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The European Union and Developments in Crisis Management 
Operations and Peacekeeping 
Ray Murphy

Introduction 
Thirty years ago, Henry Kissinger posed the question, “Whom do I call when I want to 
speak to Europe?” Now, the former U.S. Secretary of State is reported to have said: “I 
think one knows whom to call; I don’t think Europe has yet decided how to give an-
swers to all the questions.”1 Europe’s foreign policy is said to be fragmented and weak. 
A common defense and foreign policy still eludes the European Union (EU), and it is 
by no means clear that the deficiencies identified during the course of the crisis in the 
former Yugoslavia have been rectified.2 Part of the problem today may also be that 
there are now too many candidates willing to answer for Europe. Richard Holbrooke, 
the former U.S. Ambassador to the UN and also to NATO, recalled the Bosnian peace 
conference at Dayton, Ohio, in 1995, which had three co-chairmen, one of whom was 
Karl Bildt, the then EU special representative.3 But Germany, Britain, and France also 
sent envoys, and each indicated that Bildt did not speak for them. 

Externally, the growing prominence of the European Union and its gradual as-
sumption of some of the functions of the state had meant that its place in international 
relations has become more rather than less ambiguous over time.4 Many of the formal 
legal agreements between the EU and the outside world are so-called “mixed” ar-
rangements. Furthermore, most of its informal foreign policy also operates within a 
somewhat unclear and evolving framework of cooperation and competition with the 
foreign relations of its member states.5 The overall situation has been complicated by 
the accession of new states to the EU. 

Prior to the formation of the EU, European history was characterized by instability 
and armed conflict, and it was in the aftermath of one of Europe’s bloodiest wars that a 
number of individual member states came together to lay the foundation for today’s 
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Union. At the heart of the European ideal was the aim of consolidating political and 
economic stability. It was thought that “tying countries together politically and eco-
nomically [would be] … a way to consolidate democracy and resolve traditional con-
flicts.”6 Those countries that were most affected by the human, economic, and political 
consequences of World War I and World War II recognized that their future well-be-
ing was dependent on economic and political stability.  

The formal process of European integration began in 1951 with the establishment 
of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC).7 Although primarily economic in 
its focus, the ECSC was also aimed at facilitating political agreement between France 
and Germany. Six years later another treaty established the European Economic Com-
munity, which placed a greater emphasis on economic development but also sought to 
promote closer political union. Over the following forty-five years, an array of treaties 
covering many aspects of civil, social, economic, political, security, and defense issues 
have transformed this fledgling organization of six countries into one of twenty-seven 
states.8 In the early years of the EU, economic and social issues overshadowed agree-
ments in the areas of defense and security. This changed after the EU’s impotence was 
revealed when it was confronted with instability in the Balkans and the dissolution of 
the former Yugoslavia. A consequence of this was the placing of European security 
and military capabilities at the center of the EU agenda. 

Pillar Structures 
The framework and infrastructure of the EU is currently based on two treaties—the 
Treaty Establishing the European Community and the Treaty on European Union, 
which is supported by three pillars 9:

First Pillar: the European Community (covering the policy areas encom-
passed by the EU). This contains the “old” European Community competen-
cies, including areas such as the common market, agriculture, competition, 
and environment. It also includes EU trade policy with third countries, devel-
opment, humanitarian assistance, and EU enlargement. 
Second Pillar: the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), including 
European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP). This succeeded the looser ar-
rangement under what was known as European Political Cooperation. 
Third Pillar: police and judicial cooperation. This covers policing, asylum 
and immigration policy, and combating organized crime. It has little impact 
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on CFSP. However, in the case of international police missions in places such 
as Kosovo and Bosnia, the EU can rely on existing cooperation procedures in 
this area.10

It is important at the outset to outline the role and function of the three main EU in-
stitutions: the European Council, representing the governments of the member states 
and headed by a rotating presidency; the European Commission; and the European 
Parliament. Each has different rights and competencies within each pillar. The first 
pillar is supranational in character, and is governed by well-established decision-mak-
ing procedures. In many policy areas the Council decides by Qualified Majority Vot-
ing, and at times even by simple majority. The Commission, as the guardian of the 
treaties and main administrative body, makes proposals and implements decisions. The 
Second and Third Pillars are intergovernmental in nature, where the European Council 
acts as the sole legislator, usually on the basis of consensus. However, the Commission 
is allowed to table motions for political actions, and may be required to implement 
Council decisions. While civilian crisis management operations involve Pillar 1 (Euro-
pean Community) decision-making processes, EU military operations come under the 
umbrella of Pillar 2, thereby granting it an intergovernmental character. The Commis-
sion and European Parliament are informed of these decisions, but do not have legal 
power to influence the outcome.  

It is noteworthy that the separation between the Second and Third Pillars means 
that the remit of the European Court of Justice is excluded from issues relating to 
CFSP policy. This ensures that there is no legal instrument that can oblige states to 
comply with CFSP provisions. In other words, there is still no legally enforceable 
binding obligation to act in concert that the European Court of Justice can enforce.11 It 
also raises the question of how much control (if any) the European Parliament, and by 
extension the citizens of the Union, exerts in the adoption of CFSP measures. It ap-
pears that neither the Parliament nor any citizen can challenge this assertion, as it can-
not be tested before the Court.12 Its exclusion from the Third Pillar may have been a 
practical and prudent move, as it has been problematic enough to develop a credible 
crisis response policy without the additional background narrative of continuous legal 
challenges.  

The challenges posed by the pillar structure makes some of the obstacles to pro-
viding coherent EU crisis management operations self-evident. Some key issues are the 
competence of the Commission and others on the Council (i.e., member states acting 
through the EU’s Council structures). As external relations are deemed both intergov-
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ernmental and “community” activities, their management is split between the Commis-
sion and Council, with neither institution able to provide overall coordination and co-
herence.13 In this way, although the EU can employ a range of pre- and post-crisis 
management instruments and capabilities, providing a coherent or integrated response 
to a crisis can be problematic.14 The Constitutional Treaty for Europe would have 
nominally abolished the pillar structure and, according to its proponents, would have 
ushered in a new coherence to EU policies.15

The EU’s Capacities as a Global Actor 
By virtue of its economic size, population, range of policies, and political influence, 
the EU has become a leading global actor. Traditionally the EU has been a “civilian 
power” concerned with welfare generation and economic regulation.16 Unlike nation-
states, it does not have a standing army, but rather has the ability to exert “soft power” 
by means of instruments such as economic support, trade concessions, regional devel-
opmental programs, and preferential loan arrangements through the European Invest-
ment Bank. Recent history has demonstrated that conflict prevention and peacekeeping 
tasks require the capability, capacity, and willingness to deploy military power when it 
becomes clear that economic and political methods are not achieving the desired re-
sults. The EU addresses this deficiency through the Second Pillar, a process that 
evolved very conservatively in the past but has acquired much more impetus in recent 
years, especially after the armed conflicts in the Balkans. A significant weakness exists 
in the EU institutional structures involved in crisis management operations.17 EU mili-
tary operations and the deployment of police and experts in the rule of law are institu-
tionally and practically divorced from activities supported by the Commission in con-
flict prevention, crisis management, and post-crisis situations. The former operations 
come under Pillar 2, and are based on intergovernmental decisions within the context 
of ESDP.  
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The controversy surrounding the war in Iraq revealed divisions in the relationship 
between some member states of the EU, and critics have been quick to declare that this 
is clear evidence that there can never be a common foreign and security policy among 
such a disparate group of nations. The import of these disagreements can be overstated, 
as they are a feature of all working democracies. The EU, through its Common Foreign 
and Security Policy (CFSP), recognizes the need to develop a defense and security 
policy with a military capability, limited in capacity but with sufficient strength to in-
tervene in trouble spots, especially those that are close to home.18 A credible foreign 
policy must satisfy a few conditions: it must have strong and unequivocal political 
leadership, it must possess a robust operational military capacity, and it must possess 
the support of public opinion.19 The ability and determination to meet these three re-
quirements is the most serious challenge that faces the EU in the development of a co-
hesive and resolute foreign and security policy; to date, progress has been inconsistent 
and slow. A lack of a united approach among political leaders—who continue to place 
their individual national interests above those of the EU as a whole—has not encour-
aged the citizens of the Union to become enthused or fully supportive of this project. 
Despite this political inertia and lack of engagement (except at times of crisis), the de-
velopment of military capacities—including plans to deploy Rapid Reaction Forces 
and battle groups backed by institutional arrangements—have made some significant 
advances. Indeed, the EU has successfully conducted a number of military, police, and 
rule-of-law missions to date.  

At the time of writing, the EU is undertaking a wide range of civilian and military 
missions with tasks ranging from peacekeeping and monitoring implementation of a 
peace process to providing advice and assistance in military, police, border monitoring, 
and rule-of-law sectors.20 There is a perception that the EU lacks the capability to de-
ploy and support strong and competent military forces. This belief underestimates the 
forces and resources that are available when taken in their totality.21 Nevertheless, the 
gap in military capacities between the U.S. and EU remains significant.22 A critical 
shortfall lies in the lack of strategic lift capacity, which impedes the EU’s ability to 
rapidly deploy forces outside of the European continent.23 European governments are 
reluctant to increase expenditures on defense to make up this shortfall when compared 
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to their U.S. counterparts.24 An EU without a credible military element to ESDP, in 
support of the CFSP, lacks the full range of capabilities for an operational security and 
defense policy.25

This article addresses the developments involved in the construction of the Second 
Pillar and the creation of a framework for the European Security and Defense Policy 
(ESDP). It was natural that, in the aftermath of the break-up of the Soviet Union and 
the Warsaw Pact, the end of the Cold War, and the unification of Germany, the need to 
create formal EU defense arrangements would come into question. The EU continues 
to face a number of challenges associated with increased membership and globaliza-
tion. One of these challenges is to provide a political union to complement its 
achievements in the economic sphere. The CFSP and its subset, the ESDP, represent 
the most tangible and visible aspects of this political ambition.26 The ESDP, however, 
remains dependent on the major powers within the EU, especially France, the United 
Kingdom, and to a lesser extent Germany. The article examines the tools available un-
der the Second Pillar of the EU, including the publication of a European Security 
Strategy supported by an attendant institutional infrastructure, to the deployment of 
Rapid Reaction Forces for large-scale military operations, and the introduction of bat-
tle groups that can be moved to respond to crisis situations at very short notice. Recent 
and ongoing EU operations are also reviewed in this context. Representatives from the 
EU have often said that the EU and the UN are natural partners in multilateralism.27

This reflects the growing desire of the EU and its member states to establish the EU as 
a global actor.28 It is against this background that the EU and the UN have increased 
their cooperation in peacekeeping and crisis management operations. 

Evolution of the European Security and Defense Policy 
Early Developments in the Creation of a European Defense Policy  
In 1969, EU leaders established a procedure known as European Political Cooperation 
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whereby member states were called on to cooperate on foreign policy.29 Further 
developments took place in the following years, including meetings at the head of state 
and foreign minister levels, along with the establishment of institutional mechanisms, 
such as a Political Committee and working groups to follow up on summit meetings 
and deal with foreign policy issues as they arose. During this period a swift and secure 
communications system was set up between national foreign ministries and Brussels 
exclusively for the conduct of European Political Cooperation business.30 This may not 
appear at first glance to have been a remarkable event, but its significance is notewor-
thy for three reasons: 

It created a means of immediate direct communication to respond to emergen-
cies 
It indicated a willingness by states to transmit information to one another re-
garding sensitive political issues 
It recognized the need for a secure communications system that was outside of 
military and security services control.  

Treaty of European Union 1991 31

There were a number of initiatives undertaken in the early 1980s to enhance European 
Political Cooperation and broaden its remit to encompass security and defense issues, 
but differences among member states meant that these efforts failed to yield any tangi-
ble results.32 A number of NATO and European Economic Community (the EU not yet 
having been established) states considered that defense issues should remain a NATO 
concern, and that no infringement on the security relationship with the U.S. could be 
considered.  

The Treaty of European Union was significant, as it transformed the system of 
European Political Cooperation into the CFSP. This evolved to become the second in-
tergovernmental pillar of the EU. The Treaty sets out its objective in the following 
terms: “to assert its identity on the international scene, in particular through the imple-
mentation of a common foreign and security policy including the eventual framing of a 
common defence policy, which might in time lead to a common defence.”33 The fram-
ers of the Treaty had the unenviable task of trying to reconcile the numerous and di-
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ling” of the nascent European community. Dinan, Ever Closer Union, 28.

30 Called “COREU,” for CORespondence EUropéene.
31 TEU (Maastricht Treaty), signed 7 February 1992, entered into force 1 November 1993. See 
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vergent views of the member states. This is reflected in the constructive ambiguity of 
the language they adopted, which is aspirational and lacking in specificity and legal 
intent. The provisions establishing the CFSP are contained in a series of articles, the 
first of which sets out the objectives in a more comprehensive form34:

To safeguard the common values, fundamental interests, and independence of 
the Union 
To strengthen the security of the Union and its member states in all ways 
To preserve peace and strengthen international security, in accordance with 
the principles of the United Nations Charter as well as the principles of the 
Helsinki Act and the objectives of the Paris Charter35

To develop and consolidate democracy and the rule of law, and respect for 
human rights and fundamental freedoms. 

The reference to strengthening the security of the Union and that of the member 
states was sufficiently ambiguous to be acceptable to all states, including “neutrals” 
like Ireland, which were reluctant to embark on a policy that might have been seen to 
compromise its espoused policy of military neutrality. 

The Amsterdam Treaty of 1997 36

The Amsterdam Treaty introduced, among other things, a number of institutional and 
procedural changes to address weaknesses identified in the EU CFSP. The Treaty was 
concluded at a time when the crisis in the former Yugoslavia was still not resolved. 
Despite the deficiencies apparent in the EU’s response to the crisis, issues pertaining to 
national sovereignty in the field of foreign policy proved a major stumbling block to 
achieving a coherent agreed structure and policy. The end result was a complicated 
system for decision making that required unanimity, but allowed for exceptions where 
qualified majority voting was acceptable as long as member states could declare that 
they were not bound by such a decision. Dinan’s comment that “these reformed deci-
sion making procedures were more complicated than the original ones without neces-
sarily being an improvement on them” aptly summarized the changes made to CFSP 
procedures.37
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The Amsterdam Treaty reiterated, with some very minor adjustments, the objec-
tives set out in the Treaty on European Union, but reinforced these by outlining three 
key instruments for their implementation38:

Principles and general guidelines as defined by the European Council 
Common strategies as decided by the European Council, to include duration 
of joint actions and the means and resources to be made available 
Joint actions and common positions as recommended by the Council.39

Member states also agreed to the creation of the position of a High Representative 
for CFSP, who would also be the Secretary-General for the Council.40 This is an 
important appointment made by the EU Council, and as such largely evades parlia-
mentary scrutiny.41 This helped address the recurring problem of who was authorized 
to speak on behalf of the EU. 

Crisis in Yugoslavia and the Launch of the European Security and Defense 
Policy (ESDP) 
The EU relied on economic power and financial sanctions in its attempts to bring a halt 
to hostilities in the former Yugoslavia in the 1990s.42 The EU did not have the capacity 
to respond militarily, and for this reason it was forced to acknowledge that its efforts to 
implement a negotiated settlement lacked credibility. Individual EU countries did sup-
ply troops to the largely ineffective United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) 
mission, but there was no coordinated response from the Union. In fact, the response 
from the EU was characterized by a unilateralist approach from member states rather 
than the multilateralism on which the Union was supposedly based.43 The deployment 
of the NATO-led Implementation Force (IFOR) and later Stabilization Force (SFOR) 
missions that replaced UNPROFOR again included EU countries, but the composition 
of these two forces was dominated by the United States. The lack of any military capa-
bility demonstrated the apparent impotence of the EU to resolve crises in its own back-
yard, not to mention the wider world, and served to reinforce its dependence on NATO 
and the transatlantic link. Chris Patten, the former EU Commissioner for External Re-
lations, summarized Europe’s shameful response to the crisis as follows: 
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The people of Western Balkans are our fellow Europeans. We cannot wash our 
hands of them. Let us remember the consequences of our refusal to get involved. 
The shattered ruins of Vukovar. The ghastly siege of Sarajevo. The charnel house 
of Srebrenica. The smoking villages of Kosovo. The European Union did not com-
mit these crimes. But 200,000 or more fellow Europeans died in Bosnia and Herze-
govina alone. As Europeans we cannot avoid a heavy share of responsibility for 
what happened.44

The conflicts in the Balkans showed that the CFSP could only be credible if it was 
backed up by the capacity to employ military power.45 The European Council meeting 
in Cologne in 1999 addressed this deficiency by launching the ESDP, thereby giving 
the EU access to military structures and forces, although their deployment was limited 
in scope to the so-called “Petersberg Tasks”46 – i.e., humanitarian and rescue missions; 
peacekeeping efforts; and tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including 
peacemaking.47

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Western European 
Union (WEU) 
Brussels and Washington Treaties. In the aftermath of World War II, tensions contin-
ued to exist between Germany and its former adversaries, some of whom remained 
concerned about the possibility of renewed conflict. The United Kingdom and other 
countries that had been subject to German aggression wished to retain a more formal 
alliance structure. They also had to address the new threat from a Soviet Union that oc-
cupied much of Eastern Europe, including East Germany. Germany—the country with 
the largest population in Europe and with commensurate industrial and military ca-
pacities—would have to be integrated into any new European security arrangements. 
The Western European Union (WEU) was created by the Brussels Treaty on Eco-

                                                          
44 Christopher Patten, “The Western Balkans: The Road to Europe,” speech to the European 

Affairs Committee in Berlin (28 April 2004); available at www.ear.eu.int/agency/main/ 
agency-a1a2g3.htm.  

45 Burkard Schmitt, “European Capabilities: How Many Divisions?” in EU Security and De-
fence Policy: The First Five Years (1999-2004) (Paris: EU Institute for Security Studies, 
2004), 89. 

46 The tasks refer to those agreed in the 1995 Declaration of the Western European Union at 
Petersberg, Germany, which were incorporated into Title V of the Treaty of European Union. 

47 The CFSP was revised in some important respects in the Amsterdam Treaty (1997) and the 
later Treaty of Nice (2003). The main features of CFSP are outlined in Article 17.1 and 17.2 
of the Treaty on European Union and read in the amended version as follows:  

1. The common foreign and security policy shall include all questions relating to the 
security of the Union, including the progressive framing of a common defense policy, 
which might lead to a common defense, should the European Council so decide. … 

2. Questions referred to in this Article shall include humanitarian and rescue tasks, 
peacekeeping tasks and tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including 
peacemaking. 
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nomic, Social, and Cultural Collaboration and Collective Self-Defense in 1948.48 The 
driving force behind this was the U.S. reluctance to become involved in European se-
curity at that time. The main feature of the Treaty was the commitment to mutual de-
fense in the event of an armed attack on any of the member states. This demonstration 
of the determination and cooperation among signatory states to work together facili-
tated talks with the U.S. and Canada that led to the Washington Treaty of 1949 and the 
establishment of NATO. The following year, WEU members decided to merge their 
military organization into NATO, thereby recognizing its pre-eminent role in preserv-
ing the security of Europe and the North Atlantic littoral.49

The collapse of the Warsaw Pact in 1990 meant that NATO was left without its 
primary purpose—protecting Western Europe from Communist aggression from the 
East—and it had the option of either seeking new tasks or facing possible dissolution. 
The confluence of the ending of the Cold War and the outbreak of armed conflict in 
Yugoslavia offered a timely opportunity for NATO to reinvent itself as a guarantor of 
stability in Europe. Within the EU itself, the debate on how to address security and de-
fense issues centered on two opposing points of view. The so-called “Atlanticists,” led 
by the United Kingdom, opposed the development of an EU military capability. They 
preferred to retain the predominance of NATO, with its guarantee of collective de-
fense, and believed that the EU was incapable of providing the military capacity to 
match this provision. The “Europeanists,” on the other hand, favored providing the EU 
with a distinct military arm, but in the early stages their proposals lacked clarity and 
realism. The “Atlanticist” view prevailed and, at the NATO Council meeting in Berlin 
in June 1996, it was agreed to allow the WEU to use the Combined Joint Task Forces 
(CJTF) mechanism that had been developed by NATO in military situations that would 
not involve the U.S.50

Saint Malo Declaration. A dramatic change of policy occurred in 1998, when the 
British and French governments declared that “the Union must have some 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 crisis.”51 In a 
surprising development, the EU had been given the tools to become an effective mili-
tary actor. The momentum created at Saint Malo meant that movement towards a real-

                                                          
48 Signed in March 1948 by Belgium, France, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and the United 

Kingdom, as amended by the Protocol signed in Paris in 1954. A history of the WEU is 
available at www.weu.int/History.htm. 

49 The difficulty of integrating the Federal Republic of Germany into the emerging security 
structures was resolved by allowing both Italy and Germany to join the Brussels Treaty in 
September 1954. These arrangements were formalized by the Paris Protocols of 1954 that 
created the WEU as a new international organization. 

50 A Combined Joint Task Force mission is one in which resources are shared in accordance 
with the needs of a particular task and composed of those countries willing to participate.  

51 Joint statement by the French and British Governments, Franco-British Summit, Saint Malo, 
France, 4 December 1998.
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istic security policy was inexorable.52 However, the focus at Saint Malo was on the 
provision of military capabilities, rather than on providing rationales for their use, as 
the latter had already been set forth in the Petersberg Tasks.53 A route had been opened 
to allow the CFSP to develop a path to the creation of a credible ESDP supported by 
appropriate military instruments and resources. The reluctance of the U.S. to commit 
ground forces in the war in Kosovo served to reinforce the necessity for the EU to have 
the capacity to respond to such a crisis in accordance with the principles set out in the 
Saint Malo Declaration.  

At the Cologne European Council meeting in June 1999, the member states agreed 
that the EU should be given the means and capabilities to carry out its tasks with re-
gard to security and defense matters.54 However, the extent of the ESDP was limited to 
the undertaking only of the Petersberg Tasks – a restriction that seemed to confirm the 
dominance of the “Atlantacists,” who were determined that NATO should remain the 
cornerstone of the collective defense of its members. Subsequently, the WEU was 
wound up in June 2001 and its responsibilities were transferred to the EU.55

Helsinki Headline Goal (1999) and the Creation of New Bodies to Coordinate the 
ESDP (2000). The fallout from the crisis in Kosovo precipitated consequences within 
both the UN and the EU. A further significant development occurred at the European 
Council meeting in Helsinki in December 1999, when it was decided that the EU 
should be able to act autonomously in situations where NATO as a whole was not pre-
pared to do so. The EU should be given the tools and capabilities to undertake military 
operations in response to international crisis situations. With respect to this force’s 
military capabilities, the Council declared that: 

A common European headline goal will be adopted for readily deployable military 
capabilities and collective capability goals in the fields of command and control, 
intelligence and strategic transport will be developed rapidly, to be achieved 
through voluntary coordinated national and multi-national efforts, for carrying out 
the full range of Petersberg Tasks.56

                                                          
52 Winn, “CFSP, ESDP, and the Future of European Security,” 158. 
53 Andrea Ellner, “The European Security Strategy: Multilateral Security with Teeth?” Defence 

and Security Analysis 21 (2005): 226. 
54 Schmitt, “European Capabilities: How Many Divisions?”, 90. 
55 The Treaty of Nice (2003) transferred the main institutions and competences of the WEU to 

the EU, and made the ESDP the military instrument of the CFSP. Richard Youngs, “The 
European Security and Defence Policy: What Impact on the EU’s Approach to Security 
Challenges?” European Security 11:2 (2002): 101. 

56 Presidency Progress Report to the Helsinki European Council on Strengthening the Com-
mon European Policy on Security and Defence, Annex I to IV; available at 
http://europa.eu.int/council/off/conclu/dec99/dec/99_en.htm. 
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This led to the establishment of the Helsinki Headline Goal (HHG), where the 
member states set objectives for military capabilities in accordance with the Petersberg 
Tasks for the period 1999 to 2003.57

The Headline Goals have been characterized as “essentially a plan for acquiring 
military capability for power projection.”58 The EU was not proposing to establish its 
own standing army. Lacking any form of institutional military organization, the EU re-
quested member states to indicate the numbers and types of forces they were prepared 
to commit. These were then listed in what has become known as the Helsinki Force 
Catalogue, which sets out the contributions available from the various countries. How-
ever, this catalogue did not guarantee that member states would provide the forces 
listed, as they could take into account their availability and operational readiness at the 
time of any request.59

In order to coordinate these ESDP efforts, three new bodies were established in 
2000.60 The most important of these was the Political and Security Committee, which 
monitors the international situation, exercises political control, and provides strategic 
direction to crisis management operations. It is a key strategic actor and central pre-
paratory body, made up of national representatives at the ambassadorial level perma-
nently based in Brussels. It has been described as an unusually cohesive committee 
with a club-like atmosphere, a high level of personal trust, and driven by a common 
commitment to pioneer cooperation.61 The EU Military Committee consists of military 
chiefs from member states, and is responsible for giving military advice, developing an 
overall concept of crisis management operations, and conducting military relations. 
There is also an EU Military Staff, which provides early warning and strategic plan-
ning with respect to the Petersberg Tasks and implements the decisions of the Military 
Committee. The EU recognized that the fulfillment of the Petersberg Tasks required 
civil crisis management capabilities, and four priority areas were identified in 2000: ci-

                                                          
57 Ibid. The Goal was defined as follows: “Member states have set themselves the headline 

goal: by the year 2003, cooperating together voluntarily, they will be able to deploy rapidly 
and then sustain forces capable of the full range of Petersberg Tasks … in operations up to 
Corps level (up to 15 brigades or 50,000 to 60,000 persons). These forces should be militar-
ily self-sustaining … for at least one year.” 

58 Giovanna Bono, “The EU’s Military Doctrine: An Assessment,” International Peacekeeping
11:3 (2004): 444. 

59 Gerrard Quille, “Implementing the Defence Aspects of the European Security Strategy: The 
Headline Goal 2010,” European Security Review 23 (2004): 5; available at www.isis-
europe.org. 

60 Provisionally established by Council Decisions of 14 February 2000, Official Journal, L–
49/1 (22 February 2000); permanently established by Council Decisions of 22 January 2001, 
Official Journal, L–27/1 (30 January 2001). 

61 See Christoph O. Meyer, The Quest for a European Strategic Culture: Changing Norms on 
Security and Defense in the European Union (New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan 2007); 
and Tom Ruys, Background Paper on EU Crisis Management Operations, Working Paper 
No. 108 (Leuven: Institute of International Law, Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, May 2007). 
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vilian policing, rule of law, strengthening civil administrations, and ensuring protection 
of civilian populations.62

Berlin Plus Arrangements (2002). Both the EU and NATO recognized the need for 
closer coordination to avoid duplication in the use of resources and capabilities. 
Achieving agreement in this area was delayed by Turkey, owing to fears that the ESDP 
could be used against Turkish interests.63 After prolonged discussions it was agreed in 
December 2002 that the EU would be assured of access to NATO military assets and 
operational planning capabilities for the conduct of EU-led military operations.64 The 
four main elements of the so-called “Berlin Plus” arrangements are:  

Assured access to NATO planning resources 
Presumption of the availability of pre-identified NATO common assets and 
capabilities 
European command options, including the role of the NATO Deputy Supreme 
Allied Commander Allied Forces Europe (DSACEUR) 
A NATO-EU security information agreement, allowing for the exchange of 
classified information between the two organizations.65

While the Berlin Plus arrangements did strengthen the Union’s arsenal of crisis 
management tools, success depended on the relationship between the U.S. and the EU 
(and particularly on the role of the United Kingdom in blringing the two together).66

Despite such developments, the results were tempered by a number of shortfalls. 
Although these have been acknowledged, it is difficult to determine what goals have 
actually been achieved.67 Most member states’ military expenditures are traditionally 
spent on personnel and infrastructure, rather than on new equipment or research. This 
may well be a good thing for the EU as a whole, but the practical consequences of such 
spending patterns for the conduct of military operations at the strategic and operational 
level should not be underestimated. The establishment of the battle groups (discussed 
below) and the European Defense Agency were intended to remedy this. The delays in 

                                                          
62 See Jan Wouters and Tom Ruys, “UN-EU Cooperation in Crisis Management,” in The 

United Nations and the European Union: An Even Stronger Partnership, ed. Jan Wouters, 
Frank Hoffmeister, and Tom Ruys (The Hague: TMC Asser Press, 2006), 229–65; quoted at 
235.

63 See generally Özlem Terzi, “New Capabilities, Old Relationships: Emergent ESDP and EU-
Turkish Relations,” Southeast European Polities 3 (2002): 43. 

64 Catriona Gourlay, “European Union Procedures and Resources for Crisis Management,” 
International Peacekeeping 11:3 (2004): 410.  

65 Idem. The agreement was formally concluded by an exchange of letters on 17 March 2003; 
two weeks later, the EU launched its first ESDP military mission, Operation Concordia, in 
the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia.  

66 Catriona Mace, “Operation Concordia: Developing a ‘European’ Approach to Crisis 
Management,” International Peacekeeping 11:3 (2004): 47. 

67 Wouters and Ruys, “UN-EU Cooperation in Crisis Management,” 237. 
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launching the EU-led force for Chad in 2007–08 called into question the success of 
these arrangements. 

The European Security Strategy 
New Doctrines and Strategy 
While the early period of the ESDP’s life was reactive and event-driven, it was only a 
matter of time before the need arose for a strategic policy in relation to EU capacity 
and capabilities.68 In 2003, the European Council formally adopted A Secure Europe in 
a Better World as the European Security Strategy (ESS), and in so doing took on the 
mantra of “effective multilateralism.”69 The UN and EU also concluded a Joint 
Declaration on EU-UN cooperation in crisis management, covering civilian and mili-
tary operations.70 Although the ESS document essentially codified existing practice, it 
is critical to understanding the circumstances in which EU forces can be deployed, and 
is considered to be “the sorely missed common political platform needed to develop 
the EU military strategy, doctrine, and force structure concepts.”71 It was the first ma-
jor attempt to provide a guiding framework for the EU’s international role in the secu-
rity arena. It outlines the multilateral approach adopted by the EU to international cri-
ses and its determination to abide by principles embodied in international law and the 
UN Charter.72

The European Security Strategy reflected an important statement of support for the 
UN in the post–9/11 climate, at a time that can only be described as a low point for the 
CFSP.73 It is also clear from the ESS that the EU, and not the UN, must set the agenda. 
Europe must meet contemporary challenges through the application of the full spec-
trum of instruments for crisis management and conflict prevention at its disposal, in-

                                                          
68 For helpful background on the European Security Strategy, see A Secure Europe in a Better 

World – European Security Strategy (ESS) (Brussels: European Council, 12 December 
2003); available at www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms.Upload/78367.pdf. 

69 Jan Wouters, The United Nations and the European Union: Partners in Multilateralism,
Working Paper No. 1 (Leuven: Leuven Centre for Global Governance Studies, May 2007), 2. 

70 Joint Declaration on UN-EU Cooperation in Crisis Management, New York, 24 September 
2003. This led to the establishment of the EU-UN Crisis Management Steering Committee.  

71 Ulriksen, “Requirements for Future European Military Strategies and Force Structures,” 458.
72 The document declares that the EU is committed to upholding and developing international 

law and the UN Charter: “The fundamental framework for international relations is the 
United Nations Charter. The United Nations Security Council has the primary responsibility 
for the maintenance of international peace and security. Strengthening the United Nations, 
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pean Security Strategy, 9. 

73 Sven Biscop and Edith Drieskens, “The European Security Strategy: Confirming the Choice 
for Collective and Comprehensive Security,” in The United Nations and the European Un-
ion: An Even Stronger Partnership, ed. Jan Wouters, Frank Hoffmeister, and Tom Ruys (The 
Hague: TMC Asser Press, 2006), 267.  
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cluding political, diplomatic, military and civilian, trade, and development activities.74

This is a more comprehensive approach to addressing security concerns based on 
principles of preventive strategy that goes significantly beyond the traditional “military 
threat assessment.”75 In this it differs from the National Security Strategy of the United 
States, which is unilateralist in approach and emphasizes the right of the U.S. to act 
unilaterally, under the concept of pre-emptive action.76 The United States’ approach to 
the UN is reflected in the manner in which it is placed together with a number of other 
organizations and given a rather lukewarm expression of U.S. “commitment to lasting 
institutions like the United Nations, the World Trade Organization, the Organization of 
American States and NATO as well as other long-standing alliances.”77

A comparison between the European Security Strategy and the U.S. National Secu-
rity Strategy highlights the strategic divergence between them.78 Although the U.S. 
strategy devotes more space to democracy, human rights, and trade, these are placed 
within the overall framework of the “Global War on Terror.” It puts great emphasis on 
the use of military instruments, including acting pre-emptively, before threats are fully 
formed. The European Security Strategy, on the other hand, advocates a holistic ap-
proach that seeks to integrate all instruments into a structural policy of prevention and 
stabilization, operating through partnership and rule-based multilateralism. It is also 
consistent with the approach outlined in the UN’s Report on the High Level Panel on 
Threats, Challenges and Change, and the UN Secretary-General’s report titled In Lar-
ger Freedom.79

Despite these differences in approach with the U.S. (which were exacerbated in the 
case of several member states by the war in Iraq), the European Security Strategy 
stresses the continued importance of the transatlantic link.80 It does, however, make it 
clear that the EU sees this relationship as requiring balance and effectiveness. In this 
regard, the EU must increase its capabilities and coherence so as to be able to act 
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75 Gerrard Quille, “The European Security Strategy: A Framework for EU Security Interests,” 
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autonomously. The impetus to draft the European Security Strategy had its origins in 
the aftermath of the Balkan conflict, when EU accession became the carrot to be of-
fered to aspirant countries that proved themselves to be peaceful and capable of abid-
ing by democratic principles. This policy was shown to be effective with EU candidate 
states, but it is less clear what leverage it provided with those states that were not 
seeking membership.81 It also offered a framework for future approaches to regional 
and global security.82 The decision to push forward with a sense of urgency in 
formulating an EU security strategy may have originated in the U.S. decision to go to 
war in Iraq, rather than growing out of a considered debate on the need for a firmer 
policy platform.83 Not only did the Iraq crisis place the U.S. at odds with a number of 
its European NATO allies, but there was also a serious lack of unanimity regarding the 
war among EU member states. In this way, the European Security Strategy was driven 
not by calls for reform within the EU, but by outside influence in the shape of U.S. 
unilateral action.84 It has been argued that differences over Iraq were the most critical 
feature in bringing about acceptance of the European Security Strategy by the member 
states. Indeed, as one scholar has written, “without the lessons of Iraq and the resultant 
necessity to respond to shifts in the U.S. international behavior and strategic outlook, 
the first European strategy document might well not have been adopted.”85

Building a Secure Neighborhood 
The European Security Strategy addresses the critical issue of security outside of 
Europe by means of a policy described as “Building Security in our Neighborhood,” 
which emphasizes the importance of having “well-governed” countries within Europe’s 
neighborhood, including the Middle East.86 Enlargement has been the main foreign 
policy instrument used by the EU to guarantee the stabilization of its eastern flank by 
bringing about significant economic opportunities for new member states. However, 
nationalist movements in states formerly under the control of the USSR still pose a 
threat to European peace and security. The issue of independence for Kosovo, which is 
vigorously opposed by nationalist elements within Serbia, has the potential to destabi-
lize the region.87
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“Enlargement fatigue” is slowing the process of application and accession for those 
states that wish to join the Union, and it has yet to be seen how the European Security 
Strategy will help consolidate and focus the security gains from enlargement (stability 
and integration) and provide the momentum to extend that security to neighboring 
states.88 The strategy acknowledges that large-scale aggression against any EU member 
state is now unlikely. Instead there are new threats that are more diverse and difficult to 
predict, including global terrorism (which is now linked to religious extremism), pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruction, regional conflicts, state failure (bad govern-
ance), and organized crime. The strategy acknowledges that the EU “needs to develop 
a strategic culture that fosters early, rapid and when necessary, robust intervention,” 
but any EU military operation should only be carried out in accordance with CFSP 
objectives, which are based on the aspirations of the Union in world affairs as set out 
in the strategy document.89 The basis for consultations with major partners on strategic 
issues throughout the world is based on the principles set out in the strategy document.  

One of the greatest challenges facing the EU—one that is not addressed in the secu-
rity strategy—is the formidable challenge of formulating a security policy that involves 
twenty-seven member states.90 Overall, the European Security Strategy has to be seen 
as a crucial part of the ongoing development of CFSP/ESDP and efforts to address 
shortfalls in capabilities across the full range of the Petersberg Tasks. The EU has 
moved from the phase of theory to that of practice. The effectiveness of the strategy 
will be determined not by its text, but by the results of the actions that are undertaken 
in its name.91

Rapid Reaction Forces 
The Helsinki Headline Goal envisaged an autonomous EU force of 50,000 to 60,000 
troops, deployable within sixty days of the decision to launch an action and sustainable 
for at least one year. This was to be known as a Rapid Reaction Force and was de-
clared operational at the EU summit in Thessaloniki in 2003, even though it was only 
two-thirds ready at the time.92 New Helsinki Headline Goals were identified for 2010 
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with a view to having available forces capable of carrying out military operations in a 
manner that at some stage will not require the presence of American troops.93

EU Battle Groups  
At the Military Capabilities Commitment Conference in 2004, the gathered EU defense 
ministers committed to the “further improvement of military capabilities and offered 
contributions to the formation of EU Battle Groups (as part of Rapid Response Ele-
ments), in the context of implementation of the European Security Strategy.”94 By 
February 2005, the member states made commitments to the formation of thirteen bat-
tle groups with full operational capability from 2007 onwards.95 This provides the EU 
with the capacity to undertake two concurrent battle group-size rapid response opera-
tions.96

In military terms, a battle group can be described as the minimum militarily effec-
tive, credible, rapidly deployable, coherent force capable of stand-alone operations, or 
for deployment in the initial phase of larger operations. It is based on a combined arms 
battalion size force of approximately 1500 soldiers, with combat support and combat 
service support elements.97 The model adopted by the EU is based on the principle of 
multi-nationality, and can be formed by a single member state or by a Framework na-
tion with support from other nations or a multinational coalition of member states.98

The key objectives for the EU in regard to the battle groups are: 
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To make the decision to launch an operation within 5 days of the Council’s 
approval of the general political and military parameters of the operation. 
To have forces on the ground no later than 10 days after the decision to 
launch that are sustainable for 30 days initially, and up to a maximum of 120 
days. 
To be able to undertake two simultaneous missions in response to a crisis 
situation or an urgent request by the UN Security Council.99

The commitment to deploy two battle groups simultaneously means that the “task-
ing” for possible operations can be rotated among the thirteen such groups that were 
guaranteed by the defense ministers. Some countries indicated their willingness to pro-
vide a complete battle group, while others are part of coalitions that can be deployed 
within the Framework concept. Thus, the requirement to make high-readiness troops 
immediately available will be shared among all willing participants. An obstacle that 
could put pressure on achieving the target deployment times is that the process of 
making a decision to launch not only requires Council approval, but also the agreement 
of the member states contributing troops to the mission in question. It is conceivable 
that national decision-making processes could be affected by domestic political pres-
sures that may not be easy to overcome. Some member states may not be in a position 
to take part in a specific mission, or could participate only under conditions that do not 
contravene national policies (e.g., a UN mandate). Battle groups differ from the Rapid 
Reaction Force concept in terms of scale, lead-in time, and length of deployment. Their 
size means that they are not capable of major military action, but they can form part of 
a broader strategy as an “early entry” or enabling force to prepare for the deployment 
of a larger, more robust force. A task that appears very suitable for battle groups in the 
context of the mutually reinforcing civilian and military approach favored by the EU 
would be providing a rapid response to humanitarian crisis operations at short notice. 
The delays in deploying the EU force to Chad in late 2007 and early 2008 demonstrate 
that there are some serious operational issues to be worked out before the EU battle 
group concept can be considered effective. 

ESDP Becomes Operational 
Police Mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina
The ESDP became truly operational in 2003, and did so in a way that few policy mak-
ers could have anticipated.100 Four distinct operations were undertaken that year: two 
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police missions and two military missions, one of which was conducted outside 
Europe. The EU had already committed itself to one such operation in March 2002 
when it had guaranteed that it would deploy an EU Police Mission in Bosnia-Herzego-
vina (BiH) on 1 January 2003, to replace the UN International Police Task Force de-
ployed pursuant to the General Framework for Peace (Dayton Agreement) in Decem-
ber 1995.101 The EU Police Mission was the first civilian crisis management operation 
to be initiated under the ESDP. This was the first instance of UN-EU cooperation on 
the ground during an actual crisis management operation, and was a test of the ability 
to ensure a “seamless transition” from one organization to the other.102 While the 
operation was launched before the completion of the drafting of the European Security 
Strategy, the mission is directly relevant to two of the five key threats identified in the 
document: state failure and organized crime.103 For the first three years of its existence, 
the EU Police Mission was involved in developing police independence and account-
ability, fighting organized crime and corruption, ensuring the financial viability and 
sustainability of local police forces, and creating institutions supported by capacity 
building.104 At no stage did it have either an executive mandate or the authority to carry 
out any operational tasks. In January 2006, the EU was requested by BiH to establish a 
follow-on mission for a period of two years with a modified mandate and size.105 The 
EU Police Mission is currently focused on supporting the police reform process and 
developing local capacity and regional cooperation in the fight against organized crime 
by establishing a sustainable, professional, and multiethnic police service in accor-
dance with best European and international standards.106

Operation Concordia in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia  
In March 2003, the EU launched its first military mission, Operation Concordia, at the 
invitation of the government of the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 
(FYROM). This force replaced NATO troops that had been operating there since Au-
gust 2001, and was primarily tasked with overseeing the implementation of the Ohrid 
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Framework Agreement.107 This agreement brought an end to fighting between the 
Macedonian authorities and ethnic Albanians that threatened to plunge the country into 
civil war.108 The force consisted of approximately 400 lightly-armed troops drawn 
from twenty-six states, including all member countries of the EU, with the exception of 
Denmark and Ireland.  

Denmark decided to opt out of any commitments to the CFSP/ESDP process at the 
time of the Treaty of European Union, and did not play any role in Operation Concor-
dia.109 Ireland, with its light infantry-based forces and experience in UN peacekeeping 
missions, was ideally suited to participate in this operation. It represented an ideal op-
portunity to give a positive indication of Ireland’s preparedness to take part in the first 
EU military operation and demonstrate its willingness to shoulder its share of the EU 
security burden. Operation Concordia, however, did not have a UN mandate, and in 
these circumstances Ireland could not participate. The force was deployed in patrolling 
the ethnic Albanian populated areas along Macedonia’s borders with Serbia, Kosovo, 
and Albania.  

In addition to being the first EU military mission, Operation Concordia was also the 
first occasion in which NATO assets were made available to the EU Force under the 
Berlin Plus arrangements.110 The operation headquarters was located at Supreme Head-
quarters Allied Powers (SHAPE) in Belgium, with regional headquarters in the 
FYROM capital Skopje, along with the cities of Kumanovo and Tetovo, which were all 
areas of potential unrest. Operational command was vested in the NATO Deputy Su-
preme Allied Commander in Europe, and field command was exercised by an officer 
of two-star general rank approved by both NATO and the EU. All three worked in 
close coordination with the EU Special Representative based in FYROM.111 The force 
remained under the political control and strategic direction of the EU, but close links 
were maintained with NATO at all levels.112 Coordination between the EU and NATO 
was achieved by the “double-hatting” of key personnel at the co-located headquarters 
for the mission. Regular contact was maintained throughout the operation between the 
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Political and Security Committee of the EU and the North Atlantic Council of 
NATO.113

Operation Concordia was terminated on 15 December 2003, as the presence of a 
military force was no longer considered necessary. However, as the situation had not 
fully stabilized, the EU force was immediately replaced by an EU police mission, Op-
eration Proxima.114 In terms of peacekeeping, Concordia was a relatively small opera-
tion, but it was multi-national in composition, and demonstrated that the EU was capa-
ble of conducting small-scale military crisis management operations in support of 
ESDP objectives. In addition, it showed that the Berlin Plus arrangements for EU ac-
cess to NATO assets could function well at the operational level.115 This was evi-
denced by the fact that the same blueprint was used for the much larger EU operation 
in Bosnia the following year. The EU’s response to the situation in Macedonia was a 
key element in preventing further ethnic conflict that would have had implications for 
neighboring countries, including Greece. 

EU Missions in the Democratic Republic of Congo
Operation Artemis. In early 2003, there was a significant increase in the number of 
deaths and internally displaced persons arising from the ten year long conflict in the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC). The withdrawal of Ugandan forces from 
the UN peacekeeping force (MONUC) led to a deteriorating security situation in the 
Ituri region.116 The UN Secretary-General was concerned about the possibility of a 
large-scale massacre of civilians by undisciplined militias, and made an urgent request 
to the EU to provide a force to stem the tide of violence in the DRC until a larger and 
more robust UN force could be deployed. The memories of Srebrenica and Rwanda 
were still very fresh in the minds of the international community, and a descent into 
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wholesale slaughter would have been a further blow to the credibility of the UN, espe-
cially the Security Council.117

The EU responded positively, and the Security Council approved a resolution man-
dating the presence of an EU-led force.118 The mandate authorized “the deployment of 
an Interim Emergency Multinational Force in Bunia in close coordination with 
MONUC.” The force was deployed to protect the airport and the camps for internally 
displaced persons in Bunia and, if necessary, protect the civilian population as well as 
other humanitarian personnel in the town.119 The launching of the operation (code-
named “Artemis”) was an important step in the progressive development of the ESDP, 
and provided a test case for the guiding principles in preparation for the drawing up of 
the European Security Strategy. This marked a significant development in EU military 
operations: it was the first operation conducted independent of NATO; it was initiated 
by the EU; and it was conducted outside of Europe pursuant to Chapter VII of the UN 
Charter.120

The EU force, consisting of approximately 2000 troops (of whom 1700 were 
French121) began operations on 6 June 2003.122 Because of the balance of forces in this 
instance, the NATO capabilities available under the Berlin Plus arrangements were not 
called upon, and the operation was led and commanded by the French acting as a 
Framework nation.123 Issues such as command and control, logistical support, and sus-
tainability remained under national control, thus avoiding the requirement to enter into 
any complex multi-national arrangements. As with Operation Concordia, close coordi-
nation was maintained between the military commanders and the EU Special Repre-
sentative working in the region. Operation Artemis was a relatively small military op-
eration with a narrow mandate and a predetermined duration. Nevertheless, it demon-
strated that the EU could establish relevant organizational structures and successfully 
conduct an operation in support of the stabilization and reconstruction process.124 It 
also introduced the “bridging model,” which is aimed at deploying a force with the in-
tention of giving the UN time to mount a new operation in cases where the UN is not 
able to respond to an urgent request for rapid deployment in a crisis situation.125 In 

                                                          
117 Ståle Ulriksen, Catriona Gourlay, and Catriona Mace, “Operation Artemis: The Shape of 

Things to Come?” International Peacekeeping 11:3 (2004): 513. 
118 UNSCR 1484 passed on 30 May 2003.  
119 Ulriksen, Gourlay, and Mace, “Operation Artemis: The Shape of Things to Come?”, 513.
120 Ibid., 508. 
121 Lindstrom, “On the Ground: ESDP Operations,” 119.  
122 Ibid., 119. See also United Nations Peacekeeping in the Service of Peace, Operation Arte-

mis – The Lessons Learned in the Interim Emergency Multinational Force (United Nations, 
Peacekeeping Best Practices Unit, Military Division), 3; available at http://pbpu.unlb.org/ 
pbpu/library/artemis.pdf.  

123 A Framework nation (FN) is a member state that has volunteered to take specific 
responsibilities in an operation over which the EU exercises political control.  

124 Ellner, “The European Security Strategy: Multilateral Security with Teeth?”, 231. 
125 Ibid., 232. 



THE QUARTERLY JOURNAL

82

September 2003, responsibility for the security of the region was handed back to the 
MONUC.

Operation Artemis was criticized as essentially a French operation commanded by 
French officers. In fact, eight other states contributed forces: Belgium, Brazil, United 
Kingdom, Canada, Germany, Greece, South Africa, and Sweden.126 In addition, Aus-
tria, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, and Spain contributed officers 
to HQ operations.127 In this instance the “framework nation” principle worked effec-
tively, but there were considerable political misgivings, particularly in Africa, because 
of France’s historic legacy as a colonial power in the region.128 It is noteworthy that no 
EU states took part in the strengthened UN force that took over from the Operation 
Artemis force, despite requests from the UN Secretariat for some assets to be “re-hat-
ted.”129 This may indicate that EU states are willing to support UN-mandated opera-
tions when they are led by regional organizations such as the EU itself or NATO, but 
not in cases where a traditional UN force led by a multinational headquarters under di-
rect control of the Department of Peacekeeping Operations is deployed.  

EUFOR. On 25 April 2006, the UN Security Council adopted Resolution 1671, 
authorizing the EU to deploy a standby force (EUFOR) to the DRC for the four months 
following the first round of presidential and parliamentary elections.130 This force con-
sisted of about 2000 mainly French and German troops, operating under a Chapter VII 
mandate. Their primary function was to assist MONUC in providing security and pro-
tecting civilians. Most of the troops were deployed as “over the horizon” stand-by 
forces in Gabon, but around 800 secured the airport at Kinshasa, and another 400 were 
deployed in August 2006 to suppress fighting between rival political factions. Al-
though the mission did not make a significant military difference, it did have an im-
portant political impact.131

The EU and Bosnia and Herzegovina
Military Mission in BiH: Operation “Althea.”132 During the early part of 2003, NATO 
began a critical analysis of its commitment to the Stabilization Force (SFOR) in Bos-
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nia.133 At the same time, in the wake of two successful EU missions in the DRC and 
Macedonia, international pressure was being exerted on the EU to consider taking over 
responsibility from NATO in Bosnia and Herzegovina. This was agreed to at the Euro-
pean Council meeting of 12 December 2003, where it was announced that an ESDP 
mission, including a military component, would be established in BiH if and when 
NATO decided to terminate SFOR. This new force, to be known as EUFOR, possessed 
the same legal authority as SFOR to implement the terms of the Dayton Agreement.134

Acting under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, the mission had two fundamental ob-
jectives. First, it would guarantee the secure environment required for the core objec-
tives of the Office of the High Representative’s Mission to BiH in regard to the Im-
plementation Plan and the Stabilization and Association Agreement, and would con-
tribute directly to it.135 Second, this force would have a particular focus against organ-
ized crime.  

The Office of the High Representative was also to act as the EU Special Represen-
tative and be given responsibility for coordinating the activities of all the different EU 
agencies in BiH, including the EU Police Mission, EUFOR, and the EU Monitoring 
Mission (EUMM).136 Javier Solana signaled that he wanted the EU Special Repre-
sentative to act as the primus inter pares among the heads of all these agencies, and the 
Council mandated him to promote overall EU political coordination and chair a 
coordinating group composed of all EU actors in the field, including the EUFOR 
commander, with a view to ensuring that the implementation aspects of the EU’s action 
plan were in concert.137 This ensured that the mission would have a political focus 
along with the application of military power. It was clear that there were serious con-
cerns within the EU about the mission, and an awareness that Operation Althea would 
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present a greater challenge than did Operation Concordia in Macedonia. There was 
also some trepidation regarding the fact that this mission would represent the first real 
operational test of the Berlin Plus arrangements.138 Solana pointed out that, in order to 
be effective, a force would need to have good intelligence, flexible and integrated ca-
pabilities, and be able to call on “over the horizon” reserves. The EU did not have the 
means at that time (notwithstanding the development of the battle group concept) to in-
crease its capabilities in these three areas, either singly or collectively, without external 
support—support that in this case could only come from NATO. In this way, Solana 
left the door open for a continuing NATO presence and involvement in BiH. 

Comprehensive Policy for BiH. Under the European Security Strategy, the Euro-
pean Council adopted a Comprehensive Policy for BiH in June 2004 that stated that all 
EU actors/instruments—whether political, military, police-related, or economic—
would contribute to implementing this overall EU policy.139 In order to ensure close 
cooperation and coherence between these actors/instruments, a number of key ar-
rangements were put in place. The most important of these in regard to the deployment 
of EUFOR were the modalities for close liaison with the NATO Operational Head-
quarters at Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE) at Mons in Bel-
gium, the EU Command Element at NATO Joint Forces Command (South), and the 
Force Headquarters in Sarajevo. In accordance with the Berlin Plus arrangements im-
plemented in Operation Concordia, the EU Operation Commander would also be the 
NATO Deputy Allied Supreme Commander, with his headquarters for the EUFOR 
mission co-located with his NATO headquarters in Mons, Belgium. EUFOR would 
take over all the existing facilities, infrastructure, and locations from SFOR and oper-
ate under the same Status of Forces Agreement.  

The objective of this ESDP mission was to set BiH irreversibly on the track to-
wards EU membership.140 The implication was that BiH would have to respond posi-
tively to EU initiatives across the full range of activities in both political and security 
areas. In the long term, the EU wanted a stable, viable, peaceful, and multiethnic BiH, 
cooperating peacefully with its neighbors and firmly on the track toward becoming a 
full member of the European community. In the medium term, the EU would support 
BiH’s own efforts to move toward EU integration by contributing to a safe and secure 
environment. Finally, in the short term, the EU would ensure a seamless transition from 
SFOR to EUFOR in order to help maintain a secure environment for the implementa-
tion of the military aspects of the Dayton Agreement.141 These were the commitments 
that the EU was prepared to make to maintain peace in BiH, while simultaneously set-
ting out targets that must be achieved by the country itself. 
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The Council of the EU adopted a Joint Action on 12 July 2004, and announced its 
readiness to launch an ESDP mission in BiH.142 UN Security Council Resolution 1575 
(2004) authorized EUFOR as the legal successor to SFOR and welcomed the decision 
of NATO to conclude the SFOR operation and to maintain a presence in BiH in order 
to continue to assist in the implementation of the Dayton Agreement.143 The EU Politi-
cal and Security Committee would exercise political control and provide strategic di-
rection to EUFOR, and was authorized on the recommendation of the EU Operation 
Commander and the EU Military Committee to allow the participation of other states 
in the mission that fell into the following categories: non-EU European NATO mem-
bers and Canada (if they so wished); countries that are candidates for EU accession; 
and potential partners or other third states that may be invited. The formal change of 
command between the two forces took place on 2 December 2004.  

EU Mission to Chad/Central African Republic
The EU-led mission to Chad in 2008 marked a departure from the previous pattern of 
cautious, safe policy decisions with respect to EU military deployments.144 During 
2006, in the Political and Security Committee, the option of launching an ESDP mis-
sion in southern Lebanon was given serious consideration. The argument went, why 
not assume command when EU states were contributing the bulk of the forces anyway? 
In the event, only a UN operation proved acceptable to the parties in the conflict, a de-
cision that met with very little disappointment in EU circles.145 The large contribution 
of member states to UNIFIL still allowed the EU to play a significant leadership role in 
the operation.  

However, it is not at all clear that the EU has graduated from the status of “payer” 
to the role of “player” in the international arena. The delays in deploying the EU mis-
sion to Chad and the Central African Republic have highlighted the weaknesses in the 
EU’s capacity to launch military operations of this nature.146 Lack of air transport, heli-
copters, and medical facilities hampered early efforts to get the mission off the ground. 
Such developments do not serve to inspire confidence in the ESDP. Ultimately, the re-
quired commitments were made by member states. But several nagging questions re-
main: Why did this take so long? Why were these commitments not organized at the 
outset of the mission? 
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Conclusions  
Since 2003, the EU has undertaken a wide range of civilian and military crisis man-
agement functions, including the promotion of the rule of law, border control, training 
of police and security forces, monitoring peace agreements, peacekeeping, and assis-
tance in tackling organized crime.147 In this way, the policy adopted can be described 
as incremental or gradualist in nature, while the operations themselves have been mod-
est in scope. These advances in the CFSP/ESDP clearly demonstrate the ability and 
willingness of the EU to deploy both civilian and military missions. The EU can no 
longer be just considered a civilian power, since it has begun the process to develop a 
military component through the ESDP.148 The arrangements under the Berlin Plus 
structure—whereby the EU is guaranteed access to NATO assets for military opera-
tions—have been a significant factor in the development of the ESDP. However, the 
ESDP should not be equated with the militarization of Europe. It is a policy akin to 
risk management on a regional basis,149 and is focused on building capabilities to back 
up political compromises in crisis management situations.150 In the context of the Euro-
pean Security Strategy and the provision of support for regional organizations, the EU 
has provided financial planning, political support, and military advice to enable the Af-
rican Union to launch a peacekeeping mission in Sudan (AMIS II).  

The EU has demonstrated its commitment to the UN, although this probably has as 
much to do with the EU’s ambition to play the role of “global actor” as it does with 
actual European support for the UN itself. The relationship between the EU and the 
UN is conducted on a higher level than the UN’s relationships with other regional or-
ganizations, even though the EU does not consider itself a regional organization within 
the meaning of Chapter VIII of the UN Charter. The increase in the EU’s membership 
to twenty-seven states has enhanced the Union’s influence and voting power within the 
UN without undermining coordination between the two bodies.  

The EU can assist UN peacekeeping efforts while strengthening its own visibility. 
Nonetheless, the EU cannot respond to all the crises and conflicts that occur. It must be 
selective and prioritize situations according to transparent criteria. Each case is com-
plex, and raises a thorny set of questions. Why Chad and not Darfur? Was the opposi-
tion of the Khartoum regime the decisive factor? An informed debate is needed on 
these issues and, whatever the outcome, criteria should be adopted for how missions 
will be selected. Likewise, it is clearly in Europe’s interest to be involved in Kosovo. A 
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similar argument can be made with respect to the Middle East, but what of conflict re-
gions such as Aceh, Indonesia and beyond? The EU is willing to listen to demands, but 
it is likely to insist on political autonomy and an EU chain of command, with the po-
litical and strategic control being exercised by the EU Political and Security Commit-
tee.151 Furthermore, the EU will always be dependent on national decisions to provide 
troops. Engaging national parliaments in the intergovernmental process is important for 
democracy and civilian oversight. It also has the advantage of making policy failures 
more acceptable when they are based on a collective and inclusive process. Ultimately, 
current ESDP military operations are based on extension of the spirit of a coalition of 
the willing to permanent structured cooperation. If some EU states are willing to par-
ticipate in such missions, then those that are unwilling or unable to participate should 
not impede this commitment. 

The UN remains concerned that EU crisis management policy might be developing 
at the expense of EU contributions to UN peace operations.152 The facts indicate that 
such fears are not unreasonable.153 Given the support it has so publicly voiced for the 
UN, the EU must ensure that this does not happen. The EU member states’ agreement 
to reinforce the UN peacekeeping force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) in 2006 should go some 
way to allaying such fears.154 The idea that the UN will be however allowed to play a 
decisive role in EU-led operations is unlikely to be acceptable in Europe, given the 
role of the EU Political and Security Committee and the increasing coherence of the 
CFSP.  

In the international context, the EU is not competing against its own member states, 
but rather posits itself as an actor among other actors.155 Member states exercise real 
control over decisions relating to the ESDP, but institutional rivalries within the EU 
have yet to be resolved. The role of the EU in the management of internal crises and 
the link with external crisis management operations needs to be explored further. The 
disconnect between intergovernmental ESDP crisis management and Commission ac-
tivity in the same field remains a significant weakness in the EU’s institutional struc-
tures involved in such operations.156 In practical terms, these activities can be 
institutionally divorced from one another. This is especially so with civilian crisis man-
agement operations, which can lead to inefficient and fragmented approaches. Nor can 
any clear distinction be made between the roles of the Community (the Commission) 
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and the member states (the Council) in crisis management on the basis of a division of 
labor or the length of the operation.157 While the High Representative, Javier Solana, 
and the External Relations Commissioner, Chris Patten, worked well together, this 
level of cooperation cannot be assumed to exist in the future between different indi-
viduals.158 One recommendation made was for the appointment of a “double-hatted” 
foreign minister.159 This was provided for in the proposed EU Constitution, and was 
probably the most important foreign policy proposal.  

The Lisbon Treaty strengthens the EU’s external identity and capacity for interna-
tional action.160 This will be achieved through the formal creation of a single legal per-
sonality for the EU, which will strengthen its negotiating power, making it more effec-
tive on the world stage and a more visible partner for third countries and international 
organizations. The Lisbon Treaty dedicates a special section to the ESDP, renaming it 
the Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP).161 It also expands the range of tasks 
that may be undertaken.162 The establishment of the offices of the EU President and the 
EU High Representative for Foreign and Security Policy—along with an EU External 
Action Service that will provide back-up and support to the High Representative—will 
also help to improve the formulation and implementation of the CFSP. 

Progress in the ESDP should not be measured just in security terms, but in steps 
toward the creation of an environment in which EU standards of justice and political, 
economic, and cultural norms can apply. Many obstacles will have to be overcome, es-
pecially in the fight against organized crime and the corruption that exists throughout 
the Balkans in particular. A failure in BiH would be a serious setback for the future of 
the ESDP. Perhaps the situation was best summed up by the first High Representative 
to BiH, Carl Bildt: 

It is sometimes said that the success of ESDP should be measured by its achieve-
ments in the Balkans. While being too limited a view of the tasks of ESDP—with 
the ESS a far more ambitious agenda has been set—it is nevertheless true that a 
policy that is seen as failing here will have a hard time making itself a success 
elsewhere.163
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The future stability of Europe is inextricably linked with that of Kosovo and the 
Balkans.164 The outbreak of civil disturbances in March 2004, including ethnic clean-
sing of Serbs, has added to the uncertainty and tension in the region. In Serbia, the 
government has reacted negatively to Kosovo’s declaration of independence. Monte-
negro has already separated from its “Solana imposed” union with Serbia.165 A recipro-
cal demand by the Republika Srpska, supported by Serbia, remains a possibility.  

The EU is not a single state, and it does not possess “state-like military forces.”166

Unlike NATO, it does not yet have a collective mutual defense commitment, as its 
neutral countries have not displayed any willingness to enter into such an arrangement, 
and there is no such obligation contained in the Treaty on European Union.167 The pro-
posed EU Constitution contained a mutual assistance clause, although it stopped short 
of a commitment to act militarily in a situation where a member state was threatened; 
instead, it called for member states to recognize the primacy of the UN and interna-
tional law before undertaking any such activity.168 It acknowledged that NATO re-
mains the foundation of the collective defense of those EU states that are also members 
of that organization. It also drew attention to the contradictions between the EU con-
sensus approach to security and the pre-emptive doctrine of NATO.  

For some critics, the ESDP will remain merely an intergovernmental exercise, con-
strained by national domestic political issues, subject to variable perceptions of na-
tional and international interests, and subservient to certain states’ commitments to 
NATO.169 Nevertheless, even though the ESDP has been placed under the Second Pil-
lar of the EU (Common Foreign and Security Policy, or CFSP), and as such is not le-
gally binding on the member states, the policy is not merely aspirational. It is now fully 
operational, and significant advances have been achieved at the planning and opera-
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tional levels. One of the concerns that perhaps has not fully been analyzed and exam-
ined in the literature on EU military operations is that the forces earmarked for de-
ployment are the same troops that are committed to NATO. There is no reservoir of 
similar forces beyond those units, and these countries do not appear to be in a position 
to meet any simultaneous requirements that might arise.  

The CFSP complements the already strong economic and diplomatic instruments of 
the EU and its member states.170 However, all ESDP missions will inevitably confront 
human rights issues, yet the development of human rights policy within the ESDP is 
comparatively immature.171 The EU’s situation assessments of cases where civil and/or 
military intervention is envisaged should include a human rights analysis of the region, 
and the mandate should include human rights protection and promotion as key objec-
tives of achieving lasting peace. In addition, human rights and democracy clauses 
should, normatively speaking, be included in all EU agreements with third countries so 
as to contribute to the defense of democracy and basic freedoms throughout the 
world.172 An important lesson that has been learned from the EU operations to date is 
that military intervention is usually followed by a sustained period of political, eco-
nomic, and social instability, the resolution of which demands a complex mix of mili-
tary, diplomatic, humanitarian, and economic approaches and a long-term commit-
ment.173

Since the adoption of the European Security Strategy in 2003, the EU has gained 
considerable experience in managing peace-enforcement, peacekeeping, policing, and 
civilian operations. The question remains, however, as to whether this indicates that the 
Union is capable of developing a fully autonomous and coherent military doctrine that 
will allow EU forces to launch ESDP operations.174 It is important to place conditions 
on the use of military power that include democratic control, accountability, and the 
“last resort” argument, which stipulates that the use of force is legitimate only in ex-
ceptional cases.175 The EU must ensure that the use of any military force has interna-
tional legitimacy, by way of a UN mandate and a broad international consensus. To 
date, all ESDP missions with a military component have been based on a UN mandate, 
and thus far international public opinion has been supportive; if anything public opin-
ion has been critical of the EU’s failure to deploy forces soon enough to prevent or re-
solve crisis situations. The EU operations in Macedonia, the Congo, and Bosnia may 
not be particularly impressive in military terms, but they were accepted by the local 
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population in their respective regions.176 This may be in large part due to the deploy-
ment of civil tools to complement the military objectives, especially in the areas of rule 
of law and economic development.  

The EU has developed an unprecedented mix of civilian and military instruments 
that should ensure that it will remain a distinctive actor on the world stage in the future. 
It also has the capacity to support the UN Peacebuilding Commission in post-conflict 
situations. The challenge for the future for the CFSP/ESDP in the EU lies in bringing 
together such a disparate group of states to develop a strategic approach that can be 
agreed on by all members. This should not be exclusively directed towards improving 
military capabilities, but should continue to retain the fundamental ethos of the EU as a 
civilian power committed to the principles of the UN and multilateralism in addressing 
security issues. 
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