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SUMMARY 
 
Alyson Bailes captures the essence of the present context and challenge facing Europe in the 
early decades of the 21st Century with her opening observation that:  
“Europe has arrived at a point in history when its conception of security, and security 
ambitions, are possibly running ahead of the contemporary realities: while its military 
concepts and assets are lagging behind.” 
 
This report examines Europe’s initial response through the EU and NATO in the specific 
post-European Security Strategy era and in the context of controversial doctrines such as the 
pre-emptive war against Iraq. 
After surveying the international security context and debate on the use of force after Iraq, 
this report examines the institutional framework being developed by the EU and NATO to 
support collective European security ambitions.  
The European Security Strategy (ESS) provides the reference document for understanding 
collective European ambitions and how they might move forward in security and defence 
over the coming years. The ESS situates the EU’s likely use of force somewhere between a 
strict adherence to the UN Charter and a looser, “progressive” interpretation of customary 
international law.  
The UNSC remains the core of a regulated international system, and its legitimacy is openly 
recognized and never questioned in the document. However, concern with “effectiveness”, as 
well as “early, rapid, and when necessary, robust intervention” suggests that the EU wishes to 
be a pro-active security provider, not just a guardian of the UNSC’s centrality. 
In fact, there are indirect references to the application of military force in an anticipatory 
mode, which could conceivably require very quick action in response to ambiguous signals - 
therefore, possibly without the explicit approval of the UNSC. But this remains an inference: 
it is not stated explicitly in the document. It could be argued that the ESS envisages a UN-
centred strategic framework, yet allows for some leeway for EU decision-makers in 
controversial situations.  
The fight against terrorism poses a particularly complex challenge with regard to the use of 
force, since the instruments used to wage the so-called “global war on terror” are at the heart 
of serious disagreement across the Atlantic. The same can be said of military responses to 
WMD proliferation: these two issues are presently being tackled in an ad hoc manner outside 
the institutions underpinning Transatlantic relations (the EU and NATO), for example within 
the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI). Such an approach suggests that EU members 
appreciate the value of pragmatic cooperation, but it is likely that they will continue to work 
for a gradual codification of best practices in a treaty or regime form. 
The ESS is in tune with the current US approach in stating that the worst scenario is a nexus 
between WMD proliferation, terrorist networks and rogue states. This is described as “a 
radical threat indeed”, from which we might infer that traditional rules on the use of force 
may even have to be abandoned or radically adjusted in response.  
The recent Council “Declaration on solidarity against terrorism” states that Member States 
“shall mobilise all the instruments at their disposal, including military resources”. Although 
the explicit mention of military resources is probably meant primarily to signal a full-
spectrum response (with the goals to “prevent, protect, assist”), in practice it obviously opens 

 7



CEMISS AN ACTION PLAN FOR EUROPEAN DEFENCE SUPPL. N° 5 - MAGGIO 2005
 
 

 
 
up the possibility of very robust coercive action (for example, against terrorist cells and their 
training facilities, and perhaps even against states supporting or harbouring terrorist groups). 
In any case, this “solidarity commitment” further consolidates the shared threat assessment 
that is inherent in a single security strategy for all EU members.  This implies a sharing of 
risks and responsibilities, which implies a corresponding sharing of instruments and policies. 
Ultimately, the use of force brings the analysis back to where we started: i.e. the need for 
policy coherence. Coercion (and the related military/civilian decision-making requirements) 
can only make sense, be properly planned, and evaluated for improvements, in the context of 
foreign policy goals.  
It is no accident that the original Petersberg Tasks focused on peacekeeping and some 
peacemaking activities: that was as far as the EU consensus reached. The Europeans could 
agree that they wished to have more capabilities and better structures to pursue a 
peacekeeping policy - which in turn requires certain “robust” back-up capabilities. But that is 
also where the line was drawn, leaving NATO in charge of other security responsibilities. 
Now, the “broadened” Petersberg Tasks indicated in the draft Constitutional Treaty signal a 
wider consensus. 
However, this threat assessment and policy-making process is not wholly “virtuous” and neat, 
since the addition of new missions does not seem to be wholly guided by the EU’s foreign 
policy priorities. The latter would strongly suggest, for example, a focus on North Africa 
(possibly the entire Middle East) and the Caucasus. Instead, much recent attention has 
focused on sub-Saharan Africa, partly in the wake of the relatively successful Operation 
‘Artemis’. Hence, the emphasis on similar potential engagements with respect to the “battle 
groups” proposed by the UK, France and Germany. In other words, the Greater Middle East is 
given less prominence in recent pronouncements not because it is unimportant but because it 
is too controversial.  
The danger is clear: if we cannot have an open discussion about areas of interest and the 
implications for the use of force it is difficult to see how we can achieve an adequate calculus 
for the EU’s military needs.  Furthermore, without prior discussion Europe will have to wait 
until a crisis actually forces it to act, which in turn runs the risk of creating further European 
divisions, paralysis, or the temporary by-passing of EU mechanisms (with ad hoc groupings 
taking autonomous action). 
In order to avoid these potential pitfalls perhaps it would help if an effort was made to at least 
frame the debate in terms of possible “uses” of force - as a range of tactics and policies - thus 
de-emphasizing the almost mythical nature of the distinction between forceful and non-
forceful means. War and peace are becoming increasingly unhelpful conceptual categories 
when thinking about comprehensive security in today’s world. 
 
In conclusion our report sets out key recommendations that help frame such a discussion on 
the European approach to tackling the new threats and challenges as well as understanding 
what are the limits to the use of force and military intervention from a European perspective. 
These recommendations are also important in framing a coherent action plan on defence such 
as might be understood by the new Headline Goal 2010. A comprehensive approach is 
essential to strengthen the political underpinnings of our recent joint initiative on European 
security and defence and in helping the process of transforming European defence to support 
our collective ambitions.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Alyson JK Bailes 
 
The Security Context 
 
Europe has arrived at a point in history when its conception of security, and security 
ambitions, are possibly running ahead of the contemporary realities: while its military 
concepts and assets are lagging behind. 
When the President of France hosted the 60th anniversary commemorations of ‘D-Day’ in 
June 2004, the heads of government of Germany and the Russian Federation were invited (for 
the first time) as honoured guests. It was a gesture designed to celebrate Europe’s two great 
twentieth-century experiences of reconciliation and re-unification: in Western Europe after 
1945, and between West and East after 1989 with the collapse of the Soviet Union and 
Warsaw Pact. The cumulative effect of these changes may be described in the language of 
power, as creating a ‘uni-polar’ Europe for the first time in several centuries. More 
significantly perhaps, they represent a progression in terms of security governance, involving 
the extension of the institutional frameworks of NATO and the European Union - both highly 
integrated and the latter with supranational characteristics - over much of the European 
continent, as far as the borders of Russia. Whereas even in the mid-1990s Europeans were 
debating whether they could live with each other in the mode of ‘cooperative security’, 
mainland Europe in 2004 has unarguably advanced to the level of collective security, and 
perhaps (in parts) even beyond it to what could be called an emergent integrated or unitary 
security identity. 
It is customary in European analysis to proceed straight to the ‘But’ i.e. the deficiencies and 
downside of this security evolution. Before doing so, however, it is worth pausing a moment 
to note (a) that Europe’s achievement in peace- and security-building is acknowledged, 
envied and taken as a model in many other regions of the world; and (b) that many or all of 
today’s problems are best seen as the legacy of success. To take only the most obvious 
examples: the present preoccupation with the Europeans’ ability to ‘export’ security reflects 
Europe’s transformation from what used to be an almost bottomless pit absorbing security 
energies; while the necessary re-styling of European (and Russian) armed forces to meet new 
needs is rendered both harder and easier by the huge quantitative cuts made in those forces in 
the first honeymoon period after the Cold War’s end. 
The challenges that do confront Europe and its nations at this stage in their security 
development might be categorized in several ways. Here, they will be looked at first in terms 
of different classes of ‘threat’ to Europe’s own security; secondly in terms of the choice (and 
adequacy) of methods of response; and thirdly in terms of the demands made upon Europe’s 
evolving political and institutional process. 
 
1.1 ‘New Threats’ 
 
The last couple of years’ security debates have been dominated by Europe’s ability to cope 
with the ‘new threats’ identified by the USA as a top priority since 11 September 2001: 
international terrorism; proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (inter alia into the 
hands of terrorists); and the phenomena of international crime, ‘rogue’ states and ‘weak’ 
states that foster and abet these primary dangers. During 2002-3, major policy rifts (along 
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several fault-lines) over this agenda were matched by a sometimes rather simplistic 
polarization of the debate in terms of Europe’s supposed weakness and inability to engage 
with the threatening realities, on the one hand, and European alienation from and disapproval 
of the USA’s robust approach, on the other. Common to both positions was that US-generated 
policies and concepts provided the initial point of reference, so that even anti-US Europeans 
were in a sense obliged to define themselves on ground of the USA’s choosing. This points 
already to an important truth about the security context for Europe today: the field for policy 
making is delineated not just by given security realities or by how Europeans perceive them, 
but also by what the world’s other powers - above all the USA - declare to be important for 
security and how they consider Europe should respond to it. The European Union’s relatively 
late emergence as a security actor and the imperfect nature of its (especially collective) self-
awareness place it at particular risk of, so to speak, buying its security agenda second-hand in 
this way, with a consequently imperfect fit. 
If we look back at the ‘new threats’ story with awareness of these potential distortions and 
with somewhat longer hindsight, a sequence of events emerges which may have some broader 
diagnostic value for understanding Europe’s security dynamics today: 
 

- Pre-2001 Europe had what might be called a structural security deficit regarding 
terrorism (and to a lesser extent proliferation) because it had created a (largely) 
frontier-free single market without paying regard to the new openings this created for 
sub-state, trans-national adversaries. ‘Traditional’ terrorist phenomena within Europe 
had been largely (sub-) national and largely left to national responsibility; thus the 
EU’s JHA organs had acquired only limited competence to act on this functional 
territory, while NATO had never occupied it. 

- In the days after the attacks of 11 September 2001 against the US, European collective 
actions focussed on creating a stronger judicial and operational structure for 
combating trans-national terrorism within EU territory, in the JHA framework, while 
European governments warned against over-reactions that might inflame racist 
feelings. On global aspects and in the fight against Al-Qaeda, European states 
essentially fell in with (or defined their positions on the basis of) US-led initiatives at 
the UN and in the Afghanistan campaign. 

- When the US attacked Iraq in March 2003 without UN sanction, still claiming the 
rationale of its war against WMD (and to a lesser extent terrorism), the EU failed to 
maintain a viable common position and member states were split between 
participating in the US-led coalition and protesting against the invasion. 

- In reaction to the damage done by these splits and to the growing realization that 
neither those accompanying, nor rejecting, the occupation of Iraq had managed 
significantly to mitigate US actions, the EU in May-June 2003 produced the Basic 
Principles for a strategy of its own against WMD proliferation (plus an action plan) 
and provisionally approved a draft EU global security strategy prepared by CFSP 
High Representative Javier Solana. These documents - to be adopted in final form at 
the end of 2003 - recognized and integrated the ‘new threats’ as never before within a 
wider spectrum of security challenges for Europe (including more traditional 
preoccupations like conflict): accepted that the EU needed a pro-active, world-wide 
strategy against them, and contemplated collective European use of force as a last 
resort. In other respects they diverged significantly from the corresponding US 
national security doctrines, notably through a greater respect for institutions, 
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international legality, and ‘effective multilateralism’; multi-functional and gradualist 
approaches; and the vision of converting rather than annihilating adversaries. The EU 
strategy also included the important philosophical recognition that terrorism, crime 
and smuggling were threats that came from within as well as outside the European 
polity: though it failed to follow through this logic with practical recipes for 
coordinating internal with external security policies. 

- After the terrorist bomb outrages of May 2004 in Madrid, the EU speeded up adoption 
of its anti-terrorism strategy, this time combining elements of both internal and 
external action; created a new central coordination post to oversee it; and in more 
political vein brought forward and adopted the ‘solidarity’ commitment prescribing 
mutual help against terrorist attacks which was to have been adopted in the new draft 
Constitution. 

 
With these latest actions, the EU has at last endowed itself with a full range of policies against 
‘new threats’ (including adaptations of older instruments and policies to take account of 
them) that are set to become permanent features of the European acquis - even if the USA 
should change its own priorities. The slower, step-by-step European reaction after 2001 has 
arguably conduced to a better quality of policy-making or, at least, to a smoother and more 
sophisticated reconciliation of the new policy elements with longer-term goals as well as 
normative constraints. The story of 2001-2004 (repeating in miniature the overall history of 
CFSP) further suggests that external events and pressures may be enough to propel EU policy 
from the inchoate and nationalized stage to an explicit, collectivised and outwardly proactive 
one: but a powerful stimulus (the Madrid events) within the EU was needed to promote major 
breakthroughs in the degree and quality of integration as the idiom of policy. Or to put it 
more provocatively: Europeans were quicker to retrieve their unity in face of the US 
challenge than they were to pool sovereignty in face of the terrorists themselves. As ever, the 
outstanding question mark is now over the energy and consistency with which the EU’s states 
and organs will pursue the anti-terrorism and anti-WMD strategies. Has Europe arrived at a 
sufficiently strong and convincing joint threat analysis, and is now the ‘solidarity’ 
commitment sufficiently understood and internalised, to overcome the wide differences in 
different Europeans’ actual experience of terrorism, WMD and super-crime and hence their 
sense of vulnerability? The critical threshold for success in this type of policy is of course 
exceptionally high because of the damage that could be done by a ‘weak link’ anywhere 
within, not just at the frontiers of, Europe’s integrated territory. 
 
1.2 ‘Older’ Threats: forgotten but not gone? 
 
There is, however, a much larger question to ask about the EU’s handling of ‘new threats’: is 
their current salience, and the effort devoted, in correct proportion to the seriousness with 
which Europe still needs to take certain more traditional challenges and the attention that we 
ought to be turning towards even newer ones? 
It may already be forgotten that it was “9/11” that provided the catalyst for acceptance of a 
maximalist enlargement in 2004 by both the EU and NATO. For both organizations, the logic 
of being able to extend their security disciplines across the widest possible European territory 
and being able to muster the largest possible ‘posse’ against the ‘bad guys’ suddenly loomed 
much larger in relation to questions of consistent standards and homogeneity in other 
dimensions. Like all bold decisions, however, the ‘big bang’ enlargement involves a number 
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of historic gambles. For the EU in particular, it means taking security responsibilities - in all 
dimensions except (up to now) traditional collective defence - for a greatly enlarged territory 
and for ten new members who will in net terms absorb more security than they supply. The 
EU has become an even fatter crab without a shell: at precisely the same time that NATO, 
driven by the US for reasons also intimately linked with 9/11, is effectively drawing back 
from its traditional business of defence for, by, and within the European territory. In this 
writer’s view, therefore, regardless of whether or not the EU (in its new Constitution) enacts a 
meaningful common defence clause and does anything meaningful for its implementation, a 
greater share of responsibilities for handling Europe’s ‘older’ threats as well as new 
functional ones will inevitably migrate in the European Union’s direction. It is also possible 
to argue that these challenges have been somewhat under-valued and under-addressed since 
2001 and that there is even some risk of a ‘revenge of history’ if the EU does not recognize 
the need to re-balance as well as intensify its pro-active security efforts. 
To mention some examples of problems of this kind: 
 

- there are long-standing domestic conflicts on even the ‘older’ EU soil (Northern 
Ireland, Basques), which the Union plays at least an indirect role in containing; there 
is no guarantee that they will proceed smoothly towards extinction, or that new civil 
disorders will not break out under economic, social and ethnic pressures magnified 
partly by enlargement itself; 

- the EU is progressively taking over peace-keeping responsibilities in the former 
conflict area of the Western Balkans (FYROM, Bosnia-Herzegovina), and has all 
along been the prime actor in the general transformation of these nations to meet the 
standards for European integration. As recent violence in Kosovo showed, the Balkans 
remain a powder-key with a fragile lid, and it is becoming harder all the time to 
imagine non-Europeans returning with substantial resources to help contain any future 
explosions; 

- Europe’s relationship with Russia is slowly shifting towards the dynamics of 
cooperation and complementarity rather than strategic competition, but many 
individual sources of tension remain (multiplied at least in the short term by 
enlargement), on issues where the EU cannot count on the US to be on its side or 
indeed to be engaged at all. Completely unsolved are the fundamental issue of whether 
Russia itself is in any sense ‘integrate-able’, and the potential clash between the 
European and the Russian modes of ‘integration’ in the Western part of the former 
Soviet Union; 

- The EU has only very lately recognized the Southern Caucasus as a target area for its 
‘neighbourhood’ policies, but could be acutely challenged (also in the context of its 
Russia-handling policy or lack of it) by the re-kindling of conflict there, and is 
permanently affected by the channeling of trans-national threats like drugs, crime and 
human trafficking through the Caucasus into EU territories West of the Black Sea; 

- Mediterranean security is even more vital for the EU after Malta’s and Cyprus’s 
accession, but the security dimension of the Barcelona process has never really got off 
the ground and is now at least temporarily over-shadowed by ‘greater Middle 
East/Northern Africa’ initiatives launched by other institutions (G-8, NATO) at US 
insistence; 

- The EU has notoriously failed to establish itself as a decisive player (or source of 
alternative solutions) in the narrower Middle East conflict between Israel and the 
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Palestinians: yet the strategic spill-over from any major breakdown in this area would 
hit Europe harder and more directly than it would the US, not least because of 
Europe’s much higher proportional dependence on oil from the Arab world. 

 
In actuality, the EU’s under-performance in these fields of security cannot be blamed simply 
on a “fuite en avant” towards over-concentration on ‘new threats’. It is a longer-standing 
phenomenon whose causal elements probably include (a) the diverging degrees of priority 
given by EU members to different ‘peripheral’ threats, depending on geography; (b) the 
legacy of history which, inter alia, creates self-imposed limitations on anything that might 
look like ‘neo-colonialist’ European policies towards the North and the Horn of Africa, or the 
Middle East; (c) a possible systemic bias in the EU’s collective security culture (thus far) 
towards tackling issues in functional and institutional terms (e.g. terrorism) rather than getting 
tough towards the specific regions from which they arise; (d) the persistent but now 
anachronistic concern of some EU members to safeguard NATO’s primacy; and (e) the 
essentially demand-led nature of the EU’s strategic relations with its non-member neighbors 
up to and culminating in the enlargement of 2004. The case has already been argued above for 
the EU to prepare itself to act more coherently, proactively and effectively in these fields. 
What remains to be seen is how far the dynamic effects of, inter alia, the sharper security 
drop-off at its new borders, the advocacy of the new members themselves, the follow-through 
of formally adopted new commitments like the ESS, and the growing vacuum left by NATO’s 
shift of focus will help to turn this into an essentially self-solving problem. 
 
1.3 Broader and Newer Challenges 
 
Rising oil prices and the 2003 EU operation in the Democratic Republic of the Congo should 
remind us, in their different ways, that the EU’s security environment includes challenges and 
demands that are neither limited to the ‘new neighborhood’ nor linked in any simple way to 
the ‘new threats’. They may be divided very roughly into the (inter-related) categories of 
economic security, global governance, and ‘even newer threats’: 
 

(i) As the world’s largest unitary trading authority, accounting for 40 per cent of 
global trade; as a territory needing to import 50 per cent of its energy needs (and 
even more in future); and as the source of €327 billion of overseas investments in 
the year 2000, the EU depends intensely on the smooth functioning of the world’s 
free system, on continuing growth in Europe’s main export markets, and on 
functioning international trade and communications routes. Irrespective of how 
their strategic military relationship evolves, the EU and US will need to interact on 
world trading issues and to control the impact of further energy shocks or financial 
crises in exporting/importing regions. Irrespective of its general intentions towards 
the regions involved, the EU may need to act (even militarily) against any future 
attempts to block or sabotage significant trade routes, or against major (traceable) 
attempts at cyber-sabotage. 

(ii) The ‘crab without a shell’ quality of the EU, as well as its own internal rules and 
norms, make it heavily co-dependent with a basically peaceful, law-driven 
international order. Realpolitik as much as idealism has contributed to a series of 
EU common policies diverging from US ones on issues such as the International 
Criminal Court and arms control treaties; and the EU is acting (at least indirectly) 

 13



CEMISS AN ACTION PLAN FOR EUROPEAN DEFENCE SUPPL. N° 5 - MAGGIO 2005
 
 

 
 

in its own interest when distributing development assistance to the poorest 
countries or giving resources for international peace-keeping even in locations of 
no economic or neo-colonial significance. 

(iii) As a densely-populated and prosperous territory with multiple co-dependencies, 
the EU is extremely exposed to ‘asymmetrical’ impacts from such universal 
threats to human security as human and animal disease, climatic violence and 
environmental degradation, failure of strategic infrastructures and utilities, de-
population and uncontrolled population movements. While there are no serious 
political or doctrinal obstacles in the way of the EU’s 25 members developing 
common approaches to these challenges and promoting the appropriate global 
solutions (in the style of the Kyoto Protocol), the EU has yet to integrate these 
‘even newer threats’ into a single spectrum with the ‘old’ and ‘new threats’ and to 
consider how it might best apportion its resources and exploit its unique multi-
functional competences to protect its 450 million people against the entire range of 
risks to their existence and welfare. 

 
1.4 Choice of Instruments, Style of Governance 
 
Because of the piecemeal way the EU’s security capabilities have been built up, and the 
dominance of the European debate by short-term demands (typically formulated by non-
Europeans), there has been much more talk about whether a given EU resource - e.g. military 
capability - is sufficient for the task, than about whether and why it is appropriate. There has 
been an ironic disjuncture, for example, between the higher-level US-Europe debate in which 
European thinkers have stressed the ultimately subordinate and limited value of military force 
for problem-solving in the modern world of security, and the fact that the constituent 
documents of ESDP created an EU military capacity with only the vaguest of political/policy 
prescriptions on what to use it for. This and other apparent inconsequentialities of ESDP 
development may be better understood if we bear in mind how tightly it has been tied in with 
the dynamics of other institutions and the EU’s relations with them: with NATO, where it has 
become the de facto successor to ESDI, and with the UN, where it places the EU in the 
position of an alternative ‘sub-contractor’ to that organization. Were we to look at ESDP’s 
military (and indeed, non-military) capabilities more as an outgrowth and tools of policies 
evolved within the EU itself, the critical questions today might look significantly different. 
Do the populations of EU countries appreciate that (at least a part of) their national forces 
have acquired and must adjust themselves to a collective EU vocation? Could they, indeed, 
give coherent and compatible answers to the question of ‘What are armed forces for?’ in the 
modern European environment? Or to a similar question about the role and responsibilities of 
their national defence industries? At European level, what is the relevance of ESDP’s military 
and non-military assets to (a) fulfillment of the ‘solidarity’ commitment, (b) pursuit of the 
EU’s anti-terrorist and anti-WMD strategies and other dimensions of arms control and peace-
building, (c) the EU’s ‘new neighborhood’ strategy and (d) the EU’s objectives on sustainable 
development and global ‘good governance’? (Not to mention the mystery already mentioned 
above of the relevance of ESDP, as currently designed, to a proposed constitutional 
‘collective defence’ clause for the 25.) 
Clarifying the above question would be an important step towards improving the speed and 
quality of the EU’s decisions in support of both internal and external security strategies on (i) 
when to intervene in face of a challenge and (ii) with what combination of instruments to do 
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so. At the present time (and somewhat counter-intuitively), the most urgent need in the latter 
respect is probably to recognize and deploy the value of the EU’s ‘first pillar’ instruments for 
security and even for defence-related goals. Of course, in a security environment as complex 
as the present one, Europe’s and Europeans’ choices must and should be guided by several 
other types of judgment such as: 
  

- what level of risk to accept and how heavily to weight the principle ‘First, do no harm’ 
(which is not only an ethical issue but a matter of what we want the EU’s image to 
be); 

- when to act specifically under the ‘EU flag’ as distinct from the other frameworks - 
smaller and larger - available to Europeans (differently expressed, this is the very 
complex issue of defining the Union’s ‘comparative advantages’); 

- whether to prioritize the targets that are objectively most important for Europe, or 
those where the EU can make most difference; 

- how to balance the apportionment of resources between long-term constructive 
endeavours (including, for example, the cultivation of external partnerships), and 
‘fire-fighting’ against negative phenomena; 

- when is it crucial both for effectiveness and credibility for Europe to act in unity, and 
when are the alternatives of delegation to individual actors, and/or differentiated 
responses, acceptable and appropriate? 

 
Arching over all these questions is the ‘process’ issue of whether the strengthening of EU 
security policies can better be served by the advance preparation of concepts and codes (with 
the risk of highlighting differences that are harder to deal with when put in abstract terms); or 
by accepting that reactions to ad hoc crises have observably led Europe to many of its greatest 
leaps forward, and that Europeans’ collective instincts (both on what to do and how to 
promptly correct mistakes) are more trustworthy than it is fashionable to suggest. 
The last question posed in the introduction was about issues of security governance posed for 
Europe by the evolution of the security environment and specific challenges. The topics and 
the desiderata here are easy to define. Harder will be to find the solutions which at the same 
time serve the EU’s effectiveness; its growing unity as a political and strategic community; 
and its legitimacy which depends both on the compatibility of decisions with underlying 
European values, and the acceptability of the methods by which they are arrived at. The 
systemic challenges needing to be faced against this background include those of (i) multi-
functional coordination of EU longer-term policies and ad hoc efforts (between ‘pillars’, 
central organs, and the EU collectivity and individual states); (ii) provision of adequate 
resources, which includes facing up to the logic of transferring a growing proportion of 
security-relevant assets to the centre or at least placing them under collective control; (iii) 
improved monitoring, discipline and consistency in the follow-up to agreed policies (are we 
brave enough to raise the question of penalties for non-compliance?); and (iv) acceptance of 
increasing role differentiation and more effective burden-sharing both within the Union and 
with partners, which cannot be separated from the particularly tricky issue of national 
specialization. The acceptance of different roles and ‘weights’ for the EU’s larger states vis-à-
vis its smaller states is one notoriously difficult sub-set of this last issue but there are others, 
such as the question of whether a controlled delegation of certain sub-regional (or even 
functional) security responsibilities would make sense within a larger and more multifariously 
challenged Union. 
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1.5 Conclusion 
 
It is impossible for any brief analysis of the EU’s security context and challenges today even 
to note all the relevant factors, let alone do justice to them. By way of apology for omissions, 
two different ways of addressing the issue may finally be noted here - both linked with the 
earlier remark about the difficulty the EU faces in formulating its own agenda and ‘language’ 
of security. First, is the analysis offered by Robert Cooper about the dilemma for the EU as a 
‘post-modern’ actor confronting a world where the game of security is still played by the most 
dangerous actors in distinctly ‘pre-modern’ terms and by the world’s single superpower (the 
USA) at best in ‘modern’ ones. The second issue, which may be the same one in different 
language, is whether the EU can ever respond in a sufficiently strong and united way to its 
security environment so long as its culture and inchoate sense of identity are not based on the 
identification of ‘enemies’ and ‘threats’. The whole history of European construction, as 
mentioned at the outset, has been one of absorbing and uniting with previous deadly 
opponents. The EU Security Strategy as finally adopted does not contain the word ‘enemy’. Is 
it possible to find a sufficiently effective way of interacting with the outside world for an 
entity that is collectively guided more by a common ‘acquis’, ‘vision’ or ‘mission’, and which 
is more often moved to action by demands and opportunities than by insults and warnings? If 
the EU could indeed crack that problem it would have contributed something extremely 
interesting for the future security governance of the entire world. 
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2. THE INTERNATIONAL CONTEXT 
 
2.1 The European Context: European Security Strategy 
 
2.1.1 Introduction 
 
The European Security Strategy (ESS) is based upon a comprehensive or holistic approach to 
security.  It says that the EU and its member states will cooperate to tackle their security 
priorities in a framework that emphasizes multilateral institutions (specifically the UN and 
regional organizations) and the rule of law (upholding the principle of the use of force as a 
last resort). This means that even security ‘threats’ from weapons of mass destruction (WMD) 
proliferation and international terrorism should be addressed through ‘effective 
multilateralism’. In other words, the EU will face such threats and challenges by supporting 
the UN system, strengthening national responses through EU synergies and by addressing 
root causes such as poverty and weak governance by means of community instruments and 
regional dialogue.  
This comprehensive approach to understanding security moves beyond the traditional, 
narrower military threat assessment. Solana described a ‘new environment’ in which the EU 
needs to address diffuse challenges including poverty, energy dependence, climate change 
and bad governance. A comprehensive approach is required because such challenges 
undermine regional stability and contribute to violent conflict, which in turn affects 
‘…European interests directly and indirectly, as do conflicts nearer to home, above all in the 
Middle East’. 
Much has been made of the similarities and differences between the ESS and the US National 
Security Strategy of September 2002 - famously centred on “pre-emption” or, more correctly, 
“preventive war”.  The key difference between the two strategies derives from the nature of 
the EU as a multilateral organization and the institutionalisation of this comprehensive 
concept of security.  
The challenge here for the Union is not just how to engage with the US on the differences but 
also how to avoid internal conflict and division, as witnessed over Iraq, that promise to 
undermine this cooperative approach to security and, consequently, weaken the effectiveness 
and credibility of any EU role in international security. Fundamentally, the novelty of the 
European approach will be to retain its distinctive agenda and to convince others, in particular 
the US, that the Union’s approach and the values it promotes offers an important contribution 
to international security and to the prevention of violent conflict. 
In sum, articulating the risks and threats that are “out there” from a distinctively EU 
perspective has brought to the surface two trends that are partly contradictory: 
 

a. There are significant similarities with the US threat assessment at a general level: 
suggesting that - notwithstanding the stark divisions over Iraq a “convergence” 
between the two sides of the Atlantic is still possible. 

b. Because the EU values normative restraint on the use of force, has a traditional view 
of the Union as a “civilian power” and is wary of US political-military predominance, 
Europeans share a sense of uneasiness with “raw power” in the absence of strict UN 
constraints.  
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Developing a security strategy is a founding, nearly constitutional exercise in the field of 
foreign and security policy for the EU. As an effort to “aggregate” Europe, it runs contrary to 
any possible US desire to see the continent remain disaggregated. In other words, the 
formulation and gradual implementation and adaptation of the ESS will not happen in a 
Transatlantic vacuum: on the contrary, it takes place in a charged atmosphere (post-Iraqi 
crisis) and under conditions of tight interdependence between the EU and the NATO spheres 
of action. 
Consequently, there is an inherent political risk: the collective “synthesis” of European 
national positions - mediated by a specifically EU narrative (habits, symbols, traditions and 
aspirations) - has tended to produce a split personality.  On one side, is the more Transatlantic 
(and “interventionist”) tone prevailing within the Council and the CFSP-HR office: and on 
the other side, is the strongly continental (and prudently onusien) tone prevailing within the 
Commission. So, the European context is clearly far from uniform. It has contrasting features 
and very different strands within it. Despite the uphill nature of the task, however, its purpose 
is to achieve policy coherence. We shall return to this crucial consideration in concluding the 
present chapter. 
The path that the drafters of the ESS had to walk was narrow indeed, as witnessed by the 
changes introduced in the final version of the document. In Solana’s first draft, the term ‘pre-
emption’ attracted media attention and provoked criticism. Hence, in the second draft the term 
was replaced by ‘preventive strategy’. In addition, the language on WMD changed from ‘the 
single most important threat…’ in the first draft to ‘potentially the greatest threat to our 
security’.  It is important to get the terminology and emphasis right because the language used 
may have significant consequences for how the EU addresses doctrinal and planning issues.  
 
2.1.2 The Domestic Foundations and the Institutional Framework  
 
The strength of the internal EU consensus underpinning the ESS is somewhat uncertain. 
Indeed, one of the original functions of the document is precisely to better communicate to 
European citizens what the Union can do for them in the foreign and security policy realm. 
Recent opinion polls consistently show that the European public is more than willing to 
support a more ambitious external role for the EU  - above 70 per cent are in favour of CFSP 
and around 65 per cent are in favour of ESDP. Much of this enthusiasm for an internationally 
more assertive EU seems to flow from dissatisfaction with the current Euro-American 
security arrangement. 
These data can be interpreted as strong evidence that there is a high level of commitment to a 
common EU foreign and security policy - possibly with a defence dimension - but widespread 
wariness of US intentions and reliability. The problem is that, since so much seems to hinge 
on the ‘Berlin Plus’ arrangement as a sort of intermediate stage to bridge the gap between 
current EU deficiencies and its ambitions, the existing state of affairs is very fragile. In the 
short- to medium-term, it appears crucial to find ways to allow the EU’s self-confidence as a 
security actor to grow without irreparably damaging the Transatlantic relationship.  This 
tension is visible in the EU’s apparent caution in developing ‘Berlin Plus’ beyond the present 
limited agreement on specific military operations (Concordia and EUFOR). It is also evidence 
that the Europeans in the EU want to avoid creating a gap between expectations (driven by 
the adoption of the ESS and the creation of the Defence Agency) and the capabilities, which 
might be required to act alongside the US in NATO. 
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The Constitutional Treaty has the potential to consolidate a broad base of support for the 
growth of the EU’s international responsibilities. It is, therefore, a structural foundation for a 
more cohesive and effective common security policy. From the “solidarity clause” to the 
creation of the position of EU foreign minister and an EU diplomatic service, the provisions 
of the draft Treaty begin to address some key issues of a structural nature - which actually go 
beyond the confines of the security strategy. 
Due to the strongly intergovernmental nature of CFSP-ESDP, some of the measures designed 
to upgrade these policies have already been agreed at the Council level - precisely through the 
adoption of the ESS.  Additional declarations - however unclear their status as policy 
statements is - have been made on specific aspects of the EU’s security stance.  For instance, 
the declaration on terrorism of March 25 in the aftermath of the Madrid terrorist attacks, 
which contains a “solidarity clause”. We could see more such parallel efforts as the Treaty’s 
ratification process plays out.  
 
2.1.3 Effective Multilateralism 
 
In the context of a holistic and comprehensive concept of security, multilateralism is by far 
the preferred means by which the EU intends to pursue its priority goals. Indeed, for the EU 
the multilateral mode is a mindset, even a political-moral statement. The phrase “effective 
multilateralism” captures both elements of the EU’s chosen path when acting internationally: 
multilateral essentially means institutionally legitimate (i.e. accepting constraints on action); 
effective essentially means pragmatic and conditional (i.e. envisaging exceptions and 
adaptation to legal rules in order to gain freedom of action). 
The crucial middle ground the EU wishes to occupy is between legal rules and strategic 
necessity: strategic action requires both effective implementation and a constant search for 
multilateral consensus.  
The emphasis on multilateralism is not borne of idealism, it reflects a recognition by the 
Europeans that they are most skilled and better endowed when they act in such a framework. 
As Robert Kagan has recently argued, the EU conceives multilateralism primarily - though 
not exclusively - as a way to constrain US behaviour, and in so doing ascribes to itself a sort 
of “natural legitimacy” deriving from its own nature as a collective actor. In practice, and 
most importantly, this translates into a right to legitimise - or de-legitimise - US policies. One 
does not need to wholly agree with Kagan to recognize that indeed (in European eyes) what 
distinguishes an illegitimate unilateral action by the US from a more ambiguous (yet probably 
acceptable) intervention is not UNSC approval per se, but rather the degree of consensus 
among the NATO allies. Given the objective differences between the only significant 
precedent - that of Kosovo in 1999 - and operation ‘Iraqi Freedom’, this argument remains 
speculative; yet it should not be dismissed. 
Europeans are also acutely aware that their security and foreign policy, and increasingly even 
their defence policy, ambitions cannot be achieved individually: multilateralism provides a 
means by which self-interest can be pursued through a predictable, rule-based co-operative 
security process. Multilateral frameworks also play to European “instinct” on restraining the 
use of force. The European experience with multilateralism also recognizes the potential 
benefits provided by institutionalised legal frameworks, and although not perfect, these can 
certainly be made more “effective”. 
The UN obviously has a unique place in the Europeans’ worldview that permeates the ESS. It 
is regarded as the vehicle through which the normative use of ‘force’ has been restrained for 
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over a century, and which embodies the concept of legitimacy and consensus - i.e. the 
rejection of unbridled power politics. In addition, given the crucial role of building consensus 
within the EU itself, it is self-evident that an external and widely respected source of popular 
legitimacy makes life easier, in communicating the need for action, for each EU member and 
for the EU institutions. 
 
2.1.4 Euro-centric yet Transatlantic - and with a Global Vision 
 
The ESS naturally provides a worldview centred on Europe, informed by European 
experiences and tied to European ambitions, as well as fears. Yet, it also explicitly links the 
EU’s international role to the US and the transatlantic alliance. In so doing, it reflects the 
underlying reality of two overlapping “security communities” - the transatlantic community 
and the EU itself - that, at least for the time being, coexist. 
To be more explicit, it is impossible to think of the “European context” without taking into 
account that several current (and possibly future) members of the EU are strongly attached to 
NATO and seem to value the American connection almost as much as their EU one.  
In this context, NATO may be viewed as a kind of filtering mechanism or clearing house 
where an EU soft power “core” can be reconciled with a US hard power “edge”. As things 
stand, the relationship between the two organizations is based essentially on the ‘Berlin Plus’ 
exchange: presumed access to vital assets versus acceptance of a NATO right of first refusal 
on common defence matters. This arrangement may be put to the greatest test in the vicinity 
of EU borders, where Europeans are more likely to have “vital” or immediate interests that 
are not necessarily identical to those of the US and the other non-EU members of NATO. 
Much will depend on how the EU will define its primary responsibility for its immediate 
neighbourhood. 
The issue is not resolved in the ESS: in fact, there is a certain tension in the document 
between the desire to expand the boundaries of EU strategic thinking, on the one hand, and 
the recognition of certain inescapable regional priorities, on the other. In describing the 
security environment the Strategy focuses on “global challenges and key threats”: coupled 
with the notion that the EU is “inevitably a global player” by virtue of its size, economic 
weight and range of instruments at its disposal, the list of challenges and threats is sufficient 
to appeal to diverse member state interests. However, as one of the main drafters of the 
document - Robert Cooper - recognizes in an unofficial capacity, once horizons have been 
broadened to achieve consensus, one must return to the business of developing more precise 
strategies and implementing policies. In particular, it has yet to be seen how the ESS will 
provide a focus for consolidating the security gains from enlargement (stability and 
integration) and provide momentum to extend that security to neighbouring states. This ought 
to build on the success of enlargement and its focus on ‘stabilization’ and ‘partnership’ 
without ruling out ‘integration’. To the extent that more synergies are created across the 
external (and internal) boundaries of the EU between traditional domains of foreign and 
defence ministries and those of interior ministries, applying the lessons of enlargement to 
“neighbourhood policy” is all for the good. However, we should not lose sight of the fact that 
adopting repressive/coercive measures on the basis of EU legislation or intergovernmental 
arrangements is very different from venturing into the troubled waters of “external” security 
policy.  
 
2.1.5 The Use(s) of Force 
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The ESS situates the EU’s likely use of force somewhere between a strict adherence to the 
UN Charter and a looser, “progressive” interpretation of customary international law. The 
UNSC remains the core of a regulated international system, and its legitimacy is openly 
recognized and never questioned in the document. However, concern with “effectiveness”, as 
well as “early, rapid, and when necessary, robust intervention” suggests that the EU wishes to 
be a pro-active security provider, not just a guardian of the UNSC’s centrality. 
In fact, there are indirect references to the application of military force in an anticipatory 
mode, which could conceivably require very quick action in response to ambiguous signals - 
therefore, possibly without the explicit approval of the UNSC. But this remains an inference. 
It could be argued that the ESS envisages a UN-centred strategic framework, yet allows for 
some leeway for EU decision-makers in controversial situations.  
The fight against terrorism poses a particularly complex challenge with regard to the use of 
force, since the instruments used to wage the so-called “global war on terror” are at the heart 
of serious disagreement across the Atlantic. The same can be said of military responses to 
WMD proliferation: these two issues are presently being tackled in an ad hoc manner outside 
the institutions underpinning Transatlantic relations (the EU and NATO), for example within 
the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI). Such an approach suggests that EU members 
appreciate the value of pragmatic cooperation, but it is likely that they will continue to work 
for a gradual codification of best practices in a treaty or regime form. 
The ESS is in tune with the current US approach in stating that the worst scenario is a nexus 
between WMD proliferation, terrorist networks and rogue states. This is described as “a 
radical threat indeed”, from which we might infer that traditional rules on the use of force 
may even have to be abandoned or radically adjusted in response.  
The recent Council “Declaration on solidarity against terrorism” states that Member States 
“shall mobilise all the instruments at their disposal, including military resources”. Although 
the explicit mention of military resources is probably meant primarily to signal a full-
spectrum response (with the goals to “prevent, protect, assist”), in practice it obviously opens 
up the possibility of very robust coercive action (for example, against terrorist cells and their 
training facilities, and perhaps even against states supporting or harbouring terrorist groups). 
In any case, this “solidarity commitment” further consolidates the shared threat assessment 
that is inherent in a single security strategy for all EU members.  This implies a sharing of 
risks and responsibilities, which implies a corresponding sharing of instruments and policies. 
Ultimately, the use of force brings the analysis back to where we started i.e. the need for 
policy coherence. Coercion (and the related military/civilian decision-making requirements) 
can only make sense, be properly planned, and evaluated for improvements, in the context of 
foreign policy goals. It is no accident that the original Petersberg Tasks focused on 
peacekeeping and some peacemaking activities: that was as far as the EU consensus reached. 
The Europeans could agree that they wished to have more capabilities and better structures to 
pursue a peacekeeping policy - which in turn requires certain “robust” back-up capabilities. 
But that is also where the line was drawn, leaving NATO in charge of other security 
responsibilities. Now, the “broadened” Petersberg Tasks indicated in the draft Constitutional 
Treaty signal a wider consensus. 
However, this threat assessment and policy-making process is not wholly “virtuous” and neat, 
since the addition of new missions does not seem to be wholly guided by the EU’s foreign 
policy priorities. The latter would strongly suggest, for example, a focus on North Africa 
(possibly the entire Middle East) and the Caucasus. Instead, much recent attention has 
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focused on sub-Saharan Africa, partly in the wake of the relatively successful Operation 
‘Artemis’. Hence, the emphasis on similar potential engagements with respect to the ‘Battle 
Groups’ proposed by the UK, France and Germany. In other words, the Greater Middle East 
is given less prominence in recent pronouncements not because it is unimportant but because 
it is too controversial.  
The danger is clear: if we cannot have an open discussion about areas of interest and the 
implications for the use of force it is difficult to see how we can achieve an adequate calculus 
for the EU’s military needs.  Furthermore, without prior discussion Europe will have to wait 
until a crisis actually forces it to act, which in turn runs the risk of creating further European 
divisions, paralysis, or the temporary by-passing of EU mechanisms (with ad hoc groupings 
taking autonomous action). 
In order to avoid these potential pitfalls perhaps it would help if an effort was made to at least 
frame the debate in terms of possible “uses” of force - as a range of tactics and policies - thus 
de-emphasizing the almost mythical nature of the distinction between forceful and other (non-
forceful) means. War and peace are becoming increasingly unhelpful conceptual categories 
when thinking about comprehensive security in today’s world. 
 
2.1.6 Coherent Priorities, Policy-making and Planning 
 
Given the significant constraints on CFSP, the security, and particularly defence, dimension 
cannot - and should not - go too far ahead: the cart cannot be placed before the horse. It all 
boils down to establishing a solid EU-wide consensus that sets coherent priorities in order to 
maximize the impact of limited resources. But here is the rub: given the constantly evolving 
state of CFSP, and even of more informal forms of cooperation among EU member states, the 
“common” goals that emerge from the ESS are still too unfocused to enable defence planners 
to develop force requirements in a linear fashion.  If we were to pursue such an exercise, the 
EU would have to become a: 
  

• full-spectrum political-military power in its (large and growing) immediate periphery; 
• provider of usable “power to protect”, mostly in African scenarios with a strong 

humanitarian component (with the related power projection requirements); 
• provider of supporting capabilities and expertise to peacekeeping and other civil-

military missions undertaken by the African Union or other regional groupings - 
something which may place demands on European forces to back up local efforts or 
extract European personnel; 

• counter-terrorist actor capable of deploying a wide array of intelligence gathering, 
enforcement and coercion tools;  

• possible contributor to selected (probably large-scale and combat-intensive) US-led 
operations, with the related ability to “plug in” to American software and hardware. 

 
While it would be wrong to compare EU ambitions and capabilities with those of the US 
when trying to match ends and means, an interesting lesson may be that “redundancy” is one 
of the keys to current American supremacy in the hard power dimension. Planning is very 
good, but will never be enough to cope with real world crises and contingencies. Maximizing 
the positive effects of legacy capabilities is often crucial to success, as is a preparedness to 
adjust one’s capabilities to unplanned situations. This may be particularly true for an 
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emerging security actor simultaneously experiencing serious coordination problems, a 
resource crunch and an expansion of responsibilities. 
The ongoing reassessment caused by the increasing difficulties encountered by the US-led 
“coalition” in Iraq, is a testimony to the importance of not dismissing existing capabilities on 
the basis of one-sided and clear-cut scenarios. Transformation and constant technological (as 
well as doctrinal) innovation are crucial, but so is the pragmatic utilization and adaptation of 
“legacy” assets. This realization and realism are evident in the new Headline Goal 2010, with 
a commitment to making the most of our twentieth century militaries for twenty-first century 
security challenges while remaining politically committed to investing in necessary future 
military capabilities and the underpinning and crucial civil-military decision-making 
structures. 
The following chapters will look in more detail at how this balance is playing out in present 
EU-NATO developments and their efforts to manage cold war defence establishments 
alongside efforts to transform civil-military planning and capabilities. 
 
 
2.2 The International Legal Context  
  
The prescriptive power of the EU Security Strategy is limited by a certain tension between its 
twin pillars: the identity statement calling for a strong, legalistic international order and the 
security imperative to act early and robustly against some of the newly emergent threats.    
The document makes a strong case for the pre-eminence of the rule of law; that which EU 
High Representative Javier Solana once called “the guiding spirit and lifeblood of our 
multilateral system”. The EU vision of a world order, as articulated in the Security Strategy, 
rests on a strong United Nations adjudicating on the basis of clear and transparent 
international law. “We are committed to upholding and developing International Law”, the 
document states.  “The development of a stronger international society, well functioning 
international institutions and a rule-based international order is our objective.”  
On the other hand, the Security Strategy also has an important security goal.  It calls for a 
robust and effective response to the new threats, which it describes in grave and serious tones.  
High on the list of those threats is the potential fusion of terrorism and weapons of mass 
destruction (WMD): 
 

“The most frightening scenario is one in which terrorist groups acquire weapons of 
mass destruction. In this event, a small group would be able to inflict damage on a 
scale previously possible only for States and armies.”  

 
To prevent the emergence of this potentially catastrophic scenario, the strategy urges the 
development of “a strategic culture that fosters early, rapid, and when necessary, robust 
intervention”. In particular, the authors suggest expanding the range of EU military 
operations. “We should think in terms of a wider spectrum of missions [which] might include 
joint disarmament operations, support for third countries in combating terrorism and security 
sector reform.”  
The Security Strategy also suggests future EU military action in a humanitarian intervention 
scenario.  “[G]lobal communication increases awareness in Europe of regional conflicts or 
humanitarian tragedies anywhere in the world”, the document states. “In failed states, military 
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instruments may be needed to restore order; humanitarian means to tackle the immediate 
crisis.” 
And therein lies the problem.  Some forms of the robust use of force and of humanitarian 
intervention tend to fall on the wrong side of international law.  The conflicts in Iraq and 
Kosovo serve as the two most visible examples of the legally opaque nature of taking military 
action.  Under those circumstances, is it possible for the European Union to live up to the 
implied security obligation without breaking international law as it is currently understood?  
Can the European Union reconcile its identity statement with its security objectives? 
 
2.2.1 The Legal and Security Context 
 
In a landmark speech to the UN General Assembly on 23 September 2003, Kofi Annan drew 
attention to what he called “the challenges posed by the ‘hard’ threats, such as terrorism and 
weapons of mass destruction [that] are real, and cannot be ignored”. The traditional strategies 
of containment and deterrence based on collective security and the UN Charter, Annan noted, 
had recently been brought into question by these ‘hard’ threats. In order to prevent new 
defensive strategies from undermining the global security system, he called on the 
international community to update the structure of effective multilateralism. He declared that 
the UN had reached “a fork in the road”, perhaps as significant as 1945, and warned that the 
avoidance of a debate on the adequacy and effectiveness of the rules and instruments at the 
UN’s disposal was no longer an option if the organization’s credibility was to be safeguarded. 
Specifically, the UN Secretary General asked whether and how the ‘pre-emptive use of 
military force’ might be addressed within the UN framework. He presented the Council with 
two questions to be addressed:  
 

1. The Council needs to consider how it will deal with the possibility that individual 
states may use force ‘pre-emptively’ against perceived threats. 

 
2. Member states may need to begin a discussion on the criteria for an early 
authorisation of coercive measures to address certain types of threats - for instance, 
terrorist groups armed with weapons of mass destruction. 

 
Implicitly, Kofi Annan is voicing concern about the viability of the entire elaborate system of 
treaties and understandings governing the declaration of war (jus ad bellum).  The system, 
while not foolproof, has generated enough guidance and transparency to serve as an important 
source of stability in the international system since World War II. Its core elements are the 
UN Charter and a voluminous body of UN Security Council resolutions.  This is the 
framework to which the EU has firmly anchored its future military operations. Even states 
that sided with the United States during the Iraq war justified their actions primarily in terms 
of upholding UN Security Council resolutions and the authority of the UN as such.   
However, like Kofi Annan, the new EU Security Strategy recognizes the potential inadequacy 
of current international law to provide for effective defence against new threats, and suggests 
that changes may be desirable.  “It is a condition of a rule-based international order that law 
evolves in response to developments such as proliferation, terrorism and global warming”, the 
document states. Reconciling the EU’s commitment to this rules-based international system 
with its desire to act effectively against new threats will be the key to the successful 
implementation of the EU Security Strategy.  
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2.2.2 Pre-emption post-Iraq 
 
Chapter VII of the UN Charter prescribes that all uses of force require prior Security Council 
agreement except in one circumstance: states, if attacked, retain the inherent right of self-
defence (Article 51) without UN authorization.  Historically, this has included the right to 
pre-emptive self-defence; the notion that nations need not suffer an attack before they can 
legally take action to defend themselves against forces that present an imminent threat.  
In customary law the limits of this right are set out in the so-called Caroline criteria. In 1837 
a group of Canadian rebels, based on Navy Island in Lake Ontario, were receiving arms, 
supplies and recruits from Buffalo, New York, carried by the Caroline, a private American 
ship. A party of British marines crossed into US waters, set the Caroline alight and cut the 
anchor cable setting her adrift to float over Niagara Falls.  She grounded short of the falls, but 
several of her crew were killed. The British Ambassador, Henry Fox defended the attack as an 
action of pre-emptive self-defence. The US Secretary of State, Daniel Webster, replied that a 
state has the right to act first in self defence only where “necessity of that self-defence is 
instant, overwhelming, and leaving no choice of means, and no moment for deliberation”. 
Since then the ‘necessity’ for any pre-emptive attack has been seen to rest upon the 
imminence of the threat and the proportionate nature of any response.  
One of the reasons why the Iraq war was controversial was that it crossed the threshold from a 
pre-emptive attack to a preventive one (or, as it has been termed elsewhere, ‘anticipatory self-
defence’). According to Geoff Hoon, British Secretary of Defence, when justifying Britain’s 
participation in the invasion of Iraq in March 2003, “the threat, if not to the United Kingdom in 
the short term, then to our friends and allies in the Gulf region as well as to the wider stability 
of the world if we had not intervened to deal with weapons of mass destruction in the hands of 
a regime like Saddam Hussein. To that extent [the war] was just”. Since, as Hoon says, there 
was no immediate threat to Britain, he was relying here on a doctrine of preventive military 
action to nip in the bud a possible future threat to international peace and security.  
The US willingness to disarm Iraq by force, at the risk of destabilizing relations in the 
international community, points to a new reality in international security.  States now face 
dangers that cannot be deterred when those threats are posed by shadowy terrorist networks 
with no nation or citizens to defend. Nor can they be ‘contained’ when unbalanced dictators 
armed with WMD can deliver them on missiles or secretly provide them to terrorist allies. 
Such threats may indeed have to be tackled before they develop into actual armed attack. 
“Because the consequences are too great”, Kofi Annan stated, “we must act early even during 
their [WMD] development”.  
But great concern was aroused by the peremptory way the new US doctrine was announced 
and its blatant assumption of unique authority; ignoring the problems that would arise if other 
countries claimed a similar right. Such actions outside the UN framework, noted the UN 
Secretary General “…could set precedents that resulted in a proliferation of the unilateral and 
lawless use of force, with or without justification”. Hence, any potential attempt to offer more 
specific legal guidance on anticipatory self-defence must take into account the enormous 
potential for abuse such a doctrine creates. 
 
2.2.3 Policy options 
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At the time of writing it is not clear whether Kofi Annan’s call for new criteria regulating the 
pre-emptive use of force will result in new legislation.  However, the choices before Europe 
are clear and essentially threefold.  The EU could exclude preventive strikes from its toolbox, 
thereby probably negating the need for any reflection on the current law of war.  It could 
make anticipatory self-defence a part of its overall strategy, implicitly or explicitly, while 
remaining silent on the question of legality - an approach based on constructive ambiguity.  
Alternatively, it could propose guidance for future cases of preventive strikes, in effect 
creating room for the strategy within the current framework of international law. Each option 
is now examined in turn. 
 
a) No New Missions, No Law Change 
 
There is considerable disagreement on whether the EU’s new strategic culture based on 
“early, rapid, and when necessary, robust intervention” actually involves preventive strikes.  
The “effective multilateralism” outlined in the Security Strategy does not preclude the use of 
force as a last resort, and may even be interpreted as permitting pre-emptive action under 
certain circumstances. There is even a brief reference to “disarmament operations”, although 
it is unclear what this means. 
However, the Security Strategy should be read in context. Although it does identify security 
priorities that match current US concerns, it does not amount to automatic European 
endorsement of Washington’s methods in meeting those concerns. The Strategy provides a 
framework within which traditional EU priorities (conflict prevention, poverty reduction and 
good governance within regional dialogue) are balanced with the new necessity to respond to 
WMD proliferation and international terrorism, whilst having no illusions about the EU’s 
weakness as a military power.      
Historically, the military instruments of the EU were firmly anchored to the goals advanced in 
the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). France and the UK, first at St Malo in 
1998 and then at Le Touquet in February 2003, have highlighted the close relationship 
between the values of the CFSP and the objectives of its military instrument, by agreeing that:  
 

“the potential scope of ESDP should match the world-wide ambition of the European 
Union’s Common Foreign and Security Policy and should be able to support 
effectively the EU’s wider external policy objectives to promote democracy, human 
rights, good governance and reform.  

 
In London on 24 November they further stated: 
 

“Our two countries now wish to build on these first steps in crisis management 
operations in two areas: the relationship between the EU and the UN in the field of 
crisis management; and further work on capability development. … we now propose 
that the EU should build on this [operation Artemis] precedent so that it is able to 
respond through ESDP to future similar requests from the United Nations, whether in 
Africa or elsewhere.”  

 
The military instrument is firmly set within both the values and objectives of CFSP and of the 
UN framework as well. This in itself provides a profound insight into the level of military 
organization and capabilities needed to support the Union’s emerging security strategy. In 
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support of values such as human rights, democracy, good governance and a rule-based 
international framework through the United Nations, the CFSP’s interests would appear to be 
worldwide.  
However, these traditional missions outlined in the original Petersberg Tasks sit somewhat 
uneasily alongside the new member states’ focus - also articulated in the Security Strategy - 
on the need to provide effective defence against the new threats of terrorism and WMD 
proliferation. While early, potentially pre-emptive use of force against new threats is implied - 
indicating a potentially significant expansion of the envelope of EU missions - it is never 
fully spelled out.  Indeed, the absence of any detail about the circumstances necessitating the 
use of force and the lever thereof reflects a lack of consensus amongst EU member states, as 
was shown during the Iraq crisis. As already mentioned, Solana’s ESS is clearly trying to 
push the envelope beyond the bounds of traditional EU policies by referring to a “wider 
spectrum of missions”.  
At the 17 November Conclusions of the External Relations Council, EU Foreign Ministers 
endorsed a plan to ‘define’ by June 2004 the presently opaque Petersberg Tasks. The action is 
much needed because without a clearer sense of when it might use force and how, the EU 
may not be able to generate the political will to act, within what are still controversial legal 
and political frameworks.  
A likely practical consequence of the current member states’ approach is a division of 
responsibility, with the EU focusing on ‘traditional’ military missions, and NATO or 
coalitions of individual states taking on the more legally intensive and controversial tasks 
related to counter-terrorism and counter-proliferation. Until and unless a more definitive 
discussion of the EU’s role in counter-terrorism and counter-proliferation takes place, the 
Union is extremely unlikely to adopt pre-emption as a part of its security strategy.  The same, 
however, may not necessarily apply to individual member states, acting through NATO or in 
informal coalitions.  
However, given that three-quarters of NATO allies are also members of the EU, and given 
that continued robust NATO cooperation is one of the stated goals of the ESS, member states 
of the EU - if not the Union collectively - may have a strong incentive to articulate a set of 
understandings on the law of war. This might prevent a divergence in NATO and EU security 
philosophies, and help close the rift between non-EU and EU NATO allies.   
 
b) New Missions but No Law Change (Yet)  

 
The respective national security doctrines of key EU member states - particularly those with a 
tradition of the expeditionary use of force, such as France and the UK - take a far more 
assertive view of their countries’ right and obligation to use force against emerging threats.  
In September, the French Ministry of Defence stated:  
 

“Outside our borders, within the framework of prevention and projection-action, we 
must be able to identify and prevent threats as soon as possible. Within this 
framework, possible pre-emptive action is not out of the question, where an explicit 
and confirmed threat has been recognized.” (emphasis added)   

 
Similarly, the UK Defence Secretary, Geoff Hoon noted in 2002 that  
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“… tackling the [WMD] problem at distance - whether through prevention or, where 
justified, pre-emption, or through use of other effects in the framework we have 
developed - is much preferable to waiting for problems to come to us.” 

 
Neither country has specified whether ‘pre-emption’ is to be understood as fitting the 
traditional Caroline criteria or in the fashion of the more expansive anticipatory self-defence 
strike doctrine introduced in recent years.  However, by virtue of being placed firmly in the 
context of the debate of WMD and terrorism, French and British policies apparently lean 
closer to the latter category.  
But the willingness to consider anticipatory self-defence in theory does not necessarily 
translate into a desire to amend international law, at least not now.  There is a strong tradition 
of pursuing the customary law approach in European legal tradition, which holds that 
international law cannot try to anticipate future crises; it is adjusted only after overwhelming 
evidence accumulates of new reality in the international security arena.  As of today, the 
evidence that preventive strikes have become the new norm is inconclusive at best.  The 
doctrine’s most prominent recent application - the Iraq war - can hardly serve as a precedent 
and basis for future action. It failed to meet evidentiary standards (a war meant to disarm Iraq 
turned up no WMD).  Moreover, more than a year after the war’s end, it is still unclear 
whether the consequences of action were not worse than the consequences of inaction, at least 
from the standpoint of international relations and the general threat level in the region. While 
no legal framework for anticipatory self-defence exists, Iraq appears to have failed a 
‘common sense’ test among most interested parties, making it an unlikely model for future 
action.  
The customary law approach would not rule out future applications of a preventive strikes, 
under the right circumstances. It does, however, shy away from seeking codification of such a 
policy until it has clearly and convincingly been established as a norm in international 
behaviour. There is also a ‘sceptical’ view that holds that anticipatory self-defence in 
particular should never become a part of international law. Proponents of this view maintain 
that any attempt at codifying preventive strikes would be counter-productive as it may be 
impossible to construct wording that could fully prevent abuse. Indeed, the very act of 
codifying anticipatory self-defence could invite abuse. Equally importantly, an international 
consensus on the issue may be unattainable, at least one resting on a sufficiently wide basis 
that would lend it the necessary credibility. This particular approach would leave preventive 
strikes in the position of a rare exception to established norms, only to be used when 
absolutely necessary. 
 
 
 
 
c) New Missions, New Law 
 
The above view must be judged against the possibility that a proliferation of preventive 
strikes would, over time, undermine the credibility of the edifice of international law, turning 
an illegal exception into a frequent practice of international relations. Under those 
circumstances, it is not clear that the absence of any new understanding on preventive strikes 
would not lead to a more unstable situation than the creation of such a norm, even if 
imperfect.  
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Both the form and the content of such understanding are still unclear. Nor did Kofi Annan, in 
his September 2003 speech, offer much guidance on these points.  As concerns form, there are 
several possibilities.  As pre-emption is a recognized part of the right to self-defence, the 
question before the international community is essentially twofold: does the expanded form of 
pre-emption - i.e. preventive strike - fall into the same category, already covered by Article 51 
of the UN Charter (‘inherent’ right to self-defence without prior UNSC approval)?  If so, 
what is needed in effect is a new interpretation, formal or informal, of the UN Charter. 
Already, EU member states played a key role in initiating one such change.  UN Security 
Council Resolution 1540 of 28 April 2004 held that: 
 

 “[A]ll States, in accordance with their national legal authorities and legislation and 
consistent with international law [shall] take cooperative action to prevent illicit 
trafficking in nuclear, chemical or biological weapons, their means of delivery, and 
related materials.” 
 

The legal implication seems to be that interdiction and seizure of suspected WMD and their 
component parts - a practice proposed under the newly formed Proliferation Security 
Initiative - would gain official UN Security Council approval.  It represents the first of a 
potential series of steps that would produce an international law framework better prepared 
for the new threats. The recognition of WMD proliferation as a ‘threat to international peace 
and security’ is also a first step in a process that may end with UN approval for the use of 
force.  
As to what the broader new UN guidelines on the law of war might contain, the challenge is 
to outline the circumstances under which the necessity for a preventive strike outweighs 
concerns about the inevitable human and physical damage such a strike would inflict, while at 
the same time avoiding opening floodgates to abuse. The Iraqi scenario is of little use as a 
precedent but the debate surrounding the war - and its aftershocks - do point out several 
problem areas that would need to be addressed in any new legislation.  
A recent effort to address another controversial new form of military action - humanitarian 
interventions - could serve as a potential blueprint. The 2001 report, “The Responsibility to 
Protect”, by the Canadian-convened International Commission on Intervention and State 
Sovereignty produced a series of guidelines for intervention, which broadly address many of 
the concerns created by anticipatory self-defence. In particular, the Commission linked future 
uses of force to the following criteria: 
 

- The Just Cause Threshold: serious and irreparable harm occurring to human beings, or 
imminently likely to occur,  

- The Precautionary Principles: Right intention, Last resort, Proportional means, 
Reasonable prospects of success, 

- Right Authority: the UN Security Council but, should permanent members use their 
veto power in absence of national interests involved, a UN General Assembly vote or 
an approval by a regional security organization. 

 
The Commission also produced a series of operational principles such as: clear and 
unambiguous mandate at all times; resources to match; common military approach among 
involved partners etc.  
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2.2.4 Conclusions 
 
Washington claimed the doctrine of anticipatory self-defence against Iraq in the context of a 
belief that the US has an obligation to act to eliminate threats to its security. While it has been 
criticised as carte blanche to attack any country the US believed to be harbouring terrorists, a 
closer reading suggests that the doctrine is much more narrowly focussed. ‘We must be 
prepared to stop rogue states and their terrorist clients before they are able to threaten or use 
WMD against the US and our allies and friends’. So the Americans are now saying that the 
notion of imminent threat must take into account rogue states and terrorists relying on ‘acts of 
terror and potentially the use of WMD … that can be easily concealed, delivered covertly and 
used without warning. … The greater the threat, the greater is the risk of inaction - and the 
more compelling the case for taking anticipatory action to defend ourselves, even if 
uncertainty remains as to the time and place of the enemy’s attack’.  It has been pointed out 
that any right of anticipatory self-defence pre-supposes a right to act while action is still 
possible. If waiting for ‘imminence’ implies waiting until it is no longer possible to act 
effectively such a right would be illusory. Once a rogue state has achieved a serious capability 
with, say, nuclear weapons, effective action to eliminate that capability may have become 
impossible. Surprise use of such weapons could wreak catastrophic damage and the weapons 
themselves can be so successfully concealed that pre-emption is operationally impossible, even 
if warning time were available. Hence a case exists that the right of self-defence includes a 
right to move against countries pursuing the acquisition of WMD with a high potential danger 
to oneself, while it is still feasible to do so.  Yet, the US failed to convince the international 
community that Iraq posed such a danger - the aftermath of the Iraq war has further 
undermined the need to consider the anticipatory self-defence argument because it now 
appears to have been a preventive war, i.e. a war against a state that did not have WMD but 
that might one day develop them again.   
That is a viewpoint echoed by UN Secretary General Kofi Annan in his challenge to the 
international community to provide new infrastructure for effective yet legal defence against 
the new threats of WMD proliferation and catastrophic terrorism. The EU Security Strategy 
takes a realistic view of the new threats to international security, and provides a sensible 
platform for a joint response rooted in international law and the centrality of the UN.  But a 
static reading of states’ rights and obligations under the UN Charter is no longer sufficient, 
and could actually undermine both the validity of international law and the security of UN 
member states.  A strong case exists for EU member states to produce new guidance on the 
meaning of jus ad bellum in the age of catastrophic terrorism and WMD proliferation.  
However, owing to internal differences, the European Union as a whole may well find it 
difficult to come to a collective agreement on the depth and exact content of those changes.  
Nor is it likely to engage in preventive strikes under an EU flag. Nevertheless, this does not 
rule out future such operations under NATO auspices, or in another capacity - a fact that the 
ESS implicitly recognises in its emphasis on an early, robust approach to disarmament. 
It will be important, therefore, for EU member states to prevent the emergence of a rift 
between the EU on the one hand, and the US and NATO on the other in their understanding 
of the need for - and the dangers of - a preventive posture. The growing body of EU security 
strategy documents should remain flexible enough not to foreclose the option of such 
operations being conducted by individual member states. When continuing to develop its 
security architecture, the EU would be wise to build into the decision making and planning 
mechanisms an ability to deal with understanding the threats and responses to such new 
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security challenges. Three-quarters of NATO allies are also members of the EU; and an 
overly restrictive European reading of the law of war would effectively foreclose the option 
of collective NATO action. The EU and European Member states can act as a bridge between 
the UN and the US on the international stage, rather than act to isolate the US and have a 
destabilizing effect on the credibility of international law and institutions.  
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3. EUROPEAN MILITARY SECURITY PROVIDERS 
 
3.1 The EU Rapid Reaction Force 
 
3.1.1 The ESS operational capabilities requirements  
 
The new European Treaty,1 currently under ratification, includes some relevant provisions2 
concerning the development of the cohesion of the defence policies of the member countries 
but, given the constitutional character of the text, it falls short of defining the strategic 
challenges that Europe faces. Therefore, the Constitution offers a legal framework for action 
in the integration of defence at the European level, but it does not have an immediate impact 
on the development of the capabilities required to counter the threats, with a couple of 
exceptions: a general provision on mutual defence and a call for solidarity against 
international terrorism. The solidarity clause against terrorism has been adopted only recently, 
after the Madrid bombings of 11 March 2004.3  
The ESS, on the other hand, includes a threat assessment and does present the policy 
implications for Europe.4 
Once implemented, the ESS should have an immediate impact on the process of 
transformation of the European militaries. The Document calls for an increased cooperation in 
defence areas and recognises the need to improve European military capabilities.5 In 
particular, the ESS requires:  

• full spectrum capabilities 
• integration of military, police and civilian assets 
• the ability to sustain several operations simultaneously 
• timely action 
• “To transform our militaries into a more flexible, mobile forces, and to enable them to 

address the new threats”6 
• “more resources for defence and more effective use of resources”7 

 
While the objective is not explained in detail, it is quite clear that the ESS represents a 
stimulus for a quantitatively and qualitatively increased effort from the member states, 
looking towards Europe playing the role of a global player. With the adoption of the ESS, the 
EU’s Heads of State have committed themselves to proceed in this direction. 
While the capability element is clearly understood to have a prominent role in the prescription 
outlined in the ESS, a second element of equal importance must be underlined: international 
cooperation - in particular between the EU and NATO.8 This aspect is crucial both from a 

                                                           
1 Draft Treaty Establishing a European Constitution, presented by the European Convention to the Italian 
Presidency of the EU on 18 June 2003. 
2 In particular Art. I-40 and III-310 to 314. 
3 See EU Council 25-26 March 2004. 
4 “A Secure Europe in a Better World - European Security Strategy”, 12 December 2003, edited by the EU-ISS, 
Paris. 
5 ESS, p.17. 
6 ESS, p.18. 
7 Idem 
8 ESS, p.19. 
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political and operational perspective. When a top-down approach (from policies to 
capabilities) to the issue is considered, transatlantic relations is a crucial element of the 
common threat assessments that represent the common ground for coherent planning and 
action.9 Moreover, the bottom-up analysis (from capabilities to policies) that will follow in 
the next paragraphs is heavily dependent on the assumption that a single set of forces, 
assembled according to a ‘force-packages’ concept, will have to contribute to different 
operations under different institutional leads. The so-called ‘Berlin Plus’ arrangements10 offer 
a partial solution to this issue. 
To some extent, the step taken by the ESS is consistent with an extensive interpretation of the 
current Petersberg tasks (that could be summed up in “everything that falls short of NATO’s 
Article 5 collective defence clause”). Moreover, according to the present EU Treaty, if the 
member states were willing to share their sovereignty to the fullest extent the final result of 
the integration process in the defence sector could be a true European Army (or just short 
thereof in a Common Defence Policy which might lead to a Common Defence).11 Even if this 
goal is considered very long term, one should not dismiss it as unreal or undesirable. It has 
already happened in the recent past (see for example to Monetary Union) that some important 
projects considered as unrealistic or impossible have been achieved in a relatively short 
period, thanks to external shocks and strong political backing by the main countries. 
Therefore, the translation of the ESS in doctrinal, operational and capability requirements will 
constitute a step towards the objectives stated in the new Constitution and already present in 
the EU Treaty and in the ESDP concept. Basically, the ESS implementation will make the 
ESDP a more coherent tool at the service of the EU’s common policies and goals, 
establishing a more direct link between CFSP and ESDP.  
Despite the unanimous adoption of a demanding and ambitious security strategy, the debate 
cannot be considered over. The consensus between members over the extension of ESDP is 
not reached yet, given the different cultural, historical and operational attitude of the member 
states (in particular of those formerly known as “neutral”, such as Finland and Ireland, or the 
ones particularly concerned with their bilateral relations with the US, such as the UK and 
former Warsaw Pact countries, such as Poland). There is a hope that having interoperable and 
common capabilities could help force a closer foreign policy linkage between different 
countries. In any case, in the real world of power politics, the international relevance of any 
single European country acting alone (including the most powerful one such as UK and 
France) is questionable; joining forces is increasingly becoming the only viable options that 
would allow these states to maintain a certain influence in the global arena. 
 
3.1.2 ERRF evolution: from quantity to quality 
 
To date, the European Rapid Reaction Force (ERRF) has been the main expression of the 
willingness to operationalise ESDP. The ERRF was declared operational in 2003 and the EU 
has already been able to deploy military forces in two crises, namely in the Former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia (operation Concordia) and in the Democratic Republic of Congo 
(operation Artemis). 

                                                           
9 “Common threat assessment are the best basis for common actions.” ESS, p.19. 
10 See chapter in this publication 
11 EU Treaty, Art. J 7.1 
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In the first case, the EU has replaced a NATO stabilisation mission, taking advantage of 
assets of the Atlantic Alliance, as foreseen in the Berlin Plus arrangements, while the mission 
in the African country has been an autonomous one, in which the EU has been able to act 
using the capability of a member country (the so-called ‘framework nation’ - in this case, 
France) as the main pillar of the international effort. 
These two cases can be considered as examples of the future alternative models of 
deployment of EU forces, with or without NATO. The recent solution foreseen for the 
command structures, taken at the EU Council on 12 December 2003, is consistent with the 
above. Mission Althea, the initiative to replace NATO’s SFOR mission in Bosnia 
Herzegovina, represents the principal application of the Berlin Plus arrangement.  
The generation of the ERRF in a relatively short term (about four years since the Helsinki 
Council decision in December 1999) has been a success - mainly in mapping and cataloguing 
the European forces - but it cannot be considered a mission fully accomplished. 
In order to reach this political and to some extent even operational success, some 
compromises have been made. For instance, most of the forces pledged are just multiple-
hatted or even legacy forces, not always truly expeditionary ones. In reality major shortfalls 
exist, for example, in air and sea transport projection capabilities, C4ISAR structures and 
PGMs. These are honestly recognised by the officials in charge of the military organisations 
at both national and European level.  
The ERRF has been developed with a view to being able to make a deployment in response to 
a crisis in and around Europe or to conduct a peace support operation that does not require a 
true entry force. However, this is no longer consistent with the aspiration expressed by the 
ESS, nor with the types of international scenarios now becoming common. 
The European force is now in the process of shifting from a quantitative approach - typical of 
the pledging conference, in which each single country was required to offer a set of forces - to 
a more mature phase in which the quality of the assets involved is increasingly important. 
Defence ministers are about to set a new defence capability catalogue: it will mark the 
passage from the first Headline Goal (HHG 03) to a second one that will sign the path for the 
evolution until 2010 (HG 2010). The ‘battle groups’ concept (a small force capable of forcible 
entry operations within a few days from the political tasking) proposed by France, UK and 
Germany and adopted as a European guidance by the defence Ministers in April 2004 
represents a good example of this new posture.  
On 20 September 2004, during an informal meeting in the Netherlands, the EU Defence 
Ministers, expressed their willingness to reach the Initial Operational Capability (IOC) of the 
battle groups in 2005, while the Full Operational Capability (FOC) goal remains 2007. On the 
same date, Germany and the Netherlands signed an agreement to establish a joint battle 
group, followed by an expression of interest from Norway, a non-EU NATO country. Indeed, 
a similar evolution is taking place at NATO, in compliance with the decision taken in Prague 
(Prague Capability Commitment and the development a NATO Response Force, NRF).   
Another major shortfall that should be addressed is training and validation of the forces 
pledged by national governments. A further, important area of cooperation involves Military 
Police forces, where some European countries such as Italy and France have a particular 
expertise, while others does not have significant capabilities. 
The experience of the Balkans in particular and the growing need for forces that are 
appropriate for the stabilization in the post-acute phase of a conflict strongly suggests the 
need to develop this specific capability. In fact, in September 2004 the Defence Ministers of 
France, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal and Spain, signed a Declaration of Intent, which laid 
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the foundation of a European Gendarmerie Force, the Headquarters of which (based in 
Vicenza, Italy) should become operational by 2005. It establishes a multinational framework 
(at the intergovernmental level), for coordinating police forces that can be deployed abroad, 
mainly in stability operations and post-conflict environments.  The force, consisting of 800 
policemen and 2,300 reservists deployable in 30 days (at least initially), will be funded by the 
participating states.  
The main instrument for addressing deficiencies at the European level has been the ECAP 
process, but this has only had a limited capability to attract new investments.  
 
3.1.3 Addressing shortfalls: ECAP and the role of the Agency in developing 
capabilities 
 
So far, the problem of deficient capabilities has been faced trough the voluntary approach of 
the ECAP. The development of defence capabilities falls under the intergovernmental realm 
and, therefore, remains in the hands of national governments. Because of financial, 
bureaucratic and political constraints, the governments have been quite slow in implementing 
the roadmap described in the ECAP panel. The 17 November 2003 decision by the EU 
Council to establish an Agency for the development of capabilities by the end of 2004 is set to 
improve the situation.  The aim of the Agency is to create incentives for a more coherent and 
cost efficient procurement policy at the European level. 
While Articles I-40 and III-212 of the new Constitutional Treaty, not yet operational, provide 
a legal framework for the establishment of a similar structure, an EU Common Action 
formally established the European Defence Agency (EDA) on 14 June 2004. The EDA falls 
under the responsibility of the High Representative for CSFP and of the Defence Ministers; 
the unanimity in decision making over strategic decision will remain the rule, while decisions 
over singular initiatives will remain for the participants only. The tasks of the Agency are the 
development of national and common military capabilities, the definition of shared 
requirements, and the improvement of the European defence industrial and technological 
base. 
The EDA will have to interact with some previous initiatives, such as OCCAR and the 
Framework Agreement, as well as bilateral and multilateral “special relationships” involving 
a limited number of states. Unfortunately, initially the Agency will have only a small 
bureaucratic budget and will not have the opportunity to promote its own programmes. This 
will probably mean that it will lack a true strategic vision, but it does have a good potential 
for growth. The pooling of present capabilities and the development of commonly owned 
assets should remain within the medium- to long-term strategy and competences of the EDA, 
in particular when the strong legal backing represented by the Treaty is acquired. On 20 
September 2004 the Steering Board of the EDA, chaired by the High Representative Javier 
Solana, held its inaugural meeting. 
 
3.1.4 Impact of anti-terrorism policies: the possible role of the military in 
combating terrorism 
 
One of the most important tasks assigned by the ESS to ESDP is anti-terrorism. While the 
advancements suggested above are clearly informed by an evolutionary process, the European 
decision to make the fight against international terrorism the priority of its security policy has 
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a revolutionary impact on the traditional organisation of security and defence forces, both at 
national and EU level. 
The European holistic approach to combating terrorism does include a military dimension, in 
particular concerning intelligence gathering and the use of special forces. While this is a new 
concept for some countries others, such as Italy, are more used to it because of their particular 
history. For Europe as such, the fight against international terrorism is a new responsibility 
that fully responds to the citizen’s call for greater security after the 11 September 2001 
attacks against the US and the 11 March 2004 bombings in Madrid. 
It remains to be clarified the extent to which European governments will allow some level of 
supranational cooperation on such a sensitive matter. A European military concept for 
combating terrorism is still underway and it is premature, therefore, to define how it will 
affect the present set of forces. Nevertheless, it will probably be one of the main drivers of the 
transformation process.  
 
3.1.5 Impact on national defence policies 
 
At the end of the process, the attainment of the common European goals has to be reconciled 
with the reform of national military instruments and interoperability with European Forces at 
the joint and combined level. Forces should become more usable i.e. more expeditionary and 
networked. 
While some forms of internationalisation and sharing of sovereignty in the defence fields 
should be seen as inevitable and welcome, each member state will retain the ultimate control 
over their armed forces in the medium term. Therefore, each country will have a single set of 
forces from which it will build the force packages to offer to different international 
organisations - NATO and the EU in particular. 
In this context, France and the UK will play a central role, with important contributions from 
Germany, Italy, Spain and the Netherlands, and niche contributions from the smaller 
countries. Given the differences between the European countries, a certain level of “variable 
geometry” regarding assets is almost inevitable; the provisions in the Constitution that allow 
for structured cooperation between a sub-group of countries in the defence field 
acknowledges this reality. In any case, there is already room for the development of common 
or shared assets, particularly in the area in which the financial burden is particularly heavy 
and the interoperability factor more vital, as is the case in respect of C4ISAR systems. The 
need to use scarce resources in a more efficient way will favour the pooling and common 
development of assets, together with some kind of specialisation and growing 
interdependence. The following chapters will discuss in detail the changes required to adapt 
the national and European structures and forces to the new requirements. 
 
 
3.2 The NATO Response Force 
 
3.2.1 Introduction 
 
NATO’s approval - at its 2002 Prague Summit - of the US idea to create a NATO Response 
Force (NRF), quickly deployable anywhere in the world to tackle the new threats and 
challenges, was a significant development within the Alliance. Ever since the collapse of the 
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Soviet threat, NATO has been seeking a new raison d’être. Having flirted with crisis 
management operations in the Balkans, it now looks set to pursue the ‘holy grail’ of global 
outreach. The potential NRF roles could span from relatively low-key embargo operations to 
potentially far more controversial anticipatory self-defence actions, for example, to disrupt a 
terrorist cell. What has been defined the ‘catalyst’ of NATO’s transformation to better meet 
the needs of the current security environment, might equally be an endeavour to re-unite the 
two sides of the Atlantic, after the rift caused by the Iraq crisis.  
Whether the Europeans can match their political declarations in support of the ‘War on terror’ 
with the necessary force levels remains to be seen. Nor can one yet predict whether the NRF 
will have a unifying or divisive impact on the Alliance, as we get closer to its 
operationalisation in 2006. The NRF adds itself to the EU’s Rapid Reaction Force (RRF) and 
to its more focussed high readiness version, the so-called ‘Battle Groups’12. The main 
objectives of this chapter are the following: 

 
• to examine the origins and strategic rationale underpinning the NRF; 
• to outline what the NRF is and might become; and, 
• to identify any outstanding issues and challenges that may lie ahead for the NRF. 

 
3.2.2 NATO Response Force: The origins  
 
The proposal to create a NATO Response Force, that would enable the Alliance to respond 
more quickly to threats around the globe, was firstly unveiled by US Defence Secretary 
Donald Rumsfeld at an informal meeting of NATO Defence Ministers in Warsaw in 
September 2002. Rumsfeld proposed the creation of a force equipped with high-tech weapons 
and defences against WMD, made up of 21,000 troops deployable in five days. Its mission 
would include taking part in high-intensity conflicts in a hostile environment. Early estimates 
were that the force would be initially operational in 2004 and fully operational by 2006. 
Rumsfeld’s Warsaw declaration well encapsulated US strategic thinking that  ‘if NATO does 
not have a force that is quick and agile, which can deploy in days or weeks instead of months 
or years’ - as he bluntly put it -‘then it will not have much to offer the world in the 21st 
century’. This sentiment echoed the more brutal Rumsfeld adage that the ‘mission determines 
the coalition - the coalition does not determine the mission’13. 
It is worth remembering that US calls for a more relevant NATO with rapidly deployable and 
projectable forces were prevalent throughout the 1990s. In fact, the US first did so in the late 
1970s. Although some Europeans, such as the UK, considered the concept in the 1980s, it was 
not until the following decade that it really became relevant to Europeans in light of the 
Balkans crises and humanitarian crises further a field, such as in sub-Saharan Africa. Nor 
have US efforts - led by Rumsfeld - to ‘transform’ US forces had such a smooth ride.14   
Hans Binnendjik and Richard Kugler, who first circulated the idea of a NATO Spearhead 
Response Force in academic circles, believe that ‘the force will be readily affordable’, 
                                                           
12 The NRF came after previous NATO’s attempts to reform European forces, such as the approval in 1994 of 
the Combined Joint Task Force (CJTF) concept aimed at providing improved operational flexibility. The CJTF 
was also conceived to provide separate but not separable headquarters that could be deployed by the Western 
European Union (WEU). See Bensahel, Nora ‘Separable but not separate forces: NATO's development of the 
Combined Joint Task Force’, European Security, 8:2, Summer 1999. 
13 http://www.dod.gov/transcripts/2001/t12182001_t1218sd.html, 18 December 2001. 
14 O’Hanlon, Micheal, ‘Rumsfeld’s Defence Vision’, Survival, 44:2, Summer 2002. 
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because units already exist, and that it is only a matter of organising them and buying some 
new, relatively inexpensive equipment, such as sensors and smart munitions.15 Other costs, 
like training and exercises, would also be additional. Their estimate of the overall costs was 
about two per cent of current European defence spending over the next several years. This 
figure is challengeable, however, on the grounds that European overall spending has to be 
broken down amongst 25 EU member states with less than efficient budgets, and macro 
adjustments across Europe are extremely problematic16. European and US experiences at 
defence transformation point to a difficult process whereby restructuring of forces, posture, 
doctrine and defence industrial reform need to be supported by a large dose of political will.  
Binnendjik and Kugler argue that to avoid the risk of NATO sliding into irrelevance or into a 
two-tier Alliance (with a dysfunctional division of labour between the two sides of the 
Atlantic), the Allies should create a small, elite, mobile, expeditionary force (whose personnel 
would include about 15,000-25,000 combat troops), drawing upon existing European units, 
with the support of the necessary transport assets and logistics. Missions in which this force 
could be used include, inter alia, ‘contributing to the war on terrorism, and being used as the 
cutting edge of NATO’s defence strategy for crises in and around Europe that require major 
applications of NATO military power’. 
With reference to an older debate about ‘transatlantic burden-sharing’, Washington 
ritualistically declared that it would not contribute ‘disproportionately’ to the force i.e. that it 
would not foot the total bill for this endeavour. The US did not rule out a new transatlantic 
burden-sharing contract and actually envisioned a predominantly European force supported 
by US ‘enablers’, such as heavy airlift and ground surveillance17.  
The initial reaction from some European Allies was cautious. Predictably, at the beginning of 
the debate, French Defence Minister Michèle Alliot-Marie said that the force should not 
operate outside Europe, be used in a pre-emptive manner or operate without a UN mandate. 
However, some NATO officials commented at that time that the proposal ‘received a quite 
positive response from everybody in the Alliance’. The French caution was partly explained 
by its fear that NATO’s Defence Planning Committee (DPC - NATO’s authority on issues 
related to military structures, of which France has not been part since it withdrew in 1966), 
and not the North Atlantic Council (NAC - NATO’s highest decision-making body, of which 
France is part), would be designated as the body in charge of making decisions regarding the 
NRF deployment. A fear made real by the decision to bypass the NAC during the Iraq crisis 
when NATO was deciding how to respond to Turkey’s request for support in the run-up to the 
war. According to NATO officials, in Warsaw the US left the impression that Rumsfeld’s 
proposal was ‘a vehicle to keep NATO relevant’ whose approval was going to be ‘essential’ 
for the NATO Prague Summit.  
 
 
 
3.2.3 The NATO Response Force Comprehensive Concept 
 

                                                           
15 Binnendjik, Hans, Kugler, Richard, ‘Transforming European Forces’, Survival, 44:3, Autumn 2002. 
16 The EU Security Strategy: A new framework for ESDP and equipping the EU Rapid Reaction Force’, ISIS 
Europe Report, December 2003, by Jocelyn Mawdsley and Gerrard Quille.  
17 ‘Reform of NATO Command Structure and the NATO Response Force’, NATO PA Report, November 2003, 
www.nato-pa.int. 
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When the Allies formally endorsed the NRF proposal at the Prague Summit in November 
2002, they said they wanted to create ‘a NATO Response Force consisting of a 
technologically advanced, flexible, deployable, interoperable and sustainable force including 
land, sea, and air elements ready to move quickly to wherever needed, as decided by the 
Council’. They gave ‘directions for the development of a comprehensive concept for such a 
force, which will have its initial operational capability as soon as possible, but not later than 
October 2004 and its full operational capability not later than October 2006’. This decision 
has to be seen as part of the Alliance’s declared readiness ‘to deter, disrupt, defend and 
protect against any attacks on [the Allies], in accordance with the Washington Treaty and the 
Charter of the United Nations’ and also as part of the overall process of NATO’s 
transformation ‘with new members, new capabilities and new relationships with Partners’. 
‘Transformation’ has since become the buzzword at NATO Headquarters, and NATO 
officials dubbed the NRF the ‘catalyst’ of this transformation. Its rationale can be fully 
understood only if considered together with the launch of the Prague Capabilities 
Commitment (PCC) and the reform of NATO’s command structure. The PCC re-grouped the 
58 shortfalls under the 1999 Defence Capabilities Initiative into eight priority shortfalls, 
whilst NATO’s commands were re-organised and trimmed down at all levels. The NRF, the 
PCC and the new command structure are designed to work together and produce more 
capable and interoperable forces. In particular, the NRF is regarded as the yardstick by which 
to assess whether new concepts and practices can be implemented.   
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Structure of the new Allied Command Operations (ACO) 
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Structure of the new Allied Command Transformation (ACT) in Norfolk, Virginia, US 
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In June 2003, NATO Defence Ministers approved the NRF comprehensive concept. It 
consists of a ‘military concept and guidance for handling political-military issues, including 
the developing relationship between the NRF and the related work of the EU Headline Goal, 
which must be mutually reinforcing while respecting the autonomy of both organisations’.  
The NRF will consist of an integrated and fully interoperable land, sea and air element, which 
should be sustainable for at least 30 days without re-supply. In general terms, it will include a 
brigade-size element (including special operation forces), a joint naval task force and an air 
element capable of 200 sorties a day. Allied Command Operations is responsible for 
generating the NRF, through force generation conferences, and for the certification of forces 
(which will be certified to the highest standards before they can be integrated in an NRF 
package) and headquarters. Allied Command Transformation will develop capabilities and 
further refine the NRF concept based on joint lessons learned. The NRF will operate on a 
rotational basis. The cycle is based on a six-month period of unit and interoperability training, 
followed by a six-month ‘on call’ period. During the training cycle, troops earmarked to the 
NRF undergo national training as well as periods when they train collectively. The NRF will 
be under the strategic command of Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR), with 
operational command delegated to NATO’s Joint Force Commanders on a rotational basis. 
Component (air, sea and land) commanders will exercise command over their component 
forces. The deployable air component command (ACC) will be drawn from the ACCs of the 
NATO Command Structure; the land component on a rotational basis from the six High 
Readiness Force (HRF) Headquarters (located in Italy, Germany, Spain, UK, Turkey and 
France)18; and, the naval component command principally from High Readiness Naval Forces 
HQ.  
The political authority to decide over a possible NRF deployment will reside within the NAC 
rather than the DPC, reportedly at France’s insistence. Forces will be under national authority 
both during the training and the ‘on call’ cycle. Should a crisis arise and the NAC consider an 
NRF deployment, member states that have earmarked troops for NRF purposes will have to 
go through their national procedures in order to authorise the deployment of their quota of 
troops. For some countries this might involve parliamentary approval. Once such national 
procedures are completed and the NAC activates the NRF, there can be Transfer of Authority 
(TOA) from the national authorities to SACEUR (NATO’s military authorities reportedly 
wanted to have the TOA during the entire ‘on call’ cycle). Member states will be able to 
withdraw their quota of troops at any time either for national or EU purposes both during the 
training and the ‘on call’ period but a premium is placed on the ‘sanctity’ of the NRF. 
Relinquishing national authority to NATO for even the ‘on call’ cycle of the NRF was a no-
go for the majority of the Allies. However, it was eventually agreed that a member state could 
withdraw its quota of troops ‘only for compelling reasons and after consultations with the 
Allies’. With regard to the role that SACEUR can play, it was de facto agreed that he will be 
able to make advanced generic planning without NAC authorisation, but he will require it 
before carrying out planning for a specific contingency. 

                                                           
18 The six HRF HQs are: the Allied Command Europe Rapid Reaction Corps (ARRC) HQ in Rheindalen, 
Germany, with the United Kingdom as framework nation; the Rapid Deployable German-Netherlands Corps HQ 
based on the 1st German-Netherlands Corps HQ in Munster, Germany; the Rapid Deployable Italian Corps HQ 
based on the Italian Rapid Reaction Corps HQ in Solbiate Olona, close to Milan, Italy; the Rapid Deployable 
Spanish Corps HQ based on the Spanish Corps HQ in Valencia, Spain; the Rapid Deployable Turkish Corps HQ 
based on the 3rd Turkish Corps HQ near Istanbul, Turkey; the EUROCORPS HQ in Strasbourg, France, 
sponsored by Belgium, France, Germany, Luxembourg and Spain. 
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A conference was held at SHAPE on 16 July 2003 to look at the land, sea and air elements 
necessary for the first two rotations, dubbed NRF 1 and 2, to run from October 2003 to June 
2004. A 9,500-strong NRF prototype was established on 15 October 2003 at Joint Force 
Command Brunssum, in the Netherlands (see table below for details). Despite its initial wary 
approach, France has clearly signalled its intention to be fully involved in the NRF venture. 
Besides being the second biggest contributor to NRF 1 and 2, France has recently obtained 
the appointment of two of its generals within NATO’s strategic commands in Mons and 
Norfolk. NATO’s CBRN (chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear) battalion may also 
support the NRF to enable it to operate in an NBC environment. 
 
Forces made available by 14 nations, plus jointly owned resources, to the NRF prototype 
(Defense News, 20 October 2003) 

Country Troops Assets or capabilities 

Spain 2,200 Ships, aircraft, helicopter 

France 1,700 Paratrooper battalion, ships, 
aircraft, helicopter, vehicles 

UK 1,200 Ships, aircraft 

Germany 1,100 Ships, aircraft 

Turkey 600 Ship, aircraft, helicopter 

Italy 600 NBC protection troops, military 
police, ships, aircraft 

Greece 300 Airmobile company, two frigates, 
one C-130H 

US 300 Ship, aircraft 

Belgium 250 Para-commando company, ship, 
six F-16s, two C-130s, A109 
helicopt. 

Netherlands 200 Ship 

Norway 150 Ships, aircraft, Joint Warfare 
Centre in Stavanger 

Denmark 100 Ships, helicopter 

Czech Republic 80 NBC equipment and vehicles 

Poland 20 Explosive ordnance disposal 

NATO 700 AWACS 
(SHAPE/AFNORTH/AIRNORTH 
HQ/E-3A Component) 
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Total troops   9,500 

According to the SHAPE website as of September 2003, the specific missions of the NRF are 
yet to be determined, but ‘non combatant evacuation operations, humanitarian crisis, crisis 
response including peacekeeping, counter-terrorism, and embargo operations are all potential 
missions’. NATO officials stress that in order to carry out these missions the most likely 
scenarios involve only the deployment of components of the NRF, rather than the entire force 
of 21,000 troops.  
 
3.2.4 NATO Response Force: outstanding issues/the future 
 
The NRF has come a long way since the idea was first put forward. Although the real test will 
come with its first deployment, those officials who have been closely involved with the NRF 
are pleased with its progress. The NRF prototype took part in its first military exercise in 
Turkey on 20 November 2003, where it had to conduct a counter-terrorist operation to rescue 
and evacuate UN staff and civilians.  
The NRF might have a positive impact on transatlantic relations. On a political level, Harlan 
Ullman went so far to say that ‘the NRF has a far greater potential for the Alliance and the 
US-European relationship than any issue before NATO… the NRF has the capacity to prove 
as significant as the decision to transform the Alliance’s strategy in 1968 from nuclear 
deterrence to “flexible response”, the decision to expand NATO eastwards in 1993 and the 
78-day war against Serbia in 1999’19. Ullman maintains that the NRF is the best means to 
come to grips with the changes needed to modernise NATO. The need for each member state 
to follow lengthy national procedures before allowing a transfer of authority to SACEUR 
calls into question just how ‘rapid’ the NRF is likely to be. Germany, Turkey and Hungary, 
for example, all have to secure parliamentary approval.  
A study-seminar (based on a fictitious scenario), held in October 2003 at an informal 
ministerial in Colorado Springs (US), during which participants had to decide on the 
deployment of an NRF-like extraction force to evacuate civilians from a state facing a 
terrorist threat20, highlighted that decision-making procedures are indeed not rapid enough for 
the NRF’s requirements.  
Member states are recognising the problem. For example, draft proposals on how to speed up 
the decision-making process are circulating in the German Parliament, and Hungary has 
relaxed its parliamentary rules for sending troops abroad. On the other hand, the need for 
quick decision-making procedures should not come at the price of undermining standards of 
democratic accountability. This is likely to become increasingly important given the 
controversial missions, such as counter-terrorism, that the NRF might undertake. A balancing 
act will be necessary.  
Any decision to deploy the NRF will require a consensus within the NAC. NATO’s recent 
enlargement to 26 member states has inevitably raised the question about the NAC’s ability to 
take swift decisions, such as activating the NRF. Although NATO Secretary General, Jaap de 
Hoop Scheffer has declared his confidence that the organisation will be able to cope, the time-

                                                           
19 Ullman, Harlan, ‘In the post-war scenario: Keeping the transatlantic Alliance Whole and Vital’, The 
International Spectator, 2/2003. 
20 ‘NATO Response Force: More than a “paper army”?’, NATO Notes, v5n7, October 2003, by Annalisa 
Monaco.  
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consuming experience of trying to get 19 countries to agree the targets for air strikes during 
the Kosovo conflict does not augur well.  
Will NATO’s members ever agree on what to do with the NRF? Although the NRF was 
envisioned for a wide range of operations, it was devised particularly for high-intensity 
conflicts. How would NATO members react, for instance, to use the NRF to wipe out a 
terrorist cell through an action for anticipatory self-defence without a UN mandate? Changes 
to the 1999 NATO Strategic Concept are not expected for the time being. As NATO tries to 
get back to business as usual after the bitterness left by the Iraq crisis, the Allies do not see 
the need to embark upon what could be considered a theological debate. If circumstances 
arose in which a member state withdrew their forces from an NRF deployment the question 
would be how to fill the gap. Given that the added value of the NRF is that troops have 
trained together and have been certified to the highest standards, plugging in forces that have 
not been certified does not seem to be a viable solution. NATO officials appear unconcerned 
by this potential problem because ‘there is a strong presumption that the forces declared to the 
NRF would be available’, and because within the next couple of years all Allied troops will 
have undergone the necessary process of training and certification, thereby ensuring there will 
always be an adequate back-up. Moreover, other partner countries, such as Finland, Sweden 
and Austria, have also expressed interest in participating in the NRF. This will depend no 
doubt on what the NRF is used for, but conceivably participation could include post-conflict 
or post-initial-operations follow-up to an NRF operation.  
It is important to appreciate that troops will not only have to be available, they will also have 
to be ‘usable’. As one NATO official reported, out of 238 Allied brigades (bar the US), only 
50 are deployable. Hence, at the Istanbul Summit in June 2004, NATO leaders approved 
‘usability targets’ that aimed for 40 per cent of all forces being usable and eight per cent 
sustainable.  
Another potential problem might be that NATO and the EU rely on the same pool of forces. 
When the NRF was at an early stage of its development, as both institutions were expanding 
their areas of interest, fears were high that this would spark a competition for scarce 
resources. The expansion of the Petersberg Tasks and the Battle Group concept have further 
complicated the issue. As there is only one set of forces available to NATO and the EU, 
arguably only a few countries (UK, France, Germany and Italy) would be able to take part 
both in the NRF and in the Battle Groups, especially if the latter are to be based on certifiably 
available force packages (not of a list of forces in catalogues, as the EU’s RRF). Additionally, 
the rotational concept at the basis of the Battle Group has yet to be clarified, so it is not 
possible to foresee how it would co-ordinate with that of the NRF. If the Battle Groups are 
supposed to be a more high-readiness part of the EU’s RRF, this could rekindle a new rivalry 
between the two organisations over which is the best suited to act. 
Given the shortage of deployable and usable forces within the Alliance, the NRF could 
potentially create some tensions between its requirements and those of NATO’s ongoing 
operations. The decision taken at the Istanbul Summit to enlarge NATO’s International 
Security Assistance Force (ISAF) beyond Kabul by setting up additional Provincial 
Reconstruction Teams (PRTs - the concept through which NATO has been expanding) and to 
support the Afghan electoral process of October 2004 came after months of delay in 
providing the necessary capabilities. Additionally, the March 2004 outbreak of violence in 
Kosovo has reminded the Allies that the Balkans still remain a volatile area. Having forces 
already declared for an NRF cycle could prevent member states, especially small ones, from 
finding forces for deployment in larger and longer-term operations than those envisioned for 
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the NRF. Striking a balance between NRF commitments and engagement in other operations 
might be tricky. 
 
3.2.5 Conclusion 
 
Some pundits were questioning NATO’s relevance when the US did not take up the 
Alliance’s offer of help through an Article V declaration following the 11 September  attacks, 
and its near to death experience in the run up to the Iraq war. Since the Prague Summit, 
however, NATO’s transformation has gained momentum, with the NRF acting as a catalyst 
for change and an instrument to improve transatlantic relations. France’s commitment to the 
endeavour is significant. A successful first NRF deployment would do much to show that the 
bitterness left by the Iraq crisis has been left behind and that NATO has completed its 
transformation from a Cold War military alliance to a political-military organisation able to 
field forces to tackle threats wherever they might originate. At the Istanbul Summit, the US 
and the UK did propose the NRF’s deployment during the presidential elections in 
Afghanistan, but France rejected the idea on the grounds that the NRF should only be used for 
emergencies. Eventually, one Italian battalion assigned to the NRF was deployed as part of 
NATO’s reinforcements for the elections, although the Alliance’s official line was that the 
NRF was not involved in Afghanistan. 
However, it is far from clear that the NRF and other aspects of NATO’s transformation will 
help to ameliorate relations between the US and some European Allies. As argued by Paul 
Cornish, ‘as well as engaging in “bottom-up” or “inside-out” transformation, NATO must 
also be re-energised top-down, with Bush, Blair, Chirac, Schröder and other European leaders 
all giving substance to the vision of a new, transformed NATO’21. This is a tall order, Cornish 
maintained, for three reasons: ‘the transatlantic relationship has descended into a battle 
between caricatures; there is a lack of consensus on the threat and what to do about it; and, 
there is an unwillingness in Europe to provide adequate resources for defence and security’. 
In relation to the NRF, differences between the US and some European Allies over the 
priority to be given to the different types of threat (terrorist/CBRN threat versus 
environmental security, organised crime and migration, for instance) and how to deal with 
them (pre-emption versus political/diplomatic means) might fatally undermine the possibility 
of using the NRF in a potentially controversial crisis.  
The failure to discover any WMD in Iraq and the faulted intelligence on which the war 
against Iraq turned out to be based, have made some European countries even more wary of 
following the US in similar future military operations. Undertaking expeditionary and war-
fighting operations will be a new experience for many NATO members. Maintaining coalition 
cohesion during NRF operations will be a great challenge, which will depend on many 
different factors, such as public preparedness for casualties, the impact of the operation upon 
the domestic political agenda and the involvement of other organisations. The use of the NRF 
has not been linked to a UN mandate, but some Allies might feel uneasy engaging in an 
operation that has not received UN blessing. 
Achieving co-operation between the NRF and the EU’s RRF/Battle Groups will be 
challenging but crucial, not least because the rationales for co-operation appear stronger than 
any potential institutional rivalry. Firstly, NATO and the EU rely only on one set of forces. 
Secondly, scarce resources make preventing duplication imperative. Thirdly, following 
                                                           
21 Cornish, Paul, ‘NATO: The practice and politics of transformation’, International Affairs, 80:1, 2004. 
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NATO and the EU’s enlargement in the Spring of 2004 most countries are now members of 
both organisations, whilst the Berlin Plus arrangements for the EU to access NATO assets and 
capabilities have made the two organisations strategic partners. Although a strict 
differentiation of roles or of geographical areas for action might appear the most logical 
solution (with the NRF involved outside the European boundaries for high-intensity conflicts 
and the EU involved in more traditional peacekeeping operations and response to civil 
emergencies) clearly spelling out ‘who does what and where’ would be politically impossible. 
In a given crisis, the organisation best suited to act will undertake the operation. However, 
this should not prevent a serious debate between the two institutions on their added value and 
strengths. This will help to maximise synergy and effectiveness of action.  
NATO has already proven itself in mounting different kinds operations: peacekeeping 
operations in Europe and out of area (Bosnia-Herzegovina and Afghanistan); an air campaign 
(Kosovo); and, preventive deployments (former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia). Provided 
the Allies are able to improve the ‘usability’ of their forces, the NRF might enable the long-
distance projection of high-intensity capability as well.  
 
 
3.3 Berlin Plus: joined up security?  
 
3.3.1 Introduction 
 
Whereas chapters three and four review individual developments within the EU and NATO 
on European defence, this chapter concentrates on the EU-NATO relationship and the 
institutional linkages that make up the so-called ‘Berlin Plus’ agreement.  The chapter ends 
by suggesting three key areas in which EU-NATO relations could be developed in order to 
support European defence transformation to tackle common security concerns (as outlined in 
the previous chapter).   
 
3.3.2 Background - The rise of the EU on defence and the seeds of EU-NATO 
conflict 
 
Although the European Inter-Governmental Council (IGC) in Brussels in December 2003 
failed to approve a European Constitution this was not due to differences over defence. 
Surprisingly, most defence issues, under ESDP, had been agreed in advance, most notably at 
the Franco-British Summit in London on 24 November 2003. Some issues do remain to be 
worked out, however, such as the exact wording of an Article V-type clause that would satisfy 
both NATO allies and non-NATO EU members (the ‘neutrals’). Although discussions on a 
new Constitution collapsed, the Brussels European Council conclusions endorsed the 
previously divisive issue of establishing a nascent autonomous EU planning cell.  
The controversy surrounding an EU planning cell has haunted discussions about the eventual 
role of the EU in defence policy. The EU’s military identity has grown swiftly since France 
and the UK bi-laterally agreed at St Malo in 1998 to reinvigorate European defence.  Their 
informal agreement became institutionalised at the subsequent Cologne and Nice European 
Councils. Just as it seemed that the issue would return to the margins of academic debates, the 
“Convention on the Future of Europe,” - established to discuss and then draw up a 
Constitution for the EU - again focussed European attention on defence and specifically on 
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what level of ‘autonomy’ was required for the European Security and Defence Policy 
(ESDP). On 29 April 2003 France, Germany, Belgium and Luxembourg called for an 
independent EU operational headquarters to be set up in the Brussels suburb of Tevuren 22.  
US Secretary of State Rumsfeld and Ambassador Burns have made public their opposition to 
the EU developing symbols of autonomous military power, such as a planning cell. 
References to ‘red lines’ highlighted tensions within the Atlantic Alliance. Nevertheless, the 
need to heal Transatlantic wounds after Iraq, and UK assurances that the EU was seeking to 
‘develop capabilities’ rather than create ‘multipolarity’, ushered in a period of ‘silent 
approval’ and opened the way for an EU agreement on EU-NATO planning arrangements.  
 
3.3.3 Berlin Plus  
 
‘Berlin Plus’ has become a term that symbolises all that is good and bad about recent EU-
NATO relations. Its origins refer to the 1996 NATO Ministerial meeting in Berlin, where 
foreign ministers agreed to make NATO assets available to WEU-led operations in a bid to 
boost European defence within NATO. At the 1999 Washington Summit this provision was 
extended for EU-led Crisis Management Operations under ESDP. The Washington 
communiqué said these arrangements would cover ‘…operations in which the Alliance as a 
whole is not engaged’. The original Berlin Plus comprised four principles:  
 

• The EU would have assured access to NATO operational planning;  
•  NATO capabilities and common assets would be made available to the EU; 
• NATO European command options for EU-led operations would be established, 

including developing the European role of NATO’s Deputy Supreme Allied 
Commander, Europe (DSACEUR); and 

• The NATO defence planning system would be adapted to incorporate the availability 
of forces for EU operations.   

  
Between 1999 and December 2002, the EU and NATO were unable to formalise this 
agreement due to blocking manoeuvres by, alternatively, Greece and Turkey. In the margins 
of the Brussels European Council of November 2002, the UK brokered a deal that opened the 
way to the 16 December 2002 ‘EU-NATO Declaration on ESDP’ 23. This is sometimes 
deemed to be the point at which Berlin Plus was agreed, but in order for NATO to make good 
its commitments on the four principle elements, both the EU and NATO had to put in place a 
series of agreements. Those agreements specifically provide for: 
 

•  a NATO-EU Security Agreement; 
• assured access to NATO Planning capabilities for EU-led Crisis Management 

Operations (CMOs); 
• availability of NATO assets and capabilities for EU-led CMOs; 
• procedures for Release, Monitoring, Return and Recall of NATO Assets and 

Capabilities (known as the ‘Model Contract’); 
• terms of Reference for DSACEUR and the European Command Options for NATO; 

                                                           
22 Meeting of the Heads of State and Government of Germany, France, Luxembourg and Belgium on European 
Defence, Conclusions (Egmont Palace, Brussels), 29 April 2003 
23  NATO Presse (2002/142) 
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• EU-NATO consultation arrangements in the context of an EU-led CMO making use of 
NATO assets and capabilities; 

• arrangements for coherent and mutually reinforcing Capability Requirements.  
 
Berlin Plus is also, therefore, a series of institutional arrangements between the EU and 
NATO that enable them to exchange information securely and to establish the manner in 
which NATO makes available its assets. The final institutional agreement that was necessary 
to formalise this relationship arrived with the 12 March 2003 ‘EU-NATO Agreement on 
Security of Information’ (including 18 articles). The whole ‘Berlin Plus package’ could then 
be tied together with the so-called ‘Framework Agreement’, which consisted of an exchange 
of letters between the EU’s High Representative and NATO’s Secretary General (dated 17 
March 2003)  - just in time for the EU to launch Operation Concordia on 31 March 2003, 
which required NATO assets and planning resources. 24  
 
There has long been an underlying tension between those, led by France, holding a desire to 
have a fully autonomous ESDP and those, led by the UK, with a determination to keep ESDP 
wedded to NATO. A strong exponent of NATO, MEP Geoffrey Van Orden captured this 
tension when he said: 
 

“‘Berlin Plus’ was always a compromise - designed to prevent unnecessary 
duplication and minimise unhelpful divisions among certain allies. But it has already 
been put under immense pressure by the Gang of Four’s proposal for a separate EU 
operational planning HQ.”25  

 
3.3.4 Strengthening Berlin Plus: The EU Planning Cell agreement? 
 
Whilst the Convention on the Future of Europe provided a new focus for European and 
Transatlantic discussions on the future of the EU and NATO, this soon settled into an older 
pattern of dispute and compromise between the US, UK and France, with input from Italy as 
the holder of the EU Presidency. The final agreement on the issue of an autonomous EU 
capability for Operational Planning, including advanced planning, was reached by the UK and 
France and made public at their bi-lateral summit meeting on 24 November 2003, which 
stated:  
 

“The UK and France will continue our co-operation in the field of capability 
development. The ultimate test of the success of the EU’s crisis management capacity 
is that it is able to prepare for, launch and conduct effective and coherent 
operations.”26  

 
Whilst neither country made any specific reference to ‘an autonomous planning cell’ an 
accent was placed upon the planning, capabilities and the conduct of operations. This opened 
the way for a ‘defence deal’ at the subsequent Inter-Governmental Conference under the 

                                                           
24  NATO www.nato.int/shape/news/2003/shape_eu/se030822a.htm   
25  News report, Conservative European Press Service, 19 November 2003 
26 Franco-British Summit London 24 November 2003 ‘Strengthening European Co-operation in Security and 
Defence’.  
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Italian Presidency. Although the IGC collapsed, the Council Conclusions endorsed the 
Presidency proposals that contained the deal on the planning cell, which specifically linked it 
to EU-NATO relations. The Italian Presidency document was entitled ‘European Defence: 
NATO/EU Consultation, Planning and Operations’.27  
The Presidency document sets the scene by stating its wish to build on the EU’s experience in 
‘civilian and military’ operations in 2003 and on the discussions held between the UK, France 
and Germany. It wants to do so in order to move forward on collective capabilities including 
‘…the ability to plan and run certain operations’ in consideration of relations with third 
parties including NATO Allies. This is a reaffirmation of the spirit and procedures created 
through Berlin Plus including the commitment that EU operations will be considered only 
‘where NATO as a whole is not engaged’.  
It was proposed to set up an EU planning cell at SHAPE in order to improve the preparation 
of EU operations with recourse to NATO assets and capabilities (agreed under Berlin Plus). 
This is now being configured around the experience of the existing cell remaining from the 
EU’s Operation Concordia in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia - FYROM.  
NATO is also invited to establish liaison arrangements with the EU Military Staff (EUMS, 
but this has yet to begin). In order to enhance the capacity of the EUMS in the field of early 
warning, situation assessment and strategic planning, the EU will set up a cell with civil and 
military components. This cell has five functions, to: 
 

• link work across the EU states on anticipating crises, including opportunities for 
conflict prevention and post-conflict stabilisation; 

• assist in planning and co-ordinating civilian operations; 
• develop expertise in managing the civilian/military interface; 
• conduct strategic advance planning for joint civil/military operations; 
• reinforce the national HQ designated for EU autonomous operation. 

 
The document confirms that the ‘main’ option for conducting autonomous EU military 
operations will be national HQs and NATO’s SHAPE. However, provisions are made for 
certain cases whereby the Council, acting on the advice of the Military Committee (i.e. the 
member states’ representatives), may draw upon the collective capacity of the EUMS. This is 
particularly true where a joint civilian/military response is required and where no national HQ 
can be identified. In this instance the EU civilian/military cell would ‘have responsibility for 
generating the capacity to plan and run the operation’. Whilst this would not be a standing 
HQ, it would represent a capacity to rapidly set up an operations centre (OpCen), augmented 
by experts from the member states, that would be assigned to an Operational Commander.  
Lord Robertson welcomed the EU Presidency proposals:  
 

“…these proposals put the stronger EU arrangements for civil-military co-ordination 
firmly within the context of Berlin Plus, and underline formally in an EU document 
NATO’s position…These proposals… make clear that there will be no duplication of 
NATO’s standing operational planning capabilities. Finally, these proposals commit 
the EU to much greater transparency and deeper co-operation with NATO…” 28.  

                                                           
27 Presidency Conclusions, Brussels, 12 December 2003 (www.europa.eu.int)  
28  NATO Press Release 2003/154 11 December 2003   
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Having said that, it still remains to be seen if this is the last word from those made uneasy by 
the EU’s development of a planning cell.  
 
3.3.5 Battle Group 
 
One such occasion for revisiting EU-NATO relations and the issue of competition or co-
operation has been provided by the recent UK-led tri-lateral (UK, France and Germany) 
Battle Group (BG) concept. The UK is promoting the concept as a ‘stepping stone’ between 
the weak operational reality of the EU’s ERRF and progress towards achieving NATO’s 
NRF. The concept being proposed at present has been described thus: 
 

‘A Battle Group-sized joint force package of around 1,500 people - including all 
combat support, service support and including deployability and sustainability assets’.  

 
It is ostensibly (as implied by the Le Touquet, and London Franco-British summits) meant to 
be available in 15 days and particularly designed for, but not exclusively, UN mandated 
operations to states at risk of instability, and sustainable for 30 days - extendable to one 
hundred and twenty days. A BG is the smallest self-sufficient military-operational formation 
that can be deployed and sustained in a theatre of operations. If you want a battalion-size 
fighting formation you must configure the force for ‘all arms combat’ i.e. it must be 
technically configured with all the necessary bolt-ons to become a BG. For instance, a 
mechanised battalion needs armour, artillery, air defence assets, and mortar platoons, which, 
when configured together, form a Mechanised Battle Group. The concept draws upon 
standard NATO doctrine.  
The rapid response aspect of the concept means these forces should not stay in theatre longer 
than the 30-120 days, after which Peacekeeping or larger follow-on forces should arrive, 
ideally provided by the UN or the Member States. The present reality, however, is that the 
UN force-generation process takes about six months.  This means that the EU needs either to 
press the UN to improve its performance or more realistically to develop the BG concept with 
a clear link to the need for larger ‘follow-on forces’ to carry out the subsequent and more 
traditional UN-type peace support operation.   
The concept, therefore, links a new force for the EU to a tighter definition of the Petersberg 
Tasks (to be articulated under the new Headline Goal but expected to draw upon the agreed 
IGC language) corresponding to the need to be able to conduct more simultaneous small 
operations (rooted in UN, EU and Member State experiences). Critically, the concept is 
linked with the original Headline Goal process work on meeting key capability shortfalls 
where combat support and strategic airlift were identified as being in desperately short 
supply.   
 
3.3.6 The BG and EU-NATO relations 
 
Although, on the face of it, there might be a danger that the BGs duplicate the work of the 
NRF, in reality they are intended to fill a different niche. A key measure of whether this 
concept feeds the EU/NATO competition or becomes a co-operative exercise will include to 
what extent the concept is developed in the EU Planning Cell with the NATO liaison officers. 
Another measure, which the UK is highlighting, is that the concept already draws on standard 
NATO doctrine and therefore the EU’s ability to produce Battle Groups will help in the 
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achievement of the NATO NRF. For instance, NATO’s NRF ‘land component’ is a land 
brigade tactically configured with five battle groups rather than being a single administrative 
formation.  
Previous chapters have already highlighted that there are many technical issues to be 
discussed and ironed out in the decision-making and operationalisation of the NRF and BG. 
Nevertheless, there do appear to be further synergies to be achieved between the EU and 
NATO approaches to developing deployable European capabilities, and these could be taken 
up within the ambit of regular EU-NATO discussions on defence.  Maintaining a certain 
ambiguity may serve a political purpose in peacetime but it can feed serious political fall out 
in times of crises.  A focussed dialogue would help to iron out the uncertainties.  
Inevitably, there will be some overlap but this need not be a negative factor. Looking at the 
militarily aspect, the BG concept can be both different and complementary because: 
 

• structurally, one could produce a BG that the NRF could make use of, including at 
high readiness; 

• in terms of missions the NRF is a large force (up to 20,000) designed to go up to war-
fighting (for example, to create a bridgehead and entry point for follow-on forces); 

• the BG is effectively aimed at a different niche in the market, perhaps linked to the 
UN, but drawing upon Member States’ experience (Sierra Leone, Cote d’Ivoire) as 
well as from the EU’s Operation Artemis; 

• providing a BG for the EU or one as part of the NRF land component will have similar 
core skills, operational command, and readiness, which could be an advantage for 
either the EU or NATO by being used in the other’s concept without massive extra 
work.  

• Although the two forces are designed for different missions and concepts what is 
required of individual formations is quite coherent.  

 
How we manage the development of the two concepts will be critical to EU-NATO relations. 
For instance, if synergies are to be achieved it will be critical to develop a common set of 
standards, training and certification. It will also help if the two concepts are explicitly linked 
to real missions and military tasks. The NRF is ahead at the moment, but could also do with 
some further refinement. The BG concept will benefit from a new Headline Goal (Headline 
Goal 2010) adopted at the European Council in June 2004 under the Irish Presidency, 
including more clearly defined Petersberg Tasks (drawing upon the language in the IGC 
defence agreement). This could all be achieved ‘militarily’ but the question remains whether 
the political framework will materialise to facilitate the achievement of a more efficient 
institutional approach to supporting the generation of European military capabilities.  
 
3.3.7 EU-NATO relations: a New Dawn? 
 
Improving the EU’s autonomy in defence, whether through a nascent planning cell or ‘core 
groups’ on defence, has been described both by Julian Lindley French as ‘the thin end of the 
wedge’ on the road to a European defence policy independent from NATO, and by Francois 
Heisborg as a moment of fundamental change in British and French positions akin to that 
after the 1956 Suez debacle29. In reality, neither the EU or NATO  is able to provide for the 
                                                           
29  Vinocour, J., ‘Subtle Shift by Britain on defense in the EU’, IHT, 15 October 2003 
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security needs of its members across the civilian and military security spectrum (conflict 
prevention, crisis management, peace enforcement and peace building).  
The Italian Presidency proposals, when read together with the December Council annex on 
Transatlantic Relations and the 24 November Franco-British Statement, echo a return to 
‘basic principles’ for the EU. They include a full complementarity of capabilities but with an 
emphasis upon joint civilian/military operations, filling gaps where NATO or the Member 
States are not involved and emphasising the importance of operating within the UN 
framework.  
Although French officials may continue to play up this emphasis and so maintain the discord, 
we are now entering a new phase in EU-NATO relations. This phase includes a window of 
opportunity, provided by the expected co-operation on a hand-over of SFOR from NATO to 
the EU in 2004, to make the ‘Berlin Plus’ arrangements work i.e. drawing upon the 
institutional framework to discuss common concerns, co-ordinate the development of 
capabilities (where they do overlap in ECAP and PCC) and facilitate action.  Lord Robertson 
has perhaps captured this spirit when he reflected on the new EU proposals and stated:  
 

‘The acid test of all proposals for change, whether in NATO or the EU, is whether 
they add real value and real capabilities to our overall ability to deal with today’s 
threats and challenges.’30  

 
3.3.8 Conclusion: A plan for strengthening EU-NATO relations - a European 
defence deal  
 
In order to take advantage of this window of opportunity and strengthen EU-NATO relations 
at this critical time for European defence transformation, a policy dialogue should take place 
and a memorandum of understanding achieved, at three levels of defence policy: strategic 
decision making, operations and capabilities.  
The development of the EU’s and NATO’s strategic concepts and military capabilities is fast 
drawing us close to the need to achieve consensus on what these forces will be used for, when 
and under what legal and political mandate. Bearing in mind that there is only a single set of 
European forces available and the potential for overlap between EU and NATO requirements, 
it might be the appropriate moment to discuss a division of labour. In the absence of such a 
division, an EU-NATO dialogue on what their forces are to be used for would at least help 
clarify any potentially serious overlaps and help avoid potential future rifts when a crisis does 
emerge. This would help identify which states are ready to meet their declared international 
security commitments and hopefully also ease the way for them to commit forces in response 
to a future crisis in a more timely, and efficient manner.  
 
 

                                                           
30  Press Release 2003/154 11 December 2003.  
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4. A EUROPEAN DEFENCE REVIEW 

Implementing European Defence post-European Security Strategy 
 
4.1 The decision-making structure and the political-institutional 
framework. 
 
The issue of decision-making has been widely recognized as central to the future of defence 
policy; this is the case in the context of a traditional state structure, and even more so within 
the EU system, characterized as it is by rather dispersed political authority. Taking the 
Constitutional Treaty as a given, and starting from the December 2003 “defence deal”, we 
need to ask whether and to what extent the current decision-making structure is adequate to 
tackle the five threats outlined in the ESS, and the specific tasks that are being progressively 
defined in the Action Plans. Of course the Treaty draft is, at the time of writing, still a non-
binding text, but it provides in all likelihood the overall basis for the future evolution of the 
Union whatever the outcome of the ratification process. 
The Constitutional Treaty specifies that the Union’s competencies in the area of CFSP include 
“the progressive framing of a common defence policy, which might lead to a common 
defence” (Art.I-15), thus introducing an intrinsic evolutionary element. This element is 
reinforced by the statement that CFSP is based upon “the development of mutual political 
solidarity among Member States, the identification of questions of general interest and the 
achievement of an ever-increasing degree of convergence of Member-States’ actions” 
(emphasis added) (Art.I-39). 
Such an explicit sense of movement toward a more fully developed common policy cannot 
fail but have consequences on how decisions are made in the EU context: a sort of ‘learning 
by doing’ mechanism is inevitable under these circumstances. Therefore, each case will likely 
provide a precedent (if not a model) of potential relevance for future decisions. 
Moving on to the institutional set up, we need to be clear that the structure is continuously 
evolving – as it should, given the fluid state of security threats and opportunities the EU is 
confronting. After all, the Union is a treaty-based actor (the Constitutional Treaty itself does 
not fundamentally change this) with a mobile frontier and an intense, but still relatively 
limited, experience in joint external action. 
The multiple layers of political legitimacy, representation and legality that the EU is based 
upon complicate the question of decision-making. First, there are the elected governments of 
the member states and their co-decisions in the Council. Then there is the new post of Union 
Foreign Minister, which is “embedded”, so to say, in both the Council and the Commission.  
The Commission and the European Parliament have a much more marginal role to play in the 
security and particularly defence sector, as the nature of these policies remain essentially 
inter-governmental. The channel through which the Commission, in particular, does 
contribute to the development, execution and oversight of common policies is that of 
resources – financial and, increasingly human. The Parliament has the ability to raise issues 
that would otherwise remain marginal, putting pressure on both member states and the 
Council to take up questions with security implications, mostly in relation to major human 
rights violations. 
To this picture we must add the special link to NATO, which clearly has important decision-
making implications given the Constitutional sanction (in Art. I-40) of the notion that 
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“NATO… for those States which are members of it, remains the foundation of their collective 
defence and the forum for its implementation”.  The issue is not as straightforward as 
suggested by this individual paragraph, though, since the Treaty text contains, just a few lines 
above, a mutual assistance clause – in case of armed aggression on the territory of a Member 
State – and a “solidarity clause” in case of a terrorist attack (Art. I-42). In other words, the 
NATO and EU commitments are significantly overlapping and already on paper. In fact, it 
can be argued that the mechanism envisioned in the Berlin Plus arrangement is being 
overcome, in favour of a more prominent – and autonomous – role of the EU vis-à-vis 
NATO: we should not expect to see the EU Council sit idly in the face of a worsening crisis 
along Europe’s frontiers out of deference to NATO’s presumed “right of first refusal”. Of 
course, inaction is always an option, but there is an understanding that the Union will not feel 
constrained by the specific sequence theorized in the Berlin Plus agreement. 
Contributing to the strengthening of other regional security organizations is given increasing 
emphasis, particularly with regard to African efforts in this direction, mostly through the 
African Union. Here the logic is to work alongside regional governments supporting their 
rather limited capabilities and experience. Although the EU is likely to play an indirect role in 
such contingencies, any significant security activity will entail certain responsibilities. 
Finally, there is the UN: the repeated reference to the “principles of the United Nations 
Charter” in both the Constitutional Treaty and the ESS as a source of (additional) external 
legitimacy poses another set of questions, given the somewhat elastic character of those 
principles when applied to practical cases. Following the “Joint Declaration on UN-EU 
Cooperation in Crisis Management” of September 2003, serious political expectations have 
been created, beyond the strong legal rationale for EU actions in support of UN-mandated 
(and UN-requested) operations of various kinds. 
In practice, each of the previous layers and institutional relations brings with it a potential 
format in conceiving, organizing and conducting a military (and military-civilian) operation: a 
UNSC mandate in the context of the UN-EU September 2003 agreement; a NATO-EU 
package (presumably on the Berlin Plus basis) with or without a UNSC mandate; an 
autonomous EU operation (presumably on a “lead nation” basis); an EU-backed operation to 
be conducted by one or more member states (the implementation of a task entrusted to “a 
group of member states which are willing and have the necessary capability for such a task”, 
as expressed in the Constitutional Treaty). 
The last format directly relates to the flexible utilization of available resources on the basis of 
a limited political agreement among some – not all – members of the EU. The unanimity 
requirement obviously poses a major problem for a body of 25 members, and forms of 
“consensus” or constructive abstention could circumvent it. Yet, it should also be recalled that 
in the NATO context – where “consensus” has always been the rule – there is an ongoing 
debate on ways to overcome the limitations of consensus by possibly introducing some sort of 
qualified majority voting (although, to be honest, this debate is unlikely to result in any 
change anytime soon). The NATO experience suggests that there is no magical formula to 
produce cohesion and effective decision-making, and that political realities and habits are 
more relevant than technical means – as demonstrated by the key importance of US 
leadership and military superiority in ensuring discipline within the Alliance. 
What practically lies behind the various proposals for voting systems other than unanimity is 
a classical burden-responsibilities conundrum: how to ensure that those who contribute more 
will have a more or less commensurate weight upon crucial political and operational 
decisions. In this perspective a logical, if partial, solution is provided by the mechanism of the 
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Committee of Contributors, already envisaged in the Nice Treaty: this links a decision to 
launch an operation to the force generation process and finally to the day-to-day management 
of the actual operation (through the Operation Commander). 
In general, forms of flexibility are clearly envisaged in both CFSP (through enhanced 
cooperation) and ESDP (through structured cooperation and the assignment of specific tasks 
to certain member states). In practical terms, the functioning of the institutional structure will 
be strongly affected by experience with real operations: witness how Operation Artemis has 
immediately been elevated to a model – after discussing for over a decade how to interpret or 
broaden the Petersberg Tasks. Artemis has often been indicated as a benchmark in terms of 
the scale (and possibly the procedures) of likely operations that will have to be carried out. 
In any case, the main responsibilities relevant to defence policy and implementation of the 
ESS are already assigned to the various institutions:  
 

- ultimate decision-making authority and political responsibility rests with the Council;  
- the Union Minister for Foreign Affairs shall ensure coordination of the civilian and 

military aspects of the tasks defined by the Council;  
- the PSC shall monitor the international situation, deliver opinions, and exercise the 

political control and strategic direction of operations once decided;  
- the Military Committee/Military Staff shall provide technical advice and support;     
- the civil-military planning cell shall work on planning (but be activated only in limited 

cases); 
- the Defence Agency shall define operational requirements and strengthen the 

industrial base in the defence sector. 
 
As was seen earlier, below the PSC level (and above the Military Committee/Military Staff), 
we actually find two additional bodies, to be constituted or identified ad hoc: a Committee of 
Contributors and a “framework nation” (providing the operation Headquarters, as was the 
case of Paris for Operation Artemis). The need to rely on the latter, while maintaining the 
principle of political control by (all) Member States, was underlined by Javier Solana on the 
occasion of the informal meeting of EU Defence Ministers of 17 September.31 
There is a danger that the PSC will be used almost exclusively to coordinate the participation 
of the “smaller” member states in crisis management operations, if the “bigger” members 
focus their coordination efforts in ad hoc fora and meetings. Even “structured cooperation”, 
which is formally a fully institutional mechanism (as envisaged in the Treaty text), risks 
becoming an almost blank cheque to concentrate decision-making in the major capitals. This 
may be an unavoidable and necessary development for practical reasons, and yet it should be 
kept from damaging the institutional structure. Some sort of “consolidation” around the main 
contributors is necessary to enable the defence sector’s integration to proceed apace, but the 
“structured cooperation” schemes should be used as a transition to a genuine solidarity-based 
defence policy. 
Several potential problems can be envisaged: the requirements of “rapid reaction” clashing 
with the need to establish a solid consensus on each single case; attempts by small groups of 
member states to force an issue upon the Council by threatening (more or less openly) to act 
outside the Union framework unless a task is entrusted to them; the opposite situation where, 
for instance, a direct request is addressed to the EU by the UN Secretary General but no 

                                                           
31 http://europa-eu-un.org/articles/es/article_3816_es.htm 
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Council decision is reached; a form of “mission creep” that proves unsustainable for the EU 
as such, requiring activation of the Berlin Plus arrangement (which, naturally, may or may not 
be activated in the context of a NATO decision).  
With specific regard to the expanding scope of an existing mission, it can be argued that the 
concept of solidarity is a two-way street: solidarity is meant to provide additional guarantees, 
but even limited EU operations can by themselves increase vulnerability through exposure. 
Thus, developing capabilities to meet new commitments will almost inevitably set in motion a 
ripple effect requiring further decisions – in some cases, a decision not to get involved 
militarily. 
The existing institutional set up can be tested against each of the five key threats of the ESS 
(bearing in mind that several deficiencies are shared by NATO, individual countries including 
the US, and are sometimes related to the inadequacy of legal regimes): 
 

- Terrorism: counter-terrorism and anti-terrorism activities require extensive 
intelligence (and its effective sharing), a strong link between intelligence evaluation 
and policymaking, as well as highly specialized training across the civil 
protection/military spectrum. This poses major problems of immediate reaction in a 
pre-emptive mode, and to some extent of preventive strikes. Here, the insertion of a 
specific “solidarity clause” in case of a terrorist attack hardens the general 
commitment of member states to pursue security policies in coordination: indeed, the 
clause commits all member states to take direct measures. Given the grave 
circumstances that such an eventuality inevitably produces, decision-making may be 
strongly affected. 

- WMD Proliferation: enforcement of existing regimes is rather weak, perhaps resulting 
in, for example, a WMD arms race in the Middle East. The growing missile threat, in 
particular, seems to call for a strong deterrence/defensive strategy, but “common 
defence” remains, as of now, in NATO’s domain (although possibly as just a 
transitory arrangement). This specific threat poses major challenges in terms of 
immediate reaction in a pre-emptive mode, and even larger political problems with 
regard to possible preventive strikes (à la the Israeli attack upon the Iraqi nuclear 
reactor at Osirak).  

- Regional Conflicts: they are rightly indicated as the situations in which “often elusive 
new threats” tend to originate, but (as the Balkans case demonstrates) commitment to 
resolution (not just violence control) implies long-term and costly engagement. The 
difficulties most likely to arise here are going to be in coordinating actions on the 
ground with other national actors or organizations involved (see Bosnia after 
December 2004 as important test case).  

- State failure: potential interventions in collapsing states may be of the high-risk and 
possibly high-intensity type, involving combat situations against irregular forces, with 
significant legal and political problems. Apprehending individuals guilty (or 
suspected) of war crimes may be particularly tricky; and the precedents of former 
Yugoslavia are not very encouraging in this respect. 

- Organized crime: calibrating the use of force is a major challenge in countering 
criminal activities, especially when smuggling of people is involved (given risks of 
“collateral damage” while enforcing immigration laws). 
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4.2 The Capabilities Framework  
 
The European debate on capabilities has developed fast since its origins at St Malo in 1998 
when the UK and France, in a bilateral meeting, declared that the EU should have its own 
forces, including for autonomous operations when NATO as a whole was not leading in the 
response to a crisis.  
The spirit of St Malo was incorporated into the EU treaties at the June 1999 Cologne 
European Council and made the first treaty references to conflict prevention and crisis 
management in the context of the Petersberg Tasks (now to be carried out by the EU rather 
than the WEU, which the Council described as having ‘completed’ its function). Subsequent 
Councils developed the new framework for discussing EU defence developments: 
 

• on operational objectives in December 1999, with its Helsinki Headline Goal (HHG) 
where the Member States agreed that in “cooperating voluntarily in EU-led 
operations, Member States must – by 2003 - be able to deploy within 60 days and 
sustain for at least one year military forces of up to 50,000-60,000 persons capable of 
the full range of Petersberg Tasks”;  

• on decision making (developed from Helsinki) in order to be able to oversee a crisis 
management operation, in December 2000 the Nice European Council established the 
permanent structures of the Political and Security Committee, Military Committee and 
EU Military Staff; 

• on financing military crisis management operations at the Seville European Council in 
June 2002; and  

• on capabilities widely regarded as lacking in European inventories and essential for 
crisis management operations with the Laeken European Council on 15 December 
2001, which approved ECAP.  

 
Whilst the Councils reaffirmed a new intensification of European political commitment to 
defence in the EU framework, the political ambitions remained rooted to a ‘bottom-up’, 
‘capabilities-driven’ process. This was in contrast to the NATO ‘top-down’ process, whereby 
security priorities are set and defence concepts, doctrines and forces are developed for their 
achievement. NATO’s capability process derives from these political ambitions, whereas the 
EU’s process was driven by a desire to achieve capabilities for loosely and even ambiguously 
defined political and military objectives. This was highlighted in seminal studies by the 
International Security Information Service Europe in Brussels, the Centre for Military and 
Strategic Studies in Rome and the Centre for Defence Studies in London, which mapped out 
the capability problematique and highlighted that there was no consensus on what the 
Petersberg Tasks meant in terms of operational commitment - in particular at the high end of 
operational demand of Crisis Management.32  These studies also showed that the Headline 

                                                           
32 Quille, G & Mawdsley, J.  The EU Security Strategy: A new framework for ESDP and equipping the Rapid 
Reaction Force’, ISIS Report December 2003 at www.isis-europe.org, Clarke, M., Garden, T., & Quille, G., 
‘Achieving the Helsinki Headline Goal’, Centre for Defence Studies, King’s College London, November 2001. 
More recently see also: Fraser Cameron (ed) The Future of Europe; Integration and Enlargement, Chapters by 
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Goal and Petersberg Tasks only really represented a loose political commitment, because 
Member States contributed troops on a ‘voluntary’ and unverifiable basis, and did not form 
them into useable deployable force packages. In short the Union remained without a security 
strategy and a defence policy, but had set in train a process of developing and rectifying 
defence capability shortfalls.  
The European political debate reflected this consensus that Europe lacked key capabilities and 
that these capabilities needed to be covered in the short- and medium- to long-term. It came as 
no surprise to most analysts because the ‘capability gap’ discussion had long been on 
NATO’s agenda and developed under its 1999 Defence Capability Initiative. The WEU 
Assembly had also analysed depth this aspect of the European defence debate in depth and 
produced seminal studies on what the capabilities were for European crisis management 
purposes. The defence and security research policy community had also drawn attention to 
this aspect of the debate: from CDS, CeMiSS, EP Morillon, ISIS, Bertelsmann, and now 
Solana’s think tank EU-ISS’ White Book.33  
In summary these studies and the policy debate at the national, European and Transatlantic 
level all strongly concluded that the Cold War defence legacy (large armies, personnel 
intensive, wedded to the European continent and seriously limited in strategic assets and 
projection capabilities) had not been sufficiently transformed since the end of the Cold War to 
meet national and European security needs (as set out by NATO at Washington in 1999 and 
in the EU’s ESS in 2003). Beyond policy aspirations, it was the real operational needs that 
arose in Iraq, the Balkans, Sierra Leone, Mozambique and East Timor that highlighted the 
limits to European force projection for conflict prevention, crisis management and 
peacebuilding operations.  Javier Solana in his ESS reflected a widely held conclusion that 
Europe spent vast resources on defence (160 million euros and approximately 1.6 million men 
and women under arms) without producing the capabilities needed for Europe’s collective 
security ambitions. Managing the defence legacy and transforming it to current and future 
security needs became the new concepts drawn upon by the EU (following in NATO’s 
footsteps). ESDP and NATO would be the main European frameworks to support the Member 
States, who in the meanwhile would continue to carry out ad hoc national, and multinational 
operations (see annexe I for tables on defence spending trends). 
European defence, therefore, needed to invest better in its defence and draw upon new 
institutional frameworks to support the process of transformation and legacy management. 
The focus was upon ‘capabilities’ and in respect to sovereign instincts the approach was 
‘voluntary’ and ‘bottom-up’.  
 
4.3 EU Capability Framework 
 
The bottom-up process refers to that launched by the Leaken European Council in December 
2001, which included the commitment to ECAP.  This called on Member States to “mobilise 
voluntarily all efforts, investments, developments and coordination measures, both nationally 
and multinationally, in order to improve existing resources and progressively develop the 
capabilities needed for the Union's crisis-management actions”. Whilst the voluntary bottom-
up nature of the capability process was criticised for being detached from security and 
                                                                                                                                                                                     
Quille & Missiroli on ‘European security in Flux’, Routledge, 2004; Bertelsmann Foundation, Venusberg 
Report, May 2004 and finally EU-ISS report on ‘European Defence: A Proposal for a White Paper’, May 2004 
33 EU-ISS report on ‘European Defence: A Proposal for a White Paper’, May 2004 
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political-military objectives, it was deemed its greatest strength in the capability generation 
process. After all, NATO’s top-down DCI had not inspired Europeans to invest in the 
capability gaps and in 2003 at Prague NATO also seemed to endorse the EU approach when it 
launched its own voluntary bottom-up capability process known as the Prague Capability 
Commitments.  
 
Nevertheless, in the EU context, the practical requirement to respond to a crisis in Macedonia 
in 2003 and to complete the Berlin Plus arrangements with NATO to facilitate that 
intervention, as well as the divisive Iraq Crisis all conspired to make an already challenging 
ECAP process appear moribund.  
 
In April 2003 during the Iraq Crisis the ECAP panels delivered their reports and in the 
absence of any clear proposals coming forward to make up the shortfalls ECAP Project 
Groups were set up (see table below). 
 
European Military Capabilities: key shortfall areas  

 Deployability Sustainability 
and Logistics 

Effective 
Engagement 

Survivability of 
Force and 
Infrastructure 

C4 ISR 

A400M Air-to-air 
refuelling 

Precision-
guided 
munitions 

Forces Protection 
(NBC) 

Intelligence 
assets: 
satellites, 
aeroplanes, 
UAVs 

Strategic sea- 
and air-lift 

Medical SEAD & 
DEAD  

Combat search 
and rescue 

Real-time 
data 
transmission 

Tactical sea- 
and air-lift 

 Special forces Ballistic/Tactical 
Missile defence 

Secure 
transmission 
of data 

  Damage 
assessment 

Troop protection 
systems 

Air space 
management 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Nevertheless, the momentum initiated at St Malo was losing ground and needed a new 
political lease of life. The dynamism came from two sources, one from the Convention - 
convened to investigate the need for a Constitution for Europe to streamline the institutions 
and bring them closer to the people. The second came from the need to heal wounds within 
Europe created by the Iraq Crisis and political misjudgements on both sides of the Atlantic. 
The result was a historic European Security Strategy and a draft Constitution that included a 
defence deal. This was combined with a new sense of pragmatism within Europe to move 
ahead on the defence deal even in the absence of a signed and implemented Constitutional 
Treaty. This supported ongoing initiatives such as under ECAP and led to new political 
developments such as: 
  

• a new Headline Goal 2010;  
• a European Defence Agency; 
• an operation in Bunia in the DRC; 
• intensified preparations for operation Althea in Bosnia; 
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• an EU-UN agreement on Crisis Management; 
• and new defence concepts such as Battle Groups;  
• European Commission efforts to provide strategic investment to support the defence 

transformation and capability process.  
 
The ‘defence deal’ essentially refers to the following articles in the Constitutional Treaty: 
 
Article I of the Protocol states that permanent structured cooperation shall be open to any 
Member State:  

• that undertakes to proceed more intensively to develop its defence capacities through 
the development of its national contributions and participation, where appropriate, in 
multinational forces, in the main European equipment programmes, and in the EDA, 

• that has the capacity to supply by 2007 at the latest, targeted combat units for the 
missions planned… with support elements, including transport and logistics. 

Article II states that to achieve these objectives Member States participating in permanent 
structured cooperation shall: 
 

• cooperate to achieve approved objectives concerning the level of expenditure on 
defence equipment, and regularly review these objectives in the light of the security 
environment and of the Union’s international responsibilities, 

• bring their defence apparatus into line with each other as far as possible, particularly 
by harmonising the identification of their military needs, by pooling and, where 
appropriate, specialising their defence means and capabilities, and by encouraging 
cooperation in the fields of training and logistics, 

• take concrete measures to enhance the availability, interoperability, flexibility and 
deployability of their forces, in particular by identifying common objectives regarding 
the commitment of forces, including possibly reviewing their national decision-
making procedures, 

• work together to make good the shortfalls perceived in the framework of the 
“Capability Development Mechanism”,  

• take part, where appropriate, in the development of major joint or European 
equipment programmes in the framework of the Agency. 

 
Article III refers to the EDA and states that it shall contribute to the regular assessment of 
Member States’ contributions with regard to capabilities. 
There are complicated proposals for the use of QMV in taking decisions under permanent 
structured cooperation but experience suggests that Member States would be very reluctant to 
break from the traditional principle of unanimity in defence matters.  
Another change is the mutual solidarity clause which acknowledges the commitments of 
NATO members states that “if a Member State is the victim of armed aggression on its 
territory, the other Member States shall have towards it an obligation of aid and assistance by 
all means in their power…”. This is more a political gesture than an attempt to create an EU 
defence alliance. But it serves to underline the basic solidarity between Member States. 
The articles covering defence in the constitutional treaty provide recognition that in this area, 
more than others, some Member States are more equal than others. There remains the 
commitment to “the progressive framing of a common defence policy” and this could lead to 
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a common defence “when the European Council, acting unanimously, so decides”. The most 
important change, however, is in the acceptance of a new form of “permanent structured 
cooperation” within the Union that would allow those Member States whose military 
capabilities fulfil higher criteria, and which have made more binding commitments to one 
another in this area, to carry out missions on behalf of the EU. In blunt terms this 
acknowledges that Britain and France bring rather more military assets to the table than Malta 
or Cyprus. But more specifically it focuses attention along the continuum with the UK and 
France at one end and Malta and Cyprus at the other end and on the medium size powers of 
Italy, Sweden and Spain in the middle.  
 
 
4.4 Operational Demand and Strategic Enablers 
 
4.4.1 Introduction 
 
For the sake of simplification, the spectrum of ESDP tasks deriving from an analysis of the 
ESS can largely be summarized in four different missions:  
 

• Surveillance and treaty verification, including for non-proliferation purposes. 
• Anticipatory self-defence, counter-proliferation. 
• Fight against international terrorism, operating in Europe and abroad. 
• Crisis management and stability operations. 

 
The emergence of different tasks will require a different combination of needs in terms of 
military capabilities. The most relevant ones, those that are absolutely necessary for the 
achievement of the results, are the strategic enablers. The commonality or contiguity between 
the different missions covering the full spectrum will determine a degree of overlapping of 
requirements and strategic needs. This situation will happen not only at mission level but also 
between the national and the European level. This phenomenon should be seriously examined 
and will serve as guidance for European-wide policy recommendations and prioritarisation. 
Therefore, it would be necessary to develop coordination mechanisms not only within ESDP, 
but also between the national and the supranational levels. This chapter will analyse the four 
different missions, defining their content, their needs in terms of strategic capabilities, the 
current state of availability of those needs in Europe and finally offering policy 
recommendations to improve the shortfalls. We begin by identifying 4 Missions.  
 
4.4.2 Surveillance and Treaty verification (including non-proliferation) 
 
The primary role of this mission is to guarantee to the political and military decision makers a 
seamless global monitoring - focused on the area of interests. This strategic awareness is the 
precondition for any further decision. The coverage must, therefore, be ‘all-weather’, ‘round-
the-clock’, and be able to reach long distances and potentially turn into a global and constant 
monitoring system. All kind of intelligence assets, visual, electronic and human, will be 
combined to offer a precise picture of the current state, thus allowing for significant planning 
for future scenarios. Apart from data collection another crucial element of success will be the 
analysis, followed by a proper dissemination of information to the operators (assuming the 
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widest need-to-know basis possible) and the creation of databases for consultation. A critical 
phase is the sharing of existing intelligence capabilities. 
The assets required will, therefore, involve mainly a space segment: satellite imagery 
combined with reconnaissance of any other kind (air, land, sea, including UAVs) and a 
comprehensive intelligence and analysis structure.  
The intelligence structures should rely on sophisticated software for fusion, analysis, 
management, dissemination, encryption and storage of data.  
As for communications, the availability of Data Relay Satellites will enormously increase the 
opportunity to offer timely information to the decision makers and the operators in the field. 
Currently, there are few national assets available; in particular, the space ones are normally 
coming from initiatives mainly lead by France with some significant bilateral contributions, 
such as Helios or the future Franco-Italian Cosmos-Skymed Pleiades.  
Moreover, there is a general lack of analytical capability and limited national intelligence 
resources. 
European countries and institutions will have to improve space assets availability, developing 
common hardware and ground facilities and pooling present and planned national and 
multinational resources, allowing them to work as a unique network. 
A greater effort of coordination of existing analytical services and national intelligence 
resources is strongly recommended and would largely benefit the European capability. 
The space and intelligence area will benefit from a general increase in reconnaissance assets, 
such as aerial surveillance vehicles, particularly those that are unmanned. 
 
4.4.3 Anticipatory Self-Defence and Counter-proliferation 
 
The possibility to act and determine a decisive victory over an enemy in the earliest phase of 
the conflict, when the threat is still gathering, in particular if the opponent could turn to the 
use of WMD, is the essence of this task.  This mission requires small, lethal, immediate 
reaction forces having global reach, capable of delivering force at high intensity in a very 
short period with no significant delay between decision and action.  
These characteristics determine a strong preference for air and airborne forces. 
The assets involved are of the special forces type or air strike capabilities (including 
Destruction of Enemy Air Defence (DEAD) and Suppression of Enemy Air Defence (SEAD) 
missions and normally requiring a large quantity of Precision Guided Munitions (PGMs)), 
supported by air refuelling and tactical and strategic air transport, as well as an adequate force 
protection structure (including field missile defences).  Good coordination with surveillance 
assets and intelligence, targeting process and long distance communications is paramount for 
the success of operations. 
At present, there are some national assets of this kind, mostly under strict national control. 
There is an abundance of national strike capabilities - mostly not PGMs - but few projection 
enablers at long distance, such as tankers and transports. There is no significant coordination 
at the European level of the abovementioned national assets. 
The first step forward would be to coordinate national capabilities, thus increasing their total 
efficiency. Secondly, synergies with the strategic assets described in Mission 1 (above) 
should be fully explored, making the continuous flow of information a priority. Some new 
assets should be acquired, such as an increase in targeting, precision strike, air refuelling, 
long-range bombers and cruise missiles, strategic airlift. The ground forces would be 
developed following the concept of the battle groups. 
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4.4.4 Counter-terrorism and Anti-terrorism 
 
International terrorist activities within and outside the European territory involve external and 
internal dimensions of security. Certain activities fall within the scope of active defence and 
retaliation capabilities – necessary to increase the credibility of any deterrence posture. This 
category also includes special forces, coordinated police action and force projection assets 
similar to those already discussed in Mission 2, although possibly with a stronger emphasis 
on land forces and internal intelligence.  
In the field of passive defence and damage control assets there is a need for sensors (to detect 
WMD, for example), improved control of territory (including border management) and of 
sensible targeting (such as chemical, nuclear facilities) mainly requiring police-type forces, as 
well as civil assets - such as medical capabilities -, in particular in the wake of a possible 
terrorist attack involving the use of WMD. In terms of assets, in addition to those mentioned 
for prevention, there is a need for patrol capabilities, increased police forces, more capable 
intelligence structure and civil crisis management. 
 
Today, the situation in Europe looks very fragmented; there is a lack of coordination of both 
intelligence and police services at European level. The solidarity clause against terrorism, 
included in the new Treaty, is mainly political and still does not imply a real impact on the 
coordination of national assets. The units available often suffer from a general lack of 
adequate training, in particular to act in a joint and combined environment. Considering the 
civil protection resources, there are few specialised WMD units available. 
 
Common training must be improved, together with the coordination of police forces. The 
situation calls for a development of common intelligence or at least the improvement of ways 
to exchange information between national services. Some counter-WMD and damage control 
assets should be acquired and made available at EU level, to make solidarity more than just 
political talk. 
 
4.4.5 Crisis Management and Stabilisation 
 
This is the evolution of the traditional Petersberg tasks: it involves the use of stabilisation 
forces in small or large numbers, in order to guarantee the control of a territory for long 
periods, both in the wake of a crisis as well as in the post-conflict stabilisation period. 
Different kinds of operations fall within the scope of this mission, according to the size of the 
force employed and the time of intervention, such as Concordia (a small, preventive crisis 
management operation), Artemis (a complex, larger expeditionary intervention at far distance, 
mainly for humanitarian reasons) and Althea (a large stability operation in the Balkans, after 
the acute phase of the conflict has ended). 
The time stretch of the operation and the possible changes in the external environment 
requires a good deal of escalation control and dominance. Therefore, a key role is played by 
planning and logistical capabilities. The area of intervention is potentially global but would be 
most certainly focussed on the periphery, at least initially. 
The needs in terms of capability are mainly concentrated on integrated logistic, air, sea and 
land transports, military police-type forces, large numbers of troops, supported by some 
communications capability.  
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Today, in Europe we have a relevant number of troops, but their training is often inadequate, 
as well as their real capability to be deployed in distant areas. 
Moreover, few military police-type forces are available, and some planning problems remain, 
despite the opportunity to use NATO ones, as stated in the Berlin Plus arrangements. From 
the point of view of mobility, there is some sealift capability, but logistics needs a big 
improvement. 
Therefore, the European countries should increase the level of coordination of their national 
troops, thus achieving a higher availability tempo of land troops in particular. 
The current Military Police capabilities must be pooled, to allow for a continuous coverage of 
different crises simultaneously. 
The need to coordinate the different kind of intervention in the post-crisis phase with the 
acute phase of conflict has a large impact on both the political and military decision-making 
process; this implies the availability of some planning cells and complex headquarters, very 
flexible and able to accommodate different kind of missions. 
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Mission Needs Assets Situation Recommendations 
1. Surveillance 
and  
Treaty 
verification. 
Non-
Proliferation 
monitoring  
 

All weather, long 
reach, potentially 
global and constant 
visual, electronic 
and human 
intelligence assets 
analysis. 
Dissemination of 
information. 
Creation of 
databases. 

Satellite imagery 
combined with 
reconnaissance (air, 
land, sea). 
Intelligence structures. 
Software for data fusion, 
analysis, storage, data 
management, dissemi- 
nation tools, crypto 
Data Relay Satellites 
(communications).  

Few national assets 
available.  
Initiatives mainly lead 
by France with 
significant bilateral 
contributions. Lack of 
analytical capability.  
Limited sharing of 
existing intelligence 
capabilities. 

Improve space assets 
availability developing 
common hardware and 
ground facilities. 
Coordinate existing 
analytical services and 
national intelligence 
resources.  
Increase number of aerial 
surveillance vehicles, 
unmanned in particular. 

Anticipatory 
Self Defence 
and Counter-
proliferation 
 
 

Small, lethal, 
immediate reaction 
forces, global reach, 
high intensity in a 
very short period 
with no significant 
delay between 
decision and action. 
Strong preference 
for air and airborne 
forces. 

Special forces type, air 
strike capabilities, air 
refuelling and transport, 
good coordination with 
surveillance assets and 
intelligence, targeting 
facilities, long distance 
communications. 

Some national assets, 
nationally controlled, 
Abundance of strike 
capability. 
Few projection enablers 
at long distance (tanker, 
transports). No 
significant coordination. 

Coordinate national 
capabilities, increase 
targeting, PGMs, air 
refuelling, long reach 
bombers, strategic airlift. 
Develop battle groups 
type forces. 

Counter-
terrorism 
 
 
 

Active defence, 
retaliation: similar to 
pre-emption, 
stronger pressure on 
land forces, and 
internal int.ce 
police. 
Passive defence, 
damage control: 
sensors, sensible 
target and territory 
control, police type 
forces, medical 
capabilities against 
WMD 

Similar to n.2 above.  
Patrol capabilities, 
police forces, 
intelligence, civil crisis 
management 

Lack of coordination at 
European level, 
solidarity is mainly 
political, not practical, 
not enough training, few 
specialised WMD units 
 

Improve common 
training. Acquire counter 
WMD and damage 
control assets at EU level. 
Coordination of police. 
Improve ways to 
exchange information.  
Common intelligence. 
 

Crisis 
Management 
and 
Stabilisation. 
 

Control of the 
territory for long 
periods.  
Escalation control 
and dominance. 
Planning logistical 
capabilities, 
potentially global 
but initially in the 
periphery. 
Deployment time 
important but less 
crucial, limited use 
of force. 

Integrated logistic, air, 
sea and land transports. 
Military police type 
forces. Large number of 
static forces. Some 
communications 
capability.  
 

Presence of relevant 
number of troops. 
Training not adequate.  
Few military police type 
available. 
Some planning 
problems. 
Some sealift. 
Logistics not improved. 
 

Increase coordination, 
availability tempo of land 
troops. 
Pool MP efforts. 
Coordinate intervention 
with acute phase of 
conflict. 
Improve planning cells, 
complex headquarters. 
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4.4.6 A European Defence White Paper or a European Defence Review? 
 
To date, progress has been impressive and recognised as such by leading analysts, for 
example by the EU-ISS. But words of caution have been voiced about the remaining 
ambiguities on key issues (such as the extent to which the Petersberg Tasks have been further 
defined and developed; whether consensus exists on high-end military intervention - in 
particular for counter-terror and counter-proliferation operations; whether the decision-
making framework can support the military and security objectives; and so on. Nevertheless, 
the bottom-up process achieved a great deal and developments following the defence deal in 
the Constitutional Treaty represent a return of top-down political support to European defence 
ambitions. But to what extent these developments can be harnessed to tackling the short-term 
and long-term capability transformation process has yet to become evident.  
For instance, at the launch of the EU-ISS ‘White book on European defence’ leading 
members of the Independent Task Force drew attention to the book’s sub-heading on ‘a 
proposal for a European White Paper’. Whilst they agreed with the analysis that progress had 
been impressive they also argued that the process was still ongoing and it was now time to 
link these important developments to support the capability development process and 
European defence more broadly. Key concepts mentioned by Solana in his ESS were referred 
to, such as working towards a European ‘strategic culture’ to underpin the institutional and 
political breakthroughs. A key step in this direction, it was argued, was the need to develop a 
European White Paper on defence.  
The proposals of Solana’s Independent Task Force, led by the EU-ISS, reflected calls from 
others for a Strategic Concept (Bertelsmann), a European Defence Review (ISIS Europe) and 
Mary Kaldor’s “A Human Security Doctrine for Europe”.  
An exercise designed to bring researchers and policymakers around a table to analyse the 
EU’s 25 national white papers and develop a common statement, at first glance, appears very 
limited. It is not clear what this would achieve - especially if it was a Brussels-based process - 
except to provide an intellectual framework for the existing ECAP. According to the 
Independent Task Force it would depend on the exact framework of the process. What might 
this process look like?  
The process of developing the ESS seems to offer an initial model. Here Solana set up a Task 
Force, staffed and co-ordinated by the General Secretariat of the Council of the EU. A draft 
paper was produced internally and then a process of consultation, seeking legitimisation and 
‘buy-in’ ensued including the member states’ representatives at the PSC, the wider European 
research and policy community in the form of three official seminars led by the EU-ISS (in 
Rome, Paris and Stockholm) and a number of ad hoc unofficial seminars. The European 
Parliament was informed informally on the process and status in presentations before the 
Foreign Affairs Committee. National Parliaments were not engaged and did not take up a 
debate on the strategy until it had been adopted in December 2003. The process appeared to 
achieve widespread approval and was adopted with consensus.  
Whilst this model might be adopted to support a similar process of achieving consensus and 
legitimisation for a European Defence White Paper it would have to be substantially more 
engaged with national defence establishments and a broader group of actors (not just industry 
and national parliaments). This is because the defence policy community at the national level 
is very interdependent and would need to be consulted on any European-level developments 
that might affect their constituencies. Secondly, it is not clear what it would achieve beyond 
the existing consensus on defence i.e. the need for certain capabilities, transformation and to 
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achieve a better return for the investment, preferably by spending less. If the approach was to 
take the European defence debate a step further it would need to engage national defence 
establishments, generate consensus and support for further transformation and have the 
necessary political support for any recommendations.     
In taking such a step forward on European defence, Solana, the Independent Task Force and 
others argue that such key concepts as Strategic Culture and harmonisation need to be 
developed. Furthermore, concrete issues such as defence budgets and frameworks for co-
ordinating short- and medium- to long-term capability generation (e.g. pooling, leasing, 
procurement, and acquisition).     
A White Paper process based on the Solana ESS model would need to engage defence at a 
deeper national level and amongst a broader range of interest groups in the defence policy 
community. In doing so it might help to achieve and develop our understanding on how to 
take forward the key underpinning concepts of strategic culture and defence transformation.  
In developing the Solana model to engage more deeply at the national level the initial ‘white 
book’ proposal begins to take on a new character more akin to a Defence Review.  
In this instance the framework to achieve a White Paper is based upon a more substantial 
process of engaging the defence policy community at the key levels of: 
 

• Political-Military: where defence assumptions are developed, based upon what might 
be needed to the agreed security priorities (i.e. based upon the ESS). This would 
involve an EU-wide discussion on military roles and tasks required for ESS - 
something which the Headline Goal 2010 in respect of the Petersberg Tasks has not 
achieved and is widely regarded as a hindrance to generating quick political support 
for an operation.  

• Operations: force packages 
• Capabilities: pooling, co-ordinating, armaments (defence industrial and procurement) 

 
The consensus developed in this defence review/white book process would then need to be 
adopted by the member states into their own White Paper process and annual statements made 
to the PSC and EDA on what has been done at the national level to achieve the collective 
ambitions. These reports should inform EDA - supported by EUMS - analysis on capability 
generation process and systems for identifying shortfalls in the short to long term. 
Subsequently, this analysis should inform Commission work on investment in security 
research (i.e. investment in R&D that might determine future capabilities) and liberalising the 
European defence market.   
This process recognises that national level defence policy and planning is more elaborate and 
developed than at the EU level, but that the EU-level exercise could complement national-
level ambitions and vice-versa. This approach directly draws attention to the present 
‘disconnect’ between national defence policy and planning processes and EU-level 
developments. Integration of the two processes is not an objective of this approach but greater 
understanding of this ‘disconnect’, and analysis of the benefits of greater co-ordination is 
intended.  
National level developments to transform Cold War defence establishments have been 
underway during the 1990s and in particular the major reviews such as the UK (1991, 1998) 
and in France (1996).  The national dynamism could then be harnessed to fit European 
commitments. Whether this process leads to further developments, such as in harmonising 
reporting cycles, budgetary cycles, procurement cycles and so on at the national level, or 
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towards analysis on best practices in these areas, would be much further down stream but 
could be incorporated in such a process given sufficient political will. 
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5. ACTION PLAN FOR EUROPEAN DEFENCE 
 
 
5.1 The political and decision making context: achieving our common 
security objectives 
 
The recommendations presented below are necessary  in order to broaden and solidify a 
genuine political consensus (involving Parliaments, opinion leaders, NGOs) on the main goals 
and instruments of ESDP. Such a consensus is, in turn, crucial to effective decisions by the 
EU authorities. Member states will only commit to an integrated (or at least strongly 
coordinated and fully interoperable) defence policy if they believe they are on solid ground 
domestically. 
 

• The ongoing delicate transition away from a subordinated EU role vis-à-vis NATO 
(originally envisaged in the Berlin Plus mechanism) needs to be managed well: 
pragmatic adjustment is the order of the day and has recently produced some positive 
results (without attracting much media attention, which may be good). At some point, 
however, a more explicit division of labour between the EU and NATO may become 
unavoidable. Although it is understandable that Solana should often emphasize the 
role of the Union as a “global actor”, defence policy ought to be developed in stages if 
credibility and self-confidence is to grow: therefore, securing the “ring of well-
governed states” around the EU’s periphery (which in an extended sense can even 
include Africa south of the Sahara) should be indicated explicitly as the top priority. 

• Over the longer run, a fundamental anomaly of the current institutional structure 
should be resolved: if and when the EU  has its own Foreign Minister - embedded in 
both the Council and the Commission - complete with a diplomatic service, the Union 
will still lack the equivalent of a Defence Ministry. Given the rather ad hoc nature of 
current military commitments and command arrangements, the problem can probably 
be solved through the Military Committee and (more likely) the Committee of 
Contributors (itself an ad hoc structure but with the potential to become a de facto 
sub-committee of the PSC); but over time the Foreign Minister is bound to suffer from 
a management and decision-making overload. To this end, the status of regular 
meetings at the level of defence ministries should be enhanced to reflect the growing 
responsibilities of the Union in the security field – thus, by logical extension, in the 
defence field.     

• Ensuring that the PSC truly exercises “political control and strategic direction” means 
developing a strong habit of “constructive abstention”. A body accommodating 25 
national viewpoints seems ill designed to perform a direct decision-making role in the 
absence of the degree of discipline displayed within NATO.  Under the very 
demanding conditions set in the HG2010 (taking a decision “within five days of the 
approval of the Crisis Management Concept by the Council”) even the most intensive 
coordination will often fail to produce any decision. 

• Run extensive simulations and exercises (if possible in an iterative mode i.e. allowing 
participants to quickly apply lessons learned), testing in particular the ability to ensure 
“escalation dominance”, starting from low-intensity scenarios. This is an especially 
hard task for decision-makers because it tends to put them off balance: they rely (or at 
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least assume) a given domestic mandate, but are then challenged to stretch such a 
mandate under unexpected circumstances. EU-level solidarity and peer pressure 
become key variables. 

• Discuss and establish at the highest political level a long-term, mid-term and short-
term prioritization of the objectives.   

• Streamline the decision-making process both at the political level (regular adoption of 
constructive abstention procedure) and the military one. 

• Forward looking strategic planning for possible future intervention should be 
promoted, pursued and revised on a regular and frequent term by PSC and military 
branches. 

• Establish a structure for regular exchange of strategic intelligence between member 
states services and the EU decision-making bodies. 

 
5.2 The International Security Context: European Security Strategy  
 
The ESS represented a remarkable breakthrough at the EU level to articulate and develop a 
new uniquely European approach to international security and foreign policy. The momentum 
created by the process of designing and agreeing upon the ESS should be harnessed to 
maintain the interest of Europe’s member states, citizens and the international community in 
achieving its efficient and effective implementation. Specifically with reference to the 
defence and military aspects of the ESS:  
 

• In order to reassure those within the EU, and outside, on the direction and purpose of 
its developing military capability under ESDP, the EU should produce a Strategic Plan 
or Concept. Initially this could be achieved via an EU Strategic Defense Review and 
thereafter through annual published statements on defense aspects of ESDP from the 
Council. This process would be led by Defense Ministers, National Policy Directors 
and Armaments Directors and would be coordinated through the European Defence 
Agency (EDA).  

• Two years after the EU Strategic Defense Review, member states should have re-
aligned their policy review (Annual White Paper), budgetary and procurement 
reporting cycles with those of the new EU Annual Reports and member states should 
have included references to how they are providing for the achievement of their 
collective ESDP aspirations (including projects signed up to under ECAP); 

• Minister of Defense Representation in the European Defence Agency should be the 
focus of all member states’ discussions on capability generation and defence 
transformation  

• Likewise, a review of member states’ evolving operational activities should be 
analyzed by the Military Committee with the Military Staff in order to implement the 
new Headline Goal 2010 and identify any developments that might be relevant to the 
future evolution of the Petersberg Tasks, especially at the higher end of military 
demand.  

 
 
5.3 The International Security Context and the Use of Force 
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• EU member states should take concrete steps toward articulating its understanding on 
the legal aspects of effective military response to terrorism and WMD, which will 
address the US-proposed preventive war doctrine.  A case exists that the right of self-
defence includes a right to move against countries pursuing the acquisition of WMD 
with a high potential danger to oneself, while it is still feasible to do so. 

• The EU as such, owing to internal differences and its foreign policy profile, may never 
engage in preventive self-defence. It has however endorsed the concept of acting 
preventively to intercept and disrupt the transit of materials and weapons of mass 
destruction in its declaration in support of the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI). 
Whilst this political commitment falls short of endorsing preventive military 
intervention a la Iraq, the EU should not foreclose the option of individual member 
states acting through NATO or ad-hoc coalitions.  

• Best EU policy would consist of official ambiguity and unofficial support to 
individual member states’ efforts to produce new legal understanding on self-defence 
that is useful and relevant to the needs of responding in a timely fashion to the 
contemporary security challenges identified by the ESS and the UN on the 
proliferation of weapons and materials of mass destruction and terrorism.  

• Any such understanding must have two priorities in mind: first and foremost, a tight 
definition of the right to anticipatory self-defence, which would - to the maximum 
extent possible - discourage abuse.  Also, it should seek to establish criteria on what 
kind and nature of intelligence constitute acceptable proof of an enemy plan to attack.  

 
5.4 Generating Military Capabilities 
 
The EU process of generating more military capabilities must be transparent to enable proper 
scrutiny of the sensitive issue of how best to provide efficient and effective solutions to 
Europe’s military needs. In this respect European Defence Agency reports must be made 
public along with notice of those options to which member states sign up.   
 

• Enhancing European military capabilities involves spending more efficiently and 
investing in future capabilities rather than simply spending more. 

• Pooling newly procured or leased equipment might be more cost effective than for 
existing equipment in member states’ inventories due to the need to close down 
supporting infrastructure and assets for existing equipment and their systems.  

• Allow for a voluntary pooling of resources at the EDA level, administered by the EDA 
Board and available for the acquisition of Headline Goal capability. The national 
contribution to this fund should be exempted from the Stability Pact budgetary rules. 

 
 
5.5 Armaments Policy 
 
• Whilst the interests of all states should be taken into account this should not be an excuse 

for national protectionism.  
• Where feasible, scrap existing procurement programs that do not contribute to the new EU 

strategic environment and its likely operations. 
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• The EDA must work together with the Commission to agree the gradual implementation 

introduction of a liberal market regime for defence/security equipment. Such legislation 
on regions dependent on defense industries should be monitored in close co-ordination 
with DG-Regio. 

• The EDA must work together with the Commission to guide and promote commonly 
funded, ‘responsible’ (drawing upon Corporate Social Responsibility as a model) R&D 
projects in the area of security and defence.  

• Ensure that national defense industry subsidy is not replaced by subsidy at the European 
level - defence industrial interests must serve ESDP and not become its driver detached 
from security policy objectives.  

• The EU must recognize that its legitimacy as a global security player requires it to 
maintain scrupulous standards where the use of military force and arms exports are 
concerned.  

• It should also maintain and further its commitment to the disarmament agenda, including 
by mapping out its ideas for restraining weapons and materials of mass destruction. 

 
5.6 Military capabilities 
 
In accordance with the process of carrying out an EU Strategic Defense Review and thereafter 
an annual statement on defense, and as a complement to the present capability cataloguing 
exercise in the EU, the Military Committee and the Military Staff should catalogue all 
operations conducted by member states (including those outside the range of Petersberg 
Tasks) and catalogue all stated Missions and Military Tasks presently envisaged by member 
states. This should be a first step towards the development and implementation of the new 
Headline Goal 2010.  

• If EU member states want to contribute to multinational intervention operations (on 
behalf of NATO or the EU) across a range of operational demands then key enabling 
capabilities will need to be improved. EU member states should continue to prioritise 
the key enabling areas of: 
• Deployability and Mobility; 
• Sustainability and Logistics;  
• Command Control and Infrastructure; 
• Effective Engagement; and  
• Survivability of Forces and Infrastructure. 

 
• The EU should also 

• adopt a flexible approach to meeting equipment shortfalls, 
• coordinate existing resources in the field of intelligence, both for external/military 

purposes and for internal/security consideration (in particular in counter-
terrorism), 

• promote the propositioning of forces in site near to possible crisis area, exploiting 
current national capabilities, such as Diego Garcia. 
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Annex: Trends in European Defence Spending 

EU Defence Budgeets since 1991, Source: SIPRI 2003
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