et besoins capacitaires, 
y compris les lacunes à combler et les propositions de diff érents moyens pour y 
parvenir.

En eff et, outil d’interrogation sur l’adaptation nécessaire des capacités mili-
taires, le document rédigé en anglais – dont la moitié est consacrée aux scénarios 

1. Le suivi fut réalisé en partie par le général Vankeirsbilck qui fut chef de cabinet militaire dans les 
cabinets Poncelet et Flahaut, par le colonel Aviateur Jo Coelmont et par Jean-Arthur Régibeau, 
conseiller du ministre Flahaut.

2. Elle fut réalisée par André Dumoulin (Université de Liège), Raphaël Mathieu (Centre d’études de 
défense – CED) et Vincent Metten (CED) entre le 1er janvier et le 31 mars 2001.

3. André Dumoulin, « Analyse comparative des Livres blancs nationaux  : vers une convergence 
européenne des politiques de défense vis-à-vis des États-Unis et de l’OTAN ? », dans La sécurité de 
 l’Europe et les relations transatlantiques au seuil du xxie siècle, Bruylant, Bruxelles, 2003.

4. André Flahaut, « La présidence belge de l’UE : les priorités en matière de sécurité et de défense », 
Revue de Défense nationale, Paris, juillet 2001, p. 24.

Le Livre blanc devra également servir 
à engager une refonte des appareils 
de défense par harmonisation des 
calendriers et rapprochement des 
politiques nationales de défense
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Vers un l iv re b lanc européen de la sécur i té e t  de la défense

de missions et de recommandations – fut, à l’époque, bien reçu par les ministères 
de la Défense européens mais sans que cela ne soit offi  ciellement endossé.

Aussi, un futur « Livre blanc » européen de la sécurité et de la défense devra 
pouvoir tenir compte des enseignements du passé, d’une relecture des condi-
tions d’affi  rmation de cet outil particulier en rebondissant sur l’essai, le « numéro 
zéro »1 édité par l’IESUE en 2004.

Diffi cultés et enjeux

Quel qu’en soit le prix, l’exercice est souhaitable et même pressant afi n de 
donner une assise opératoire, doctrinale et militaro-technologique à la  Stratégie 
européenne de sécurité. Le Livre blanc devra également servir à engager une 
refonte des appareils de défense par harmonisation des calendriers et rappro-
chement des politiques nationales de défense, ceci afi n de libérer davantage 
 d’eff ectifs pour les missions extérieures de gestion de crise autant que pour lan-
cer une réfl exion doctrinale sur l’« homeland security » à conjuguer dans un esprit 
et un tempo « européens ».

Certes, plusieurs écueils sont déjà apparents. Le premier écueil repose sur 
la question du consensus préalable au lancement d’un nouvel exercice « Livre 
blanc » fragilisé par les enseignements tirés de la méthodologie de contourne-
ment engagée par les académiques pour rédiger le premier modèle, mais aussi et 
surtout par la crise « existentielle » actuelle de l’UE au travers de la crise écono-
mique en général et de la crise autour de l’euro en particulier.

Le deuxième obstacle est structurel. Rédiger un « Livre blanc » est plus com-
plexe que s’en tenir à des secteurs spécifi ques comme la coopération technico- 
militaire (via l’Agence de défense), la coopération académique (via l’Erasmus 

1. Le travail fut organisé autour de débats et échanges lors des neuf réunions de la task force mise 
en place par l’Institut et qui ont débuté le 13 mai 2002 à Paris avec une fréquence bi- ou trimes-
trielle selon les périodes, l’objectif du groupe fut de réaliser un document descriptif pour les par-
ties historiques, mais surtout prospectif et pragmatique, avec la défi nition d’options, de scénarios, 
d’hypothèses et de recommandations. La task force était composée de Rob De Wijk (Académie 
de défense, Pays-Bas) ; Jan Foghelin (Analyste de défense, Suède) ; Julian Lindley-French (cher-
cheur IES) qui sera remplacé, pour cause de fi n de mandat, à l’automne 2002, par Jean-Yves Haine 
(chercheur IES) qui sera le rapporteur fi nal du rapport ; Nicole Gnesotto (Directeur IES) ; William 
Hopkinson (RUSI, Royaume-Uni) ; Tomas Ries (Finlande, IES) ; Lothar Rühl (ancien secrétaire à la 
défense, Allemagne) ; Stefano Silvestri (IAI, Rome) ; André Dumoulin (ERM, Belgique) ;  François 
Heisbourg (FRS, France). Ils seront rejoints parfois par Marc Otte (représentant de Solana), Hans 
Bernhardt Weisserth (Secrétariat général du Conseil). L’Espagnol Raphaël Bardaji, de l’IEEI, ne 
sera seulement présent qu’aux deux premières réunions. Relevons la réunion plénière spéciale 
du 24 juin 2002 réunissant la task force et des représentants des États membres afi n d’assimiler les 
points sensibles nationaux
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militaire autour du Collège européen de sécurité et de défense – CESD), la coopé-
ration opérationnelle (via les Battlegroups) ou la planifi cation générique (headline 
goal 2010, objectif civil 2010). Non pas que ces diff érentes composantes recèlent 
moins de pièges, de rivalités et de limites souverainistes, mais elles forment des 
ensembles suffi  samment cohérents pour se solidifi er à la carte, avec leur propre 
logique, avec une certaine « autonomie ». Par contre, un « Livre blanc » suppose 
l’harmonisation de ces diff érents chapitres constitutifs, le document étant situé 
conceptuellement juste en dessous de la « Stratégie européenne de sécurité » de 
l’Union.

À cet égard, la méthode utilisée à l’époque par Javier Solana, les capitales 
et l’IESUE pour aider à la rédaction de ladite Stratégie pourrait être réutilisée 
pour asseoir la légitimité et l’assise d’un futur exercice « Livre blanc » avec ses 
diff érents allers-retours et évaluations croisées, les capitales ayant en défi nitive 
toujours le dernier mot, intergouvernementalisme oblige. Relevons que l’apport 
de l’IESUE sur la « Vision à long terme » (à vingt-cinq ans) est resté cantonné aux 
domaines civils ou dual (démographie, économie, énergie, environnement et 
science&technologie)1, laissant le soin aux capitales et au Comité militaire de 
l’UE d’aborder les questions stratégiques et militaires. Le tropisme « relations 
internationales » plutôt que « défense » du nouveau directeur de l’IESUE renfor-
cerait subtilement et « involontairement » cette séparation.

La troisième diffi  culté tient évidemment à la permanence d’un diff érentiel 
de culture militaire et stratégique qui s’exprime justement à travers les Livres 
blancs nationaux. Sauf à imaginer une addition surréaliste de Livres blancs rédi-
gés par chaque État, créant de fait « le » Livre blanc européen, les capitales ne 
pourront faire l’économie d’une introspection à propos des critères de rappro-
chement dans le champ sécuritaire européen. C’est pour cette raison que cer-
tains auteurs suggèrent d’intégrer dans le « Livre blanc » le récit fondateur de 
l’UE pour « fi xer » les représentations et entretenir la mémoire, avant d’aborder 
les diff érents aspects de la sécurité intérieure et extérieure, la hiérarchisation 
des intérêts, la sécurité des frontières de l’UE, le capacitaire, la mutualisation, 
etc.

Si les diffi  cultés abondent et que l’environnement politique européen actuel 
ne prédispose pas à une large marge de manœuvre et à l’optimisme des enga-
gements et des audaces, reste que plusieurs jalons ont déjà été posés pour que 
la relance du « Livre blanc européen de la sécurité et de la défense » ne soit pas 
considérée comme une utopie, un gadget, un texte théorique de plus dont les 
Européens, paraît-il, sont si friands.

1. Nicole Gnesotto et Giovanni Grevi (dir.), The New Global Puzzle. What World for the EU in 2025 ? 
IESUE, 2006.
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Vers une relance du concept

Les petites phrases ont recommencé à resurgir il y a quelques années ; qu’il 
s’agisse de déclarations informelles dans les cercles franco-allemands, d’une 
étude du Centre militaire italien d’étude stratégique (CMISS), des rapports pilo-
tés par Patrice Cardot dans le cadre du Conseil général de l’armement français 
(CGARM, 2006 et 2008)1, des travaux du groupe de Venusberg (2004), du Livre 
blanc français de la défense (2008) qui s’est prononcé explicitement en faveur 
d’un Livre blanc européen de la défense et de la sécurité, des travaux du  général 
Perruche (CR)2 qui a travaillé sur une méthodologie de rédaction d’un Livre 
blanc européen3 ou de ce que révèle la déclaration de l’Association des industries 
aéronautiques et de défense du 31 octobre 2008, à l’issue de la Conférence de 
haut niveau sur les capacités européennes de défense (Marseille), qui soutint les 
initiatives de la présidence française de l’Union européenne visant notamment à 
harmoniser les besoins opérationnels des États membres.

Rappelons-nous également les déclarations de Pierre Lellouche au Cercle de 
Brienne en 2010, les analyses de Jean-Pierre Maulny4 ou celles de Sven Biscop 
et de Joe Coelmont5 sur les liens entre la grande stratégie, les missions et opéra-
tions de la PESD/PSDC et la nécessité de disposer d’un « EU White Book ».

Quant aux parlementaires européens6, ceux de l’Assemblée de l’UEO7 et 
ceux du SPD allemand8, ils insistent sur l’importance de lancer cet exercice9 qui 
doit aborder les diff érentes facettes de la sécurité-défense. Et d’estimer « que ce 
Livre blanc devrait constituer la base d’un large débat mené en public principa-
lement parce que la SES défi nit les valeurs et objectifs fondamentaux de l’Union 

1. « Éléments de réfl exion sur la sécurité comme moteur de l’intégration politique », dans Europe Doc-
uments, Bulletin quotidien Europe n° 2473/2474, Bruxelles, 20 décembre 2007 ; « Du réexamen de 
la stratégie européenne de sécurité », dans Défense n° 134, IHEDN, juillet-août 2008.

2. Cadre de réserve.
3. Par exemple, que chaque État rédige un double document : un document de politique nationale et 

un document sur la politique européenne.
4. Jean-Pierre Maulny, « l’UE et le défi  de la réduction des budgets de défense », Papers, septembre 

2010, pp. 8-9.
5. Sven Biscop et Joe Coelmont, A Strategy for CSDP Europ’s Ambitions as a Global Security Provider, 

Egmont Paper 37, Bruxelles, October 2010.
6. Herlmut Kuhne, « La mise en œuvre de la stratégie européenne de sécurité et la Politique europée-

nne de sécurité et de défense », adopté en mai 2008.
7. Voir la partie « Livre blanc européen » dans le rapport de Daniel Ducarme sur « La révision de la 

Stratégie européenne de sécurité ».
8. « Vers une armée européenne », Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, 31 janvier 2008.
9. Il y préconise l’élaboration d’un Livre blanc européen qui devra porter sur les progrès de la SES 

depuis sa mise en œuvre en 2003 ; la relation entre sécurité intérieure et sécurité extérieure, la 
protection des frontières, la sécurité de l’approvisionnement énergétique, les conséquences du 
changement climatique et des catastrophes naturelles pour la protection des populations ; le con-
cept de sécurité humaine…

P001-000-IRIS-82.indd   47P001-000-IRIS-82.indd   47 02/05/11   19:2102/05/11   19:21

D
oc

um
en

t t
él

éc
ha

rg
é 

de
pu

is
 w

w
w

.c
ai

rn
.in

fo
 -

 C
am

er
a 

de
i D

ep
ut

at
i -

   
- 

80
.6

4.
11

3.
3 

- 
05

/1
2/

20
12

 1
1h

18
. ©

 A
rm

an
d 

C
ol

in
 

D
ocum

ent téléchargé depuis w
w

w
.cairn.info - C

am
era dei D

eputati -   - 80.64.113.3 - 05/12/2012 11h18. ©
 A

rm
and C

olin   

278



48

É C L A I R A G E S

et illustre ce pourquoi elle est conçue ; souligne que l’évaluation future de la SES 
doit être menée en privilégiant une responsabilité démocratique accrue et, par-
tant, doit s’eff ectuer en coopération étroite avec toutes les institutions de l’UE, 
notamment le Parlement européen et les parlements nationaux »1.

Rôle et opportunité de l’AED

Pour ce faire, et d’un point de vue opératoire, c’est probablement l’Agence 
européenne de défense qui pourrait lancer la dynamique, en liaison avec les capi-
tales et avec certains apports de l’IESUE. Elle est en eff et la mieux placée pour 
travailler ce concept dans la mesure où les politiques de défense sont d’abord 
l’addition de moyens, de capacités, de programmations et de planifi cations en 
équipements et en budgets. Elle est d’autant mieux outillée que sa mission est 
bien de tenter de surmonter les défi ciences, à savoir les divisions et le manque 
de cohérence entre États et au sein de diff érentes communautés (planifi cateurs 
de capacités, experts en R&T, experts en armement, industrie) pour fi nalement 
aboutir à une vision globale. En travaillant sur l’association entre planifi cation 
militaire, industrie de défense et recherche (harmonisation des besoins, stan-
dardisation, rationalisation, mutualisation, niches), elle opère directement sur 
l’anticipation des besoins capacitaires.

Le fait que l’Agence reste sous contrôle des États dans son fonctionnement 
permet de maintenir les garde-fous nationaux qu’aucune capitale ne veut lever 
aujourd’hui, mais peut aussi  –  dans les limites imposées par ces contraintes 
et précautions  –  favoriser paradoxalement les avancées à petits pas. Bref, la 
méthode qui fonde les progressions de l’Union dans les dossiers les plus délicats. 
Aussi, la « récupération » par l’AED de l’évaluation du concept de Coopération 
structurée permanente (CSP) introduite dans le traité de Lisbonne pourrait faci-
liter la rédaction de ce « Livre », comme semble nous le suggérer l’article 2-b du 
protocole n° 102.

Dans le rapport du député français Yves Fromion remis au Premier ministre 
français (2010) et qui concernait la CSP, il est dit que la politique européenne 
des capacités et de l’armement prévue par le traité de Lisbonne et qui reste à 
défi nir, doit l’être en corrélation avec l’élaboration d’un « Livre blanc européen », 

1. À propos des questions d’opinions publiques, voir André Dumoulin et Philippe Manigart, Opin-
ions publiques et politique européenne de sécurité et de défense commune : acteurs, positions, évolutions, 
Bruylant, Bruxelles, 2010.

2. Cet article mentionne en eff et que : « À rapprocher, dans la mesure du possible, leurs outils de 
défense, notamment en harmonisant l’identifi cation des besoins militaires, en mettant en com-
mun, le cas échéant, en spécialisant leurs moyens et capacités de défense, ainsi qu’en encourag-
eant la coopération dans les domaines de la formation et de la logistique ».
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prélude à une « loi de programmation militaire européenne ». Il se rattache aux 
interventions insistantes de Karl Von Wogau (Parlement européen) pour donner 
au futur Livre blanc un cadre davantage capacitaire qu’institutionnel, symbo-
lique et politique. Il poursuit ici les idées qu’il avait déjà émises dans son der-
nier rapport sur la stratégie européenne1 et lors de son workshop du 6 mars 2008 
au Parlement européen2, mais cette fois à travers sa nouvelle Fondation pour la 
sécurité européenne qui se lance actuellement et de manière non institution-
nelle dans une tentative de rédaction d’un modèle de Livre blanc. Mieux, les pro-
positions franco-germano-polonaises de fi n 2010 pour une nouvelle impulsion 
pour la PSDC sont telles qu’elles ne peuvent qu’imposer la rédaction concomi-
tante d’un Livre blanc européen qui sera probablement soutenue par la lettre 
germano-suédoise3 et par les travaux de l’AED qui seront lancés cette année sur 
l’identifi cation des domaines pouvant donner lieu à la mutualisation et au par-
tage des moyens4.

Contexte et fenêtre d’opportunité

Reste que malgré ces multiples sollicitations et ballons d’essai, le concept 
achoppe encore et toujours autour des divergences entre États sur l’opportunité 
de s’y risquer. Il y a ceux qui y croient, ceux qui le veulent mais n’y croient pas en 
réalité et enfi n ceux pour qui il faut se lancer mais pas tout de suite.

Pourtant, l’environnement international et la situation économique l’impo-
sent. Nous subodorons que la profondeur de la crise va imposer aux décideurs 
politiques, militaires et économiques de rechercher de nouvelles synergies 
sous peine de voir s’effi  locher ce qui a été construit depuis plus de dix ans dans 
le champ européen à travers la PESD. Les problèmes budgétaires peuvent donc 
être « une chance », peut-être la dernière. Cela doit inciter à lancer de nouvelles 
synergies, mutualisations, coopérations renforcées de manière dynamique et 
audacieuse dans le champ de la sécurité-défense.

Certes, cela impose une convergence des besoins, mais déjà nous pouvons 
constater que les lacunes et objectifs capacitaires sont du même ordre à l’UE et 
à l’OTAN. L’urgence est là au vu des contraintes budgétaires. Rappelons-nous 
que les convergences monétaires (soutien à l’euro et politique économique com-

1. Karl Von Wogau, Rapport sur la stratégie européenne de sécurité et la PESD, document A6-0032/2009, 
Commission des aff aires étrangères, Parlement européen, Bruxelles, 28 janvier 2009.

2. Policy Department External Policies, The Future of the European Security Strategy : towards a White 
Book on European Defence held on thursday 6 march 2008, Directorate General External Policies of 
the Union, European Parliament, Brussels, March 2008.

3. EDD n° 370, Agence Europe, Bruxelles, 30 novembre 2010.
4. Cf. les déclarations sous présidence belge de l’UE sur « l’esprit de Gand » (2010).
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mune) et militaires (mutualisation) au niveau européen participent du même 
processus de construction de tout État moderne. L’un ne va pas sans l’autre. 
Toute mesure de protection de la monnaie européenne « impose » en quelque 
sorte une maturation collective en matière de sécurité.

Et c’est ici que le Livre blanc européen pourrait voir surgir sa fenêtre 
 d’opportunité. 

Ce document n’engage pas les institutions de rattachement.
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Summary
In the medium-term, and as witnessed during the recent operation in Libya, there

may not be any dramatic change regarding the impact and shape of the Common

Security and Defence Policy. For now, the CSDP and NATO are still compatible because

the CSDP's initial goals are still unfulfilled; but in the future, how its relationship with

NATO will evolve is uncertain. If European countries were to strongly boost their

military capabilities, to the point that they fulfil the initial goals of the Saint-Malo

Declaration, one may see the beginning of a new era of increased European contribution

to defence and security. At the same time, this would pose new issues for its relationship

with NATO and the United States in terms of sharing the burden of such responsibilities.

In any case, the transatlantic relationship will also depend on the quality of the

relationship between the United States and its European allies. As of today, seen as a

whole in the multiplicity of its policies and within a broader understanding of the

concept of security, part of a larger foreign policy framework, the European Union

seems to be responding to an evolving world and has more and more means to

articulate a relevant position that will enable it to be the meaningful and effective

global actor that it has aspired to become. Yes, Libya led Europeans a little further,

but much remains to be done to turn Europe into a single, effective and efficient actor

in the field of defence.

Disclaimer: Views expressed in IDSA’s publications and on its website are those of the authors and

do not necessarily reflect the views of the IDSA or the Government of India.282
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The High Representative of the European Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy,

Catherine Ashton, met with National Transitional Council (NTC) Chairman Abdel Jalil

in Libya on November 12, 2011, marking the end of the successful NATO operation.

However, this success was not that of the Common Security and Defence Policy [CSDP,

formerly called the ESDP and the defence branch of the European Union’s (EU) Common

Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)] - rather it was a success of a European initiative

pushed within the NATO framework. These developments therefore provide an occasion

to reflect on the European Union’s role in defence and security affairs in the short and

medium-terms.

Within the Union, Member States have on several occasions shown differentiated, if not

divided, responses to international events. In this context, the Franco-British partnership

has provided an engine for European military action, although irregularly and outside

the frame of the CFSP.

This absence of internal cohesion and the lack of European military capabilities have

spurred criticism from the United States, which has pressed Europe to shoulder its fair

share of the security burden. At the same time, Americans have been concerned about

the development of the ESDP insofar as the consolidation of an autonomous European

defence and security force would be a potential challenger to the pre-eminence of NATO.1

Yet, today, in view of the continuing lack of autonomy of ESDP/CSDP vis-à-vis NATO,

this apprehension seems less relevant. Despite several noteworthy achievements, a

number of constraints exist and they lead one to believe that a strong role for a united

Europe in matters of defence and security may not develop significantly in the coming

years.

The Lessons of the Libya Mission: Europe Divided

 As mentioned earlier, the prominent European role in the Libyan operation was not the

collective victory of European defence policy. Even though European countries today

share a common line on Libya, one witnessed the same scenario of initial dissension that

occurred in 2003: back then, France and Germany had opposed the war in Iraq, while

countries such as the United Kingdom and Poland had actively supported the US position.

This time, similarly, Member States disagreed over the suggestion of a no-fly zone over

Libya, which de facto made the use of CSDP out of question.2  Germany abstained on the

UN vote for a resolution on Libya. In doing so, it found itself in the company of China

1 The abbreviations ESDP and CSDP are used interchangeably. Earlier, policies were devised for the

ESDP, which, since the Lisbon Treaty (2009), has been re-coined as CSDP.

2 Toby Vogel, “EU divided over Libya”, http://www.europeanvoice.com/article/2011/march/eu-

divided-over-libya/70525.aspx.
283
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and Russia, though for different reasons, and stood firmly by her post World War II

preference for civilian solutions.3

On the other hand, the Libyan operation has shown the will of a strong Franco-British

core, which had also crucially pushed for a European defence initiative through the

Saint-Malo Declaration (1998). The Joint Anglo-French communiqué, adopted on

November 10, illustrates a renewed commitment to a strong relationship: “the successful

outcome of Operation Unified Protector in Libya bolstered our partnership… The parties

examined the lessons to be learned at NATO and bilaterally from this UK- and French-

led effort.”4 Indeed, while the American administration tried to circumscribe its

engagement in Libya, France and the United Kingdom proactively favoured intervention.5

They strongly promoted the enforcement of a no-fly zone eventually adopted by a United

Nations Security Council Resolution 1973 in March 2011.6 They were also among the

first countries to act militarily. Thus, these European countries demonstrated their will

and capacity to significantly engage during the recent NATO-led operation in Libya.

In view of the milder involvement of France and the United Kingdom in the ongoing

Syrian turmoil, the operation in Libya may suggest that the Franco-British dynamic in

defence works particularly well when recognizable national interests are at stake. This

was apparent in French foreign minister Alain Juppé’s comments to RTL Radio, when he

said:

“What I know is the NTC [National Transitional Council] said very officially that concerning

the reconstruction of Libya it would turn in preference to those who helped it. That seems

fair and logical to me.”7

Allegations of a secret deal between France and Libya exposed by the French newspaper

Libération  last April assuring France of a third of Libya’s oil in exchange for French

3 The idea of a ‘civilian power’ Germany has been debated in academic circles. See S. Harnisch and H.

Maull, Germany as a civilian power?: The foreign policy of the Berlin Republic (Manchester University Press,

2001).

4 Presidence de la Republique Francaise, Joint Anglo-French Communique ,  http://

appablog.wordpress.com/2011/11/10/joint-anglo-french-communique/.

5 As stressed by newspapers, the US “signed on to the ‘time-limited’ mission, with the caveat that

European and Arab governments would take the lead.” See, Kim Willsher, “As France takes the

reins on, Sarkozy triumphs”, http://articles.latimes.com/2011/mar/20/world/la-fg-libya-sarkozy-

20110320.

6 NATO and Libya – Operation Unified Protector, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/SID-B53C80A5-

92FA1785/natolive/topics_71652.htm.

7 Adam Taylor, “France leads the charge for Libyan oil”,  http://articles.businessinsider.com/2011-

09-01/europe/30128588_1_interim-government-oil-rights-total-crude-oil#ixzz1ecwWAWfP.
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support to the NTC, point in the same direction.8 Besides oil, domestic reasons, such as

the upcoming presidential elections in 2012 in France and the consequent desire of the

French president to gain popularity, would have played a role in the decision to engage

actively in the operation.9

On the British side, the revelation by the Guardian last September that British Petroleum

was already in ‘private’ talks with the NTC10 and that part of the oil industry had been

working with the UK government to change the regime in Libya, also underlines the

British interest in Libya’s oil.11

That said, this argument has its limits as other countries have expressed the desire to

have their share of the pie. Thus, Italy’s former Foreign Minister Franco Frattini stressed

in August on Italian television that the Italian company ENI ‘(would) have a No.1 role in

the future’ in Libya.12

In view of this situation, the role of the CSDP as an effective tool for providing defence

and security remains doubtful.

Europeans and Americans, NATO and CSDP: Not that Simple an

Equation

What about transatlantic relations? To recall, the US government earlier promoted the

idea of a European Defence Community. But later the Americans seemed to have feared

that a developing ESDP may clash with NATO.

However, in the post Cold War and post-Bosnian war context, it had been increasingly

acknowledged that Europeans had to be able to manage the causes of instability in their

neighbourhood. The Bosnian war had revealed the substantial capability gap that crippled

European action and the change of strategic context had revealed the necessity to rethink

the concept of security in Europe.13

8 Vittorio de Fillipis, “Petrole : l’accord secret entre le CNT et la France”, http://www.liberation.fr/

monde/01012357324-petrole-l-accord-secret-entre-le-cnt-et-la-france (September 2011).

9 Angelique Chrisafis, “Sarkosy hopes Libya can boost France’s reputation – as well as his own”,

http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2011/sep/01/sarkozy-libya-france-reputation-reelection.

10    Julian Borger and Terry Macalistair, “The race is on for Libya’s oil, with Britain and France both

staking the claim”,  http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2011/sep/01/libya-oil?CMP=twt_fd.

11 Terry Macalistair, “The next war in Libya is the one for oil”,  http://www.guardian.co.uk/

commentisfree/2011/sep/02/next-war-libya-one-for-oil.

12 Clifford Krauss, “The scramble for access to the Libyan oil wealth  begins”, http://www.nytimes.com/

2 0 1 1 / 0 8 / 2 3 / b u s i n e s s / g l o b a l / t h e - s c r a m b l e - f o r - a c c e s s - t o - l i b y a s - o i l - w e a l t h -

begins.html?pagewanted=all.

13 A.J.K. Shepherd, “Irrelevant or Indispensable? ESDP, the ‘War on Terror’ and the Fallout from Iraq”,

International Politics 43 (2006), pp. 71-92. 285
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Spurred by this realisation, France and the United Kingdom stated in the milestone

1998 Franco-British Saint-Malo Declaration that “the Union must have the capacity for

autonomous action, backed up by credible military forces, the means to decide to use

them and a readiness to do so, in order to respond to international crises.” The parallel

development of the ESDP that resulted from this intention had famously led former US

Secretary of State Madeleine Albright to warn about the necessity to avoid the ‘3D’:

discrimination against non-EU NATO members (such as Turkey), decoupling of

European/NATO decision-making and duplication of defence resources.14

Thus, although the Saint-Malo Declaration had made clear that Europeans would act “in

conformity with (their) respective obligations in NATO”, “(contribute) to the vitality of a

modernised Atlantic Alliance” and “take decisions and approve military action where

the Alliance as a whole (was) not engaged”, the US found the ESDP ambiguous, if not

problematic. There was a risk of possible competition, whether geographically or

sectorally; the same European assets would be needed for NATO and ESDP.

One potential bone of contention with NATO was the agreement between European

governments on a European Rapid Reaction Force (ERRF), reached nearly a decade ago.

Indeed, while ESDP has been changing, NATO has also been undergoing reforms, partly

to counter the pervasive critiques of its post-Cold War irrelevance. As mentioned by

Robert Gates, one major change was  “the transition from a static, defensive force to an

expeditionary force – from a defensive alliance to a security alliance,”15 that is, a

broadening of the scope of NATO operations that bring them closer to ESDP operations.

This attempt to re-orient itself led to the launch of the NATO Response Force (NRF) in

2002. The coexistence of the ERRF and NRF have raised questions such as: Will there be

a possible division of labour? What will be the resource base of the NFR and ERRF,

given that, in view of the limited resources of European countries, it would probably be

the same? Who will have the command and the right of first refusal? Ultimately, the

creation of a more modest force, the EU Battle Group, following the new 2010 Headline

Goal, made these questions less relevant.

To a large extent, ESDP missions are still very dependent on NATO assets and planning

capabilities, which they use thanks to the 2002 Berlin Plus arrangements. This lack of

autonomy, that is the ability to carry out missions independently, appeared again, though

in another form; Mission Artemis in the Democratic Republic of Congo, for instance, can

be considered as autonomous insofar as it did not rely on NATO assets, but the fact

14 Madeleine K. Albright, “The Right Balance Will Secure NATO’s Future”, Financial Times , December

7, 1998.

15 Robert M. Gates, “Speech on the NATO strategic concept”, February 2010, http://www.cfr.org/

nato/gates-speech-nato-strategic-concept-february-2010/p21518.
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remains that one Member State, namely France, coordinated the operations as the

framework nation.16 This was crucial for its success.17

Another crucial factor of the Europe-NATO relationship and thereby of the fate of the

CSDP is the political will and orientation of key Member States. On the one hand, tensions

have been nurtured by divisions between Member States, and consequently between

transatlantic allies. One may remember the famous remark made by former US Defence

Secretary Donald Rumsfeld in January 2003, qualifying France and Germany as ‘old

Europe’, as opposed to what would be the pro-US Eastern ‘new Europe’. On the other

hand, the relationship of Europe with NATO and the United States has been kept

ambiguous by the coexistence of two strategic cultures, the British and the French ones,

which have envisioned this relationship differently. Traditionally, France has understood

the ESDP as a way to build a strong pole of independent European defence, while the

UK has seen it as a way to share the burden with NATO, in order to keep the American

ally interested in Europe.18 The ‘constructive misunderstanding’ that was witnessed by

many at the time of the adoption of the European Defence and Security Policy at Saint-

Malo, has not disappeared.19

 Despite the recent reintegration of France into the military command of NATO, questions

on this issue remain.  Moreover, new ESDP structures, such as the creation of a EU

planning cell and a liaison team in the EU military staff, have not helped to define a

clearer European understanding of ‘autonomy’ towards NATO.20 As a result of subtle

negotiations, they provided ESDP with new tools, but did not impact the current balance

between ESDP and NATO.

As noted by commentators, the ESDP has undergone important transformations over

the past 10 years.21 By 2009, it had already been involved in 23 missions, as diverse as

16 The EU definition of a framework nation was derived from NATO and WEU concepts and is stated

as “a Member State or a group of Member States that has volunteered to, and that the Council has

agreed, should have specific responsibilities in an operation over which the EU exercises political

control”, http://www.assembly-weu.org/en/documents/sessions_ordinaires/rpt/2008/

2009.php#P129_11763.

17 Robert Gates (2010), Note 15.

18 See J. Howorth, “The EU as Global Actor: Grand Strategy for a Global Grand Bargain?”, Journal of

Common Market Studies, 48 (3) (2010), pp. 455-474; and  J. Howorth and A. Menon, “Still Not Pushing

Back : Why the European Union Is Not Balancing the United States”, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 53

(2009), pp. 727-744.

19 C. J. Bickerton, B. Irondelle and A. Menon, “Security Co-operation beyond the Nation-State: The

EU’s Common Security and Defence Policy”, Journal of Common Market Studies, 49 (1) (2010), pp.1-21,

p. 3.

20 Shepherd (2006), Note 13.

21 European Union Institute for Security Studies (EUISS), European Security and Defence Policy – The First

Ten Years, 2009. 287
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police, observation, peacekeeping, reforms of the judicial system and police training, on

several continents. They intervened for instance in Chad, Georgia, Bosnia and

Herzegovina. At the same time, missions have showcased the increasing autonomy of

EU actions: in March 2003, Operation Concordia replaced NATO troops in Macedonia

and was followed by the police mission, Operation Proxima. In June 2003, the EU

responded to a request from the United Nations in the Democratic Republic of Congo.

Interestingly, the ESDP developed a strong and integrated civilian dimension through

the Petersberg Tasks, which include humanitarian and rescue work, conflict-prevention

and peace-keeping as well as post-conflict stabilisation tasks.22 According to some scholars,

it has been going towards more long-term civilian stabilization operations and counter-

terrorism, instead of only military crisis management operations.23

In order to enhance its capabilities and effectiveness, and respond to an evolving strategic

environment, the European Council approved new targets for the CSDP. These were

enumerated notably in the Helsinki Headline Goal (1999), the European Capabilities

Action Plan (2002) and the Headline Goal 2010 (2004). The latter states that Member

States commit themselves “to be able by 2010 to respond with rapid and decisive action

applying a fully coherent approach to the whole spectrum of crisis management operations

covered by the Treaty on the European Union.” Last in line, the Lisbon Treaty (2009)

showed a renewed European ambition for the ESDP/CSDP and strengthened it with

several innovations, among which are the creation of the post of High Representative of

the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, the European Action Service, a mutual

defence clause and a protocol of ‘permanent structured cooperation’.

That said, the most pertinent reproach by the US is about the weakness of Europe’s

military power, which also impacts on NATO’s effectiveness. European countries have

been engaged in NATO operations, for instance in Afghanistan. 24 EU Member States

provided around half the International Security Assistance Force and took part in

Provincial Reconstruction Teams.24 But the US feels that this assistance does not meet the

requirements and has urged many countries like Germany to expand their military

commitments. As the commitment of European countries to the Afghan operations waned,

so did the American desire to shoulder the burden alone.

The final speech given by US Secretary of Defence Robert Gates on June 2011 in Brussels,

22 See the Europa glossary at http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/glossary/

petersberg_tasks_en.htm.

23 Bickerton et al. (2010), Note 19, p. 4.

24 At the same time, note that the EU as such engaged through a Europol police mission, launched in

the Spring 2007 and involving 160 police, law enforcement and justice experts. It also contributed $

1.1 billion in aid to Afghanistan through the EC budget from 2002 to 2006.
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reflected this sentiment clearly.25 Gates clearly stated that the shortcomings revealed in

Libya (as in Afghanistan), “incapability and will”, could put at risk NATO’s “ability to

conduct an integrated, effective and sustained air-sea campaign.” Noting that the

operation has “shown the potential of NATO, with an operation where Europeans are

taking the lead with American support”, he stated “while every alliance member voted

for Libya mission, less than half have participated at all, and fewer than a third have

been willing to participate in the strike mission. (…) many of those allies sitting on the

sidelines do so not because they do not want to participate, but simply because they

can’t.” At issue notably was the lack of intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance

assets and the shortage of munitions that several allies faced only 11 weeks after the

beginning of the operation. This makes the future prospects of the alliance uncertain. He

stressed that future American leaders “may not consider the return on America’s

investment in NATO worth the cost”, if European defence capabilities keep declining,

and the Congress, even more so in a time of budget cuts, may be less willing to expend

funds for Europe. The US may turn towards Asia. The remark on  “the many areas

where U.S. defense engagement and investment in Asia was slated to grow further in

coming years” was significant as it alluded to the growing importance of Asia as an

American strategic priority.

Bleak Prospects of a Significant European Role

Beyond considerations about NATO-CSDP compatibility, and despite a certain

consolidation over the years, numerous challenges remain for the European Common

Security and Defence Policy.

Lack of military capabilities in European countries and the related issue of under-

financing and investment is today one of the main obstacles to the development of a

significant European role. The Capabilities Improvement Conference in 2001 identified

several shortfalls, many of which persist despite initiatives such as the creation of the

European Defence Agency.

Troops and resources are still lacking. According to the European Union Institute for

Security Studies (EUISS), although the cumulative defence expenditures of the Member

States have increased in absolute terms from 160 billion Euros in 1999 to 210 billion

Euros in 2008, they have relatively decreased as a percentage of GDP.26 Robert Gates

recently estimated that European defence spending declined ‘by nearly 15 percent in the

decade following 9/11’. As a result, and despite the agreed NATO benchmark, only the

25 Robert Gates, “Reflections on the status and future of the transatlantic alliance”, http://

www.securitydefenceagenda.org/Contentnavigation/Activities/Activitiesoverview/tabid/1292/

E v e n t T y p e / E v e n t V i e w / E v e n t I d / 1 0 7 0 / E v e n t D a t e I D / 1 0 8 7 / P a g e I D / 5 1 4 1 /

Reflectionsonthestatusandfutureofthetransatlanticalliance.aspx.

26 EUISS (2009), Note 21, p. 77.
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UK, France, Greece, along with the US and Albania, spend more than two per cent of

their GDP on defence.27 The current debt crisis in Europe makes a substantial evolution

in the short run highly unlikely.

As Robert Gates underlined, the question would be how to best allocate resources. Pooling

resources and specialization are the other alternatives that have demonstrated a positive

impact. For instance, during the operation in Libya, they allowed smaller countries such

as Norway and Denmark to very effectively contribute; they struck almost one third of

the targets, while providing only 12 per cent of strike aircraft.28

Belgium and Canada also made noticeable contributions, as Gates explained, ‘with their

constrained resources, found ways to do the training, buy the equipment, and field the platforms

necessary to make a credible military contribution .’ The Danes have specialized by discarding

their submarine fleet and doubling their expeditionary force.29 The 2010 UK-France

Defence Cooperation Treaty, which envisions pooling of resources through the

development of a Combined Joint Expeditionary Force, capabilities sharing and closer

cooperation (notably on technology), is along the same lines. However, one may wonder

what to expect on a larger scale. Defence remains a sensitive sector, which makes pooling

of sovereignty an uneasy choice for countries.

The second important issue for CSDP is a lack of flexibility in decision-making, as decisions

require unanimity in the Council of the European Union. As a result, and even more so

with 27 Member States, decisions are hard to make.

 A final problem is a lasting lack of coherence and clarity in European strategy. The 2003

European Security Strategy differs in several points from the 2002 American Security

Strategy and seems thus to have helped to shape a European vision, that is, for instance,

supportive of multilateralism.30 Even though the Lisbon Treaty has presented renewed

European ambitions for the ESDP/CSDP and thus strengthened its profile with several

innovations mentioned above, there is the potential to enhance policy coherence,

effectiveness and visibility.31

27 Robert Gates (2011), Note 25.

28 Example given by Robert Gates in his above-mentioned speech.

29 Robert Gates (2010), Note 15.

30 An important difference, as often argued, is the different approach that the EU takes on terrorism and

weapons of mass destruction.

31 European Parliament, “The impact of the Lisbon Treaty on ESDP”, Briefing Paper, January 2008,

https://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&q=cache:TYw4v-pnE6AJ:www.statewatch.org/news/2008

feb/ep-esdp-lisbon.pdf+%E2%80%98The+impact+of+the+Lisbon+Treaty+on+ESDP% E2

%80%99,+Briefing+Paper,+Directorate+General+Ex ternal+Policies+of+the+Union,+January + 200

&hl=en&gl=in&pid=bl&src id=ADGEEShEtvkDH3MUWMGwURW5Dnv0Rolmvu-

WQ9lYIsvwum9zU5VZ8vGvNV88U2tYfHA kapiTpj1MJYeif5SEiFjXielW4yo52T4seHf6U_88d_ h2

Riy1unXuzZn7YDqwB5uxH9knvmdo&sig=AHIEtbSGAZ9UlxygssuGFECJYxVn4vUgtg&pli=1, p. 3.
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On the whole, as proved with the operation in Libya, the very legitimacy and coherence

of a European strategy and action seem undermined by parallel, and sometimes

contradictory, national foreign policies of Member States. This is partly why Europe has

been compared to a ping-pong player, as opposed to the US, along with China and

India, which would be regarded as chess players.32

Conclusion

Thus, today, one may argue that the prospects of a strong role for Europe (i.e. the EU

Member States) in matters of defence and security is limited. The future of the CSDP and

its role in global politics remains uncertain. In this way, it mirrors the state of the European

Union as a whole, which still seems to be looking for its place in a changing context.

In an emerging multipolar world, some scholars envisage a potential success of EU

foreign policy and its global contribution more through ‘forging multilateral bargains which

can drive history forward in co-operative and consensual ways,’33 as well as through military

resources being integrated into the ‘broader European integration project’.34

Within a broader foreign policy that furthers defence aims through non-military means,

for instance through support against WMDs and support for multilateralism, the

European Union seems to be better equipped. The Lisbon Treaty has given it new means

to protect its interests (such as physical security, economic prosperity and value projection)

through many policies. From that point of view, the CSDP is only a part of what was

sometimes called the European ‘grand strategy’.35

In the medium-term, and as witnessed during the recent operation in Libya, there may

not be any dramatic change regarding the impact and shape of the Common Security

and Defence Policy. For now, the CSDP and NATO are still compatible because the

CSDP’s initial goals are still unfulfilled; but in the future, how its relationship with

NATO will evolve is uncertain.

Paradoxically, if European countries were to strongly boost their military capabilities,

to the point that they fulfil the initial goals of the Saint-Malo Declaration, one may see

the beginning of a new era of increased European contribution to defence and security.

At the same time, this would pose new issues for its relationship with NATO and the

32 Howorth (2010), Note 18, p. 10.

33 Ibid, p. 3.

34 M. E. Smith, “A liberal grand strategy in a realist world? Power, purpose and the EU’s changing

global role”, Journal of European Public Policy, 18(2) (2011), pp. 144-163.

35 Ibid.
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United States in terms of sharing the burden of such responsibilities. In any case, the

transatlantic relationship will also depend on the quality of the relationship between the

United States and its European allies. As of today, seen as a whole in the multiplicity of

its policies and within a broader understanding of the concept of security, part of a

larger foreign policy framework, the European Union seems to be responding to an

evolving world and has more and more means to articulate a relevant position that will

enable it to be the meaningful and effective global actor that it has aspired to become.

The CSDP has evolved and matured.

But we are still waiting with Madeleine Albright’s plea: ‘we want a Europe that can act.’ 36

Yes, Libya led Europeans a little further, but much remains to be done to turn Europe

into a single, effective and efficient actor in the field of defence.

36 Albright, Note 14.
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L’Europe de la défense...
Et après ?

Général d’armée (CR). Ancien commandant de la 1re Armée, ancien commandant de
la Forpronu (1993-1994).

Jean Cot

Au moment où j’écris, celui qui assumera la charge de l’État pour cinq
ans n’est pas encore connu. Quel qu’il soit, et par nécessité, il donnera
la priorité à l’économie, à la finance, à l’emploi. Il devra cependant se

consacrer aussi aux relations extérieures et à la défense ; questions qu’il a,
comme ses concurrents malheureux, pratiquement passées sous silence pen-
dant sa campagne. Ces domaines régaliens de l’État s’imposeront à lui dès le
20 mai 2012, ouverture du Sommet de l’Otan à Chicago. De quoi va-t-on
parler à Chicago ? De l’Afghanistan et du bouclier antimissile de l’Otan en
particulier. On n’évoquera pas explicitement la défense européenne. On
constatera cependant sans le dire, pour s’en réjouir ou le regretter, que le
retour de la France dans l’Otan ne s’est traduit par aucune relance de la défense
européenne mais par son « hibernation », comme le chef d’état-major des
armées vient de le reconnaître. Je veux ici évoquer cette question de la défense
européenne que je tiens pour une composante majeure de la construction
politique de l’Europe.

De quoi parle-t-on ?

L’Europe de la défense, objet de la Politique de sécurité et de défense
commune (PSDC), n’a rien à voir avec la défense de l’Europe, de ses popula-
tions, de ses intérêts vitaux. La première s’est développée depuis 1999, cahin-
caha, sous la forme de structures politico-militaires calquées en modèle très
réduit sur celles de l’Otan, de missions « exotiques » limitées, pour l’essentiel, à
la participation aux opérations de maintien de la paix, d’un corps d’armée « fan-
tomatique » de 60 000 hommes avec son environnement naval et aérien, qui n’a
jamais été engagé en tant que tel et ne représente que 5 % du total des forces
des vingt-sept pays de l’UE. La seconde, appelée aussi défense collective de
l’Europe, est la prérogative exclusive de l’Otan, comme pendant toute la guerre
froide. Tous les grands traités européens, de Maastricht à Lisbonne, en passant
par Amsterdam et Nice, évoquent bien la possibilité d’une évolution de la
PSDC vers une défense commune, alternative à l’Otan « si les gouvernements
en décidaient ainsi ». On ne saurait être plus prudent ! 

Mon propos, forcément incorrect dans ces temps de tropisme améri-
cain assumé, est de dire pourquoi et comment il faut absolument trouver les
voies et moyens de l’indépendance stratégique totale de l’Europe par rapport
aux États-Unis.
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Pourquoi ?

La réponse est sans doute trop évidente pour être facilement
acceptée. La crédibilité de l’Otan pour la défense de l’Europe repose
depuis 1949 sur la certitude de l’engagement des États-Unis en cas
d’agression extérieure. Faut-il rappeler que pendant la guerre froide
cette certitude fut plus qu’un acte de foi puisqu’elle était fondée sur
la présence de 300 000 GIs et de quelques milliers d’armes nucléaires
sur le sol européen ?

Qu’en est-il aujourd’hui alors que les dernières unités et les
dernières munitions nucléaires américaines sont en cours de rapa-
triement ? Certes, il y aura le bouclier antimissile de l’Otan. Mais on
sait qu’il ne sera jamais efficace à 100 %, tout en remettant en cause
les fondements de la dissuasion nucléaire. On sait aussi, ou on
devrait savoir, que ce sera une opération juteuse pour le complexe
militaro-industriel américain ; les contributions financières euro-
péennes venant d’ailleurs en déduction de celles qui pourraient être
dédiées à l’Agence européenne de défense (AED) ; laquelle a déjà
bien du mal à tenir les espoirs que sa création avait suscités. Plus
généralement, nous devons cesser de nous aveugler avec ce mythe, ce
leurre, d’une « communauté euroatlantique » que nous, Européens,
nous plaisons à magnifier alors qu’elle est d’abord l’alibi hypocrite de
nos gouvernements pour réduire toujours plus leurs efforts de défense
au prétexte que le « grand frère » viendra en cas de nécessité réparer
leurs démissions (1). Il est scandaleux que les gouvernements des
vingt-sept pays européens et les plus grands dont le nôtre, puissent
s’en remettre pour leur défense, au travers de l’Otan, à une puissance
extérieure. Comment des gouvernements de pays, dont le PIB cumulé
est aujourd’hui supérieur à celui des États-Unis, peuvent-ils abandon-
ner à autrui leur première prérogative régalienne qui est celle de la
défense ? Comment admettre que 500 millions d’Européens dépen-
dent à ce point, pour leur sécurité, de 300 millions d’Américains ?

C’est pourquoi le retour de la France dans l’Otan fut un
contresens politique absolu au moment où les États-Unis eux-mêmes
se déprennent d’une Alliance pour eux trop contraignante. Si nous
devons maintenir une alliance classique avec les États-Unis, nous
devons comme eux nous déprendre de l’Otan et la laisser mourir à
petit feu si nous n’avons pas le courage de la tuer d’un seul coup.
Nous devons mettre sur pied une défense européenne globale
capable à la fois de protéger le territoire de l’Union européenne et
d’intervenir dans le monde sous l’égide des Nations unies. Si nous le
voulons, l’Europe peut devenir cette « puissance sage » évitant la ten-
tation américaine de la « nation nécessaire » appelée à exporter ses
valeurs dans le monde, éventuellement au bout du fusil.

(1) « Les Européens entretien-
nent avec les États-Unis une
relation infantile et fétichiste
nourrie d’illusions, dont celle
que les intérêts des Américains
et des Européens sont fonda-
mentalement les mêmes et
celle selon laquelle la sécurité
de l’Europe dépend encore
de la protection américaine ».
Cf. J. Shapiro et N. Witney,
European Council on Foreign
Relations ; cité dans Le Monde
du 5 novembre 2009.

294



3

Comment ?

Comment sortir la PSDC de son hibernation ? Comment faire de
l’Europe cette puissance sage qui pèse dans le monde, pour la bonne marche
du monde ? 

Voici trois propositions : un commandement opérationnel, une armée
commune, un siège unique au Conseil de sécurité.

Un commandement militaire opérationnel interarmées européen per-
manent est proposé depuis longtemps par plusieurs pays, dont la France,
l’Allemagne et la Pologne. Il aurait vocation à assurer le commandement des
opérations conduites par l’UE en lieu et place des embryons d’état-major four-
nis aujourd’hui par cinq « nations cadres » volontaires. Les opérations en
République démocratique du Congo ou en Tchad-Centre-Afrique ont montré
les limites de ce concept. Ce commandement est exactement ce dont les
Européens avaient besoin pour conduire la modeste opération de Libye, prise
en charge « par défaut » par l’Otan, avec les lourdeurs et la sujétion aux États-
Unis que cette décision a impliquées. Le coût d’un tel état-major serait de
l’ordre de 200 experts européens supplémentaires, chiffre à comparer au
quelque 10 000 de l’énorme machine de l’Otan et aux 900 que la France a dû
mettre en place pour payer la note de son retour complet dans l’Otan. Il est
étrange que la mise sur pied de cet état-major n’ait pas été posée par la France
comme la condition non négociable de son retour dans l’Otan. Puisqu’il n’en
fut pas ainsi et que les Anglais restent sur leur position fermée, alors il faut le
créer sans eux, en utilisant la possibilité offerte par le Traité de Lisbonne de
« Coopération structurée permanente » pouvant réunir un certain nombre de
membres sur un projet qui ne ferait pas initialement l’unanimité.

Une armée européenne ? Quelle folie ! J’ai plusieurs fois testé cette
idée auprès de chefs militaires français de haut rang en activité. Ils sont le plus
souvent tellement inhibés par l’Otan, imbibés d’Otan, qu’une telle intégration
leur apparaît comme un très gros mot. Je rappellerai cependant que ce projet
était au cœur du traité de la Communauté européenne de défense (CED). Il
fut hélas rejeté par la France ou, plus exactement, par le vote défavorable au
Parlement d’une conjonction improbable des gaullistes, des communistes et
de la moitié des socialistes. De Gaulle fut d’une rare violence dans cette cam-
pagne, menaçant de « s’associer aux Russes pour la (la CED) stopper ». Nous
sommes ainsi passés à côté d’un véritable « pilier européen » de l’Otan et en
restons à un pilier américain central et vingt-quatre « colonnettes » euro-
péennes. Ce déséquilibre constitue le problème majeur de l’Otan depuis
soixante ans. Qu’est-ce donc qu’une armée européenne pour qu’elle fasse si
peur ? Rien d’autre que l’Otan sans les Américains, tout en conservant
l’acquis de soixante ans de coopération ; une armée ni plus ni moins intégrée
que l’est l’Otan aujourd’hui ; une armée composée des forces de combat des
pays européens, articulée comme aujourd’hui en corps multinationaux dont
le corps européen de Strasbourg a été un précurseur. Cela est-il si difficile à
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accepter par certains ? Pourquoi les citoyens européens se prononcent-ils à une
forte majorité pour cette initiative comme l’indiquent tous les Eurobaromètres
semestriels de l’UE ? En avril 2007, dans son discours de clôture du cinquan-
tenaire du Traité de Rome, Mme Merkel déclarait que « l’un des objectifs prin-
cipaux de la future Europe devrait être une armée européenne ». Elle l’a redit
depuis. M. Sigman Gabriel, chef du SPD et successeur possible de Mme Merkel
à la chancellerie dit la même chose dans une interview donnée au journal
Le Monde du 16 mars 2012. Plusieurs autres pays y seraient favorables mais
pas les Anglais bien sûr !

Un siège unique européen de membre permanent du Conseil de sécu-
rité de l’ONU ? Mais ce n’est plus une folie, c’est une trahison ! Ce siège nous
est revenu après notre victoire en 1945 ! De plus nous disposons de la bombe
atomique, comme les autres membres permanents ! Nous devons conserver ce
siège à jamais ! Bien que plus nuancés, les partis de gouvernement ont sur ce
sujet caressé l’électeur dans le sens du poil pendant la campagne présidentielle.
Il fallait bien ne pas se laisser déborder par les clairons souverainistes qu’em-
bouchèrent les partis les plus à droite comme les plus à gauche. Revenons à la
réalité. La révision de la composition du Conseil de sécurité est impérative,
compte tenu de l’évolution du monde depuis 1945. Cinq membres perma-
nents aujourd’hui. Demain, si chacun persiste dans ses exigences, trois pour
l’UE avec l’Allemagne, quatre pour l’Europe avec la Russie. Comment imagi-
ner que les autres continents n’exigent pas un nombre de membres perma-
nents proportionnel à leur poids dans le monde ? Soit, sans entrer dans le
détail, au moins quatre pour l’Asie, deux ou trois pour le Moyen-Orient, trois
pour l’Afrique, trois pour l’Amérique latine. Soit plus de quinze membres per-
manents et le double de membres renouvelables ; ce qui est la proportion
entre les deux catégories. Le Conseil de sécurité actuel à quinze membres est
déjà difficile à gérer, un Conseil à quarante-cinq membres serait absolument
ingouvernable. La France veut-elle tuer le Conseil de sécurité, au prétexte d’y
« garder son rang » ? Si l’Europe ne revendique qu’un seul siège, alors on pourra
contenir l’inflation pour les autres continents, par la vertu de l’exemple. Mais
il faut aller au-delà de cette arithmétique. L’Europe a une Politique étrangère
de sécurité commune (Pesc). Elle a une Haute représentante pour les Affaires
extérieures. Elle met sur pied un Service européen d’action extérieure (SEAE)
qui concrétisera la diplomatie de l’UE dans le monde. N’est-il pas de bonne
logique que l’UE soit représentée à l’ONU par un siège unique de membre
permanent comme le sont les grands pays qui comptent ? Certes, ce siège
implique la définition de positions communes des États européens avant les
votes du Conseil pour la résolution des crises menaçant la paix du monde.
Comme il en est déjà pour l’Organisation mondiale du commerce (OMC) ou
comme le pratique l’OSCE, l’existence même d’un siège unique rendra plus
facile le consensus entre Européens. Je ne suis pas naïf, une telle avancée n’est
pas pour demain. Le Royaume-Uni s’y opposerait. La France devrait donc
proposer en premier lieu à l’Allemagne de partager son siège et ouvrir cette
possibilité aux autres membres de l’UE qui le souhaiteraient.
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Comment conclure ?

Le commandement opérationnel peut faire consensus auprès des lec-
teurs avertis de cette revue. L’armée européenne aura plus de mal à passer. Le
siège unique à l’ONU pourrait être « le pont trop loin ». En une dernière ten-
tative pour convaincre, je vais élargir le débat. Aucune chance auprès de ceux
qui considèrent l’État-nation post-westphalien comme le grain ultime et sacré
de l’organisation politique de l’Europe ; ceux pour qui tout commencement
d’intégration politique, économique, militaire de l’Europe est l’expression
d’une trahison.

Je m’adresse ici à ceux qui, plus ou moins clairement, comprennent
que chacun des États-nations d’Europe ne peut plus compter dans le monde
s’il ne consent des délégations de souveraineté au profit de l’UE, sans rien
perdre de son originalité et de son génie, ainsi que le synthétise la devise de
l’UE : « L’unité dans la diversité ». La Fédération des nations d’Europe est
notre seule chance de compter demain au nombre de la dizaine de grands
pôles de puissance et de prospérité qui émergent dans l’après-guerre froide. Si
l’on souscrit à cette vision, il est évident que l’UE doit se donner au plus vite
une politique extérieure et une défense communes, avec les conséquences qui
en découlent, en particulier pour sa représentation à l’ONU et son outil de
défense.

Ma crainte aujourd’hui est que tout ce qui a déjà été fait pour la
construction européenne ne se détricote sous la pression de souverainistes
convaincus ou démagogues et par la lassitude, l’incompétence ou l’irresponsa-
bilité des pouvoirs en place. C’est pourquoi il faut moins que jamais « laisser
du temps au temps », formule-alibi de ceux qui, parfois de bonne foi, s’ac-
commoderaient d’une Europe rebalkanisée, absente au monde et retournant
de facto à son tumultueux passé.
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Extraits du traité du 27 mai 1952 instituant
la Communauté européenne de défense

Préambule
… Résolus à contribuer, en coopération avec les autres nations libres, et dans l’esprit de la charte
des Nations unies, au maintien de la paix, notamment en assurant contre toute agression la défense
de l’Europe occidentale, en étroite liaison avec les organismes ayant le même objet ; Considérant
que l’intégration aussi complète que possible, dans la mesure compatible avec les nécessités mili-
taires, des éléments humains et matériels que leurs forces de défense rassemblent au sein d’une orga-
nisation européenne supranationale est le moyen le plus propre à permettre d’atteindre ce but avec
toute la rapidité et l’efficacité nécessaires ; Certains que cette intégration aboutira à l’emploi le plus
rationnel et le plus économique des ressources de leurs pays, en particulier grâce à l’établissement
d’un budget commun et de programmes d’armement communs ; Décidés à assurer ainsi le déve-
loppement de leur force militaire sans qu’il soit porté atteinte au progrès social ; Soucieux de sau-
vegarder les valeurs spirituelles et morales qui sont le patrimoine commun de leurs peuples et
convaincus qu’au sein de la force commune, constituée sans discrimination entre les États partici-
pants, les patriotismes nationaux, loin de s’affaiblir, ne pourront que se consolider et s’harmoniser
dans un cadre élargi ; Conscients de franchir ainsi une étape nouvelle et essentielle dans la voie de
la formation d’une Europe unie ; Ont décidé de créer une Communauté européenne de défense...

Article 1 - Par le présent traité, les Hautes Parties contractantes instituent entre elles une Communauté
européenne de défense, de caractère supranational, comportant des institutions communes, des Forces
armées communes et un budget commun.
Article 2
1. La Communauté a des objectifs exclusivement défensifs.
2. En conséquence, dans les conditions prévues au présent traité, elle assure contre toute agression la
sécurité des États membres, en participant à la défense occidentale dans le cadre du traité de
l’Atlantique Nord et en réalisant l’intégration des forces de défense des États membres et l’emploi
rationnel et économique de leurs ressources.
3. Toute agression armée dirigée contre l’un quelconque des États membres en Europe ou contre les
Forces européennes de défense sera considérée comme une attaque dirigée contre tous les États
membres. Les États membres et les Forces européennes de défense porteront à l’État ou aux Forces ainsi
attaqués aide et assistance par tous les moyens en leur pouvoir, militaires et autres.
Article 3
1. La Communauté emploie les méthodes les moins onéreuses et les plus efficaces. Elle ne recourt à des
interventions que dans la mesure nécessaire à l’accomplissement de sa mission et en respectant les liber-
tés publiques et les droits fondamentaux des individus. Elle veille à ce que les intérêts propres des États
membres soient pris en considération dans toute la mesure compatible avec ses intérêts essentiels. 
2. Pour permettre à la Communauté d’atteindre ses buts, les États membres mettent à sa disposition
des contributions appropriées, fixées selon les dispositions des articles 87 et 94 ci-après. 
Article 4 - La Communauté poursuit son action en collaboration avec les nations libres et avec toute
organisation qui se propose les mêmes buts qu’elle-même.
Article 5 - La Communauté coopère étroitement avec l’Organisation du traité de l’Atlantique Nord.
...
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than others. The formation of joint units works better if the
countries involved have similar sizes and strategic cultures, and
if they trust each other and have comparable attitudes to the
defence industry. European leaders should encourage various
groups of compatible member-states to work together in
military ‘islands of co-operation’. 
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