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Note from the Editor
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Elfriede Regelsberger opens this issue of CFSP
Forum with a survey of the development of the
EU as a foreign policy actor. The article also has
several tables, which I hope readers will find
very useful.
Three articles on the ESDP follow: Andrea Ellner
focuses particularly on battle groups; Eva Gross
then assesses the new ESDP mission in
Afghanistan; and Tomáš Weiss looks more
closely at the issue of ‘duplication’ in the ESDP.
Finally, Ludovica Marchi analyses Italy’s role
within EU foreign policy.
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The EU as an Actor in
Foreign and Security Policy:
Some Key Features of CFSP
in an Historical Perspective1
Elfriede Regeslberger, Deputy Director, Institut für
Europäische Politik, Berlin, Germany

Inspired by recent debates, along with the 50th
anniversary of the signature of the EC Treaties,
this article focuses on the evolution of the ‘second
pillar’. Attention will be paid to what started
prudently as early as 1970 as an attempt of the
then six EC member states in European Political
Cooperation (EPC) to prepare the EC ‘to exercise
the responsibilities which to assume in the world
is both its duty and a necessity on account of its
greater cohesion and its increasingly important
role,’2 and what turned into a legally binding
comprehensive commitment of the EU to ‘define
and implement a common foreign and security
policy covering all areas’ in 1992.3 Since then the
CFSP has constantly4 been renewed and adjusted
to new internal and external challenges, most
recently in the 2004 constitutional treaty, which
might materialise in the form of the reform treaty
in 2009 (see Table 1).
Permanent interest of member states in
collective policies
From the beginnings of the EPC until today’s CFSP
participation in the ‘club’ has become central to
the member states. None has ever questioned its
membership or left the group. Though the
attractiveness of collective foreign policy may be
higher among the smaller countries which dispose
of only limited diplomatic resources of their own,
the bigger ones also wish to profit from CFSP in
times
of
growing
interdependencies
and
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globalisation. This ‘shield’ or ‘umbrella’ function
of EPC/CFSP has also worked at the domestic
political level: it has helped governments to
change foreign policy with reference to
‘constraints’ at the European level.5 Furthermore
EPC/CFSP has been helpful on certain occasions
when specific national concerns could be made
European ones. The UK successfully called for
European solidarity in the Falklands War of 1982,
Portugal strongly and successfully advocated the
issue of East Timor, while Spain did so with
regard to Central and Latin America and even
France gradually realised that its ‘domaines
reservés’ in former colonial Africa could be
served through joint European initiatives.
Over time, the general intention of the 1980s
that the member states ‘should seek increasingly
to shape events and not merely to react to
them’6 was translated into a legally binding
obligation to formulate and implement a common
foreign and security policy covering all areas
including defence matters. The preservation of
peace and security in the world, the protection of
human rights and respect for the principles of the
UN Charter have been defined as the common
objectives of the CFSP. More than in previous
times the EU has claimed to be a ‘power’7 willing
to foster its own values and interests in the
world. The 2003 European Security Strategy8
reaffirmed
these
ambitions
against
the
background of new challenges such as
international terrorism, weapons of mass
destruction or failed states.
Contrary to what several observers9 had
assumed with regard to EU enlargement, the
‘newcomers’ in CFSP are well aware of the
advantages that membership offers.10 In fact, no
new member state has ever followed the
example of ‘enfant terrible’ Greece, which had
pains familiarising itself with EPC after its 1981
entry. This negative experience was among the
arguments for a more solid basis for EPC. With
the 1986 Single European Act, a ‘legal regime’,11
though in rather general terms, replaced the
earlier foreign ministers’ reports. The creation of
the Single Market, German unification and
political changes in Eastern Europe called for
something qualitatively new in the late 1980s:
the CFSP. Further adaptations became necessary
in the course of new external challenges, for
example in the Balkans, and due to shortcomings
in the existing rules and procedures. The EU’s
failure to speak with one voice in the Iraq war in
2003 did not produce a standstill in CFSP. On the
contrary the conviction grew that another
‘plateau’12 had to be reached through legal
reform. The somewhat ‘hidden’ constitution

building13 of the 1990s was to be transformed into
an ‘open’ one through the Treaty Establishing a
Constitution for Europe of 2004 which might be
revitalised in its substance during 2007/08.
EPC/CFSP governance at the political and
administrative levels
As EPC/CFSP issues are by nature the domain of
the foreign ministers and their diplomatic staffs,
they have always been the key players. However,
their numbers and the frequency of the meetings
of today have nothing more in common with those
of the 1970s and 1980s and even throughout the
CFSP of the 1990s the growth of actors
continued.14 Similarly the ‘environment’ in which
CFSP decisions are prepared and implemented
differs from former practices and has implications
for the behavioural patterns of those involved.
‘Institutionalisation’15 and ’Brusselisation’16
As is obvious from Table 2 the institutional set-up
has been enlarged. The rather selective agenda of
EPC – the Middle East conflict and the CSCE
(today’s OSCE) were among the first topics –
steadily grew as a result of successful European
concertation. The inclusion of foreign policy
experts from the national capitals turned out to be
vital for the preparations of the ministerial
meetings and those of the Political Committee.
Apart from new regional and functional topics,
security and defence issues gained ground from
1999 and were further accentuated from 2003
with the start of the civilian and military crisis
management operations. Furthermore both the
legalisation of CFSP decisions and the recourse to
Community instruments and finances made it
necessary
to
install
specific
coordination
mechanisms such as the group of Relex
Counsellors.
At the top administrative level, the Political
Directors, fundamental changes have taken place.
Institutional differentiation followed from the
constant overload of the Political Committee and
led to the creation of today’s Political and Security
Committee (PSC) – a new actor designed to be
subordinate to the Political Committee in terms of
bureaucratic hierarchy but which evolved to the
central body in daily CFSP business. In contrast to
previous practice when the Political Committee
met only once a month or even less in the 1970s,
the PSC ambassadors gather twice a week and if
necessary more often. What had been unthinkable
in EPC days became real from 2000 onwards: not
only do PSC meetings take place in Brussels but
PSC members are located within the member
states’ representations to the EU. This applies also
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to the CFSP levels below such
recent Nikolaidis group whose
prepare the PSC meetings
Counsellors responsible for the
CFSP decisions and their
Community issues.

as the relatively
main task is to
or the Relex
legal aspects of
implications for

between first and second pillar actors at both
political and administrative level but real progress
must await the fusion of the posts of High
Representative for the CFSP and Commissioner for
External Relations.
‘Socialisation’

This trend towards the ‘Brusselisation’ of
traditionally capital-based CFSP actors is visible
inside the Council framework. The most
‘revolutionary’ change was probably at ministerial
level, when the Council of External Relations (an
EC organ) became the main CFSP decision-making
body. While EPC was marked by the famous and
rather inefficient travelling circus of the foreign
ministers, from the 1990s they met at the EC
sites (Brussels and Luxembourg). The force of
events – a credible EU foreign policy calls for a
comprehensive interpillar approach – worked in
favour of a more unitary institutional set-up. Not
surprisingly this process was not tension-free.
PSC ambassadors had to find their role vis-à-vis
the other body traditionally in charge for the
preparations of the Council, the Committee of
Permanent Representatives (Coreper).
Commission participation in ESDP-related bodies
such as the EU Military Committee raised concern
among the governments and competition was
strong in areas of overlapping competences such
as civilian crisis management. Suspicions were
and are strong inside Community circles that the
intergovernmental CFSP might interfere with the
supranational
arena.
‘Theological’
debates
promoted separation instead of cooperation and
coordination. But even in daily business
‘everybody sees the need for coordination but
nobody wants to be coordinated’, as an insider
put it.
This lack of ‘institutional consistency’17 slowed
down EU decision-making and multiplied the
‘voices’ speaking on the EU’s behalf. The creation
of the post of a High Representative for the CFSP
in 1999 raised considerable concern on the part of
the Commissioner for External Relations. Similarly
the Policy Unit18 met with reservations from
Commission circles but even inside CFSP and in
particular in the Directorate General E of the
Council
Secretariat
suspicions
about
the
‘newcomers’ existed. Furthermore the numerous
Special Representatives worked largely separately
from the Commission delegations in third
countries. The appointment of E. Fouéré as both
Special Representative of the EU to Macedonia
and Head of the Commission Delegation in Skopje
in 2005 might serve as a model to reduce these
frictions. Other recent proposals19 suggest more
intense communication and regular meetings

As is well-known the guiding principle for decisionmaking in both EPC and CFSP has been the
consensus rule. Majority voting, though applicable
since the Amsterdam Treaty in very rare cases, has
remained only on paper. CFSP practitioners argue
that the nature and sensitivity of CFSP issues
require an atmosphere of negotiations in which
each participant is taken on board instead of being
excluded and outvoted. The key factor which
facilitates consensus building and concrete policy
outcomes even in such a large group as the EU-27
has to do with specific behavioural patterns of the
participants,
the
‘concertation
reflex’
or
‘socialisation’. What was a novelty in the days of
EPC is normalcy today: taking the views of other
partners into account before defining one’s own
position has become ‘a naturally done thing’
according to insiders.20 The high degree of
institutionalisation
and
Brusselisation
has
reinforced this trend of ‘Europeanising’ national
foreign policies. The work of the Council Secretariat
and the increasingly political functions of the Policy
Unit plus the successful performance of the High
Representative have also promoted the emergence
of an acquis politique which is far more than the
lowest common denominator. Admittedly history
has shown us that socialisation does not work 100
per cent of the time. When the question of peace
or war arises and transatlantic relations are at
stake, or in situations when issues are already
highly politicised at the national level, CFSP
decisions are difficult if not impossible to achieve.
Also in EU consultations at the United Nations and
possibly elsewhere in the world where the positive
effects of ‘Brusselisation’ are felt less immediately,
the
concertation
reflex
has
remained
underdeveloped.21 Here much depends on the skills
and personalities of the respective presidency
speaking on the EU’s behalf and the complexity of
the UN proceedings is said to work against greater
cohesion. This is not to say that CFSP has failed to
produce results in New York. On the contrary and
compared to previous periods when unanimous
voting was below 50 per cent in the 1970s and
even declined in the 1980s, the EU member states
today cast collective votes on UN resolutions in
around 75-80 per cent of all the submitted texts.22
Instruments: growth in quantity and quality
Despite the well-known failures to speak with one
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voice, the CFSP policy output is impressive both in
terms of quantity (breadth of agenda) and quality
(differentiation according to substance and
instruments).23 While EPC fell short of instruments
other than traditional diplomacy (such as
declarations, demarches, Presidency fact-finding
missions), CFSP added a set of legal instruments
(common strategies, common positions, joint
actions) which can take ambitious forms such as
the EU’s civil and military crisis management
operations. The latter24 require enormous
capabilities in term of technical equipment,
personel and money and adequate structures for
planning and implementing the operations.25
Though the EU is still far from closing the
‘expectations-capability gap’,26 progress has been
achieved since 2003 in a trial and error process
which has not been tension-free, as the
controversy over an independent EU Operations
Centre or the dispute over arrangements for EUNATO relations which resulted finally in the ‘Berlin
plus’ agreement revealed.
The progress achieved in ESDP with the ‘speed of
light’ – as the High Representative for the CFSP
puts it frequently – reflects itself also in the use of
the CFSP instruments and in particular those
established with the TEU. The growth of CFSP
joint actions is largely due to the crisis
management operations carried out since 2003
and the need to establish new structures
expresses itself in the numerous institutional
decisions of the Council and the PSC. Similarly the
more frequent use of agreements with third
countries has to do with the growing interest of
non-EU member states to participate in ESDP
missions. As the graph below illustrates, the rise
in CFSP acts of ‘non-territorial subjects’ over the
past years is also partly ESDP-driven. Other
issues of this category refer to non proliferation
and to the EU’s measures - normally in the form
of common positions - to combat international
terrorism after 11 September 2001.
The instrument of common positions is also
frequently used to define the EU’s approach
towards third countries or regions outside the
immediate neighbourhood, such as the ACP
countries, while joint actions usually address
relations with the Balkans, the Middle East and
more recently Central Asia and the South
Caucasian region. The former are also applied in
case of sanctions, while the mandates of the
Special Representatives – another successful
approach to be more operational and present on
the ground – are defined through joint actions.
All these activities have financial implications and
as such clearly differ from the old, ‘cheaper’, EPC

instruments. The financing of the CFSP27 caused
severe controversies between diplomats and
Community bodies and in particular the European
Parliament since the latter tried to improve its
competences inside CFSP through its rights as
part of the budgetary authority in the EC.
However, even strong intergovernmentalists
voted for the application of the Community
procedures for the CFSP finances in the
Amsterdam Treaty (1997) either because national
budgets fell short of money or the government
representatives were not aware of the concrete
EC mechanisms these rules would entail. Another
source of tensions between the Council and
European Commission arose from the fact that
CFSP expenditure fell constantly short of the
policies pursued.28 Consequently CFSP still has to
seek additional funding from other sources of the
Community budget which, however, belong to the
Commission.
As table 3 illustrates the use of the more
‘traditional’ instruments of collective foreign
policy-making has gone down. Nevertheless CFSP
declarations may prove to be at least an
additional tool to express the views of the EU-27
on a particular issue. Despite the harsh and often
unjustified criticism of ‘mere’ declaratory policy,
reactions from third parties indicate that even
words may have a significance in foreign policy.
More than before CFSP declarations today often
contain a ‘conditionality clause’, that is in case the
addressee aligns with the policy of the EU-27 it
may profit from specific EU support (aid, trade
concessions, etc) or lose it in case of deviation.
Interventions against the violation of human
rights29 are usually high on the CFSP agenda.
They can take very different forms and it seems
that the instrument of the diplomatic - and by its
nature confidential – demarche has lost
importance while meetings in the framework of
political dialogues are used more intensively. This
holds true for the specific human rights dialogues
the EU has established with China, Iran and
Russia even though insiders admit that they have
produced only ‘mixed results’ so far. But in other
regular gatherings between the EU and third
countries or regional groupings human rights
questions have been addressed more often.30
Generally political dialogues have served the EU
well to ‘export’ its own successful model of
integration to other parts of the world (ASEAN;
Gulf Cooperation Council) and through them the
EU has offered its services as a mediator and
partner (as in Central and Latin America, or the
Barcelona process). Since this instrument requires
excessive preparation inside the EU and involves a
great number of participants in case meetings
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take place in full format (EU-27) adaptations
have been made to ‘economise’ the dialogues: to
reduce the number of participants (Troika; High
Representative), to streamline the agenda, or
even to reduce the number of meetings. The
fewer dialogues conducted since 2003 (see Table
3) only partly reflects this trend. The massive
decrease between 2003 and 2005 has to do with
the 2004 enlargement: before accession, the EU
briefed future members about the CFSP results in
separate dialogue meetings which were then no
longer necessary.
In a historical perspective the output of CFSP and to a lesser extent its precursor EPC - has
been impressive. Even though it is difficult view
to measure the international impact of CFSP
policies, the permanent interest of the EU
member states to use CFSP and adapt the
framework to new challenges indicates its value,
as do the recognition and growing demands for a
European foreign and security policy from
outside. Imperfect as it may be with regard to
cross-pillar coordination, military capabilities and
institutional shortcomings such as the rotating
presidency, the ‘phenomenon’ of CFSP will
remain of high relevance for both the political
world and academic research.◊
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Table 1: CFSP construction dates

Table 2: The growth of actors in EPC/CFSP
1970 1986 1993 1996 1999 2000 2001 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Heads of
State/Government/
European Council
Foreign Ministers (until
1993; from 1989
onwards meetings on
fringe of) Council
External Relations
Foreign + Defence
Ministers/ Council
External Relations
Defence Ministers
(informal)
Steering Board EDA
(Defence Ministers +
others)
Political Committee
(PoCo)
Political and Security
Committee (PSC/ COPS)
Expert groups/Council
working parties
European
Correspondents
Relex Counsellors
Nikolaidis Group
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High Representative for
the CFSP
Policy Unit
Secretariat*
Special Representatives
Personal
Representatives
EU Military Committee
EU Military Staff
Civil Crisismanagement
Committee
European Defence
Agency
Civ/Mil Cell (Council
Secretariat)
Satellite Centre
European Security and
Defence College
European Institute for
Security Studies
= informal
= formal establishment
*

In the 1980s a ‘flying’ secretariat existed. From 1986 to 1993 the secretariat was a completely separate ‘unit’ with a ‘head’
inside the Council Secretariat. From 1993 onwards, it was integrated into DG E of the Council Secretariat.

Table 3: The use of instruments in CFSP

Joint actions (including implementation decisions)
Common positions (including implementation decisions)
Agreements with third countries (art. 24 TEU)
Decisions on ESDP by PSC
Other Council decisions on ESDP
Other Council decisions related to CFSP
Declarations
Demarches
Political Dialogue
Joint reports from diplomatic missions in third countries

2001
19
20
2
6
196
442
306
278

2003
20
20
16
13
150
606
228
391

2005
42
29
15
13
5
10
153
292
134
258

Source: own calculations according to Council Documents 7330/02; 8412/04; 5752/04 PESC 74 FIN 32. 7874/06 PESC 287 FIN
111.

CFSP Forum, vol. 5, no. 4, p. 7

Graph Legislative Acts in CFSP
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Developments in ESDP
Andrea Ellner, King’s College London/Joint Services
Command and Staff College, UK

During the first half of 2007 the implementation
of plans developed over the preceding years for
ESDP seemed to make substantial progress, not
least in the provision of military capabilities, but
there are caveats. The following discussion
takes its starting point from some significant
events in the provision of EU military
capabilities and will touch upon aspects of the
wider context, including the relationship with
NATO, of developments in ESDP. It can only
provide a snapshot, but the themes discussed
are symbolic of the aspirations, long-standing
problem areas and/or actual engagement of the
EU in security and defence matters in the
immediate and wider global environment.
Operation headquarters, Brussels and
battlegroups
The new EU Operations Centre within the EU
Military Staff was opened and the EU
Battlegroups (BG) declared fully operational on
1 January 2007. The former provides a third
option for running missions of a limited size
from Brussels, after the Operation Headquarters
(OHQ) in one of five member countries (France,
Germany, Greece, Italy, United Kingdom) for
so-called autonomous operations, and resources
sharing with NATO under Berlin Plus with the
use of SHAPE facilities for HQ purposes. The
establishment of BGs had been decided by the
Council in 2004 with the aim of pooling
European military capabilities into relatively
small units for rapid reaction operations which
could be conducted without the assistance of
NATO. BGs are not specifically associated with
one service, but are currently focused on land
forces. Although a multinational Maritime Task
Force was made available in the first half of
2007, a Maritime Rapid Response Concept and
a Rapid Response Air Initiative are only
expected to come to fruition later this year.
There are also plans for revising the EU Military
Rapid Response Concept to enhance the ability
to conduct joint, that is integrated, air, sea and
land operations and to implement the
comprehensive
approach
to
crisis
management.1
Each BG consists of forces supplied by one or
more member states and two BGs are on standby for six months on rotation through the
currently thirteen available BGs. BGs are
intended to provide the EU with military forces

that can be deployed quickly for a relatively short
period into a broad spectrum of crisis situations
up to a medium level of conflict. They are
intended to function as a stand-alone force in a
limited (by time and scope) contingency, which
may include bridging operations until another
international organisation such as the UN takes
over, or a ‘spearhead’ or pre-deployment force in
contingencies that are likely to require a greater
military effort at a later stage. For the latter
cases they are intended to be backed up by a
‘Strategic Reserve’. In principle, BGs are one of
the EU’s signals that it is prepared to put weight
behind its claim to being a global actor who can
become
independently
engaged
in
crisis
management and stabilisation operations with a
military component. There are, however, a
number of problems; some, if only very few,
shall be discussed here.
Possible resource competition with NATO
The designation of forces to BGs is a matter of
national decision-making. BGs are conceptually
very similar to NATO’s Rapid Reaction Force
(RRF) and therefore require broadly the same
capabilities. The national capabilities which can
be usefully contributed to these forces are
limited, either because the overall size of the
national armed forces has been reduced during
the 1990s, they have not yet been successfully
transformed from the Cold War configuration –
often these two factors go together, although in
some cases the creation of a BG has aided
transformation – or they are committed in
operations and already thinly spread. Hence
there is, in essence, competition over national
contingents to constitute either the EU BG or
NATO RRF. This competition over physical assets
could impair either NATO or EU operations, if
their missions overlap or coincide, or if both
organisations choose at the same or at similar
times to implement their plans to undertake
more than one mission simultaneously. Not only
might this impose uncomfortable choices on
members of both organisations, but also
challenges remain for operations in which the EU
and NATO are engaged in parallel and which
involve members of one but not the other
organisation. The future of BGs is quite intensely
tied up with: the political context of CFSP;
transatlantic relations; potential or real rivalries
between the two institutions, still palpable at the
institutional, though not the operational (for
example in Bosnia), level; the scope of the EU to
live up to its own aspirations for an integrated
crisis management approach, which can coordinate and use effectively as well as efficiently
the multiple civilian and military assets available
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in principle; and the expectations of third parties
of the EU’s ability and legitimacy to act globally.
Usability of battlegroups
There is also the question of the utility of BGs in
general. Since Initial Operational Capability had
been declared in January 2005 no BG has been
deployed, although conceivable missions might
have been in the Democratic Republic of Congo
in support of the elections in July 2006 or in
Lebanon in the same year. In both cases the EU
chose to apply an ad hoc approach to force
generation. Germany, which also had a BG on
standby at the time, had indicated that it was
prepared to lead the mission in Congo or at least
act as a leading contributor. These intentions
were scuppered by domestic opposition. This
and the EU’s reluctance both to activate the
machinery in Brussels necessary to manage the
deployment and to consider the Congo mission
an
appropriate
contingency
for
a
BG
deployment, even if it only a ‘test case’, does
cast some doubt over the utility of BGs as well
as their rapid deployability, which depends on a
rather time-consuming, multi-level decisionmaking process. It should also not be
overlooked that the results of European public
opinion polls, which suggest strong support for
EU involvement in defence and security matters,
are not necessarily transferable to EU global
interventions with a military component. Here
domestic support is both more differentiated and
much lower than is sometimes suggested.2 To
what degree BGs can become the ESDP tool
intended thus depends on a wide array of
factors, which will be difficult to line up for
adequate
implementation.
There
is
little
literature on the subject, but a useful
examination of the background, current state of
play and potential future development can be
found in Lindstrom’s Chaillot Paper.3
Of course, as Lindstrom also suggests, whether
BGs can be, or are required as, tools for EU
operations envisaged under ESDP will have to be
assessed over time. Their future will also depend
on the future security situation overall, the
relative importance of the military component in
ESDP missions and domestic attitudes to
defence spending. For more complex military
contingencies the EU would require the capacity
to augment BGs with adequate ‘follow-on’ forces
and concepts for joint and combined, that is
multi-national, military operations. It will also
need to enhance its capacity to integrate closely
civilian and military elements during the
different stages of crisis management as well as

co-ordination with other actors.4 Of course the
future of the EU’s military capability also depends
on the development of an industrial base in
Europe, which can provide the hardware
Europeans expect to require at a price they can
afford and in a manner that allows them to be at
least in some areas independent of military
technology and arms producers outside Europe.
The wider defence planning context
The European Defence Agency’s ‘Initial LongTerm Vision for European Defence Capability and
Capacity Needs’, endorsed by the Steering Board
on 3 October 2006, forecasts more opaque
threats to security in a Europe surrounded by
regions struggling with the negative effects of
globalisation,
and
an
economically
and
demographically less pre-eminent Europe, where
defence would compete with pensions in public
spending, recruitment would become much more
difficult for the armed forces, societies are more
concerned about the legitimacy of the use of
force and prefer spending on ‘security’ over
‘defence’, and media scrutiny would increase.5
The vision foresees defence tasks, or the use of
force, forming only one, not even necessarily a
large, part of an integrated approach to conflict
prevention and management which co-ordinates
and accommodates a wide range of civilian,
military, state and non-state actors. On the
defence industrial base the EDA published its
vision of the potential and need for such an
industrial base in May 2007.6 Its main themes
address the familiar challenges of arms
procurement in a financially-constrained, fastmoving and increasingly globally-competitive
technological and industrial environment, which
have historically driven arguments for, and still
inform the EDA’s rationale of, advocating greater
European arms co-operation. It does, however,
emphasise
the
importance
of
advanced
technology development in Europe not only visà-vis the US, but also new competitors emerging
from the Asian defence industry.
Civilian focus of current missions
Another salient aspect impacting on the future
role of BG and the EU’s military capabilities in
general will be the development of operations it
chooses to conduct. Currently the EU is engaged
in missions that only require a limited military
component, such as Operation Althea in Bosnia,
whose personnel was reduced from 7,000 to
2,500 in early 2007, or EUSEC RD Congo, whose
mandate was extended in May 2007 until July
2008 and which includes a contribution to
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Security Sector Reform. This is of course partly
because military assets have only been under
development. However, as stated above, BGs were
not deployed even when they were available and
might have been useful. In addition to this, and in
some ways commensurate with its self-image of
being a particularly suitable actor in operations
that require a strong and long-term civilian
element, the predominant types of missions
involve, apart from reconstruction, policing and
rule of law operations. In other words, the EU is
acquiring valuable operational experience in
missions with a strong emphasis on Security
Sector Reform for which the Council had
developed a concept in the ESDP context in 2005,7
which was complemented by a Commission
concept in May 20068 to facilitate a more
integrated approach.
Especially notable here are the ‘youngest’ civilian
and police missions in Afghanistan and Kosovo;
other police missions are conducted in Congo
(EUPOL Congo took over from EUPOL Kinshasa on
1 July 2007), in the Palestinian Territories (scaled
down soon after its launch and aligned with the
Quartet following the elections in 2006), in BosniaHerzegovina and they are included in the EU’s
civilian-military support to the African Union in
Darfur; border support missions are ongoing in
Georgia, Moldova/Ukraine and at Rafah and a rule
of law mission is in Iraq (EUJUST Lex).9 The EU
Police Mission (EUPOL) to Afghanistan, launched
officially in Kabul on 17 June 2007, consists of 160
police, law enforcement and justice experts, who
will engage in mentoring, monitoring, advisory and
training tasks at the level of the Afghan Ministry of
the Interior, regions and provinces.10 It ‘aims at
contributing to the establishment of sustainable
and effective civilian policing arrangements that
will ensure appropriate interaction with the wider
criminal justice system under Afghan ownership
and in accordance with international standards’.11
A civilian ‘Rule of Law’ mission for Kosovo is in
preparation and will deploy once a settlement on
the status of Kosovo had been achieved in the UN.
It has been described as ‘the most difficult ESDP
mission so far’; with 1,750 personnel it is also
significantly larger than EUPOL Afghanistan. Under
the leadership of the International Civilian
Representative, who will also act as EU Special
Representative, it will oversee the implementation
of the settlement and prepare the transfer of
power to Kosovo authorities and for a future
international presence. The EU ‘Rule of Law’
mission will focus in particular on the judiciary,
police,
customs
and
correctional
services.
Unusually, as they are not normally linked to
matters of security, this will include the

implementation of property rights, certainly
relevant to security in Kosovo. Successful coordination between the EU and NATO at the
political-strategic level as well as co-operation on
the ground between the EU mission and KFOR
are essential, as the situation in Kosovo is, and is
likely to remain, volatile and NATO will be
responsible for the security of the EU
deployment. In Bosnia NATO-EU co-operation on
the ground has an excellent reputation, but
challenges still remain at the institutional level
and particularly in the co-ordination of an
integrated civilian-military operation, which was
not part of the Berlin Plus Agreements.
The Kosovo mission has particular significance.
This is partly for symbolic reasons, as the Kosovo
crisis of 1999 triggered ESDP, but more
importantly because, as the ‘sixth ESDP mission
in the Balkans, its success can no longer be
assessed according to “learning by doing
principles”; instead, EU decision-makers will be
challenged to show that ‘the policy is coming of
age’.12 It may therefore not only be a test case
for the EU’s own ambitions, but also provide
scope for the resolution of long-standing frictions
with NATO.
Conclusions
It is difficult not to conclude that the EU and
NATO would be well advised to develop a more
coherent,
co-ordinated
and
sustainable
partnership at the very least in order to use their
assets for crisis management more effectively.
Existing difficulties in developing a common
strategic outlook are not likely to go away, but
improved communications between the two
institutions might open doors for more effective
planning and conduct of the types of operations
in which both are likely to engage. They depend
on each other in the planned Kosovo operation,
for which co-ordination is apparently proceeding
well, and Afghanistan. In future, should conflict
prevention elsewhere fail, missions may well be
at least as complex and demand a highly
integrated civilian-military approach. Effective
planning
and
implementation of
such
an
approach is likely to require a long-term
commitment and the application of the greatest
possible expertise in, as well as close coordination of, civilian and military aspects of
conflict management until the operation is
concluded. The EU has made progress in
generating
military
capabilities
for
ESDP
operations, but it appears to be more confident in
applying its civilian capabilities. In the latter area
it has thus gained substantially more valuable
operational experience than in the former. Until it
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restores this balance, if it indeed chooses to
continue on the route set out so far, NATO is the
most likely partner to provide military security in
future operations at the higher levels of the
conflict spectrum. The EU’s and NATO’s areas of
expertise are complementary, but institutionally
separated. If they bridged this divide, they could
enhance
their
planning
and
operational
effectiveness. Considering the US’s experiences in
Iraq, the most influential – and at times most
controversial – NATO partner may value more
highly the EU’s experience in civilian areas of
conflict management than in the past. In view of
this and the nature of prospective operations, the
EU could certainly claim the degree of influence in
decision-making and planning that used to be
associated with an ally’s military capability. One
can of course think of a myriad of obstacles
standing in the way of such a development. The
pending Kosovo operation should shed some light
on whether these can be overcome.◊
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Europe's Growing
Engagement in
Afghanistan: What Success
for ESDP?
Eva Gross, Institute for European Studies, Vrije
Universiteit Brussel, Belgium

For the past six years, Afghanistan has been a
key arena in the war against terror, and for the
past four has been a test case for NATO. At the
same time, and certainly no less importantly,
the country has posed a challenge for
international actors concerned not only with
post-conflict reconstruction but also economic
development. Perhaps unsurprisingly, due to its
policy-making structure and the lack of visibility
of its policies, the EU’s involvement in
Afghanistan has not been the focus of analysis
to date: this despite the fact that the EU has
deployed
several
of
its
foreign
policy
instruments, including the appointment of an EU
Special Representative (EUSR) and the release
of a substantial amount of financial development
and reconstruction aid. This relative neglect on
the part of analysts and academics does not
mean, however, that the EU’s engagement in
Afghanistan has been without criticism: only
recently an early observer and participant in the
EU’s policy towards Afghanistan has attested a
lack of lessons learned by the EU on how to
improve coherence and visibility.1 But, despite
or perhaps even in spite of these criticisms, EU
efforts are currently expanding with an ESDP
civilian crisis management operation that was
launched in June 2007.
This article aims to analyse the evolving EU
effort, particularly that of ESDP, in Afghanistan.
It does so from three separate vantage points:
first, in the context of the development of the
EU as a security provider in its own right and
the conceptual implications of this development;
second, the potential for pitfalls (but perhaps
also opportunities) for improving international
coordination; and third, what, given the
challenging security environment in Afghanistan,
the EU and its latest ESDP mission can
realistically hope to achieve. The article
concludes that increasing EU commitment can
be seen as a positive and welcome step for the
development of the EU as a global security
actor, and of Europe ‘showing the flag’ in a
challenging security environment – but that
security conditions on the ground mean that this
particular mission will pose a significant
challenge to the EU both from the viewpoint of

CFSP Forum, vol. 5, no. 4, p. 12

operational structures and procedures as well as
the operation’s impact on the ground.
EUPOL Afghanistan: attesting to the EU’s
growing international role
The European Security Strategy (ESS) lists state
failure, terrorism and organised crime among
the most serious threats facing Europe today. In
light of these stated priorities, Afghanistan is a
quintessential case for EU action as it meets all
the key requirements for a political response.
European countries have also been heavily
involved on the ground both in the framework of
NATO/ISAF and Operation Enduring Freedom.
Improving the situation in Afghanistan is clearly
of vital interest for the EU and its member
states. Indeed, since the fall of the Taliban in
2001 the EU has been a key – if not always a
visible or coherent – player in Afghanistan’s
reconstruction.
In considering the evolution of EU and ESDP
commitment in Afghanistan – especially given
the stated priorities in the ESS – it is worth
posing the question of why ESDP was not
deployed sooner, why it has come to be
considered
an
appropriate
and
useful
instrument, and what this might indicate that
the ESDP is for. Present at the creation of
international
efforts
in
Afghanistan
(overshadowed, of course, by the US-led war on
terror), were substantial tensions among
member states over the use of EU security
instruments. Diverging views of the EU’s role,
individual member states’ initiatives, and a lack
of coordination between EU and NATO have
since reinforced this fragmentation. While CFSP
did have a place in member states’ political
considerations in formulating policies towards
Afghanistan,2 there was no clear conception of
the place for ESDP in Afghanistan, and after the
rejection of an initial suggestion for a
coordinated ‘EU-force’ in ISAF the topic of ESDP
disappeared from the public – at least – agenda.
But, this rejection of a role for ESDP also
reflected a bigger malaise in attitudes towards
ESDP – that of not having clearly defined what
ESDP was for.3 It was clearly regarded as a
natural tool for crisis management in the
Western Balkans and sub-Saharan Africa: but
beyond these two regions the frequency and
location of ESDP operations has smacked of ‘adhocery’, meaning that strategic and ideational
divisions over where ESDP is to be deployed
have not been resolved. From this perspective
EUPOL Afghanistan fulfils a dual function – first,
it can be argued that this is a case of
Europeanisation in reverse, where pressures

from the alliance for using EU assets lead to
member states’ consent to an ESDP operation;4
and second, that the EU is showing the political
flag in Afghanistan.
EUPOL Afghanistan: building on national
efforts – and missed opportunities
EUPOL Afghanistan will cover the whole of
Afghanistan and will consist of some 160 police,
law enforcement and justice experts that are to
be deployed at central (Kabul), regional (the 5
regional police commands) and provincial (in
provinces, through Provincial Reconstruction
Teams) levels. Its aims are to contribute ‘to the
establishment of sustainable and effective civilian
policing arrangements under Afghan ownership
and in accordance with international standards.
More particularly, the mission will monitor,
mentor, advise and train at the level of the
Afghan Ministry of Interior, regions and
provinces’.5
The history of international efforts at post-conflict
reconstruction, including police reform, coupled
with the current political situation in Afghanistan
make this a challenging operation. A joint
exploratory mission took place from 10 to 21
September 2006 to assess ‘the rule of law sector
in Afghanistan and to identify priorities for future
engagements’ and noted that the EU’s future
engagement should ‘provide added-value to the
work currently ongoing, and aim to build greater
coherence amongst actors rather than increasing
the multiplicity of effort’.6 ‘Coherence’ and ‘added
value’, however, are problematic terms – and it is
questionable whether either will be achieved – for
two reasons.
Just as the ‘light footprint’ approach that did not
succeed at filling the security vacuum after the
fall of the Taliban has been termed a ‘missed
opportunity’,7 so the neglect of police reform –
another missed opportunity – has also been
acknowledged on the part of international actors
in Afghanistan, including the US.8 Police reform
efforts have so far been led by Germany and the
ESDP operation will build on those efforts and will
incorporate the German contingent already
present in the country. Germany’s reform
strategy proceeded by a staged approach,
starting in Kabul and then spreading out to the
provinces. As of mid-October 2004, 2,624
personnel had been trained at the Kabul Police
Academy, including 1,831 non-commissioned
officers, of which 55 were female, and 752
border police.9 The US also put in place a
programme for police reform that focused on
training police recruits – indicating two very
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different and furthermore not necessarily
coordinated approaches: 27,200 police received
basic police training through US-supported
programmes.10 The US has also devoted
substantial financial commitments to police
reform, vastly outspending the EU – indicating
once more the imbalance of EU versus US efforts,
and the uneven degree of influence associated
with this. While EUPOL Afghanistan will be
working with a 500-strong US contingent11 it is
improbable that this effort would be subsumed, in
the name of coherence, under EU coordinating
efforts.
Challenges for inter-institutional
cooperation
Beyond building on pre-existing different national
and institutional efforts, the coordination between
different institutional actors on the ground (and
in Brussels) – while much needed – will be
challenging. Although the co-ordination between
Council and Commission appears to be working
reasonably well, with an official from the
Commission’s Conflict Prevention Unit working
with the office of the EUSR,12 reporting has not
been shared with NATO: this reinforces the
information disconnect between the economic,
political and security dimensions so crucial for a
working security-development nexus. At present,
the EU-NATO relationship on a political level is by
far not as cooperative as it could be13 - although
EU officials note that so far, engagement with
NATO has been ‘good’ with video conferencing
taking place during the planning of the mission.
ISAF and NATO support will indeed be crucial
given the security situation in Afghanistan:
however, it remains to be seen how this
cooperation will work in practice. As long as
relations between the two organisations remain
‘frozen’ the task of coordination and cooperation
will likely be left to personnel on the ground; and
although this does not make the task of providing
security for EUPOL Afghanistan staff impossible,14
it is hardly a long-term solution.
Assessing the chance for success: conditions
on the ground
Given the challenges for inter-institutional
cooperation and a growing profile for EU crisis
management that arise out of the security
situation in Afghanistan, it is not surprising that it
is exactly these testing conditions that set strict
parameters of what the EU can hope to
accomplish on the ground. There are several key
challenges contained in the current mission
design: one, co-locating personnel, given the
numbers involved but also the environment in

which co-location is to take place, may not be
sufficient. Second, it is doubtful what sort of
impact the ESDP operation could have on local
policing culture. And third, given public
perceptions of the Afghan police, which is all too
often seen as the problem rather than the
solution to improving the rule of law, the ESDP
operation faces an up-hill task in fostering
effective policing. Challenges thus include
establishing
working
relationships
in
an
environment that is not likely to welcome ESDP
as EUPOL Afghanistan is likely to confront vested
interests; developing police reform among the
Afghan community; and strengthening local
ownership.
Challenges to the rule of law – let alone a
functioning state – include security, governance,
corruption, narcotics and economic development.
These are interlinked and overlapping challenges
facing the establishment not only of rule of law
but also institution building more broadly (which
also forms the overall context of this particular
mission). And one has to ask what is achievable
for ESDP within but also beyond the three-year
commitment for the current operation. Analysts
note that President Karzai has not succeeded in
gaining credibility and legitimacy among the
general population and is instead dependent on
the international community to enforce his
acceptance – which does not significantly extend
beyond Kabul. While there has been progress in
building formal institutions of government, these
institutions are not functioning; and 93% of the
budget is financed through external sources,
meaning that Afghanistan runs the risk of being
permanently dependent on international aid.15
Linked to the governance and security issues is
the drug trade, which has developed into a
‘systemic destabilizing factor’16. Accordingly,
when discussing the possibility for Afghanistan’s
development, an EU official recently noted that
currently Afghanistan is ‘sub-Saharan Africa plus
the Taliban plus drugs’ and that, if in ten year’s
time ‘the country is on par with Eastern Turkey
in terms of development and Sri Lanka as far as
the police/justice sector is concerned, the EU will
have been successful’.17
Conclusions
This article has tried to give an overview of
possible motivations behind the launch of this
latest ESDP operation and the challenges that
EUPOL Afghanistan will face. Among the key
challenges
are
coordination
with
other
international actors; making the EU’s efforts
visible; and building institutions and improving
the rule of law. A conceptual question,
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moreover, is the future trajectory of ESDP
operations,
particularly
in
civilian
crisis
management: EUPOL Afghanistan moves ESDP
beyond the immediate neighbourhood of the
Western Balkans and the declared priority area
of sub-Saharan Africa towards a more
challenging
undertaking
with
different
geopolitical implications. While the operation is
too small to constitute a balancing move on the
part of Europe in geo-strategic terms, EUPOL
Afghanistan poses the question of how
successfully this operation will serve to put the
EU on the map as a global – rather than just a
regional – security provider.◊
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Unnecessary Duplications:
The EU-3 and the Future of
ESDP1
Tomáš Weiss, Department of West European Studies,
Charles University, Prague, Czech Republic

The evolution of the European Security and
Defence Policy (ESDP) has been swift and
continuous since the summit in Saint Malo in
1998, but marked with several preconditions
from the very beginning. These were partly set
outside the European Union, such as the US
Secretary of State Madeleine Albright’s ‘three
Ds’. Others were imposed by the EU and its
member states themselves. All texts and
settlements in the area of the ESDP have
contained restrictions, which can be seen in the
very same documents that gave the first impetus
to the establishment of the ESDP, including the
Saint Malo declaration.
One of these sets out that European capabilities
should be enhanced without ‘unnecessary
duplications, taking account of the existing
assets of the WEU’.2 The meaning of this term
remains open to interpretation, because none of
the later ESDP documents elaborates on it. ‘To
duplicate’ means according to the Compact
Oxford English Dictionary ‘to do something again
unnecessarily’.3 The member states are thus
required not to set up assets that already are at
the disposal of either NATO or the WEU. This
seems logical because duplication would drain
the already tight European defence budgets.
However, the adjective ‘unnecessary’ suggests
that there are two types of duplications –
unnecessary that should be precluded, and
necessary that contrary to the definition are not
superfluous and could or even should be
acquired. Otherwise, the word ‘unnecessary’
would only duplicate the word ‘duplication’. Both
types of potential or existing duplications are to
be found in the architecture of the ESDP. No one
has made the case against the concurrent
existence of the EU Military Committee and the
NATO Military Committee. Yet the 2003 proposal
for an independent EU operational planning and
command centre encountered furious opposition
and was regarded by many as superfluous.
Although left aside by politicians, the exact
definition of what is still necessary and what is
not is of a crucial significance. The member
states’ position on what is necessary to duplicate
results from their conception of the finalité of the
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ESDP and its relationship to NATO, even if this
is not formulated directly. Studying their visions
may
help
to
identify
possible
future
controversies. Although many actors influence
the development of the ESDP, the member
states retain a privileged position. In practice,
moreover, the big three – France, Germany and
the United Kingdom – play a decisive role.4 They
are seen as representatives of the main views
among countries that are members of both
NATO and the EU. This article considers the
views of the big three, regarding four types of
duplication.
There are various NATO roles and assets that
the ESDP can duplicate set down by the NATO
documents, such as the North Atlantic Treaty,
Alliance’s Strategic Concept or the Prague
Capabilities Commitment. They can be grouped
under four general headings: mutual defence
commitment, transatlantic dialogue, troops and
equipment, and planning and command.
Duplication of mutual defence
commitments
None of the big three casts doubt on the mutual
defence in NATO. The Alliance is seen as the
‘guarantor of the collective security of the
allies’.5 But their views differ on its parallel
placement in European treaties. Once opened
up for discussion during the Convention on the
Future of Europe, it became a highly
controversial topic.
The joint German-French contribution to the
convention working group on defence proposed
enhanced cooperation, which could include a
mutual defence commitment. The proposal was
denounced by one British representative as
‘duplicat[ing] the work of NATO and add[ing]
nothing to the real security of European states’.
She insisted that defence guarantees should
remain with the ‘organisation equipped to
deliver them with integrated military forces –
that is, NATO’.6
As a matter of fact, the compromise reached at
the Intergovernmental Conference in 2003 went
even further than the Franco-German proposal
had suggested. It incorporated the mutual
defence clause right into the text of the first,
constitutional part of the Treaty. According to
Article I-41(7), ‘if a Member State is the victim
of armed aggression on its territory, the other
Member States shall have towards it an
obligation of aid and assistance by all the means
in their power’. This turns the European Union
into a defence organisation. At the same time,

according to the next paragraph, the commitment
should be ‘consistent with commitments under the
North Atlantic Treaty Organisation, which, for
those States which are members of it, remains
the foundation of their collective defence and the
forum for its implementation’. Thus, in practice,
the constitution takes over the model of the WEU.
British politicians regard the compromise as their
victory, because the treaty explicitly contains
NATO’s collective defence role for the first time.7
Duplication of the transatlantic dialogue
NATO has evolved into the primary forum for
transatlantic security dialogue. The possibility of
dropping it for some other form of cooperation
would have never been raised, had the then
German Chancellor Schröder not suggested that it
was ‘no longer the primary venue where
transatlantic partners discuss and coordinate
strategies’ and called for a new solution.8
However, his own government abandoned the
idea very quickly and for the new Chancellor,
NATO is ‘the centre of security policy dialogue in
the Atlantic framework’.9
Whereas the British are content with the present
form of the transatlantic dialogue and concentrate
on practical EU-NATO coordination, France would
like to modify the current state of affairs. NATO
should provide a forum for ‘strategic partnership
between Europe and the United States in the
framework of the Alliance’.10 In this form, NATO
would turn into a parallel of the EU-US summits
that increasingly touch upon security issues, such
as the China arms embargo.
Duplication of troops and equipment
Both NATO and the EU have been adapting to the
new security threats and challenges over the past
few years, which require deployable rapid reaction
forces with high-tech equipment and support.
Both organisations have created plans for new
forces as well as coordinated procurement.
Regarding troops, all three countries participate in
the creation of the EU battle groups as well as the
NATO Response Force (NRF). For all of them, the
soldiers committed originate in a ‘single set of
forces’, thus preventing duplication.11 This is
particularly remarkable in the case of France,
which has been outside the NATO military
structure since 1966, but makes up some 13 per
cent of the NRF manpower.12
Similarly, the capabilities development processes
of both organisations have been coordinated since
the very beginning. This has been extremely
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important for the British, but reflected by others
too. Germany has, for example, chaired the
working groups on combat search and rescue as
well as strategic airlift under both NATO and
ESDP.
The
European
Defence
Agency,
responsible
for
enhancing
armaments
cooperation in the EU and supported by
representatives of all three states, has also
relied on the work of the EU/NATO Capability
Group.13

without major changes, as was the case of the
dispute over planning in 2003. But where they do
not share views, any progress is condemned to be
slow or non-existent. The notion of ‘unnecessary
duplication’ is omnipresent in the ESDP debate,
even if it lacks clear definition. What the EU-3
jointly regards as necessary duplication will be set
up. What one of them considers to be
unnecessary duplication will provoke disputes
when put on the negotiation table.

Duplication of planning and command

In the area of mutual defence, the compromise
reached at the IGC in 2003 will be kept in any
other future version of the treaty. It strengthens
the European commitment as promoted by France
and former German government. At the same
time, it confirms the priority of the NATO
commitment as wanted by the British (and
probably would be by the current German
government if there was a need for them to
express any position). NATO would remain the
ultimate defence provider, but the ESDP could
evolve in all spheres of military cooperation if the
member states so decide.

The ESDP was given two possibilities for
planning and commanding operations – under
the Berlin Plus framework at NATO’s SHAPE,
and by national headquarters. In 2003, a third
option was created on the EU level as a result of
fierce discussions between the UK on one side
and Germany and France on the other: the
establishment of an EU planning cell within
SHAPE and a civil/military planning cell in the
EU Military Staff.
The compromise had been preceded by a
proposal by Germany and France (among
others) for a new EU operation planning centre
in Tervuren, Belgium. Although defended by the
promoters as a way to approximate national
assets, and thus ‘limiting national unnecessary
duplications’,14 for the opponents it constituted
an unnecessary duplication of SHAPE.15
The proposal for the Tervuren centre would
have not provoked such a discussion, had it not
been put forward just after the clash over the
invasion of Iraq and interpreted as an attack
against NATO. The centre had already been
proposed by Mr Chirac one year before without
any notice16 and could have been easily refused
during the Convention or the subsequent IGC.
Moreover, as early as 2000, the UK had
assumed that ‘in the long run, some less ad hoc
collective capability for operational planning and
command at the strategic level could have to be
developed within the EU’ for non-Berlin Plus
operations.17 This is also reflected in the
compromise solution. As a matter of fact, the
EU planning cell constitutes a duplication of
SHAPE, even if smaller than the proposed
planning centre. Thus, even the UK accepts the
necessity of duplication in planning on the EU
level.
The future of the ESDP – disputes ahead?
The EU-3 have a great influence on the shaping
of the ESDP. Where they reach a compromise,
other member states are likely to accept it

A parallel dialogue to NATO in the form of EU-US
summits has already been present for some time.
Yet, NATO is seen as the primary forum for
consultations. Disputes may appear if France
continues to press for ‘the EU’s voice to be heard
within the Alliance’.18 However, the French do not
want less NATO, just more Europe. This cannot be
reached without a prior consensus within the EU
which cannot be imposed. A single EU voice is
improbable without some form of majority voting
in the External Relations Council and this has
been plainly rejected so far, not only by the UK
but also by many other member states.
The ‘single set of forces’ should preclude any
unnecessary duplications in troops and their
equipment. However, what happens if the troops
are necessary in both a NATO-led and an EU-led
operation? The UK and Germany endorse the
priority of a NATO decision.19 This is not clear
from the French discourse. According to Mr
Chirac, ‘it is the interest of the French and the
Europeans to be able to decide on their own
destiny and to have the capacity to act jointly
without depending necessarily on decisions taken
elsewhere’.20 If this means a French aspiration to
create an autonomous European capacity without
cooperation with NATO, some duplication in troops
and equipment would be inevitable. This would
become a stumbling block in the development of
the ESDP for the UK.
We can expect the issue of operational planning to
come to the fore again in the future. The 2003
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compromise did not accommodate the main
argument of the Tervuren proposal – the need
to reduce duplication among the EU member
states.
Moreover, SHAPE is a purely military
headquarters. But the main added value of the
European Union’s crisis management is not the
fact that it will share the burden with the US,
but civil-military coordination. NATO is illdesigned for such coordination at the moment.
Even the British see civilian crisis management
as ‘no small benefit that the EU can bring’.21 Mr
Struck turned around the traditional view on
EU-NATO relations suggesting that ‘NATO
should be able to access specific means and
capabilities of the European Union’.22 This may
be another reason why the British actually
allowed some, even if restricted, duplication of
planning in 2003. Civil-military cooperation will
make the European planning capabilities a
necessary duplication, if NATO does not adapt
and take over the civilian area first. This is,
however, part of a wider, transatlantic
debate.◊
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With the EU, Without the
EU and by Itself: Italy
Since the Fall of the Berlin
Wall1
Ludovica Marchi, Reading University, UK

Looking back at Italy's post-1989 foreign policy
and its ties to the Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP), a trend towards more
self-reliant foreign action seems to emerge.
This perception does not contradict the
argument advanced in 2001 by Hill and
Andreatta that Italy has not taken the
opportunity provided by the end of the Cold
War for rethinking and self-examination.2 The
process of self-examination has been long and
is still underway. The perception also does not
oppose the idea that Rome fears exclusion
from the core of the European Union (EU) and
marginalisation. Fears of being considered a
second-rank country have been encouraging a
more participative stance from Italy in the
international arena.
The relationship between domestic and foreign
policies is complex, and the question of what
freedom the international order allows a state
like Italy to follow its own path is even more
problematic. Simplifying the problems, 1989
had many implications for Italy: among them,
externally, no longer being on the south flank
of NATO, and domestically, being set free from
the
‘conventio
ad
excludendum’
which
prevented the principal party of the left (the
Communist party) from participating in
governing the country.3
The extent to which Italy was no longer under
the protection of the NATO umbrella in a
bipolar world imposed on the government the
question of how to qualify itself through
presence and hard work with regard to the
security problem. Membership was no longer
enough.4 Domestically, consequences of the
fall of the Berlin wall were visible in the
conduct of the clean hands enquiry, which
some recognise as giving life to the Second
Republic in 1994. These events occurred in a
period characterised by great evolution in the
European system, including the development
of the CFSP. This article examines Italy’s postCold War foreign policy within and outside the
framework of the Union and the North Atlantic
Alliance. It defends the view that a new trend
of more self-reliant foreign action by Italy is
emerging.

Activism in the aftermath of the fall of the
Berlin wall
Despite the failure of the proposal for a
Conference on Security and Cooperation in the
Mediterranean, Italy in the early 1990s showed a
tendency towards a more robust policy. This
approach ranged from the participation in the first
Iraq war in 1991 to the intervention in Somalia in
1992, in Mozambique the following year and in
the patrolling of the Adriatic sea, and the offer of
its bases to NATO for air strikes on Bosnia in
1994.
Confident action was noted in the 1994-95
government (Berlusconi) with Antonio Martino as
Foreign Minister, and in the 1996-98 government
(Prodi). Remarkable was the reaction5 of the
government when it was humiliated by two
apparent setbacks, the exclusions first from the
Contact Group over Bosnia (1994) and second
from the proposal to reform the United Nations
Security
Council
which
contemplated
the
representation of Germany and Japan and not of
Italy. The nervousness about Italian exclusion
from an inner group dynamic in EU decisionmaking caused the Italian call for more European
unity and cohesion among member states. The
successful leadership operation in Albania6 in
1997 was another sign of the new-found selfconfidence in dealing with multilateral projects.
Joint actions in the Western Balkans region are a
typical case study of Europeanisation on national
positions.7 Italy advanced its national interests in
an undisturbed and stable eastern neighbourhood,
in controlling transnational criminality and arms
trade and clandestine migration through the EU
framework.
Italy’s position favouring EU enlargement has
been noteworthy. The government's attitude to
Turkey was characterised by solidarity. During the
extraordinary summit in Luxembourg in October
2005, Prime Minister Berlusconi was in phone
contact with Austria's Chancellor Schussel, with
Turkey's Prime Minister Erdogan and with Foreign
Minister Fini to defend the cause of Turkey's
entry. In the same period during a visit to Rome
of Romania's Prime Minister Tariceanu, a warm
welcome was offered to that country, together
with full support of its accession to the EU. With
Russia, the government entertained assiduous
relations, the Prime Minister declaring in February
2005 that friendship with Putin was a resourceful
factor for the EU and the US, and that it should
lead member states to think seriously about
accepting Russia within the Union.8
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With the EU and the Alliance

cooperation.

At Maastricht, in European defence and security
policy, Italy supported the integrationist force
within the EU and also maintained a pro-Atlantic
stance. It strongly defended the idea that the
EU should become the protagonist of an
autonomous defence capacity within NATO. At
the Cologne and Helsinki European Councils in
1999, the Italians supported the construction of
the EU’s defence dimension without prejudicing
NATO’s central role in the new architecture. In
Cologne, Foreign Minister Lamberto Dini
declared that ‘NATO remains the axis of the
system of collective defence, whereas the EU
needs to organise itself in an autonomous way
in relation to the Petersberg tasks’.9

Italy then made clear that its newly awarded seat
(October 2006) as non-permanent member at the
UN Security Council was to be used not to feed
Italy's temptations of national foreign policy, but to
‘maximise the aggregate weight of the EU’.13 In
May 2007 Prodi urged the EU to play a decisive
role in the multilateral task of creating and
distributing well-being in the south.14 A more
decisive and consistent policy by EU and NATO
forces in difficult regions would possibly follow.

Decision-making in the EU in security and
defence was a complex aspect of Italy's national
foreign policy. Political, military and economic
factors, the last linked to the military industry,
were intertwining with solutions which needed
to be agreed by the Defence and Foreign Affairs
Ministries. The government had however started
to tackle some of the burdensome questions,
and a few changes in attitudes and a budget
allocation were agreed. A professional army was
set up, and military commitments taken within
the multilateral framework as noted above.
Italian legislation on the arms trade was
brought into line with EU norms,10 suggesting
more determination towards becoming a
security producer.
Italy has participated in several military
operations, as well as police missions under the
European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP),
deploying 40,000 military personnel for peacekeeping and peace-enforcing, from the Balkans
to Iraq and Sudan. In 2005, Prime Minister
Berlusconi affirmed that Italy was among the
countries most active in missions authorised by
the UN Security Council.11 In 2006 Foreign
Minister Gianfranco Fini stated that the
coexistence of the Italian-led NATO and EU
missions in the Balkans was the demonstration
of how relations between the EU and the
Alliance were increasingly heading towards a
rational division of tasks.12 More recently, in
August 2006, Italy contributed 3,000 troops to
strengthen the UN Interim Force in Lebanon
(UNIFIL).
Foreign
Minister
D'Alema
was
considered the driving influence behind making
Italy’s the largest western input to the force. In
March 2007, the Foreign Minister unveiled his
interest in utilising EU battle groups as
specialised fixed units, employable by the UN,
while continuing to favour solid EU-NATO

But at times, an assertive national voice from the
government was also apparent, as when, in 2002,
Prime Minister Berlusconi pulled the country out of
the military cargo plane project for the EU's rapid
reaction force, the A400M. The declaration in 2002
of Justice Minister Roberto Castelli from the
Northern League withholding the approval of the
European arrest warrant was indicative of
governmental action unknown to integrationist
Italy. The imposition of the veto was employed for
pursuing policy together with Italian interests. Only
in 2005 the government adopted the European
law, the last EU state to reconcile national policy
with EU directives. The non-adherence to this
norm, envisaged after September 2001 to
implement EU action against terrorism, was
considered by Brussels a serious deficit of
integration.15
With the EU on the Mediterranean (but also
without the EU)
Positions on security in the Mediterranean are
highlighted by the Italian insistence at the 1992
Lisbon European Council that the Mediterranean be
among the areas where CFSP joint actions would
be conducted. Later, the government found ways
to enhance the economic and security aspects
foreseen in the 1995 Barcelona process, when
during its 2003 Council Presidency it sponsored a
ministerial meeting among the delegates of
Mediterranean countries in Naples.16 A few
substantial results were obtained by that policy,
such as the establishment of the EuroMediterranean Foundation for Dialogue between
Cultures. Another positive conclusion was the
creation of the Euro-Mediterranean Investment
Facility
and
Partnership,
and
the
other
achievement was the institution of a new EuroMediterranean
Parliamentary
Assembly
with
consultative
functions,
formed
by
240
representatives of 37 Mediterranean countries.17
The government argued it was trying to encourage
EU action through its contacts with the Libyan
leader Ghaddafi for the control of illegal migration
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from Sudan, Chad and Niger towards the EU
(Aeneas).18 The government's dealings with
Libya were also led by the wider task of
convincing its leader to join the group of states
combating global terrorism, and by the
government's aspiration to include Libya in the
Barcelona process. In fact, important advances
to normalise western relations with Libya were
produced by Italy together with the other
member states, which induced Ghaddafi to
recognise a role in the Lockerbie bombing in
2004. The latter action opened the way to
Ghaddafi's visit to Brussels, and to the EU finally
lifting economic sanctions.
That the Mediterranean always occupies Italian
politicians' minds, also for reasons of energy
supply, was again apparent when, in May 2007,
the newly elected French President Sarkozy
declared his preference for guiding the EU to
institutionalise a stronger and more resourceful
partnership with regard to the non-EU
Mediterranean countries. Sarkozy promptly
communicated his plan to Chancellor Angela
Merkel to show Germany one of the directions
France will lead the European club.19 On more
than one occasion, at that time, Prodi
reaffirmed the Italian determination to make
clear what the Mediterranean represents for the
EU, and to give the Mediterranean a priority
among the EU's tasks. It remains to be seen
how smoothly and cooperatively they will be
able to act together towards new definitions of
the partnership.
Continuity and change
Italy’s foreign policy cannot be described as
disengaged,
inattentive,
unreactive
and
uncreative. It has demonstrated confidence in
using various frameworks, with the EU and with
NATO, with the Union alone, and by itself. The
Mediterranean remains a focal point, at least for
security purposes including illegal migration,
and above all for the closeness of the gas and
oil sources. In this area foreign policy gave
evidence of some creativity, such as when it
sponsored the Forum in Alexandria, the
ministerial meeting in Naples, and the initiatives
of Dialogue among cultures and investment
facilities.
Three main points distinguish some different
features of policy. First, being part of Europe
continues to stand as a solid political
programme, as it was during the terms in office
of Berlusconi and Fini, and in particular of
Prodi's Europhile team. Berlusconi brought to
the fore of Italian politics some modest
attempts at affirming national interests at the

EU level, while Prodi preferred to show his
European leadership. In Berlin in May 2007, Prime
Minister Prodi told the Germans that because of the
part Italy played in the past and is continuing to
play today, the Italians and the Germans together
have the historical and moral duty to take on the
responsibility to restart the process of political and
institutional integration.20
Second, setting the same value on the European
integration project as on the Atlantic Alliance is
another strong continuing element of policy, as
noted in the weight given to NATO as the spine of
collective defence, as well as to the EU to structure
itself with more autonomous security operations.
Third, there have been changes in the attitudes
towards re-locating Italy at the international level.
Policy on commitments abroad in multilateral
frameworks including the CFSP and the ESDP is
building up a trend in which Italy is taking on more
responsibilities. Berlusconi operated to make Italy
one of the most active countries in peace-keeping
missions,
and
Prodi's
present
government
mobilised Italian troops to the Middle East. Italy
was famously a security consumer but at this
moment it is showing to be qualifying itself through
presence and hard work. The promptness to
intervene in Lebanon has surprised some other
member states.21 This new dynamism seems to be
constructing a more responsive actor.
In conclusion, the end of the bipolar world has
created greater room for Italy to be more receptive
to changes in approach. However, the relationship
between domestic and foreign policies can affect
the future trend of external action, and similarly
developments in the international order can
influence Italy's presence in multilateral initiatives.
Whether the country will continue to aim at a more
consistent actorness is something to be assessed in
the future.◊
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