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Preface

ESDP: A reality check

2009 was the ‘year of ESDP’ at the EUISS with the release of two publications
marking the first ten years of the European Security and Defence Policy. The
EUISS set out to produce two books: one - this volume - consists of a retrospec-
tive examination of the last ten years, including a detailed account and analysis
of each individual ESDP mission, while the other, What ambitions for European
defence in 20202, seeks to define what should be the ambition for European de-
fence in the coming decade.

European Security and Defence Policy: the first ten years (1999-2009), which has in-
volved the in-house research team almost in its entirety and drawn in further
contributions, has brought to light, with the methodological persistence and
thoroughness of the archaeologist, working layer by layer, stone by stone, all
past and current ESDP missions’ achievements and shortcomings. It examines
in depth virtually all issues relevant to ESDP, its institutions and their work-
ings, the available resources and their use, as well as the way it relates to other
international organisations, mainly the UN, NATO, the OSCE and the Afri-
can Union. With this multi-authored volume, the EUISS is now able to offer a
manual of ESDP, that will hopefully serve as a reference book for the use of all
those interested in the development of European security and defence policy, in
both its civil and military aspects.

What is striking is not so much that the main policy conclusions drawn from
both exercises should practically be the same. What is rather more striking is
that by looking closely at twenty-three EU missions one by one, from the first
mission in Bosnia to the naval operation off the coast of Somalia, a larger pic-
ture emerges of the future contours and development of ESDP. ESDP is al-
ready maturing, and indeed in different ESDP missions elements of its future
shape can already be inferred. Building on the last ten years’ best practice, as
the present study suggests, will allow for substantially enhanced effectiveness
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in the ten years to come, and make it easier to reverse the three major deficits both
EUISS volumes identify in parallel: the political deficit or the Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP) gap, insufficient coherence and inadequate capabilities.

Examining the EU monitoring mission in Georgia, Sabine Fischer demonstrates
that an enormous gain of efficiency is achieved by integrating a mission into a well-
defined strategy under ‘strong leadership’ unanimously backed by Member States.
EU action to prevent a dangerous escalation of war on its doorstep was decisive also
because it was swift, and part of the reason for this timeliness relates to unity of pur-
pose. The need to bridge the political deficit is a main recommendation for the next
ten years. The EU mission in Georgia proves that it is quite possible to overcome the
political gap that has weakened the impact of other EU missions. Looking at the
current mission in Kosovo, Giovanni Grevi concludes that more thinking needs to
be devoted ‘to the connection between foreign policy and ESDP’, and expresses the

hope the Lisbon Treaty will indeed help bridge the gap.

Advantages in terms of coherence that can be gained by unifying EU external ac-
tion emerge just as clearly from the detailed analysis of the various missions in the
Balkans, where many European Commission projects are also being implemented
alongside ESDP operations. As Eva Gross states, highlighting the EU’s excellent
record as a crisis management actor in the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
(FYROM)), the ‘linear application and devolution from a military to a civilian ESDP
mission followed by Community programmes’ was crucial to the success of the EU’s
intervention there. This is true even though, as has often been observed, strong
inter-pillar coordination has in many cases been lacking, including in the Balkans.
The double-hatted EU representation to the African Union in Addis Ababa is a fore-
taste of things to come. Damien Helly points out that it ‘is seen as a very successful
experience so far’, and one that must certainly be carefully studied in the process
of establishing the European External Action Service. But the need for coherence
does not merely refer to the ability to give a common thrust to EU diplomacy, but
perhaps more decisively to the necessity to ensure that national policies are part of it
as well. Examples of the failures of coordination between EU Members States both
among themselves and within the Union are catalogued far too frequently in these
pages, Afghanistan being a case in point. The Union needs to overcome the coher-
ence deficit without weakening EU legitimacy for the sake of effectiveness.



The benefits of pooling are equally obvious when it comes to the universally recog-
nised capability gap, and bridging this is certainly a major challenge for the future.
The sheer size of some operations, like the civilian EULEX mission in Kosovo, and the
‘successful’ Althea military mission in Bosnia, show that sufficient usable military
resources and capacities exist within the Member States to generate enough forces
to meet the commonly established operational goals. However, as the Chad mission
has notably made plain, operational capabilities are lacking in a certain number
of areas and, from a purely European point of view, there is vast waste in terms of
spending and much duplication in other areas owing to the multiplicity of national
procurement programmes. This is clearly demonstrated by Daniel Keohane who
argues that military resources can be maximised if Member States simply ‘coordi-
nate more of their demand and spend their defence budgets more efficiently.” In
fact bringing capabilities up to speed where they are lacking will require not more
but better spending.

The future of ESDP - or rather, of the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP),
as it is renamed in the Lisbon Treaty - is not solely predicated on the capacity of the
Europeans to work together, but almost as crucially on their ability to work with
others. Americans are already taking part in the civilian mission in Kosovo, and the
Russians joined in the military mission in Chad. Operation Atalanta ofters perhaps
the best illustration however of what the future holds. European navies patrol the
sea lanes off the coast of Somalia together with the navies of 20 countries includ-
ing all major powers, notably China and India. Global interdependence creates the
conditions for the actual development of effective multilateral cooperation in the
UN framework, which is furthermore a source of unquestionable legitimacy. Rich-
ard Gowan notes that ‘linking ESDP to the UN has let the EU present its defence
identity as part of a global collective security strategy.’ This will, very probably, be
even more the case in the future since the UN is the preferred, and indeed almost
exclusive, framework for emerging powers to contribute to international peace.

Looking at the span of ten years that have passed since the inception of ESDP to
the current state-of-play after the second Irish referendum on the Lisbon Treaty, it
is tempting to restate, on the strength of the present analysis, what Nicole Gnesotto
wrote in a previous EUISS volume covering the first five years: ‘the Union can boast
really spectacular results’ with the launching and further development of ESDP.!

1. Nicole Gnesotto (ed.) EU Security and Defence Policy: the first five years (1999-2004), EU Institute for Security Studies,
Paris, 2004.

1



For European defence to fulfil the Europeans’ ambitions and make a distinctive
and decisive contribution to international peace in the years ahead, the EU needs
to implement many of the recommendations put forward by the authors in order
to deal with the shortcomings revealed in the reality check they have performed on
‘ESDP@10’. As the great Spanish poet Antonio Machado wrote, ‘se hace camino al
andar’ - ‘walking is how you learn to walk’.

Alvaro de Vasconcelos

Director of the EUISS
Paris, October 2009

12



Introduction

Giovanni Grevi, Damien Helly and Daniel Keohane

In December 1998 the French and British governments signed an agreement at
St. Malo, which paved the political path for EU governments to launch the Eu-
ropean Security and Defence policy (ESDP) at the Cologne European Council
summit in June 1999. The St. Malo Declaration stated that the European Union
‘must have the capacity for autonomous action, backed up by credible military
forces, the means to decide to use them, and a readiness to do so, in order to
respond to international crises’. Has ESDP met those expectations? This EUISS
book analyses the first ten years of ESDP from 1999 to 2009. It shows that
ESDP has had some impressive results over the last decade, and draws conclu-
sions from this experience for meeting future challenges.

The book is divided into two parts. Part One contains three chapters cover-
ing ESDP institutions, resources and partnerships. The first chapter on ESDP
institutions analyses how ESDP decision-making has developed, for both civil
and military crisis management. The second chapter, on ESDP resources, looks
at the civil and military resources available for ESDP operations, as well as the
capability development plans that EU governments have put in place. The final
chapter in Part One of this book, considers the important relationships between
ESDP and the United Nations (UN), the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
(NATO), the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and
the African Union (AU). Each partnership has been different, both politically
and operationally, but each has contributed to the development of ESDP.

Arguably, the most significant aspect of the first ten years of ESDP has been
the large number of operations that EU governments have carried out in this
framework, some 23 missions since the first was launched in 2003. Part Two
of this book contains 21 chapters analysing every ESDP operation to date (two
chapters analyse two operations). Since 2003, EU governments have conducted
a wide range of ESDP operations in Europe, Africa, the Middle East and Asia.

13
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Aside from geography, they have also greatly varied in task, from traditional mili-
tary peacekeeping in Bosnia and Herzegovina to helping reform the Georgian judi-
cial system to training the Afghan and Iraqi police forces.

The editors chose this two-part structure, and these specific aspects of ESDP for
two reasons. First, it is important to explain in detail, and as comprehensively as
possible, how ESDP functions, how it is resourced, and how it cooperates with other
international organisations (which has been a significant factor for most ESDP op-
erations). Each of these aspects has evolved during the last decade, and such devel-
opments provide the backbone of the EU’s ability to take action. Second, taken as a
whole the 23 operations have not yet received as much attention in academic litera-
ture as other aspects of ESDP, albeit some individual operations have been widely
analysed. An analysis of each mission is compiled in the second part of this book to
help develop the study and analysis of both individual operations and the general
operational acquis for ESDP missions.

Given this distinctive and innovative approach, this book does not thoroughly ad-
dress other important dimensions of the debate on ESDP. It does not analyse the
specific strategic positions and approaches of individual EU Member States towards
ESDP in detail, although differences between Member States are referred to, when
relevant, in each chapter. Much has already been written over the last decade on
different national positions towards ESDP, and various divisions at various times
between ‘Europeanists’ and ‘Atlanticists’, ‘peacekeepers’ and ‘war fighters’, and the
inherent tension between ESDP as a policy and ESDP as a political project.! How-
ever, the aim of this book is to provide a comprehensive policy, rather than political,
analysis.

Nor does the book specifically analyse the evolution of the EU’s strategic outlook,
which has changed dramatically since 1999. After the war in Kosovo in 1999, the
geographic focus of the then 15 EU governments, understandably, was on the Bal-
kans, and on the use of military resources. Today, as shown by the variety of ESDP
operations, the 27 EU governments have greatly expanded both their geographical
perspective and their mix of policy options. EU governments agreed on a European
Security Strategy (ESS) in 2003, which has provided the strategic framework for EU
foreign and security policy - of which ESDP forms an integral part. EU governments

1. For example see Jolyon Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union (Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2007); Charles Grant, Is Europe doomed to fail as a power? (London: Centre for European Reform, July
2009).



assessed the implementation of the ESS in 2008, and their conclusions highlighted
the value of the holistic approach of the EU to international security, and its ability
to deploy diplomats and development workers, judges and police, and - when neces-
sary - soldiers.?

One of the difficulties of analysing ESDP is that some data is not gathered centrally
or is not publicly available. Although there is a vast amount of official papers and
academic literature available to anyone who wishes to study ESDP, not all aspects
are well documented or analysed, especially for some operations. As a result, all the
authors in this book have conducted a range of interviews with EU officials, na-
tional diplomats and/or operations personnel. The contributors to this book were
selected for their expertise and proven track record of independent analysis; and all
of them are independent academics, analysts or think tankers - with the exception
of Dov Lynch from the OSCE, who previously was a Senior Research Fellow at the
EUISS and writes here in a personal capacity. The editors sent precise guidelines to
all contributors on the structure of their chapters, and with regard to operations on
the need to assess both the achievements and shortcomings of each mission.

In Part Two of this book, each of the 21 chapters on ESDP operations contains a
data box at the beginning. The purpose of the boxes is to summarise what the op-
eration was supposed to do, its size, budget and which countries contributed to it.
Readers should note, however, that operations change over time and their personnel
rotates. Changes in mission mandates also have various kinds of implications (com-
position of the personnel, capabilities required, budgets etc.). All this means that it
is almost impossible to fix the evolution of an ESDP operation in time, so the boxes
are meant as indicative guides.

In particular, readers should note that grasping the details of the financing of ESDP
operations is sometimes more of an art than a science. This is especially true for
military operations, since the data available on common costs for military opera-
tions only indicates roughly ten percent of the overall costs of an operation. As a
result, the operational budgetary figures used in this book to assess total costs of
some missions are mainly estimates. For the figures on mission strength, operations
staffs rotate and mandates can change, requiring increases or decreases in person-
nel. Therefore, mission strength numbers reported in the boxes are either dated or

2. For more on the European Security Strategy see Alvaro de Vasconcelos (ed.), ‘The European Security Strategy
2003-2008: Building on common interests’, Report no. 5, European Union Institute for Security Studies, February
2009; Sven Biscop and Jan Joel Andersson (eds.), The EU and the European Security Strategy: Forging a Global Europe (New
York: Routledge, 2008).
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are peak strength figures (and sometimes both). Lastly, to provide an overview of
Member States’ contributions to ESDP operations, the editors have collected data
in the annexes at the end of this book covering, respectively, military and civilian op-
erations. The same caveat as above applies here, as the data can only reflect national
contributions to ESDP operations at a given moment in time.

In sum, this book should serve as an initial reference work on the first ten years of
ESDP, which has greatly evolved and developed since its birth at the EU Cologne
summit in June 1999. The book tries to provide a comprehensive and detailed out-
line of different aspects of ESDP, to contribute to an informed debate about the
future development of that policy. As Javier Solana, the EU’s High Representative
for the Common Foreign and Security Policy, told an EUISS conference: ‘Develop-
ment of ESDP’s crisis management capacity is crucial to contributing effectively to
international peace and security. It is the missing link. EU foreign policy used to be
about declarations. Now the EU puts people in large, visible numbers on the ground
and takes risks for peace.’

3. Remarks by Javier Solana, ‘ESDP@10: what lessons for the future?’, Brussels, 28 July 2009.
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1. ESDP institutions

Giovanni Grevi

Introduction

The European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) is an integral part of the EU
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), which ‘shall include all questions
related to the security of the Union’ (Article 17.1 TEU). The institutional frame-
works of CFSP and ESDP broadly overlap, although the specific operational
character of ESDP has triggered the creation of a distinctive sub-set of institu-
tions primarily charged with the planning and conduct of crisis management
operations.

The institutions and procedures underpinning ESDP have undergone a process
of almost permanent expansion and reform over the last ten years. Ultimately,
this process responds to the basic requirement expressed by the Saint Malo Dec-
laration that the Union must have the capacity for autonomous action backed
up by credible military forces and ‘the means to decide to use them and a readi-
ness to do so.’ This entails that ‘the Union must be given appropriate structures
and a capacity for analysis of situations, sources of intelligence and a capabil-
ity for relevant strategic planning.’ While at the time of Saint Malo the focus
was on military crisis management, the argument has since applied to both the
military and the civilian dimensions of ESDP. In other words, the Union must
be given the ‘capacity to decide’ in this policy domain.

To be sure, as stressed below, EU Member States take the final decisions in
this policy area, based on the unanimity rule. However, these decisions are
achieved following a complex process of decision-making that normally entails
extensive, institutions-based intergovernmental interaction. When looking at

1. British-French summit at Saint-Malo, 3-4 December 1998, Joint Declaration on European Defence. In
Maartje Rutten (ed.), ‘From Saint Malo to Nice. European Defence: core documents’, Chaillot Paper no. 47, EU
Institute for Security Studies, Paris, May 2001, pp. 8-9.

19



20

CFSP/ESDP institutions and their development, therefore, the accent is put on how
political decisions are shaped in the interplay between the European and national
levels of governance.

In this perspective, the capacity to decide can be defined as the ability to formu-
late, adopt and implement decisions. In terms of ESDP, this capacity entails five key
functions, namely the ability to agree common political and strategic priorities, to
develop the conceptual framework for EU crisis management, to collect adequate
information and generate joint analysis, to harness and expand the military, civilian
and financial resources available to the Union, and to carry out crisis management
operations.

The institutional framework of ESDP is meant to ensure that these functions are ef-
fectively fulfilled, while pursuing the convergence of national positions and improv-
ing the coherence of EU action. As such, institutional engineering tackles the basic
paradox at the core of this policy domain. The main strengths of ESDP, namely the
engagement of Member States and the wide policy toolbox of the Union, can also
prove the sources of serious constraints and shortcomings. In a policy domain gov-
erned by unanimity and with limited scope for flexibility at Treaty-level, the capacity
to achieve a decision is crucially predicated on the convergence of national positions
towards a common one. The effectiveness of the resulting decisions depends, on the
other hand, on the mobilisation of all relevant actors and all necessary instruments
in a coherent fashion at every stage of the decision-making process. Achieving con-
vergence and enhancing coherence take time and require a permanent balancing
act between national interests and institutional perspectives. However, both politi-
cal convergence and policy coherence remain inescapable conditions for generating
effective action at EU level. There lies the challenge at the core of ESDP decision-
making.

This chapter is divided into four main sections. First, some preliminary considera-
tions are outlined to frame the analysis of ESDP institutional reform and practice,
highlighting the principal factors affecting the pace and direction of reform. This
section paves the way for a more detailed exploration of the institutional architec-
ture of ESDP, where the features and prerogatives of the main institutional actors
are described, while outlining their progressive evolution. The third section address-
es the ESDP decision-making process, with a focus on the planning of military and
civilian crisis management operations. This is a good vantage point to illustrate the
complicated interaction between Brussels-based structures in delivering the opera-
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tional output of ESDP. The fourth and final section of this chapter turns to the re-
forms envisaged by the Lisbon Treaty, pending ratification. The innovations of the
Lisbon Treaty carry considerable implications for CFSP and ESDP, notably with a
view to enhancing the coherence of the EU foreign and security policy and to enable
the further convergence of Member States’ positions.

Framing institutional reform

Since the launch of ESDP, Member States have been pooling human resources and
expertise in Brussels to establish a critical institutional mass to foster and steer co-
operation while preserving the ultimate authority to take decisions. In short, while
the power to veto initiatives remains at the national level, the ability to take ac-
tion is shifting to the European level. In this context, it is important to stress the
basic complementarity between the Council Secretariat headed by the Secretary
General/High Representative for CFSP (SG/HR for CFSP) on the one hand and
the Brussels-based inter-governmental committees dealing with CFSP and ESDP
on the other. The former is charged with two basic functions. First, supporting the
Presidency in running the meetings of the General Affairs and External Relations
Council (GAERC) and of the policy-making committees dealing with CFSP/ESDP.
Second, providing policy input on horizontal issues (concepts, capabilities, train-
ing etc.) and on envisaged action (policy options, military and civilian expertise).
National representatives meet in Brussels-based committees to shape decisions at
the technical and political level. Their proceedings enable the consensual definition
of EU positions and the adoption of final legal acts by the Foreign Ministers in the
GAERC. The multi-level interaction between these two sets of bodies - the Secre-
tariat and the committees - is particularly intensive when it comes to deciding on
an EU crisis management intervention and to the planning, conduct and support
of ESDP missions.

The evolution of ESDP structures and procedures can only be understood against
the broader background of developments at three other levels, namely the wider
process of institutional reform launched in 2002 with the Convention on the Future
of Europe, the European strategic debate and the operational experience gained by
ESDP missions as of 2003. In particular, the discussion on the international profile
of the Union and on corresponding institutional reforms in the run-up to the Con-
stitutional treaty in 2004 and the adoption of the European Security Strategy in
2003 set the stage for the evolution of ESDP institutions reviewed in this chapter.

21
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In this context, two broad phases can be pointed out. First, the pioneering stage fol-
lowing the Saint Malo Declaration, when the ESDP institutional framework was rap-
idly set up from scratch in 2000/2001 and progressively expanded, so as to enable the
Union to undertake the first crisis management operations in 2003. Second, based
on early operational experience and on parallel conceptual developments and politi-
cal debates, the phase of progressive (albeit incomplete) deepening and consolidation
that started in 2004/2005 and led to the adoption and implementation of the Hamp-
ton Court agenda between 2006 and 2008. The analysis of the institutional dimen-
sion of ESDP focuses here on the developments that have occurred since 2004.

Three main ‘waves’ of reform can be identified for the purposes of this analysis while
acknowledging that, in practice, different strands of conceptual and institutional
innovation do not simply follow each other but overlap and interplay. The focus
on establishing a comprehensive approach to crisis management over the years
2003/2005 has been followed by a stronger emphasis on the need to strengthen
ESDP crisis management structures and capabilities as such in 2006-2008. Since
mid-2008, a third trend can be detected, with the accent somewhat shifting back
to the need to better situate ESDP in a broader political context, and chain of com-
mand, by linking it more closely to CFSP as well as to the instruments and resources
of the Commission.

The different perspectives and interests of EU Member States, and notably of those
endowed with the largest resources and the strongest, or most distinctive, securi-
ty cultures, are a very important factor driving institutional reform in the field of
ESDP. In synthesis, the linking thread consists here of the permanent and creative,
although not always constructive, dialectic between three broad visions of ESDP.
France has consistently pushed for enhancing the military dimension, and there-
fore the military expertise, decision-making structures and capabilities, of ESDP,
so as to make of the Union a credible and autonomous actor in this domain. The
UK, while sharing France’s emphasis on enhancing the military capabilities of EU
Member States, has been keen on preserving the central role of the Atlantic Alliance
as the main forum for European defence and has been wary of duplicating at EU
level institutional structures, such as permanent Headquarters, already available to
NATO and to individual countries. Some Nordic countries and Germany, have on
the other hand insisted on fostering the civilian dimension and resources of ESDP,
building on the comprehensive approach of the EU to crisis management, from
conflict prevention to post-conflict stabilisation. The institutional features of ESDP
largely embody the evolving compromise between these three perspectives, with the
input and mediation of Brussels-based institutions themselves.
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The lessons and implications of the growing operational experience of ESDP are a
second important variable affecting the direction and priorities of the reform proc-
ess. Following the hard test of the first missions deployed in 2003/2005, from the
Western Balkans to Georgia and Africa, various shortcomings were identified that
depended not only on inadequate inter-pillar coordination and on the limited re-
sources available to ESDP but also on the weakness of existing ESDP crisis-manage-
ment structures in terms of intelligence, planning, command and control, political
guidance and mission support. Hence the sustained, although surely not definitive,
effort between 2006 and 2009 to reinforce the ESDP structures tasked with these
key enabling dimensions of effective crisis management.

Lastly, the emphasis on a comprehensive approach and inter-pillar coordination
has arguably increased and waned in parallel to perspectives for Treaty reform. The
latter seemed forthcoming up to June 2005 and seems within reach following many
setbacks, after the positive result in the second referendum on the Lisbon Treaty in
Ireland in October 2009. As illustrated below, the Lisbon Treaty includes far-reach-
ing reforms essentially directed to overcome the dysfunctional separation between
different pillars in the area of external relations. In between these two phases, the
informal Hampton Court summit in 2005 paved the way for a rationalisation of
crisis management structures within the Council Secretariat, a few months after the
French and Dutch No votes in the referenda on the Constitutional Treaty.

The institutional architecture

The Member States and the Council Secretariat lie at the core of CFSP and ESDP
policy-making. National political leaders meet in the European Council at the level
of Heads of State and Government and in the GAERC configuration at the level
of Foreign Ministers. Diplomatic and military representatives meet in a variety of
committees preparing and informing the proceedings of the Political and Security
Committee (PSC). The Council Secretariat, headed by the SG/HR for CFSP (since
1999, Javier Solana), has been expanding in size and remit to provide policy advice
and coordination for ESDP as well as military and civilian expertise for crisis man-
agement.

The Commission is ‘fully associated’ with the work carried out in the field of CFSP
(Article 27 TEU) and plays an important role in the context of ESDP in essential-
ly two ways. First, it administers the CFSP budget and, second, it works with the
Council at different stages of the decision-making process so as to promote coher-
ence between ESDP initiatives and Community instruments and assistance. The in-
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teraction between the Council and the Commission has been growing in scope and
relevance, albeit not always in effectiveness, as ESDP has been moving from theory
to operational practice. The European Parliament enjoys rather limited prerogatives
of consultation and information in the field of ESDP. However, as the EP is one
branch of the budgetary authority of the Union (the other being the Council), its
democratic scrutiny of ESDP has been growing in parallel to its involvement in the
debate on the size, expansion and management of the CFSP budget.”

The European Council, the GAERC and the Presidency of the Council

The European Council is the highest political authority of the EU and, as such, is
responsible for defining the principles and general guidelines of CFSP, including for
matters with defence implications. In particular, the European Council decides on
the common strategies addressing areas of particular interest for EU Member States
(Article 13 TEU). ESDP matters, as such, rarely climb the decision-making ladder up
to the level of the Heads of State and Government sitting in the European Council
(together with the President of the Commission) but the deliberations and deci-
sions of this body are of crucial importance for the development of ESDP. Strategic
foreign policy decisions naturally impact on the security and defence policy of the
Union as they define the framework and priorities for its development.

The summit meetings in Cologne and Helsinki in 1999, Feira and Nice in 2000,
Goteborg and Laeken in 2001 and Brussels in December 2003, among others, have
provided essential input to establish ESDP and to define the strategic outlook and
profile of the Union.? The adoption of the European Security Strategy (ESS) in De-
cember 2003 was a landmark development in this context. Between 2002 and 2004,
the European Council has also approved important documents on EU/NATO rela-
tions, envisaging new procedures to streamline the cooperation between the two or-
ganisations.* In 2007/2008, successive European summits launched and concluded
the review of the implementation of the ESS, which entailed a particular focus on

2. See Chapter 2 on the resources of ESDP in this book.

3. European Council, Cologne, 3-4 June 1999; European Council, Helsinki, 10-11 December 1999; European Coun-
cil, Santa Maria da Feira, 19-20 June 2000; and European Council, Nice, 7-9 December 2000. See Rutten, op. cit.
in note 1, pp; 41-45, 82-91, 120-39, and 168-221. European Council, Goteborg, 15-16 June 2001 and European
Council, Laeken, 14-15 December 2001. See Maartje Rutten (ed.), ‘From Nice to Laeken. European Defence: core
documents’, Chaillot Paper no. 51, EU Institute for Security Studies, Paris, April 2002, pp. 30-63 and 110-42. Euro-
pean Council, Brussels, 12 December 2003, in Antonio Missiroli (ed.), ‘From Copenhagen to Brussels: European
Defence: core documents’, Chaillot Paper no. 67, EU Institute for Security Studies, Paris, December 2003, pp. 292-
338. References to the specific decisions adopted in successive summits are made, as relevant, in what follows.

4. See Chapter 3 on ESDP partnerships, pp. 127-38.
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the development of ESDP capabilities.” The adoption at summit level of framework
documents such as, for example, the Joint Africa-EU Strategy and action plan in
December 2007, also contributes to define the broader political context of ESDP
and to devise a regional approach to security and defence. In addition, at the end of
each Presidency term, the European Council receives the detailed Presidency report
on ESDP - an important document taking stock of progress achieved and priorities

ahead.

The GAERC is the central forum of political negotiations and decision-making in
the domain of CFSP and ESDP. The proceedings of the European Council are pre-
pared by the Foreign Ministers in the GAERC, meeting in its External Relations
configuration following the distinction between General Affairs and foreign poli-
cy matters introduced at the Seville European Council of June 2002. Based on the
guidelines outlined by the European Council and/or on its own deliberations, the
GAERC defines and implements the CFSP/ESDP by adopting joint actions, com-
mon positions and Council decisions (Articles 13 and 14 TEU). Joint actions and
common positions are legal instruments committing Member States to act in con-
formity with them when conducting their foreign and security policy although na-
tional decisions in this field fall outside the jurisdiction of the European Court of
Justice and can therefore be challenged on political but not on legal grounds. When
it comes to ESDP stricto sensu, the GAERC is the top decision-taking authority, in
particular with regard to the planning and the launch, through a joint action, of
crisis management operations. The GAERC also monitors and provides impetus to
the evolution of the capability development plans under the military and civilian
Headline Goal processes. Ad hoc annual meetings take place in November to review
achievements and detect shortfalls.

Together with the Commission, the Council is responsible for ensuring the overall
consistency of the external activities of the Union, encompassing its external rela-
tions, security, economic and development policies (Article 3 TEU). In the context
of the CFSP, the Council is tasked with ensuring the unity, consistency and effec-
tiveness of the EU’s action (Article 13.3 TEU).

Unanimous decision-making is the rule for CFSP and ESDP, although the construc-
tive abstention of Member States representing up to one third of the weighted votes
in the Council is foreseen to allow the adoption of a decision committing the Union

5. European Council, Brussels, 11-12 December 2008, Report on the implementation of the European Security
Strategy ‘Providing security in a changing world’, in Catherine Gliére (ed.), ‘European security and defence: Core
documents 2008’, Chaillot Paper no. 117, EU Institute for Security Studies, Paris, July 2009, pp. 453-86.
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while excluding the countries abstaining from the obligation to apply it (Article
23.1 TEU). The Treaty envisages minor exceptions to the unanimity rule and pro-
vides for majority voting to adopt acts implementing previous decisions as well as to
appoint EUSRs. However, consensual decision-making is predominant. In the par-
ticular case of ESDP, when a decision is taken to launch an operation, an original
form of permissive consent often applies in practice when Member States agree on
undertaking a mission in the context of ESDP but decide not to contribute to it.°

In a typically inter-governmental area such as CFSP and ESDP, the rotating Presi-
dency of the Council of the EU plays an important role in establishing the working
agenda and, to some extent, setting the priorities of the Union. More specifically,
the Presidency is tasked with representing the Union in CFSP matters and with the
implementation of relevant decisions, which may also entail the negotiation of in-
ternational agreements (Articles 18 and 24 TEU). In practice, since the appointment
of the first SG/HR for CFSP in 1999, the so-called CFSP Troika in charge of rela-
tions with third countries includes the Foreign Minister of the country holding the
Presidency, the SG/HR himself and the Commissioner in charge of External Rela-
tions. The Foreign Minister of the country holding the next Presidency in line may
also take part in the work of the Troika.

The Presidency is directly and closely involved in the proceedings of ESDP. The rep-
resentatives of the country holding the Presidency chair the PSC and all the other
CFSP/ESDP committees, with the exception of the EU Military Committee. Besides,
the Presidency PSC Ambassador sits on the so-called Crisis Management Board en-
visaged under the post-Hampton Court process and participates in the CFSP and
ESDP planning meetings, supported by the Council Secretariat (see below). The ro-
tation of the Presidency affects the ESDP agenda in an uneven way, as only a hand-
ful of countries (not necessarily the largest ones only) have the will, expertise and
resources to make a real impact on it.

Concerning ESDP, the main issue with the rotation of the Council Presidency lies
less with the accumulation of incoherent flagship initiatives than with the lack of a
sustained commitment to pursue long-term programmes, whether in terms of ca-
pacity- or institution-building. In an effort to provide more continuity to EU policy-
making, the practice of establishing priorities and work programmes covering the
terms of three successive presidencies has been adopted. Besides, the interaction

6. Cyprus has formally abstained from adopting the joint action on the EU rule-of-law mission in Kosovo (EULEX
Kosovo). This has been reportedly the first and only case of recourse to constructive abstention as provided for in
the Treaty in the context of ESDP.
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between the Presidency, the other Member States and the Council Secretariat is cen-
tral to improving the level of consistency and continuity.

The CFSP/ESDP institutional framework at a glance

EURCPEAN COUNCIL
— GENERAL AFFAIRS AND
EXTERNAL RELATIONS COUNCIL
PU
COREPER
—|SITCEN
| EUSRs
POLITICAL AND SECURITY COMMITTEE
COUNCIL | | |
SECRETARIAT '
DGR EUMC ‘ civcom Sy
- DGE Vill
-DGE IX
OTHER COUNCIL
PMG WORKING PARTIES,
- EUMS ‘ AS RELEVANT
-CPCC

This chart is meant to map the main institutions and bodies involved in CESP/ESDP decision-
making. The important roles of the European Commission and of the European Parliament in

this policy area are explained in the text of this chapter, as is the interaction between all of these
institutions.
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The Political and Security Committee

The establishment of the ‘family’ of Brussels-based ESDP committees has been one
of the two major institutional innovations marking the launch of ESDP, the other
being the appointment of Javier Solana as the first SG/HR for CFSP in June 1999.
As stressed above, these two developments should be regarded as closely connect-
ed. The SG/HR and his staff in the Council Secretariat require permanent, senior
national interlocutors to ‘feel the pulse’ of the capitals, provide policy input and
adequately support CFSP and ESDP proceedings. National representatives benefit
from the expertise and institutional memory of the Council Secretariat, and from
the regular delivery of ‘EU-made’ information and policy options fuelling, among
other factors, the inter-governmental debate.

Of course, the work of ESDP committees should be regarded in conjunction with
that of other committees, providing specific geographical or thematic expertise in
the context of CFSP and external relations.” In fact, limited exchanges and coordi-
nation between all these committees, due to time and workload pressures as well
as to different ‘cultures’ and priorities, complicates efforts to achieve overall coher-
ence and a truly comprehensive approach to crises. However, this chapter maintains
a more limited focus on ESDP as such. The PSC is central to the family of ESDP
committees which includes the EU Military Committee (EUMC), the Political Mili-
tary Group (PMG), the Committee for Civilian Crisis Management (CIVCOM), the
group of Foreign Relations (RELEX) Counsellors and the Nicolaidis group.

First sketched out in various policy papers submitted by Germany and France fol-
lowing the Saint Malo Declaration and in the conclusions of the Cologne European
Council in June 1999, the broad remit of the PSC was outlined in annex to the
presidency report on ESDP to the Helsinki summit six months later. The commit-
tee was set up on an interim basis in February 2000° and established as a perma-
nent body in January 2001, following the specification of its job description in the
annex to the ESDP Presidency report to the Nice European Council in December
2000.” At the same time, the PSC found its way into Article 25 TEU via the Treaty
of Nice. The new Committee effectively replaced the Political Committee, including
Political Directors based in respective capitals and meeting twice per Presidency,

7. Council document 11602/09, List of Council preparatory bodies, 30 June 2009. This document lists a total of 36
working parties in the fields of external relations, security and defence and development.

8. Council Decision 2000/143/CFSP setting up the Interim Political and Security Committee, 14 February 2000.
Official Journal L 49, 22 February 2000.

9. Council Decision 2001/78/CFSP setting up the Political and Security Committee, 22 January 2001. Official Journal
L 27/1, 30 January 2001.



as the engine of CFSP and in particular ESDP. PSC meetings involve, in addition
to national representatives, relevant Council officials (depending on the agenda of
the meeting) and a representative from the Commission. This format is replicated,
at different levels of seniority and for different areas of expertise, in other ESDP
committees. While the PSC is normally chaired by the representative of the country
holding the Presidency, provision is made for the SG/HR to chair the committee,
following consultation with the Presidency, in particular in the event of a crisis. This
clause has not been activated yet but anticipates the solution envisaged for the PSC
chairmanship under the Lisbon Treaty.

At first, the PSC appeared somewhat squeezed between the powerful political direc-
tors in various EU capitals and the very senior Ambassadors to COREPER 1I, the
highest placed inter-governmental committee of the EU charged with the overall
preparation of the GAERC and of the European Council. However, the new com-
mittee has quickly defined its own niche and has been consistently expanding it,
in parallel to the rise of ESDP, the growing political engagement of the EU in crisis
areas and the launch of numerous crisis management operations.'® The PSC was the
only committee in town that could consistently sustain and oversee the fast devel-
opment of ESDP. This became the platform of the power and identity of the PSC.

The Annex to the Nice Presidency conclusions describes the PSC as the ‘lynchpin’
of ESDP and CFSP, dealing with all aspects of these policies and playing a central
role in the definition of the EU’s response to a crisis. According to Article 25 TEU,
the PSC should monitor the international situation and contribute to the defini-
tion of CFSP by delivering opinions to the Council, including on its own initia-
tive. The above-mentioned Annex lists in some detail the attributions of the PSC,
which is tasked with maintaining a ‘privileged link’ with the HR for CFSP, providing
guidance to other committees on CFSP matters, monitoring the implementation
of agreed policies, and driving the capability development process, among other
issues.

The core of the PSC responsibilities lies, however, in the area of crisis management
proper. In times of crisis, the PSC is charged with examining the situation, assessing
the various policy options and making a proposal to the Council defining the politi-
cal interests and objectives of the Union and indicating a recommended course of
action. Once an ESDP operation has been decided upon and launched, Article 25

10. On the development of the PSC, see among others Simon Duke, “The Lynchpin COPS. Assessing the workings
and institutional relations of the Political and Security Committee’, Working Paper 2005/W/05, European Institute
of Public Administration, Maastricht, 2005.
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TEU envisages that the PSC exerts the political control and strategic direction of
the operation under the responsibility of the Council. The latter can also authorise
the PSC, for the purpose and duration of the operation, to take relevant decisions.
This is a rare instance of explicit, albeit potential and circumscribed, delegation of
decision-taking authority by the Council to a committee of national officials. To
sum up, in the sensitive field of crisis management, the PSC disposes of consider-
able powers of policy advice and recommendation in the run-up to formal decisions
as well as political direction, monitoring and evaluation in the implementation

phase.

As described in the following sections, the PSC exercises its functions in constant
interplay with other ESDP committees and the Council Secretariat. The Nicolaidis
Group, set up in 2003 to manage the growing workload of the PSC and named after
its first chairman, is tasked with ensuring the preparation of the PSC proceedings
on a quasi-daily basis." In this context, national representatives can raise issues of
particular concern to respective countries and anticipate other matters deserving
thorough discussion by the PSC. The Coordination Unit of Directorate General E
for External and Political-Military affairs (DG E) in the Council Secretariat supports
the so-called CFSP and ESDP planning meetings (see below), where the agenda of
the PSC is discussed and organised over the medium term.

The PSC has developed a distinctive working style and ‘club atmosphere’ that allows
for substantial exchanges within the limits of the political instructions or guidelines
that each delegation receives from national capitals.”” PSC Ambassadors consist-
ently express a growing sense of belonging to a distinctive circle of decision-makers
and, by and large, share the ambition to make CFSP and ESDP work. Formal and
informal codes of conduct have been emerging that inform the style of negotiation
and debate, putting a premium on the ability to persuasively articulate national
positions and to adjust them with a degree of flexibility in search of consensus, as
opposed to simply stating national lines. Of course, the degree of flexibility that
delegations can afford varies depending on the particular importance of the issues
at stake for each Member State. Besides, some of the most divisive matters, such as
the Iraq crisis in 2003, were kept firmly off the PSC agenda.

11. Council of the European Union, ‘Creation of a preparatory group for the PSC’, Doc. 8441/03, 14 April 2003.

12. See Jolyon Howorth, ‘The Political and Security Committee: a case study in supranational inter-governmental-
ism’, in Renaud Dehousse (ed.), The Community Method in Perspective: New Approaches (New York: Palgrave, 2009).



Giovanni Grevi

And yet, the function of the PSC as a ‘transmission belt’ between Brussels and na-
tional capitals constitutes the main platform of this committee’s influence. PSC
Ambassadors dispose of extensive information and expertise from multiple sources
in Brussels, as well as from the EU Special Representatives, the Heads of ESDP civil-
ian missions and the military commanders in the field. The practice of joint reports
produced by the heads of national diplomatic missions in the field has also been ex-
panding. Most importantly, PSC Ambassadors are in the best place to convey to col-
leagues in Member States where the scope for compromise lies and what the most
effective (in the sense of both acceptable and workable) policy options may be. From
this standpoint, the work of the PSC has been crucial in reaching agreement on the
launch of more than twenty ESDP operations in six years. That said, given the time-
consuming nature of crisis management decision-making, including the planning
and the implementation of various operations at the same time, and the often tech-
nical character of the dossiers on its agenda, the PSC can only perform adequately if
supported by the other members of the ESDP committees’ family.

The EU Military Committee, the Political Military Group, the Committee for
Civilian Crisis Management and the Foreign Relations (RELEX) Counsellors
The EU Military Committee (EUMC) is ‘the highest military body established within
the Council’ and provides military advice to the PSC as well as military direction to
the EU Military Staft (EUMS)." It was set up as an interim military body in March
2000 and as a permanent committee in January 2001. The EUMC is composed of
the Chiefs of Defence - that is, the highest military authorities - of the Member
States, but normally meets at the level of their military representatives: senior three
star officers based in Brussels. For those Member States that are not also NATO
members, with the exception of the representatives of France, Belgium and Luxem-
bourg, the members of the EUMC are double-hatted as military representatives to
the NATO military committee as well. The EUMC meets in the Chiefs of Defence
configuration if and when required, normally twice a year.

In particular, the committee meets at this level to select its own Chairman, a four star
flag officer who is appointed by the Council for a term of three years. The EUMC is
therefore the only ESDP committee which is not chaired by a representative of the ro-
tating Presidency. The chairman of the EUMC exercises four important roles, namely
providing military advice to the HR, participating when relevant in PSC meetings and
attending Council meetings when decisions with defence implications need to be tak-

13. Council Decision 2001/79/CFSP setting up the Military Committee of the European Union, 22 January 2001.
Official Journal L 27/4, 30 January 2001.
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en, issuing directives and guidance to the EUMS and acting as the primary point of
contact with the Operation Commander of an ESDP military operation.

As described below in some detail, the EUMC plays an important role in the plan-
ning of ESDP military operations as the top level source of military advice at the
interface between the EUMS, which produces military assessments, the other serv-
ices of the Council Secretariat (DGE VIII), the SG/HR and the PSC, where the polit-
ical-military profiles of an envisaged operation are discussed all along the planning
process. On a more regular basis, the EUMC monitors the conduct of ongoing ESDP
military operations and steers the work of the EUMS on all dimensions of military
ESDP, including crisis management concepts, procedures and exercises and issues
related to military capabilities.

The Political Military Group (PMG) stands somehow in between the EUMC and the
CIVCOM, the two top advisory bodies for, respectively, military and civilian ESDP.
The COREPER decision establishing the group in its final shape in April 2001 in-
cludes a very vague mandate, namely assisting the PSC by carrying out preparatory
work on ESDP.'* As a result, and unlike other ESDP committees, the PMG lacks a
specific mission and profile, except dealing by and large with the political dimen-
sion of military issues. This is reflected in its composition, including national rep-
resentatives from both ministries of foreign affairs and defence. It is therefore, to
some extent, up to the Presidency of the EU Council to decide how best to use the
group and that depends, among other factors, on the relative prominence of politi-
cal-military and civil-military issues on the EU agenda.

Aside from its contribution to preparing PSC debates on political-military issues,
the PMG has been developing a distinctive civilian-military expertise and has sought
to apply it more specifically to the domain of Security Sector Reform (SSR). This is
a policy area where the potential for civ-mil synergy is clear and the PMG has played
an important role in 2008 in devising the concept of pools of SSR experts who could
be mobilised in deployable teams and could enhance EU capabilities and expertise
on SSR. Furthermore, in keeping with the fact the DGE VIII for political-military af-
fairs is in charge of managing the SSR operation EUSEC RD Congo, the PMG is the
committee responsible for overseeing the conduct of this mission, which is aimed at
helping reform the Congolese army. The PMG has also been particularly involved in
the planning stages of the EU SSR operation in Guinea Bissau, which includes both
a military and a civilian component.

14. COREPER Decision amending COREPER decision of 5 July 2000 on the establishment of a Politico-Military
Working Party. See Council Document 7992/01, 12 April 2001.



As envisaged at the Helsinki summit, the Council adopted the decision to establish
the CIVCOM in May 2000 and mandated it with providing information, formulat-
ing recommendations and giving advice on the civilian aspects of crisis manage-
ment to the (then) interim PSC."* The guidelines for the work of the new Commit-
tee very much focussed on the capability dimension of civilian crisis management.
Promoting inter-pillar coherence in this domain and coordinating national and EU
resources were other important aspects of the CIVCOM’s original mandate.

The role of CIVCOM has of course very much evolved over time, with the launch of
the first civilian crisis management missions in 2003 marking a turning point. Since
then, the planning and monitoring of civilian missions has taken up the bulk of the
committee’s time. By and large, the CIVCOM is supposed to perform similar tasks
as the EUMC on the civilian side, notably in providing workable options for civilian
crisis management to the PSC. This makes of it a key body for ESDP policy-making
but also puts it under serious strain.

The CIVCOM has been suffering from the relative fragility of civilian ESDP struc-
tures in the Council Secretariat compared to the military ones. Understaffing has
always affected the work of DGE IX in charge of civilian crisis management and no
ad hoc structure for the planning, guidance and support of civilian ESDP operations
existed until the Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability (CPCC) was set up in
2007. Besides, unlike the representatives at the EUMC, the CIVCOM members do
not dispose of a preparatory working group to address technical profiles and prune
the agenda of their meetings.

Against this background, the CIVCOM had to confront both a quantitative and a
qualitative challenge. On the one hand, 17 civilian missions have had to be planned,
launched, conducted and (six of them) terminated over the last six years. On the
other, civilian crisis management in the context of ESDP was a new policy field for
the Union and for some of its Member States alike. It therefore generated new re-
quirements in terms of expertise not only in the field but also in Brussels. Most
CIVCOM members have been and by and large remain generalist diplomats with
limited earlier experience of the planning and conduct of civilian crisis manage-
ment missions. Learning by doing has therefore been a quite common feature of
the professional experience in CIVCOM. As such, however, the role of the CIVCOM
as the repository and the vehicle of a rich institutional memory is even more im-
portant for Member States. In supporting the emergence of a new policy field, the

15. Council Decision setting up a Committee for civilian aspects of crisis management, 22 May 2000. Official Journal
L 127/1, 27 May 2000.
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members of the CIVCOM have played a key role of liaison with national capitals as
well, striving to raise awareness of the strong demand for EU civilian crisis manage-
ment and of the consequent capability requirements.

Albeit from a different standpoint, providing viable options and technical expertise
is the main role of the RELEX Counsellors working group as well. The role of RELEX
Counsellors is discreet but essential, in so far as they oil the ESDP machinery with
specific advice on the institutional, financial and legal profiles of ESDP decision-mak-
ing. This working group was set up in 1994 following the establishment of a single
institutional framework by the Treaty of Maastricht and the consequent expansion
of COREPER’s competence to CFSP matters.'® The additional workload persuaded
national representatives to create a new body - the CFSP Counsellors - tasked with
examining horizontal issues with legal or financial implications and coordinating the
agendas of COREPER and the Political Committee, then in charge of CFSP.

Following the launch of ESDP and the creation of the PSC, the group changed
name to Foreign Relations (RELEX) Counsellors. RELEX Counsellors draft, in close
cooperation with the other CFSP/ESDP structures, all the legal acts adopted in the
context of CFSP and ESDP, including punitive measures. They also oversee the legal
aspects of the evolving bureaucratic framework in this policy area, including for
example the creation of new bodies such as the European Defence Agency or the
European Security and Defence College. In so far as the budget is concerned, the
RELEX Counsellors group performs a crucial role with the active participation of
the Commission representative therein. They discuss the ‘financial statement’ - that
is, the money made available - corresponding to all joint actions and other initia-
tives financed under the CFSP budget. In carrying out this task, they need to ensure
that the budget is allocated in a balanced way across the different actions to be sup-
ported, and they negotiate the procedures allowing for the quick disbursement of
funds for preparatory actions and procurement in the context of ESDP."”

The Secretary General/ High Representative for CFSP, the Policy Unit and
Directorate General E for External Relations and Political-Military Affairs

The General Secretariat of the Council supports and informs the proceedings of
Brussels-based committees and of the GAERC in ESDP decision-making. From this
standpoint, various sets of actors can be pointed out within the General Secretariat,

16. COREPER Decision establishing the CFSP Counsellors Working Party, 26 July 1994. On 24 November 1999, the
COREPER decided that the tasks of the RELEX Working Party should be transferred to the CFSP Counsellors Work-
ing Party, which would be renamed Foreign Relations Counsellors Working Party.

17. See Chapter 2 on ESDP resources, pp.93-6.
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namely the SG/HR, the Policy Unit, the DG E for External Relations and Political-
Military Affairs and the distinctive ‘operational’ bodies serving ESDP, namely the
EUMS and the CPCC. The presentation here follows this breakdown, although it
is clear that, in practice, these bodies work together in permanent cooperation to
shape and implement ESDP.

Based on the Treaty of Nice, the job description of the SG/HR is rather modest. Ar-
ticles 18 and 26 TEU confer to the new post (envisaged by the Treaty of Amsterdam
in 1997 but actually created in 1999) the basic task of assisting the Presidency of
the Council in CFSP matters. That entails contributing to the formulation, prepa-
ration and implementation of policy decisions and, on behalf of the Council and
at the request of the Presidency, conducting political dialogue with third parties.
Three tasks can therefore be extrapolated from Treaty provisions, namely (informal)
policy proposal, policy implementation and external representation. The appoint-
ment of a senior politician - Javier Solana - to what some Member States regarded
as the post of a top civil servant made a key difference and allowed for a dynamic,
entrepreneurial interpretation and application of the letter of the Treaty.

The launch of ESDP, parallel to the appointment of the first SG/HR, offered the
latter a suitable platform to establish the new post on the map in Brussels and be-
yond. The SG/HR has invested considerable political and personal capital in the
development of the new policy area by keeping it on the radar screen of the Foreign
Ministers and also of the European Council, by engaging himself directly in crisis
diplomacy (often as a preliminary step to the mobilisation of ESDP instruments)
and, finally, by shaping a consistent discourse about the distinctiveness, purpose
and requirements of the new policy.

The participation of the SG/HR in the GAERC and in the European Council has
provided scope for channelling ESDP dossiers at the highest political level. Through
the services of the Council Secretariat, the SG/HR maintains a permanent working
relationship with the PSC and has sometimes participated in the meetings of the
committee when issues of particular political relevance were addressed. In addition,
the SG/HR receives the advice of the Chairman of the EUMC on military matters
while the Director General of the EUMS and the Civilian Operations Commander
(CivOpCdr) are placed under his direct authority within the Council Secretariat.

When it comes to the operational dimension of ESDP, the SG/HR chairs ad hoc (al-
beit quite rare) top-level crisis management meetings bringing together senior of-
ficials from all relevant departments in the Council and is formally in the chain of
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command of ESDP civilian missions. On the military side, while not directly involved
in the military direction of ESDP operations, the SG/HR is tasked with assisting the
Presidency and the Council as relevant and ensuring, for example, the coherence
of the EU’s response and the coordination with other international actors. Finally,
the EU Special Representatives, who perform an important diplomatic role in crisis
areas providing local political guidance to the leadership of ESDP operations, act
under the strategic oversight and political direction of the PSC and the operational
direction of the SG/HR. In short, the position of the SG/HR is at the centre of the
institutional hub of CFSP and ESDP. The hub, however, includes a variety of other
bodies under his authority.

The expansion of the CFSP/ESDP institutional structures in the Council Secretari-
at has enabled the SG/HR to exercise, within the limits of available time, such mul-
tiple tasks, in addition to his political and diplomatic role in the context of CFSP.
Conversely, these bodies have benefited from the political profile of the SG/HR in
their dealings with national officials in Brussels and in capitals. The so-called Policy
Unit (PU) has played an important role in triggering the evolution of the Council
Secretariat towards a more proactive role in policy-making.'® The (then-called) Pol-
icy Planning and Early Warning Unit, established in 1999, works under the direct
authority and responsibility of the SG/HR and includes roughly one seconded dip-
lomat from each Member State as well as a representative of the Commission and
officials from other departments of the Council Secretariat.

Through the PU, the HR disposes both of a dedicated service to fuel decision-mak-
ing upstream with policy option papers and of a plug into national capitals via the
diplomats serving in the Unit. In practice, the commonly called Policy Unit (follow-
ing the attribution of the early warning function to the Joint Situation Centre in
January 2003) has been working closely with the private office of the HR. While not
primarily in charge of ESDP, the PU has played an important role in the formula-
tion and development of this policy area and remains involved in its proceedings.
The Director of the PU, who regularly appears before the PSC, sits on the recently
revamped Crisis Management Board (CMB), which reviews the overall coherence
and effectiveness of the CFSP/ESDP approach to crisis areas and co-chairs with the
PSC representative of the country holding the Presidency the so-called CFSP plan-
ning meetings, which organise the agenda of the PSC over the medium term.

18. The Declaration 6 attached to the Treaty of Amsterdam envisaged the creation of the Policy Planning and Early
Warning Unit and charged it with four essential tasks, namely monitoring and analysing developments of relevance
to CFSP, assessing EU foreign policy interests and identifying issues for future action, ensuring timely analysis and
early warning and producing policy option papers as a contribution to policy formulation.



The Joint Situation Centre, also directly attached to the SG/HR, is charged with
providing analysis and risk assessments to CFSP/ESDP bodies drawing from both
open source intelligence and confidential information and assessments coming
from EU Member States or other EU sources. In close cooperation with the Intel-
ligence Division of the EUMS (see below), the SitCen plays a key role in informing
the planning process with adequate analysis of the situation on the ground and
performs an important early warning function.

The DG E of the Council Secretariat plays a fundamental role in the conception and
development of ESDP. In particular, DG E services contribute to formulating policy
priorities, supporting coordination, steering the evolution of military and civilian
crisis management concepts and capabilities, running crisis management exercises
and providing input at the political strategic level to EU crisis response. The Coor-
dination Unit of DG E is tasked with supporting the proceedings of the PSC and
the RELEX Counsellors working group by providing input on specific dossiers and
a broader secretariat function.

The Director General of DG E chairs the Crisis Management Board and regularly at-
tends PSC meetings as the most senior Council official. In this capacity, he is accom-
panied by the directors of political and operational crisis management structures,
or of geographical departments, as relevant.

Directorate VIII (DGE VIII) for political-military affairs and Directorate IX (DGE IX)
for civilian crisis management are the key bodies in charge of ESDP within DG E.
Their specific contribution to the framing of the EU’s response to crisis starts up-
stream, when the appropriateness of the EU’s intervention in a given crisis situation
is debated. Once the decision to consider intervention is taken and the planning
process starts, as described below in some detail, DGE VIII and DGE IX take the
lead at the political-strategic level, with a view to drafting the crisis management
concept for either military or civilian operations. In this function, DGE VIII closely
cooperates with the EUMC and the EUMS as important institutional interlocutors
and sources of expertise on the planning of crisis management operations. Over
time, and within the particularly narrow limits of the inter-governmental consensus
on defence issues, DGE VIII has provided a significant impetus to the development
of the military dimension of ESDP and has accumulated considerable institutional
memory and expertise. In particular, DGE VIII is in charge of managing the sensi-
tive dossier of ESDP-NATO relations, including the application of the Berlin Plus
agreements and the negotiation of the technical arrangements necessary to stream-
line EU-NATO cooperation in theatre.
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Atits creation in 2001 DGE IX found itself in a different institutional position from
DGE VIIL Political-military structures did not exist within the EU before the launch
of ESDP but relevant expertise was abundant at national level and could be pooled
in Brussels, provided that the political will to do so existed. Conversely, national
administrations disposed of limited and fragmented know-how on civilian crisis
management and, at first, this area did not feature high on the political agenda of
most EU Member States. Likewise, while military operations undertaken in the con-
text of ESDP could rely on the EUMS and on NATO’s or national operational HQs
to exercise planning, command and control, neither the structures not the concepts
of civilian planning, command and control were defined at first. As a result, the
remit of DGE IX expanded over time, with the bulk of the work shifting from devel-
oping concepts and listing theoretically available capabilities to actually planning
and overseeing operations and scrambling for very rare national resources, in close
cooperation with the CIVCOM.

DGE IX made considerable strides in all respects. For example, a Police Unit was
created to improve the planning and oversight of the ESDP police missions under-
taken in Bosnia Herzegovina and FYROM. DGE IX had to provide the equivalent of
a strategic and an operational HQ for all civilian missions, while being responsible
for complex mission support functions and working with the Commission to im-
prove procedures for rapid financing and procurement.

As the number of ESDP civilian missions grew rapidly between 2003 and 2003, it be-
came clear that the otherwise remarkable performance of DGE IX could not make
up for the gap between the demand for EU intervention and the limited institu-
tional capacity to plan, monitor and evaluate several civilian missions at once. At
their informal meeting in Hampton Court in October 2005, EU leaders decided to
address this growing capability-expectations gap.” In the context of the so-called
post-Hampton Court process, plans were made to strengthen the crisis manage-
ment structures of the Council Secretariat, with a particular focus on the civilian
dimension.

In his letter to the Council Presidency of June 2006, the SG/HR outlined five
sets of reforms directed at reinforcing the Secretariat’s assessment, planning and
implementation capacity. Concerning the latter dimension, the SG/HR envisaged

19. Following the recommendations for further work established at the summit in Hampton Court on 27 October
2005, the SG/HR addressed a set of proposals to the British Presidency of the EU in December 2005 with a view
to improving the defence capabilities of EU member States, strengthening the EU crisis management structures,
increasing CFSP funding and finding ways to finance ESDP civilian operations rapidly, and improving the EU coor-
dination in the Balkans. In June 2006, the SG/HR sent a progress report on these four sets of issues to the Austrian
Presidency of the EU.



the creation of the Civilian Operations Commander (CivOpCdr), responsible for the
conduct of each civilian operation. The approval of this innovation by the Council
paved the way towards the setting-up in August 2007 of the new Civilian Planning
and Conduct Capability (CPCC), headed by the CivOpCdr and essentially respon-
sible for the operational planning, command and control of civilian missions (see
below). As a result, following a phase of stalemate due to much of its staff being
transferred to the new CPCC, DGE IX retained responsibility for strategic planning
(up to the finalisation of the crisis management concept), for developing concepts
and conducting crisis management exercises, for gathering and analysing lessons
learned from all civilian missions, as well as for a range of other horizontal issues.

The Hampton Court agenda envisaged other innovations for ESDP decision-making
within the Council Secretariat, namely the creation of a Crisis Management Board
and of new formats charged with drafting the crisis management concept (poli-
cy group) and with devising military, civilian or civilian-military strategic options
(planning group). The common denominator of these proposals was not to create
new structures but to ensure that all relevant bodies acted coherently within the
Secretariat at different stages in the crisis management process. The policy group
and the planning group have never been formally set up as such although relevant
actors are expected to convene as appropriate during the planning phase.

The Crisis Management Board was supposed to meet when a new ESDP operation
was contemplated, bringing together senior staff with geographic, military or civil-
ian responsibility within the Council Secretariat under the chairmanship of the SG/
HR himself. The purpose was to clarify respective tasks and responsibilities at the
highest level and to review the performance of ESDP operations. Not least due to
the charged agenda of the SG/HR, the CMB hardly ever met in this particular con-
figuration but over two years on, in late 2008, it has been revamped under the lead
of the Director General of DG E.*° The ‘new’ CMB has been meeting every two weeks
or so since the beginning of 2009 and brings together, besides the Director General
of DG E, the PSC Ambassador of the country holding the Presidency, the Director
of the PU and senior officials from political and operational crisis management de-
partments (DGE VIII, DGE IX, the EUMS and the CPCC). The purpose is to ensure
regular and consistent monitoring of ongoing crisis management operations, to
enhance coherence between CFSP priorities and ESDP interventions, and to enable
a better flow of information between different Council bodies.

20. Itis foreseen, however, that another top-level crisis management body looking at the broader political dimension
of a crisis situation can still be chaired by the SG/HR.
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1. ESDP institutions

The EU Military Staff and the Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability

The EU Military Staff was set up in January 2001 with the basic mandate to provide
military expertise and support ESDP.*' Within the Council Secretariat, the EUMS
is directly attached to the SG/HR and works under the military direction of the
EUMC. Starting from a small cell of uniformed personnel, the EUMS has expanded
to include almost 200 seconded military officers and its prerogatives have under-
gone significant evolution. The creation of the Civil-Military Cell in summer 2005
and the implementation of the Hampton Court and post-Wiesbaden agendas in
2008 represent important steps in this context. The EUMS was given two main sets
of tasks, namely to perform early warning, situation assessment and strategic plan-
ning for ESDP military operations, and to contribute to the process of elaboration,
assessment and review of the military capability goals. In this latter function, the
EUMS has been supposed to work in close coordination with the EDA since the
setting-up of this agency in 2004.%

In exercising these tasks, the EUMS acts under the direction of the EUMC and pro-
vides its expertise to that committee, while working in close cooperation with DGE
VIII and the Joint Situation Centre in the Council Secretariat. Within the Council
Secretariat, the former leads the definition of the political frame of EU military ac-
tion, while the latter exchanges intelligence with the EUMS (see below).

Without anticipating the details of the planning process, the EUMS is essentially
in charge of providing military expertise upstream, in the phase of strategic plan-
ning. Up to early 2007, the EU disposed of two options for the subsequent phase
of operational planning and conduct of ESDP military operations, namely access
to NATO’s operational HQ capabilities under the Berlin Plus mechanism, or using
national HQs to be augmented with multinational staff to run an ESDP operation.
The controversial debate on equipping the Union with an operational HQ for au-
tonomous EU crisis management operations led to the first stage of EUMS reform.
Meeting in Brussels in April 2003, France, Germany, Belgium and Luxembourg
proposed that interested states progressively establish an operational HQ available
to the EU.» In short, this would have provided the Union with a third option in
the form of a permanent, fully-fledged operational HQ. The UK and other Member

21. Council Decision 2001/80/CFSP on the establishment of the Military Staff of the European Union, 22 January
2001. Official Journal L 27, 30 January 2001.

22. See Chapter 2 on ESDP resources.

23. See the final statement issued at the meeting in Tervuren, 29 April 2003, in Missiroli (ed.), op. cit. in note 3.
For an insightful analysis of the political dimension of the summit and of its follow up, see Philippe de Schoutheete,
‘La cohérence par la défense. Une autre lecture de la PESD’, Chaillot Paper no. 71, EU Institute for Security Studies,
Paris, October 2004.
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States swiftly opposed this proposal, perceived as duplicating NATO and national
assets and weakening the transatlantic link. The ensuing debate resulted in a com-
promise between France, the UK and Germany in November 2003, endorsed by the
European Council in December, whereby the links between the EUMS and NATO’s
HQ (SHAPE) would be upgraded by setting up liaison cells in both institutions.**

Besides, a Civil-Military Cell (Civ-Mil Cell) was set up within the EUMS with a view
to enhancing its planning capacity and providing the nucleus of the new EU Opera-
tion Centre.” The latter would not amount to a standing operational HQ but could
be activated ad hoc, with a view to mounting individual military or civil-military op-
erations, by a decision of the Council. In this case, the Civ-Mil Cell would be respon-
sible for generating such autonomous capacity. This complex compromise paved
the way for the creation of the Civ-Mil Cell in May 2005 and for achieving, with
considerable delay, the full capability to activate the Operations Centre in January
2007. As a result, the EU disposes of a third option for the planning and conduct of
ESDP operations, although only by default, when Member States decide not to have
recourse to NATO’s assets and national HQs are not available.

The CivMil Cell included two branches, namely the civil-military strategic planning
branch and the permanent staff providing the nucleus of the Operations Centre.
The former was tasked with strategic contingency planning and with contributing
to crisis response strategic planning for military, civilian and joint civil-military op-
erations, bringing a distinctive civilian-military dimension. The Commission was
represented in the Civ-Mil cell by two experts. The nucleus of the Operations Centre
essentially performed a ‘housekeeping’ role, ensuring that the facilities of the Cen-
tre would be ready for activation within days, but also developed standard operating
procedures for all HQs available to the EU (including national ones) and coordi-
nated the flow of ‘augmentees’ to multinationalise national HQs when used for an
ESDP operation.

The Civ-Mil Cell has been affected by broader obstacles to implementing civil-mili-
tary coordination in the context of ESDP and has therefore struggled to inform the
ESDP strategic planning process with a real civil-military dimension. The inclusion

24. See ‘European defence: NATO/EU consultation, planning and operations’ in Missiroli (ed.), op. cit. in note 3,
pp- 322-323. This document was agreed by France, Germany and the UK on 29 November 2003, subsequently en-
dorsed by the Italian Presidency of the EU and approved by the Brussels European Council in December 2003.

25. See Gerrard Quille, Giovanni Gasparini, Roberto Menotti, Nicoletta Pirozzi and Stephen Pullinger, ‘Developing
EU Civil Military Coordination: The Role of the new Civilian Military Cell’, Joint Report by ISIS Europe and CeMISS,
Brussels, June 2006. For the precise attributions of the new Civ-Mil Cell, up to the review of its remit in 2008 (see
below), see Council Decision 2005/395/CFSP amending Decision 2001/80/CFSP on the establishment of the Mili-
tary Staff of the European Union, 10 May 2005. Official Journal L 132/7, 26 May 2005.
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of the Civ-Mil Cell in the EUMS raised reservations as to the suitability of the Cell
to develop a civil-military interface drawing on both the military and the civilian ex-
perience and distinctive requirements. Among other activities, the Civ-Mil Cell has
contributed to the reflection on Security Sector Reform (SSR), a concept central to
the mandate of an increasing number of ESDP operations and that lends itself well
to civil-military coordination. In practice, it has provided important added value
in supporting DGE IX first, and subsequently the CPCC in the planning of civilian
missions, from the Aceh Monitoring Mission in 2005 to the EU Monitoring Mis-
sion in Georgia in 2008. In this context, the Civ-Mil Cell has made military know-
how, intelligence and logistical planning capabilities available to assist the planning
and deployment of ESDP civilian missions.

The structures of the EUMS and of the Civ-Mil Cell underwent further reform in
2008, in application of the Hampton Court and post-Wiesbaden agendas. These re-
forms responded to the pressing requirement to strengthen the crisis management
structures of the Council Secretariat, based on the lessons of operational experience
and given the ambition to undertake more demanding missions. In the context of
the post-Hampton Court process the SG/HR proposed to the Council in June 2006
the creation of a stronger situation and risk assessment capacity. This would bring
together the resources of the Intelligence Division of the EUMS and those of the
SitCen so as to pool information at the civil-military level and make better analy-
sis available to other ESDP bodies. The new Single Intelligence Analysis Capacity
(SIAC) was consequently set up.

The SG/HR also proposed enhancing the capacity to monitor military and civilian
operations, notably when crises or critical contingencies emerge. The new Watch-
keeping capability (WKC) follows ESDP operations 24/7 and ensures the ability to
swiftly exchange and process operation-specific information, thereby establishing a
better link between the operational HQ and the EUMS on the military side, and the
Civilian Operations Commander and the Head of Mission on the civilian side. The
WKC was declared fully operational in August 2008 and is placed within the Opera-
tions Division of the EUMS, while working under the functional authority of the
Civilian Operations Commander in so far as civilian missions are concerned.

Aside from these useful but quite circumscribed innovations, the informal meeting
of Defence Ministers in Wiesbaden in May 2007 stressed that the EUMS suffered
from broader shortcomings. These concerned its ability to contribute to strategic



planning and to envisage the force requirements of ESDP operations at an early
enough stage for Member States to assess what contribution they could provide.
The difficulties and delays encountered in the planning and force generation proc-
ess of the EUFOR RD Congo operation provided important lessons in that respect.
It was broadly acknowledged that the problem lay both in the small size of the
EUMS planning structures and in the uneven professionalism of its personnel. A
new debate opened up on the need to constitute a much stronger EU capability for
the planning and conduct of autonomous military operations.

Following the mandate of Wiesbaden, and amidst enduring divergence between
Member States on the scope and ultimate purpose of reform, the SG/HR submitted
to the Council in November 2007 a relatively limited set of measures to strengthen
the EUMS’s ability to conduct strategic planning. These included both improving
the recruitment process of EUMS staff, only a minority of which is selected through
competition as opposed to national quotas or ‘flag posts’, and slightly expanding
the EUMS with five more officers. Together with five others reassigned within the
EUMS, the five new officers serve in the new Military Assessment and Planning Unit
(MAP) of the CivMil Cell. The MAP is in charge of advance planning, both generic
and contingency (see below), so as to provide decision-making bodies with military
expertise on the potential scenarios for EU intervention before a crisis occurs.

As a consequence of these innovations, in 2008 the EUMS was reorganised as fol-
lows. The ‘new’ CivMil Cell includes two branches, namely its traditional civil-mil-
itary strategic planning branch and the new MAP branch. The permanent nucleus
of the Operations Centre has been moved to the Operations Division. The latter,
charged with monitoring ongoing operations and providing political-military ad-
vice, includes therefore a crisis response branch, the new WKC and the nucleus of
the Operations Centre. In short, the CivMil Cell includes the personnel in charge
of advance and strategic planning, while the Operations Division cooperates at dif-
ferent levels with the relevant operational HQs to oversee the conduct of military
operations.

On the whole, the series of piecemeal reforms illustrated above contributes to improv-
ing the capacity of the EUMS to fulfil its functions, but questions remain as to its
ability to undertake the strategic planning of more demanding military operations.
The planning staff remains relatively small and disposes of little reach-back capacity
to access specific expertise when need be, for example in planning naval operations.
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On the civilian side, the creation of the CPCC was meant to address existing short-
comings in the ability to plan, conduct and support the fast-growing range of ESDP
civilian missions. Established in August 2007, directly attached to the SG/HR and
headed by the new post of Civilian Operations Commander, the new structure has
a multidisciplinary team of about 70, half of them coming from DGE IX and other
services of the Secretariat, and half having joined as seconded national experts. It
includes three departments, respectively tasked with the planning, conduct and
support of civilian operations. As such, the CPCC represents a genuine and quite
unique institutional innovation, supposed to respond to the pressing demands for
more professional planning, better operational direction, permanent monitoring
of ongoing missions (including through the WKC) and adequate mission support.
The civilian chain of command is adjusted accordingly, with the CivOpCdr replac-
ing the EUSRs in the operational chain of command.?® The CivOpCdr exercises the
command and control of all civilian ESDP missions at the strategic level, issues
instructions to the HoMs and provides them with advice and technical support.
HoMs, on the other hand, exercise the command and control of respective missions
in theatre.

Like the EUMS, the CPCC is a body tasked with informing decision-making with
distinctive technical expertise. Unlike the EUMS, however, the CPCC is charged
with operational planning, which follows the adoption of the crisis management
concept, and with the conduct of all civilian missions, while strategic planning re-
mains in principle a prerogative of DGE IX. In the military domain, the EUMS is
primarily charged with contributing to strategic planning, whereas the operational
planning and conduct are the responsibility of the designated operational HQ for
each individual operation. In both cases, the distinction between strategic and op-
erational planning is much less clear-cut than it looks on paper: the CPCC and the
EUMS provide their expertise to inform the whole planning process.

The CPCC has performed an important role in the planning and launching of
three civilian missions, namely EU SSR Guinea Bissau, EUMM Georgia and EULEX
Kosovo. In many respects, however, the CPCC remains work in progress. In par-
ticular, the operational planning branch is too small, and required assistance from
the CivMil Cell and other EUMS divisions on the logistical, communication and
medical aspects of the planning and support of the EU mission in Georgia in Sep-
tember 2008. In addition to its principal operational tasks, the CPCC is charged
with complementary responsibilities to those of DGE IX on a range of important

26. The EU Special Representatives remain in the ‘political’ chain of command of ESDP civilian missions and are
responsible to provide HoMs with local political guidance, in consultation with the CivOpCdr.
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horizontal matters such as input to the civilian capabilities development process,
training issues, civilian crisis management exercises and the collection and analysis
of lessons identified, among others. In principle, DGE IX is responsible for defining
the policy goals and for driving policy developments on all these matters. In prac-
tice, the division of tasks between DGE IX and the CPCC is blurred and requires
more fine-tuning to improve cooperation and coordination.

The European Commission

The Commission is fully associated with the work carried out in the field of CFSP
(Article 27 TEU) and disposes, alongside Member States, of a right of initiative in
this domain. Since ESDP is an integral part of CFSP, these provisions apply to this
field as well. In practice, the broader politics surrounding the launch and develop-
ment of CFSP have defined the scope for the actual implementation of Treaty provi-
sions. When crafting CFSP, Member States have refrained from pooling sovereignty
at the EU level and have reserved for themselves a pivotal role in decision-making,
from initiating policies to taking final decisions by unanimity. The creation of the
position of SG/HR for CFSP at the top of the Council Secretariat reflected the deter-
mination to seek ways to better cooperate in foreign policy matters while preserving
a clear distinction between intergovernmental structures and procedures on the one
hand and the Community method, which applies to other areas of external action,
on the other. The launch of ESDP in 1999/2000, with a strong focus on its military
dimension, confirmed this trend. Crisis management within the second pillar was
to translate into rapid, potentially robust interventions benefiting from the politi-
cal endorsement and the clout of all Member States.

Against this background, the Commission has never formally exercised its right of
initiative in the context of CFSP and has focused on the Community dimension of
external action, notably including external economic relations, development coop-
eration, trade and humanitarian assistance. In so doing, well before the creation of
CFSP, the Commission has framed and implemented a wide range of policy tools
establishing structural relations with third parties, whether individual countries,
sets of states such as the Africa, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) group of developing
countries, or regional organisations. Over time, the political dimension of these
relations has been growing, including a security component largely pertaining to
crisis prevention activities, the consolidation of democratic governance and of the
rule of law, and the support of human rights. In parallel, the issue of coherence be-
tween CFSP and Community programmes has acquired ever more prominence, as a
basic requirement for the effectiveness of the EU as an international actor. With the



launch of ESDP, the debate on coherence has gained a new key dimension, concern-
ing the application of the wide toolbox of the EU to crisis areas.

The Commission provides an important contribution to the ESDP at many levels,
although this is a policy domain where inter-institutional relations have often been
strained by controversy on respective prerogatives and competences. On the ground,
the interplay between ESDP activities and relevant Community instruments all
along the crisis or conflict cycle is crucial to the success and long-term sustainabil-
ity of EU action. In Brussels, the Commission contributes to the debate on the EU
approach to crises and on envisaged ESDP operations through the participation
of Commission officials in all relevant ESDP committees and through permanent,
if not always smooth, cooperation with the Council Secretariat. In particular, the
Commission is responsible for administering the CFSP budget, which covers the
operational expenditure of civilian ESDP.?

From an organisational standpoint, over the last ten years, the Commission has
been shaping up its internal structures to match the development of CFSP and of
ESDP in particular. Following the appointment of the SG/HR in 1999, a new CESP
Directorate was set up within DG RELEX and has since steadily expanded into the
sizeable Directorate A, about 70 officials strong, headed by the Commission repre-
sentative to the PSC and responsible for coordinating the Commission’s input to
CFSP. The Directorate includes four units, whose respective remit somewhat mir-
rors the division of tasks between CFSP/ESDP structures. The unit of the European
Correspondent, named after the correspondents responsible for the CFSP dossier
in national foreign ministries, is tasked with the overall procedural coordination
of the Commission’s activities in the area of external relations and CFSP. Among
other tasks, the unit assists on a permanent basis the Commission’s representative
to the PSC. In addition, it is responsible for managing the Commission’s end of the
COREU (Correspondance européenne) network of diplomatic exchanges with Member
States and the Council Secretariat.

The unit for crisis response and peace-building performs a wide range of tasks to
ensure the prompt formulation and delivery of crisis and disaster response by the
Commission. In particular, the unit is in charge of the planning and adoption of
crisis response measures via the Instrument for Stability that finances, among other
actions, a wide range of complementary measures to ESDP operations.?® The unit
takes the lead within RELEX on key policy dossiers for crisis response and stabilisa-

27. This important task is addressed in the chapter dealing with ESDP resources and capabilities.
28. See Chapter 2 on ESDP resources, pp. 96-8.
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tion such as SSR and manages the so-called crisis room - a tool to collect and dis-
tribute open source information and intelligence.

The CFSP operations unit includes the Commission representatives to CIVCOM
and to the RELEX Counsellors Group. It manages the CFSP budget and deals, there-
fore, with the often pressing requirements of ESDP civilian operations in terms of
finance and procurement. In this context, the unit is responsible for ensuring that
ESDP civilian operations act within the rules of sound financial management of
the Community. Finally, the security unit provides the Commission’s interface
with the political-military dimension and relevant ESDP bodies. Officials sitting
in the security unit represent the Commission in the EUMC, the PMG and vari-
ous other Council Working Groups. The unit is also in charge of counter-terrorism,
non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, conventional disarmament and
other transnational threats to health and infrastructures. In addition, the security
unit prepares the long-term measures for capacity-building and crisis preparedness
envisaged under the Instrument for Stability.

The range of the Commission’s structures involved in crisis- or conflict-relevant ac-
tivities, from prevention to peace-building, is of course broader than the services
dedicated to CFSP/ESDP as such. While their comprehensive mapping goes beyond
the scope of this contribution, these structures include the ECHO Directorate Gen-
eral responsible for the delivery of humanitarian relief, the Monitoring and Infor-
mation Centre situated in DG Environment® as well as all the geographic services
in DG RELEX and in DG Development (in so far as ACP countries are concerned) in
charge of relations with third countries or regions. Within RELEX, Directorate B on
multilateral relations and human rights is responsible for relations with the UN (in-
cluding the DPKO) and the OSCE, among other issues. Moreover, the 130 delega-
tions of the Commission on the ground play an important role both as a source of
information and expertise and in managing and implementing external assistance.

The Treaty provides that the Council and the Commission are responsible for ensur-
ing the consistency of the EU’s external activities. In seeking to promote coherence
and consistency, scope for interaction can be identified at many levels, although
practice often falls short of potential. First, in terms of information and analysis,
the delegations of the Commission on the ground and services in Brussels feed the
situation assessments carried out by the Joint Situation Centre, although a truly

29. The Monitoring and Information Centre constitutes the operational platform of the EU Civil Protection Mecha-
nism, which coordinates national and EU efforts in emergency response to natural disasters within and outside the
Union.



shared and comprehensive evaluation of emerging or ongoing crises is often lack-
ing.

Second, mutual information and consultation on respective initiatives and policies
has been improving in quantity and quality, with the Commission representatives
in CFSP/ESDP committees performing as the main but not exclusive transmission
belts. However, reporting on respective activities does not necessarily amount to
joint policy making.’*® More broadly, this also applies to the Commission’s work
on drafting country strategy papers (CSPs) or action plans for neighbouring coun-
tries, defining the priorities for Community external instruments and assistance.
The lifetime of CSPs is seven years, broken down into two multi-annual indicative
programmes. The time horizon of CSPs exposes a tension between the requirement
for predictability of development assistance, the demand for mainstreaming con-
flict-sensitivity in Community programmes, and the flexibility and responsiveness
that crisis management entails. Policy-makers in both the Commission and in the
Council Secretariat feel that upstream inter-institutional consultation is limited
when drafting strategic papers addressing third countries. On the other hand, in
the context of crisis response, considerable progress can be detected with the imple-
mentation of the new Instrument for Stability, as illustrated separately.’!

Third, in the planning phase of ESDP operations, the Commission is involved both
in the proceedings of all ESDP committees and in the so-called Crisis Response
Coordination Teams, set up to accompany the drafting of the crisis management
concepts but, in practice, not always central to this process. Besides, Commission
officials take part in fact-finding missions to establish the requirements of envis-
aged ESDP operations. In addition to their focus on specific financing and procure-
ment issues, they can bring useful perspectives on potential Community measures
flanking ESDP action and on the broader Community approach to stabilisation
and institution-building in a given theatre.

From a functional standpoint, Security Sector Reform (SSR) has emerged as a key
domain for inter-institutional cooperation in crisis theatres. Successful engage-
ment requires a structural linkage between short- and long-term measures and a
comprehensive approach often encompassing all the branches of the security sector
- police, justice, prison system, army and the political bodies charged with oversee-

30. Catriona Gourlay, ‘Civil-Civil Coordination in EU crisis management’ in Agnieszka Nowak (ed.), ‘Civilian crisis
management: the EU way’, Chaillot Paper no. 90, EU Institute for Security Studies, Paris, June 2006, pp. 105-122.

31. See Chapter 2 on ESDP resources, pp. 96-8.
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ing them.’* As stressed in the second part of this book, cooperation has not been
forthcoming in the early years of ESDP. In Brussels, the Commission and the Coun-
cil Secretariat have drafted two separate concept papers, each addressing SSR in
the areas of respective competence.” In the field, attempts at coordination between
ESDP missions and Community programmes, when undertaken, have in most cases
produced little by way of synergy between EU actors and instruments. The case of
RD Congo, where two ESDP SSR missions are deployed in parallel to Community
programmes, is particularly telling in this respect.’® The area of rule of law has prov-
en particularly controversial, with the Commission concerned that this traditional
domain of EC intervention could be encroached upon by ESDP missions, including
police missions whose mandate extended to the interface between police and crimi-
nal justice.

More recently, awareness of the imperative of coordination in SSR has led to some
progress in critical theatres such as Afghanistan and Kosovo. Officials from the
Commission and the Council Secretariat have showed more willingness to discuss
the division of labour at an early stage in the planning of respective measures and
mechanisms for exchanging information in the field have been reinforced. Such ad
hoc progress, however, cannot replace a systemically comprehensive approach to
SSR, which would require a single EU concept paper, more joined up bureaucratic
structures and tighter coordination mechanisms in the field.

Beyond the area of SSR, the complexity of the issues involved in the demarcation of
respective competences was highlighted when the Commission decided to take the
Council to the European Court of Justice in the so-called ‘ECOWAS’ case in Febru-
ary 2005.%° In short, the Commission challenged the legality of a Council Decision
providing support for ECOWAS in the area of small arms and light weapons (SALW),
implementing a Joint Action on the EU contribution to combating the accumula-
tion and spread of SALW, on grounds that such an initiative would be in breach
of the Community’s competence, under the Cotonou agreement. In other words,
the question was to define respective competences at the interface of development
policy and security policy. Eventually, the Court ruled in favour of the Commission
and the contested decision was annulled. This court case provides a good example

32. See David Spence and Philipp Fluri (eds.), The European Union and Security Sector Reform, Geneva Centre for the
Democratic Control of Armed Forces (London: John Harper Publishing, 2008).

33. Council of the European Union, ‘EU Concept for ESDP support to Security Sector Reform (SSR)’, 12566/4/05,
13 October 2005; Communication for the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament, ‘A Concept for
European Community Support for Security Sector Reform’, COM(2006) 253 final, 24 May 2005.

34. See the chapters on EUPOL Kinshasa, EUPOL RD Congo and EUSEC RD Congo in this book.

35. Case C-91/05, Commission of the European Communities v Council of the European Union. Action for annul-
ment under Article 230 EC. The judgement of the Court was delivered on 20 May 2008.
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of poor inter-institutional relations and should encourage much closer dialogue
upstream with a view to ensuring the full consistency of the EU’s external activities,
as mandated by the Treaty and required in the field.

The European Parliament

The role of the European Parliament (EP) in CFSP/ESDP is essentially twofold. On
the one hand, it engages in the political debate on CFSP/ESDP priorities and im-
plementation, thereby strengthening the democratic accountability of EU decision-
making bodies. On the other hand, as one of the two branches of the EU budgetary
authority together with the Council, the EP adopts and scrutinises the CFSP budg-
et. Article 21 TEU stipulates that the Presidency consults the EP on the main aspects
and basic choices of CFSP and ensures that its views are taken into consideration.
Besides, the Presidency and the Commission are tasked to regularly inform the EP
on the development of CFSP.*

Aside from plenary sessions, where CFSP and ESDP matters are often addressed and
an annual debate on the implementation of CFSP is held, the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee (AFET), the Sub-committee on Security and Defence (SEDE) and the Com-
mittee on Budget are the key bodies in charge of the parliamentary proceedings on
foreign, security and defence policy. Clearly, in the inter-governmental domain of
CFSP/ESDP, the EP’s budgetary powers represent a strong leverage for the Parlia-
ment to gain access to decision-makers and to enhance its influence in the policy
debate.’” Relations between the Council and the EP were strained in the 2005/2006
period, on account of little transparency and insufficient consultation, with the
AFET and budgetary committees blocking the approval of the CFSP budget. The
situation has improved since, following the adoption of the new Inter-Institutional
Agreement (IIA) in 2006, as the gap between the demand and the supply of informa-
tion to the Parliament has been steadily narrowing.*®

At a political level, the dialogue between the EP, the Presidency and other CFSP/
ESDP actors has been growing in scope over the years. Since January 2007, the SG/
HR has appointed a Personal Representative for Parliamentary Affairs who acts as
an interface between the institutions and manages exchanges at all levels. Besides,

36. Daniel Thym, ‘Beyond Parliament’s Reach? The Role of the European Parliament in the CFSP’, European Foreign
Affairs Review, vol. 11, no. 1, 2005, pp. 109-27.

37. As illustrated below, inter-institutional conciliation meetings take place at least five times a year to monitor the
CFSP budget and expenditure, discuss the evolution of ESDP operations and address upcoming financial needs. See
Chapter 2 on ESDP resources, pp. 93-95.

38. ‘Inter-institutional Agreement between the European Parliament, the Council and the Commission on budgetary
discipline and sound financial management’, Official Journal C 139/01, 14 June 2006.
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as foreseen in the 2006 IIA, the Council submits to the EP by June each year a report
on CFSP, which should include both an evaluation of the measures undertaken in
the previous year and a general presentation of upcoming priorities.*

In the course of 2006, Presidency and Council officials briefed the Members of the
EP on CFSP/ESDP issues on about 230 occasions, including 20 interventions by
Heads of State or Government, or ministers, and six by the High Representative.*’ In
2007, corresponding figures stood at almost 340 briefings overall, of which 20 from
national political leaders and five from the HR. Roughly one third of these interven-
tions are performed in plenary or mini-plenary sessions, while most take place in
the AFET committee and in the numerous parliamentary delegations for relations
with third countries. ESDP issues are addressed on many of these occasions but
debates bearing specifically on this policy are less frequent and take place mainly
in the SEDE committee. For example, the PSC representative from each Presidency
presents to the SEDE the priorities and, at the end of the term, the achievements of
the Presidency in the field of ESDP. Top Council officials are often involved in these
exchanges. A range of other informal meetings are held, such as working lunches
between the PSC and the chairs of the AFET, SEDE and of the Human Rights com-
mittees.

In addition to adopting a range of resolutions and own-initiative reports on CFSP/
ESDP issues, the EP can address to the Council written and oral questions and ex-
press recommendations. The report by the Chairman of the AFET committee on the
above-mentioned Council annual CFSP report is the reference document outlining
the EP assessment of CFSP. In the specific context of ESDP, the SEDE committee
has progressively developed a new practice, dispatching parliamentary delegations
in crisis areas or at operational HQs. These visits can take place in the early planning
phase, such as in the case of EULEX Kosovo, EUFOR Tchad/RCA and the British
HQ of Northwood running the Atalanta operation, or during the conduct of an
ESDP operation, such as in Bosnia-Herzegovina (Althea) or DRC (EUFOR). These
field trips enable the members of the EP to acquire more awareness and specific data
on the challenges met by ESDP on the ground, thereby paving the way for a better
informed dialogue at the inter-institutional level. Furthermore, provision has been

39. Ibid., point G, paragraph 43.

40. Figures on the appearances by representatives of the Council in the European Parliament in the field of CFSP/
ESDP are reported in successive notes from the Council. See for example Council document 7358/07, 14 March
2007 and Council document 6112/08, 5 February 2008.
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made to allow a limited number of prominent members of the EP to have access to
secret and confidential information pertinent to ESDP.*!

The parliamentary dimension of CFSP/ESDP is enriched by the involvement of
members of national parliaments in a multiplicity of formats. Every six months,
the chairs of the foreign affairs committees of national parliaments come together
in the presidency capital and their meetings are regularly addressed by the SG/HR.
Likewise, the chairs of the defence committees have begun to meet twice a year,
while the chairs of relevant committees from national parliaments and senior mem-
bers of the EP hold joint meetings in Brussels. Alongside these and other meetings,
the practice of national parliamentary delegations directly visiting the Council Sec-
retariat and meeting the SG/HR and other senior CFSP/ESDP officials is growing.
Needless to say, engaging the members of national parliaments in the debate on
CFSP/ESDP is politically very important, considering the power of respective as-
semblies in scrutinising national foreign and security policy, allocating resources to
expand military and civilian capabilities and, in some Member States, authorising
the use of force.

The planning process

Having reviewed the main institutional actors of ESDP, this section addresses their
interaction in the context of the planning of military and civilian operations - the
core of ESDP decision-making. Like other aspects of the ESDP institutional and
procedural framework, the planning process has evolved to include the contribu-
tion of newly established ESDP bodies such as the Civ-Mil Cell and to introduce
the lessons drawn from operational experience. Likewise, the formulation of the
concept of civil-military coordination (CMCO) has informed the evolution of plan-
ning procedures, notably between 2002 and 2005, with a growing emphasis on the
notion of comprehensive planning.* Since the first ESDP military and civilian op-
erations were envisaged in 2002, planning has entailed a lot of ‘learning by doing’ at
the institutional level, and learning on the job for the individuals involved, notably
for those on the civilian side.

41. ‘Inter-institutional Agreement of 20 November 2002 between the European Parliament and the Council con-
cerning access by the European Parliament to sensitive information of the Council in the field of security and defence
policy’, Official Journal C 298/1, 30 November 2002. The Chair of the AFET also chairs a special committee of five
who can request and receive oral briefings by the Presidency or the SG/HR on sensitive issues and can consult secret
documents within the premises of the Council, in so far as this is necessary for the exercise of the EP’s attributions
concerning ESDP.

42. On the genesis and features of the concept of CMCO, see Radek Khol, ‘Civil-Military Coordination in EU crisis
management’, in Agnieszka Nowak (ed.), op. cit. in note 30.
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Crisis response planning includes two main phases, namely strategic planning and
operational planning. By and large, the former concerns the definition of the politi-
cal objectives of the Union and of the military or civilian means required to fulfil
those objectives. In other words, strategic planning provides the framework for op-
erational planning. The latter addresses more specifically how to implement the po-
litical mandate through a military or civilian operation, including its organisation,
the key operational tasks and how to fulfil them, while providing for all the enabling
requirements such as logistics and communication and information systems.

A distinction should be drawn upfront between the planning of, respectively, mili-
tary and civilian operations in the context of ESDP. With some simplification, in
so far as the former are concerned, EU structures are responsible for carrying out
planning and the political-strategic level. Following the Initiating Military Directive
(IMD), responsibility for military planning at the operational level is transferred to
the designated operational HQ, although the latter continues to be assisted by the
EUMS and DGE VIII. On the other hand, the planning and conduct of civilian mis-
sions is carried our entirely at EU level, without recourse to national capacities. In
other words, notably after the creation of the CPCC, the EU disposes in principle
of the equivalent to an autonomous operational HQ for civilian missions, although
the structure is still quite weak.

As noted above, the goal of devising a comprehensive approach to crisis manage-
ment, including the planning dimension, has driven the development of the EU’s
planning procedures. At the incentive of the Danish Presidency in 2002, earlier work
on CMCO resulted in a joint Council/Commission paper in 2003, where CMCO
was described as addressing ‘the need for effective coordination of the actions of
all relevant EU actors involved in the planning and subsequent implementation of
EU’s response to crisis.’* In other words, CMCO is about the internal coordina-
tion of EU structures in crisis management. A preference was expressed to sustain
and develop a ‘culture of coordination’ instead of establishing detailed structures
and procedures.** While this was a sensible recommendation to avoid burdening the
necessarily flexible crisis response process with a rigid set of rules, it also exposed the
reluctance of relevant institutions to be constrained by specific commitments.

43. Council of the European Union, ‘Civil Military Coordination (CMCO)’, 14457/03, 7 November 2003.

44. See Ursula C. Schroeder, ‘Governance of EU crisis-management’, in Michael Emerson and Eva Gross (eds.),
Evaluating the EU Crisis Missions in the Balkans, Centre for European Policy Studies, Brussels, September 2007, p. 26.



The operational experience of ESDP between 2003 and 2005 revealed serious short-
comings in the implementation of CMCO, both in Brussels and in theatre. Based on
this experience, the British Presidency in 2005 provided new momentum to foster
civil-military coordination at all levels. With a view to planning, a new document
was adopted in November 2005 which defined comprehensive planning as ‘a system-
atic approach designed to address the need for effective intra-pillar and inter-pillar
coordination of activity by all relevant EU actors in crisis management planning ...
This approach applies to all phases of the planning process...* It was restated that
the Council and the Commission would work together to this end.

With hindsight, a gap can certainly be detected between the letter of these documents
and the actual institutional practice. The detailed review of the ESDP operational
experience included in the second part of this book shows that EU institutions have
not consistently coordinated and cooperated to enhance the coherence and effec-
tiveness of EU crisis management. It is clear that extensive inter-institutional coor-
dination under time pressure, while various ESDP operations are being planned or
conducted at the same time, can prove very demanding. However, while a positive
trend can be observed, the record is very much uneven. In what follows, the analysis
of the planning process highlights the requirements for CMCO and leads to further
considerations on the implementation of comprehensive planning.

It is important to stress that, in practice, the planning process does not follow the
linear sequence sketched out below, whether because of time pressure or gaps in
the coordination and consultation among relevant bodies. Besides, some flexibility
needs to be built into the system to adapt to specific circumstances. In particular,
the distinction between strategic and operational planning is not as clear-cut as it
appears on paper, as the institutions in charge of strategic planning actually con-
tribute to the operational planning stage and to the conduct of the mission as well.
That said, the review of the planning process as formally envisaged provides the
basis for assessing the actual performance of EU planning structures.*

Planning at the strategic level comprises advance and crisis response planning. Ad-
vance planning entails considering potential crisis scenarios and devising basic plan-
ning documents (generic planning) and more detailed ones (contingency planning),
so as to better support decision-makers with timely situation-assessments if and

45. Council of the European Union, ‘Draft EU Concept for Comprehensive Planning’, 13983/05, 3 November
2005.

46. While a number of documents have been subsequently produced on specific aspects of the planning process,
the basic reference document outlining the crisis management procedures remains: Council of the European Union,
‘Suggestions for procedures for coherent, comprehensive EU crisis management’, 11127/03, 3 July 2003.
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when an actual crisis erupts. In practice, advance planning has not been conducted
on a permanent or consistent basis because of both limited human resources and
the political sensitivities associated to the identification of potential crisis spots.
Within the EUMS, the Civ-Mil Cell was initially charged with strategic contingency
planning, which is now a prerogative of the MAP. So far, advance planning has not
been accompanied by a noticeable comprehensive dimension: the range of EU crisis
management bodies has not been consistently involved.

Once a crisis erupts, crisis response strategic planning kicks in. The functions of
early warning and situation assessment are crucial at this stage. The documents on
comprehensive planning insist on the need for a joint assessment of an emerging
crisis so as to include the perspectives of all institutional actors and cover different
areas of expertise. The creation of the SIAC in 2008, to which both the Joint Situa-
tion Centre and the intelligence division of the EUMS contribute, has reinforced the
ability of the EU structures to collect and process relevant information early on. The
SIAC is supposed to support both military and civilian planning and structures. At
this initial stage of the planning process, the Commission can also feed information
through its delegations on the ground and its crisis management department.

Once informed of a crisis that may require the intervention of the EU, the PSC be-
comes the central pillar of the planning process, responsible to ensure the coher-
ence of the EU’s crisis response. The PSC can request that joint Council/Commis-
sion fact finding missions (FFM) are dispatched in the field to collect information
on the context of EU intervention. Joint FFMs have progressively become standard
practice, which in principle improves CMCO at this level. All information and anal-
ysis, including policy option papers from the PU, converge towards the PSC, which
decides whether, in principle, EU action is appropriate or not. If it considers that it
is, a Crisis Response Coordination Team (CRCT) is set up to oversee the drafting of
the Crisis Management Concept (CMC).*

Planning documents define the CRCT as a vehicle for inter-service coordination in
crisis response. As such, CRCTs are not standing bodies but meet ad hoc and are re-
sponsible to prepare the draft CMC. Their composition is supposed to be flexible,
so as to reflect the specific nature of the crisis at hand, but normally includes the
crisis management departments of DG E, the EUMS, the CPCC, the Policy Unit, the
SitCen, the legal service of the Council and the Commission. Meetings are held at

47. 1bid., pp. 33-34. See also Gourlay, op. cit. in note 30, p. 115 and Schroeder, op. cit. in note 44, pp. 26-28.



working level and chaired at Council Director level. Depending on the mission at
hand, DGE VIII or DGE IX normally play a leading role in this phase.

The experience of CRCTs is mixed. On the one hand, they represent the only venue
for inter-pillar coordination at an early stage in the planning process. As such, they
are considered a useful platform to discuss the objectives and the options for EU
intervention. However, CRCTs have been regarded more as a vehicle for exchang-
ing information and for mutual consultation than as real planning bodies. On the
whole, they have met on a rather discontinuous basis, although meetings have be-
come more regular in the last year or so. In practice, in the run-up to the CMC,
much of the political advice and military and civilian expertise is exchanged on an
informal and not always systematic basis, with senior Council officials taking the
lead in drafting the early versions of the CMC.

The CMC is the ‘conceptual framework describing the overall approach of the EU
to the management of a particular crisis.’* Documents on comprehensive planning
stress that the CMC is meant to ensure the full coherence between different EU ac-
tors and to point out the interdependencies between their tasks. Besides, it should
define what is the endstate that the envisaged ESDP operation wishes to achieve, the
key objectives that need to be met and the steps that are necessary to deliver those
objectives. After thorough consultation, if the PSC decides in favour of EU interven-
tion, it agrees the final CMC and submits it to the Council.

Following the political approval of the Council, the PSC requests that either mili-
tary or civilian strategic options (MSO or CSO) are developed. On the military side,
the EUMC issues a military strategic option directive (MSOD) to the EUMS, task-
ing the latter to draw up and prioritise MSO, in cooperation with DGE VIII, describ-
ing in further detail what action is required to fulfil the political ends outlined in
the CMC.

On the civilian side, the CPCC is responsible for the elaboration of the CSO, in co-
operation with DGE IX and with the support of the Civ-Mil Cell. The EUMC and
the CIVCOM assess, respectively, MSO and CSO and submit their advice to the PSC.
The latter decides on the best course of action and forwards its recommendation to
the Council. The approval of the Council, normally expressed in a joint action flesh-
ing out the mandate and tasks of the envisaged ESDP operation, marks the end of
the planning process at political-strategic level.

48. Ibid., p. 45.
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1. ESDP institutions
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Source: EU Concept for Military Planning at the Political and Strategic Level, 10687/08, 16 June 2008.

The operational planning phase includes the drafting of the concept of operations
(CONOPS) and of the operational plan (OPLAN), as well as the force generation
process. As noted above, operational planning for military or civilian operations
follows different tracks. On the civilian side, the CPCC is in charge of preparing
the CONOPS and the OPLAN, in close cooperation with the designated Head of
Mission and with the support of the Civ-Mil Cell. CIVCOM provides the PSC with
advice on these planning documents and the PSC agrees them before submission
to the Council for final approval. The CPCC, in permanent exchange with CIVCOM
and with the Head of Mission, is responsible for generating the personnel required
to conduct the envisaged civilian mission. Calls for contributions are sent out to
Member States announcing the posts and functions to be filled.
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On the military side, responsibility for operational planning shifts away from EU
bodies to the designated operational HQ, whether NATO or a national one, and to
the Operation Commander. So far, the Operation Centre within the EUMS has not
been activated. In this context, the EUMS drafts the Initiating Military Directive
(IMD) and the PSC instructs the EUMC to release the directive to the Operation
Commander. The IMD should provide the Commander with a clear picture of the
political objectives and of the military mandate of the operation, thereby framing
the successive development of the CONOPS, the statement of requirements, the
OPLAN and the rules of engagement.

This is a critical stage in the EU military planning process. The identification of the
available operational HQ may take considerable time and, once a national HQ is
identified, the process of augmenting and ‘multinationalising’ it with military per-
sonnel from contributing countries starts. This process is managed by the EUMS,
which also sends liaison officers to the relevant HQ so as to ensure continuity and
consistency between the phase of strategic planning and that of operational plan-
ning.

The parallel force generation process is triggered at the earliest possible stage, when
planning assumptions and documents are specific enough to present Member States
(and third countries) with clear force requirements as a basis to assess their national
contributions. More often than not, the force generation process has proven very
cumbersome due to a mix of inter-related factors including weak strategic planning,
serious constraints on national capabilities and divergences between Member States
on the mandate and scope of ESDP military operations.

The Lisbon Treaty: continuity and innovation

With a view to CFSP and ESDP, the Lisbon Treaty can be regarded as the output
of years of institutional practice, strategic reflection and compromise between dif-
ferent national perspectives on EU foreign and security policy. Many of the CFSP/
ESDP provisions translated from the rejected Constitutional Treaty to the Lisbon
Treaty were negotiated between 2003 and 2004 in parallel to the development of
ESDP structures, the drafting of the 2003 European Security Strategy, and the
acquisition of early ESDP operational experience. The importance of the reforms
envisaged under the Treaty concerning CFSP and ESDP and the close connection
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of these reforms with the institutional developments illustrated above call for an
overview of the most salient aspects of envisaged innovation.*

The Lisbon Treaty sets important aspects of institutional innovation in the context
of broad continuity.*® The mix of continuity and innovation is a regular feature of
all stages of Treaty reform. The aim to enhance the coherence of EU foreign policy
and to foster the convergence of different national positions has driven Treaty re-
form since the launch of CFSP, although it remains largely unfulfilled. Against this
background, however, the Lisbon Treaty does introduce considerable novelty. By
way of general assessment, reform aims to create the conditions for more effective
policy- making without affecting the formal rules for taking decisions in the field of
CFSP and ESDP. Unanimity continues to apply to decisions in these areas, with very
limited exceptions. Besides, the Declarations 13 and 14 annexed to the final act of
the inter-governmental conference in December 2007 make clear that the envisaged
CFSP and ESDP Treaty provisions do not affect the prerogatives of Member States
concerning their national foreign and defence policies. The purpose of the reforms
foreseen by the new Treaty, however, is not to constrain Member States but rather
to better enable them to work together by upgrading the institutional bedrock of
their cooperation at EU level.

The Treaty of Lisbon both thoroughly modifies the institutional context of ESDP
and introduces more specific innovations pertaining to this policy area as such.”
In extreme synthesis, the new Treaty frames for the first time all aspects of the EU’s
external action within a common set of principles and objectives. This is meant to
enhance the overall coherence and consistency of EU external action in the pursuit
of the principles of democracy, the rule of law and human rights that have inspired
European integration and with a view to supporting international law, multilateral
cooperation and the UN. In the context of CFSP, much stronger emphasis is put in
the Lisbon Treaty than under current provisions on the requirements for mutual
political solidarity, convergence and early consultation among Member States in
devising a common foreign and security policy. The Lisbon Treaty also clarifies the
respective roles of different EU institutions in CFSP policy-making, confirming the

49. See the Consolidated versions of the Treaty on the European Union and the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union, Official journal C 155, 9 May 2008.

50. For an analysis of the proceedings of the Convention and of the 2004 Inter-governmental Conference leading to
institutional innovations in the area of CFSP/ESDP, see Giovanni Grevi, ‘The Institutional Framework of External Ac-
tion” and “The Common Foreign, Security and Defence Policy’, both chapters in G. Amato, H. Bribosia, B. de Witte
(eds.), Genesis and Destiny of the European Constitution (Brussels: Bruylant 2007).

51. The innovations introduced by the Lisbon Treaty are outlined in Gerrard Quille, “The Lisbon Treaty and its
implications for CFSP/ESDP’, Briefing Paper, Policy Department External Policies, European Parliament, February
2008; and Antonio Missiroli, “The impact of the Lisbon Treaty on ESDP’, Briefing Paper, Policy Department External
Policies, European Parliament, January 2008.



key role of the European Council in providing strategic impulse and guidance and
the centrality of the Foreign Affairs Council (separated from the General Affairs
Council) in taking decisions and overseeing their implementation.

The keynote reform envisaged by the Treaty in the sphere of the EU foreign and
security policy consists of the double-hatting of the new High Representative of
the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, who would combine the func-
tions of the existing SG/HR for CFSP and of the Vice-President of the Commission
in charge of External Relations (RELEX).>* This is a ‘personal union’ of two func-
tions, which remain governed by different decision-making procedures, in the same
post. In addition, the new HR would replace the rotating Presidency in chairing the
Foreign Affairs Council and be attributed a formal right of initiative (proposal) in
CFSP/ESDP matters, alongside Member States. Likewise, the rotating Presidency
would give way to a permanent President of the European Council at the helm of
this institution. The President would be responsible for the preparation and follow-
up of summit meetings and also for representing the Union on CFSP issues at the
level of Heads of State or Government. The relations between these two new posi-
tions and the President of the Commission are not the subject of detailed regulation
under the Lisbon Treaty, which leaves scope for mutual adjustment on the job but
also for potential tensions.

The job description of the envisaged double-hatted HR is vast and cannot be re-
viewed in detail here. By and large, in addition to the important role of policy initia-
tive mentioned above, the prerogatives of the new HR post would include coordina-
tion across the range of EU external policies, external representation of the Union
for CFSP matters, implementation of CESP decisions, as well as specific responsi-
bilities in the context of ESDP crisis management.>> A complementary innovation
to the establishment of the double-hatted HR post is the creation of the European
External Action Service (EEAS), supposed to assist the HR in fulfilling his mandate.
In a major departure from current institutional arrangements, the new EEAS would
include officials form the relevant departments of the Council Secretariat and of the
Commission, as well as staff seconded by national diplomatic services.**

52. The double-hatted HR would however relinquish the function of Secretary-General of the Council currently at-
tributed to Javier Solana.

53. Giovanni Grevi, Daniela Manca and Gerrard Quille, “The EU Foreign Minister: Beyond Double-Hatting’, The
International Spectator, vol. XL, no. 1, 2005.

54. The envisaged set up of the EEAS has triggered a rich debate in think tanks and academia. Among other contri-
butions, see Julia Lieb and Andreas Maurer, ‘Making EU Foreign Policy more effective, consistent and democratic.
The options and variables for the European External Action Service’, Working Paper FG 1, SWP Berlin, July 2007,
Graham Avery, Antonio Missiroli et al., “The EU Foreign Service: how to build a more effective common policy’, EPC
Working Paper no 28, Brussels, November 2007; and Julia Lieb and Andreas Maurer, ‘Creating a European External
Action Service. Preconditions for avoiding a rude awakening’, SWP Comments 13, June 2008.
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The size, composition, exact institutional position and policy remit of the new serv-
ice remain subjects for negotiation and debate between the SG/HR, the Commis-
sion and the Member States, if the Treaty is ratified.® There is a certain consensus,
however, that the service would at least include all the departments dealing with
external political relations with all third countries and regions in the world, multi-
lateral affairs, neighbourhood policy and the political-strategic dimension of crisis
management through ESDP and other EU instruments. While not specified as such
in the Lisbon Treaty, a combined reading of relevant provisions suggests that the
envisaged Union delegations abroad (replacing the Commission delegations) would
also be part of the EEAS.

On the whole, the reforms envisaged by the Lisbon Treaty point to overcoming the
rigid distinction between the Community and the intergovernmental dimension of
EU foreign policy and to providing more continuity to policy-making over time. In so
far as ESDP is concerned, this evolution paves the way towards more structural syn-
ergy between ESDP operations and other EU instruments in crisis management and,
notably, to a stronger connection between CFSP priorities and ESDP activities.

First, the Lisbon Treaty changes the denomination of ESDP into ‘common security
and defence policy’ and describes this policy as providing the EU with “..an opera-
tional capacity drawing on civil and military assets ... using capabilities provided by
the Member States.””® Second, the Treaty expands the range of the so-called Peters-
berg tasks which the common security and defence policy needs to fulfil to include
joint disarmament operations, military advice and assistance tasks, conflict preven-
tion and post-conflict stabilisation in addition to the tasks envisaged under the cur-
rent Treaty, namely humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks and tasks of
combat forces in crisis management, including peacemaking.®” All these tasks are
supposed to contribute to the fight against terrorism.

Third, the new Treaty translates in the area of security and defence the stronger
commitment to solidarity of EU Member States by introducing a clause of mutual
assistance in case of armed aggression on the territory of one of them.*® While not

55. Declaration 15 on Article 27 TEU, annexed to the final act of the Inter-governmental Conference that adopted
the Treaty of Lisbon.

56. Article 42.1 TEU as amended by the Lisbon Treaty.
57. Article 43 TEU as amended by the Lisbon Treaty and Article 17.2 TEU, as currently in force.

58. Article 42.7 TEU, as amended by the Lisbon Treaty. In the event of an armed attack on one of them, the other
Member States would be under the obligation to provide the country in question with aid and assistance by all the
means in their power. In fact, however, such a clause is qualified by two other provisions in this article, whereby this
commitment would not prejudice the specific policy of some Member States (neutrals) and would be consistent
with the commitments of EU Member States that are also part of NATO. For them, NATO remains the foundation
of their collective defence. It follows that the new clause has essentially a political significance.



set in the context of the common security and defence policy, the Treaty also intro-
duces another clause, explicitly named ‘solidarity clause’, providing for the Union
and its Member States to assist a Member State that is the object of a terrorist at-
tack or victim of a natural or man-made disaster with all relevant means, including
military ones.”

Fourth, the scope for flexibility under the common security and defence policy is
much expanded by the Lisbon Treaty at three main levels. At the operational lev-
el, the new Treaty envisages that the Council may entrust the implementation of
an operation to a group of willing and able Member States, which shall act in as-
sociation with the HR and keep the Council regularly informed of their action.®
Furthermore, the mechanism of enhanced cooperation, which allows under certain
conditions a group of Member States to engage in closer cooperation in areas where
not all EU countries may want to integrate further, extends to CFSP and the com-
mon security and defence policy.®’ Under the current Treaties, enhanced coopera-
tion only applies to the implementation of CFSP joint actions or common posi-
tions and does not concern matters with military or defence implications. From this
standpoint, however, the biggest innovation consists of the envisaged provisions on
‘permanent structured cooperation’. The latter would involve those Member States
with stronger military capabilities and willing to enter more binding commitments
with a view to undertaking demanding crisis management tasks.®> These provisions,
as well as the related Protocol on permanent structured cooperation, should be read
in conjunction with the envisaged Treaty commitment of Member States to pro-
gressively improve their military capabilities and with the definition at Treaty-level
of the tasks of the European Defence Agency, set up in summer 2004 with the pur-
pose of enhancing the military capabilities of EU countries.®® This important set of
Treaty reforms is addressed in Chapter Two, dealing with the military and civilian
resources available to ESDP.

Fifth, the HR acquires a stronger profile in the field of the common security and de-
fence policy as well. With a view to crisis management operations, this applies both
to policy initiative and to policy direction and coordination. On the one hand, the

59. Article 222 Treaty on the functioning of the European Union, as renamed and amended by the Lisbon Treaty
(current Treaty establishing the European Community).

60. Article 44 TEU, as amended by the Lisbon Treaty.

61. Article 329.2 Treaty on the functioning of the European Union, as renamed and amended by the Lisbon Trea-
ty.

62. Articles 42.6 and 46 TEU, as amended by the Lisbon Treaty.

63. Articles 42.3 and 46 TEU, as amended by the Lisbon Treaty. See also the Council Joint Action 2004/551/CFSP
on the establishment of the European Defence Agency, 12 July 2004.
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HR can propose to the Council the use of both national and EU resources, together
with the Commission where appropriate.®* On the other hand, the PSC exercises the
political control and strategic direction of crisis management operations under the
responsibility of both the Council and the HR.* Finally, the HR is made responsible
for coordinating the civilian and military aspects of crisis management operations
and is involved in all forms of flexible cooperation in this policy area.

Conclusion

The analysis of the ESDP institutional framework and of its evolution over the last
ten years delivers a mixed picture. Unquestionably, the sheer fact of having created
in 2000-2002 and subsequently expanded and improved a complex crisis manage-
ment architecture at EU level is a major accomplishment. Establishing the ‘capacity
to decide’ is a basic precondition for progress with a view to both operations and
capabilities. It is equally clear, however, that this achievement needs to be qualified
with regard to three problems still affecting policy-making in the ESDP domain.

First, while they have grown considerably larger over the years, EU crisis manage-
ment structures at the political, strategic and operational level remain relatively
fragile and incomplete. In other words, they are unfinished business. The current
framework does not empower the Union to fulfil the level of ambition that it has
set for itself in terms of the quantity and intensity of crisis management opera-
tions to be carried out simultaneously. In fact, notably on the civilian side, it is al-
ready stretched to the limit. On the military side, in the absence of EU operational
headquarters, the Union remains a non-autonomous actor and the availability of
national HQs to plan and run ESDP operations has proven intermittent. Further
issues concern the experience and expertise of the staff in Brussels-based bodies
with a view to assuring the proper planning and conduct of ESDP operations, both
civilian and military ones. Although progressively addressed, shortcomings in these
respects constrain the ability of the Union to undertake more demanding tasks.

Second, the emphasis rightly put on the need to ensure more and better coordina-
tion within and between EU institutions and to devise a comprehensive approach to
crisis management has delivered modest results until quite recently. On the whole,
little structural cooperation and coordination between the Council Secretariat and
the Commission have accompanied the development of ESDP, undermining its out-
put. That said, after years of debate and conceptual elaboration, there are grounds

64. Article 42.4 TEU, as amended by the Lisbon Treaty.
65. Article 38 TEU, as amended by the Lisbon Treaty.



for some optimism on progress towards an integrated, cross-pillar civil-military ap-
proach. Nobody seriously questions the need to strengthen synergies and coordina-
tion among EU actors and tools: a strong case has been made and comprehensive-
ness features at the core of the EU strategic culture. The envisaged setting up of the
Crisis Management Planning Department, which would bring together the bodies
responsible for strategic planning and important horizontal functions from both
the military and the civilian side, provides strong evidence of renewed political will
to set civil-military coordination on firmer foundations, drawing on all relevant re-
sources. Furthermore, the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty would provide a
major boost to these efforts.

Third, the piecemeal reform of ESDP structures can be regarded as the substitute
for political agreement on what ESDP is for in the first place. This owes both to
enduring differences between Member States regarding the ambition and priori-
ties of ESDP and to the difficulty of more effectively integrating CFSP strategies,
often blurred, and ESDP action. As noted in the introduction, institutional reform
has sought to address shortcomings concerning both the convergence of national
positions and the coherence between crisis management and foreign policy at large.
However, institutional engineering can only achieve so much if political consen-
sus on making the Union a strong, autonomous international actor in the field of
security and defence is not forthcoming. From this standpoint, the reforms envis-
aged by the Lisbon Treaty are of particular importance. They create the institutional
conditions for much more joined up policy-making at EU level, bridging the inter-
governmental and the Community dimension as well as the national and the Euro-
pean levels of decision-making. That said, ultimately, institutional reform cannot
provide a conclusive answer to a political question.

In conclusion, when turning back to past developments and looking ahead to future
reforms in the area of ESDP, three final considerations should inform the debate.
First, understanding ESDP institutions and practice requires appreciation of their
evolution over the years, instead of simply taking a snapshot of the institutional
architecture at a given point in time. Second, individual institutions and bodies are
part of a complex system of policy- and decision-making. Their ability, or inability,
to fulfil their mandates largely depends on the quality of their interactions with
other institutional actors at the EU and national level. Third, institutional practice
and reform cannot be regarded in isolation from parallel developments at the po-
litical and operational level, including the elaboration of the strategic priorities of
ESDP and the lessons drawn from experience in the field. The interaction of these
different strands of policy-making shapes institutional outcomes in ways that no
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national government or EU institution can entirely foresee and control.
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2. ESDP resources

Giovanni Grevi and Daniel Keohane*

One of the biggest challenges for ESDP since 1999 has been finding adequate
resources for it to perform effectively and contribute to international security.
The experience gained from ESDP operations has helped to indicate which ca-
pability priorities should be pursued, and some progress has been made over the
last ten years. However, ESDP has endured shortcomings in both the quantity
and quality of available resources. This chapter analyses the civil, military and
financial resources available to ESDP, and the constraints on those resources.
It also looks at how EU governments and institutions have attempted to ad-
dress gaps in resources, ranging from military transport planes to civil person-
nel such as judges and police.

The chapter begins with an analysis of EU military resources. The EU does not
have its own army, or its own defence budget. Each Member State retains full
sovereignty over their armed forces, and can choose to contribute (or not) to
each ESDP operation as they see fit. The EU institutions cannot tell Member
States how much money they should spend on defence, or how to spend their
national defence budgets. Even so, the 27 EU governments collectively spend
over €200 billion on defence, which is a lot of money, and should be enough
to cover Europe’s defence needs. Indeed, collectively the EU-27 is the largest
spender on defence in the world after the United States.

But despite these hefty financial resources, Europeans do not have nearly
enough soldiers with the necessary skills for international peacekeeping. Some
EU Member States have not yet fully reformed their armed forces from a Cold
War posture of defending national territory to participating in international
peacekeeping operations. As a result, the EU-27 governments have roughly

* Giovanni Grevi is the author of the Civilian Resources part of this chapter, and Daniel Keohane is the author
of the Military Resources part.
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2 million personnel in their armed forces but they can barely deploy and sustain
100,000 soldiers around the globe. Almost 80% of those 100,000 were deployed in
2007, meaning that some European armed forces are already over-stretched because
of EU, UN and NATO commitments in places such as Afghanistan, Bosnia, Chad,
Congo, Kosovo and Lebanon.!

Apart from a lack of deployable soldiers, EU armed forces desperately need more
useful military equipment. For example, one legacy of Cold War defence planning is
that EU Member States own more than 10,000 main battle tanks, many more than
are required for international peacekeeping missions, but have access to only 8 long-
range transport planes (C-17s), to carry personnel, equipment and development aid
(the US, in comparison, owns more than 200 C-17s). It took fully six months for EU
governments to find only 16 helicopters and 10 short-range transport planes for
their peacekeeping operation in Eastern Chad.

Serious constraints of available financial resources, personnel and equipment have
also accompanied the development of ESDP civilian crisis management, which is
analysed in the second part of this chapter. These limitations became particularly
apparent as the early operational experience of ESDP unfolded in the Balkans and,
subsequently, in Georgia, Indonesia (Aceh) and Africa.

From a budgetary standpoint, the problem has been twofold, concerning both the
scarcity of the resources allocated to civilian ESDP under the Community budget
and the cumbersome procedures established to mobilise them. For human resourc-
es, the crux has been deploying a sufficient number of highly skilled and adequately
trained personnel within a short timeframe, and supporting the mission in the field.
Another challenge has been procuring the necessary equipment to carry out a mis-
sion in a timely fashion, whether IT and communications infrastructure or vehi-
cles.

Over the last ten years, much has been achieved to enable the launch of 17 civilian
operations on three continents. Financial resources at EU level have significantly ex-
panded, although they remain relatively small, while procedures have been stream-
lined to some extent, so that equipment can be procured more quickly. More im-
portantly, considerable effort has been put into finding personnel with the relevant
experience and expertise to serve in ESDP civilian missions. Turning to the Com-
munity dimension of civilian crisis management, the Instrument for Stability was

1. European Defence Agency, ‘National Defence Expenditure in 2006 and 2007’, 11 December 2008. http://www.
eda.europa.eu/defencefacts/default.aspx?Year=2007.



Giovanni Grevi and Daniel Keohane

devised in 2007 to rationalise different pre-existing Community instruments under
one framework, creating scope for more synergy of EU civilian crisis management
activities at the inter-institutional level. This chapter also assesses the size and al-
location of the CFSP budget for civilian ESDP, and the priorities driving the civilian
capability development process.

Military resources for ESDP

As noted above, the budgetary challenge faced by European defence ministries is
considerable. European defence budgets have consistently fallen as a percentage of
GDP in the last ten years. According to defence data from the European Defence
Agency (EDA) the EU average for defence spending as a proportion of GDP fell from
1.81 percent in 2005% to 1.69 percent in 2007.° The cost of defence equipment is ris-
ing by six to eight percent a year, plus current missions are consuming money that
had been set aside for buying new equipment - operation costs rose by 30.5 percent
between 2006 and 2007 alone.* This is putting EU military establishments under
enormous strain. However, the challenge of generating adequate European military
capabilities for international peacekeeping is not new. From the beginning of ESDP
in 1999, military reform has been widely recognised at the EU level as absolutely
necessary if the EU is to fulfil its security aims.

The Helsinki Headline Goal

EU governments formally agreed to create the ESDP in June 1999 only weeks after the
end of NATO’s 78-day bombing campaign in Kosovo. The Kosovo war had exposed
huge equipment gaps between US armed forces and European armies. Furthermore,
the massive hikes in US defence spending - especially on new technologies - after
2001, exacerbated American concerns about the growing transatlantic military capa-
bility gap.® Some US officials and academics feared that ESDP would be more about
demonstrating deeper European integration than developing useful military capabili-
ties, which NATO would also need if it was to remain a relevant alliance in US plan-

2. European Defence Agency, ‘European Defence Expenditure in 2005’, 20 November 2006. http://www.eda.eu-
ropa.eu/genericitem.aspx?area=Facts&id=170.

3. EDA, op. cit. in note 1.
4. 1bid.
5. Hans Binnendijk and Richard Kugler, “Transforming European Forces’, Survival, vol. 44, no. 3, 2002.
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ning.® Some Americans questioned whether EU commitments would mean that Eu-
ropeans would spend their much lower defence budgets on lower-end peacekeeping
priorities rather than try to keep up with NATO or US capability plans.”

At the EU Helsinki summit of 1999, EU governments signed up to a number of mili-
tary capability goals. EU governments committed themselves to a ‘headline goal’
(a force of 60,000 troops known as the European Rapid Reaction Force - ERRF),
plus supporting naval, aerial and civilian capabilities, that were supposed to be
ready by the end of 2003.® EU governments committed 100,000 troops, 400 combat
planes, and 100 ships to the force. Although these figures looked impressive, all of
those troops and assets already existed, and were also available for NATO or UN
missions. What was more important — and more difficult to show - was what new
equipment governments had purchased due to EU requirements. The former Chair
of NATO’s Military Committee, General Klaus Naumann, observed at the time that
the EU would not have a real military intervention capability until at least 2010.°
By 2001 the ‘Helsinki headline goal’ had produced only meagre results. To improve
their performance, in 2002, EU governments agreed on a new implementation pro-
gramme - the European Capabilities Action Plan (ECAP) - which aimed to focus
European efforts on acquiring particular crucial assets.'” Equally significantly, the
EU’s equipment goals complemented NATO’s in most areas except for some ad-
vanced network-centric warfare capabilities.

NATO members had also agreed on a programme - a list of 58 priorities - in April
1999, called the Defence Capabilities Initiative (DCI), to focus European procure-
ment efforts on particular needs.'" By 2002, the DCI had proved to be a failure as
less than half of the programmes were funded. At the NATO summit in Prague of
November 2002, NATO governments agreed on a new, smaller, and more precise
procurement programme — the Prague Capabilities Commitment (PCC)."? The PCC
- alist of 8 requirements - focused on critical areas such as secure communications,
precision-guided weapons, air and sea transport, and air-to-air refuelling.

6. Philip Gordon, “Their own army?’, Foreign Affairs, vol. 79, no. 4, July/August 2000.

7. Kori Schake, ‘Constructive duplication: Reducing EU reliance on US military assets’, Working Paper, Centre for
European Reform, London, January 2002.

8. Council of the European Union, Presidency Conclusions, Annex | to Annex IV, ‘Presidency Progress Report to the
Helsinki European Council on strengthening the common European policy on security and defence’, Helsinki, 10-11
December, 1999.

9. Cited in Douglas Hamilton, ‘European Rapid Reaction Force Unlikely by 2003’ Reuters, 29 March 2000.

10. Council of the European Union, General Affairs Council, ‘Statement on improving military capabilities’, Brus-
sels, 19-20 November 2001.

11. NATO, Washington Summit Ministerial Communiqué, NAC-5(99)69, Defence Capabilities Initiative, 25 April
1999.

12. NATO, Prague Summit Declaration, 21 November 2002.



The ECAP did introduce two important ideas that were later adopted by NATO
members at the 2002 Prague summit. The first idea was the concept of a ‘framework
nation’ to take the lead on procuring a particular common asset - the Netherlands,
for example, led a collective effort to acquire precision-guided munitions, and Spain
did the same for air-to-air refuelling planes. The second ECAP innovation was that
governments must come up with interim arrangements to fill their capability gaps,
if their products are scheduled to arrive years down the line. The first deliveries of
the A400M transport plane were not due to arrive for some years, and in the mean-
time some EU defence ministries explored the option of leasing transport planes
from other countries - the German Ministry of Defence used Ukrainian planes to
take its troops to Afghanistan in 2002.

Headline Goal 2010

At NATO’s 2002 Prague summit NATO members also agreed to increase their mili-
tary might by creating a NATO response force (NRF) of 21,000 elite troops, backed
by supporting air and sea components, which would be mainly European. However,
given their scarce defence resources, some analysts argued that European govern-
ments may have to choose between the NRF and the ERRF agreed in the Helsinki
headline goal in 1999." There was some debate over whether Europeans could ex-
pect to get two sets of forces for the price of one. But the EU later decided to adopt
the same shift in approach to capability priorities as NATO, from larger peacekeep-
ing forces to smaller more capable military units able to carry out the most demand-
ing types of military mission. At the Le Touquet summit in February 2003, the Brit-
ish and French governments proposed that the EU should be able to deploy nine
‘battle groups’, consisting each of 1,500 troops, and deployable within two weeks,
and Germany publicly supported this plan in February 2004.

EU defence ministers agreed to the battle group initiative at their informal meeting
in April 2004, with the first units to be established by 2007. The battle group plan
was formally endorsed by EU heads of government at their summit in June 2004
as part of a new ‘Headline Goal 2010’ for EU military capabilities.”* Each EU battle
group should be able to draw on extensive air and naval assets, including trans-
port and logistical support. This has been envisaged in three ways. First, a govern-
ment could put together a national battle group. Only France and Britain could do

13. Barry Posen, ‘Europe cannot advance on two fronts’, Financial Times, 24 April 2003.

14. Council of the European Union, General Affairs and External Relations Council, Headline Goal 2010, Brussels,
17 May 2004, endorsed by the European Council, Brussels, 17-18 June 2004. http://www.consilium.europa.eu/
uedocs/cmsUpload/2010%20Headline%20Goal.pdf.
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this easily. Second, some larger or more capable countries - such as Germany, Italy,
Spain and Sweden - could become lead or ‘framework’ nations for a battle group.
Smaller countries would then supply some troops or equipment to plug gaps that
the lead country could not fill. The third option would be for several countries to
come together to form truly multinational units, similar to the Strasbourg-based
Eurocorps, which unites soldiers from Belgium, France, Germany, Luxembourg and
Spain. For a smaller country which did not want to ‘plug into’ a particular lead na-
tion, a multinational unit might be a politically more appealing option."”

Since 2003, the EU has launched six military operations and, with each new mis-
sion, the task of military reform has become more evident. Europe’s military opera-
tions to date have displayed some real weaknesses. For instance, in 2008 the EU had
to delay its mission to Chad because Member States could not find enough working
helicopters. The EU’s missions have also provided valuable lessons in what types of
equipment are useful, and what types of skills the troops need to adequately per-
form their missions. EU Member States are not in the business of fighting other
nations; most of the time their peacekeepers have and will be intervening in civil
wars or post-conflict societies to protect civilians. So Europe’s soldiers will need to
be able to build roads and hospitals, while at the same time, they need to remain fit
to keep the peace at a moment’s notice. This skill set is quite different from what
armies were trained to do over the past few decades.

This realisation has led to a re-focusing of EU capability-generation efforts since the
launch of the battle groups in 2007. In November 2007, the EU Council approved
a Progress Catalogue 2007, the culmination of the process launched in the wake of
the approval of the Headline Goal 2010.'° The Catalogue identified quantitative and
qualitative military capability shortfalls. On that basis, a Capability Development
Plan (CDP) was submitted in July 2008 to the Steering Board of the European De-
fence Agency (EDA)."” The Board endorsed the CDP conclusions and started work
on an initial list of priority capability areas. The EDA, the Member States, the EU
Military Committee (EUMC) the EU Military Staff (EUMS) and the General Secre-
tariat of the Council have all worked together on the CDP.

15. Gustav Lindstrom, ‘Enter the EU Battlegroups’, Chaillot Paper no. 97, European Union Institute for Security Stud-
ies, Paris, February 2007.

16. Council of the European Union, Council Conclusions on ESDP, Brussels, 19-20 November 2007. Available at
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/esdp/97165.pdf.

17. European Defence Agency, ‘EU governments endorse capability plan for future military needs, pledge joint
efforts, Brussels, 8 July 2008. Available at http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/080708-PR_Ca-
pability_plan.pdf. See also European Defence Agency, ‘Background Note - Capability Development Plan’ Brussels,
8 July 2008. Available at http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/080708-CDP_Press_Background_
brief%20.pdf.
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The CDP process led to a new ‘Declaration on strengthening capabilities’ during
the French presidency of the EU in December 2008. The declaration is honest about
the EU’s failure to meet previous headline goals, and ambitious for what EU govern-
ments should be able to do in the future:

‘In order to rise to current security challenges and respond to new threats, in the
years ahead Europe should actually be capable, in the framework of the level of am-
bition established, inter alia of deploying 60,000 troops within 60 days for a major
operation, within the range of operations envisaged in the Headline Goal 2010 and
in the Civilian Headline Goal 2010, of planning and conducting simultaneously
a series of operations and missions, of varying scope: two major stabilisation and
reconstruction operations, with a suitable civilian component, supported by up to
10,000 troops for at least two years; two rapid-response operations of limited dura-
tion using inter alia EU battle groups; an emergency operation for the evacuation of
European nationals (in less than ten days)...; a maritime or air surveillance/interdic-
tion mission; a civilian-military humanitarian assistance operation lasting up to 90
days; around a dozen ESDP civilian missions (inter alia police, rule-of-law, civilian
administration, civil protection, security sector reform, and observation missions)
of varying formats, including in rapid-response situations, together with a major
mission (possibly up to 3,000 experts) which could last several years.”'®

The 2008 declaration also launched a number of new multinational equipment
projects to better equip Europeans for the types of operations described in the above
quote. Different groups of Member States agreed to try to improve the availability
of helicopters, collaborate on observation satellites, and pool some air transport
assets. The EU-27 also agreed to investigate setting up joint aircraft carrier groups,
share the development of maritime surveillance systems and set up new joint funds
for defence research and technology.

The Athena Mechanism

The 2008 French presidency of the EU also completed a review of the Athena mecha-
nism. In February 2004, the Council of the European Union established the Athena
mechanism to administer the financing of the common costs of EU military op-
erations.'” According to the Treaty on European Union, civilian crisis-management

18. Council of the European Union, ‘Declaration on strengthening capabilities’, Brussels, 11 December 2008.

19. Council of the European Union, Council Decision 2004/197/CFSP of 23 February 2004 (Official Journal no L
63, 28 February 2004, p. 68), amended by Decisions 2004/925/CFSP of 22 December 2004, 2005/68/CFSP of 24
January 2005 and 2007/91/CFSP.
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operations are funded from the European Communities budget (see section on civil
financing below). Operations that have military or defence implications, however,
cannot be financed from the Community budget. Previously, an ad hoc funding
system had to be put in place at the beginning of each ESDP operation. However, in
2003, funding problems for operations Concordia in the former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia and Artemis in the Democratic Republic of the Congo highlighted the
need for a permanent funding mechanism for military operations that would cover
the preparatory phase of missions and the common costs involved in such opera-
tions.

Common costs funded through Athena can include a number of items, such as the
Operation Headquarters in Europe, the Force Headquarters in theatre and trans-
port of forces, amongst other things. Funding for Athena must come from the Mem-
ber States and is based on a GDP scale, unless otherwise decided by the EU Coun-
cil. The amounts of money directed through the Athena mechanism usually cover
only around ten percent of total operation costs. For example, Athena amounted to
roughly €120 million for the EUFOR Tchad/CAR operation, out of an estimated
total operational cost of around €1 billion.* In other words, the majority of costs
for operations are covered by the contributing Member States, based on the “costs
lie where they fall” concept. This places a large financial (as well as personnel and
equipment) burden on those governments which contribute to each ESDP military
operation.”! The 2008 French presidency had hoped to increase the amounts of
money contributed by all Member States to the Athena mechanism, but there was
not a consensus amongst Member States. EU governments, however, did agree in
December 2008 that the common costs administered through the Athena mecha-
nism could cover a wider range of operational needs.*

Comparing EU military capabilities in 1999 and 2009

A comparison of EU governments’ military capabilities between 1999 and 2009
shows that some success has been achieved in reforming Europe’s armies, even if
much more could be done. The Headline Goal 2010 contains six capability catego-
ries: (1) mobility and deployability; (ii) sustainability; (iii) engagement; (iv) strategic
transport; (v) command, control and communications; (vi) intelligence and surveil-

20. See the chapter on EUFOR Tchad in Part Two of this book.
21. See Annex 1 for a table of the contributions of each Member State to ESDP military operations.

22. Council of the European Union, Council decision establishing a mechanism to administer the financing of the
common costs of European Union operations having military or defence implications (Athena), Brussels, 16 Decem-
ber 2008. Available at http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/08/st16/st16561.en08.pdf.
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lance. In other words, the essential aim of EU military reform plans has been to
develop more useful equipment programmes for international peacekeeping, such
as transport planes and helicopters, and encourage a reform of national armies ori-
ented away from territorial defence towards external deployments.

The table below, “Selected EU-27 military capabilities 1999-2009”, which is based
on estimates from 1999-2000 and 2009 editions of The Military Balance - published
each year by the International Institute for Strategic Studies - shows a mixed pic-
ture. The table is not absolutely definitive. Since it is based on estimates and some
national data remains classified, it is meant as a rough guide to the progress made
on military capabilities since 1999. The table indicates that while military reform in
Europe is a slow process, some concrete progress has been made by EU governments
over the last decade - and this despite falling defence budgets combined with a con-
stant growth in operational commitments.

The 27 EU governments spent just over €160 billion on defence in 1999, which has
since risen to almost €210 billion in 2008. However, this apparent rise is misleading,
since defence expenditure as a percentage of GDP has fallen in the last ten years,
from 2.1 per cent in 1997 to 1.7 per cent in 2007. The figures for defence budgets
- which should not be confused with defence expenditure - are even lower, having
fallen from 1.8 per cent of GDP in 1998 to 1.4 per cent of GDP in 2008. Defence ex-
penditure almost always exceeds planned budgets, not least because of operational
pressures. Furthermore, four countries provide roughly 70 per cent of EU defence
spending - the UK and France (43 per cent) and Germany and Italy. Add the Dutch
and Spanish defence budgets to the four bigger countries, and those six account for
around 80 per cent of EU spending. Add in Greece, Poland, Sweden and Belgium
and only ten countries account for 90 per cent of EU defence spending. Even if the
other 17 EU countries re-programme their defence spending and focus on ‘niche’
activities, how the largest and richest countries spend their defence budgets has an
enormous impact on overall EU figures.

In 1999 the 27 EU governments had almost 2.5 million personnel in their collec-
tive armed forces, including more than 1.1 million conscripts, which are costly and
much less preferable for international peacekeeping operations than professional
soldiers. In 2008, the 27 EU governments had reduced their armed forces to 2 mil-
lion personnel, and just over 200,000 conscripts. EDA defence data shows that in
2007 the 26 Member States of the EDA (Denmark is not a member) can deploy
444,000 soldiers, but can only sustain 110,000 on operations - which nevertheless
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represents an increase of 10 percent on the previous year.” This looks like progress,
but according to the former Chief Executive of the EDA, a massive 70 percent of
Europe’s land forces remain unusable outside national territory.**

For different types of equipment, there are similar trends. In the land equipment
sector, the total inventoried numbers of main battle tanks, armoured fighting ve-
hicles and personnel carriers have all fallen, but their numbers are still high. For
instance, although the number of tanks has almost halved since 1999, there are still
close to 10,000 in total, many more than are generally needed for peacekeeping mis-
sions. For aircraft, the number of fighter jets has fallen from 3,800 to 2,400. Heli-
copters have also been reduced from 4,700 to 3,500, although the number of utility
helicopters - a category which includes vital transport helicopters - has doubled.
Even so, the problem is the quality and availability, not the quantity, of EU trans-
port helicopters. Many of the EU’s transport helicopters are not usable in certain
types of conditions, such as in the desert. Javier Solana, the High Representative for
CFESP, described the problem in the following terms: ‘We are all aware that there is
no shortage of helicopters in Europe. Inventories are high in numbers but the prob-
lem is that they are not deployable outside Europe in sufficient numbers.’**

One of the biggest equipment weaknesses identified by EU defence ministries in
1999 was that they needed more transport planes, a category including air-to-air
refuelling planes, and they have increased their number by almost 50 percent since
that time. However, EU armed forces still lack strategic transport planes which can
carry the heaviest loads. Transport planes are crucial for most types of military op-
erations, including humanitarian missions - one of the reasons EU governments
could not get aid quickly to South East Asia after the 2004 tsunami was because
they did not have enough long-range transport planes. They only have access to 8
C-17s, and are still waiting for the first deliveries of the A400M transport plane.

The December 2008 ‘Declaration on strengthening military capabilities’ high-
lighted the need for greater cooperation between EU Member States in developing
military capabilities together: “we undertake to seek new methods for developing
and optimising our capabilities, and will accordingly explore the pooling of efforts,
specialisation and sharing of costs.”* Tentative efforts to encourage greater pool-

23. EDA, op. cit. in note 1.

24. Nick Witney, ‘Re-energising Europe’s security and defence policy’, Policy Paper, European Council on Foreign
Relations, London, July 2008, p. 20.

25. Opening Address by Javier Solana, EDA Conference: ‘Helicopters - Key to Mobility’, Brussels, 10 March 2009.

26. Council of the European Union, op. cit. in note 18.



ing of military resources have already started, such as the battle groups initiative. A
number of Member States would also save money by pooling more of their military
equipment, especially aircraft, which are very expensive to maintain. For example,
France and Germany train their Tiger helicopter pilots together, and could use the
same combat helicopter units. But pooling the support operations for fighter air-
craft and transport planes could yield even more considerable savings The Europe-
an Defence Agency is already drafting proposals for pooling some of the 180 A400M
transport planes that six EU countries plan to buy. In order to achieve significant
cost savings, a transport fleet would have to operate from one main base, using a
single planning, servicing and logistics organisation to support the fleet. In a similar
vein, ten EU countries own 136 Hercules C-130 transport aircraft; five smaller EU
countries own 430 F-16 fighter aircraft between them; Germany, Italy and the UK
operate 570 Tornadoes, and those three countries plus Spain have started deploying
Eurofighters.

Until the EU initiated the EU NAVFOR (Atalanta) anti-piracy operation off the coast
of Somalia in 2008, the maritime dimension of ESDP had generally been ignored.
Military ships, like military aircraft, are expensive, and EU defence ministries have
reduced their numbers of destroyers, frigates and mine warfare vessels. Conversely
they have increased their numbers of aircraft carriers (by one), patrol boats and am-
phibious vehicles (some of which are vital for logistical support to operations). In
the same way they could pool aircraft, defence ministries could save money by pool-
ing some naval resources, or at least coordinating their naval deployments. At the
Franco-British summit in February 2003, the two governments agreed to improve
interoperability among their aircraft carriers and, in particular, harmonise activity
cycles and training, so that one carrier is permanently available to support EU mis-
sions. One Member of the European Parliament (MEP) - and former head of UN
forces in Bosnia - Phillipe Morillon, proposed going much further than the Franco-
British aircraft carrier agreement. Morillon suggested that the EU should set itself
‘the medium-term objective of providing support, with a European or even a Euro-
Mediterranean fleet, for the US Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean, until possibly tak-
ing over from it if the Americans so requested.””’

The ESDP military capabilities table below, comparing selected EU-27 military capa-
bilities in 1999 and 2009, shows some progress, especially in cutting personnel and
inventories of outdated equipment. Military reform is not easy, and it encompasses
anumber of areas, such as types of troops, equipment acquisition and development,

27. European Parliament, Draft Report on the new European security and defence architecture, 5 February 2003.
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and doctrine. The EU has only slowly woken from the slumber of Cold war mili-
tary thinking over the last decade, and some countries are more awake than others.
As a result, there are still a number of key capability weaknesses, such as strategic
transport assets. The good news is that in the coming years, based on their current
procurement plans, EU countries should have a number of new strategic capabili-
ties such as: A400M and more C-17 transport planes; A330 air tankers; Eurofighter,
Rafale and Joint-Strike-Fighter jets; and Franco-British aircraft carriers. EU defence
ministries will also be able to use Galileo - a satellite navigation system - to guide
their equipment and define their positions. All this equipment would greatly add to
the military prowess of Europe’s armies in the future.

European defence equipment projects

No one country in the EU can afford to buy or produce the full range of military
equipment available. Plus, as noted above, not only does ESDP need access to more
useful types of military capabilities; governments also have to find ways to develop
those capabilities during a period of shrinking defence budgets. As the 2008 ‘Decla-
ration on strengthening capabilities’ put it: “Strengthening available capabilities in
Europe will therefore be the principal challenge ahead. In a tough budgetary envi-
ronment, such a goal can only be achieved through a joint, sustained and shared ef-
fort which meets operational needs”.?® EU governments, therefore, have increasingly
collaborated on multinational defence equipment programmes. Defence budgets
across Europe are falling as a percentage of GDP, while the cost of equipment is ris-
ing, so it makes sense for governments to share the cost of developing and procur-
ing defence capabilities. Plus, common equipment can help countries work together
on international missions. Most EU Member States will only carry out military op-
erations as part of a multinational coalition, and such ‘inter-operability’ is vital for
the success of military coalitions.

However, national rather than European priorities have largely been reflected in
equipment procurement programmes. In 2007, the EU Member States spent ap-
proximately €32 billion on investments in equipment procurement, but only €6
billion on collaborative programmes, less than a quarter of the total.? Of 41 large
procurement programmes in Europe - those worth more than €1 billion - only 11
projects are multinational . There is tremendous waste in European defence spend-

28. Council of the European Union, op. cit. in note 18.
29. EDA, op. cit. in note 1.

30. Bastian Giegerich and Alexander Nicoll, ‘European Military Capabilities’, Strategic Dossier, International Insti-
tute for Strategic Studies, June 2008.
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SELECTED EU-27 MILITARY CAPABILITIES 1999-2009 *

| 1999: EULS | i999: EU27 | | 2009: EU27 | change ‘99-'09
Defence Expenditure **
Toral Bxpendirure (198772007 €156.2 Br €162.9 Bn E209.7 Bn * 29%
Expendicure f GIOIP  (wsamm Z 2.1% 1.7 % = 19%
Budget / GOP {128 008) L7 1.8 % 1.4 % = 2%
Arwred Forces
Total Actrve Milican: =&# i 2408 ol FALIER L = J5%
Anmy 5718 1,516,378 96,234 - 34%
MNavy 281,45 327,400 222,313 = 35
Aar Force 3 J 533 925 345,155 = 16%
CONSCRpCs 1,131, 0k20d 212,785 - 81%
Equipment
Land
Main Bactle Tanks 4. 17,814 9,825 = 43%
Armoured Fighting Vebicles 6,851 10,622 7,951 - I3
Armoured Personnel Carniers 751 26,311 22,844 - 13%
A
Fuxed Wing Adrcraf 5 7453 5,401 - 2%
Fighrer Jers S 3,835 2,410 - 37%
Transport {incl. tankers) 612 393 +47%
Helicoprers 3815 4,732 3,573 - 24%
Attack 1 1,212 316 - 37%
Combar Support I 1,305 845 = 35%
Uilicy (incl. cranspomn) 15 584 1,076 « 34%
Maval
Aarcrali Carmers i & 7 + 17%
restrovers 31 2 - M
Frigates ! 155 108 - 30%
Parmol and Coastal 521 a1l - 6%
Mine Warfare 208 295 243 - 13%
Amphibious 267 274 404 + B

* The estimates in this table above are taken from The Military Balance 1999-2000 and The Military Balance 2009, both
published by the International Institute for Strategic Studies (1ISS). The 1999-2000 edition uses figures from Novem-
ber 1998, including for defence budgets - the exception is defence expenditure estimates which date from 1997. The
2009 edition uses figures from 2008, except for defence expenditure figures which date from 2007.

** To calculate defence expenditure in euro, the 1997 total defence expenditure figures were calculated using the
European Central Bank (ECB) fixed rates to the euro in 1999 where possible, or the earliest available annual average
exchange rate provided by the ECB. For 2007 figures, where necessary, the European Central Bank annual average
exchange rates of the national currency to the euro were used.

*** This figure also includes military police and paramilitary forces such as Gendarmerie, Carabinieri etc. as well as
army, navy and air force estimates.

The editors wish sincerely to thank Charlotte Blommestijn, Project Assistant at the EUISS for her help in compiling this table.
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ing; for instance, there are 23 separate armoured-fighting-vehicle programmes for
essentially the same type of equipment. The result of this national fragmentation
is a duplication of development and production and different standards of equip-
ment. This fragmentation also hinders the development of common logistic sup-
port systems and diminishes military interoperability.

Too many countries order essentially the same equipment from too many differ-
ent suppliers. A European Commission study in 2005 compared US and European
procurement programmes and demonstrated Europe’s huge inefficiencies: EU gov-
ernments were collectively spending roughly €30 billion a year on some 89 equip-
ment programmes; the US was spending much more, €83 billion annually, on only
27 projects. In other words, EU governments were collectively spending just over
a third what the US spends on equipment procurement - on three times as many
programmes.*!

One striking example of this redundant spending on major equipment programmes
is combat aircraft. Despite heavy competition from the US, Europe has developed
three parallel types, namely the Swedish Gripen, the French Rafale and the German-
British-Italian-Spanish-built Eurofighter. A global market of approximately 3,000
units is predicted for the new US combat aircraft, the Joint-Strike-Fighter (JSF), but
the order book for the European types is much lower: Gripen (204), Rafale (294) and
Eurofighter (620). Furthermore, the collective research and development costs of
the three European airplanes are comparable to the more advanced JSF: Eurofighter
cost €19.48 billion, Gripen €1.84 billion and Rafale €8.61 billion - the cumulated
R&D costs of the three European combat aircraft amounted to €29.93 billion, with
1,118 units in final production. R&D for the JSF is estimated at €31 billion and the
market forecast is for production of 3,000 units.*

In general terms, those countries with a significant defence industry are much more
likely to participate in a cooperative programme than those countries which do not
have a large defence sector. The six major European arms-producing countries (Brit-
ain, France, Germany, Italy, Spain, and Sweden) account for more than 90 per cent
of defence equipment production in the EU. This means that most European coun-
tries are primarily consumers rather than producers - although many smaller coun-
tries are major sub-contractors and component suppliers. Plus, the growing use of

31. European Commission, UNISYS, Final report of the study: ‘Evaluation of the Common Initiative in the context
of the Intra-EU Transfers of Defence Goods’, Brussels, February 2005.

32. Jean-Pierre Darnis, Giovanni Gasparini, Christoph Grams, Daniel Keohane, Fabio Liberti, Jean-Pierre Maulny and
May-Britt Stumbaum, ‘Lessons learned from European defence equipment programmes’, Occasional Paper no. 69,
European Union Institute for Security Studies, Paris, October 2007.
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new technologies by defence ministries, especially software, which are increasingly
adapted from civil technology for military use (known as ‘dual-use’ technologies),
means that there are likely to be more opportunities for ‘consumer’ countries to
participate in future cooperative programmes. The trend towards network-centric
warfare creates many new opportunities for countries with sophisticated civil tech-
nology industries, i.e. software and electronics, to participate in ongoing and future
programmes.

In addition, further opportunities for ‘consumer countries’ are created due to the
fact that defence ministries are increasingly turning to the ‘through-life’ approach
to multinational programmes, cooperating on maintenance, training and logistics
as well as development and procurement. The cost of in-service life support can
be over twice the acquisition cost of a programme. For example, a study from the
French Comité des Prix de Revient des Fabrications d’Armement shows that the
cost of the French aircraft carrier Charles de Gaulle was €3.1 billion to render into
service, but cost €7.7 billion over the period of its useful life.”> The EDA’s Arma-
ments Directorate is already trying to help EU Member States identify the full range
of collaborative opportunities.**

The large number of different defence equipment programmes in Europe shows
that European governments do not yet coordinate much of their demand for de-
fence products, despite their shared capability goals. The task for European gov-
ernments in the future is to coordinate more of their demand and to spend their
defence budgets more efficiently, if they wish to acquire the full range of required
capabilities.

The European Defence Agency

At the Le Touquet summit in February 2003, British Prime Minister Tony Blair and
French President Jacques Chirac proposed the creation of a new EU defence agency,
tasked with encouraging Member States to boost their military capabilities.”> Other
EU leaders offered their support at the Thessaloniki summit in June 2003.° The
new agency would have three main tasks: harmonising military requirements; co-

33. Comité des Prix de Revient des Fabrications d’Armement, 25¢me rapport, Ministére de la Défense, Paris, April
2003.

34. For more see ‘Armaments Cooperation’ on the EDA website: http://www.eda.europa.eu/genericitem.
aspx?area=28&id=108.

35. Franco-British Summit, Declaration on Franco-British cooperation on strengthening European cooperation in
security and defence, Le Touquet, 4 February 2003. Available at http://www.ambafrance-uk.org/FRANCO-BRITISH-
SUMMIT-AIl.html.

36. Council of the European Union, Presidency conclusions, Thessaloniki European Council, 19-20 June 2003.
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ordinating defence research and development (R&D); and encouraging the conver-
gence of national procurement procedures.

The idea of a European defence agency was not new. In 1978, Egon Klepsch MEP
presented a report to the European Parliament that proposed the formation of a
European armaments agency. The EU did not take up this proposal, because the
more Atlanticist Member States were reluctant to set up a Europe-only armaments
body. But in 1991 a declaration was attached to the EU’s Maastricht Treaty, calling
for the creation of such an agency. Again this proposal made no headway. Britain in
particular feared that an armaments agency would create a ‘Fortress Europe’ that
excluded American (and other non-European) suppliers from European defence
contracts.

NATO and a multitude of other Europe-only bodies, such as the Western European
Armaments Group (WEAG), had tried for decades to encourage governments to
work together more closely in acquiring and developing tanks, ships and aircraft.
But their Member States repeatedly failed to do so. Governments traditionally co-
operated in armaments projects only on an ad hoc basis. They seldom gave much
thought to what defence equipment might be most useful for Europe as a whole.
This was mainly due to the fact that defence remained the most ‘national’ of all
policy areas, in the sense that EU governments have been very reluctant to give up
sovereignty in this domain to international organisations.

The hope was that the EU would have more success than NATO, WEAG and other
bodies at convincing governments to work together more effectively in the field of
armaments. The justification for this hope was that the EU is not just a defence
organisation, and has far greater political momentum than NATO. And the EU has
influence over a wide range of policy areas that affect the defence industry, such as
competition policy, where NATO has no say. Furthermore, the difference between
the EU agency proposed by Paris and London and earlier proposals was that it would
not be similar to a traditional national ‘armaments agency’, that concentrated on
procuring defence equipment. The new body was better described as a ‘capabilities
agency’, since it would attempt to bring together the separate worlds of research, de-
velopment, and procurement of defence equipment. In addition, the agency would
have a political role: it would help to direct and then assess Member States’ progress
towards meeting their capability commitments. In other words, the agency would
provide a more comprehensive political framework for European cross-border
armaments cooperation and projects (such as the Eurofighter jet). For all these rea-
sons, British officials reversed their traditional hostility to an EU role in armaments,
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and decided with the French to propose the agency in February 2003.%

EU governments, therefore, created the European Defence Agency (EDA) in 2004
to help them share more of the costs of developing, buying and using equipment.’®
But, as an inter-governmental agency, the EDA can only help coordinate Member
State equipment plans so that - if they wish to - national defence ministries can
find ways to share the cost of acquiring equipment. The EDA has no power to force
Member States to spend more on equipment or to buy particular types of equip-

ment.

By gaining the trust of its member governments, the EDA has achieved a lot in its
first five years. Aside from its role over-seeing the Capability Development Plan de-
scribed above, three achievements should be mentioned in particular: the Research
& Technology Joint Investment Programme, the Long-Term Vision report, and the
Code of Conduct on Defence Procurement (see next section on the European de-
fence market). Research and technology spending indicates what new kinds of ca-
pabilities defence ministries will have in the future. Given that EU governments
collectively spend only €9.5 billion on research and development (and only a lit-
tle over €2.6 billion on research and technology), it is crucial that they eliminate
duplication and collaborate as much as possible.*” Currently, EU Member States
only spend €347 million on collaborative research and technology projects.* The
Long-Term Vision project is important because defence technology can take a decade
or more to develop.*' Therefore, if EU governments want to have the right types
of missiles or aircraft in 20235, they should start thinking now about what types of
equipment they would need.

The European defence market

In theory, a more integrated European defence market would allow free movement
of most defence goods among EU Member States. Greater cross-border cooperation
would allow larger economies of scale, increased industrial competition, and thus
lower prices, particularly for more advanced equipment. Defence ministries would
be able to purchase equipment from the company that offered the best financial and

37. Daniel Keohane, ‘Europe’s new defence agency’, Policy Brief, Centre for European Reform, London, June 2004.

38. Council of the European Union, General Affairs and External Relations Council, Conclusions, Luxembourg,
14 June 2004.

39. EDA, op. cit. in note 1.
40. Ibid.

41. European Defence Agency, ‘An Initial Long-Term Vision for European Defence Capability and Capacity Needs,’
Brussels, 3 October 2006. Available at http://www.eda.europa.eu/genericitem.aspx?id=146.
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technical package, regardless of its national origin. Keith Hartley of York University
has estimated that a single defence market could save EU governments up to 20
percent of their procurement funds.* EU governments spend roughly €30 billion
annually on purchasing defence equipment. Thus, a single defence market could
save defence ministries up to €6 billion a year.

Defence goods related to the ‘essential interests of security’ - as stipulated in Article
296 of the EU treaties — have been one of the notable exclusions from the Commis-
sion’s regulation of the single market. Article 296 is vague and difficult to interpret
both legally and politically, making it a major obstacle to a more smoothly function-
ing European defence market. Members States and the European Commission have
often disagreed on the exact scope of the Article, and they have increasingly needed
the judgement of the European Court of Justice (ECJ) to resolve their differences.®

In different ways the European Defence Agency and the European Commission
have been trying to break up a highly protectionist defence market, which should
help improve many defence ministries’ budgetary bottom lines. In 1997 the Euro-
pean Commission produced a report on the European defence sector that is often
referred to as the Bangemann report (after the German Commissioner who wrote
it). This included practical proposals for creating a common armaments market,
including a simpler licensing system for internal transfers of defence goods in the
EU; the promotion of open-tender procedures for defence equipment; and the abo-
lition of customs duties on certain defence products. Other measures suggested in
the report included amending the rules of EU competition policy, to allow the Eu-
ropean Commission to supervise trade in all but the most sensitive types of defence
equipment; standardising procurement procedures; and establishing clear ‘dual-
use’ competences for the Commission.*

Europe’s six main arms-producing states (France, Germany, Italy, Spain, Sweden
and the UK) recognised the logic of harmonising some defence market rules more
than a decade ago. In 1998 they signed an agreement known as the ‘Letter of In-
tent’, which unfortunately did not have a major impact on cross-border armaments
regulations, partly because it only aimed to help transnational companies to oper-
ate across borders, and did not establish a common market among the signatories.

42. Keith Hartley, ‘The future of European defence policy: an economic perspective’, Defence and Peace Economics, vol.
14, no. 2, January 2003, p.107-15.

43. Erkki Aalto, ‘Interpretations of Article 296’, in Daniel Keohane (ed.), “Towards a European Defence Market’,
Chaillot Paper no. 113, European Union Institute for Security Studies, Paris, November 2008.

44. European Commission, ‘Implementing European Union strategy on defence-related industries’, Brussels, 12 No-
vember 1997.



A July 2002 document from the European Commission, known as the STAR 21
report, suggested a new approach: the Letter of Intent could be used as a basis for
an EU-wide agreement on defence market rules.* It recommended that the Letter
of Intent signatory states should open a dialogue with the Commission. The aim of
such a dialogue would be to extend the Letter of Intent to all EU Member States,
while giving the Commission a regulatory role in the defence market, similar to that
proposed in the Bangemann report.

Instead of embracing the proposals of the STAR 21 report, EU Member States ex-
plored another option with the creation of the EDA in 2004. In November 2005 the
steering board of the EDA (which is made up of EU defence ministers) agreed that
the EDA should introduce a defence procurement ‘code of conduct’ to open up
the European defence market.* The EDA introduced the procurement code in July
2006. The basic idea behind the procurement code is to ensure that defence com-
panies from any country could compete for most defence contracts across Europe,
excluding multinational equipment programmes and the most sensitive items like
encryption devices. The code works rather simply: countries that sign up to the code
vow to open all non-essential defence contracts over €1 million to foreign bidders.
And the EDA created a website where those contracts are advertised to potential
suppliers.

However, the EDA’s code is voluntary, and the Member States are not obliged to
comply with it. In fact, they have so far shown very little enthusiasm for awarding
contracts to outside suppliers. Two years after the adoption of the code, some 18
Member States had posted 320 tenders on the EDA’s website, but only 26 of the 108
contracts awarded (collectively worth almost €2 billion) were cross-border.”” But the
importance of the code lies as much in its principle as its practice. The idea of more
open European defence markets has been around for decades, but with little or no
progress until the code. Never before had so many European governments agreed
that they should open up their defence markets to each other.

The difficulty of adhering to a strictly inter-governmental approach is that it may
prove inadequate, due to the limitations of agreements like the EDA’s code of
conduct and competing national interests. The European Commission had long
wished to take on the task of regulating a European defence market, but its role was

45. European Commission, ‘Strategic aerospace review for the 21st Century,’” Brussels, July 2002.

46. European Defence Agency, ‘The Code of Conduct on Defence Procurement,’ Brussels, 21 November 2005. Avail-
able at http://www.eda.europa.eu/genericitem.aspx?area=Organisation&id=154.

47. European Defence Agency, ‘Report on Implementation of EDA Code of Conduct on Defence Procurement,’
Brussels, 11 July 2008. Available at http://www.eda.europa.eu/genericitem.aspx?area=Organisation&id=198.
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confined to ‘dual-use’ products that are components of both civilian and military
equipment. Given the sensitive nature of the defence market, some arms-producing
countries have been reluctant to give much new regulatory power to the Commis-
sion. The main arms-producing countries in Europe have traditionally adhered to a
strict interpretation of Article 296. This has prevented the Commission from having
a meaningful involvement in the defence market, with the result that governments
can protect their national companies from foreign competition.

To overcome national doubts, the Commission adopted a new approach to defence
market rules. In December 2007 the Commission proposed a new legislative ‘de-
fence package’. Crucially, the Commission did not propose changing Article 296,
as appeared to be the case with its past legislative initiatives. Instead the objective
of the Commission’s ‘defence package’ is to set up a new legal framework for secu-
rity and defence-related procurement and intra-EU trade of defence equipment. The
legislative aspects of the ‘defence package’ contained two proposals for directives:
one on procurement, which would help streamline national procurement proce-
dures; and another on trade to liberalise the trade of defence goods within the EU.
The two directives were adopted in summer 2009.%

Pioneer groups for military capabilities

Europe’s lack of useful military resources formed a major part of the inter-gov-
ernmental discussion of the defence-related provisions of the Lisbon Treaty. The
treaty aims to improve the way EU defence policy works and is resourced. The most
important change is that the treaty would make it easier for a subset of EU coun-
tries to work together more closely on military matters, using a procedure known
as ‘permanent structured cooperation’.* Those Member States which meet a set of
capability-based entry criteria can choose to cooperate more closely after securing a
majority vote. This clause makes a lot of sense. Military capabilities and ambitions
vary widely among the Member States. So the EU could rely on a smaller group of
the most willing and best-prepared countries to run its more demanding military
missions.

48. Directive 2009/43/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council, simplifying terms and conditions of
transfers of defence-related products within the Community, 6 May 2009. At the time of writing (autumn 2009) the
Defence and Security Procurement Directive had not yet been published in its adopted form. The proposed directive
can be found at http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/sectors/defence/documents/index_en.htm.

49. Article 28 A and 28 E TEU, as amended by the Lisbon Treaty.
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At first glance, the defence group would seem, in some respects, to resemble the
eurozone: some countries may stay outside because they choose to and some be-
cause they do not fulfil the entry criteria. EU defence ministries have yet to discuss
what precisely the entry criteria should be, and some governments might worry that
they might be left out, depending on the stringency of the criteria. The vague word-
ing of the treaty suggests an achievable set of capabilities thresholds for participa-
tion in the defence vanguard.®® For example, the treaty says that one of the basic
criteria that EU Member States should meet is to supply a combat unit - a national
unit or operating as part of a multinational formation - that can be deployed be-
tween five and thirty days. In fact, 25 out of 27 EU Member States already supply
these combat units as part of a ‘battle groups’ plan that EU defence ministers ap-
proved in April 2004.

However, given the lack of useful military resources in the EU, the criteria for per-
manent structured cooperation should be ambitious and testing enough to encour-
age much closer and more effective cooperation on developing military capabilities.
But the criteria should not be so stringent that most Member States are excluded,
especially those who have contributed significant numbers of peacekeepers to ESDP
military operations. Defining the entry criteria for the core group, therefore, may
prove difficult, especially finding a balance between effectiveness and legitimacy.
Various experts have offered models for how permanent structured cooperation
could work in practice - if the Lisbon Treaty enters into force.> Most models con-
tain smaller groups of Member States for specific capabilities. Those Member States
participating in all (or most) of these capability groups would form a core pioneer
group for permanent structured cooperation. In addition, if the Lisbon Treaty did
not enter into force, Member States could develop the pioneer groups approach to
developing military capabilities within the EDA - which already encourages smaller
groups of Member States to cooperate on joint projects. As the former Chief Execu-
tive of the EDA, Nick Witney, has described it: “ESDP badly needs pioneer groups,
and the basis for implementing the approach proposed already exists in the Euro-

»52

pean Defence Agency.

50. Protocol (No. 10) on permanent structured cooperation established by Article 28 A of the Treaty on European
Union, as amended by the Lisbon treaty.

51. For example, see Nick Witney, op. cit. in note 24; Sven Biscop, ‘Permanent Structured Cooperation and the fu-
ture of ESDP,” Egmont Paper no. 20, The Royal Institute for International Relations - Egmont, April 2008; Véronique
Roger-Lacan, ‘Traité de Lisbonne et défense européenne,’ Défense Nationale et Sécurité Collective, vol. 64, no. 2, février
2008, p. 55-62.

52. Witney, op. cit. in note 24, p. 27.
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2. ESDP resources

Civilian resources for ESDP

Financial resources

The CFSP budget in context

The Treaty on European Union (TEU) states that the operating expenditure in-
curred in implementing CFSP and ESDP decisions is charged to the budget of the
European Communities (hereinafter referred to as the EU budget), ‘except for such
expenditure arising from operations having military or defence implications’ (Arti-
cle 28.3, TEU). It follows that the costs of civilian ESDP operations are charged to
the EU budget, whereas the common costs of military ESDP operations are financed
through a separate inter-governmental arrangement (Athena).>

Before describing the specific breakdown of the CFSP budget, it is important to
situate it in the broader context of the financial resources allocated to external ac-
tion (‘the EU as a global player’) under Heading Four of the EU budget. These re-
sources have been fixed by the 2006 Inter-institutional Agreement, which outlined
the financial framework 2007-2013 establishing ceilings for expenditure under all
headings and chapters of the EU budget.** In so far as Heading Four is concerned,
the table below sums up the yearly budgetary allocations for each of the main in-
struments of external action, including the CFSP budget. It also reports the total
reference amounts by instrument (over the envisaged seven year period) and by year
(concerning the overall external relations package).

The CFSP financial envelope amounts to around €2 billion, which results in an aver-
age annual budget of roughly €290 million between 2007 and 2013. While having
grown at a fast pace over the last few years, the CFSP budget still only counts for a
very small share of the budgetary allocations for EU external relations at large over
2007-2013 - about 3.5 percent. Against a commitment of €243 million for CFSP in
2009, the EU budget allocates almost €2.4 billion to the Development Cooperation
Instrument (DCI) and over €1.6 billion to the European Neighbourhood and Part-
nership Instrument (ENPI).

53. As specified below, Member States cover the salaries of seconded personnel to ESDP civilian operations. The
mechanism established by Member States to finance the common costs of military ESDP operations is illustrated
above, see pp. 75-6.

54. Inter-institutional Agreement between the European Parliament, the Council and the Commission on budget-
ary discipline and sound financial management, Official Journal of the European Union, 2006/C 139/01, Brussels,
14 June 2006.
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FINANCIAL FRAMEWORK 2007-2013 — HEADING FOUR

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Total*
IPA 1.263 1.497 1.518 1.593 1.797 1.936 2.024 1111 226;3/
ENPI 1.653 1.675 1.617 1.553 1.704 1.917 2.089 11;;183/
bl 2179 2.250 2.375 2.416 2.506 2.574 2.723 16.897/
17.024
EIDHR 140 147 157 156 163 169 176 11118;/
CFSP 159 285 243 281 327 363 406 1.980/
2.066
IfS 139 181 188 220 290 362 442 2.062/
1.822
HUMA 732 931 777 800 825 850 875 55533/
Head 4 Total 6.626 7.550 7.860 7.921 8.277 8.844 9.441 | 56.170**

Source: The European Commission, ‘Financial programming 2007-2013’, April 2009.

Figures are in millions of euro. IPA = Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance; ENP| = European Neighbourhood
and Partnership Instrument; DCI = Development Cooperation Instrument; EIDHR = European Instrument for De-
mocracy and Human Rights; CFSP = Common Foreign and Security Policy; IfS = Instrument for Stability; HUMA =
Humanitarian Aid. Only the figures for 2007 and 2008 are final budgets. Those for the other years are reported as
planned in April 2009.

* Total reference amount as provided for in original legal basis or financial statement/Currently planned total
amounts following transfers from other budget lines in response to new policy requirements.

** The total amount for Heading Four corresponds to that currently envisaged and includes budget lines that are
not reported in this table, for example the Emergency Aid Reserve.

On the other hand, the CFSP budget is not the only resource relevant to EU secu-
rity policy at large and to the EU intervention in crisis theatres in particular. On
the Community side, the Commission has developed and manages a range of geo-
graphic and thematic instruments, such as those outlined in the table above, which
address important dimensions of crisis prevention, crisis response and post-conflict
peace-building. While a comprehensive review cannot be carried out here, action is
taken on a regular basis to provide humanitarian assistance, to consolidate demo-
cratic institutions and promote human rights, to reform the security sector, to sup-
port the disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration of combatants as well as
mediation and reconciliation processes, to monitor peace agreements, and to fund
programmes in the specific domains of landmines and small arms and light weap-
ons, among others.”® When it comes to crisis response, the distinctive features of the

55. See Catriona Gourlay, ‘Community instruments for civilian crisis management’, in Agnieszka Novak, ‘Civilian cri-
sis management: the EU way’, Chaillot Paper no. 90, European Union Institute for Security Studies, Paris, June 2006;
and Catriona Gourlay, “The emerging EU civilian crisis response capacity’, in Faster and more united? The debate about Eu-
rope’s crisis reponse capacity, (Luxembourg: Office for the Official Publications of the European Communities, 2006).
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Instrument for Stability are illustrated in more detail below.

Framing the CFSP financial resources in the context of the much larger external ac-
tion budget highlights the fact that CFSP and ESDP cannot be regarded in isolation
from the other instruments of external action. Given the limited means allocated to
civilian ESDP under the CFSP budget, the importance of adequately coordinating
all EU activities relevant to crisis management across different policy areas stands
out all the more clearly. However, as described in the second part of this book, the
operational experience of the last six years has exposed the difficulty of ensuring
coherence and continuity between long-term Community programmes and more
circumscribed intervention under ESDP.

The CFSP budget at a glance

Under Heading Four on external action, Chapter 19.03 on CFSP is divided into sev-
en articles addressing expenditure related to, respectively, the monitoring and im-
plementation of peace and security (19.03.01), non-proliferation and disarmament
(19.03.02), conflict resolution and other stabilisation measures (19.03.03), emergen-
cy measures (19.03.04), preparatory and follow-up measures (19.03.05), EU Special
Representatives (19.03.06) and police missions (19.03.07). Articles one, three and
seven of the CFSP budget are of direct relevance to civilian ESDP, as they cover the
operational costs of monitoring and border control missions (19.03.01), rule-of-law
missions (19.03.03) and police missions (19.03.07).

The CFSP budget in 2009 stands at about €243 million. The very fast growth of
the CFSP budget since 2002 (when it stood at a mere €30 million) can be ascribed
almost exclusively to the growth of the costs related to ESDP civilian operations,
whose number and size have been constantly expanding. At the same time, the rela-
tively much smaller budget of EU Special Representatives has expanded almost six-
fold between 2004 and 2008 (as their number grew from six to 11), signalling the
stronger involvement of the Union in crisis diplomacy. When assessing budgetary
appropriations in CFSP (as well as in other policy areas), the distinction should
be drawn between commitment appropriations and payment appropriations. The
former concern the budgetary amounts committed, at the beginning of each budg-
etary year, for expenditure over one or more years. The latter regard the payments
actually made over a given year. This distinction matters since the discrepancy be-
tween commitments and payments has been the source of inter-institutional ten-
sions, as illustrated in what follows.
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The table below outlines the evolution of commitment appropriations in the field
of CFSP between 2003 and 2009, and singles out the budgetary amounts allocated
to ESDP civilian crisis management as such (the sum of articles one, three and sev-
en). Between 2007 and 2008, the notable expansion of the ESDP budget has been
driven by the launch of large civilian crisis management operations in Afghanistan
(EUPOL) and, above all, Kosovo (EULEX).

2003 | 2004 | 2005 2006 2007 2008 | 2009
CFSP 46,3 62,6 62,6 | 102,6 159,2 | 285 243
Civi/ian * ¥
Fopp* 442 586| 79,7 1356 | 250,5|210

Source: Table based on data from the Council Secretariat. Figures are in millions of euro.
* Expenditure directly pertaining to civilian ESDP within the CFSP budget.

** Estimate for the current year.

Decision-making

Following a proposal from the Commission, the Council of Ministers and the Eu-
ropean Parliament (EP) - the two branches of the EU budgetary authority - agree
the exact size of the CFSP budget. The dialogue between the Council and the Parlia-
ment is crucial in this context, and it has not always been smooth. This is perhaps
inherent to a policy area such as CFSP where, by Treaty, the EP has the last word on
the budget but limited say on substantial political decisions.>

Tensions between the Council and the EP culminated in 2005/2006, over criticism
that top Council officials did not provide sufficient information to relevant parlia-
mentary bodies and that the annual CFSP report from the Council to the EP did
not adequately envisage upcoming priorities for CEFSP and ESDP. Besides, the Par-
liament objected to the sometimes considerable gaps between commitments and
actual payments under the CFSP chapter. Whether for ESDP civilian operations or
for EUSRs’ offices, appropriations needed to be scaled up in the course of the budg-
etary year, which was taken by the EP as evidence of weak financial planning. On the
other hand, it is clear that foreign policy and crisis management are by their own
nature reactive to events and demand more flexibility than policy domains where
expenditure is regulated by earlier legislation.

56. On the prerogatives of the European Parliament in the domain of CFSP, see pp. 51-3.
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On balance, the dialogue between the Council and the EP on the budgetary profiles
of CFSP has improved since the adoption of the new Inter-institutional Agreement
of 2006.” The latter envisages that the Council submits to the EP a forward-looking
document addressing the main aspects and basic choices of CFSP, and their budget-
ary implications, by 15 June each year. On the basis of this document and of other rel-
evant information, at least five joint consultation meetings are held every year involv-
ing 10 members of the EP (the presidents and vice-presidents of the Foreign Affairs
Committee and of the Budget Committee), the rotating Chairman of the Political
and Security Committee (PSC) and officials from the Commission and the Council
Secretariat. These meetings address the state of play of CFSP/ESDP action and the
missions’ requirements in terms of money, staff and equipment. They are also meant
to look ahead and anticipate financial requirements for the following year. Debate in
these meetings feeds into the so-called conciliation procedure, which accompanies the
formal budgetary procedure in order to achieve agreement between EU institutions.

Once the CFSP budget is approved by the Council and the EP, the Commission
is responsible for its implementation. In practice, the Commission authorises ex-
penditure based on the legal acts adopted by the Council (joint actions, common
positions and decisions). The Heads of ESDP civilian missions enter a contractual
relationship with the Commission as the officials responsible for the management
of the respective budgets. The Commission also has the authority to transfer funds
between different articles of the CFSP chapter to meet emerging needs. In this con-
text, the ‘emergency measures’ line under the CFSP budget can be used. If this is
not sufficient, the Commission can also make a proposal to mobilise two instru-
ments that are separate from the CFSP budget, namely the Emergency Aid Reserve
under Heading Four on external action (€1.75 billion 2007-2013) and the Flexibility
Instrument. In both cases, the approval of the Council and of the EP is required
to make funds available. €70 million were drawn from the Flexibility Instrument
in 2008 to finance the deployment of EULEX Kosovo, bringing the overall CFSP
budget from €215 million to 285 million.

At the closure of accounts for each specific action undertaken in the context of
CFSP, funds committed but not absorbed as payments are removed from the CFSP
budget and redistributed in the EU budget. Over the last two years, somewhat para-
doxically, this has posed an issue of over-allocation and consequent loss of funds for
the purposes of CFSP. Among other factors, this is due to the fact that expenditure
on the staff and equipment of civilian missions cannot go ahead due to delays in

57. Inter-institutional Agreement, 14 June 2006, op. cit. in note 53. See in particular points 42 and 43.



finding personnel to match calls for contributions or in using framework contracts
to procure equipment.

When considering the financial resources available to civilian ESDP, overall EU
budgetary allocations are not the only relevant indicator. Also important is what
those figures do not cover and, in particular, how quickly the amounts are disbursed
to enable speedy crisis response measures. As to the first issue, Member States cover
the salaries of the national personnel seconded to ESDP civilian missions, whereas
per diems are charged to the EU budget.*

Preparatory actions

Delays in funding early action to pave the way for civilian operations have been
a familiar, and contentious, feature of the ESDP operational experience. This has
been due to a mix of factors. Differences between the Commission and the Council
Secretariat on the definition of respective competences in the area of non-military
crisis management entailed that inter-institutional cooperation has been difficult
at times, affecting the rapid financing of ESDP operations. Over and above these
differences, however, the problem was that the financial regulations governing the
work of the Commission in implementing the CFSP budget did not cater for crisis
management situations where prompt reaction is of essence.

Specific provisions governing emergency response for humanitarian crises did not
apply in the context of CFSP. The Commission services could only disburse funds
based on the financial reference amount approved by the Committee of Permanent
Representatives (COREPER) and included in the joint action establishing an ESDP
civilian operation. Much work, however, needed to be carried out on the ground
(and funded) before the mandate and tasks of a mission could be properly defined
in the joint action itself. The problem was therefore structural and, while coopera-
tion between the Council and the Commission could occasionally put a patch on
legal gaps, it required structural solutions. Significant, if circumscribed, progress
has been achieved in the last three years.

Between 2006 and 2007, relevant financial regulations were amended to enable
the Commission to fund ‘preparatory measures’ from within the CFSP budget
(19.03.05). In the context of ESDP crisis management, these measures are destined
to support, among other actions, ‘exploratory work to assess the operational re-
quirements for an envisaged action, to provide for a rapid initial deployment of

58. The salaries of contracted mission staff are also charged to the EU budget.
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personnel and resources...or to take necessary measures on the ground to prepare
for the launching of the operation...” In 2008, the Commission adopted a frame-
work decision specifying what costs the preparatory measures for CFSP/ESDP
operations can cover and the procedure to finance them.® The specificity of these
measures is that they can make funds available before the relevant legal act (a joint
action) is adopted. The priority is to make preparatory missions operational from
day one, which requires that preparatory measures cover expenditure for essential
equipment, high risk insurance, travel and accommodation, among other costs.

Almost €5 million were foreseen for preparatory and follow-up measures under the
CFSP budget in 2008. Out of this amount, €470,000 were used to finance a prepara-
tory measure in Georgia in September 2008. The objectives of this measure were to
establish the conditions on the ground for the launch of a future ESDP mission
(EUMM) and to rapidly dispatch a ten-strong core-team tasked with preparing the
deployment of the envisaged operation.

The Instrument for Stability

The CFSP budget has been growing fast and new procedures have been devised to
make funds more rapidly available for crisis response. However, ESDP civilian op-
erations will deliver sustainable results and prove ultimately successful only if set in
the broader context of the overall EU engagement on the ground. Synergy between
expenditure under the CFSP budget and relevant Community instruments is there-
fore key to the effectiveness of EU foreign policy in crisis theatres.

In this context, the area of crisis response is where coherence between ESDP opera-
tions and Community instruments is most urgently required, with a view to shap-
ing and implementing a comprehensive approach. Between 2001 and 2007, the Cri-
sis Platform in the RELEX Directorate General of the Commission ran the Rapid
Reaction Mechanism (RRM), which allowed a rapid disbursement of funds to sup-
port political stability in crisis scenarios.® However, the RRM was endowed with
only €30 million per year and could fund actions for no longer than six months,
which was sometimes not enough to allow for other financial instruments to take
over and provide required assistance. Some of the measures adopted under this

59. Budgetary remarks as reported in Council Document 10238/07, ‘Procedure for having recourse to “Preparatory
measures” budget line within the CFSP budget,” 31 May 2007, point three.

60. Commission Decision of 8 August 2008, concerning the financing of Preparatory Missions of CFSP/ESDP Crisis
Management Operations financed from the CFSP budget.

61. Regulation (EC) 381/2001 of the Council creating a Rapid Reaction Mechanism, 26 February 2001.
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instrument preceded or accompanied ESDP operations. The RRM supported the
peace process in Aceh, which created the conditions for deploying the Aceh Moni-
toring Mission; it funded confidence-building measures in FYROM and supported
the demobilisation and reintegration of combatants in DRC, alongside ESDP police
and SSR missions. In these and other cases, however, co-presence on the ground did
not necessarily entail a sufficient degree of coordination across pillars.

A vast reform of the financial instruments for external action was adopted in 2006,
which led to reducing their number and rationalising their remit. In particular, the
creation of the Instrument for Stability (IfS) to replace the RRM and other tools
represented an important innovation in order to improve the Commission’s crisis
response capacity and to foster cooperation between first and second pillar instru-
ments.®” The regulation establishing the new instrument expressly provided that
relevant measures ‘may be complementary to and should be consistent with meas-
ures adopted by the EU’ in the context of CFSP and also under Title VI TEU on
police and criminal justice cooperation.® The IfS includes two major components,
namely assistance in response to situations of crisis and emerging crisis (Article 3)
and assistance in the context of stable conditions for cooperation (Article 4). When
it comes to crisis response, the IfS marks clear progress compared to the RRM in
that it is endowed with much larger funds, it can support ‘exceptional assistance
measures’ lasting up to 18 months, and it is deployed in close consultation with the
Council bodies.

Out of an overall package of about €2 billion for the period 2007-2013, it is pro-
vided that 73% would be dedicated to crisis response, while the rest would be used
for longer-term measures, including action against proliferation and trans-regional
threats such as terrorism and organised crime. Commitments for crisis response
measures amounted to over €90 million for 2007, 130 in 2008 and 135 com-
mitted for 2009.%* Almost all of the available funds have been spent in 2007 and

62. The Instrument for Stability is managed by the Directorate A (crisis platform and policy coordination in CFSP)
in DG RELEX. In particular, unit A2 (crisis response and peace building) manages crisis response measures and unit
A4 (security policy) is responsible for long-term assistance.

63. Regulation (EC) 1717/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing an Instrument for
Stability, 15 November 2006. The reference to Title VI TEU on police and criminal justice cooperation concerns the
measures adopted under the Instrument for Stability to counter trans-national threats such as organised crime, traf-
ficking and terrorism, among others.

64. See Commission staff working document, Report evaluating the implementation of the financial instruments
for external actions, accompanying the Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and
the Council, Mid-term review of the financial instruments for external action (COM (2009) 196), 21 April 2009,
pp.27-32. See also Report from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament, Annual Report from
the European Commission on the Instrument for Stability in 2007, Executive Summary, COM (2008) 181 final, 11
April 2008.
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2008. Where more complex procedures (comitology) do not apply, namely for crisis
response measures amounting to less than €20 million, the Commission needs to
inform the Council and to take into account its views. In practice, this happens
through regular exchanges in the PSC, based on Commission’s information notes,
before the finalisation of the relevant measure. Experience so far has been quite con-
structive with regard to both process, in terms of engagement of EU institutions and
Member States, and substance, with a view to concrete crisis response initiatives.

Out of the measures adopted between 2007 and early 2009, many are complementary
to ESDP engagement and the majority provide critical assistance in unstable areas
in the proximity of the Union or in its outer neighbourhood. Of the €220 million
committed for crisis response in 2007-2008, 29 percent of the funds went to Afri-
ca, 12 percent to the Middle East, over 10 percent to Kosovo and about 7 percent to
Georgia.” As to synergies between the IfS and ESDP operations, interesting examples
include, among others, Afghanistan (support to the rule of law and justice reform),
Gaza (capacity-building for the Palestinian police), Chad (financing the MINURCAT
programme of training and deployment of Chadian police in the East of the coun-
try), Somalia (support to both AMISOM planning and transitional Somali institu-
tions), DRC (reintegration of combatants, police reform, support to the peace process
in Eastern Congo), Guinea Bissau (security sector reform), Kenya (support to trials
and treatment of suspected pirates), Georgia (post-conflict stabilisation) and Kosovo,
where the IfS provides the bulk of the funding for the International Civilian Office
headed by the International Civilian Representative/EUSR Peter Feith.*

Civilian capabilities

The early steps

The process of developing civilian capabilities for crisis management in the context
of ESDP broke new ground. While the Commission had accumulated considerable
experience in non-military crisis management and Member States had engaged,
individually or in multilateral formats, in civilian operations, no capacity as such
existed in the context of CFSP when ESDP was launched in 1999. The first priority

65. See Commission staff working document, op. cit in note 64, p.27.

66. For more specific information on these and other measures adopted under the Instrument for Stability, see
Annual Report from the European Commission on the Instrument for Stability in 2007, op. cit. in note 64 and the
Report from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament, the Economic and Social Committee and the
Committee of the Regions, Annual report from the European Commission on the Instrument for Stability in 2008,
COM (2009) 341 final, 9 July 2009. See also European Commission, From warning to action: Reportage on the EU’s Instru-
ment for Stability, (Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, 2008).
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was therefore to map existing EU and national resources, as a step towards defining
targets for generating collective capabilities.®”

This was the primary objective of the Action Plan on non-military crisis management
adopted at the Helsinki European Council in December 1999.%® The Plan effectively
established the working agenda for the years to come, envisaging three main steps.
First, complete the inventory of the tools available to the Union and to Member
States. Second, set up a database to collect and share information on pre-identified
assets, capabilities and expertise. Third, conduct a study to define concrete targets
in terms of both numbers of personnel and rapid deployability. The implementa-
tion of the Action Plan was entrusted to a new Coordinating Mechanism set up in
the Council Secretariat and mandated to closely cooperate with the Commission.

The Helsinki Action plan unleashed a sustained dynamic in identifying priority
areas for ESDP civilian crisis management, defining targets, registering national
commitments and developing basic concept documents. The June 2000 European
Council in Feira marked an important milestone by endorsing four priority areas
for civilian crisis management.® These included police, strengthening the rule of
law and strengthening civilian administration and civil protection. Across these
four dimensions, emphasis was put on the ability to react quickly by deploying at
short notice, and on the requirement for Member States to pre-select relevant of-
ficials or experts in the four priority areas and adequately train them. Police deploy-
ment was identified as central to civilian crisis management operations. Member
States committed at Feira to strengthen their capabilities in this domain and make
available on a voluntary basis, by 2003, 5,000 police officers, 1,000 of whom should
be deployable within 30 days.

Subsequent work on the police dimension took special prominence in the ESDP
civilian capability development process and anticipated methods and concepts that
would apply to other priority areas as well. The Presidency Report on ESDP submit-
ted to the Nice European Council in December 2000 outlined four steps for trans-
lating Member States’ commitments to capability targets into practice, including

67. For a detailed overview of the civilian capability development process up to the launch of the Civilian Headline
Goal 2008 in 2004, see Agnieszka Nowak, ‘Civilian crisis management within ESDP’, in Agnieszka Nowak (ed.), ‘Ci-
vilian crisis management: the EU way’, Chaillot Paper no. 90, EU Institute for Security Studies, Paris, June 2006.

68. Presidency Report on non-military crisis management of the European Union, Annex 2 to Annex IV to the Presi-
dency Conclusions, European Council, Helsinki, 10-11 December 1999. In Maartje Rutten (ed.), ‘From Saint Malo
to Nice. European Defence: Core documents, vol. I’, Chaillot Paper no. 47, EU Institute for Security Studies, Paris,
May 2001, pp. 89-91.

69. Presidency Report on strengthening the Common European Security and Defence Policy, Annex | to the Presi-
dency Conclusions, European Council, Santa Maria da Feira, 19-20 June 2000. Ibid., pp. 120-39.
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preparing generic scenarios, describing the relevant missions under those scenarios,
defining the capabilities required to fulfil those missions and calling upon Member
States to identify available capabilities.”” This would remain the basic framework for
the civilian capability development process in the years ahead.

As to concepts, the Presidency Report drew the key distinction between the so-called
‘strengthening’ missions, essentially directed to monitor, advise and train local po-
lice, and ‘substitution’ missions, where the ESDP police operations would carry out
executive tasks, from ensuring public order to investigative activities, in substitu-
tion for weak or collapsed local police structures. These two broad types of missions
would inform scenario-building relevant to the rule of law and civilian administra-
tion dimensions of civilian ESDP as well. The Nice Report also put the accent on
the synergy between police missions and rule-of-law ones, in so far as functioning
criminal justice and prison systems are crucial both for police missions to attain
their objectives and for establishing viable state structures more generally.

Targets for rule of law, civilian administration and civil protection were established
at the Goteborg European Council in June 2001.”' Member States committed to de-
liver 200 rule-of-law officials and civil protection intervention teams of up to 2,000
people by 2003.” Work on police was enhanced by adopting a specific Action Plan
focusing on the need to develop a capacity for the (strategic and operational) plan-
ning and conduct of police operations. A new Police Unit was consequently set up
in the Council Secretariat in 2001.

Following the first capability development conferences on, respectively, police and
the rule of law in November 2001 and spring 2002, the ministerial capability confer-
ence held in November 2002 under the Danish Presidency concluded that the tar-
gets established in 2001 in the priority areas had been met and exceeded by national
voluntary commitments.”” The conference also stressed that more work was neces-
sary to strengthen the planning structures for civilian crisis management within

70. Presidency Report on the European Security and Defence Policy, Annex VI to Presidency Conclusions, European
Council, Nice, 7-9 December 2000. Ibid., pp. 168-211.

71. Presidency Report on the European Secuirty and Defence Policy, Annex to Presidency Conclusions, European
Council, Goteborg, 15-16 June 2001. Maartje Rutten (ed.), ‘From Nice to Laeken. European Defence: core docu-
ments’, Chaillot Paper no. 51, EU Institute for Security Studies, Paris, April 2002, pp. 30-61.

72. No specific number was envisaged for pools of experts in the field of civilian administration, but priority func-
tions were identified including general administrative functions (civil registration, elections, taxation and customs),
social functions (education, health, social services) and infrastructure functions (water, energy, telecommunica-
tions).

73. Ministerial declaration adopted by the Civilian Crisis Management Capability Conference on 19 November
2002, in annex to the Conclusions of the General Affairs and External Relations Council, Brussels, 19 November
2002. In Jean-Yves Haine (ed.), ‘From Laeken to Copenhagen. European defence: Core documents, vol. lll,” Chaillot
Paper no. 57, EU Institute for Security Studies, Paris, February 2003, pp. 145-146.



the Council Secretariat. This was especially urgent as ESDP was moving from words
to deeds, with the EU police mission (EUPM) in Bosnia Herzegovina starting on
1 January 2003.7

In parallel to the launch of the EUPM and to the planning of the second ESDP civil-
ian operation - EUPOL Proxima in FYROM?” - incremental progress was achieved
in 2003. Member States committed a pool of 248 experts in the field of civil ad-
ministration. Besides, following the establishment in early 2002 of the Community
Mechanism to facilitate cooperation in Civil Protection assistance interventions,
the Council and the Commission adopted a joint declaration on the modalities
for using such a mechanism (principally directed to respond to natural and man-
made disasters) in crisis management situations under Title V TEU.”® In the second
part of 2003, ongoing dialogue with the UN and the OSCE on lessons learned, best
practices and practical cooperation resulted under the Italian Presidency in a joint
EU-UN declaration on cooperation in crisis management and in Council conclu-
sions on EU-OSCE cooperation.”” The principles guiding cooperation with other
international organisations were added value, interoperability, visibility of the EU
contribution and EU decision-making autonomy.

The step change

By the end of 2003, the preparatory groundwork for the development of civilian
crisis management capabilities in the context of ESDP had been largely carried out.
Following the Helsinki Action Plan, the acquis included, among other issues, the na-
tional commitments nominally fulfilling quantitative targets across the four prior-
ity areas identified in Feira, the Coordinating Mechanism running the databases on
police and rule of law, the creation of the Police Unit in the Council Secretariat, the
adoption by the PSC of concepts defining all the types of ESDP civilian missions,
the establishment of modalities for cooperation with non-EU countries contribut-
ing to ESDP civilian operations, and regular dialogue and interaction with the UN
and the OSCE.

74. See the chapter on EUPM in this book.
75. See the chapter on EUPOL Proxima in this book.

76. Council Decision 2001/792/EC, Euratom, establishing a Community mechanism to facilitate reinforced coop-
eration in civil protection assistance interventions, 23 October 2001. Official Journal L297/7, 15 November 2001. See
also the joint declaration of the Council and the Commission, of 29 September 2003, on the use of the Civil Protec-
tion Mechanism in crisis management referred to in Title V of the Treaty of the European Union.

77. Council of the European Union, ‘Joint Declaration on UN-EU cooperation in crisis management’, Council docu-
ment 12510/03 (Presse 266), New York, 24 September 2003. As to EU-OSCE cooperation, see Presidency Conclu-
sions, General Affairs and External Relations Council, Brussels, 17 November 2003. In Antonio Missiroli (ed.), ‘From
Copenhagen to Brussels: European Defence: core documents’, Chaillot Paper no. 67, vol. IV,” EU Institute for Security
Studies, Paris, December 2003, pp. 269-272.
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The context of the civilian capabilities development process considerably shifted
between 2003 and 2004. First, the ESDP police missions in the Western Balkans had
been deployed and some lessons could be drawn from the serious challenges met
in their planning and conduct. Second, the European Security Strategy (ESS) was
adopted in December 2003 and became the reference document for successive de-
velopments, with a focus on synergy among all EU instruments, unity of command
and the development of relevant capabilities. Third, the Union expanded to include
ten new Member States, bringing with them not only additional capabilities but
also their distinctive experience and expertise, as countries that had just completed
a long process of political reform and institution-building.”®

The conjunction of these events and of the expected increase in demand for civilian
ESDP operations, from the South Caucasus to Africa, triggered a step change in the
capability development process and led to the adoption of the Action Plan for the
civilian aspects of ESDP in June 2004 and of the Civilian Headline Goal 2008 (CHG
2008) in December 2004.” Together with the Ministerial Declaration of the civilian
capability commitment conference of November 2004, these documents identified
the six priority issues that would drive the capability development process for the
following three years and beyond.

First, drawing from the ESS, civilian crisis management under ESDP was presented
as a key component of EU external policy in general and of the EU approach to cri-
ses in particular. Achieving stronger synergies with Community actors, including
those active in the domain of Justice and Home Affairs (JHA), and with the military
was therefore essential for the success of EU engagement. Second, and related, there
was a need to expand the range of priority areas and expertise identified at Feira.
The EU needed to be able to conduct monitoring missions and to provide adequate
support to EUSR offices with experts in areas such as human rights, political affairs
and gender issues. New national commitment to monitoring tasks and EUSR sup-
port amounted to, respectively, 505 and 391 officials by mid-2004. Furthermore,
security sector reform (SSR) and disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration
(DDR) were pointed out as domains where civilian ESDP would have to be increas-
ingly involved.

78. Following the enlargement, national voluntary commitments were revised upwards to include 5,761 officials in
the area of police, 631 for the rule of law, 562 for civilian administration and 4,988 for civil protection. See the Civil-
ian Capabilities Commitment Conference, Ministerial Declaration, Brussels, 22 November 2004.

79. Action Plan for Civilian Aspects of ESDP, adopted by the European Council, Brussels, 17-18 June 2004. See
European security and defence: Core documents 2004, vol. V, Chaillot Paper no. 75, EU Institute for Security Studies,
Paris, February 2005, pp. 121-28. Civilian Headline Goal 2008, ibid., pp. 359-63.



Third, the EU needed to be able to deploy under ESDP multifunctional, integrated
civilian crisis management packages, tailored to the needs on the ground and able
to draw on a wide range of expertise. Fourth, the EU planning structures had to be
urgently strengthened to enable the Union to conduct several civilian operations at
the same time, including one large substitution mission at short notice in a non-
benign environment. Fifth, given this level of ambition, rapid financing mecha-
nisms, new procurement rules and adequate mission support structures were to be
developed to enhance the ability of the Union to rapidly deploy and sustain ESDP
civilian operations on the ground. Sixth, renewed effort was called for in the field
of training civilian personnel, with a view to link the Commission-funded activities
(the European Group on Training) more closely to national programmes, shape a
common crisis management culture and improve interoperability.

The CHG 2008, adopted by the European Council in December 2004, was to be de-
veloped by a project team based in the Council Secretariat, with the full association
of the Commission, under the oversight of the PSC supported by CIVCOM. The
CHG process involved four main phases. First, the elaboration of planning assump-
tions and illustrative scenarios outlining what missions the EU could undertake
and their context.* Second, a list of the capabilities required to carry out those mis-
sions was to be produced, including personnel, equipment, planning, logistics and
mission support. Third, the voluntary contributions of Member States would be
assessed against the list of required capabilities, with a view to identifying resulting
shortfalls and designing a Capability Improvement Plan. Fourth, a system for the
regular review of national contributions to meet the capability requirements and

address the shortfalls would be established.

In a nutshell, the launch of the CHG 008 meant that the largely virtual, generic
priority areas and national commitments agreed in the previous years needed to
convert into a more specific description of required capabilities and into more strin-
gent criteria for Member States to identify, recruit, train and make available person-
nel, including at short notice and in integrated packages. The uneven output of
the CHG 2008 can be assessed with a view to the six issue areas indicated above, as
outlined in the landmark documents of 2004.%!

80. These scenarios, largely drawing from those elaborated in the context of the military capability development
process, included a stabilisation and reconstruction scenario (envisaging both a substitution and a strengthening
mission), a conflict prevention scenario, the targeted strengthening of institutions and support to humanitarian
operations.

81. For an overall assessment of the output of the CHG 2008, see Council Document 14807/07, Final Report on
the Civilian Headline Goal 2008, 9 November 2007, approved by the Ministerial Civilian Capabilities Improvement
Conference and noted by the General Affairs and External Relations Council, Brussels, 19 November 2007.
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First, as to the strategic requirement for more synergy and coherence between all EU
actors involved in crisis management (notably ESDP operations, the Commission
and the EUSRs) the added value of the CHG 2008 has been modest. Civil-civil and
civil-military cooperation in the civilian capability development process has not
spilled over to the operational dimension and has not proven very far-reaching in
improving capabilities either.

Key areas of cooperation between the Commission and civilian ESDP concern of
course financing and procurement, as illustrated above.®> Continuity between short-
term and long-term measures and coordination between ESDP missions and Com-
munity programmes has left much to be desired in all operational theatres during
most of the CHG 2008 process. Some effort has gone into starting a dialogue be-
tween civilian ESDP and JHA actors, with the CIVCOM Presidency briefing the so-
called Article 36 Committee twice.* However, engagement has remained piecemeal.
As to civil-military coordination in developing ESDP capabilities, the civil and mili-
tary processes have proceeded in parallel, with little exchanges between responsible
officials. On a different level, however, the Civil-Military Cell within the EU Military
Staff has often supported civilian structures in planning civilian ESDP operations.

Second, the CHG 2008 has made some strides in better specifying the required ca-
pabilities and in broadening the range of the operational tasks and professional
profiles relevant to civilian ESDP. The list of civilian capabilities requirements based
on the illustrative scenarios was central to this dimension of the CHG 2008. This
list was completed in September 2005 and included a detailed breakdown of all the
functions relevant to the civilian missions envisaged under the five scenarios. As
such, the list provided the basis for more specific national commitments and for
identifying shortfalls. These were registered, for example, concerning judges and
prosecutors, prison personnel, police officers at junior and middle management
level and border police officers at junior level.

The list was regarded as a living document, to be constantly updated based on real-life
experience by inserting those profiles that had not been foreseen.** In the course of 2007,
work on the list was taken a step further by starting the development of the so-called

82. See pp. 93-6.

83. The Committee, whose remit is outlined in Article 36 TEU, is in charge of coordinating the relevant working
groups in the field of police and judicial cooperation in criminal matters.

84. Between 2005 and 2007 these included, among others, experts in monitoring and in particular aspects of DDR
(based on the Aceh Monitoring Mission experience) as well as specialists in the prison sector and on property law
(drawing from the planning of EULEX Kosovo).



Civilian Capabilities Management Tool (CCMT), which potentially allows for a better
match between mission tasks, job descriptions, lessons learned and training needs.®

The development of integrated civilian crisis management packages for rapid deploy-
ment was a third, central driver of the CHG 2008. From this standpoint, conceptual
work was largely completed by the end of 2005, fleshing out the new concept of the
Civilian Response Teams (CRTs).* The CRTs are a multinational rapid response ca-
pability including pre-selected national experts with specific training. The aim was to
set up a pool of 100 experts covering all relevant areas of expertise and deployable in
five days, while sustainable for as much as three months, with autonomous logistical
support. It was envisaged that CRTs could be deployed, as need be, at three stages,
namely in the phase of early assessment and fact finding to provide input to the plan-
ning process, at the stage of mission build-up as a bridging tool to initiate key mis-
sion functions and, finally, by way of reinforcing an ongoing mission with specific
expertise. As of 2006, identified CRT members went through a series of ad hoc training
modules managed by the European Group on Training funded by the Commission.

Work on the rapid deployment of integrated units included progress to better define
conceptually and make readily available Integrated Police Units (IPUs) and Formed
Police Units (FPUs). The former are robust battalion- or company-sized units (gen-
darmerie units) which may or may not be placed under military command and are
especially suited to intervene in non-stabilised situations to carry out executive
police tasks such as patrolling, maintaining public order and fighting organised
crime. FPUs, company-sized, cannot be placed under military command and may
be used for lighter police tasks, including executive ones. IPUs and FPUs respond
to a growing demand for deploying at short notice sizeable police forces which are
interoperable with both the military and other civilian actors and are able to carry
out a variety of tasks. Over the last few years, they have been used in the context of
the ESDP missions in Bosnia Herzegovina and Kosovo.?

Reinforcing the planning structures for civilian crisis management was another im-
portant aspect of the capability development process (while not, strictly speaking,

85. See below p. 111.

86. Council Document 10462/05, Multifunctional Civilian Crisis Management Resources in an Integrated Format
- Civilian Response Teams, 23 June 2005. See also Council Document 15406/05, CRT Generic Terms of Reference,
5 December 2005.

87. The development of police capabilities in the context of civilian ESDP is institutionally separate from the setting
up of the European Gendarmerie Force (EGF) in 2004. The EGF is a multinational unit involving six EU Member
States (France, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and Romania, which joined the EGF in 2008) and providing
the capability for the rapid deployment of expeditionary and interoperable police missions, drawing on police forces
with military status. While the EGF, based in Vicenza, Italy, is primarily at the disposal of the EU, it can also be made
available for operations in the context of the UN, NATO, the OSCE or ad hoc coalitions.
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part of the CHG 2008). The progressive expansion of DG IX in the Council Secre-
tariat and the creation of the Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability (CPCC) in
2007/2008 are addressed in chapter one.®®

Mission support - the fifth strand of capability development under the CHG 2008
as presented here - concerns the capacity to make readily available the human, fi-
nancial and material resources necessary to the planning, implementation and ter-
mination of a civilian ESDP operation.* As such, mission support could be defined
as a capability cutting across all others, aiming to facilitate their identification and
management. Relevant expertise includes general support services (logistics, com-
munication, medical care, mission security), financing, procurement, human re-
sources and legal and financial control. These functions are crucial enabling factors
for attaining operational and, ultimately, political objectives. Some progress has
been achieved at the conceptual and practical level all along the CHG 2008 process,
although more by way of ad hoc arrangement than of structural reforms. Expertise
on the technical and procedural dimensions of mission support has been enhanced
both at headquarters in Brussels and in the field, where the missions’ administra-
tion offices play a central role.

Leaving aside the financial aspects as such, addressed earlier in this chapter, the
Council Secretariat and the Commission worked in 2006 and 2007 on the develop-
ment of the so-called framework contracts to streamline procurement procedures.
Procuring the necessary equipment in due time to the first ESDP civilian missions
proved extremely cumbersome.” Long delays seriously affected the early phases of
some of them, from EUJUST Themis in Georgia to the Aceh Monitoring Mission.”
The idea of establishing framework contracts aimed at streamlining the procedure
by pre-identifying contractors who would be called upon to deliver equipment and
services to different missions, as need be, without launching new tenders. Frame-
work contracts were awarded in 2007 for armoured and ‘soft-skin’ (4x4) vehicles
and more are envisaged for IT equipment as well as health and high-risk insurance
cover for mission personnel. However, new problems have been met in practice, such
as serious delays by ‘framework contractors’ and the difficulty of identifying new
contractors for specific types of equipment.

88. See Chapter 1 on ESDP institutions, pp. 34-46.

89. Council Document 12457/06, ‘Initial Concept of Mission Support for ESDP Civilian Crisis Management Mis-
sions,” 5 September 2006.

90. Calls for tender for a value above €10,000 had to be made anew for any successive mission and required the
approval of Commission services at two stages, namely before the publication of the tender and before the award-
ing of the final contract. This could take as long as six months and remains the case today for most categories of
equipment.

91. See the chapter on EUJUST Themis and the chapter on the AMM in this book.



Training was a key dimension of the CHG 2008. Early operational experience in
Bosnia Herzegovina and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM)
demonstrated the challenge of deploying personnel endowed with crisis manage-
ment experience and with mission-specific training, for example in carrying out
monitoring, mentoring and advising weak local institutions. This required different
skills from standard police or rule-of-law activities and in-depth knowledge of the
theatre of operation. Work on the quantity and quality of available personnel under
the capability requirements list, effective recruitment procedures and training are
closely linked aspects of the civilian capability development process. Training ac-
tivities include generic (non mission- or task-specific) training, more targeted mod-
ules addressing distinctive areas of expertise or crisis management packages such as
the CRTs, and mission-specific training, which itself may include pre-deployment,
mission-induction and in-mission training.

National authorities are chiefly responsible for training activities, with EU institu-
tions and funding playing a supporting and coordinating role. The Commission-
funded European Group on Training has brought together a quite heterogeneous
range of national training bodies and educational institutions supporting courses
often open to experts or officials from more than one country. On the other hand,
the European dimension has not always been prominent in national courses. Also,
inevitably, some Member States have been more proactive than others, leading to an
uneven level playing field for delivering properly trained personnel. From a different
standpoint, much of the training has taken place at the generic level, including by
the European Group on Training and by the European Security and Defence Col-
lege. Much training-on-the-job was therefore required for the personnel of civilian
missions, which affected the launching phase of these operations and their overall
performance.

Two additional horizontal dimensions should be addressed when assessing the
CHG 2008 process. First, the EU has pursued a dialogue with other internation-
al organisations involved in civilian crisis management, notably the UN and the
OSCE, with a view to both drawing from their experience and best practices and
paving the way for closer cooperation. Recurrent topics of mutual consultation in-
cluded rapid deployment, the management of electronic platforms to facilitate the
identification and recruitment of personnel, and options to speed up procurement
including setting up warehouses and improving the transfer of equipment from one
mission to the other.
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Second, and crucially, the CHG 2008 process was meant to act as a platform to ex-
change information and best practices among Member States and as a catalyst to
raise awareness of the growing requirements of civilian ESDP at the national level.
Since most of the capabilities are in the hands of Member States, it was considered
essential to engage all stakeholders within each country. They included not only
the Ministries of Foreign Affairs but also relevant authorities from the Ministries
of the Interior and Justice, functionally (and financially) responsible for police and
rule-of- law personnel. Much of the initiative in this context could only be left to
Member States themselves, with CIVCOM acting as a key interface and the EU serv-
ices running the CHG 2008 acting as facilitators and providing constant input for
progress.”” By late 2007, it was clear that much remained to be done to improve
the ability of Member States to make available the resources required, as the strug-
gle to recruit personnel for the large ESDP missions in Afghanistan and Kosovo in
2007/2008 would demonstrate.

Two steps forward, one step back

The end of 2007 saw the conclusion of the CHG 2008 and the launch of the
CHG 2010.” The latter was intended to end in the same year as the military head-
line goal 2010, which may create an opportunity for joining the two capabilities
development processes, where appropriate. Over and above the transition from the
CHG 2008 to the CHG 2010, however, in the last two years, the debate on the de-
velopment of civilian capabilities has undergone a significant change of perspec-
tive. This has been triggered by the growing awareness of the urgent requirements
stemming from operational experience. In other words, while the approach to the
development of capabilities under the CHG 2008 was largely based on theoretical
assumptions, illustrative scenarios and nominal commitments by Member States,
the debate is now based on the real-life experience accumulated in the field and
focuses on the quality of personnel required to fulfil specific tasks as opposed to
quantitative targets.

From this standpoint, the ‘scale’ of civilian ESDP is a critical factor. When the CHG
2008 started in 2004, the EU was running three civilian ESDP operations (EUPM,

EUPOL Proxima and EUJUST Themis). Today, it is running 11 of them, including one
major strengthening/substitution integrated rule-of-law mission in Kosovo, while

92. For example, guidelines on the recruitment of personnel for EU civilian crisis management were agreed and
addressed to Member States in October 2006. See Council Document 12687/1/06, Civilian headline Goal 2008
- Draft recommendations and guidelines on the raising of personnel for EU civilian crisis management, 9 October
2006.

93. Council Document 14823/07, New Civilian Headline Goal 2010, 9 November 2007.



four other missions were deployed in-between (EUPAT, AMM, EUPOL Kinshasa
and EUPT Kosovo). Whether one thinks of available experts and officials, financial
costs or adequate mission support, this difference of scale has not only quantitative
but also qualitative implications. With a view to fulfilling what are, on paper, pretty
much the same functions as five years ago, the system needs to be much more pro-
fessional, efficient, effective and sustainable. To some extent, when turning back to
the ground covered between 2004 and 2009, it has become so and the CHG 2010
aims to consolidate it further in all respects.

The problem is, however, that progress in the supply of civilian capabilities has been
permanently outpaced by increase in demand, with much larger and more complex
missions having been planned and deployed. If the level of ambition that has driven
ESDP civilian crisis management in the last few years is sustained in future, the
capability-expectations gap is liable to grow larger.

The main shift in the debate since the end of the CHG 2008 consists in the clear
understanding that the solution to this serious problem lies at the national level.
It is a question of enhancing the political commitment of Member States to make
available more and better resources, some of which at short notice. Overall, progress
at national level in the last few years has been slow at best, with most national ros-
ters of civilian capabilities still to be completed, where they exist. The problem is
compounded by the drastic budgetary cuts that are envisaged as a consequence of
the current economic downturn and will affect the financing and availability of na-
tional capabilities.

In this perspective, EU structures can be of help in a number of ways but new politi-
cal momentum has to be generated at the national level and through coordinated
action, if the EU wants to continue to develop into a major crisis management ac-
tor. Hence the importance of exploring the scope for elaborating and implementing
new national strategies to generate further civilian capabilities. In so doing, it is
understood that no one-size-fits-all model can be applied to Member States given
the diversity of their domestic legislative frameworks and institutional practices.
For example, Finland has adopted a fully-fledged national strategy and formally
established an inter-ministerial coordination mechanism managed by the Ministry
of the Interior. Other countries, notably some small Member States, seem inclined
to introduce elements of the Finnish model but the latter may not suit very large
national administrations with deep-rooted bureaucratic cultures and more frag-
mented competences, including across different levels of government.
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While, therefore, it is important to fix shared priorities and to monitor concrete
progress at the national level, the measures adopted by individual countries may
differ. Four priority areas have been identified in 2009 and broadly agreed by
Member States to guide national efforts in this domain, namely national regula-
tory measures, budgetary arrangements, the development of national rosters and
training.”* When it comes to national regulations, it is a question of guaranteeing
job security and providing opportunities for career advancement to those who are
seconded to crisis management missions, and to ensure that at least some of them
can be mobilised at short notice. Setting up national rosters following uniform or at
least compatible formats would very much help identify the best qualified officials
or experts in response to calls for contribution, while preserving the decision-mak-
ing authority of separate ministries on the secondment of their personnel. Besides,
training opportunities should be both multiplied, making training in one country
available to nationals of other Member States and encouraging these exchanges,
and more targeted, focusing for example on the specific tasks of mission adminis-
tration and procurement.”

Having stressed the importance of the national dimension for the future develop-
ment of civilian capabilities, many of the priorities outlined in the CHG 2010 help
to focus the minds of practitioners and facilitate the convergence of national ef-
forts. The main aspects of the work carried out under the CHG 2010 are presented
in what follows. With a view to personnel requirements, the CHG 2010 broadly ap-
plies the same methodology as the CHG 2008 but updates it with a stronger em-
phasis on civ-mil cooperation. A new, pilot illustrative scenario was elaborated in
early 2008 envisaging the simultaneous presence of civilian and military actors in a
theatre of operation.” The scenario was produced in cooperation between the civil-
ian capability planning task force and officials from the EUMS and highlights the
requirements for a complex, integrated SSR operation. Based on that, a new list of
required capabilities has been drawn up. The latter foresees the need for an addi-
tional 285 personnel, including new profiles such as experts on transitional justice,
dialogue and mediation, and conflict analysis.

94. Interviews with EU and national officials, May to July 2009.

95. With a view to addressing shortages in these key areas of expertise, the Commission has provided training for
ESDP mission staff in the areas of procurement and financial administration. See Richard Wright and Juha Auvinen,
‘What ambitions for the civilian ESDP?’, in Alvaro de Vasconcelos (ed.), What ambitions for European Defence in 20202,
EU Institute for Security Studies, Paris, July 2009, p. 112-14.

96. Council Document 15253/08, Civilian Headline Goal 2010: Progress Report 2008 (report on civilian prepared-
ness), 5 November 2008.



With a view to integrated civilian crisis management packages, the CHG 2010 envis-
ages the completion of the pool of 100 experts for CRTs. A call for the identification
of additional experts was launched in 2008, with a focus on the rule of law, human
rights and mission support. Besides, as is the case for other categories of personnel,
the pool of experts needs to be updated on a regular basis to ensure their actual
readiness for deployment at very short notice. A broader reflection is also ongoing
on how to make CRTs more operational, given their limited use as teams so far. On
the other hand, the deployment of small groups of experts drawn from the CRTs
poolin the Palestinian Territories and in Georgia in 2008 in an assessment and fact-
finding capacity signals potential for CRTs or equivalent packages to take over more
tasks in the future.

Work on personnel resources is accompanied by the progressive development of
the Civilian Capability Management Tool through a secure website empowered by
a new software application called Goalkeeper.”” The CCMT includes comprehensive
and permanently updated catalogues of mission tasks, standard job descriptions,
equipment (including framework contracts) and concepts, and is expected to serve
different purposes. On the one hand, it supports the civilian capability development
process by providing a clear overview of the different categories of personnel, as a
basis to survey the availability of national resources and point at critical shortfalls.
On the other hand, it aims to facilitate the planning of civilian missions and the
recruitment of relevant personnel.”®

More generally, the CCMT constitutes an enhanced database of required and avail-
able capabilities, accessible not only by EU institutions but also by national authori-
ties and missions in the field, thereby contributing to a shared institutional memo-
ry, know-how, and sense of priority. The CCMT draws not only from the CHG 2008
list and from the CHG 2010 SSR scenario but also, and most importantly, from
operational experience. As stressed above, following the launch of 17 civilian ESDP
operations, virtual scenarios can only play a complementary role to the key lessons
drawn from experience.

97. Council Document 8096/09, Civilian Headline Goal 2010: Outline of Goalkeeper software environment, 2 April
2009.

98. The Goalkeeper software should allow for a more rapid, precise and timely identification of the capabilities
required for each mission, linking standard job descriptions to mission-specific ones with a view to publishing calls
for contributions.
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2. ESDP resources

The establishment of a systematic process to identify and implement lessons and
best practices based on operational experience is another important dimension
of the CHG 2010. In a complex political and institutional environment as that of
CEFSP/ESDP, drawing up lessons learned is a sensitive exercise. In the past, this has
been done on an ad hoc basis, very far from the public eye and with very little involve-
ment of external expertise. As a result, lessons have been sometimes identified but
not necessarily learned, meaning transposed in policies and practice.

New guidelines were adopted in November 2008 and envisage a quite structured
process, moving from the collection and identification of relevant experience to the
consequent revision, as needed, of policies and procedures.” The process of identi-
fication and analysis of lessons covers the entire lifetime of the missions including
not only reports on the planning stage and final reports, but also the introduction
of lessons identified in six-monthly reports. Besides, reports can address horizontal

issues such as, among others, SSR, communication strategies and working with the
UN.

Officials from DG IX and the CPCC carry out this process in Brussels, in coopera-
tion with the Commission. In the field, the Heads of Mission are responsible for
collecting and providing relevant information to headquarters. The appointment of
best practices officers within each mission is also envisaged. Up until summer 2009,
lessons have been identified and analysed concerning the planning phases of the
SSR mission in Guinea Bissau and EUMM Georgia, and a new exercise concerning
the planning of EULEX Kosovo has been launched. Clearly, the success of this proc-
ess will depend on good cooperation within and between EU institutions, between
Brussels and the field, as well as between the EU and Member States, who are the
ultimate recipients of the output. As has been the case all along the civilian capabil-
ity development process, the real challenge will lie in converting analytical findings
into new policies and adequate capabilities.
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3. ESDP partnerships

Introduction

From its inception in 1999, ESDP has worked with other international organi-
sations. This chapter looks at the relationship between ESDP and four of those
organisations: the United Nations (UN); the North Atlantic Treaty Organisa-
tion (NATO); the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE);
and the African Union (AU). ESDP has interacted with other international and
regional organisations - for instance with ASEAN for its monitoring mission in
Aceh in Indonesia. But over the last decade ESDP has worked most closely with
the UN, NATO, the OSCE and the AU.

ESDP has worked with all four of these organisations on the ground in crisis
theatres, to greater and lesser degrees, and with different levels of effectiveness.
Each partnership has also been as much political as operational, and each rela-
tionship has been different, both operationally and politically. But each part-
nership has contributed greatly to the development of ESDP over the last dec-

ade.

Richard Gowan’s essay on ESDP and the UN, explains how the UN has pro-
vided both legitimacy and a framework for most ESDP operations - especially
the more politically contentious military missions. Furthermore, EU-UN coop-
eration on the ground has benefited both institutions, most notably for their
operations carried out on the African continent. EU-UN cooperation has also
brought new political challenges for ESDP; not only for the permanent (and
non-permanent) EU members of the UN Security Council, but also to convince
non-EU governments on the UNSC, such as Russia and China, to endorse ESDP
operations.

The complexity of the relationship between ESDP and NATO relations has
been well documented over the last decade, but it is no less interesting for that,
as explored in the second essay in this chapter by Daniel Keohane. At times
ESDP has struggled to establish its identity and credibility vis-a-vis NATO, a
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transatlantic military alliance which is a long established and central actor in inter-
national security. But over time, despite some turbulent political moments like the
Iraq war in 2003, ESDP has developed both its own identity separate from NATO,
and a close working relationship with NATO in Afghanistan, Bosnia, and Kosovo.
Furthermore, while the EU and NATO cooperate closely today, their relationship
also has its limits, pointing to an increasing need for closer EU-US cooperation.

In his essay, Dov Lynch describes how the relationship between ESDP and the OSCE
has been crucial in “other Europe”, or non-EU Europe, especially (but not only) in
the Western Balkans and the Caucasus. For example, ESDP has worked with the
OSCE on the ground in Kosovo and Georgia. Moreover, the OSCE is the only forum
where the key questions for European security are debated by all members of wider
Europe, including Russia. ESDP-OSCE cooperation, therefore, is crucial for stabil-
ity in the EU’s neighbourhood, and for developing the legal and political architec-
ture of European security.

Finally, cooperation between ESDP and the African Union (and other African or-
ganisations) is a relatively new and exciting development, as Damien Helly explains
in his essay. Africa has become a key theatre for ESDP missions, and the numerous
ESDP operations in Africa are described in this book. But EU-AU cooperation is not
only about ESDP operations; it is also about building up African capacities to tackle
crises on that continent. Plus, ESDP can only have a constructive relationship with
the AU if it complements other EU initiatives in Africa.

In 1999, ESDP was mainly about how to encourage Europeans to work more closely
together on their security and defence policies. But the world has changed greatly
over the last decade, and Europeans recognise that they can no longer afford to con-
centrate on their own interactions and institutions alone. It is a sign of the progress
of ESDP that, in 2009, constructive partnerships with other international organisa-
tions have become so central to its contribution to global security.
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ESDP and the United Nations

Richard Gowan*

Cooperation with the United Nations has been essential to the evolution of the
European Security and Defence Policy. Of the 23 ESDP missions launched between
2003 and 2009, 15 have been deployed in countries where the UN has a peacekeep-
ing or peacebuilding mission. All EU missions in Africa have involved direct or indi-
rect cooperation with the UN, ranging from military support (as in the Democratic
Republic of Congo) to parallel efforts to sustain the African Union (AU) in Darfur.
The EU naval operation off the coast of Somalia (Atalanta) has taken place in paral-
lel with UN support to AU peacekeepers in Mogadishu, and protected UN aid ship-
ments. But EU-UN cooperation has also taken on unexpectedly complex forms in
Kosovo and Georgia.

This degree of cooperation seemed unlikely at the birth of ESDP, although the new
policy was explicitly ‘in accordance with the principles of the UN Charter.”! The
EU’s desire for a stronger defence identity was driven in part by the humiliation of
European troops under UN command in Rwanda and the former Yugoslavia in the
1990s. In June 1999, when the Cologne Council approved ESDP, there were only
12,084 uniformed UN peacekeepers deployed worldwide - the lowest figure since
the end of the Cold War.?

Yet that summer, the figures started to climb again as the Security Council man-
dated a new generation of UN missions, starting with Kosovo and East Timor. The
numbers have kept climbing: by June 2009, there were over 90,000 troops and po-
lice under UN command. They are deployed from Haiti to Lebanon (the latter ac-
counting for the majority of European troops still under UN command) although

* The author would like to thank Renata Dwan, Jean-Marie Guéhenno, Abmed Salim, Benjamin C. Tortolani,
Teresa Whitfield and the staff of the EUISS for their advice and comments on this chapter.

1. Presidency Conclusions, Cologne European Council (3 and 4 June, 1999), Annex llI, point 1. See also point 26 of
the Presidency Conclusions, Helsinki European Council (10 and 11 December, 1999), which confirmed ‘the primary
responsibility of the UN Security Council for the maintenance of international peace and security’ while endorsing
ESDP.

2. UN figures are taken from the UN website (www.un.org) and Center on International Cooperation, Annual Re-
view of Global Peace Operations 2009 (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 2009), unless otherwise indicated.
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the main driver of growth has been operations in Africa. European governments -
especially France and Britain in the Security Council - have been instrumental in
mandating and funding these missions.” UN operations in south-east Europe, the
Middle East and Africa have helped stabilise the EU’s outer periphery, making a
direct contribution to European security.

In contrast to the rapid development of UN operations, ESDP’s evolution has been
cautious, but the two have been intimately connected. There have been four phases
of the ESDP-UN relationship. The first (from 1999-2002) was one of inaction. When
Britain deployed troops to aid the UN in Sierra Leone in 2000 it floated the idea of
including other EU forces. None were forthcoming.* The next phase (2002-3) was
experimental, as the two institutions attempted their first overlapping operations in
Bosnia and the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC). Operation Artemis, the EU’s
reinforcement of the UN Mission in the Congo (MONUC), stimulated interest in
cooperation in New York and European capitals alike.®

This led to a phase of institutional convergence, lasting from 2003 to 2006, as UN of-
ficials and their European counterparts attempted to define their relationship. This
involved both the creation of formal mechanisms for inter-institutional dialogue
(described in the next section) and operational steps such as the dispatch of EU
police and security sector reform missions to DRC to complement MONUC. It cul-
minated in a UN request for an ESDP military mission to deploy to the DRC during
elections in 2006.°

The EU’s (rather hesitant) decision to fulfil this request foreshadowed the third and
most active phase of EU-UN engagement, lasting from late 2006 to date. The focus
has been less on institutional relations than hybrid operations (cases where UN and
EU missions have deployed in a coordinated manner). The theatres involved have
included not only the DRC but also Chad and Kosovo. The reality of coordinating
on the ground - not least in insecure environments such as eastern Chad - has inevi-
tably involved frictions. But it has confirmed that EU-UN cooperation is more than
a well-intentioned paper exercise.

3. EU Member States pay 40% of the UN peacekeeping budget.

4. Michael Mandelbaum, The Case for Goliath: How America Acts as the World’s Government in the 21% Century (New York:
Public Affairs, 2005), p. 267, note 39.

5. See the chapter on Operation Artemis in Part Two of this book.

6. Please see descriptions of all ESDP operations in the Democratic Republic of Congo in Part Two of this book.
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The EU-UN relationship has benefited ESDP and UN peacekeeping in three ways.
Institutionally, the UN and EU Council secretariats have proved willing albeit some-
times constrained partners. Operationally, UN missions have provided a strategic
framework for ESDP operations that would have little purpose in isolation, as in
DRC and Chad, while ESDP operations have provided significant military support
to UN missions at critical junctures in difficult theatres. Politically, linking ESDP
to the UN has let the EU present its defence identity as part of a global collective
security strategy.

But, as the final section of this chapter underlines, these benefits come with chal-
lenges. Institutional cooperation does not always translate into effective opera-
tions. The EU’s commitment to the UN risks creating false expectations: in 2008,
the European Council decided not to meet a request from UN Secretary-General
Ban Ki-moon for an ESDP mission to reinforce UN troops in the DRC. And working
through the UN framework can limit the EU’s choices, as in the protracted search
for a UN-EU handover in Kosovo.

Institutional convergence: progress and limits

The institutional developments of ESDP and UN peacekeeping over the last dec-
ade have shared roots. Just as ESDP was a reaction to the Balkan disasters, the UN
under Kofi Annan responded to its record of failures by overhauling it headquar-
ters systems. The Annan-era reforms - set out in the 2000 Brahimi Report - aimed
to expand and professionalise the UN’s peacekeeping bureaucracy.” Post-Brahimi,
the Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO) in New York expanded from
around 400 to 600 staff.®

The consolidation of the UN’s headquarters capacities and the development of the
bureaucratic machinery for ESDP laid the groundwork for an institutionalisation of
relations between the two. In 2003 - after the initial experiments in cooperation in
Bosnia and the DRC - the Italian EU presidency concluded a brief UN-EU Joint Dec-
laration on crisis management, followed by a more detailed agreement the next year.’
The 2003 declaration established a Steering Committee of officials from the UN and
EU Council secretariats to coordinate on issues such as planning and training.

7. The ‘Brahimi Report’, named after the chair of its panel of authors, is formally The Report of the Panel on United Na-
tions Peace Operations, UN Document A/55/305-5/2000/809, August 2000.

8. On the report’s implementation, see William J. Durch, Victoria K. Holt, Caroline R. Earle and Moira K. Shanahan,
The Brahimi Report and the Future of UN Peace Operations (Washington, DC: Henry L. Stimson Center, 2003).

9. See Council of the European Union, ‘Joint Declaration on UN-EU Cooperation in Crisis Management’ (19 Sep-
tember 2003) and ‘EU-UN Cooperation in Military Crisis Management Operations’ (17-18 June 2004).
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These initiatives were intended to show that the EU could play a coherent role at the
UN in spite of splits over Iraq. They implied an unusually structured inter-organ-
isational relationship, in which EU and UN officials as well as national diplomats
could develop the terms of engagement. Early meetings of the Steering Committee
were positive, with high-level participation from both sides. In 2005, the EU Coun-
cil posted its first military liaison officer to New York. Member States pursued the
battlegroup concept, proposed by Britain, France and Germany to facilitate rapid
EU support to the UN."

Yet if 2003 to 2005 were hopeful years for EU-UN cooperation, many potential com-
plications were left unresolved. These came to the fore in 2006 over the UN’s request
for another ESDP mission in support of its mission in DRC (MONUC). This was
initially transmitted from Jean-Marie Guéhenno, the UN Under-Secretary General
for Peacekeeping, to the outgoing British EU presidency in the last week of 2005."
While Javier Solana soon became an advocate of the mission, the routing of the re-
quest indicated the limits of secretariat-to-secretariat links. In the ensuing months
the EU Military Staff assessed the potential for a mission with only limited refer-
ence to DPKO."> When EUFOR RD Congo deployed, its success owed in part to the
good rapport between the French force commander and his Senegalese counterpart
in MONUC.

The experience of EUFOR RD Congo caused frustration in Germany, which pro-
vided the second-largest contingent for the mission. Officials in Berlin felt that the
UN had pushed them into an unnecessary operation and that the structures put
in place in 2003-4 gave EU Member States too little oversight of relations with the
UN." Germany took over the EU presidency in the first half of 2007 intent on nego-
tiating a new agreement with the UN.

Although DPKO officials questioned whether this initiative would genuinely ease fur-
ther cooperation, Germany finally extracted a new joint statement that foresaw ‘regular
senior-level political dialogue between the UN Secretariat and EU-Troika on broader
aspects of crisis management’ in addition to the Steering Committee’s work."*

10. On the battlegroups, see Gustav Lindstrom, ‘Enter the EU Battlegroups’ , Chaillot Paper no. 97, EUISS, Paris,
February 2007.

11. Helmut Fritsch, ‘EUFOR RD CONGO: A Misunderstood Operation’, Queen’s Center for International Relations
Martello Papers no. 33, Kingston, Ontario: QCIR, 2008, p.27.

12. Ibid., pp.28-30.
13. Communication with former senior UN official, 17 July 2009.

14. Council of the European Union, ‘Joint Statement on EU-UN Cooperation in Crisis Management’, Brussels,
7 June 2007.
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This dialogue has never taken off, although UN officials frequently brief EU com-
mittees and vice versa."” The Steering Committee has also lost momentum, in spite
of suggestions by DPKO to promote joint frameworks with the EU in areas like
logistics. However, the EU Council’s office in New York has played an increasingly
active role in coordinating with DPKO. Its staff are often better-informed on opera-
tional issues than their counterparts in Member States’ missions, strengthening the
wider ‘EU identity’ at the UN. The French EU presidency organised a series of semi-
nars on EU-UN cooperation in crisis management in 2008, including a ministerial
event in New York.

This high-level emphasis on cooperation has not always translated into smooth
contacts in the field. In the DRC, for example, the EU’s security sector reform mis-
sion (EUSEC RD Congo) has had an uneasy relationship with MONUC, with each
side questioning the other’s methods.'® This has contributed to a ‘fragmentation
of military reform’ that suits the DRC’s government, which views any meaningful
reform with great suspicion."”

But these low-level differences have been secondary to a series of high-profile tests
of EU-UN ties since 2007 that have magnified the tensions revealed over EUFOR
RD Congo in 2006. These have tended to involve military missions, which inevita-
bly receive greater political attention. The controversial cases are addressed in what
follows: the parallel EU-UN missions in Chad in 2008-9; the obstacles to a UN-EU
transition in Kosovo in 2008; and the crisis in the DRC in 2008 that saw UN hopes
for an ESDP mission frustrated. These cases reveal operational, political and insti-
tutional problems in the EU-UN relationship that may recur if left unaddressed by
the two organisations.

Chad: a joint operation?

In some ways, the Chad case exemplifies how far EU-UN relations have come since
2003. In earlier crises, as in the DRC, EU missions in support of the UN had come
together in an ad hoc fashion. By contrast, UN Security Council Resolution 1778
of 25 September 2007 mandated a UN police mission (MINURCAT) and an EU
Force (EUFOR Tchad/RCA) simultaneously, laying out their duties and coordina-
tion structures in some detail. This implied a shared strategic vision between the EU

15. This paragraph is based on interviews with EU and UN officials, May 2009.

16. Center on International Cooperation, Annual Review of Global Peace Operations 2009 (Boulder, CO: Lynne Reinner,
2009), p. 53.

17. Eirin Mobekk, ‘Security Sector Reform and the UN Mission in the Democratic Republic of Congo: Protecting
Civilians in the East’, International Peacekeeping, vol. 16, no. 2, 2009, p. 278.
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and the UN, and the Resolution stipulated that EUFOR would last a year - opening
the way for UN-commanded troops.

In reality the planning process was less harmonious. In the Security Council, France
and Britain had pressed the UN to send both troops and police to Chad since 2006,
but the UN had resisted, arguing that the conditions were not ripe for peacekeep-
ing.'"* When Ban Ki-Moon finally laid out plans for a robust force in February 2007,
the Chadian government rejected them.” France formally floated the idea of an
ESDP mission in May, and remained central to planning the mission thereafter.?
Many other EU members did not want to risk involvement: even after the Security
Council passed Resolution 1778, it was uncertain that enough helicopters could be
found for EUFOR Tchad/RCA.

The net result was that EUFOR only deployed in March 2008, over a year after Ban
had reluctantly proposed a UN force. But if the EU was slow to deploy, MINURCAT
also struggled to get its personnel in place. In September 2008, one year after being
mandated, it had recruited just 48 of a projected civilian staff of 542.*' EUFOR tried
to compensate for the UN’s slow deployment by using military patrols in a polic-
ing deterrent role. EU-UN cooperation improved as the UN prepared to take over
military duties in March 2009. Many EU contributors were keen to withdraw their
forces after twelve months, but the UN found it hard to identify sufficient non-
European forces to take over. European governments including Ireland, France and
Poland agreed to ‘re-hat’ their troops, averting a failed handover. The final transfer
to the UN was smooth.

Nonetheless, the Chad experience highlights many of the operational limitations of
the EU-UN relationship. While the Steering Committee allows for secretariat-level
links, individual countries (France, in the case of Chad and elsewhere) set the agenda
for missions. Planning cooperation tends to weaken in the face of political obsta-
cles to deployments. The linkage between decision-making in the Security Council
and the EU’s General Affairs and External Relations Council (GAERC) is uncertain.
These problems are striking because, politically, the EU’s lead role in Chad was ac-
cepted by other governments at the UN, even if the UN Secretariat remained uneasy

18. See ‘Report of the Secretary-General on Chad and the Central African Republic’, UN Document S/2006/1019,
19 December 2006, especially paragraphs 83-85.

19. See ‘Report of the Secretary-General on Chad and the Central African Republic’, UN Document S/2007/97, 23
February 2007.

20. Alexander Mattelaer, ‘“The Strategic Planning of EU Military Operations - The Case of EUFOR Tchad/RCA ¢, IES
Working Paper no. 5, Institute for European Studies, Vrije Universiteit Brussel, 2008, p.14.

21. Rahul Chandran, Jake Sherman and Bruce D. Jones, ‘Rapid Deployment of Civilians for Peace Operations: Sta-
tus, Gaps and Options’, Center on International Cooperation, New York University, April 2009, p. 2.



Richard Gowan

about the UN operating there. France drove the agenda in the Security Council with
British support - Russia offered helicopters to the ESDP mission. EU-UN coopera-
tion is harder still where, as over Kosovo, there is no such consensus.

Kosovo: political limits to cooperation

If the EU and UN stumbled in Chad, they did so largely out of the public eye. Their
difficulties in Kosovo gained much publicity in 2008.> Kosovo was meant to be an
advertisement for good EU-UN relations. In 2006, as talks on the province’s future
got underway, the EU Council took the unprecedented step of setting up a full-time
planning team in Pristina to prepare an ESDP mission. The general terms for the
mission - to oversee policing and the rule of law - had already been set, but interac-
tions with the UN Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK) shaped the concept. The EU had
intended to deploy a light police presence, but UN officials persuaded the planners
to propose a larger force.”

As of late 2007, EU and UN officials were generally happy with this field-based co-
operation. UNMIK’s leadership publicly emphasised the ‘countdown to the EU”
But the lack of a political settlement, and Russia’s ability to veto any alteration of
Kosovo’s status in the Security Council, meant that the two organisations were on
weak ground.

Kosovo’s unilateral declaration of independence in February 2008 revealed this
weakness. UN officials were torn between the need not to alienate Russia - which
sided with Serbia in declaring the declaration invalid - and their recognition that
Kosovo’s leaders and populace would not tolerate UNMIK indefinitely. The EU was
split between those (in particular the UK) that wanted a full ESDP deployment as
fast as possible and others (such as Spain) that were wary of any action without
explicit UN approval.

These political tensions exacerbated practical problems over the transfer of UN assets
to the EU - arising from simple differences over how to account for items like com-
puters and vehicles - and souring personal relations between many international staff.
UNMIK’s leadership remained committed to a transfer, but mid-level officials (their
jobs on the line) argued that the EU was ill-prepared to take on Kosovo. Some techni-
cal difficulties had to be resolved at the level of Ban Ki-Moon and Javier Solana.

22. See the chapter on EULEX Kosovo in Part Two of this book.

23. Interview by Benjamin C. Tortolani of the Center on International Cooperation with EU Planning Team, Pristina,
4 October 2007.
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These tensions did not prevent a compromise on Kosovo’s future that has allowed
the EU to deploy while UNMIK has shrunk to a political mission that retains (if
only in theory) formal authority over the territory. This reflected both pressure by
the EU on Serbia and efforts by DPKO to create political space for a compromise
through talks with Belgrade on a six-point plan including issues like justice and
transport. By late 2008, most EU officials in Kosovo were complimentary about
their UN counterparts, and vice versa.**

But the Kosovo case does point to a potentially recurring flaw in the EU-UN re-
lationship. Although EU Member States are in a strong position on the Security
Council (typically holding four or five of the fifteen seats), China and Russia have
grown increasingly willing to block European initiatives at the UN in recent years.*
If the EU wants to deploy an ESDP mission with a UN mandate or alongside a UN
presence, it may have to compromise on the terms of its deployment - or risk rejec-
tion in the Security Council.

This dilemma was highlighted in 2008 not only in Kosovo but also in Georgia,
where the EU chose to both support a long-standing UN monitoring mission after
the August war and to deploy its own monitors without a UN mandate. This dual
policy reflected the fact that the UN mission (limited to the secessionist province
of Abkhazia) was subject to Russian approval in the Security Council. While Russia
finally vetoed its continuation in June 2009, the EU was able to keep its monitors in
place - a reminder that not working through the UN framework may sometimes be
essential to an ESDP mission’s credibility.

The DRC: false expectations?

Whatever the failings of EU-UN cooperation over Chad and Kosovo in 2008, the
greatest setback came over the DRC. In the autumn of 2008, rebels in the east of
the country defeated a government offensive supported logistically by the UN and
counter-attacked, displacing 250,000 people and leaving MONUC largely unable
to react. The crisis bore obvious similarities to that leading to Operation Artemis in
2003, and many influential figures in both Europe and the DRC called for another
ESDP mission.*

24. Interviews with EU and UN officials, Kosovo, 1-3 August 2009.

25. See Richard Gowan and Franziska Brantner, A Global Force for Human Rights? An Audit of European Power at the UN
(London: European Council on Foreign Relations, 2008), especially pp. 47-53.

26. See Richard Gowan, ‘Good Intentions, Bad Outcomes,’ E!Sharp, January/February 2009, pp.57-59.
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France liaised with DPKO on a possible operation to open a humanitarian corridor
in eastern DRC and a number of EU Member States (including Belgium, Finland,
Ireland, the Netherlands and Sweden) lobbied for an ESDP mission.?” But Britain
and Germany opposed any operation. Britain, concerned that it might be required
to deploy its battle group to DRC while struggling to sustain operations in Afghani-
stan, argued for an expansion of MONUC instead.”® EU officials complained that
they received mixed signals from their UN counterparts on the necessity and desir-
ability of an ESDP deployment.” In December, Ban Ki-moon sent a formal request
to the European Council arguing for a ‘necessary’, ‘essential’ and ‘critical’ ESDP
operation in aid of MONUC.?° But the European Council could not reach any agree-
ment on this proposal.’!

Whatever the merits of Ban’s proposal, this episode provides three lessons about
EU-UN cooperation. The first is that, in spite of progress towards a structured re-
lationship between the two organisations since 2003, crisis decisions remain un-
predictable and are driven by Member States. The second is that, receiving mixed
signals from the EU, the UN Secretariat can develop false expectations of Euro-
pean support (a concern expressed by EU officials immediately prior to the Congo
crisis).’? The third is that - because of these limitations - the quality of EU-UN rela-
tions cannot only be measured in terms of institutionalisation. It is defined first and
foremost by the quality of operational interactions.

Conclusion

This final observation points to an overarching trend in EU-UN cooperation - one
that signals the maturation of ESDP. The shift from a phase of institutional coop-
eration to one of frequent if imperfect operational interaction between the EU and
UN underlines that ESDP has moved from a ‘paper policy’ to concrete engagement
in global security. The UN has been an important part of the framework for this
transformation - without its large-scale presence in Africa, most small-scale ESDP
missions there would be futile.

27. Communication between a UN official and the Center on International Cooperation, 26 February 2006; Helen
Warrell and Harvey Morris, ‘EU Sidesteps Urgent Appeal for Congo Force’, Financial Times, 8 December 2008.

28. Julian Borger, ‘Brown All Talk and No Action on Congo, Say Critics’, The Guardian, 12 December 2008.
29. Discussion with EU official, 30 June 2009.

30. Toby Vogel, ‘Why Europe is Split over Troops for Congo’, European Voice, 11 December 2008. See: www.europe-
anvoice.com.

31. Warrell and Morris, op. cit. in note 27; Anand Menon, ‘Empowering Paradise? ESDP at Ten’, International Affairs,
vol.85, no. 2, March 2009, p. 232.

32. Comments by senior EU official to the International Forum for the Challenges of Peace Operations, Paris, 20-22
October 2008.
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The speed of change in EU-UN cooperation has revealed significant flaws. Opera-
tionally and politically, the EU needs to clarify the scale and limits of its support to
the UN - and the UN needs to be realistic in what it asks for. Both institutions need
to iron out the technical glitches that have complicated their previous interactions.
Nonetheless, their unexpectedly complex relationship remains essential to sustain-
ing security on Europe’s periphery - and ESDP’s developing reach and credibility.
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ESDP and NATO

Daniel Keohane

In many ways the development of ESDP over the last decade has been defined by its
relationship with NATO. It is stating the obvious to say that the EU-NATO relation-
ship matters because of the strategic importance of the transatlantic relationship,
not least because NATO remains the guarantor of European security for its Member
States. This has made the EU’s relationship with NATO a much more strategic and
political challenge than the EU’s interaction with other international organisations,
such as the UN or the OSCE.

Over the last ten years, some observers have wondered if the development of ESDP
might mean that NATO would eventually become irrelevant, if US and European
strategic interests diverged?! So far, this has not been the case. NATO is still rel-
evant, while ESDP has developed in its own direction over the last decade. ESDP
defines itself as a broad and comprehensive international security policy, with access
to both civil and military instruments. In other words, ESDP is potentially meant to
do everything but collective defence - the raison d’étre of NATO. Aside from the poli-
tics, this difference in approach to international security policy is one key reason
why the EU-NATO relationship has been so interesting over the last decade.

Essentially there have been three phases in EU-NATO relations. The initial years,
1999-2003, were dominated by trying to find clear and compatible working meth-
ods between the two organisations. The middle period, 2003-2007, was marked by
turbulence. This was mainly due to the splits in both the EU and NATO over the
US invasion of Iraq, the aftershocks of which affected EU-NATO relations for many
years. The current period, roughly from 2007 onwards, has been marked by a much
more constructive approach on both sides, even if some difficulties have persisted.

1999-2003: getting to know each other

EU governments formally agreed to create the ESDP in June 1999 only weeks after
the end of NATO’s 78-day bombing campaign in Kosovo. Naturally, the lessons

1. For an analysis of that debate see Jolyon Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union (Basingstoke,
Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007).
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from that war set a context for how ESDP would develop in its initial years. In par-
ticular, two issues stood out between 1999 and 2003. First, how to develop a close
working relationship between the EU and NATO, in particular granting the EU ac-
cess to NATO military assets. Second, based mainly on the experience of the Kosovo
war and the apparent lack of useful military capabilities in Europe, how to ensure
compatibility between EU and NATO capability plans.

These issues were not entirely new. The predecessor of ESDP, the Western European
Union (WEU), had also tried to develop a working relationship with NATO. In 1996
negotiations started in Berlin on a WEU-NATO agreement, to give the WEU access
to NATO military assets for WEU operations - these negotiations paved the way to
arrangements that would subsequently be named the ‘Berlin Plus’ agreements. With
the birth of ESDP at the EU Cologne summit in 1999, it was only a matter of time
before the EU would replace the WEU as the negotiator with NATO on the Berlin
Plus arrangements, and in January 2001 the EU and NATO initiated direct talks on
Berlin Plus. In May 2001, the first formal meeting of EU-NATO foreign ministers
took place in Budapest.

The difference from 1999 onwards was that the EU was not a military alliance like
the WEU (or NATO), but a political Union which brought much more broad dip-
lomatic, political and economic weight to the table. For example, at that time, the
Union was about to launch its own currency (the euro), and was starting to plan to
increase its membership from 15 to 25 Member States. At the same time, NATO, for
its part, had conducted two successful interventions in the Balkans (in Bosnia and
Kosovo), and had just taken in three new members from former Communist coun-
tries (Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland).

The key in the early years of the EU-NATO relationship was the US attitude to ESDP.
The then US Secretary of State, Madeleine Albright, set the tone of American atti-
tudes to ESDP, with her ‘3 Ds’ statement, which outlined that the US welcomed an
EU defence policy as long as it met three conditions: no de-coupling of the US from
Europe; no discrimination against non-EU NATO members (such as Turkey); and
no duplication of NATO assets (such as military planning headquarters).” From
2001 onwards, the Bush administration initially maintained essentially the same
stance on ESDP as the Clinton administration. At that time, many Americans saw
ESDP primarily as a defence (meaning military) project, not the broader security

2. Madeline K. Albright, ‘The right balance will secure NATO’s future’, Financial Times, 7 December 1998.



and defence policy into which it would evolve.?

Between 1999 and 2003 both the Clinton and Bush administrations were especially
concerned about how ESDP would affect European planning for military capabili-
ties. The 1999 Kosovo war had exposed huge equipment gaps between US armed
forces and European armies, one reason why the US initially spurned most Euro-
pean offers of military help for its operation in Afghanistan immediately after the
terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001. Furthermore, the massive hikes in US de-
fence spending - especially on new technologies - after 2001, exacerbated American
concerns about the growing transatlantic military capability gap.*

Some US officials and academics feared that ESDP would be more about demon-
strating deeper European integration than developing useful military capabilities,
which NATO would also need if it was to remain a relevant alliance in US planning.®
For example, the Helsinki Headline Goals agreed by EU governments in December
1999, did not exactly match the higher end equipment goals that NATO had agreed
in April 1999 (known as the Defence Capabilities Initiative). Some Americans ques-
tioned whether EU commitments would mean that Europeans would spend their
much lower defence budgets on lower-end peacekeeping priorities rather than try to
keep up with US capability plans.

Aside from capabilities, the other major issue was the so-called ‘Berlin Plus’ debate,
namely how the principle of EU access to NATO military assets (including planning
headquarters) would work in practice. After a year of negotiations, in December
2000, all NATO members, except Turkey, were willing to sign up to an EU-NATO
agreement on EU access to NATO planning facilities and capabilities. Turkey wished
to have the right to block autonomous EU operations in an area of strategic impor-
tance to Turkey. Ankara eventually backed down in return for assurances that the
EU would not undertake a military operation against a non-EU NATO member
(such as Turkey), and arrangements whereby the EU would consult Turkey in any
crisis.

Turkey was willing to accept this deal in December 2001, but Greece then rejected it
as too great a concession to Turkey. Negotiations were held up until late 2002, when

3. Robert E. Hunter, The European Security and Defense Policy: NATO’s Companion or Competitor? (Santa Monica, CA:
RAND 2002).

4. Hans Binnendijk and Richard Kugler, “Transforming European Forces’, Survival, vol. 44, no. 3, 2002.
5. Philip Gordon, ‘Their own army?’, Foreign Affairs, vol 79, no. 4, July/August 2000.

6. Kori Schake, ‘Constructive duplication: Reducing EU reliance on US military assets’, Working Paper, Centre for
European Reform, London, January 2002.
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Greek fears were assuaged.” At their summit in Prague in November 2002, NATO
members declared their readiness to give the EU access to NATO assets and capa-
bilities for operations in which NATO was not engaged militarily. This was followed
by the EU-NATO declaration on ESDP in December 2002.°

2003-2007: The turbulent years

After the EU-NATO declaration on ESDP in December 2002, on 17 March 2003 the
EU and NATO announced they had signed a ‘framework for cooperation” which
included an agreement on the Berlin Plus arrangements, most of which remains
classified.” This quickly led to the EU initiating its first peacekeeping operation
using the Berlin Plus mechanism in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
(FYROM), replacing the NATO operation in that country. All in all EU-NATO co-
operation seemed to work very smoothly for the FYROM operation.'” However, the
constructive spirit that could have arisen from that experience had already been
shattered by splits between EU Member States over the US invasion of Iraq, which
began only three days after the EU-NATO framework was signed.

As a result, at the end of April 2003, four EU governments which had opposed the
US-led invasion of Iraq - Belgium, France, Germany and Luxembourg - proposed
that the EU should create its own operations planning staff in the Brussels suburb
of Tervuren. Regardless of the technical pros and cons of the Tervuren proposal, the
US and those EU governments which supported the Iraq war - such as Britain, Italy,
Poland and Spain - saw it as a direct attempt to undermine NATO.

The Bush administration’s attitude to ESDP further soured when EU governments
sent an autonomous peacekeeping force to Bunia in the Democratic Republic of
Congo in June 2003."" The Bush administration had assumed that NATO had the
‘right of first refusal’ on all potential EU peacekeeping missions, and was surprised
when EU governments dispatched soldiers to the DRC without discussing their
plans at NATO first. The Bush administration was also surprised that the draft EU

7. Fraser Cameron, ‘The EU and International Organisations: Partners in Crisis Management’, EPC Issue Paper no.
41, Brussels, 22 October 2005.

8. European Union - NATO declaration on ESDP, Brussels, December 16 2002 in Jean-Yves Haine (ed.), ‘From
Laeken to Copenhagen - European Defence: Core Documents Vol. III’, Chaillot Paper no. 57, European Union Insti-
tute for Security Studies, Paris, February 2003, pp. 178-79.

9. Statement by NATO’s Secretary General - Berlin-Plus, Brussels, 17 March 2003 in Antonio Missiroli (ed.), ‘From
Copenhagen to Brussels - European Defence: Core Documents, vol. IV’, Chaillot Paper no. 67, European Union Insti-
tute for Security Studies, Paris, December 2003, pp.48-49.

10. See the chapter on Operation Concordia in Part Two of this book.
11. See the chapter on Operation Artemis in Part Two of this book.
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constitutional treaty, which was presented in July 2003, included a mutual assist-
ance clause, which implied the potential for the EU to become a collective defence
organisation to rival NATO. "

In September 2003, the German Chancellor, Gerhard Schroeder, the French Presi-
dent, Jacques Chirac and the British Prime Minister, Tony Blair, met in Berlin to
sketch out a new compromise on ESDP and its relationship with NATO. The deal
was finalised in November 2003 and contained three elements. First, the EU would
have a small unit of operational planners in the EU military staff to help with auton-
omous EU military operations (which are normally managed by national headquar-
ters). Second, the EU would set up a small cell of operational planners at SHAPE,
NATO’s operational headquarters, to ensure that operations run through the Berlin
Plus mechanism worked smoothly. Third, some of the articles dealing with defence
policy in the draft constitutional treaty were amended. In particular, the so-called
mutual assistance clause was watered down with new wording which clarified that
the EU would not become a military alliance, and that NATO remained the founda-
tion for collective defence in Europe and the forum for its implementation.

The Franco-British-German deal was endorsed by EU governments at their Decem-
ber 2003 summit. This in turn paved the way for NATO to agree at its summit in
Istanbul in June 2004 that it would withdraw its peacekeeping force in Bosnia by the
end of the same year, and it would be replaced by an EU force managed through the
Berlin Plus mechanism.””> However, even though the US was happy to withdraw its
forces from Bosnia, given operational pressures in Iraq and Afghanistan, the politi-
cal wounds opened up by the split over the Iraq war had not yet fully healed.

Between 2003 and 2007 many in the US remained suspicious that those EU Mem-
ber States which had opposed the Iraq war, such as Belgium and France, wished to
develop ESDP to undermine NATO. During discussions in 2005 on how the African
Union (AU) could be helped with the problem of Darfur, there was something of a
‘beauty contest’ between those who argued that the EU or NATO should take the
lead and the other should stay out (in the end both organisations decided to help
the AU)." Some in the US also suggested that the 2006 EU peacekeeping operation
in Congo should be run with NATO’s help, rather than autonomously (as was the

12. Charles Grant, ‘EU defence takes a step forward’, Briefing Note, Centre for European Reform, London, Decem-
ber 2003.

13. See the chapter on EUFOR Althea in Part Two of this book.

14. Leo Michel, ‘NATO and the European Union: Improving Practical Cooperation’, Institute for National Strategic
Studies, National Defense University, 2006.
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case), and generally questioned the legitimacy of autonomous ESDP military op-
erations.”

For their part, between 2003 and 2007 some Europeans worried that close EU-NATO
cooperation could lead to the US gaining excessive influence over EU foreign and
defence policy. They argued that the US might use NATO missions as a means for
getting European troops to serve American strategic interests, which was also why
Washington disliked autonomous ESDP military operations. They pointed to the
example of Afghanistan - during 2006 the Taliban-led insurgency against NATO
forces in Afghanistan revived and consolidated. Some Europeans felt that although
their governments were providing a large number of the NATO peacekeepers, they

apparently had very little influence over US policy in the country during this peri-
od.'®

The enlargement of the EU in 2004 from 15 to 25 Member States further complicat-
ed the politics of EU-NATO relations. According to the December 2002 EU-NATO
agreement, EU governments that are not members of NATO must be members of
NATO’s Partnership-for-Peace (PfP) to attend EU-NATO meetings. That arrange-
ment worked well at first. It allowed the then four EU neutrals (Austria, Finland,
Ireland and Sweden) to sit in on EU-NATO meetings since they are members of
NATO’s PfP. At that time the EU and NATO ambassadors were able to discuss a
wide range of subjects, such as Afghanistan, Moldova and nuclear weapons prolif-
eration.

However, all that changed after the enlargement of the EU (from 15 to 25 Member
States) and NATO (from 19 to 26) in 2004. Two of the new EU members - Cy-
prus and Malta - are neutral but were not in the PfP (Malta joined the Pfp in April
2008). Turkey, annoyed that the Cypriots rejected a UN peace plan in a referendum
in April 2004 referendum, started blocking Cypriot (and Maltese) participation in
EU-NATO meetings. The Cypriots argued that they should be treated the same as
other EU members, with the right to sit in EU-NATO meetings.

This meant that from 2004 onwards meetings between the EU and NATO ambas-
sadors could take place with only 23 EU ambassadors. And they were only allowed
to talk about joint operations (such as in Bosnia) and military capabilities. This was
partly because some EU countries - like Belgium, France and Greece - understand-

15. Fran Burwell et al, “Transatlantic Transformation: Building a NATO-EU Security Architecture’, Policy Paper,
Atlantic Council of the United States, March 2006.

16. Judy Dempsey, ‘Mission impossible for NATO?’, Financial Times, 24 June 2004; William Pfaff, ‘A growing rift’,
International Herald Tribune, 1 November 2008.
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ably said that the EU ambassadors should not discuss other issues, such as terror-
ism, the proliferation of weapons-of-mass-destruction or Afghanistan with only 23
EU representatives, since these issues should be dealt with among all the then 25
EU governments. The formal block in the EU-NATO relationship meant that useful
discussions between the two organisations had to take place outside formal meet-
ings. In September 2005 the EU and NATO foreign ministers held their first infor-
mal dinner, a practice which has continued since."”

Despite the extremely difficult political context between 2003 and 2007, informal
political contact - along with pragmatism on the ground - did help to slowly de-
velop EU-NATO cooperation in countries where both organisations were operat-
ing. The two organisations worked well in Bosnia, with NATO supporting the EU
peacekeeping mission there, although less well in Africa. In 2005, the African Union
asked both the EU and NATO to give logistical support to their peacekeeping mis-
sion in Darfur. Both the EU and NATO decided to use separate airlift commands
in Europe, but EU and NATO personnel at the AU headquarters in Addis Ababa
did try to coordinate their efforts.'”® In Afghanistan, during 2005 and 2006 the val-
ue of greater civil contributions from the EU, including a potential role for ESDP,
was becoming increasingly apparent in the US and at NATO."” At their November
2006 summit in Riga, NATO governments asked for more help from other interna-
tional organisations in Afghanistan.?* During 2006, the European Commission had
started funding some of the non-military activities (such as judges, aid workers and
administrators) of the NATO provincial reconstruction teams, and in 2007 the EU
deployed an ESDP police mission to Afghanistan.”!

2007-2009: a new tone in transatlantic relations

The departures of Gerhard Schroder (in 2005), Tony Blair and Jacques Chirac (both
in 2007) from their respective positions, changed the political context of EU-NATO
relations. The new leaders in Britain, France and Germany - Gordon Brown, Nicolas
Sarkozy and Angela Merkel - did not carry the same divisive baggage from the Iraq
war and each has been perceived in Washington as constructive on transatlantic

17. David S. Yost, ‘NATO and International Organisations’, Forum Paper 3, NATO Defense College, Rome, September
2007.

18. Paul Cornish, ‘EU and NATO: Co-operation or competition?’, Briefing Paper, Policy department of external poli-
cies, European Parliament, October 2006; Leo Michel, ‘NATO-EU cooperation in operations’, NATO Defense Col-
lege, Research Paper no. 31, February 2007.

19. James Dobbins, ‘NATO peacekeepers need a partner’, International Herald Tribune, 30 September 2005.
20. NATO, Riga Summit Declaration, 29 November 2006.
21. See the chapter on EUPOL Afghanistan in Part Two of this book.
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relations. The May 2007 election of Nicolas Sarkozy in particular, was probably the
most significant development. This is because President Sarkozy introduced a new
transatlantic policy which has since helped transform the tone of the EU-NATO
relationship.

President Sarkozy has argued that France (and Europe) cannot achieve much in the
world without good relations with the United States. He announced that France
would consider re-joining NATO’s integrated military command, reversing more
than 40 years of French resistance to American hegemony in NATO. In a speech
to French Ambassadors in August 2007, he said he was ‘convinced that it is in the
vested interest of the United States for the European Union to assemble its forces,
streamline its capabilities and independently organize its defence.””” In an interview
with The New York Times in September 2007, he explained that in return for re-joining
NATO’s military command he wanted American acceptance of an independent EU
defence policy.”® To prove his intent, President Sarkozy deployed 700 more French
soldiers to the NATO mission in Afghanistan during 2008.

The change in French attitudes towards NATO was soon matched by a change in US
views of EU defence. The Bush administration had sometimes been hesitant about
a military role for the EU, for fear that it would undermine NATO. But overtime,
and mainly due to Sarkozy’s overhaul of French NATO policy, it accepted that an
effective EU defence policy was in the US interest. Victoria Nuland, the US ambas-
sador to NATO, told an audience in Paris in February 2008 that the Bush adminis-
tration supported a strong EU defence policy: ‘we agree with France - Europe needs,
the United States needs, NATO needs, the democratic world needs - a stronger,
more capable European defense capacity.””* Since his 2008 election in the US, Presi-
dent Obama has continued with a constructive attitude towards ESDP, and France
rejoined the NATO military command at the Strasbourg-Kehl NATO summit in
April 2009. EU (and NATO) leaders understand that stronger cooperation between
NATO and the EU would greatly help the Obama administration and Europeans
work together more effectively in places such as Afghanistan and on key relation-
ships such as with Russia.

22. Speech of M. Nicolas Sarkozy, President of the French Republic, at the French Ambassadors’ Conference, Elysée
Palace, Paris, 27 August 2007.

23. Elaine Sciolino and Alison Smale, ‘Sarkozy, a Frenchman in a hurry, maps his path’, The New York Times, 24 Sep-
tember 2007.

24. Ambassador Victoria Nuland, Speech to Press Club and American Chamber of Commerce, Paris, 22 February,
2008.
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However, even though Franco-American tensions over the roles of the EU and NATO
have rescinded, it is not yet clear how ESDP per se has benefited from the trans-
atlantic rapprochement since 2007. There was some expectation during the French
presidency in the second half of 2008, that France’s rapprochement with the US and
NATO would produce some concomitant progress on ESDP, in particular the idea
of creating an EU operational planning headquarters - which France and others
had long argued for.?* However, although new capability plans were agreed by the 27
EU governments in December 2008, the UK government opposed the development
of an outright EU operational headquarters for autonomous EU missions, arguing
that existing national headquarters are perfectly adequate for the job (the EU can
also use NATO headquarters for Berlin Plus operations). Instead EU governments
agreed to set up a new civil-military strategic planning staft (at the time of writing
in autumn 2009, this had yet to be created).?

Furthermore, it will be difficult to improve formal EU-NATO cooperation until a
long-running dispute between Turkey and Cyprus is resolved. For example, that dis-
pute means that NATO soldiers and EU police operating in Afghanistan or Kosovo
cannot sign formal agreements covering practical measures such as sharing infor-
mation and security guarantees. Therefore, despite the more constructive tone on
both sides in Brussels, EU-NATO cooperation on the ground is not as effective as
it could be. The same has so far held true for EU and NATO efforts on improving
military capabilities, which could be better coordinated and reinforced.””

Conclusion

Looking to the future of transatlantic relations, for many Europeans (and some
Americans), that will not only mean the EU and NATO working better together,
it also means making EU-US cooperation more effective.”® The US already works
closely with the EU (rather than through NATO) on a whole host of issues. Some
are well known, such as trade and climate change. But this cooperation now also
includes key issues of foreign and security policy, like Iran’s nuclear programme
and counter-terrorism. Plus, there is growing interest in the US in how ESDP can

25. Tomas Valasek, ‘France, NATO and European defence’, Policy Brief, Centre for European Reform, London, May
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contribute to international security, especially through its civil operations, rather
than simply judging ESDP based on its relationship with NATO, as was the case in
the past. For example, the US has contributed around 80 police and judges to the
current ESDP operation in Kosovo (EULEX).* There is huge potential for the EU
and the US to develop a broad strategic relationship covering many issues (both
security and non-security, which sometimes overlap), which would further comple-
ment and reinforce EU-NATO cooperation.
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ESDP and the OSCE

Dov Lynch*

The OSCE, and its predecessor the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Eu-
rope (CSCE), have always been testing grounds for EU foreign policy. The first Euro-
pean Political Cooperation (EPC) meeting of Foreign Ministers in November 1970
decided to handle the preparations for the CSCE within the EPC format.! Through-
out the Helsinki process, the EU and Member States played a key, coordinated role
in developing a framework for security dialogue despite the tensions of the Cold
War.?

Since 19735, the EU, the OSCE and Europe have changed beyond recognition. Where
do relations between the OSCE and the EU stand today? Ten years after the launch
of ESDP, how does the OSCE matter for the EU? This essay starts by comparing
1999, the year of the Istanbul OSCE summit, and 2009 in terms of wider trends in
Europe. It then reviews the evolution of relations between the EU and the OSCE
since 1999. The essay concludes by underlining three immediate questions for the
EU that are linked to the OSCE.

1999 and 2009

The contrast between 1999 and 2009 is striking. In 1999, the EU was composed
of fifteen Member States. CFSP was taking off, and ESDP had just been launched
during the Helsinki European Council. EU foreign policy remained focused on east-
ward enlargement. NATO had just completed a first wave of enlargement, bringing
in Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic. That year saw unprecedented NATO
military engagement on European soil - embodied by the Kosovo Force (KFOR), de-
ployed after an eleven week bombing campaign. The Russian Federation protested
against both NATO enlargement and Operation Allied Force. Nonetheless, Moscow
remained a close partner of the United States and the EU.

* The views expressed in this chapter are those of the author only, who writes in a personal capacity.
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The comity of strategic perspectives produced impressive results during the 1999 Is-
tanbul OSCE summit. The Summit saw agreement on the adaptation of the Treaty
on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) as well as the Vienna Document
1999.° The OSCE participating States agreed on a Charter for European Security, and
on a Platform for Cooperative Security - the latter driven by EU Member States.*

The Istanbul agreements reflected the importance of the OSCE in 1999 as an in-
clusive pan-European forum and a key norm-setting agency. For good reason. In
1999, the OSCE was deployed throughout Eastern and South-Eastern Europe, the
South Caucasus and Central Asia. In some countries, the Organisation was the only
international presence on the ground. The OSCE led efforts to resolve the conflicts
in Moldova and Georgia (the conflict in South Ossetia), and worked through field
operations in the conflict zones. The OSCE provided the framework for talks to set-
tle the conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh.

1999 was also a difficult year. A second war erupted in Chechnya, and stability was
far from embedded in the Western Balkans. Nonetheless, 1999 closed a decade
that opened with the Paris Charter for a New Europe and that had seen the OSCE
play a prominent role on the international stage. Ten years on, the landscape has
changed.

The continent’s political geography has altered with EU enlargement. Starting with
the EU Police Mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina in 2003, the EU has deployed
some 23 civilian and military operations in the Western Balkans, the former Soviet
Union, the Middle East, Africa and Asia. The Union has rolled out the European
Neighbourhood Policy (2003) and developed an Eastern Partnership (2009). EU
Member States have agreed a Strategy for Central Asia and framework for the Black
Sea region. The EU has appointed Special Representatives to Moldova and Georgia,
the South Caucasus and Central Asia as well as to Kosovo, FYROM and Bosnia, with
mandates that include conflict prevention and crisis management.

The change of profile is most dramatic in Georgia. On 1 October 2008, the EU de-
ployed a three-hundred strong EU Monitoring Mission in Georgia to contribute to
the stabilisation and normalisation of the areas affected by the war in August.®* The
EU Special Representative to the crisis in Georgia acts as a Co-Chair of the Geneva

3. All documents may be found on the OSCE website: http://www.osce.org/documents/fsc/1999/11/4265_
en.pdf.

4. The Platform may be found on the OSCE website: http://www.osce.org/mc/documents.html.
5. See the chapter on EUMM Georgia in Part Two of this book.



Discussions on security and stability in Georgia. Numerous meetings of the Geneva
Discussions have been held since 15 October 2008, chaired by the EU, the OSCE
and the UN, including the Georgian government, the South Ossetian and Abkhaz
authorities, Russia and the United States.

The decade has been difficult for the OSCE. The OSCE has not held a summit-
level meeting since Istanbul. Since 2002, the annual Ministerial Council meetings
have failed to agree on a political declaration. OSCE budgets are routinely delayed
because of political differences. Since 2003, the OSCE has been the subject of a re-
curring debate about reform. In December 2008, the participating States failed to
reach agreement on renewing the mandate of the OSCE Mission to Georgia, lead-
ing to the discontinuation of OSCE activities on the ground. Compared to 1999,
the OSCE has become a contested actor, and the theatre where wider divergences
between states are played out.

Strategic relations have changed. The 2008 war in Georgia underlined the enduring
utility of force in inter-state relations. The arms control regime created after the end
of the Cold War is facing uncertainty, principally regarding the CFE Treaty. With
all of this, political-military questions have returned to the mainstream of Euro-
pean security. Russia’s suspension of the CFE Treaty has underlined a wider trend
in Moscow towards a more assertive foreign policy that seeks to revise agreements
struck during and after the end of the Cold War because they are perceived as being
unfair.

International relations and European politics have become more competitive also
at the level of ideas. If in the 1990s democracy stood triumphant as the single most
legitimate form of governance, this is no longer so clear. Other models of politics
are gaining traction. Democratic transitions face difficult challenges throughout
large parts of non-EU Europe.

These snapshots of 1999 and 2009 show that the places occupied by the EU and the
OSCE in the European security architecture have changed. The hub role envisaged
in the Platform for Cooperative Security has not materialised for the OSCE. The EU
has emerged as a key power player on the continent. The last decade shows also that
the importance of the OSCE for the EU has changed. The 2003 European Security
Strategy set a rules-based international order as the key objective for EU foreign
policy, with the pursuit of effective multilateralism as a means to build it.® In 2009,

6. A Secure Europe in a Better World — The European Security Strategy, Brussels, 12 December 2003.
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as differences deepen across Europe, the EU must develop effective multilateralism
across an increasingly divided continent. This is where the importance of the OSCE
emerges.

EU-0SCE Interaction

The evolution of EU policy towards the OSCE reflected these wider trends. By the
late 1990s, the EU and the OSCE had developed close cooperation in South-Eastern
Europe and the former Soviet Union. Between 2003 and 2006, relations went into a
higher gear with the aim of defining modalities for interaction. EU-OSCE relations
have remained at a set level since then.

In the first instance, EU-OSCE relations were driven by cooperation between insti-
tutions on the ground. For instance, in 1999-2000, the European Commission was
the main donor to the OSCE-led rehabilitation project in the areas affected by the
Georgian-South Ossetian conflict. The Commission also provided routine support
to OSCE election observation activities. The OSCE acted also as an instrument for
when the EU could not act directly. For instance, the Commission was the largest
donor to a number of OSCE projects in 2000 designed to strengthen institutions
in Belarus.

The development of CFSP and ESDP catalysed sharper thinking in the Council.
On 3 November 2003, the Political and Security Committee agreed on a set of Con-
clusions on EU-OSCE cooperation in conflict prevention, crisis management and
post-conflict rehabilitation.” The Conclusions recognised the ‘role of the OSCE
as a valuable instrument for the promotion of peace and comprehensive security.’
The Conclusions called for cooperation in the exchange of information, joint fact-
finding missions, coordination of diplomatic activity and statements and enhanced
consultations at all levels. The Conclusions noted the ‘possible contribution by the
EU to the OSCE’s operational efforts in crisis management,” and the possibility of
‘EU crisis management operations following a request from the OSCE.” Given the
OSCE role in crisis management, such proposals made sense at the time.

The 2003 Council Conclusions also set out modalities for contacts between the two
organisations - including twice-yearly meetings of the EU and the OSCE Troikas at
ministerial and ambassadorial levels, twice-yearly presentations of priorities by the

7. See European Council, ‘Draft Council Conclusions on EU-OSCE Cooperation in Conflict Prevention, Crisis Man-
agement and Post-Conflict Rehabilitation’, doc. 14527/1/03 REV 1, Brussels, 10 November 2003.
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EU presidency to the OSCE Permanent Council, briefings between EU and OSCE
officials and mutual visits, as well as regular staff-level consultations. The idea of
appointing a Council Secretariat liaison officer to Vienna was floated (the proposal
was acted upon in April 2009). These modalities set the foundations for the close
interaction between the EU and the OSCE today. Regular contacts have developed
also between high-level OSCE officials and the Political and Security Committee, as
well as with relevant Working Groups in the EU Council.

The next step occurred in December 2004, when the Committee of Permanent Rep-
resentatives (COREPER) endorsed the Assessment Report on the EU’s policy to-
wards the OSCE.® The Assessment Report had a wider ambition than the 2003 Con-
clusions, and set out relations in a comprehensive manner. The Report developed
suggestions for enhanced EU activity in the OSCE in the political-military, the hu-
manitarian and the economic and environmental fields. It called for mainstreaming
OSCE issues throughout EU foreign policy. The Report called on the EU to support
OSCE crisis management, but the idea of contributing to OSCE operations had
vanished, as had the idea of operating under OSCE mandate.

2006 saw a new attempt to strengthen relations by the Austrian EU Presidency and
the Belgian OSCE Chairmanship working on a Joint Declaration on Cooperation
between the EU and the OSCE.” The Declaration sought to codify interaction be-
tween the two organisations and provide impetus to enhanced cooperation. While
benign in intent and content, the Declaration did not reach consensus, due to the
objections of Eastern neighbours of the EU with which the Union had difficult rela-
tions.

In addition, significant cooperation developed on the ground. Interaction between
EU and OSCE operations has not always occurred in easy circumstances, and has
started sometimes with significant ambiguity. Relative to relations between head-
quarters, interaction on the ground has tended to be ad hoc and informal. Interac-
tion between the OSCE Mission in Kosovo and EULEX is a case in point. With the
downsizing of the UNMIK, the OSCE has worked alongside the EU mission in Kos-
ovo. Areas of potential overlap in mandate between EULEX and the OSCE Mission
in Kosovo (OMIK) have been worked out informally on the ground, for example on
the monitoring of courts and aspects of police training.

8. European Council, ‘Draft Assessment Report on the EU’s Role vis-g-vis the OSCE’, doc. 15387/1/04 REV1, Brus-
sels, 10 December 2004.
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The OSCE has been a crucial actor to which the EU has turned in situations where
other venues for engagement are blocked. This was the case in Georgia in August
2008, when the OSCE deployed additional military monitoring officers in areas ad-
jacent to the conflict zone almost immediately after the outbreak of hostilities.”
This measure helped underpin the initiatives of the French EU presidency. It also set
the ground for strong, if again informal, coordination between the OSCE Mission
to Georgia and the EU Monitoring Mission deployed in October 2008. Since then,
the EU and the OSCE, along with the UN, have worked together as Co-Chairs of the
Geneva Discussions on security and stability in Georgia. In addition, a senior OSCE
official and the head of the EUMM have co-chaired the meetings of the Incident
Prevention and Response Mechanism that were held on the administrative border
with South Ossetia.

By 2009, therefore, EU-OSCE interaction was regular between headquarters and the
political leaderships. Cooperation was strong also in the field. These facts, however,
should not obscure a deeper point.

On paper, the EU should have a leading role in the OSCE. In practice, the case is
not clear. 27 of the 56 OSCE participating States are EU members. EU presidencies
coordinate on a weekly basis to ensure joint statements on all OSCE issues, includ-
ing current affairs. The number of states signing up to EU statements can reach up
to forty two. EU Member States provide over seventy percent of the Organisation’s
budget. They also contribute over 65 percent of voluntary funds. EU Member States
provide close to seventy percent of all seconded staff to the field operations, the Sec-
retariat and Institutions, as well as fifty percent of all contracted staff. What is more,
EU Member States have held most OSCE Chairmanships.

Despite all of this, the EU punches below its weight, leaving much of the political
initiative within the OSCE to the United States and Russia. On key issues, the EU
often finds itself dragged down by cumbersome procedures that dilute the Union’s
unity of purpose. There is often a disconnect between the EU in Brussels and the
EU in Vienna."

9. See OSCE, ‘Permanent Council Decision 861 Increasing the Number of Military Monitoring Officers to the
OSCE Mission to Georgia’, PC.DEC/861, 19 August 2008. Available at: http://www.osce.org/documents/
pc/2008/08/32615_en.pdf.

10. Note also that the European Commission has a Delegation to International Organizations in Vienna, with a sec-
tion dedicated to the OSCE, headed by the experienced Ambassador Lars-Erik Lundin. For more information, see:
http://www.delvie.ec.europa.eu/en/eu_osce/overview.htm.
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Immediate issues

The EU faces three immediate questions that require a stronger voice in the OSCE.

The first concerns the need for the EU to maintain a united international effort in
Georgia. The EU has a vital interest in ensuring strong, continuing OSCE and UN
presences in Georgia - to bolster the activities of the EU Monitoring Mission and
to underpin the Geneva Discussions. By summer 2009, the UN and the OSCE had
withdrawn their operations on the ground but work has continued to reach agree-
ment on new mission structures with new mandates. Building effective multilat-
eralism in Georgia is vital for the Union. It will influence wider engagement in the
former Soviet Union and set the tone in relations with Russia.

Second, the EU should make the most of the OSCE to take forward the call for
a renewed European security dialogue. In June 2008, Russian President Dmitry
Medvedev called for a renewed dialogue with the aim of agreeing on a legally-bind-
ing European security treaty. The Russian proposal reflected a sense of discomfort
in Moscow with developments in the politico-military sphere occurring across wid-
er Europe. Apart from Russian concerns, there are a range of questions that require
collective responses, including the protracted conflicts, new threats and the future
of arms control.

In 2009, the EU defined starting points for engaging in this dialogue - on the need
for transatlantic unity, on revitalising rather than replacing existing institutions
and on the need to fulfil commitments that have been agreed. The Union should set
out its own positive agenda for a renewed dialogue - to address outstanding prob-
lems and revive the comprehensive approach to security. The OSCE is the natural
forum in which to take forward this agenda.

The last question concerns the 2010 Kazakhstan OSCE chairmanship. This chair-
manship breaks the tradition of EU leadership and announces the opening of a
new era for the OSCE - with a first post-Soviet Chair and a new geographic centre
of gravity. The Kazakh chairmanship is an opportunity to be seized by the EU - to
continue supporting political reform in this country and to embed stability across
Central Asia.

The Kazakhstan chairmanship makes the imperative of a stronger EU policy all the
more important. With the EU not chairing the OSCE, the modalities for interaction
between the EU and the OSCE must function more efficiently, more quickly and
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more sharply. In this respect, communication inside the EU - between Vienna and
Brussels, between Member States and the Union - must become stronger. The pres-
ence of an official from the Council Secretariat with the Commission Delegation in
Vienna is a welcome start, but it is only a first step.

Conclusion

With a competitive Europe emerging, the OSCE is becoming all the more important
for the EU - as a forum for dialogue in a context of rising dissonance and as an ac-
tor for cooperative security, crisis prevention and crisis management. In Vienna and
on the ground, the OSCE offers a framework to connect some of the dots of CFSP
and ESDP. The Organisation remains the place where the strategic questions of Eu-
ropean security are debated by all members of wider Europe - questions about the
balance between sovereignty and self-determination, about the pursuit of tolerance,
about preventing and settling conflicts. Europe needs this debate - as a pressure
valve and thermometer, and as a part of the process necessary to develop common
action. What is more, at a time when ‘shared values’ seem to be eroding across the
continent, the OSCE body of shared commitments is a unique resource for the EU
to draw upon to work through cooperation with non-EU Europe. The CSCE was
one of the places where EU foreign policy was born. The EU needs to get its act to-
gether again to make the most of the OSCE.
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ESDP and the African Union

Damien Helly

Since 1999, ESDP has been used in Africa in two ways. First, and on an ad hoc
basis, it has served as an essential tool to respond to immediate crisis manage-
ment needs (DRC, Chad and Central African Republic, Somalia, Sudan). Sec-
ondly, in the framework of the 2007 Africa-EU strategic partnership, it has con-
tributed to long-term capacity building efforts. Both approaches are pursued in
coordination with a broad range of EU policies and agreements such as, among
others, the Cotonou agreements and the European Development Fund (EDF)
with its African Peace Facility (APF).! This dual approach is likely to remain a
feature of the EU’s engagement in Africa for the foreseeable future. While under
pressure to respond and prevent crises, the African Peace and Security Archi-
tecture (APSA) is still in the making and thus is not ready yet to fill all security
gaps on the continent. Africa-EU security relations are therefore still very much
in a transition phase which could well last a decade or more. As long as African
states or organisations are not fully willing, equipped and able to prevent or
manage their own crises on the continent, outside interventions will be called
for and partially outsourced to external powers.?

ESDP in the broader Africa-EU relations picture

ESDP is still in its early days; the African Union (AU) is an even younger or-
ganisation. Created in 2002 on the ashes of the Organisation for African Unity
(OAU), it has a strong peace and security focus and was founded on three major
principles: ‘Africa must unite’, ‘responsibility to protect’ and ‘try Africa first.”

1. Other instruments like the Development and Cooperation Instrument (DCl), the European Neighbourhood
and Partnership Instrument (ENPI) and the Instrument for Stability (IfS) are used in Africa. For more details
on these instruments and their interaction with ESDP, see chapter 1 on ESDP institutions. See also Nicoletta
Pirozzi, ‘EU support to the African security architecture: funding and training components’, Occasional Paper no.
76, EUISS, Paris, February 2009, pp. 23-29.

2. Jean-Frangois Bayart, ‘Africa in the World, A History of Extraversion’, African Affairs, vol. 99, no. 395, April
2000, pp. 217-67. Available at: afraf.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/99/395/217.pdf.

3. Pirozzi, op. cit in note 1.
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While continental in nature, the AU has to coordinate with multi-decades-old su-
bregional organisations (Regional Economic Communities - RECs - and Regional
Mechanisms - RMs) which have already developed security and defence coopera-
tion.* Through ESDP, the EU has therefore to take the decentralised nature of the
APSA (African Peace and Security Architecture) into account.’

The adoption of the Joint Africa-EU strategy and of the Africa-EU strategic part-
nership in December 2007 marked a turning point in the relationship between the
two continents as established by the 2000 Africa-EU summit in Cairo. The joint
strategy is supposed to be based on a more equal footing according to the principles
of equality, partnership and ownership. The strategic partnership consists of eight
thematic action plans implemented along a jointly agreed roadmap leading inter-
locutors from both the AU and the EU to cooperate at all levels.® Progress achieved
should be reviewed by the next AU-EU summit in 2010.” In the field of peace and
security, three main priorities were identified: exchanging dialogue on challenges to
peace and security, full operationalisation of the APSA and predictable funding for
African-led peace support operations.

Key African and European actors and instruments

The African Union has to a large extent been inspired by the EU in the design of
its institutions and particularly so in the field of peace and security. However, what
distinguishes it from ESDP is the important role played by RECS/RM:s.

Various documents underpin the development of APSA, namely the 2000 AU con-
stitutional act, the 2004 Solemn Declaration of Common African Defence and Se-
curity Policy (CADSP), and the protocol relating to the establishment of the Peace
and Security Council. The latter document fleshes out the design of the APSA which
entails a Peace and Security Council, a military staff committee, the African Standby
Force, the panel of the wise and the Continental early warning system (CEWS) and a

4. For more information on RECs/RMs, see Alex Vines and Roger Middleton, Options for the EU to Support the
African Peace and Security Architecture, Study for the European Parliament, February 2008, p. 21 and annex 2. For
a map illustrating the overlapping of RECs/RMs, see Ludger Kithnhardt, ‘African Regional Integration and the Role
of the European Union,” ZE/ Discussion Paper C184, 2008, p. 21.

5. Benedikt Franke, ‘EU-AU cooperation in capacity building’, in Joachim A. Koops (ed.), ‘Military Crisis Manage-
ment - The Challenge of Effective Inter-Organizationalism,’ Studia Diplomatica, vol. 62, no. 3, Egmont, Royal Institute
for International Relations, forthcoming, 2009.

6. See: http://africa-eu-partnership.org. The 8 themes are: (1) peace and security; (2) democratic governance and
human rights; (3) trade, regional integration and infrastructure; (4) Millennium Development Goals - MDGs; (5)
energy; (6) climate change; (7) migration, mobility and employment; (8) science, information society and space.

7. A mid-term review report was published in 2009 by the European Commission. Commission staff working docu-
ment, ‘Implementation of the Joint Africa-EU Strategy and its First Action Plan (2008-2010) - Input into the mid-
term progress-report’, SEC(2009) 1064 final, Brussels, July 2009.
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peace fund.® The Commission of the AU, its administrative and executive body, also
has a peace and security commissioner.

On the EU side, ESDP is one tool among many others. Bilateral cooperation from
individual EU Member States plays a major role in security and defence.” The Eu-
ropean Commission is a key partner for ESDP in its relationship with the African
continent. It has developed a large range of programmes indirectly related to peace
and security in the last 50 years in the framework of the Cotonou agreements. Its
geographical financial instruments provide the lion’s share of EU cooperation with
Africa including for crisis management and conflict prevention. The creation in
2004 of the Africa Peace Facility - financed via the EDF managed by the Commis-
sion and the Member States - and its replenishment (€440 million spent under the
9th EDF and €300 million committed for 2008-2010) opened a new era in ESDP-AU
cooperation. Since then and thanks to the APF, the AU has been able to finance its
own peace operations in Darfur (AMIS - African Union Mission in the Sudan), So-
malia (AMISOM - African Union Mission in Somalia), the Central African Republic
(MICOPAX - Mission de consolidation de la paix en RCA) and Comoros (AMISEC
- African Union Mission for Support to the Elections in the Comoros).'

Implementation and achievements

In practice, some ESDP initiatives were launched specifically to support AU peace
operations in Somalia and Sudan. These contributions, though small in terms of
the number of personnel, constituted a valuable test for the EU to assess the viabil-
ity of practical cooperation with the AU in crisis situations. Significant EU support
to AMIS and AMISOM troops and equipment have been funded mainly by the Af-
rican Peace Facility.

Since 2008 ESDP has also contributed to the implementation of the Lisbon Part-
nership’s three priorities. This work is being conducted by the special advisor to the
SG/HR based in Brussels, Pierre-Michel Joana, together with the EU representations
to the AU and to the UN. An implementation team composed of Member States’

8. For a more precise description of the various bodies and their role, see Alex Vines and Roger Middleton, op. cit. in
note 4; Nicoletta Pirozzi, op. cit. in note 1, Veronika Tywuschik and Andrew Sherriff, ‘Beyond Structures: Reflections
on the implementation of the Joint Africa-EU strategy’, ECDPM Discussion Paper, ECDPM, 2009; Jakkie Cilliers, ‘The
African Standby Force: an update on progress’, ISS paper no. 160, Pretoria, March 2008.

9. Niagalé Bagayoko, ‘The EU and the member states: African capabilities building programmes’ in Christophe
Cazelles (ed.), Europe’s activity in Africa in the field of security (Paris: Centre d’analyse stratégique, 2007); Pirozzi, op. cit.
in note 1, pp. 23-25.

10. More details on the use of the APF to support AU peace operations can be found on the European Commis-
sion’s website at: http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/where/acp/regional-cooperation/peace/peace-support-opera-
tions/index_en.htm.
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representatives is also involved in this process. France and Italy have the lead on
training, the EC and the UK on funding, and the EC and the EU presidency on po-
litical dialogue. Several recent initiatives and achievements in ESDP-AU relations
are worth mentioning.

First, political relations between the AU and the EU, materialised by ministerial and
Troika meetings, have intensified with the first meetings of the EU Political and
Security Committee and AU Peace and Security Council taking place in 2009, all
prepared upstream by EU and AU staft in Addis Ababa and Brussels.!" The role of
the double-hatted EUSR for the AU and Head of the EC delegation to the AU, Koen
Vervaeke, has been crucial in this respect. Coordination efforts are also being carried
out in New York by EU and AU representatives.'?

Second, ESDP provided capacity-building support to the AU at headquarters level
in Addis Ababa with a team of military advisers first based in the EC delegation to
Ethiopia and then under the remit of the EU delegation to the AU. The staff of this
team, sometimes complemented by seconded personnel to the AU Commission’s
Peace and Security Department (some of them funded by the Instrument for Stabil-
ity or by individual Member States) contributed to the planning, deployment and
conduct of AMIS, AMISOM and MICOPAX.

Third, ESDP engaged in support to African peacekeeping capabilities by developing
the Amani Africa/Euro Recamp training programme consisting of various exercises
and joint curricula for African troops, in coordination with RECs/RMs. Efforts were
conducted so as to match African needs with European offers and to identify train-
ing gaps, particularly on the civilian side. The objective of the programme is to at-
tract other donors so as to increase their participation in the project. The US, Japan,
Canada, the UN and NATO have expressed some interest and some have already
contributed to the programme’s fund."

Fourth, a new initiative for joint early warning between Situation Centres in the
UK, France, the AU and the EU, known as the MIVAC (Mécanisme interactif de Veille et
d’Anticipation des Crises), was launched in 2009. It follows efforts to maximise coop-

11. Uncoordinated initiatives from certain Member States like the one on mediation funded by Finland to support
the Panel of the Wise were linked to the partnership afterwards.

12. One example of upgraded dialogue is the creation of the AU-EU expert group working on the principle of
universal jurisdiction in relation to the International Criminal Court warrant against Sudanese President Al Bashir,
which was contested by the AU and discussed with the EU at the 11" AU-EU Ministerial Troika meeting. See Council
Secretariat, ‘The AU-EU Expert Report on the Principle of Universal Jurisdiction’, 16 April 2009.

13. ‘Pierre-Michel Joana takes stock of EU aid to African peacekeeping and security efforts’, Europe Diplomacy & De-
fence - The Agence Europe Bulletin on ESDP and NATO, 16 June 2009.

151



3. ESDP partnerships

eration between ESDP/EC/Germany/the Joint Research Centre in Ispra with a view
to fully equipping the AU situation room on the model of EU crisis rooms doing
early warning on the basis of open source intelligence.

Finally, the adoption of a new €300 million funding package for the African Peace
Facility in 2008 opened the door for new planning of the support to AU-led opera-
tions. This is being done in addition to some capacity-building projects funded by
the first APF.

In July 2009, Pierre-Michel Joana was charged by the Council to explore options for
further EU support to peace in Somalia, identify solutions to combat piracy and
strengthen the security sector in this country, following the AU-UN-EU pledging
conference organised in April 2009 in Brussels.

Existing challenges

The primacy of politics and its impact on peace and security matters

The official objective of the AU is to set up autonomous African peacekeeping ca-
pabilities. In practice, this will take time and will require a lot of capacity-building
efforts from within as much as from the outside. African politics are as complicated,
if not more, as EU politics. Reaching consensus and implementing collective deci-
sions is a constant challenge in the AU. Summits have always been the occasion to
discuss contentious topics. It is hard, as elsewhere on the planet, for African leaders
to find agreement on sensitive questions such as the responsibility to protect (R2P),
the International Criminal Court or specific crisis situations like Zimbabwe or So-
malia. The multilevel and decentralised nature of the African security architecture,
its overlapping regional and sub-regional structures and the ambitions of regional
hegemons are all factors making the work of the AU a difficult political and diplo-
matic task. Powerful states do not necessarily want it to become a competitor.

Peace and security issues are particularly tricky. Security forces are both part of the
problem of (when they contribute to repression, crime and coups) and of the so-
lution to (as peace enforcers, peacekeepers, trainers or guarantors of democracy)
insecurity and impunity on the continent. In this context, using African armies pri-
marily in externally-funded peacekeeping exercises may suit several purposes quite
alien to the implementation of collective political strategies:'* e.g. sending threaten-

14. Frangois Grignon and Daniela Kroslak, “The Problem with Peacekeeping’, Current History, April 2008, pp.186-
87.
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ing forces away to avoid their interference in internal politics, treating forces gen-
erously by providing them with higher salaries than usual, or displaying military
strength to regional neighbours while training troops in new theatres.

However, the lack of clear collective political ambition has serious consequences for
the very efficiency of the AU structures which face huge recruitment and human
resources problems and therefore lack sufficient capacity to absorb external sup-
port. These shortcomings and realities must inform debates and decisions about
the need to provide more equipment, logistics assets - like strategic transport - and
direct material support as much as training."

On the EU side, politics are just as problematic. Defence and political integration
have been slow to deepen, thus hampering the design of ambitious foreign and secu-
rity policy strategies. Member States have very uneven interests in Africa and some
see them as divided into three groups: (i) the former - sometimes competing - colo-
nial powers, (ii) the Nordics and (iii) the new Members States from Central Europe,
with Germany playing a somewhat indecisive role in the middle of them.' EU struc-
tures are extremely complex and some consider that they need to be rationalised."”

Lessons learned

Several issues will require future ESDP-AU cooperation in theatre. ESDP staff need
to be provided with diplomatic status to overcome basic obstacles when they oper-
ate in Africa. Although the negotiation of Status of Force Agreements (SOFAs) with
hosting authorities may be a temporary solution, ad hocery is not enough. The ex-
ample of difficulties experienced at border crossing points or delays in visa delivery
from the Sudanese administration are cited as examples.'® Second, lessons learned
from AMIS showed that more clarity regarding the role of EU staff seconded to AU
operations will be needed in the future. The EU’s say and place in the chain of com-
mand and reporting channels, and the nature of its advisory role, have to be clari-
fied early enough to maximise the cooperation in theatre. Third, the EU’s influence
as main donor of AU operations will have to be complemented by a high degree of
political-military synergy between the two organisations. This is necessary to avoid

15. See the chapter on EU support AMIS and AMISOM in Part Two of this book.

16. Sébastien Bergeon, ‘Le Partenariat stratégique « UE-Afrique » face aux « situations de fragilité »’, Studia Diplo-
matica, vol. LXII, no. 2, 2009 ; Jérbme Spinoza, ‘L’Afrique dans le regard allemand’, Revue Défense Nationale, January
2007.

17. See chart 1 and Nicoletta Pirozzi, op. cit. in note 1, p. 12.

18. Pierre-Antoine Braud, ‘Implementing ESDP Operations in Africa’, in Anne Deighton and Victor Mauer (eds.),
Securing Europe ? Implementing the European Security Strategy (Zurich: ETH Centre for Security Studies, 2006), pp.72-73.
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past cases when changes in the conduct of AMIS recommended by the EU were not
implemented."

In the absence of strong African political will it is impossible for the EU to foster
more African ownership in the spirit of the new EU-Africa partnership. Without
strongly staffed structures enjoying political back-up on the African side, it is also
hard to avoid the trap of the donor-recipient relationship that the Lisbon Summit
was supposed to consign to the past.

The AU must convince RECs/RMs that it is able to give them some added value.
For that purpose, RECs/RMs representation to the AU is being developed in Addis
Ababa with the support of the EU. A legal framework to regulate AU-RECs/RM re-
lations vis-a-vis the African Standby Force (ASF) is expected to be adopted in 2010.
Similarly, given the differing levels of development reached by regional brigades, it
is crucial to support the set-up of the ASF in a differentiated and targeted manner.
Some have suggested prioritising the most advanced brigades.*

Suggestions were also made to increase cooperation and skills transfer between the
AU and the UN in peacekeeping logistics management.*' Finally, in the spirit of the
partnerships, dialogue on peace and security would benefit from increased partici-
pation from non-state actors, including from the private sector, so as to stimulate
progress and accountability.

Beyond the EU-AU partnerships, a myriad of actors have engaged the APSA. In-
ternational organisations like the UN, NATO, the G8 or the Arab League have de-
veloped their own partnerships and support programmes. Brazil, China, India and
Japan also are keen to cooperate more closely with Africans on peace and security.
More coordination is needed to avoid divide and rule or ‘aid auction’ situations
from those in Africa who have a long experience of donors’ competition. The report
of the AU-UN panel on modalities for support to AU peacekeeping operations has
identified solutions to avoid overlapping and limit transaction costs. It remains to
be seen how the EU will support and contribute to new funding mechanisms and in
particular the suggested multi-donor trust fund for capacity building.?* Decisions
will also be influenced by debates on the definition of Official Development Aid

19. Ibid., p.76.
20. Vines and Middleton, op. cit. in note 4, p. 36.

21. Report of the African Union-United Nations Panel on modalities for support to AU peacekeeping operations,
26 December 2008.

22. Ibid.
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(ODA) which so far, according to the criteria established by the OECD DAC (Or-
ganisation for Economic Co-operation and Development Assistance Committee),
cannot be used to fund military activities.” Since the DAC criteria constrain the use
of development budgets to fund peace and security efforts, some options should be
considered to create or increase resources matching the hybrid nature of the securi-
ty-development nexus. As for international coordination, various formats are being
developed in the framework of the G8+, the trilateral EU-Africa-China partnership
or the EU-AU cooperation at the UN.

Conclusion

After two years of implementation of the new EU-Africa partnership, qualitative
steps have been made but ‘the imbalance of benefits and commitments (political,
financial and administrative) from the two partners gives the impression of a one-
sided Partnership.”* A lot of emphasis so far has been put on crisis response and
military assets. Civilian crisis management, conflict prevention and early warning
efforts are lagging behind. More thought should also be given to linkages between
peace and security and other EU-Africa partnerships, particularly in the field of
post-conflict reconstruction and development and migration. Even though disa-
greements and divergences remain on the process and the method of cooperation,
the EU has started to establish a new kind of relationship with African regional or-
ganisations and the AU in particular. What is required now is, based on a thorough
understanding of political realities,* obstacles and opportunities, to identify and
acknowledge the appropriate pace of progress and reform for all; to learn how to
cooperate in the most productive manner by respecting each other, build up confi-
dence steadily and promote win-win exchanges. ESDP is a complement to other EU
and international tools and as such it has played its part. The new double-hatted
representation of the EU in Addis Ababa prefigures what the much expected Euro-
pean External Action Service (EEAS) could be like and is seen as a very successful
experience so far. How this service, if it is created, will interact with other coopera-
tion instruments at the disposal of the EU in Africa will partly determine the future
impact of ESDP on Africa’s peace and security.

23. OECD DAC, ‘Is it ODA?’, Fact sheet, November 2008, available at: http://www.oecd.org/
dataoecd/21/21/34086975.pdf

24. Commission staff working document, op. cit. in note 7, p.17.

25. Marc-Antoine Pérouse de Montclos. ‘Les Occidentaux peuvent-ils sauver I’Afrique?’, Politique étrangére, March
2006.
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4. EUPM (Bosnia and Herzegovina) 00

The EU Police Mission in
Bosnia and Herzegovina (EUPM)

Michael Merlingen

Legal basis: Council Joint Action 2002/210/CFSP of 11 March 2002.
Highlights of the mission’s mandate:

® Mentoring, monitoring and inspecting, to establish in BiH a sustainable,
professional and multiethnic police service operating in accordance with
European and international standards.

m Assist local authorities in planning and conducting major and organised
crime investigations, in contributing to an improved functioning of the
whole criminal justice system in general and enhancing police-prosecutor
relations in particular.

m Together with the European Commission, assist BiH authorities to iden-
tify remaining police development needs which could be addressed through
Community assistance.

Duration: January 2003-December 20009.

Budget: 2003 €21.7 million (plus €14 million front-loaded in 2002); 2004
€17.5 million; 2005 €17.41 million; 2006 €12 million; 2007 €12.5 million;
2008 €14.8 million; 2009 €12.4 million; 2002-2009 €122.31 million.
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Mission strength: 540 international staff (peak capacity) and 175 internation-
al staff (March 2009).

Contributing states: 27 Member States and 7 third states (Canada, Iceland,
Norway, Russia, Switzerland, Turkey and Ukraine).

Introduction

The EU Police Mission (EUPM) in Bosnia was the first ESDP operation, and is
still ongoing. This has made it both a trailblazer and a guinea pig. The mission
can be credited with three main achievements. First, it demonstrated that the EU
had succeeded in rendering the ESDP operational. Brussels could assemble a size-
able civilian mission, deploy it in the field and command and control it. Second,
the EUPM has advanced the transformation of the Bosnian police from an instru-
ment of ethnic warfare into a professional service. The process was initiated by the
United Nations International Police Task Force (UN-IPTF, 1996-2002), which at its
peak had about 2,000 international experts and enjoyed executive powers. Third,
the EUPM has made significant headway in changing Bosnian policing mentali-
ties, institutions and practices in line with European norms and standards. That
said, law enforcement remains afflicted by some important shortcomings, and the
obstacles that EUPM has confronted are illustrated below. Some of them have been
successfully tackled. Others are such that they exceed the problem-solving capacity
of the mission. These include the high politics of police restructuring and the fight
against organised crime and corruption, which have manifold political, economic
and cultural roots.

Bosnia-Herzegovina

Bosnia declared independence in March 1992. Within a few months, the country
was embroiled in a brutal ethnic war that lasted until 1995. It pitted a coalition of
Muslim and Croat Bosnians against Bosnian Serbs, who in turn were supported
by Belgrade. The war was brought to an end by a NATO military intervention. In
the ensuing Dayton peace negotiations brokered by Washington, a new constitu-
tion was hammered out. Prioritising a quick deal over careful negotiations, the Day-
ton constitution codified Bosnia’s division into two powerful ethnic entities - the
Muslim-Croat Federation and the Serbian Republika Srpska - and a weak central
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state. The Bosnian police remained legally, politically and ethnically divided. A High
Representative (HR) was appointed to oversee the implementation of the civilian
aspects of the peace settlement. At first, the position of HR was little more than that
of a facilitator and coordinator of the country’s post-war reconstruction. But the
leaders of post-Dayton Bosnia proved less amenable to international guidance than
assumed. In response, the international community transformed the country into
a protectorate. In 1997, the Steering Board of the Peace Implementation Council,
which was set up in the wake of the Dayton peace agreement, endowed the HR with
far-reaching executive powers. Named after the town where the meeting took place,
the ‘Bonn powers’ include the power to dismiss (elected) officials and impose laws.
This has allowed the HR, who has been double-hatted as EU Special Representative
(EUSR) since 2002, to persuade, cajole, pressure and force an often-reluctant politi-
cal elite to reform the country in line with EU requirements. The downside is that
his heavy footprint has fostered a culture of dependency among local authorities.
The overall effect of these contradictory tendencies is that the country remains eth-
nically polarised and internationally mandated reforms have been obstructed and
undermined by local actors at every opportunity.

Since the tenth anniversary of the Dayton accords in 2005, the international com-
munity has redoubled its efforts to overcome their legacy and push ahead with the
Europeanisation of Bosnia. Constitutional reform aimed at strengthening the state
at the expense of the ethnic entities has been at the top of the international agenda.
The EU made the creation of a unified police structure which invests all legal and
budgetary powers in the state one of the conditions for signing a Stabilisation and
Association Agreement (SAA) with Bosnia. But the police is a key lever of govern-
mental power, which the Republika Srpska in particular has been unwilling to give
up. In the aftermath of the October 2006 elections, which reaffirmed the grip of
nationalist politicians on the electorate, the political climate in the country deterio-
rated, making a fundamental overhaul of policing even more difficult. It required
strong pressure by the HR/EUSR and the European Commission to get the coali-
tion government at state level to agree finally to move ahead with police restructur-
ing in order to meet the last outstanding condition for signing the SAA. The Mostar
Declaration on police reform was followed up, in April 2008, by the approval of
two new police laws by the country’s parliamentary assembly.! However, the full
implementation of key elements of these laws, and of the Mostar Declaration more
generally, remains hostage to an overall constitutional settlement, which remains
elusive.

1. The adoption of the laws paved the way for Bosnia to sign the SAA with the EU in June 2008.
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The EUPM’s evolving mandate

The EUPM is a non-executive police mission whose police officers are unarmed.
It has been prolonged twice. EUPM 1 (January 2003-December 2005) had a broad
mandate. Its international staff, which reached its peak at well over 500 people, was
tasked to establish sustainable policing arrangements in line with best European
and international practice. What these terms meant in practice was not clarified
in the Joint Action. For instance, at the time the EUPM was launched, there was
no agreed-upon catalogue of best European practices. To reach its imprecise man-
date objectives — which were to be achieved within the existing fragmented struc-
ture of policing in Bosnia - the mission was to engage in mentoring, monitoring
and inspecting activities. While ‘mentoring’ and ‘monitoring’ seemed clear enough
assignments, it was unclear what was to be understood by ‘inspections’, not least
because the mission had not been granted executive policing powers (such as arrest
and prosecution powers). If the mandate had been formulated against the backdrop
of an established acquis sécuritaire, its vagueness would not have been problematic.
The head of mission and his planning team could have drawn on established prac-
tices in their elaboration of the Operation Plan (OPLAN). As it was, the OPLAN
was far from being an exemplar of clarity, which meant that the mission failed to
hit the ground running. Not long after the mission was up and running, EUFOR
Althea arrived on the scene.”? What followed had not been anticipated, neither by
policy-makers in Brussels nor by the EUPM leadership. Interpreting its mandate
liberally, Althea drew on its own armed police force (the Integrated Police Unit) as
well as regular troops to carry out anti-organised crime operations, often without
informing either the local police or the EUPM. This resulted in confusion both in
the EU family and among Bosnian authorities over who was in charge of improv-
ing local law enforcement. Also, it created some bad blood between the Althea and
EUPM leadership, with the latter complaining that the ‘executive’ approach of the
military undermined its capacity-building approach based on local ownership. The
disagreement was papered over first by a bottom-up agreement between the two
ESDP operations and later by adjustments to their mandates, which designated the
EUPM as the lead actor on this issue.

EUPM 2 (January 2006 to December 2007) and EUPM 3 (January 2008 to December
2009) have had a slimmed-down workforce of about 200 international police offic-
ers and civilian experts, and re-focused mandates. Their overall objectives, though

2. See the chapter on EUFOR Althea in this book.



slightly rephrased, have remained essentially the same - to establish a sustainable,
professional and multiethnic police service. The mandates have been ‘refocused’ -
they have zeroed in on the EUPM’s role (coordination and assistance) in the fight
against organised crime and on its contribution to police reform. The latter is basi-
cally code for the centralisation of the Bosnian police. The inclusion of the task of
police reformin the mandate was premised on the expectation that the necessary
laws would be passed by the parliamentary assembly early in the lifetime of EUPM
2. This did not happen. As a result, the mission mandate was de facto cut in half by
the constitutional stalemate in Bosnia. EUPM 3 has been luckier. Though only a
step, albeit a crucial one, towards creating a unified police system, new police laws
were passed in April 2008 to strengthen state-level policing authority. Hence, EUPM
3 has been in a better position than EUPM 2 to act on its mandate to monitor and
guide the centralisation of Bosnia’s police.

A final point to be made about the mission mandate has to do with mission creep.
EUPM 1 identified the strengthening of local capacities to combat organised crime
as one of its four strategic priorities. When the mission was prolonged, the issue
was elevated to one of the two principal mandate objectives. Under EUPM 2 & 3,
therefore, a goal related to the external dimension of the area of freedom, security
and justice, namely the protection of the EU against the negative externalities of
organised crime in Bosnia, acquired central prominence.

Mission activities

EUPM 1 designed seven capacity-building programmes which together comprised
about 120 reform projects. They covered institutional and operational police issues,
ranging from the modernisation of the criminal police and the police administra-
tion to the improvement of public order policing.? EUPM staff were co-located with
local police officers, mid- and senior level police managers and senior ministerial
personnel throughout the country. Their tasks were manifold. They monitored the
implementation of reform projects; mentored street police and mid-level manage-
ment police in how to improve their work routines; advised senior police managers
on how to overcome gaps in police operational capacity and improve police leader-
ship and law enforcement strategies; and provided recommendations to political
authorities on how to reform the security sector and the criminal justice system

3. Cf. Michael Merlingen, with Rasa Ostrauskaite, European Union Peacebuilding and Policing: Governance and the Euro-
pean Security and Defence Policy (London: Routledge, 2006); Thomas Mihlmann, ‘“The Police Mission EUPM in Bosnia,
2003-05’, in Michael Merlingen and Rasa Ostrauskaite (eds.), (with a Preface by Javier Solana), European Security and
Defence Policy: An Implementation Perspective (London: Routledge, 2008), pp. 43-60.
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more broadly. EUPM 2 and 3 have focused on reforms that upgrade the capacity of
the local police to combat organised crime. Mission crime advisors are co-located
throughout the country. Their work is supported by criminal justice experts whose
task is to develop the police-prosecutor interface. This link is crucial in Bosnia be-
cause prosecutors are the lead actors in crime investigations. Among other things,
EUPM 2 and 3 have contributed to joint police-prosecutor training and provided
advice on how to adjust legislation and procedures so as to enhance cooperation be-
tween law enforcement agents and the judiciary. Also, both missions have built on
the work of EUPM 1 to further raise police accountability. Among other things, they
have been monitoring and inspecting the exercise of political authority over the po-
lice and the conduct of officers during crime-busting operations.* These activities
support the mission’s anti-organised crime drive as police corruption, misconduct
and political interference in operational policing decisions have been among those
factors hampering the fight against organised crime.

Finally, EUPM 3 has benefited from long-awaited progress towards police reform.
The two police laws passed in April 2008 establish a series of state-level institutions,
notably a Directorate for Coordination of Police Bodies. Among the other new bod-
ies are a police training agency and a public complaints bureau. The implementa-
tion of the laws has proved slow and difficult. The politicised context notwithstand-
ing, the EUPM has eagerly jumped on the opportunity to monitor and assist in the
further consolidation of the Bosnian police.

As to the relations of the EUPM with the HR/EUSR and the European Commission,
they have generally been good. The HR has been one of the principal interlocutors
of the EUPM, not least because many police reforms require changes to the laws and
formal rules governing Bosnian policing. In such cases, the support and political
clout of the HR have been crucial in bringing about the desired adjustments. The
EUSR and the EUPM have closely cooperated from the beginning, both at the levels
of principals and staff. The EUSR has provided the head of mission with local po-
litical guidance and on occasions played an important role in helping to ‘deconflict’
relations between the EUPM and EUFOR Althea. This happened for instance when
the two ESDP missions disagreed about their respective policing roles in Bosnia.
Finally, the European Commission has been crucial in facilitating EUPM mandate

4. Inspection powers came to be interpreted by the EUPM and the HR as meaning the right to full and unimpeded
access by mission staff to Bosnian police documents, premises and personnel. The ‘stick’ behind this power is the
ability of the EUPM to ask the HR to make use of his Bonn powers to sanction police officers who systematically fail
to cooperate with the EUPM and are not disciplined through appropriate internal control procedures.
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implementation. Community funding has supported many of the mission’s police
reforms as well as complementary projects targeting, among other things, the judi-
ciary and customs services.

Implementation problems

The EUPM struggled with considerable growing pains, some of which continue to
plague the mission even as it has matured.® First, the mission faced severe difficul-
ties in the start-up phase even though it had benefited from an unduly long plan-
ning period - some nine months. Procurement of mission equipment and the devel-
opment of a concrete reform agenda in the form of implementation plans proved
particularly thorny issues. The latter was a challenge because of the absence of stand-
ardised mission management tools and the former was complicated by cumbersome
Commission procedures. For instance, the final delivery of office computers for mis-
sion staff only took place about a year into the mission. During both the start-up
and implementation phase, EUPM 1 received, according to its own assessment, in-
sufficient support and directions from the Council General Secretariat.® Second,
Member States did not always do their best to facilitate mandate implementation.
After a good first batch, the quality of seconded police officers tended to decrease.
On more than a few occasions, they lacked the experience and qualifications for
mentoring and monitoring mid- and senior-level police managers. Third, EUPM
1 did not fully take on board lessons learned by the United Nations, notably that
reforms of the police have to be part of an integrated rule-of-law approach that pays
equal attention to the triad of law enforcement, the judiciary and the penitentiary.
While this can partly be blamed on the imprecise mandate, the EUPM is not blame-
less. As Proxima would later demonstrate in the former Yugoslav Republic of Mac-
edonia (FYROM), mandate gaps can be filled by innovative bottom-up approaches.
Yet EUPM 1 did not develop its own version of Proxima’s holistic Law Enforcement
Monitoring Programme.” Consequently, its policing reforms were hampered by the
patchy interface between Bosnian police agencies and the court system. This short-
coming was remedied starting with EUPM 2, which set up a Criminal Justice Inter-
face Unit within the mission to enable it to improve relations between prosecutors
and the police. The mandate of EUPM 3 made better police-prosecutor relations an
explicit mandate objective.

5. Cf. also Michael Merlingen and Rasa Ostrauskaite, ‘ESDP Police Missions: Meaning, Context and Operational
Challenges’ in European Foreign Affairs Review, vol. 10, no. 2, 2005, pp. 215-35.

6. Interviews, EU Council General Secretariat and Sarajevo, 2005 and 2006.
7. See the chapter on EUPOL Proxima and EUPAT in this book.
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Last but not least, the mission struggled to develop solutions to deal with the liter-
ally impossible mandate task to use non-existent best European and international
practices as benchmarks for its reform programmes. After some false starts, project
developers operationalised police-related SAA requirements, and the mission put
nationals or national teams from EU countries in charge of certain reform projects.
For instance, the mission deployed a 70-strong, mostly German co-location team
- ‘godfathers’ as its members were referred to in mission jargon - to strengthen
the capacity of the Border Police.® They were supported by bilateral assistance, no-
tably by Berlin, which provided funds and equipment. Also, the German border
guard agency - the Bundesgrenzschutz — entered into a twinning arrangement with
the Border Police and provided, for instance, management training to the agency’s
leadership in Germany. The problem of how to benchmark ESDP policing reforms
has been largely defused since the phase of EUPM 1. EUPM 2 ushered in a shift in
emphasis from programme-driven reforms to assistance in the implementation of
police restructuring and the fight against organised crime. Moreover, work has been
ongoing in the Council Secretariat to come up with agreed-upon definitions of best
practice.’

Challenges on the ground

Initially, there were some concerns about whether the EUPM would be considered
legitimate by Bosniaks given the EU’s less than impressive performance during the
war. These worries turned out to be without substance. Bosnian politics has proved
a more serious challenge. Somewhat unexpectedly, the domestic political environ-
ment has turned out not to be conducive to the statebuilding reforms the EUPM
has been trying to advance. At least four closely linked challenges can be identified:
the Dayton legacy with its weak central state institutions and ethnically divided
governance structure; the continuing politico-ethnic polarisation and inter-ethnic
distrust; the heavy footprint of the HR; and a combination of economic underdevel-
opment and donor fatigue.

The Dayton legacy bequeathed to Bosnia a highly fragmented police system. While
organised crime freely operates across the country, law enforcement has been ham-

8. Interview, Sarajevo, 27 September 2005.

9. ‘European and international standards of policing’ were defined in Council planning documents as follows:
First, the police are structured in accordance with criteria of effectiveness and efficiency; Second, their activities are
based on the rule of law; Third, they are adequately protected from improper political interference; Fourth, they act
in accordance with democratic values and human rights standards; Fifth, they see their task as protecting citizens’
rights and properties.
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pered by the existence of many separate police forces and jurisdictional boundaries.
This problem has been aggravated by the staying power of nationalist politicians
and the preponderant role played by the HR. The two factors feed on each other.
The recalcitrance of nationalist leaders has persuaded the international community
to support the HR’s heavy-handed use of his powers. This, in turn, has weakened
the incentives for reforms among local politicians. Instead of forging a consensus
and making tough decisions in the interest of their country, they look to the inter-
national community as either a scapegoat for what is wrong in Bosnia or an ally in
their domestic struggles for power and influence. Hence, despite the fact that the
existing policing system is dysfunctional and a drag on scarce economic resources,
politicians have so far been unable to fundamentally overhaul it.

The lack of progress towards the unification of the police was a major challenge for
EUPM 2. Instead of contributing to successful police restructuring, it had to con-
tent itself with reinforcing the centripetal forces within the existing decentralised
system. In so doing it focused on strengthening existing state-level police agencies.
Ever since EUPM 1, the operationalisation of the State Investigation and Protection
Agency (SIPA) and the Border Police has been a mission priority. However, to this
day the two bodies remain understaffed and under-resourced. This is primarily due
to donor fatigue and a state budget that is overstretched, not least because of the
many demands related to the country’s reconstruction and development. Moreover,
inter-ethnic rivalries have led to the politicisation of senior police appointments.
This has resulted in decision blockages, delays and even reversals of appointments
in SIPA and the Border Police.

Conclusion: mission achievements and outlook

The Bosnian police has come a long way since the days of the civil war when many
of its units were repressive instruments of ethnic violence. The EUPM has played
an important role in this development. With a view to some of the most salient im-
provements, the mission has succeeded in making the local police more accountable
(e.g. by setting up, training and mentoring internal control units, which investigate
police misconduct); in professionalising police training (e.g. through curriculum
development); in implanting modern human resource management in the Bosnian
police apparatus (e.g. by elaborating a gender- and ethnicity-blind recruitment and
promotion system); and in changing how the police deals with crime scene manage-
ment (e.g. through capacity-building measures aimed at enabling detectives to rely
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on forensic evidence rather than confessions).' Also, the Bosnian police has a grow-
ing capacity to investigate organised crime and prosecutors have become better at
successfully arguing their cases in the courts.!" This said, law enforcement still faces
serious structural problems. Police restructuring remains incomplete. Political in-
terference in high-level organised crime cases remains a fact of life, especially in the
Republika Srpska. And state-level institutions continue to be hampered by a lack of
manpower and resources. Yet it would be unfair to blame these shortcomings on the
EUPM. They have complex causes that are located outside the policing field in the
political, economic and cultural realms. It would be unrealistic to expect the mis-
sion to solve these problems. They can only be tackled through the further political
and economic development of Bosnia. This requires the long-term and comprehen-
sive development assistance that is the strength of the European Commission."
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5. Operation CONCORDIA (fYROM)

EU military operation in the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
(Concordia)

Eva Gross

Legal basis: Council Joint Action 2003/92/CFSP of 27 January 2003

Highlights of the mission’s mandate: to contribute to a stable, secure
environment in which to implement the Ohrid Framework Agreement.

Duration: 31 March - 10 December 2003.
Budget: €6.2 million.
Mission strength: 350.

Contributing states: 13 (Austria, Belgium, Finland, Germany, Greece,
Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, the United
Kingdom) and 14 third states (Bulgaria, Canada, Czech Republic, Estonia,
Hungary, Iceland, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Romania, Slovakia,
Slovenia, Turkey).
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Introduction

Operation Concordia, the first-ever military mission undertaken by the EU, was a log-
ical outcome of the EU’s successful intervention in the conflict in the former Yugo-
slav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM), where the Union had for the first time made
use of CFSP instruments created in the Treaty of Amsterdam in 1999, with SG/HR
Javier Solana taking the lead in negotiating the resolution of a crisis on behalf of
the EU. As with the EU’s political intervention in the 2001 crisis, Concordia was high
on symbolism for ESDP but also for the development of the EU as a comprehensive
crisis manager. Perhaps most importantly at the time, the mission also signalled
that the EU was ready to assume further security functions in the Balkans, and Con-
cordia in many ways represents a prequel for operation EUFOR Althea, the mission
in Bosnia and Herzegovina launched in 2004. In addition to the operational learn-
ing curve concerning the implementation of the mission mandate and the coordi-
nation of EU instruments, the running of Operation Concordia also illustrated the
challenge of delineating the EU-NATO relationship in military crisis management.
While Concordia was launched in a specific regional context, its conduct has revealed
broader and enduring challenges for ESDP not only in the internal (intra-EU) but
also the external (extra-EU) coordination of actors and instruments. Concordia made
a successful contribution to consolidating the role of the EU as a security actor but
the attainment of a working EU-NATO relationship and the implementation of a
comprehensive approach to crisis management represented two challenges that the
mission could not fully meet.

Context and mandate

Concordia was a take-over mission from NATO, which had maintained a military
presence in the country since 2001 to ensure a secure and stable environment in or-
der for the political reforms mandated by the Ohrid Framework Agreement to pro-
ceed. NATO Operation Essential Harvest, a thirty-day mission with 3,500 troops, was
launched in August 2001 following the signature of the Ohrid Agreement in order
to collect and destroy weapons and ammunition of ethnic Albanian groups. Two
small follow-up missions, operations Amber Fox and Allied Harmony, were tasked
with protecting OSCE and EU monitors in the country and, in the case of Operation
Allied Harmomny, also to assist the government in taking over security functions in FY-
ROM.! Local conditions were such that a renewed outbreak of large-scale violence

1. See NATO’s Role in the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, 6 August 2004. http://www.nato.int/fyrom/
home.htm (Accessed on 30 May 2009).
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was unlikely: the government of FYROM had begun to push actively for EU but also
NATO membership, while the ethnic Albanian minority continued working within
rather than against the government. Although there was a continued need for a
deterrent force, conditions thus enabled not only the ESDP takeover from NATO,
but also a progressive reduction in troop size. At around 350 personnel Concordia
was a slightly smaller mission than the NATO mission Operation Allied Harmony
had been. Given the local security environment, the operational tasks of the mission
included monitoring operations in former crisis areas as well as promoting stability
and deterring the resurgence of ethnically motivated violence.?

In accordance with the provisions of the ‘Berlin Plus’ agreement, which gives the EU
access to NATO assets in the planning of operations, NATO’s Deputy SACEUR Gen-
eral Rainer Feist (Germany) was appointed EU Operational Commander. Operation
Headquarters was located at SHAPE in Mons, Belgium with three regional head-
quarters in Skopje, Kumanovo and Tetovo.” Major General Pierre Marral (France)
was EU Force Commander, with France acting as framework nation. General Luis
Nelson Ferreira dos Santos (Portugal) assumed the post of Force Commander on
30 September 2003, and the European Operational Rapid Force (Eurofor) took over
the command of Operation Concordia for the remainder of the operation.* 12 Mem-
ber States and 14 non-Member States contributed to the mission with the biggest
contingents provided by France (145) followed by Italy (27), Germany and Belgium
(26 each). The budget for the mission was raised from an initial €4.7 million to €6.2
million, after Concordia’s mandate was extended beyond six months, as had been
originally foreseen.’ Operation Concordia terminated on 15 December 2003 and was
followed by a civilian police operation, EUPOL Proxima.®

Mission implementation and performance

Although the EU declared its willingness to take over from NATO at the June 2002
Barcelona Council, Turkish opposition delayed the conclusion of the Berlin Plus
agreement until December 2002. FYROM authorities formally invited the EU to as-
sume responsibility for the follow-on to the NATO operation and the EU decided to

2. ‘Putting “Berlin Plus” into Practice: Taking over from NATO in fYROM’, European Security Review no. 16. Brussels,
ISIS Europe, February 2003, pp. 2-4.

3. Gustav Lindstrom, ‘On the ground: ESDP operations’, in Nicole Gnesotto (ed.), EU Security and Defence Policy: the
first five years (1999-2004) (Paris: EU Institute for Security Studies, 2004) pp. 111-30.

4. Council Joint Action 2003/563/CFSP of 29 July 2003, Official Journal L190/20, 29 July 2003. See also ‘Eurofor: a
peace force for Europe’, available at: http://www.eurofor.it/index.htm (Accessed on 30 May 2009).

5. Council Decision 2003/563/CFSP of 29 July 2003.
6. See the chapter on EUPOL Proxima and EUPAT in this book.
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launch the mission on 18 March 2003.” As the EU relied on NATO both for planning
and logistical support, there was close EU-NATO coordination through the Politi-
cal and Security Committee (PSC) and North Atlantic Council (NAC) throughout
the conduct of the mission. The chain of command as set out in the mandate had
the Force Commander work closely with NATO Headquarters while the PSC was to
exercise political control and provide strategic direction.

Beyond the NATO presence in FYROM, Operation Concordia entered a theatre
where other EU actors were already active. In addition to the office of the EUSR
and the Commission delegation, the EU presence included the European Agency
for Reconstruction (EAR), the EU Monitoring Mission (EUMM), as well as the EU
Presidency. The office of the EU Special Representative (EUSR) held a pivotal posi-
tion for the coordination of EU instruments.® EUSR Alexis Brouhns acted as an
interface between the force commander and local political authorities, and was to
ensure the coordination of the military operation with other EU policies in place.’
Concordia worked in close cooperation with the office of the EUSR through daily
briefing meetings and a joint security dialogue with FYROM authorities. In addi-
tion, weekly meetings of EU operational representatives took place in an effort to
avoid duplication in contacts with Macedonian authorities.

In operational terms, the mission consisted of 22 light field liaison teams, whose
tasks included patrolling, reconnaissance, surveillance, situational awareness, re-
porting and liaison activities. Eight heavy field liaison teams with access to wheeled
armoured vehicles and helicopters provided troop support, and additional sup-
port was available through a helicopter detachment with light reconnaissance and
MedEvac helicopters, an Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) capability and a med-
ical evacuation team.'® At the behest of the EUSR, and in an attempt to link existing
different EU instruments to Concordia, EAR funds were made available for limited
civil-military cooperation (CIMIC) projects identified and implemented by liaison
teams in the field.'"" Specific operational activities served both to collect informa-
tion to assess the security situation on the ground and to raise the visibility of the
EU mission. They included presence patrols and information-gathering patrols; re-

7. Council Decision 75307/03 relating to the launch of the EU Military Operation in the former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia, Brussels, 18 March 2003.

8. Between 30 September 2002 and 26 January 2004, and therefore the duration of Operation Concordia, this posi-
tion was held by the senior Belgian diplomat Alexis Brouhns.

9. Council Joint Action 2003/446/CFSP, 16 June 2003. Cited in Giovanni Grevi, ‘Pioneering foreign policy: The EU
Special Representatives’, Chaillot Paper no. 106, EU Institute for Security Studies, Paris, October 2007.

10. Op. cit. in note 3, p. 118.
11. Interview with former EU official, 8 April 2009.
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connaissance tasks; meetings with civilian and military authorities, international
organisations and Macedonian civil society groups; and support to the OSCE and
EUMM international observers in specific missions.'” Given the largely stable situ-
ation on the ground, the mission size was sufficient for carrying out its mandated
tasks.

Main challenges confronting the mission

While Concordia successfully tested the EU’s ability to undertake a military mission
and to develop operating procedures, in assuming its tasks the mission confronted
a number of internal and external coordination challenges. External challenges pre-
dominately involved EU-NATO relations.”” A cumbersome reporting chain in ad-
dition to issues over information sharing between the EU and NATO signalled not
only problems over EU-NATO coordination but also the need for a more elaborate
delineation of tasks between the EU and NATO in future operations. Intra-EU de-
bates centered around the coordination of EU instruments in pursuit of a compre-
hensive approach and the degree to which the planning and conduct of Operation
Concordia made use of synergies with other EU instruments already in place.

In addition to the use of NATO Headquarter at SHAPE and the joint appointment
of Concordia’s Operation Commander as Deputy Supreme Allied Commander Eu-
rope (DSACEUR), coordination between EU and NATO elements was also required
in the field. NATO maintained a presence in the country through a Senior Civilian
Representative and a Senior Military representative in Skopje to help with Security
Sector Reform (SSR) and adaptation to NATO standards in preparation for NATO
membership. This caused some confusion, as the maintenance of a NATO military
structure in FYROM and NATO advising FYROM authority on border security cre-
ated some overlap between the two missions. The continued NATO presence also
made it difficult for the EU to establish itself as the primary security provider but
also the main political actor vis-d-vis Macedonian authorities.

More importantly for the mission itself, intelligence sharing between the EU and
NATO had not been agreed upon before the launch of the mission and this pre-
sented a significant coordination challenge.'* While NATO was eventually given full

12. See Colonel Pierre Augustin, ‘Lessons learned: Operation Concordia/Altair in Macedonia’, Doctrine no. 6, March
2005. See: http://www.cdef.terre.defense.gouv.fr/publications/doctrine/doctrine06/version_us/retex/art_22.pdf.

13. While the OSCE also maintained a mission on the ground, its operational mandate did not directly conflict with
that of Concordia.

14. On this point, see also International Crisis Group, ‘Macedonia: No Room for Complacency’, Europe Report
no. 149, 23 October 2003.
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access to Concordia mission reports, the EU in turn never gained access to NATO
reports on Kosovo. This had potential security implications for the operation. Vil-
lages close to the Kosovo border were involved in trafficking of arms and potentially
vulnerable to general unrest, and frequent if minor incidents in the mountainous
regions were also due to instability in Kosovo. Had there been a serious security
incident during Concordia’s operational mandate, the EU presence would likely
have been negatively impacted.” Differences between NATO and the EU also pre-
vented the establishment of a direct contact between Concordia and KFOR, with the
EU Force Commander having to go through Allied Forces Southern Europe (AF-
SOUTH) in Naples to have contact with NATO rather than developing field-level
contacts, which would have facilitated the running of the operation. The sharing of
intelligence, but also broader (ideological) issues in the EU-NATO relationship thus
became rather important.

With respect to intra-EU coordination, the chain of command structures that were
established based on the Berlin Plus agreement and closely modelled on NATO
structures were not ideal to promote the coordination of civilian and military in-
struments; nor were they conducive to delivering coordinated messages to FYROM
authorities. The military chain of command had the Force Commander report to
SHAPE via AFSOUTH. Although these chain of command structures were compat-
ible with the Berlin Plus Agreement,'® they were not efficient in ensuring the EU’s
political control of the mission. Rather, the fact that the Force Commander had
to report to SHAPE through AFSOUTH created institutional distance between the
Force Commander and SG/HR Solana as well as the PSC. As a result, the respective
positions of Concordia and that of the Council in Brussels but also that of the EUSR
vis-a-vis the FYROM authorities in the field were not always fully coordinated and
were expressed separately - with predictable results in terms of the coherence of the
message to local authorities. Beyond the matter of imperfect intra-EU coordination,
the separation of military and political structures was unfortunate also because the
military mission essentially constituted a supporting element in a broader political
undertaking.

During the planning phase of the operation, the strict delineation between Concor-
dia and the various EU instruments already in place meant that Concordia did not
make use of the political input and the expertise of the diplomatic staff of the office
of the EUSR. As such, there was also no serious review early on in the process of

15. Interview with former EU official, 8 April 2009.

16. See Annalisa Monaco, ‘Operation Concordia and Berlin Plus: NATO and the EU take stock.’, ISIS NATO notes,
vol. 5, no. 8, International Security Information Service (ISIS), Brussels, December 2003.



Eva Gross

the possible impact of the operation on existing EU engagement in FYROM. After
the launch of the operation, a close relationship was established between the Force
Commander and the EUSR that included guidance on the political climate in the
country, but this was on an informal rather than a formal basis."” Given the post-
conflict setting, but also the quest for EU candidate status on the part of FYROM,
ideally the military mission should have been as closely aligned as possible to the
EU’s broader political objectives.'® Close links to NATO, at the expense of a closer
link between Concordia and other EU instruments, however, prevented the EU as a
whole from gaining the political leverage it could have reasonably been expected to
wield in FYROM.

Political leverage vis-d-vis the Macedonian authorities was also negatively affected by
the incomplete coordination of EU instruments at large. The inter-pillar coordina-
tion that had worked quite well in the negotiation towards a resolution of the 2001
crisis, with Chris Patten and Javier Solana often travelling together, thereby rein-
forcing the EU political line, revealed structural coordination challenges between
the Council and the Commission that undermined the effective implementation of
EU policies. While the Commission Delegation through the Community Assistance
for Reconstruction, Development and Stabilisation (CARDS) programme helped
move along political and economic reforms, these programmes were not coordinat-
ed with the political objectives or priorities set by the EUSR. Weekly coordination
meetings with all EU actors were held in the office of the EUSR in order to align po-
sitions and activities, and generally good interpersonal relations between the EUSR,
Delegation and Concordia facilitated informal contacts and coordination. In the
end, however, different operating mandates, bureaucratic procedures and political
imperatives impeded a closer structural coordination of military, political and eco-
nomic instruments.

Lessons learned: achievements and shortcomings

The EU’s record as a crisis manager in FYROM is in many ways exemplary, in partic-
ular with regard to the linear application of instruments and the devolution from a
military to a civilian ESDP mission followed by Community programmes in prepa-
ration for eventual EU candidate status, which was granted in 2005. With respect to
military ESDP, Concordia was a credibility test for the EU and its successful conduct
paved the way towards more missions in more challenging theatres. Concordia thus

17. Interview with former EU official, 8 April 2009.

18. Annalisa Monaco, op. cit. in note 16.
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laid the groundwork for the EU’s growing profile as a military security actor. How-
ever, the main achievements of Concordia go beyond signalling the EU’s increasing
role in international security. The mission not only tested operational procedures,
it also fulfilled its mandate to contribute to a stable and secure environment. Both
aspects count as achievements for the operation as well as for ESDP more broadly.

The operation’s main shortcomings, on the other hand, stem from the mission’s
internal and external coordination challenges. These concerned in particular the
structural linkages between the political and the military aspects of the operation,
raising enduring questions as to the EU’s ability to implement a comprehensive ap-
proach that links military, political and economic instruments. Arguably, the aim
of comprehensiveness was even more important given the enlargement perspective
at play in FYROM, which is one of the biggest foreign policy incentives the EU has
at its disposal. Given that FYROM represented a relatively benign theatre in which
to launch the first military ESDP operation, the fact that the launch of Concordia did
not contribute to a stronger, in the sense of a more coordinated, EU political, mili-
tary, and economic presence must be regarded as Concordia’s main shortcoming.
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6. Operation ARTEMIS (RD Congo)

The EU military operation in DR
Congo (Artemis)

Damien Helly

Legal basis: Council Joint Action 2003/423/CFSP of S June 2003.
Highlights of the mission’s mandate:

® To contribute to the stabilisation of the security conditions and the im-
provement of the humanitarian situation in Bunia.

® To ensure the protection of the airport and of the internally displaced
persons in the camps in Bunia.

m If the situation so required, to contribute to the safety of the civilian pop-
ulation, United Nations personnel and the humanitarian presence in the
town.

Duration: 12 June - 1 September 2003.
Budget: €7 million (common costs).
Mission strength: Approximately 2,000 troops.

Contributing states: 14 Member States (Austria, Belgium, France, Ger-
many, Greece, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, UK.
Hungary and Cyprus contributed but only became EU members in 2004)
and 3 third countries (Brazil, Canada, South Africa).
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Background

Since 1998 a civil war had been going on in the Democratic Republic of Congo
(DRC) with the involvement of several neighbouring countries. A ceasefire was ne-
gotiated in July 1999 and UN-sponsored inter-Congolese dialogue started. In this
context, the DRC and Ugandan governments signed an agreement in 2002 putting
an end to the presence of Ugandan troops in the Eastern province of Ituri. Fol-
lowing the departure of Ugandan forces, fighting between the Union des patriotes
congolais (UPC, dominated by the Lendu) and the Front de résistance patriotique
de I'Tturi (FPRI, led by the Hema) started in February 2003, leading to a major hu-
manitarian crisis with between 500,000 and 600,000 displaced persons. 700 UN
Uruguayan MONUC troops were deployed in Bunia in April but were unable to
address the situation properly. UNSG Kofi Annan therefore asked France to lead
a multinational force to intervene before more UN troops were deployed on the
ground. France attached minimal conditions to its intervention: a clear UN man-
date with limited geographical range and timeframe and regional political support
from Uganda and Rwanda. Once those conditions were fulfilled, Paris expressed
its readiness to conduct the operation (codenamed Mamba) on 16 May 2003. The
UN Security Council adopted its Resolution 1484 on 30 May 2003. At the initiative
of France, EU Member States decided to launch the operation in the framework of
ESDP. This would create an historical precedent, as the first European military op-
eration deployed without NATO support.

The Europeanisation of an initially French-led operation made it possible to initiate
ESDP operations outside the Berlin Plus framework. It also tested the ‘framework
nation’ concept.

Mandate

The mandate was threefold and focused on the town of Bunia: it was therefore very
limited in time and space although some flexibility was allowed to review the size
of the area of operations if need be. The general objective was the stabilisation of
the town and the improvement of the humanitarian situation. The second, more
specific, objective was to ensure the protection of the airport and of those internally
displaced persons (IDPs) stationed in camps in the town. Thirdly, the protection
of the civilian population, UN personnel and humanitarian presence had to be en-
sured, if needed.
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The force was under the command of two French officers (Operation Commander
Major-General Bruno Neveux and Force Commander Brigadier-General Jean-Paul
Thonier). France provided most of the force (1,785 of which 1,651 were deployed,
42 stationed in the OHQ and 92 in the FHQ). The OHQ (staffed with around 80
officers, 40 percent of whom were non-French) was located in Paris and the FHQ
(approximately 400 troops) near the Entebbe airport in Uganda.

All in all 14 Member States contributed to Artemis including, among others, Bel-
gium (23 medical staff and tactical and strategic aircrafts),' Germany (34 based in
Entebbe for medical evacuation), Sweden (approximately 70 troops in special forces)
and the UK (up to 85 staff among whom engineers and sappers in Bunia, support
staff in Entebbe). Three non-EU countries joined the operation: Brazil (50 troops),
Canada and South Africa (120 troops).

Implementation and achievements

The operation only lasted three months. Troops first secured Bunia airport on 6
June. Deterrence was prioritised over direct combat and militia casualties remained
limited (2 killed on 16 June). On 21 June, the UPC militia was forced to withdraw.
On 4 July, the S entry points to Bunia were under control and on 8 July security was
restored in the town. A week later, following violence in the Miala camp and the
consequent need to intervene there, the area of operation was extended so that the
force could enter the camp and secure it.> Until the end of the operation, patrolling
outside of the town was carried out to deter outbreaks of violence. As of 20 July, a
gradual handover to the UN troops was put in place, leading to a full withdrawal
from Bunia on 6 September and from Entebbe on 25 September 2003. A new UN
contingent of about 5,000 troops from India, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Nepal and In-
donesia took over in the area.

Achievements and lessons learned

Artemis operationalised some new concepts for military ESDP: autonomous ac-
tion outside the NATO framework, at the request of the UN and with a UN man-
date. Besides, Artemis fulfilled some key operational goals: rapid deployment in a
very remote area; the capacity to protect the civilian population with a minimum

1. For Belgium, Artemis was the first time sending troops to Africa again after the loss of soldiers in Rwanda in 1994.
See Niagalé Bagayoko, ‘L’Opération Artémis, un tournant pour la politique européenne de sécurité et de défense?’,
Revue Afrique contemporaine, no. 209, 2004, p. 107.

2. Ministeére de la Défense, Centre de Doctrine d’Emploi des Forces (CDEF), Doctrine, December 2006, p. 54. Avail-
able at: http://www.cdef.terre.defense.gouv.fr/default.htm.
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number of casualties; coordination with humanitarian actors and other interna-
tional organisations.

It also constituted an opportunity to test the functioning of the politico-military
structures (the PSC, the EUMC and the EUMS) and it showed that quick decisions
could be made by these institutions.” Thanks to its success, Artemis created a prec-
edent for the ESDP and validated the concept of the ‘framework nation’ which, in
this particular case, was France. It also created a strategic precedent by extending
ESDP’s remit to Africa and thus opening a new field of experimentation.

However, questions remained and challenges appeared. The mission was so limited
in scope that some debates emerged about the difficulty of gauging its success, es-
pecially when new massacres erupted in the area shortly after the departure of the
force.* Furthermore, since France was the main initiator, contributor and leader of
this operation, doubts were raised about the real ability of the EU as such to do the
same without a French contribution.

At the operational level, the Artemis experience demonstrated the military advan-
tages of leaving considerable flexibility to the Force commander on the ground in
a very violent and volatile context, even though this option may imply less control
exerted by the PSC.* Various shortcomings were noted regarding strategic, political
or operational intelligence gathering and sharing, the obsolescence of certain equip-
ment and the lack of common and secured communications tools and channels.
Shortfalls in secure communications channels and information technology were
addressed in the course of the mission.®

As for UN-EU cooperation, one of the lessons learned by the operation was that
both organisations were still ‘discovering each other.” EU requests to use UN DPKO
logistics assets (this did not match UN procedures) and to benefit from the legal
agreement that MONUC had reached with the Congolese (which would have put

3. Niagalé Bagayoko, op. cit. in note 2.

4. ‘Declaration by the Presidency on behalf of the European Union on the massacres in the province of Ituri in the
Democratic Republic of the Congo’, 13526/03 (Presse 301), Brussels, 13 October 2003. Criticism was also ex-
pressed by NGOs like the International Crisis Group and Médecins Sans Frontiéres. See Anand Menon, ‘Empowering
paradise? The ESDP at ten’, International Affairs, vol. 85, no. 2, 2009, pp.227-46, p.230. See also Catherine Gégout,
‘Causes and Consequences of the EU’s Military Intervention in the Democratic Republic of Congo: A Realist Expla-
nation’, European Foreign Affairs Review, vol. 10, no. 3, Autumn 2005, pp. 427-43.

5. Niagalé Bagayoko, op. cit. in note 2, pp.111-12.

6. Kees Homan, ‘Operation Artemis in the Democratic Republic of Congo’, in European Commission (ed.), Faster
and more united ? the debate about Europe’s crisis response capacity (Luxembourg: OPOCE, May 2007), pages 151-55.
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ESDP troops under UN command) could not be met.” However, Artemis was seen
as ‘a remarkably positive experiment in cooperation between the UN and a regional
organisation, in the domain of peace and security.”® The operation created rather
high expectations from the UN about the prospects of ESDP launching more opera-
tions in Africa.” At the end of the day though, European peacekeeping in Africa has
remained limited. The rapid reaction scheme set up for Artemis later inspired the
creation of the Battle Group Concept which came under question in late 2008 when
the EU decided not to intervene in the Kivu region.
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7. EUPOL PROXIMA / EUPAT
(FYROM)

The EU Police Mission (EUPOL
Proxima) and the European Union
Police Advisory Team (EUPAT) in
the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia

Isabelle loannides

EUPOL Proxima
Legal Basis: Council Joint Action 2003/681/CFSP of 23 September 2003.
Highlights of the mission’s mandate:

® Monitoring, mentoring and advising on the consolidation of law and or-
der, including the fight against organised crime.

® The practical implementation of the comprehensive reform of the Minis-
try of Interior.

B The operational transition and creation of a border police.

® Building confidence between the local police and the population; and en-
hanced cooperation with neighbouring states in policing.
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Duration: Proxima I: Dec. 2003-Dec. 2004, Proxima II: Dec. 2004-Dec. 2005.
Budget: Proxima I: €15 million; Proxima II: €15.95 million.

Mission strength: Proxima I: 186 international police officers; Proxima II: 169
international staff (138 international police officers, three civilian seconded per-
sonnel and 28 international experts).

Contributing states: Proxima I: 22 Member States and 4 third countries (Nor-
way, Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine); Proxima II: 24 Member States and 4 third
countries (Norway, Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine).

EUPAT
Legal basis: (Council Joint Action 2005/826/CFSP of 24 November 2005).
Highlights of the mission’s mandate:

B Monitoring, mentoring and advising on priority issues in the field of border
police; public peace, order and accountability.

® The fight against corruption and organised crime.

m Special attention given to: overall implementation of police reform in the

field.

® Police-judiciary cooperation; and professional standards/ internal control.
Duration: 15 December 2005-14 June 2006.

Budget: €1.5 million.

Mission strength: 29 police advisors (including EU police officers and civilian
experts).

Contributing states: 16 Member States (Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Denmark,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom).
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EU efforts to tackle ‘urgent needs’ in police reform in the former Yugoslav Repub-
lic of Macedonia (FYROM) were undertaken within the framework of the Ohrid
Framework Agreement (13 August 2001), which encompassed two important goals.
First, it laid down clear objectives and benchmarks, addressing the issue of inequi-
table representation of minorities in the police, the redeployment of mixed police
patrols in the crisis areas and the provision of technical assistance for institutional/
procedural changes in public security institutions. Second, it provided the interna-
tional community with a mandate to organise international assistance, including
the police. An EU Special Representative (EUSR) was appointed to help ensure, inter
alia, the coherence of the EU external action and coordination of the international
community’s efforts. In parallel, long-term efforts to assist the Macedonian govern-
ment improve internal security - developing a capable, depoliticised, decentralised,
community-based, multi-ethnic police service which is responsive to citizens’ needs,
accountable to the rule of law and transparent - have been ongoing since 2000. They
were carried out under the Stabilisation and Association Agreement (SAA) (9 April
2001), which was further reinforced by the European Partnership for FYROM and
the Council decision to grant candidate status to the country (17 December 2005).

EU Police Mission (EUPOL) Proxima

Despite European Commission contributions for the reconstruction of the coun-
try through the Rapid Reaction Mechanism (RRM) and CARDS programme and
the presence of the NATO operation Allied Harmony followed by the EU military
mission Concordia, the political and security situation in FYROM remained fragile
in late 2002: arms in private possession proliferated; the coalition government was
weak; law enforcement in ethnic Albanian-dominated areas was absent; and inter-
national human rights organisations criticised the situation on the ground.! Yet,
as the country slowly progressed towards stability and the police was redeployed to
the former crisis areas from which it had withdrawn during the interethnic crisis
(February-August 2001), the EU’s attention shifted to the qualitative improvement
of the police. Improving relations between the police and ethnic minorities and
ensuring the sustainability of institutional/procedural police reform were issues
of primary concern. In this context, the first EU police mission in FYROM, code-
named EUPOL Proxima, was launched on 15 December 2003 initially for a year and
extended for another year to 14 December 2005, in line with the objectives of the

1. Anna Matveeva et al., Macedonia: Guns, Policing and Ethnic Division (London/Bonn: Saferworld and Bonn Interna-
tional Centre for Conversion, 2003); International Crisis Group, ‘Macedonia: No Room for Complacency’, Europe
Report no. 149, ICG Skopje/Brussels, 23 October 2003.
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Ohrid Framework Agreement and in close partnership with the country’s authori-
ties. It followed on from the EU’s first military operation Concordia, which had taken
over from NATO to maintain a visible military presence and to support stability
and confidence-building in areas of potential ethnic tension.?

Mandate and performance

EUPOL Proxima was the second police mission falling under ESDP, but unlike the
EU Police Mission in Bosnia-Herzegovina (EUPM) that took over from the UN
International Police Task Force (IPTF), it was the first one to start from scratch.’ In
line with the objectives of the Framework Agreement and the Stability and Associa-
tion Process (SAP), the mission aimed at promoting the gradual stabilisation of the
country. Unlike the European Commission, which acted at a strategic level through
small teams co-located in the Ministry of Interior (Mol), Proxima deployed EU police
officers and civilian experts at an operational level in the Macedonian Mol and police
stations at central level in Skopje and at regional, sub-regional and local levels in the
former crisis areas, where a majority of ethnic Albanians live.* Their objective was to
mentor, monitor and advise middle and senior management police officers, assisting
the implementation of the National Police Strategy and the Integrated Border Man-
agement Strategy, both of which had been adopted by the Macedonian government.

Proxima’s mandate was primarily to provide support to the Macedonian authori-
ties to consolidate law and order, including the fight against organised crime; to
undertake the practical implementation of the reform of the Mol, police and border
police; to build confidence with local populations; and to enhance cooperation with
neighbouring countries. The mandate was translated into 28 activities covering all
the functions of these five programmes: uniformed police; criminal police; depart-
ment for state security and counter-intelligence; internal control; and border police.
A team of EU border police officers was deployed at the border crossing points and
the international airports of Skopje and Ohrid to support the strengthening of re-
gional cooperation; assist the creation of a border police with decentralised struc-
tures; and facilitate the transfer of border control from the border brigade (army) to
civilian surveillance. In the context of a broader rule of law perspective, law enforce-

2. See the chapter on Operation Concordia in this book.

3. Isabelle loannides, ‘Police Mission in Macedonia’, in Michael Emerson and Eva Gross (eds.), Evaluating the EU’s
Crisis Missions in the Balkans (Brussels: Centre for European Policy Studies, CEPS, 2007), p. 92. See also the chapter on
EUPM Bosnia-Herzegovina in this book.

4. The national distribution of the Proxima | personnel was as follows: Germany (25); France (24); Netherlands (15);
Italy (13); Sweden (11); Spain (10); Greece (9); Finland (8); Turkey (8); United Kingdom (7); Belgium (6); Denmark
(6); Hungary (5); Norway (5); Slovenia (5); Ukraine (5); Cyprus (4); Austria (3); Czech Republic (3); Poland (3);
Switzerland (3); Ireland (2); Latvia (2); Lithuania (2); Luxemburg (1); Portugal (1).



ment monitors assisted the development of cooperation between all bodies in the
criminal justice system (the police, Public Prosecutor’s Office, investigative officers,
and courts). To enhance public confidence in the police, they supported Proxima
co-locators in the investigation of police misconduct complaints and monitored
the investigation carried out by the newly-established Internal Control and Profes-
sional Standards Unit in the Mol and the conditions and treatment of detainees in
police stations.®

EUPOL Proxima was extended for a second year (informally code-named Proxima
II), until 14 December 200S. It was the first-ever mission to be extended with a new
mandate, therefore carrying out a major overhaul of its activities and procedures
while in the field.® The mission continued to give particular attention to upper and
middle management, but reduced the number of staff and focused functionally on
specific challenges in the police reform process.” The five programmes of Proxima I
were restructured and reduced to three programmes in Proxima II concentrating on
organised crime, public peace and order, and border police. Simultaneously, Proxima
expanded its geographical coverage to a countrywide deployment, though retaining
a higher presence in the former crisis area.

During the extension of its mandate, Proxima concentrated on the more demanding
facets of Proxima’s initial mandate, issues which it had been unable to tackle during
the first year of its existence. Concretely, the mission aimed at improving leader-
ship and crime scene management, border policing and the capacity of the depart-
ment for state security and counter-intelliegence to plan and manage operations to
counter terrorism and fight organised crime. For example, it organised ‘in-service
training’ on handling informants, the legal framework of the department for state
security and counter-intelligence, planning operations and personnel evaluation
procedures. It also established a multidisciplinary working group on intelligence
and a multi-ethnic Working Group in the Mol to develop the mission statement
on organised crime. At an operational level, it monitored and advised the special
police units dispatched to deal with the stand-off created in June 2005 by a heavily

5. loannides, Isabelle, ‘EU Police Mission Proxima: Testing the “European” Approach to Building Peace’, in Agnieszka
Nowak (ed.), ‘Civilian Crisis Management: The EU Way’, Chaillot Paper no. 90 (Paris: European Institute for Security
Studies, June 2006), p. 75; EUPOL Proxima, ‘Internal Control/Law Enforcement Monitoring Programme’, Factsheet
(Skopje: EUPOL Proxima, June 2004).

6. Tobias Flessekemper, ‘EUPOL Proxima in Macedonia, 2003-05’, in Michael Merlingen and Rasa Ostrauskaite
(eds.), European Security and Defence Policy: An Implementation Perspective (London: Routledge, 2008), p. 78.

7. Specifically, the national distribution of international staff in EUPOL Proxima Il was as follows: France (25),
Germany (21), the Netherlands (11), Sweden (11), Spain (11), Italy (11), Greece (8), Turkey (8), Finland (6), Den-
mark (5), Hungary (5), Norway (5), the UK (5), Slovenia (5), Cyprus (4), Belgium (4), Ukraine (3), Czech Republic
(3), Austria (3), Poland (3), Switzerland (2), Lithuania (2), Latvia (2), Slovakia (2), Portugal (1), Ireland (1), Estonia
(1) and Luxembourg (1).
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armed ethnic Albanian group that emerged in the village of Kondovo near Sko-
pje and which denied access to the area by the police. In the context of enhancing
confidence building in democratic policing (public peace and order programme),
Proxima supported the Community Advisory Groups (CAGs) bringing together the
police and community members to discuss and resolve local problems (e.g. garbage
collection, possession of small arms, etc.).

In order to fulfil the programme objectives, result-based activities tied to a specific
timeframe were developed and monitored on a weekly basis. Unlike the situation
during Proxima’s initial mandate when activities in field offices were organised on
an ad hoc basis in agreement with the chiefs of police, Proxima’s newly-established
‘benchmarking system’ enabled the mission to tackle very specific projects accord-
ing to a benchmarking document that the Mol had endorsed ex ante at a strategic
level. This ‘benchmarking system’ was distinct from the one developed for the EU
Police Mission (EUPM) in Bosnia-Herzegovina, which was considered complicated
and unable to identify the objectives of activities. This political tool ensured the
implementation of reforms, therefore tackling local police’s resistance to change
- a great impediment to Proxima’s work during the first year of its mandate - and
contributing to the end of mission evaluation. However, the benefits of this ‘bench-
marking system’ were limited to assessing whether an activity was carried out; it
could not verify whether its objectives were attained.

European Union Police Advisory Team (EUPAT)

With the end of EUPOL Proxima, the Council felt that a continued EU presence
in the rural areas and outside Skopje was necessary. It was concerned about pos-
sible instability resulting from the opening of Kosovo status negotiations, and
wanted to ensure that police reform was sustainable and that the fragile progress
that the country had achieved in the past four years was consolidated. Simultane-
ously, the Council recognised that, as FYROM moved closer to the EU, assistance
on police reform should be pursued primarily through Community activities and
programmes. Accordingly, the European Commission was planning to launch a
project (‘Local Implementation Component’ — LIC)® focusing on the implementa-
tion of reform at field level and capacity-building within the Mol in April 2006. To
bridge the six-month time gap between the end of Proxima and the commencement
of the Commission field-level project, the Council decided to launch an EU Police

8. An EC Twinning project on police reform, which supported the Ministry of Interior at central level (Nov 2005-Nov
2007), featured seven resident Twinning advisors in different key areas of the police reform.
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Advisory Team (EUPAT) from 15 December 2005 until 14 June 2006. The Macedo-
nian government welcomed EUPAT ‘under certain conditions’ that ensured that its
EU membership prospects would not be compromised; that EUPAT be presented
as a reform-oriented effort rather than a stabilisation-oriented one; that it not be
defined as ‘a mission’; and that it be clearly linked to the CARDS-funded projects.’

Mandate and performance

EUPAT was similar to Proxima in its goals, mission and organisation. Building on
Proxima’s results and drawing from its staff and expertise, EUPAT monitored, ad-
vised and mentored the Macedonian police at local level on priority issues including
border police; public peace and order; and the fight against corruption and organ-
ised crime. Its interim status translated into fewer staff (29 police experts) and re-
sources (€1.5 million), which slowed the momentum Proxima had created. Its focus
on organised crime was said to allow the ‘advisory team’ to act as an ‘early warning
mechanism in case things flare up in Kosovo’.! EUPAT focused on the implementa-
tion of police reforms, cooperation between the police and judiciary, professional
standardisation, and internal control. It also actively contributed to establishing
a human rights culture, though the mandate did not explicitly raise human rights
tasks.!! EUPAT acted to a great extent as an ‘exit mission’ and the restrictions put
on it resulted from political considerations surrounding the political decision on
FYROM'’s EU candidate status rather than functional issues regarding the organisa-
tion and structure of the actual mission.'?

The new element of EUPAT was the creation of a ‘consultation mechanism’, de-
signed to improve Proxima’s ‘benchmarking system’. According to this new mecha-
nism, EUPAT submitted a report on a monthly basis to the national authorities
on the progress accomplished in its activities, the progress the national authorities
made on the reforms, and the shortcomings in the Macedonian police (through
monitoring performance, corruption and organised crime). This system aimed at
creating openness and transparency between the two parties - the EU and the na-
tional authorities - but also acted as leverage on the authorities.”” The reciproc-

9. Other conditions included that EUPAT have a clear mandate with a defined end-date; that it would not be pre-
sented as a follow-up to Proxima, but as a transitional measure until the CARDS-funded project was in place; and
that international police officers would not wear a uniform. Interview with Council official in Brussels, May 2006.

10. Interview with Council official in Brussels, on 14 December 2005.

11. Jana Arloth and Frauke Seidensticker The ESDP Crisis Management Operations of the European Union and Human Rights
(Berlin: German Institute for Human Rights, April 2007), p. 46.

12. Interview with EU Mission official, in Skopje, in June 2006.

13. Interview with Council official, in Brussels, on 14 December 2005.
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ity created by the consultation mechanism implied that FYROM would honour its
promises and ensure that reforms were implemented, not simply endorsed through
legislation or in political declarations.

Challenges to EUPOL Proxima and EUPAT

Proxima and to a lesser degree EUPAT faced several challenges related both to inter-
nal EU procedures and coordination and to coordination with other international
actors in the field. Proxima’s short planning phase and the slow and cumbersome
EC procurement regulations meant that some of its field offices had not received
computers and other essential office equipment three months after the launch of
the mission. In fact, the OSCE’s help was essential for the mission to commence on
time. Furthermore, the inflexibility in the recruitment procedures in the Member
States led to a high turnover, resulting in precious relations built with the local
police having to be re-built from scratch. As a Proxima police officer explained, per-
sonal relationships created with local staff in the Mol were the only way to receive
reliable information."

Despite an elaborate system for political coordination among the EU institutions
during weekly informal meetings, led by the EUSR, EU actors faced problems work-
ing out how to best complement each other and how to coordinate successfully.
Competition between the EU missions resulted in an acrimonious relationship be-
tween the different parties. For example, the European Agency for Reconstruction
withheld information from Proxima, waiting for the Council police mission to leave
the country before launching its programmes. This ‘turf war’ between the European
Commission and the Council was not only detrimental to the EU’s image, but also
compromised European policing. Proxima police officers felt that such infighting
created a motivation problem within the local police service and a lack of confi-
dence in the reforms."

In addition, relations between the Head of the EC Delegation and the EUSR proved
difficult.’® It was not until 1 November 2005 when these two positions were com-
bined with a ‘double-hatting’ arrangement that relations improved. However, while
this arrangement enhanced inter-institutional coordination in Skopje, it did not

14. Interview with EUPOL Proxima official, in Skopje, on 15 June 2004.
15. Interviews with EUPOL Proxima officials, in Skopje, in June and July 2004.

16. While the permanent Delegation of the European Commission in Skopje was opened in February 2000, the
EUSR was deployed after the signature of the Ohrid Framework Agreement (August 2007).
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tackle contentions in Brussels."” Consequently, transition from the ESDP police
mission EUPAT (intended as an ‘exit mission’ for the Council) to the Commission
Twinning programme (LIC) was not smooth. In particular, insufficient coordina-
tion between the Commission and Council led to a limited number of ESDP police
and civilian staff being retained by the implementing agency. Ensuring continuity
of personnel would, however, have improved the transfer of lessons from the Coun-
cil to the Commission.

Proxima and EUPAT were also challenged by the competition among, and ineffective
coordination with other international and bilateral donors active in police reform
in FYROM." A formal coordination mechanism for police reform, the Police Ex-
perts Group, chaired by the EUSR’s police adviser, regularly brought together inter-
national actors actively engaged in supporting the transformation of the national
Macedonian police.” To promote a broader rule-of-law approach, donors support-
ing the judicial and penal systems were also associated with this group, but actors
assisting regional policing were not invited. Participants in the Police Expert Group
agreed that the forum was inefficient in coordinating activities, because of the for-
mality of the event, which led actors to defend their mandate. It translated into a
lack of exchange of information on the efforts underway, leading to programmes
and initiatives being duplicated, while the required training of local personnel was
not undertaken. For example, law enforcement monitors explained that there was
much overlap in the monito