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FOREWORD

For more than 10 years, the Common Security and Defence Policy has been one of the crucial 

topics within the European Union, in particular because this policy reflects the ambitions of the 

Union and its Member States to be more active, more consistent and more capable. 

The Union launched its first crisis management mission in 2003. Since then the Union has 

deployed over 25 civilian and military missions and operations on three continents. From the start 

of its operational engagement, the EU has tried to present its ability to deploy both civilian and 

military instruments together as its particular strength, which is one of the main features of its 

comprehensive approach to crisis management. 

Training in general is an important aspect of such successful operational engagement and fol-

lowing its comprehensive approach, training in civil-military co-ordination and co-operation is a 

special requirement for the EU which needs to be met through special training and combined civil-

ian and military participation. 

The European Security and Defence College is providing such training at the strategic level with 

a mixed civil-military participation in all its courses and is so playing a significant role in the imple-

mentation of the EU’s comprehensive approach to crisis management.

This Handbook on CSDP, made available under the ESDC, mirrors this approach and thus pro-

vides a sound documentation for trainers and trainees of the European Security and Defence Col-

lege and beyond. It is my hope that it will also help to promote a better and comprehensive under-

standing of the Common Security and Defence Policy.

Catherine Ashton

High Representative of the Union 

for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy
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FOREWORD

With the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty, the EU set itself new levels of ambition. New struc-

tures and procedures will make it easier for the Union to be more active and to be more coher-

ent. The newly-created post of High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security 

Policy, who is at the same time Vice-President of the European Commission, will also facilitate 

European external action.

 

The new structures will also give rise to a need to familiarise and train more personnel to enable 

them to work more efficiently in the framework of Common Security and Defence Policy. In my 

post as Minister of Defence and Sports, I know from personal experience that training and edu-

cation is of the utmost importance, sometimes even a sine qua non, for accomplishing missions 

successfully. Therefore Austria supported from the beginning the development of the European 

Security and Defence College in addition to other efforts aimed at enhancing the operability of 

CFSP/CSDP.

I would like to thank the Secretariat of the European Security and Defence College for the work 

done so far. I firmly believe that this present handbook will support the Common Security and 

Defence Policy and the relevant training and will contribute to the further development of a com-

mon and shared European security culture.

Norbert Darabos

Federal Minister of Defence and Sports

of the Republic of Austria
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PREFACE OF THE EDITORS

In 2003, the Greek Presidency initiative on 

“Common Training” was introduced, with the 

goal of creating a common European security 

culture. In support of this objective, the Euro-

pean Security and Defence College (ESDC) 

was established in 2005 as a network bring-

ing together existing training institutes dealing 

with aspects of CFSP/CSDP, including diplo-

matic academies, police colleges, other civil-

ian institutes, higher defence institutes and 

universities.

Since then, the College has trained more 

than 4.500 civilian and military staff from all 

Member States, relevant EU institutions and 

agencies, third states and international organi-

sations.

Apart from the conduct of training activi-

ties, the development of CSDP-related training 

material is a specific task given to the ESDC. 

This handbook was the first training material 

designed under the umbrella of the ESDC for 

CSDP training purposes and presented to the 

public in the Press Briefing room of the Justus 

Lipsius building in Brussels on 19 April 2010. 

Austria, a strong supporter of the ESDC, volun-

teered to draw up this handbook in close coop-

eration with the ESDC Secretariat.

We, the editors, tried to offer our students a 

brief overview of CFSP/CSDP, specifically the 

state of affairs, structures and policies. To do 

so we relied on numerous contributions by 

many experts from relevant EU institutions 

and agencies and from national-level bodies.

The publication of the first edition can be 

considered a success, both within the EU and 

beyond. Officials from third states and interna-

tional organisations participating in our train-

ing activities benefit greatly from this hand-

book.  Shortly after the presentation, the first 

edition “sold out”, and it was reprinted several 

times for courses, seminars and conferences 

thanks to the services of the Council Secretar-

iat. In addition, the online version of the hand-

book has been downloaded innumerable times 

by students, CSDP newcomers, practitioners 

and professors. It is still available on the web-

page of the ESDC (esdc.mil-edu.be).

Nevertheless, the evolution of CFSP/CSDP, 

especially the implementation of the Lisbon 

Treaty, made it necessary to review and adapt 

the contents of the handbook. CFSP/CSDP is a 

constantly developing policy area and there-

fore remains a “moving target” in this regard. 

The present handbook reflects as far as pos-

sible the latest developments in the field of 

CFSP/CSDP after Lisbon and takes into account 

the structural changes within the new legal 

framework.

Furthermore, we have also reorganised 

the chapters of the book, leaving some top-

ics out and taking others on board or giving 

them a more prominent place. We have essen-

tially maintained the Annexes, still including 

all CFSP/CSDP-related articles of the Lisbon 

Treaty as well as the European Security Strat-

egy and its Implementation Report. However, 

we have added the report on the relationship 

between international security and climate 

change as this is a subject of growing impor-

tance. And last but not least, we have added an 

annex on the internal security strategy of the 

EU.

We are very grateful for the extensive sup-

port we have received from colleagues and 

friends of the College, in particular those 

involved in presenting our courses on a regu-

lar basis. They are in fact once again the cor-

nerstone of this project. To make their tremen-
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•	 Mr Gert-Jan van Hegelsom from the Legal 

Service for his specific advice;

•	 the staff of the ESDC Secretariat, Mr Dirk 

Dubois, Ms Pavlina Gorenc and Ms Valentina 

Reynoso.

MajGen Johann Pucher, Defence Policy Direc-

tor of Austria, deserves special thanks as one 

of the driving factors for this project.

We hope that the new edition of the Hand-

book will function again as a suitable refer-

ence book for our course participants after 

they attended the ESDC courses. Further-

more, we will again make it available on the 

webpage of the ESDC and so accessible for a 

worldwide audience interested in the devel-

opment of the Union’s Common Security and 

Defence Policy.  

dous contribution more visible in this second 

edition, the authors are listed in Annex 6 with a 

brief CV for each of them.

We would like to thank:

•	 all the academic, civilian and military con-

tributors for bringing in and sharing their 

practical experience in the field of CFSP/

CSDP;

•	 the Austrian Federal Ministry of Defence 

and Sports, which has been devoted to this 

project since its start in October 2009;

•	 the relevant services of the European insti-

tutions for providing us with expertise, pic-

tures and graphs;

•	 the linguistic service of the Council General 

Secretariat for advising us and carrying out 

a last linguistic check of the articles;

Jochen Rehrl has worked for the Austrian Min-

istry of Defence and Sports and is currently 

seconded to the European External Action 

Service/European Security and Defence Col-

lege in Brussels.

Hans-Bernhard Weisserth is a member of the 

European External Action Service of the Euro-

pean Union/Crisis Management and Planning 

Directorate and acting Head of the European 

Security and Defence College.
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1THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
CFSP AND CSDP
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1.1 EUROPEAN INTEGRATION:  
POST WORLD WAR II TO CSDP
by Gustav Lindstrom

The origins of the security and defence 

architecture of Europe can be found in the 

post-World War II situation. Starting in the late 

1940s, a number of initiatives set the stage for 

increased cooperation across Europe. Exam-

ples include the signing of the Brussels Treaty 

(1948) – sowing the seeds for a Western Euro-

pean Union – and the creation of the European 

Coal and Steel Community 1951 which placed 

strategic resources under a supranational 

authority. 

In the late 1960s, the European Community 

(EC) began to explore ways in which to harmo-

nise members’ foreign policies. At the Hague 

Summit held in December 1969, European 

leaders instructed their respective foreign min-

isters to examine the feasibility of closer inte-

gration in the political domain. In response, 

foreign ministers introduced the idea of Euro-

pean Political Co-operation (EPC) in the Davi-

gnon Report from October 1970. The report 

defined its objectives (harmonization of posi-

tions, consultation and, when appropriate, 

common actions) and its procedures (six-

monthly meetings of the Foreign Affairs Min-

isters, quarterly meetings of the Political Direc-

tors forming the Political Committee). Overall, 

EPC aimed to facilitate the consultation proc-

ess among EC Member States. 

European Political Co-operation served as 

the foundation for the Common Foreign and 

Security Policy introduced in the Maastricht 

Treaty. With its entry into force on 1 Novem-

ber 1993, it created a single institutional frame-

work (the European Union) based on three pil-

lars – the second of which was labelled Com-

mon Foreign and Security Policy. CFSP is more 

far-reaching than European Political Co-oper-

ation. For example, it breaks new ground via 

its Article J.4 which states CFSP includes “all 

questions related to the security of the Union, 

including the eventual framing of a common 

defence policy, which might in time lead to a 

common defence.”

While the European Union identified ambi-

tious objectives in the area of external security 

and defence through the Maastricht Treaty, it 

would not be until the late 1990s, in the after-

math of the wars of secession in the Balkans, 

that concrete provisions were introduced to 

endow the EU with tangible crisis manage-

ment capabilities. Following the St. Malo Dec-

laration in 1998, numerous European Council 

summit meetings defined the military and civil-

ian capabilities needed to fulfil the Petersberg 

tasks (humanitarian and rescue tasks, peace-

keeping tasks, and tasks of combat forces in 

crisis management, including peacemaking). 

Examples include the Cologne European Coun-

cil Meeting (1999) which laid the foundations 

for European Security and Defence Policy 

(ESDP), the Helsinki European Council Meet-

ing (1999), which introduced the Headline Goal 

2003, and the Santa Maria da Feira European 

Council Meeting (2000) which identified four 

civilian priority areas. In 2003, ESDP became 

operational through the initiation of the first 

ESDP missions. Since 2003, the EU has initi-

ated over twenty crisis management opera-

tions and missions. In addition, the EU pre-

sented its first ever European Security Strat-

egy in December 2003, outlining key threats 

and challenges facing Europe.

With the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty 

on 1 December 2009, ESDP was renamed Com-

mon Security and Defence Policy (CSDP). In 
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addition, the Lisbon Treaty established the post 

of High Representative of the Union for Foreign 

Affairs and Security Policy. The post merges 

the two positions of High Representative for 

CFSP (held by Dr. Javier Solana between 1999-

2009) and of Commissioner for External Rela-

tions (held by Benita Ferrero-Waldner between 

2004 and early 2010) and symbolizes the disap-

pearance of the pillar structure. 

The Lisbon Treaty formally endorses the 

extension of the so-called ‘Petersberg Tasks’, 

that now include ‘joint disarmament opera-

tions, humanitarian and rescue tasks, military 

advice and assistance tasks, conflict preven-

tion and peace-keeping tasks, tasks of combat 

forces in crisis management, including peace-

making and post-conflict stabilisation’ (art.28B/

Article 43 (1) TEU). These tasks may contribute 

to the fight against terrorism, including by 

‘supporting third states in combating terrorism 

in their territories’. Finally, political and mili-

tary solidarity among EU Member States is in 

the Treaty via the inclusion of a mutual assist-

ance clause (art.28A7/Article 42 (7) TEU), and 

a ‘solidarity clause’ (Title VII, art.188R1/Article 

222 TFEU).

Year Event

1951 Signing of the Treaty of Paris establishing the European Coal and Steel Community

1954
Failure of the European Defence Community 
Signing of the Modified Brussels Treaty formally creating the WEU

1957 Signing of the Treaties of Rome 

1969 The Davignon Report introduces the idea of European Political Co-operation

1992 Signing of the Treaty on European Union (in force 1993)

1997 Signing of the Amsterdam Treaty (in force 1999)

1998 Franco-British Joint Declaration on European Defence (St. Malo)

1999 Cologne and Helsinki European Council Meetings lay the foundations for ESDP

2000 Santa Maria da Feira European Council

2003
Adoption of the European Security Strategy 
Adoption of the Berlin-Plus Arrangements 

2004 Headline Goal 2010/Civilian Headline Goal 2008 (updated in 2007 to CHG 2010)

2009 Entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty – ESDP becomes CSDP
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2THE EUROPEAN    
SECURITY STRATEGY (ESS)
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2.1 BACKGROUND AND 
DEVELOPMENT OF THE ESS IN 2003 
by Sven Biscop

STRATEGIC DIVISIONS

When ESDP (now CSDP) was created in the 

wake of the 1998 Franco-British meeting in St-

Malo, there was strong agreement on the need 

to tackle the military means, but there con-

sensus ended. Member States differed widely 

on the political-strategic dimension, a debate 

which goes far beyond CSDP, beyond the CFSP 

even, but which concerns the whole of EU 

external action, across the pillars. What should 

be the scope of the EU’s foreign and security 

policy ambitions? What degree of autonomy 

should the EU have? And what then should 

be the precise role of the military instrument 

in EU external action? In order not to lose the 

momentum, it was decided to push through 

with those elements on which an agreement 

existed, i.e. the means and institutions of CSDP, 

assuming that once these were in place the 

strategic debate would inevitably have to fol-

low. Accordingly, following the December 1999 

European Council in Helsinki, where the ‘Head-

line Goal’ was defined, the EU started building 

military and civilian capabilities for crisis man-

agement, without possessing an overall strate-

gic framework for its external action. 

That is not to say that EU external action 

has been completely ad hoc. Over the years, 

a distinctive European approach to security 

has emerged, which can be characterised as 

integrated, multidimensional or comprehen-

sive. Yet the implicit assumptions on which 

it was based needed to be substantiated and 

policy areas needed to be integrated in order 

to arrive at a framework for maximally consist-

ent, coherent and effective external action. For 

when the EU is confronted with acute crises, 

such as the one in Iraq in 2003, these implicit 

assumptions have proved to be insufficient to 

arrive at a common policy. More often than 

not, the EU has failed to achieve consensus on 

how to respond to such crises, even when the 

instruments and means to do so were at hand. 

A clear-cut strategy should be able to avoid 

internal divides and ensure the EU’s participa-

tion in international decision-making. 

2003: A FAVOURABLE CONTEXT

It seems as if the intra-European crisis over 

Iraq finally provided the stimulus that made a 

breakthrough possible. On the one hand, the 

Member States supporting the invasion wanted 

to demonstrate that the EU does care about the 

security threats perceived by the US and that 

the transatlantic alliance is viable still. Hence the 

similarity between the threat assessment in the 

ESS and the 2002 US National Security Strategy 

(NSS), which must be seen as a political mes-

sage to Washington, and the strong empha-

sis in the ESS on transatlantic partnership. On 

the other hand, the Member States opposing 

the invasion were equally eager to show that 

even though the threat assessment is to a large 

degree shared with the US – if not perhaps the 

perception of the intensity of the threat – there 

are other options available to deal with these 

threats. The context of mid-2003 partially also 

favoured the adoption of the ESS: the success-

ful conclusion of the European Convention and 

the grand and – then still – promising undertak-

ing to draw up a Constitutional Treaty created 

a climate in which the preparation of a strategy 

seemed more feasible than before. The sum-

mer of 2003 also witnessed the first EU military 

operation without the use of NATO assets and 

outside Europe: Operation Artemis in the DRC 

(12 June – 1 September). 
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THE DRAFTING PROCESS

At the informal meeting of the General Affairs 

and External Relations Council in Greece on 

2 and 3 May 2003, High Representative Javier 

Solana was thus – rather unexpectedly – tasked 

with producing a draft strategic document. At 

its meeting in Thessaloniki (19-20 June), the 

European Council welcomed the document 

submitted by Solana, A Secure Europe in a Bet-

ter World, and charged him with taking the work 

forward with a view to completing a strategy by 

its next meeting. The EU then organised three 

seminars, in Rome (19 September), Paris (6–7 

October) and Stockholm (20 October), bringing 

together officials from the Member States, the 

future Member States and the European insti-

tutions, as well as experts from the academic 

world, NGOs and the media. This innovative 

process allowed the High Representative to col-

lect comments and suggestions from a wide 

variety of actors and observers, a number of 

which found their way into the final European 

Security Strategy, which was duly adopted by 

the European Council meeting on 12 Decem-

ber 2003. At the same time, drafting by a select 

group of high-level collaborators of Solana, 

rather than by committee and involving Mem-

ber States’ delegations, ensured a concise and 

very readable document. 

The main reason why these partly contra-

dictory motivations led to results is that the 

EU was able to build on an extensive foreign 

policy acquis. Many of the strategic choices 

contained in the ESS were already evident as 

emerging strategic orientations in actual EU 

policies. Rather than adopting a fundamen-

tally new orientation, to a large extent there-

fore the ESS must be seen as the codification 

of existing foreign policy guidelines. In other 

words, although the context of the Iraq crisis 

would suggest a deep division between Mem-

ber States, the ESS actually builds on a strong 

consensus on the basic orientations of EU for-

eign policy. Indeed, the real intra-European 

divide over Iraq did not concern the substance 

and principles of policy. Based on an assess-

ment of past policies, it can safely be argued 

e.g. that all Member States agree that in prin-

ciple the use of force is an instrument of last 

resort which requires a Security Council man-

date. As in 1999, the real issue at stake was still 

the nature of the transatlantic partnership. If 

the US reverts to the use of force in a situation 

in which the EU in principle would not do so, or 

not yet, what then has priority for the EU: steer-

ing an autonomous course, based on its own 

principles, or supporting its most important 

ally? Besides, it should not be forgotten that on 

a number of foreign policy issues the EU had 

already unanimously taken positions contrary 

to those of the US, e.g. on the ICC, on the Kyoto 

Protocol and on various trade issues. 

Naturally, the ESS is not perfect. It can only 

build on consensus in areas where it existed. 

On a number of issues it remains particularly 

vague because consensus was absent or not 

yet strong enough. Many issues are mentioned 

in the ESS, because not to do so would have 

invoked strong criticism, but no more than 

that: no real choices are made particularly 

on the nature of the transatlantic partnership 

and the degree of autonomy of the EU as an 

international actor. This divide remains a fun-

damental obstacle to a fully cohesive and reso-

lute CFSP. Nevertheless, the ESS does contain 

a number of clear choices and thus has cer-

tainly strengthened the strategic framework 

for EU foreign policy. 

Javier Solana at the European Council in 

Thessaloniki, June 2003
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2.2 MAIN THEMES OF THE ESS AND 
KEY MESSAGE FOR CSDP 
by Sven Biscop

PRINCIPLES OF EU FOREIGN POLICY 

From the ESS three main principles can be 

deduced on which all EU external action is 

based. 

The first is prevention: “This implies that we 

should be ready to act before a crisis occurs. 

Conflict prevention and threat prevention can-

not start too early”. A permanent strategy of 

prevention and stabilisation, addressing the 

root causes of threats and challenges, aims 

to prevent conflict so that, ideally, coercion 

and the use of force will not be necessary. 

Addressing the root causes means to close 

the gap, both within and between countries, 

between the haves and the have-nots in terms 

of access to the core public goods to which 

the EU feels everybody is entitled: security, 

economic prosperity, political freedom and 

social well-being. For this gap generates feel-

ings of frustration and marginalisation on the 

part of those who are excluded economically 

or politically, radicalisation and extremism of 

various kinds, social and economic instability, 

massive migration flows, and tension and con-

flicts within and between States. Effective pre-

vention is an enormous challenge, for it means 

addressing a much wider range of issues, at a 

much earlier stage, across the globe, because 

as the ESS says “the first line of defence will 

often be abroad”. 

Closing the gap between haves and have-

nots of necessity demands a holistic approach, 

the second principle, for the range of public 

goods is comprehensive as such. The secu-

rity, economic, political and social dimensions 

are inextricably related – an individual cannot 

enjoy any one core public good unless he has 

access to them all – and all are present, in dif-

fering degrees, in all threats and challenges. 

In the ESS: “none of the new threats is purely 

military, nor can any be tackled by purely mili-

tary means. Each requires a mixture of instru-

ments”. Therefore every foreign policy must 

simultaneously address all dimensions, making 

use in an integrated way of all available instru-

ments: “Diplomatic efforts, development, trade 

and environmental policies, should follow the 

same agenda”. This is perhaps the core phrase 

in the ESS: “The best protection for our security 

is a world of well-governed democratic states. 

Spreading good governance, supporting social 

and political reform, dealing with corruption 

and abuse of power, establishing the rule of law 

and protecting human rights are the best means 

of strengthening the international order”. 

Such a holistic approach is best imple-

mented via multilateralism, the third princi-

ple: “We need to pursue our objectives both 

through multilateral cooperation in interna-

tional organisations and through partnerships 

with key actors”. Only in cooperation with oth-

ers can our objectives be achieved peacefully, 

only in cooperation with all global actors can 

global challenges be successfully addressed, 

and only in cooperation with a wide range of 

actors can complex issues be comprehensively 

tackled. “The development of a stronger inter-

national society, well functioning international 

institutions and a rule-based international 

order is our objective”, declares the ESS under 

the heading of “effective multilateralism”. Mul-

tilateralism is “effective” to the extent that the 

ensemble of regimes, mechanisms and institu-

tions manages to provide access to the core 

public goods to citizens worldwide. 
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IMPLICATIONS FOR CSDP 

The ESS constitutes an important strategic 

choice, but it mostly tells us how to do things – 

it is much vaguer on what to do, it is incomplete 

in terms of objectives. Of course, a strategy 

must be translated into sub-strategies and poli-

cies for it to be put into action. With regard to 

CSDP however, such a “sub-strategy” is miss-

ing, hence there is a missing link between the 

ambition in the ESS – “to share in the respon-

sibility for global security” – and the practice of 

CSDP operations and capability development. 

As the 2008 Report on the Implementation of the 

European Security Strategy – Providing Security 

in a Changing World states, “We need to priori-

tise our commitments, in line with resources”. 

Three dimensions must be covered. 

First of all, there is not even consensus about 

which tasks or types of operations the EU can 

undertake. Legally, the EU’s Petersberg tasks 

include operations at the high end of the violence 

spectrum, including combat operations, yet 

politically the Member States are still extremely 

divided over the use of force under the EU flag. 

Secondly, priority regions and scenarios 

must be defined in relation to Europe’s vital 

interests: where and why should the EU deploy 

troops and perhaps even go to war? Because 

of its proximity, “the neighbourhood” logically 

appears as a clear priority where the EU should 

not only be active, but take the lead. It could be 

debated whether the “broader neighbourhood”, 

including Central Asia and the Gulf, is a prior-

ity as well. Next to the neighbourhood, the ESS 

singles out Iran as a priority. Other conflicts are 

mentioned in the ESS – Kashmir, the Great Lakes 

Region, the Korean Peninsula – but whether the 

EU should actively contribute to their resolution 

is not clear at all. Sub-Saharan Africa has been 

an important area of focus for CSDP, though the 

strategy behind it has not always been clear. 

For example, given that the EU twice intervened 

in the DRC at the request of the UN, in 2003 

and 2006, why was the third request, in 2008, 

refused? This demonstrates that without a strat-

egy, it is impossible to define what the success 

of an operation means. A perfect example of a 

European priority is the operation against piracy 

off the coast of Somalia, securing Europe’s lines 

of communication with the world. Importantly, 

the collective security system of the UN, and 

therefore of the EU as its main supporter and 

with two permanent members on the Security 

Council among its ranks, can only be legitimate 

if it addresses the threats to everyone’s security 

– too much selectivity undermines the system. 

The EU must therefore also shoulder its share 

of the responsibility by playing an active role in 

the Security Council and by contributing capa-

bilities to UN(-mandated) crisis management 

and peacekeeping operations. 

Finally, the EU must decide what scale of 

effort to devote to these priorities. CSDP is 

based on the 1999 Helsinki Headline Goal, i.e. 

60,000 troops, but this has been overshadowed 

by the much more limited battle groups. The 

availability of the forces declared cannot be 

assessed, because Member States declare num-

bers that in theory they are willing to deploy for 

CSDP operation, but no pre-identified units, and 

have often declared similar numbers to NATO 

as well. If all ongoing CSDP, NATO, UN and 

national operations in which EU Member States 

participate are counted, Europe deploys more 

than 80,000 troops, but they obviously cannot 

mobilise 60,000 additional troops for expedi-

tionary operations. The combined armed forces 

of the EU-27 total 2 million troops. There is no 

vision about how many of those troops Europe 

really needs. 

These questions should be answered in a 

military or civil-military sub-strategy, or “white 

book,” specifically for CSDP. As Member States 

have but a single set of forces, the question is 

not what the CSDP level of ambition is and what 

is that of NATO; the question is what the EU, as 

the political expression of Europe and as a com-

prehensive foreign policy actor, wants to con-

tribute as a global security provider, regardless 

of whether a specific operation is undertaken 

under CSDP or NATO (or UN) command.
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2.3 IMPLEMENTING THE EUROPEAN 
SECURITY STRATEGY:  
THE CHALLENGES AHEAD 

by Helga Schmid

European foreign policy has entered a new 

phase. The Lisbon Treaty, which created the 

single post of High Representative and Vice 

President, held by Cathy Ashton, and a unique 

new organisation – the European External 

Action Service – represents a landmark in the 

long development of CFSP.

Lisbon is all about effectiveness: making the 

EU more joined-up and better able to engage 

on the complex, multi-dimensional issues that 

define the international agenda today. Back in 

2003, the European Security Strategy, followed 

by the Implementation Report in 2008, set out 

the case for Europe to pursue a more active, 

coherent foreign policy, addressing potential 

threats at source, and promoting international 

law and an effective multilateral system. Lis-

bon provides the institutional and political 

framework with which to deliver that.

The job now is to put it to work, and quickly. 

As the EES emphasised, the world around us is 

changing fast. The rapid growth of China, India 

and other emerging economies is the defin-

ing trend of our age. If we wish to see a glo-

bal environment which supports our common 

interests and values, then we cannot afford to 

be bystanders. We play a full part in shaping 

events.

So what are we doing? In answering that 

question, Cathy Ashton has identified three 

strands: 

The first is to raise our game with our strate-

gic partners – the United States, Russia, China, 

India, Brazil, South Africa and others. This was, 

of course, a message from the ESS and the 

Implementation Report. But the context has 

been transformed, even in the period since 

2008. China, as the second largest global econ-

omy, is now indispensible to our economic 

stability, and increasingly to global security as 

well. And, within Europe, the Lisbon Treaty has 

given us the means to engage more coherently, 

bringing together our economic and political 

agenda, and with President Van Rompuy, Pres-

ident Barroso and High Representative Cathy 

Ashton to represent us.

The European Council launched a process 

of reflection, led by Cathy Ashton, to see how 

we can use these partnerships better. Indeed, 

if we wish to exercise influence with others, we 

must first be clear among ourselves what we 

want to achieve. At the same time, we hosted 

a series of summits – with China, India and the 

United States – which were an opportunity to 

see the new Lisbon format in operation. The 

result is both a better level of engagement, 

between leaders, but also more scope for tan-

gible results. With India, for instance, we were 

able to agree a Joint Declaration on Interna-

tional Terrorism, which provides the means to 

deepen our security relationship, and with the 

United States we agreed to take forward work 

together in the field of cyber security.

This is an ongoing process. The results will 

tell over time. As Cathy Ashton has empha-

sised, we cannot slip into a “one size fits all” 

approach. With each country, our agenda is 

different, and so is theirs. But in each case 

the challenge is similar: to bring together the 

various strands – trade policy, human rights 
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or security issues – so that we can better iden-

tify our interests, and how to use our leverage. 

This is the way that nation states have always 

operated. It is a lesson that the European 

Union is still learning. But it is indispensible, if 

we are to exercise influence in the world.

The second strand is a stable neighbour-

hood. The ESS set out a vision of nurturing a 

ring of well-governed countries around the 

EU. The EEAS, and the review of the European 

Neighbourhood Policy that is currently taking 

place, provide us with an opportunity to renew 

that task. So far, there have been both suc-

cesses and disappointments. The Eastern Part-

nership, launched in 2009, has brought greater 

cohesion to our efforts. We have worked to 

support democratic transition, rule of law and 

market reform. Developments in the Republic 

of Moldova have been encouraging. But the 

aftermath of presidential elections in Belarus 

left the EU with no alternative but to take a 

tough response. And, after five confused but 

democratic years in Ukraine, we now see sta-

bility but also worrying signs of the decline in 

the open society. 

Conflict also remains a lurking threat. The 

EU remains closely engaged in Georgia, includ-

ing through the EU Monitoring Mission, and as 

co-chairs in the Geneva talks on the breakaway 

territories of South Ossetia and Abkhazia. But 

substantive progress to resolving that conflict 

remains elusive. On Transnistria, on the other 

hand, there are more encouraging signs. Our 

role has grown steadily within the 5 + 2 settle-

ment format.

Our role in the South has been no less 

important. This builds on a long tradition, 

including launch of the Union for the Medi-

terranean. Events in Tunisia, Lybia and Egypt 

have opened another chapter. We need to 

embrace the prospect of democratic develop-

ment, and draw on our experience elsewhere 

to build the institutions that will underpin 

lasting change. 

Lisbon Summit, June 2010 

f.l.t.r.: Commission President Jose Manuel Barroso, High Representative of the EU  

for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy Ms Catherine Ashton, President Herman Van Rompuy

Council of the European Union
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The third strand is about addressing con-

flict and crisis around the world. During the 

first ten years of our Common Security and 

Defence Policy, the European Union estab-

lished a impressive track record, through our 

civilian and military missions, as a provider of 

greater stability in the aftermath of conflict. 

Many of these missions – in Kosovo, Afghani-

stan or Bosnia, for instance – represent a long-

term commitment on our part to the stabilisa-

tion of these countries.

With these, comes a growing diplomatic 

punch. The European Union is now estab-

lished as a serious interlocutor on key inter-

national issues, including the Iranian nuclear 

programme, in the Middle East Peace Process, 

or the Corfu Process on Euro-Atlantic security, 

within the OSCE. The External Action Service 

enables us to take this to another level, with 

a team of senior diplomats based at head-

quarters in Brussels, and a worldwide net-

work of delegations. Moreover, it brings into 

one organisation areas of expertise – military, 

humanitarian, election observation – which in 

traditional government structures are spread 

across different ministries, and difficult to co-

ordinate.

As an example, one area where this 

approach comes together is in the Israeli-Pal-

estinian conflict. The EU, as a member of the 

Quartet, has brought a new vigour to the role 

of this group and is at the heart of providing 

international support to bring the two sides 

into meaningful negotiations. Cathy Ashton 

herself has twice visited Gaza, highlighting the 

plight of that territory and its people. This year, 

with a backdrop of wider change in the Middle 

East, is a crucial opportunity to make progress. 

But the EU is also engaged in delivering 

change on the ground, through our budgetary 

support and policing mission to the Palestinian 

Authority, which are creating the framework 

for a viable future Palestinian state. And Cathy 

Ashton has made clear that we stand ready to 

increase that presence, if the parties can reach 

a compromise agreement.

In conclusion, there is much to be done. 

We must be ambitious, but also realistic. 

Foreign policy is always work in progress. It 

is easy to spot failures, but much harder to 

define success. As Ziebnew Brzezinksi, the 

former US National Security Advisor, has 

commented, we tend to overestimate our abil-

ity to influence events in the short term, but 

underestimate it in the longer term. To fulfil 

the ambitions set out by the European Secu-

rity Strategy, we need to be able to operate in 

both: responding to the world around us as it 

is today, but shaping the way that we want it 

to look tomorrow. The External Action Serv-

ice has provided us with the means to do so, 

by bringing together our collective economic 

and political weight. Now is the time to put 

that to work.
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Participation of Catherine 

Ashton, Vice‐President 

of the EC, in the Quartet 

meeting and the meeting 

of the G8 Foreign Affairs 

Ministers in April 2012. 

Hillary Clinton, Catherine 

Ashton and Helga Maria 

Schmid, Deputy Secre-

tary General of the Eu-

ropean External Action 

Service (EEAS) (from 

right to left)
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3 EXTERNAL ACTION OF 
 THE EUROPEAN UNION
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Meeting Room in the JUSTUS LIPSIUS building
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The President of the European Council:

Herman Van Rompuy
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3.1 EUROPEAN COUNCIL AND ITS 
PRESIDENT

The European Council was created in 1974 

with the intention of establishing an informal 

forum for discussion between Heads of State 

or Government. It rapidly developed into the 

body which fixed goals for the Union and set 

the course for achieving them, in all fields of EU 

activity. It acquired a formal status in the 1992 

Treaty of Maastricht, which defined its function 

as providing the impetus and general political 

guidelines for the Union’s development.

With the entry into force of the Treaty of Lis-

bon on 1 December 2009, it has become one 

of the seven institutions of the Union. Its Presi-

dent is Herman Van Rompuy, who has been re-

elected for a second term.

The European Council defines the general 

political direction and priorities of the Euro-

pean Union. 

compiled by Hans-Bernhard Weisserth

It provides the Union with the necessary 

impetus for its development and defines its 

general political directions and priorities. The 

European Council does not exercise legislative 

functions.

The European Council consists of the Heads 

of State or Government of the Member States, 

together with its President and the President 

of the Commission. The High Representative 

of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security 

Policy takes part in its work. 

The European Council elects its President 

by qualified majority. The President‘s term of 

office is two and a half years, renewable once. 

According to Article 15 (6) of the Treaty on the 

European Union, the President of the European 

Council:
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The new “EUROPA” building for the European Council still under construction

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

Webpage European Council/President:   

http://www.european-council.europa.eu/ 

the-president

More information on the Union’s decision  

making procedures can be found among 

others on the following webpage:  

http://europa.eu/scadplus/constitution/

doublemajority_en.htm

•	 chairs it and drives forward its work; 

•	 ensures the preparation and continuity of 

the work of the European Council in co-oper-

ation with the President of the Commission, 

and on the basis of the work of the General 

Affairs Council; 

•	 endeavours to facilitate cohesion and con-

sensus within the European Council; 

•	 presents a report to the European Parlia-

ment after each of the meetings of the Euro-

pean Council.

He also, at his level and in that capacity, 

ensures the external representation of the 

Union on issues concerning its common for-

eign and security policy, without prejudice to 

the powers of the High Representative of the 

Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy..

The European Council meets twice every 

six months, usually in Brussels in the Justus 

Lipsius building, assisted by the General Sec-

retariat of the Council. When the situation so 

requires, the President will convene a special 

meeting of the European Council.

Except where the Treaties provide other-

wise, decisions of the European Council are 

taken by consensus. 

Jochen Rehrl
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3.2 HIGH REPRESENTATIVE OF THE 
UNION FOR FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND 
SECURITY POLICY

At the informal meeting in Brussels on 

19  November 2009, ahead of the entry into 

force of the Treaty of Lisbon on 1 December, 

EU Heads of State or Government agreed on 

the appointment of Catherine Ashton as the 

High Representative (HR) of the Union for For-

eign Affairs and Security Policy.

DUTIES OF THE HIGH REPRESENTATIVE

The High Representative exercises, in for-

eign affairs, the functions which were previ-

ously performed  by the six-monthly rotating 

Presidency, the High Representative for CFSP 

and the Commissioner for External Relations. 

In accordance  with  Articles 18 and 27 of the 

Treaty on the European Union, the High Rep-

resentative:

•	 conducts the Union’s Common Foreign and 

Security Policy (CFSP);

•	 contributes by her proposals to the develop-

ment of that policy, which she will carry out 

as mandated by the Council, and ensures 

implementation of the decisions adopted in 

this field;

•	 presides over the Foreign Affairs Council;

•	 is one of the Vice-Presidents of the Com-

mission. She ensures the consistency of the 

Union’s external action. She is responsible 

within the Commission for responsibilities 

incumbent on it in external relations and for 

coordinating other aspects of the Union’s 

external action.

•	 represents the Union in matters relating to 

the Common Foreign and Security Policy, 

conduct political dialogue with third parties 

on the Union’s behalf and expresses the 

Union’s position in international organisa-

tions and at international conferences.

•	 exercises authority over the European Exter-

nal Action Service (EEAS) and over the Union 

delegations in third countries and at interna-

tional organisations.

SUPPORTING ARRANGEMENTS 

In fulfilling her mandate, the HR is assisted 

by a European External Action Service 

(EEAS). She also benefits from support from 

the Council and Commission services as 

appropriate.

The High Representative of the Union for 

Foreign Affairs and Security Policy:

Catherine Ashton

compiled by Hans-Bernhard Weisserth
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FOR FURTHER  INFORMATION

Webpage of the EEAS/High Representative: 
http://eeas.europa.eu/ashton

OTHER TASKS AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The HR has also responsibilities as regards 

the three EU Agencies established in the field 

of CFSP/CSDP. The HR is Head of the European 

Defence Agency and chairs its Ministerial Steer-

ing Board Meetings. The HR (or a representa-

tive) also chairs the EU Satellite Centre Board 

and the Board of the EU Institute for Security 

Studies.

In accordance with the Council Joint Action 

establishing the European Security and Defence 

College from 23 June 2008, the HR also plays a 

role vis-à-vis the College. The letters of appoint-

ment of the Member States’ representatives in 

the ESDC Steering Committee, duly authorised 

by the Member State, are directed to the HR. 

The course certificate of all ESDC courses are 

signed by the HR certifying among others that 

the courses conducted under the ESDC provide 

a clear EU perspective.

Platz für Foto

HR/VP Ashton during the crisis in Haiti, January 2010
European Commission
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Mohamed Morsi, Catherine Ashton and James Moran, Head  

of the EU Delegation to Egypt (from right to left) in July 2012
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3.3 OVERVIEW OF THE MAIN 
COUNCIL BODIES

The Council of the European Union is a 

single body but for reasons relating to the 

organisation of work, it meets – according to 

the subject being discussed – in different “con-

figurations” which are attended by the Minis-

ters from the Member States and the Commis-

sioners responsible for the areas concerned. 

In the 1990s there were 22 configurations; this 

was reduced to 16 in June 2000 and then to 9 

in June 2002. 

Since the entry into force of the Lisbon 

Treaty on 1 December 2009, there are ten 

configurations: (1) General Affairs, (2) Foreign 

Affairs, (3) Economic and Financial Affairs, (4) 

Justice and Home Affairs, (5) Employment, 

Social Policy, Health and Consumer Affairs, 

(6) Competiveness (internal market, industry, 

research and space), (7) Transport, Telecom-

munications and Energy, (8) Agriculture and 

Fisheries, (9) Environment and (10) Education, 

Youth, Culture and Sports.

compiled by Hans-Bernhard Weisserth

Council decisions are prepared by a struc-

ture of more than 150 working parties and 

committees.

The Foreign Affairs Council deals with the 

whole of the Union’s external action, includ-

ing common foreign/security/defence policy as 

well as foreign trade and development coop-

eration. A priority is to ensure coherence in the 

EU’s external action across the range of instru-

ments at the Union’s disposal in cooperation 

with the Commission. Defence Ministers meet 

within this Council configuration twice a year 

in addition to their informal meetings. The For-

eign Affairs Council is chaired by the High Rep-

resentative. Roughly 20 working parties (e.g. 

PSC, PMG, CIVCOM, thematic groups such 

as COHOM, CONUN, CONOP and COARM, as 

well as regional groups such as COEST, COASI, 

COLAT) in the foreign affairs field also have a 

permanent chairman appointed by the High 

Representative. The other Working Parties are 

chaired by the rotating six-months Presidency. 

The Permanent Representatives Committee 

(COREPER) prepares the work of the Council. 

The Political and Security Committee (PSC) 

was set up by the Council in January 2001 as 

the linchpin of CFSP and CSDP. It meets at the 

ambassadorial level as a preparatory body 

for the Council of the EU. Its mandate under 

Article 38 of the Lisbon Treaty includes keep-

ing track of the international situation in the 

areas falling within CFSP, helping to define 

policies and to monitor the implementation 

of agreed policies. It deals with crisis situa-

tions, examines all the options that might be 

considered as the Union’s response to the cri-

sis, makes recommendations to Council and, 

“JUSTUS LIPSIUS”, the building of the  

Council of the European Union
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EUROPEAN COUNCIL 

COMMITTEE OF PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVES
(COREPER)

FOREIGN AFFAIRS COUNCIL 

High Representative of the Union for 
 Foreign Affairs and Security Policy
and Vice-President of the European

Commission (HR/VP)

Political and Security Committee 
(PSC)

C
H

AIR

EUROPEAN
EXTERNAL

ACTION SERVICE
(EEAS)

includes i.a.:
CMPD, CPCC

EUMS and INTCEN

Relevant 
services

of the 
Council

Secretariat

CIVCOM

Committee for
Civilian

Aspects of
Crisis 

Management

EUMC 
EU Military
Committee

EUMCWG
(Working
Group)

PMG

Politico-
Military
Group

Relevant 
services

in the 
Commis-

sion

policy-making body

supporting/advisory body

STRUCTURES IN THE FIELD OF CFSP/CSDP

when authorised, exercises “political control 

and strategic direction” of the civilian/mili-

tary response to crisis under the authority of 

Council and the HR. Within this mandate it 

prepares discussions and conclusions of the 

Council. The work of the PSC is prepared by 

the Nicolaidis group.

The Politico-Military Group (PMG) is 

responsible for the politico-military aspects 

of the CSDP. It formulates recommendations 

and advice for the PSC on the politico-military 

aspects of crisis management.

The European Military Committee (EUMC) 

is the highest military body set up within 

the Council. It is composed of the Chiefs of 

Defence of the Member States. In this con-

figuration, the EUMC meets at least twice a 

year. Regular meetings take place with the per-

manent Military Representatives from all EU 

Member States. The EUMC provides the PSC 

with advice and recommendations on all mili-

tary matters within the EU. The EUMC’s work 

is prepared by a Military Committee Working 

Group (EUMCWG). The Committee as well as 

its Working Group are chaired by a permanent 

Chairperson and supported by the EU Military 

Staff.

In parallel with the EUMC, the PSC is 

advised by the Committee for Civilian 

Aspects of Crisis Management (CIVCOM). 

This committee provides information, rec-

ommendations, and gives its opinion to the 

PSC on civilian aspects of crisis manage-

ment. 

Another group, not mentioned in the dia-

gram, is the Working Party of Foreign Rela-

tions Counsellors (Relex Group). This group 

deals with all horizontal aspects, in particular 

the institutional, legal and budgetary issues. 

It prepares e.g. the Council Decisions required 

for the launching of the EU’s crisis manage-

ment missions and operations. 
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by Juha Auvinen

“BERLAYMONT”, the main building of the European Commission
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3.4 ROLE OF THE  
EUROPEAN COMMISSION

When the Lisbon Treaty entered into force 

the European Commission lost its right of ini-

tiative in Common Foreign and Security Policy. 

Nonetheless, its role in the Union´s external 

action is perhaps stronger than ever.

From the legal point of view, it ensures, 

together with the Council, the requirement of 

consistency of Union action. In the external 

relations field, the High Representative pro-

vides this consistency in her capacity as Vice-

President of the Commission, assisted by the 

European External Action Service (EEAS).

Strategically and operationally the Com-

mission is part of the EU’s comprehensive 

approach to crises and its external action 

more generally. The Commission manages a 

number of Union instruments that may be, and 

are, deployed in parallel with CSDP missions. 

The EEAS, the Commission and the Coun-

cil aim at increased complementarity in EU 

interventions by using the right mix of instru-

ments. A number of Commission services are 

involved: the Development and Co-operation 

DG (DEVCO/EuropeAid), the Enlargement DG 

(ELARG) and the Service for Foreign Policy 

Instruments (FPI). 

”The Union shall ensure consistency 

between the different areas of its exter-

nal action and between these and its other 

policies. The Council and the Commission, 

assisted by the HR/VP, shall ensure that con-

sistency and shall cooperate to that effect” 

(Article 21 (3) TEU).
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The three major Union instruments are 

the Development Co-operation Instrument 

(DCI), the European Neighbourhood Policy 

Instrument (ENPI) and the Instrument for Pre-

accession Assistance (IPA). The Instrument 

for Stability (IfS) finances measures with the 

aim of establishing conditions on the ground 

for longer-term development. The IfS, which 

has been rapidly growing in importance over 

the past years, funds exceptional assistance 

measures in crisis situations and longer-term 

structural programmes. The deployment of 

exceptional assistance measures is preceded 

by political consultation of Member States in 

the Political and Security Committee. 

The European Instrument for Democracy 

and Human Rights (EIDHR) supports measures 

aimed at enhancing human rights, democ-

racy and rule of law as well as the monitor-

ing of elections.  Development co-operation 

measures in the African, Caribbean and Pacific 

countries are financed from the European 

Development Fund (EDF). Although not part 

of the Union budget, the EDF is also managed 

by the Commission. One of the components of 

the EDF is the Africa Peace Facility, which may 

contribute to peace operations of the African 

Union and regional organisations. 

The Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection 

DG (ECHO) is able to mobilise resources quickly 

and flexibly in response to humanitarian needs 

in natural or man-made catastrophes.

CFSP operations are not based on a generic 

instrument established by a Council Regula-

tion. Each CFSP operation requires a sepa-

rate ad hoc legal basis decided by the Coun-

cil, which gives considerable flexibility for the 

Council in defining the content of the opera-

tions.

The Commission has a specific role in the 

implementation of the CFSP budget, which 

is part of the Union budget. The budget is 

implemented by the Service for Foreign Policy 

Instruments (FPI) under the authority of the 

High Representative acting as Vice-President 

of the Commission. 

The CFSP budget may not be used to finance 

military operations. Civilian crisis manage-

ment missions are the major activity, consum-

ing as much as 80-85 % of the budget annu-

ally. Other activities are projects in the area of 

non-proliferation and disarmament (5-10% of 

the budget) and EU Special Representatives 

(EUSR;  5-10% of budget), who are appointed 

by the Council in relation to specific policy 

issues. The size of the budget in 2012 is €362 

million.

The Commission ensures day-to-day finan-

cial management of CSDP missions and under-

takes on-the-spot monitoring and advisory 

missions to verify that the operations respect 

the principles of sound financial management 

as defined in the EC Financial Regulation. The 

Commission also contributes to the develop-

ment of civilian capabilities by establishing and 

managing framework contracts for the pro-

curement of essential equipment and services 

for CSDP missions, which is important in par-

ticular in rapid deployment situations.  There 

are currently 10 framework contracts, ranging 

from armoured cars and security equipment to 

high-risk insurance.  The Commission is also 

preparing a contract for warehousing services 

for CSDP missions. For these tasks, it coop-

erates closely with the Civilian Planning and 

Conduct Capability (CPCC) of the EEAS.

The Commission also ensures direct finan-

cial management of preparatory missions in 

order to facilitate the deployment of CSDP 

missions; it gives daily advice and training 

to mission staff in financial and procurement 

questions; and it hires external procurement 

and financial expertise to provide temporary 

expertise to missions.

In sum, the Commission continues to have 

an important role in CFSP/CSDP, by ensuring 

consistency of EU action, by being part of the 

Union’s comprehensive approach to crises, by 

managing the CFSP budget and by contribut-

ing to capacity-building in civilian CSDP.
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3.5 ROLE OF THE  
EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT

GENERAL

The European Parliament has developed a 

strong consensus in support of the European 

Security and Defence Policy (as an integral 

part of the Common Foreign and Security Pol-

icy) during the 6th Legislature (2004 to 2009). 

This consensus can be seen in the adoption 

of several Resolutions on CFSP and in Reso-

lutions approving specific CSDP Operations 

(incl. EUFOR Althea, EUFOR RD Congo, and 

EUFOR Chad).  Already at the start of the 7th 

Legislature (2009 to 2014), the European Par-

liament has shown its determination to use its 

new Lisbon Treaty powers to assert its parlia-

mentary prerogative over the development of 

both CFSP and the new Common Security and 

Defence Policy.1 This is particularly evident in 

by Gerrard Quille

“HENRI SPAAK” and “ALTIERO SPINELLI”, the buildings of the European Parliament in Brussels
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1  This is clearly stated in the report by the then Chair of AFET, Mr Albertini, “on the Annual report from the 
Council to the European Parliament on the main aspects and basic choices of the Common Foreign and Security 
Policy (CFSP) in 2008, presented to the European Parliament in application of Part II, Section G, paragraph 43 
of the Inter-institutional Agreement of 17 May 2006 (2009/2057(INI))”. See also the Report by the Chair of SEDE, 
Mr Danjean on “the Implementation of the European Security Strategy and the CSDP (2009/2198(INI))”. 

the role of the European Parliament in holding 

a hearing for the Vice President who is also 

the High Representative for Foreign Affairs 

and Security Policy (HR/VP) and in giving its 

approval of the HR/VP in a vote on the whole of 

the Commission. Furthermore, in the negotia-

tions with the HR/VP and the Council of Min-

isters on the establishment of the European 

External Action Service, the European Parlia-

ment has placed considerable emphasis on the 

need to improve transparency and increase the 

democratic accountability of decisions in the 

area of CFSP/CSDP. As a result the HR/VP has 

adopted a declaration on political accountabil-

ity which grants the European Parliament the 

opportunity to engage with the Council and 

the HR/VP on the launching of new missions or 

the adoption of new mandates and strategies.  
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THE ROLE OF THE EUROPEAN 

PARLIAMENT IN THE AREA OF CFSP/

CSDP – POLICY-SHAPING AND 

BUDGETARY CONTROL

The formal role of the European Parliament 

in relation to the Common Foreign and Secu-

rity Policy (and, as an integral part of that pol-

icy, the Common Security and Defence Policy) 

stems from its two main roles as stipulated in 

the treaties i.e. that of political scrutiny and 

budgetary authority. 

From the moment the European Parliament 

endorsed the High Representative as Vice Pres-

ident of the Commission, the development of a 

close working relationship between the HR/VP 

and the European Parliament has become the 

focus of attention. Initially this centred on the 

setting up of the EEAS which was established 

by a Council Decision following consultation 

with the EP and the consent of the Commission 

(Article 27 (3)) but which also involved Parlia-

ment’s co-decision on relating legislative and 

budgetary decisions, necessary for the opera-

tion  of the Service. This working relationship, 

however, goes beyond the EEAS. The HR/VP 

has a central role (reaching across the EU insti-

tutions and to the Member States) in ensur-

ing coherent and effective policy formulation 

of EU Foreign, Security and Defence Policy. In 

this respect the Lisbon Treaty tasks her to work 

with the European Parliament (Article 36 of the 

Lisbon Treaty), whereby: 

“
The High Representative of the Union 

for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy 

shall regularly consult the European 

Parliament on the main aspects and 

basic choices of the common foreign 

and security policy and the common 

security and defence policy and inform 

it of how those policies evolve. She 

shall ensure that the views of the Euro-

pean Parliament are duly taken into 

consideration … The European Parlia-

ment may ask questions of the Council 

or make recommendations to it and to 

the High Representative. Twice a year 

it shall hold a debate on progress in 

implementing the common foreign and 

security policy, including the common 

security and defence policy.” 

Therefore the HR/VP Catherine Ashton is the 

new linchpin of EU external action and impor-

tantly her role in relation to the EP is clearly 

spelt out as one of informing, consulting and 

of ensuring the views of the EP are duly taken 

into consideration. The declaration on political 

accountability issued at the time of the adoption 

of the EEAS decision confirms this mandate.

The European Parliament in Strasbourg
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REINFORCING PARLIAMENT’S 

PREROGATIVE: THE POWER OF  

THE PURSE 

Although these consultative rights do not 

give the European Parliament a decision-mak-

ing role in the CFSP/CSDP, they are supple-

mented by the European Parliament role as a 

budgetary authority. 

Article 41 of the Treaty on European Union 

clearly states that operating expenditure 

resulting from CSDP operations which do not 

have military or defence implications (military 

missions are funded by Member States out-

side the EU budget) are charged to the Union’s 

budget. As the number of civilian CSDP mis-

sions grew (growing from approx. 35 million 

euros prior to 2004 to approx 280 million in 

2010) this put a greater demand on the Union’s 

CFSP budget. The Presidency therefore had to 

approach the European Parliament as a budg-

etary authority and regularly request increases 

in the CFSP budget. As part of the negotia-

tions on the EU multiannual financial frame-

work (i.e. the multiannual budget for all Union 

policy areas) an “Inter-Institutional Agree-

ment between the European Parliament, the 

Council and the Commission on budgetary 

discipline and sound financial management” 

was adopted on 17 may 2006. This agreement 

specified that for the CFSP budget (predomi-

nantly used for contributing to civilian CSDP 

missions) the Presidency, represented by the 

Chair of the Political and Security Committee, 

should consult the European Parliament (rep-

resented by the bureaux of the Foreign Affairs 

and Budget Committees) at least five times 

a year in order to prepare for the adoption of 

the annual CFSP budget. These “Joint Con-

sultation Meetings” have been an important 

focus for the Committee on Foreign Affairs 

to express its views on CSDP missions along-

side the Budget Committee’s control of CFSP 

spending. The meetings symbolise the coming 

together of Parliament’s consultation/scrutiny 

role and budgetary authority in the area of 

CFSP.  With the adoption of the Lisbon Treaty 

and specifically the replacement of the rotating 

Presidency by a representative of the HR/VP 

this IIA will need to be amended to reflect the 

new role of the HR/VP in relation to the Euro-

pean Parliament. At the time of writing this 

contribution the Inter-Institutional Agreement 

is still under revision but the Permanent rep-

resentative of the HR/VP Chairing the Political 

and Security Committee has been announced 

as Ambassador Olof Skoog.  

In addition, in order to ensure more flexible 

use of the CFSP budget the Lisbon Treaty (Arti-

cle 41 (3) TEU) includes the provision for a deci-

sion establishing the specific procedures for 

guaranteeing rapid access to appropriations in 

the Union budget for urgent financing of initia-

tives in the area of CFSP. The article states that 

this Decision will be taken “after consulting the 

European Parliament”. 

STRENGTHENING PARLIAMENTARY 

LEGITIMACY OF CFSP/CSDP: 

COOPERATION WITH NATIONAL 

PARLIAMENTS

Another important innovation in the Lisbon 

Treaty can be found in the role of National 

Parliaments and in particular in protocol 

Number  1 (in particular Articles 9 and 10) of 

the Treaty which specifies that: 

“
The European Parliament and national 

Parliaments shall determine the organ-

isation and promotion of effective 

and regular inter-parliamentary coop-

eration within the Union.” [This could 

include] “… the exchange of informa-

tion and best practice between national 

Parliaments and the European Parlia-

ment, including their special commit-

tees. ...  inter-parliamentary confer-

ences on specific topics, in particular to 

debate matters of the common foreign 

and security policy, including common 

security and defence policy.” 
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The Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 

European Parliament already invites repre-

sentatives from the EU national Parliaments 

for an annual exchange on the CFSP (includ-

ing CSDP). This is important in bridging what 

is referred to as the double democratic deficit 

whereby the European Parliament has weak 

decision-making powers but very good insight 

(and increasingly a policy-shaping role) on 

CSDP but where national Parliaments have 

stronger formal powers but struggle to cope 

with the complexities of EU decision making 

on CFSP (and CSDP). Working together the 

European Parliament and national Parliaments 

can play an important role in providing demo-

cratic legitimacy to CSDP. 

CONCLUSION 

The innovations in the Lisbon Treaty pro-

vide an opportunity to improve political coher-

ence in the EU’s external representation and 

action. The key role of the HR/VP, supported 

by the EEAS, is central in achieving the objec-

tives of the Union. The political framework for 

consultation and dialogue with the European 

Parliament continues to improve, enabling it to 

contribute to the development of CFSP/CSDP.  

As a partner in the development of the Union’s 

external relations, the Lisbon Treaty ena-

bles the European Parliament to play its role, 

together with its EU national counterparts, in 

helping to address the challenge clearly set out 

in the 2008 Report on the Implementation of 

the European Security Strategy” which states 

that: 

“
Maintaining public support for our 

global engagement is fundamental. 

In modern democracies, where media 

and public opinion are crucial to shap-

ing policy, popular commitment is 

essential to sustaining our commit-

ments abroad. We deploy police, judi-

cial experts and soldiers in unstable 

zones around the world. There is an 

onus on governments, parliaments 

and EU institutions to communicate 

how this contributes to security at 

home.”

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

For more and updated information you can 

consult the webpage of the European Parlia-

ment http://www.europarl.europa.eu/

•	 Comelli, M., “The Democratic Account-

ability of the CSDP and the role of the 

European Parliament” in Greco, Pirozzi & 

Silvestri (eds)., “EU Crisis Management: 

institutors and capabilities in the making”, 

IAI, Quaderni No. 19, November 2010

•	 Born, Anghell et al “Parliamentary Over-

sight of Civilian and Military ESDP Mis-

sions. the European and National Levels, 

Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control 

of the Armand Forces (DCAF), Geneva, 

see: http://www.dcaf.ch/Publications/Pub-

lication-Detail/?id=55091&lng=en 

•	 See the critical debates in the works of 

Peters, Wagner, Deitelhoff “The Parlia-

mentary Control of European Security Pol-

icy”, ARENA Report No. 7/08 and RECON 

report No. 6, December 2008 availavle at: 

www.reconproject.eu/projectweb/portal-

project/Report6_ParliamentaryControl.

html 

•	 See in particular the “Resolution on the 

Annual report from the Council to the 

European Parliament on the main aspects 

and basic choices of the Common For-

eign and Security Policy (CFSP) in 2008, 

presented to the European Parliament in 

application of Part II, Section G, paragraph 

43 of the Inter-institutional Agreement of 

17 May 2006 (2009/2057(INI))”; and the 

“Resolution on the Implementation of the 

European Security Strategy and the CSDP 

(2009/2198(INI))”. 

•	 See also Mission Analysis Partnership  

http://www.csdpmap.eu
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3.6 EUROPEAN 
EXTERNAL ACTION SERVICE
compiled by Hans-Bernhard Weisserth

Article 27 (3) TEU constitutes the legal basis 

for the Council decision on the organisation 

and functioning of the European External 

Action Service (EEAS). 

“
In fulfilling his mandate, the HR shall be 

assisted by a European External Action 

Service. This service shall work in coop-

eration with the diplomatic services of 

the Member States and shall comprise 

officials from relevant departments of 

the General Secretariat of the Council 

and of the Commission as well as staff 

seconded from national diplomatic 

services of the Member States …”

MAIN TASK OF THE EEAS

The EEAS assists the HR in her roles as HR 

for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy Chair-

person of the Foreign Affairs Council and as 

Vice President of the Commission. It prepares 

proposals and contributes to their implemen-

tation after their approval by Council. It also 

assists the President of the European Council 

and the President as well as the Members of 

the Commission in their respective functions 

in the area of external relations and ensures 

close cooperation with the Member States. 

POLICY GOALS

Neighbourhood policy is a top priority for 

the EEAS. This policy is directed towards our 

close neighbours to the East and South, tai-

lor-made for each country. The overall aim is 

to increase prosperity, security and stability 

of the EU and its neighbours. This is done on 

the basis of common values: democracy and 

human rights, rule of law, good governance, 

market economy principles and sustainable 

development.

ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS

The EEAS is a service sui generis separate 

from the Commission and the Council Secre-

tariat. It has the legal capacity necessary to 

archieve its ogjectives and enjoysautonomy 

in terms of administrative budget and man-

agement of staff. EEAS staff is appointed by 

the HR and is drawn from three sources: rel-

evant departments of the General Secretariat 

of the Council, of personnel of the Commis-

sion and – for one third – of national diplo-

matic services of the Member States. In order 

EEAS KEY POLICY GOALS

•	 A secure, stable and prosperous European 

Neighbourhood

•	 Closer relationship with Strategic Partners

•	 Universal respect for human rights

•	 Spread of democracy and rule of law

•	 Sustainable development policy

•	 Crisis management and conflict preven-

tion
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to enable the High Representative to conduct 

the Common Security and Defence Policy 

(CSDP), the Crisis Management and Planning 

Directorate (CMPD), the Civilian Planning and 

Conduct Capability (CPCC) and the Military 

Staff (EUMS) became an integral part of the 

EEAS, whilst maintaining their sprcificities in 

terms of function, recruitment and staff.

The EEAS is composed of geographical 

(covering all regions and countries) and the-

matic Management Directorates, in addition 

to a Management Directorate responsible 

for Crisis Response and one responsible for 

resources and administration. The 137 former 

Commission’s delegations and offices around 

the world became Union delegations under 

the authority of the HR and are now part of 

the EEAS structure. They work in close coop-

eration with diplomatic services of the Mem-

ber States. 

In order to support the HR in her regular 

consultations with the European Parliament 

on the main aspects and the basic choices 

of the CFSP/CSDP, the EEAS maintains close 

relations and contacts with the European Par-

liament.

Trade, development policy and humanitar-

ian aid as defined by the Treaty remain the 

responsibility of the relevant Commissioners. 

For more details including the Foreign Policy 

Instruments (FPI) Commission Service see 

chapter 3.4 “Role of the European Commis-

sion”.

The EEAS has been established in sev-

eral stages. Finally, when the EEAS has been 

functioning for some time at full speed, there 

should be a review of the functioning and 

organisation of the EEAS followed, if neces-

sary, by a revision of the Council decision. 

This review should also cover the scope of the 

EEAS, including delegations’ role in consu-

lar affairs. Such a review should take place in 

2014.

FOR FURTHER  INFORMATION

Website European External Action Service: 
http://eeas.europa.eu

High Representative / Vice President

North Africa,

Middle East,

Arabian

Peninsula,

Iran and Iraq

Chair of Political and

Security Committee
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Crisis Management

Structures
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Communications

Executive
Secretary General

Chief
Operating Officer

Deputy
Secretary General

Geographical and thematic management directories
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illustration of the structure as at May 2012

(for a detailed organisation chart of the EEAS see http://eeas.europa.eu/background/organisation)
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Africa Americas Global and

Multilateral

Issues

Europe

and

Central Asia
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compiled by Hans-Bernhard Weisserth

3.7 CRISIS MANAGEMENT 
STRUCTURES

From the start of CSDP, the EU quickly 

developed its crisis management structures 

to present its ability to deploy civilian and 

military crisis management instruments as its 

specific strength. The relevant internal serv-

ices supporting crisis management include in 

particular the Crisis Management and Planning 

Directorate, the Civilian Planning and Conduct 

Capability, the Intelligence Analysis Centre and 

the Military Staff. They are an integral part of 

the European External Action Service (EEAS).

The EU is a living organisation and CSDP a 

process developed step by step. The EU’s cri-

sis management structures mirror this process 

and will therefore further evolve  in the future. 

CRISIS MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING 

DIRECTORATE (CMPD)

The Crisis Management Planning Directo-

rate (CMPD) is part of the European External 

Action Service and at the core of the EU Com-

mon Security and Defence Policy as part of the 

EU Common Foreign and Security Policy. It 

was created in 2009, following European Coun-

cil conclusions encouraging the establishment 

of a new, single civilian-military strategic plan-

ning structure for CSDP operations and mis-

sions.

The CMPD works under the political control 

and strategic direction of the Member States 

in the Political and Security Committee, acting 

under the responsibility of the Council of the 

EU and the High Representative of the Union 

for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. The 

CMPD provides also assistance and advice to 

the High Representative and the relevant EU 

Council bodies.

Its core activities and products include:

•	 Strategic Planning of CSDP missions and 

operations;

•	 Strategic Reviews of existing CSDP missions 

and operations;

•	 Develop CSDP partnerships;

•	 Coordinate the development of civilian and 

military capabilities;

•	 Develop CSDP policy and concepts;

•	 Conduct exercises and develop CSDP train-

ing.

The objective of the political-strategic plan-

ning is to develop possible options for EU 

action and prepare a decision by EU Ministers 

on “what to do, why, where and with whom” 

with regard to a international security crisis 

situation. These options are put together in a 

Crisis Management Concept (CMC) which is 

proposed to EU Ministers for approval. This 

strategic planning is conducted in an inte-

grated way, involving both civilian and military 

planners and in consultation with other serv-

ices within the EEAS. It forms the basis for the 

further operational planning and the conduct 

of a mission or an operation.

Crisis Management Concepts developed by 

the CMPD and approved by the Foreign Affairs 

Council include e.g. those for the mission for 

the Regional Maritime Capacity Building in the 

Horn of Africa and in Somalia, the Sahel mis-

sion and the mission for the security of the air-

port in Juba (South Sudan).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

EEAS Website:

http://eeas.europa.eu following the portal 

“Security and Defence - CSDP”.
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CRISIS MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING DIRECTORATE
(CMPD)

CIVILIAN PLANNING AND CONDUCT CAPABILITY
(CPCC)

CIVILIAN PLANNING AND CONDUCT 

CAPABILITY (CPCC) 

The Civilian Planning and Conduct Capabil-

ity (CPCC) was established in August 2007. Its 

mandate is: 

•	 to plan and conduct civilian CSDP missions 

under the political control and strategic 

direction of the Political and Security Com-

mittee;

•	 to provide assistance and advice in particu-

lar to the High Representative of the Union 

for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy and 

the relevant EU Council bodies.

•	 to direct, coordinate, advise, support, super-

vise and review civilian CSDP operations. 

DIRECTOR
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TRAINING AND
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illustration of the Structure as at May 2012
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CPCC works in close cooperation with the 

other crisis management structures within 

the European External Action Service and the 

European Commission.

The CPCC’s Director, as EU Civilian Opera-

tions Commander, exercises command and 

control at strategic level for the conduct of all 

civilian crisis management missions, under 

the political control and strategic direction of 

the Political and Security Committee and the 

overall authority of the High Representative for 

Foreign Affairs and Security Policy Catherine 

Ashton.

EUROPEAN UNION MILITARY STAFF 

(EUMS) 

The EU Military Staff (EUMS) was estab-

lished by a Council Decision in January 2001. 

Its mission is defined in the EUMS Terms of 

Reference and is to: 

•	 perform early warning, 

•	 situation assessment and 

•	 strategic planning 

for missions and tasks referred to in Articles 

42 and 43 of the Treaty of Lisbon, including 

those identified in the European Security Strat-

egy. This also encompasses the identification 

of European national and multinational forces 

and to develop and implement policies and 

decisions as directed by the European Union 

Military Committee (EUMC).

The EUMS is the only permanent military 

structure of the European Union. The EUMS 

works in close cooperation with the other EU 

crisis management bodies, notably the Crisis 

Management Planning Directorate (CMPD), 

the Intelligence Analysis Centre (INTCEN) and 

the Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability 

(CPCC).

The role and tasks of the EUMS have some 

unique characteristics. On one hand, the 

EUMS is an integral part of the EU crisis man-

agement structures and provides in-house 

military expertise for the High Representative 

of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security 

Policy (HR). On the other hand, it assists the 

EU Military Committee and operates under its 

military direction. 

The EUMS’s structure and organisation 

is fully multinational and comprises around 

200 military personnel seconded by Member 

States, acting in an international capacity, as 

well as civilian staff. It is headed by a Direc-

tor General (a three-star general officer) who 

is assisted by the Deputy Director General and 

Chief of Staff (a two-star general officer).

The Concepts and Capabilities Directo-

rate’s mission is “to be responsible for EUMS 

concepts, doctrine, force planning and capa-

bility development including crisis manage-

ment exercises, training, analysis and lessons 

learned, and for cooperation with the Euro-

pean Defence Agency. As regards EUMS plan-

ning, it ensures coherence between the EU 

military concepts and the crisis management 

procedures”.

The Intelligence Directorate’s mission is 

“to provide intelligence input to early warn-

ing and situation assessment. To contribute to 

the EUMS planning through the provision of 

intelligence and intelligence planning exper-

tise. To provide the intelligence input to crisis 

response planning and assessment for opera-

tions and exercises”. 

The Operations Directorate’s mission is “to 

assist in planing  EU-led military crisis manage-

ment operations, including post-launch strate-
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gic crisis response planning, develop strategic 

advance and crisis response planning, includ-

ing early military assessment and planning in 

support of informed decision making; to moni-

tor all CSDP operations and to generate the 

capacity to plan and run an autonomous oper-

ation”. It is responsible for the maintenance of 

a fit for purpose Operation Centre wich may be 

activated upon Council Decision.

The Logistics Directorate’s mission is “to 

serve as a focal point for all matters in the func-

tional areas of logistics, to contribute to the 

EUMS planning through the provision of logis-

tic planning expertise, to be responsible for 

logistic concepts and doctrine, to provide the 

logistic element of crisis response planning and 

assessment for operations and exercises and to 

provide administrative support to the EUMS”.

The Communications and Information Sys-

tems Directorate’s mission is “to develop, for 

the EUMS, policies and guidance for imple-

mentation, operation and maintenance of 

Communication and Information Systems, in 

EUROPEAN UNION MILITARY STAFF 
(EUMS)

illustration of the Structure as at May 2012
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support of CSDP activities. To contribute to 

EUMS planning through the provision of CIS 

planning expertise at the strategic and opera-

tional level, to provide the CIS element of crisis 

response planning and assessment for opera-

tions and exercises”.

The Executive Office’s mission is ‘’to assist 

the Chief of Staff in the coordination of the 

EUMS internal processes and information flow 

and to act as the EUMS primary interface for, 

and to coordinate the military interaction with, 

all external institutions, international organisa-

tions and strategic partners’’.

The Chairman Military Committee Sup-

port’s mission is “to serve as the focal point 

for supporting the Chairman of the EUMC 

(CEUMC) and the Chairman of the EUMC Work-

ing Group (CEUMCWG) in the preparation, exe-

cution and evaluation of the EUMC/EUMCWG 

meetings and acts as the interface/liaison 

between CEUMC office and the EUMS. In this 

context, it looks after all the secretariat’s tasks 

for the benefit of the EUMC and EUMCWG”.
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The EU Cell at SHAPE Unit’s mission is “to 

prepare for EU operations having recourse to 

NATO common assets and capabilities under 

Berlin Plus arrangements and to support 

DSACEUR in his role as a potential operational 

commander for an EU-led operation. It contrib-

utes to full transparency between NATO and 

the EU embodying their strategic partnership 

in crisis management”.

The EUMS hosts the NATO Planning and Lia-

sion Team.

In addition, a EUMS military liaison officer 

to the United Nations is established in New 

York to further enhance co-operation between 

the military parts of the EU and the UN. 

EU INTELLIGENCE ANALYSIS CENTRE 

(EU INTCEN)

In 2002, the EU Joint Situation Centre (EU 

SITCEN) was established as a directorate of the 

Council General Secretariat, directly attached to 

the office of the High Representative. In 2011, the 

Centre was transferred to the European External 

Action Service (EEAS) and is now renamed the 

EU Intelligence Analysis Centre (EU INTCEN).

The EU INTCEN is the exclusive civilian intel-

ligence function of the EU, providing in-depth 

analysis for EU decision-makers. Its analytical 

products are based on intelligence provided 

by EU Member States’ intelligence and secu-

rity services, open sources (media, websites, 

blogs etc.), diplomatic reporting, interna-

tional organisations, NGOs, CSDP missions 

and operations, EU Satellite Centre, visits and 

fact-finding missions.  It co-operates closely 

with the Intelligence Division of the EUMS.

The Centre’s main mission is to provide 

intelligence analyses, early warning and situ-

ational awareness to the High Representa-

tive Catherine Ashton and to the European 

External Action Service (EEAS). It also offers 

its services to the various EU decision mak-

ing bodies in the fields of the Common For-

eign and Security Policy (CFSP), the Com-

mon Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) 

and Counter Terrorism (CT), as well as to the 

Member States.

EU INTCEN does this by monitoring and 

assessing international events, focusing par-

ticularly on sensitive geographical areas, ter-

rorism and the proliferation of weapons of 

mass destruction and other global threats.

High Representative Catherine Ashton visits the EU Situation Room in the EEAS Council of the EU
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compiled by Hans-Bernhard Weisserth

3.8 AGENCIES IN THE FIELD OF CSDP

There are currently three EU Agencies established in the support of the Common Foreign and 

Security Policy (CFSP) and the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP): The European 

Defence Agency, The EU Satellite Centre (EUSC) and the EU Institute for Security Studies (EU ISS).

•	 development of defence capabilities; 

•	 promotion of Defence Research and Tech-

nology (R&T); 

•	 promotion of armaments co-operation; 

•	 creation of a competitive European Defence 

Equipment Market and the strengthening of 

the European Defence, Technological and 

Industrial Base.

All these tasks relate to improving Europe’s 

defence performance by promoting consist-

ency . A more integrated approach to capability 

development will contribute to better defined 

future requirements on which cooperation – in 

EUROPEAN DEFENCE AGENCY (EDA)

The European Defence Agency (EDA) was 

established under a Joint Action of the Council 

of Ministers on 12 July 2004, 

“
to support the Member States and the 

Council in their effort to improve Euro-

pean defence capabilities in the field of 

crisis management and to sustain the 

European Security and Defence Policy as 

it stands now and develops in the future”. 

With the entry into force of the revised Treaty 

on European Union, the Agency now is a Treaty 

based agency (Articles 42 (3) and 45 TEU).

Functions

The European Defence Agency, within the 

overall mission set out in the Joint Action, is 

allocated  four tasks , covering:

Defence Ministers of 26 participating Member States,
chaired by the High Representative, Head of  EDA

STEERING BOARD

Chief
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armaments or R&T or the operational domain 

– can be built. More cooperation will, in turn, 

provide opportunities for industrial restructur-

ing and progress towards a continental-wide  

demand and market, which industry needs.

The EDA is an agency of the European Union 

and it is therefore under the direction and 

authority of the Council, which issues guide-

lines to and receives reports from the High 

Representative (HR) of the Union for Foreign 

Affairs and Security Policy as Head of the 

Agency. Detailed control and guidance, how-

ever, is the job of the Steering Board. 

The HR chairs the Steering Board, the princi-

pal decision-making body of the Agency, made 

up of Defence Ministers from 26 participating 

Member States (all EU members except Den-

mark) and a member of the European Commis-

sion. 

In addition to ministerial meetings at least 

twice a year, the Steering Board also meets 

at the level of national armaments directors, 

national research directors, national capability 

planners and policy directors.

The Chief Executive, his Deputies and the 

Directors together form the Agency Manage-

ment Board (AMB), supported by the Planning 

& Policy Unit.

Strategies

The Agency conducts its activities within a 

strategic framework. It consists of four strate-

gies, endorsed by EDA Steering Board.

•	 The Capability Development Plan (CDP) pro-

vides to Member States an auditable picture 

and assessment of capability trends and 

requirements, over the short, medium and 

long term, in order to inform national deci-

sions on defence investments; this includes 

the identification of areas for cooperation for 

capability improvement, and the proposal 

concerning options for collective solutions. 

The CDP is the overall strategic tool, the 

‘driver’ for R&T investment, for armaments 

cooperation and for the defence industries.

•	 The European Defence Research & Tech-

nology (EDRT) strategy aims at enhancing 

more effective R&T in support of military 

capabilities. The EDRT strategy defines the 

‘Ends’ (in which key technologies to invest), 

the ‘Means’ (how to do this) and the ‘Ways’ 

Claude‐France Arnould (EDA Chief Executive), HR/VP Catherine Ashton, Adam Sowa (Deputy 

Chief Executive) in the margins of an EDA Steering Board meeting with Defence Ministers.
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EU SATELLITE CENTRE (EUSC)

The Centre was founded within the Western 

European Union in 1992 and incorporated as 

an agency into the European Union on 1 Janu-

ary 2002. It is located in Torrejón de Ardoz, in 

the vicinity of Madrid, Spain.

Mission and Staff

In line with the European Security Strategy, 

the Satellite Centre supports  decision- making 

in the field of the Common Foreign and Secu-

rity Policy (CFSP), in particular of the Common 

Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), including 

European Union crisis management opera-

tions, by providing products resulting from 

the analysis of satellite imagery and collat-

eral data, including aerial imagery and related 

services. 

Furthermore, the Centre ensures close coop-

eration with Community space-related serv-

ices, such as the Joint Research Centre. It also 

maintains contacts with other national and 

international institutions in the same field.

The staff of the Centre consists of experi-

enced imagery analysts, geospatial specialists 

and supporting personnel, recruited from EU 

Member States. The Centre also hosts sec-

onded experts from  Member States and Third 

States. 

to implement the ends and means through 

roadmaps and action plans.

•	 The European Armaments Cooperation 

(EAC) strategy is focussed on promoting and 

enhancing more effective European arma-

ments co-operation in support of CSDP capa-

bility needs. The EAC strategy defines how 

to improve the effectiveness and efficiency 

of European armaments programmes by a 

series of actions, applying lessons learned 

from past experiences through a ‘Guide to 

Armaments Co-operation Best Practice’.

•	 The European Defence Technological and 

Industrial Base (EDTIB) strategy describes 

the future European defence industrial land-

scape, based on the three Cs: Capability-

driven, Competent and Competitive. The 

future EDTIB has to be more integrated, less 

duplicative and more interdependent, with 

increased specialisation, for example by 

establishing industrial centres of excellence. 

It refers to action fields for which Govern-

ments will be responsible, such as consoli-

dating demand and investment. Logically, 

the strategy links the work on realising the 

future EDTIB to the Agency’s activities on 

the European Defence Equipment Market. 

Special attention is paid to the importance 

of Small- and Medium-sized Enterprises 

with their typical flexibility and capacity to 

innovate.

These strategies provide for the destinations 

of EDA’s activities in the four functional areas 

and for the course to be followed. But they 

don’t produce capabilities by themselves. 

These have to be generated through concrete 

projects and activities.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

Further details are set out in the Joint Action 

establishing the European Defence Agency. 

This and more up-to-date information can 

be found on the EDA’s website:  

www.eda.europa.eu
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Supervision

The EUSC operates under the political 

supervision of the Political and Security Com-

mittee (PSC). The PSC issues guidance to the 

High Representative (HR) on the Centre’s pri-

orities. The HR gives operational direction to 

the Centre and reports to the PSC.

The EUSC Board, consisting of representa-

tives from Member States and the Euro-

pean Commission, appoints the Director and 

approves the annual budget as well as the 

work programme of the Centre. Furthermore, 

the Board serves as a forum for discussion on 

issues related to the Centre’s functioning, staff 

and equipment. It meets at least twice per year 

but in practice more often, and is chaired by 

the High Representative or a representative. 

Tasking and Priorities

Subject to the assent of the HR, the EU Sat-

ellite Centre may be tasked by  the European 

Commission, the Member States and Third 

States. If the request is relevant in the field 

of CFSP, in particular the CSDP,  international 

organisations such as the United Nations (UN), 

the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) 

and the Organisation for Security and Coop-

eration in Europe (OSCE) may also file their 

requests to the Centre. 

The Satellite Centre’s areas of priority reflect 

the key security concerns as defined by the 

European Security Strategy, such as moni-

toring regional conflicts, state failure, organ-

ized crime, terrorism and the proliferation of 

weapons of mass destruction. For example, 

the EUSC gives support to EU operational 

deployments (such as EUFOR in Bosnia and 

Herzegovina and EUNAVFOR Atalanta) and 

humanitarian aid missions and peacekeeping 

missions. The Centre is also an important early 

warning tool, facilitating information for early 

detection and possible prevention of armed 

conflicts and humanitarian crises. 

The Centre carries out tasks in support of 

the following activities:

•	 general security surveillance of areas of 

interest

•	 support for humanitarian and rescue tasks,

•	 support for peacekeeping tasks,

•	 tasks of combat forces in crisis manage-

ment, including peacemaking,

•	 treaty verification,

•	 contingency planning,

•	 arms and proliferation control (including 

Weapons of Mass Destruction),

•	 support for exercises,

•	 other activities, such as judicial investiga-

tions. 

FOR FURTHER  INFORMATION

More information on the tasks of the dif-
ferent divisions and on the work and the 
projects of the EUSC can be found on its 
website: www.eusc.europa.eu.

EU SATELLITE CENTRE 
(EUSC)

illustration of the structure as at May 2012
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EU INSTITUTE FOR SECURITY STUDIES 

(EU ISS)

The EU Institute for Security Studies (EU ISS) 

was established by the Council Joint Action of 

20 July 2001 (revised by Council Joint Action 

of 21 December 2006) as a replacement for the 

Western European Union Institute for Security 

Studies (established in July 1990). It was inau-

gurated on 1 January 2002. 

The EU ISS is an autonomous agency with 

full intellectual independence operating in the 

framework of  the Common Foreign and Secu-

rity Policy (CFSP). Its core goals are to help 

develop and project the Common Foreign and 

Security Policy (CFSP), to provide research 

and recommendations that can contribute 

to the formulation of CFSP, and to enrich 

Europe’s strategic debate. It also acts as an 

interface between European experts and deci-

sion-makers at all levels und provides analy-

sis and forecasting to the High Representative 

of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security 

Policy.  

The European Union Institute for Secu-

rity Studies (EU ISS) is located in Paris. It is 

funded by EU Member States, according to a 

GNP-based cost-sharing formula and it is gov-

erned by two administrative bodies: 

•	 the Political and Security Committee exer-

cises political supervision; 

•	 the Board lays down budgetary and admin-

istrative rules and is chaired by the High 

Representative or his representative. 

Research

The EU ISS covers all areas related to the 

Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), 

including the European Security and Defence 

Policy (ESDP), and it approaches its research 

from both geographic and thematic perspec-

tives. Its research fellows are complemented 

by an extensive network of external research-

ers who contribute to the Institute’s research 

activities on an ad hoc basis. 

Publications

The Institute’s flagship publication is its 

monograph series of Chaillot Papers. The Insti-

tute also publishes occasional papers, books, 

reports, and shorter policy briefs and analy-

ses, as well as a quarterly newsletter. 

European 
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Seminars and conferences

The Institute organises its Annual Confer-

ence, the EU Washington Forum and other 

regular seminars and conferences. They bring 

together academics, EU officials, national 

experts, decision-makers and NGO represent-

atives from the 27 Member States but also 

from the rest of the world. 

Co-operation

The Institute co-operates with numerous 

counterpart institutions in Europe, the United 

States and beyond, and plays  an essential role 

in the development of CFSP concepts. 

The EU ISS is also a permanent network  

member of the European Security and Defence 

College.

SOURCES FOR MORE 

AND UPDATED INFORMATION

For more information on the EU ISS and 
its publications you can consult its website    
www.iss.europa.eu. You can also subscribe 
to be kept up to date on the latest EU ISS 
publications and analysis with email alerts.

“THE CAPITAL” (also known as the Triangle), main building of the 

European External Action Service

Jochen Rehrl
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4.1. CSDP MISSION SPECTRUM – 
FROM PETERSBERG TO LISBON
by Jochen Rehrl

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The Treaty of Maastricht, signed in Febru-

ary 1992 and establishing the European Union, 

was a milestone in the development of the 

EU’s involvement in the field of Foreign and 

Security Policy. At that time the EU had no 

operational capacities but a clear political will 

to evolve into a global actor. Therefore the 

operational tasks were given to another organ-

isation, the Western European Union (WEU), 

which was reactivated during the disintegra-

tion process of the Yugoslav Republic.

In June 1992 at a Council of Ministers of the 

Western European Union in Petersberg, a con-

ference location near Bonn/Germany, the WEU 

gave itself their new tasks:

EUPM: Opening of the European Union Police Mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina by Police 

Commander Sven Frederiksen, Commissioner for the EUPM – Sarajevo, 1 January 2003
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“
4. Apart from contributing to the com-

mon defence in accordance with Article 

5 of the Washington Treaty and Article V 

of the modified Brussels Treaty respec-

tively, military units of WEU Member 

States, acting under the authority of the 

WEU, could be employed for:

•	 humanitarian and rescue tasks;

•	 peacekeeping tasks;

•	 tasks of combat forces in crisis man-

agement, including peacemaking.”

These tasks, called “Petersberg Tasks”, were 

incorporated in the legal framework of the 

European Union by the Treaty of Amsterdam 

in 1997. With the creation of the (Common) 

European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) 

in 1999, the EU established its own operational 



HANDBOOK CSDP  55 

capabilities in the military and civilian field. In 

2003 the EU launched its first CSDP activities, 

in January a civilian police mission in Bosnia 

(EUPM) and in March the military operation in 

FYROM (Concordia) after having concluded a 

strategic framework arrangement with NATO 

(“Berlin Plus Arrangement”).

In the context of the Intergovernmental Con-

ference for a “Treaty establishing a Constitu-

tion for Europe”, the so-called “Petersberg 

tasks” were revisited and extended. Besides 

this task catalogue, some other missions were 

included which will have an impact on the 

capability development of the CSDP instru-

ments, in particular the solidarity clause and a 

mutual assistance clause.

CSDP MISSION SPECTRUM

Although the “Treaty establishing a Con-

stitution for Europe” was only signed but not 

ratified, the task catalogue was transferred 

unchanged to the Treaty of Lisbon. After the 

end of the ratification process and the entry 

into force of the Treaty of Lisbon, from 1 

December 2009 the mission spectrum is as fol-

lows:

“
Art. 42 TEU: “1. The common security 

and defence policy shall be an integral 

part of the common foreign and secu-

rity policy. It shall provide the Union 

with an operational capacity draw-

ing on civilian and military assets. 

The Union may use them on missions 

outside the Union for peace-keeping, 

conflict prevention and strengthen-

ing international security in accord-

ance with the principles of the United 

Nations Charter. The performance of 

these tasks shall be undertaken using 

capabilities provided by the Member 

States.”

 Art. 43 TEU: “1. The tasks referred 

to in Article 42 (1), in the course of 

which the Union may use civilian and 

military means, shall include joint 

disarmament operations, humanitar-

ian and rescue tasks, military advice 

and assistance tasks, conflict preven-

tion and peace-keeping tasks, tasks of 

combat forces in crisis management, 

including peace-making and post-

conflict stabilisation. All these tasks 

may contribute to the fight against ter-

rorism, including by supporting third 

countries in combating terrorism in 

their territories.”

Some argue that the scope of the CSDP task 

catalogue did not expand compared to the 

Petersberg tasks from 1992. Taking into 

account the fact that the Petersberg tasks 

made a reference to a framework including 

missions from search and rescue to peace-

making, everything which is now stated in Art. 

42 TEU was already within this framework.

Others argue that the scope expanded 

because new capabilities are addressed. For 

example disarmament operations, military 

advice and assistance tasks could require tools 

other than those which were planned to exe-

cute the Petersberg tasks.

Regardless whether the original Petersberg 

tasks were enlarged compared to the CSDP 

task catalogue of Art. 43 (1) TEU, the new hori-

zontal task “terrorism” was introduced, which 

is new and will have an impact on the fight 

against terrorism.

Besides this CSDP task catalogue, another 

challenge for the CSDP is the newly introduced 

mutual assistance clause in Art. 42 (7) TEU:

EUFOR Tchad/RCA: Austrian Patrol
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“
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, in accordance with Article 51 

of the United Nations Charter. This 

shall not prejudice the specific charac-

ter of the security and defence policy 

of certain Member States.

 Commitments and cooperation in this 

area shall be consistent with commit-

ments 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 implementa-

tion.”

The mutual assistance clause is based on the 

UN principle of collective self-defence and 

underlines the EU guiding principle of solidar-

ity. The content differs compared to similar 

paragraphs in other treaties (e.g. NATO, WEU). 

For example the application of this clause is 

based on “armed aggression”, which is more 

extensive than an “armed attack”. The geo-

graphical area refers to the territory of the EU 

Member States, which could be seen as a vir-

tually worldwide responsibility. And finally the 

means for assistance are not limited to military 

or civilian assets, but must be interpreted to be 

as comprehensive as the full engagement of 

the EU in the field of the Common Foreign and 

Security Policy.

Nevertheless the various types of Member 

States are respected: those which are neutral, 

non-allied and members of NATO.

TERRORISM

Terrorism can be found within the CSDP 

task catalogue of Art. 43 (1) TEU, implicitly 

in the mutual assistance clause of Art. 42 (7) 

TEU and explicitly in the solidarity clause of 

Art. 222 TFEU. Taking these rules all together, 

the European Union will face the phenomenon 

“terrorism” within and outside the EU, preven-

tively or in the form of consequence manage-

ment. There are no clear indications whether 

one rule will be preferred in practice. One 

could argue that the CSDP task catalogue and 

the mutual assistance clause are designed for 

the fight against terrorism outside the territory 

of the EU, whereas the solidarity clause will 

be the rule for the EU territory itself. The fight 

against terrorism in the sense of preventive 

engagement remains an open question.

By including the task “fight against terror-

ism” in all relevant paragraphs of the Treaty 

which will influence capability development in 

the EU, the Union made a clear and promising 

statement that it will be ready and prepared 

to face the challenge and protect its citizens 

worldwide against any kind of terrorist threat.

GEOGRAPHICAL SCOPE OF 

THE MISSION SPECTRUM

The CSDP task catalogue was created for 

missions abroad, whereas the mutual assist-

ance clause prioritises operations to fight 

armed aggression inside and preventively also 

outside the EU. The geographical scope for 

EU’s missions and operations is not limited.

EU Border Assistance Mission to Moldova and Ukraine:  

Border Control – 19 February 2008
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The first step is the drawing up of a Cri-

sis Management Concept (CMC). This docu-

ment describes the EU’s political interests 

in the conflict and proposes the aims and 

objectives that the CSDP engagement would 

pursue. The CMC also links those aims and 

objectives to the different policy tools that 

are available to act and respond. It therefore 

embodies the strategic vision of how the EU’s 

comprehensive approach can be brought 

to bear in any given crisis environment.  

Once the CMC has been agreed to by the PSC it 

is formally adopted by the Council, endowing 

it with the highest level of political approval.

Second comes the consideration of strate-

gic options – if at all required – and the Coun-

4.2 DECISION MAKING  
IN THE FIELD OF CSDP

Through the CSDP, the European Union 

offers a framework for a truly comprehensive 

approach towards international crisis manage-

ment. It allows for complementary Commu-

nity measures with a sharp increase in politi-

cal interest and human expertise that only 

the Member States can provide. This option 

is activated whenever the Member States col-

lectively determine that ‘EU action is appro-

priate’. Whenever the Political and Security 

Committee (PSC) reaches a consensus on this 

issue, a dedicated mission planning process 

starts. The different steps of this process are 

described in a set of Crisis Management Proce-

dures. These were first agreed to in 2003 and 

were, at the time of writing, under review.

Council Meeting in Brussels
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cil Decision to act. Depending on the various 

policy tools proposed by the CMC, the PSC 

may ask for different Military Strategic Options 

(MSO), Police Strategic Options (PSO) or other 

Civilian Strategic Options (CSO) to be elabo-

rated by the EU Military Staff and the Civilian 

Planning and Conduct Capability. These will 

typically reflect different ways of achieving the 

same aim or different levels of ambition with 

which that aim can be pursued. Once the PSC 

agrees on which option to pursue, the Council 

can take the decision to act. For this the For-

eign Relations Counsellors (Relex Group) draw 

up a Council Decision. This is the legal act by 

MAIN DECISIONS

1. EU action considered appropriate
2. Approval of the CMC 
3. Decision to take action 
4. Approval of the CONOPS 
5. Approval of the OPLAN 

means of which the Council formally estab-

lishes the operation, appoints the Head of Mis-

sion or Operations Commander(s) and decides 

on the financial arrangements for distributing 

the costs resulting from the engagement.

The third step is the elaboration of the 

increasingly detailed planning documents, 

namely the Concept of Operations (CONOPS) 

and the Operation Plan (OPLAN). The CONOPS 

is the Commander’s concise outline of how the 

operation is intended to fulfil its objectives. It is 

accompanied by guidelines on the use of force 

as well as a statement of requirements. This is 

a list of all the human and material resources 

necessary to conduct the operation. The sub-

sequent OPLAN is a highly detailed script of 

the entire operation in all its practical aspects. 

Both the CONOPS and the OPLAN need to be 

approved by the PSC and the Council.

At this point, it is worth emphasising that 

these procedures are not set in stone but 

rather serve as flexible guidelines for structur-

DECISION MAKING PROCEDURE
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CON-
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MSOD
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CONOPS

IMD
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�

3 weeks
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EUNAVFOR
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� � � � �

� � � � � �

� � � � �

� � � �

� � �

�

9 months 5 months

EUCAP
NESTOR

� �

�

EUAVSEC
South Sudan

ing a decision-making cycle that is bound to be 

influenced by a crisis environment that is often 

chaotic. As a result, some steps may be added 

or others deleted, as the situation requires. It 

is not uncommon to see extra documents sur-

face in the course of the debate (e.g. policy 

option papers preceding the CMC). Some steps 

may be skipped altogether under the influence 

of time pressure. Furthermore, the process 

of drafting documents is typically iterative in 

nature. Different versions of the same draft 

may be sent back and forth multiple times 

between the EEAS and the Member States. 

Throughout the process, different committees 

and working groups may offer input (EUMC, 

CIVCOM and PMG to name the most important 

ones). The more extensive the consultations, 

the longer the process takes. What counts the 

most, however, is the collective political will to 

drive the process forward.

The corollary of this procedural flexibility is 

that Member States at all times retain political 

control and exercise oversight over all CSDP 

action. To this end, the PSC is tasked with pro-

viding strategic direction to all missions and 

operations. This is done through the provi-

sion of input into the production of the vari-

ous planning documents, the generation of 

whatever resources the mission requires and 

ultimately the decision to launch, prolong or 

end the CSDP engagement. In order to inform 

these decisions, the chain of command regu-

larly reports to the PSC. This is done with a 

view to keeping the Member States up-to-

date on how the situation is evolving, and so 

as to receive further instructions as a func-

tion of such changes. As a result, the planning 

and conduct of missions and operations not 

only displays an iterative but also a dialectic 

character. What is politically desirable must 

be weighed against what is practically feasi-

ble within the given constraints of time and 

resources. For this very reason, the crisis man-

agement procedures not only deal with formal 

decision-making but also presuppose a crea-

tive design process.

PLANNING IN REALITY
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4.3 COMMAND AND CONTROL 
OPTIONS

Political &
Strategic

Level

Strategic
Level

Operational
Level

Tactical
Level

Council / Political and Security Committee

EU Military Committee

Operation
Commander

OHQ

Force
Commander

FHQ

Civilian Operation
Commander

CPCC / Brussels

Head of
Mission

HoM

Committee for Civilian
Aspects of Crisis

Management / CIVCOM

Police Rule of Law

Civil Admin

Land
Component
Command

Air
Component
Command

Maritime
Component
Command

Forces Forces Forces

including inter alia:

In the absence of a permanent military com-

mand and control structure, the EU has three 

strategic options for  commanding and con-

trolling military operations. 

Firstly, it can have  recourse to NATO assets 

and capabilities using the Berlin-Plus arrange-

ments. In this case, the preferred option is to 

establish the EU Operation Headquarters at 

SHAPE.

Secondly, the EU can have  recourse to the 

Member States’ assets and capabilities. In this 

case the OHQ will be provided by one of the 

Member States able to provide this headquar-

ters capacity (France, Germany, Greece, Italy 

and UK).

Thirdly, the EU can activate its Operations 

Centre in the EU Military Staff to plan and 

conduct an autonomous EU operation when 

the Council decides to draw on the collective 

capacity of the EU Military Staff for an opera-

tion which requires a civilian as well as a mili-

tary response and when no national Operation 

Headquarters has been identified. 

The following diagram illustrates the differ-

ent command and control structures which 

need to be identified for civilian missions and 

military operations. 

compiled by Hans-Bernhard Weisserth

EU COMMAND AND CONTROL OPTIONS

EU COMMAND AND CONTROL STRUCTURES
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4.4 CIVILIAN MISSIONS AND  
MILITARY OPERATIONS

For each operational activity, detailed and updated information, including video presentations, 

can be found on the website of the European External Action Service http://eeas.europa.eu 

(search for ‘Policies’, ‘Security and Defence Policy’ and then ‘EU Operations’) 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
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Following the development and establish-

ment of its structures and procedures, the EU 

started its operational engagement in 2003 

with the first civilian mission (EU Police Mis-

sions in BiH) and military operation (Opera-

tion CONCORDIA in FYROM). Since then, it has 

conducted more than 25 civilian and military 

operations. This handbook will not elaborate 

on the details. 

The attached world map provides a general 

overview of all past and current civilian mis-

sions and military operations. 

extracted from EEAS website

Strengths take into account

international and local staff

Military operations: ongoing/completed

Civilian missions: /completedongoing

EUFOR ALTHEA
Bosnia & Herzegovina, since 2004
Troop strength: 1152

EUPM
Bosnia & Herzegovina,
2003 - 2012

EULEX KOSOVO
Since 2008
Mission strength: 2199

CONCORDIA
Former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia (FYROM), 2003

EU SSR Guinea-Bissau
2008 - 2010

EUPAT
Former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia (FYROM), 2006

EUPOL PROXIMA
Former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia (FYROM), 2004 - 2005

EUBAM
Moldova and Ukraine
Mission strength: 200

EUJUST THEMIS
Georgia, 2004 - 2005

EUMM  GEORGIA
Since 2008
Mission strength: 411

EUPOL AFGHANISTAN
Policing mission, since 2007
Mission strength: 550

EUJUST LEX
Iraq/Brussels, since 2005
Mission strength: 55Support to AMIS II

Sudan/Darfur,
2005 - 2006

EUFORTchad/RCA
2008 - 2009

EUBAM Rafah
Palestinian territories, since 2005
Mission strength: 19

EUPOL COPPS
Palestinian territories, since 2006
Mission strength: 92

ARTEMIS
RD Congo, 2003

EUNAVFOR Somalia
Since 2008
Troop strength: 1297

EUTM SOMALIA
Since  2010
Troop strength: 113

EUFOR RD Congo
2006

AMM Monitoring Mission
Aceh/Indonesia
2005 - 2006

EUPOL RD Congo
Since 2007
Mission strength:  55

EUPOL Kinshasa
RD Congo, 2005 - 2007

EUSEC RD Congo
Since 2005
Mission strength: 68

EUCAP SAHEL Niger
Since July 2012

EUCAP NESTOR
Since July 2012

EUAVSEC South Sudan
Since 2012

OVERVIEW OF THE MISSIONS AND OPERATIONS 

OF THE EUROPEAN UNION August 2012
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4.5 FINANCING OF CSDP ACTIONS

LEGAL BASIS

Articles 31 and 41 TEU, Council Decision 

2008/975/CFSP of 18 December 2008 estab-

lishing a mechanism to administer the 

financing of the common costs of European 

Union operations having military or defence 

implications (Athena), Articles 313 ff TFEU.

by Ernst Schmid

INTRODUCTION

External actions of the European Union 

are  – thematically and financially – much 

broader than the crisis management opera-

tions under CSDP. They comprise, inter alia, 

the Development Cooperation Instrument, 

the Instrument for Stability and Humanitarian 

Aid. In total the multiannual financial frame-

work provides for a maximum expenditure  of 

55.935 million euros for the „EU as a world 

player“ in the period 2007-2013. This chapter 

will, however, focus specifically on the princi-

ples of financing  crisis management opera-

tions stricto sensu, i.e., civilian missions and 

military operations.

GENERAL RULES

The TEU lays down the basic rules on 

the financing of crisis management opera-

tions. Under  Article 41 (1) TEU administrative 

expenditure of the institutions arising from 

the implementation of the CSDP, both for civil-

ian missions and military operations, will  be 

charged to the budget of the European Union. 

The same applies, as a general rule, to oper-

ating expenditure under  Article 41 (2) TEU, 

except for cases (a) where the Council – acting 

unanimously – decides otherwise and (b) for 

such expenditure arising from operations hav-

ing military or defence implications.

If expenditure is not charged to the Union 

budget, it is generally charged to the Mem-

ber States in accordance with their gross 

national product (unless the Council unani-

mously decides otherwise). If, on a decision 

to embark on  an operation having military 

or defence implications, a Member States 

abstains in a vote and makes a formal declara-

tion (constructive abstention), it is not obliged 

to contribute to the financing of the respec-

tive expenditure.

CIVILIAN MISSIONS

Civilian missions are funded from the gen-

eral budget of the European Union which is 

decided upon by the Council and the Euro-

pean Parliament. Title 19 of the budget cov-

ers „External Relations“, and its Chapter 3 is 

specifically dedicated to Common Foreign 

and Security Policy ( the „CFSP budget“, as it 

is called). It is implemented by the European 

Commission.

The CFSP budget amounts to just over 

362  million Euros in 2010. The relevant sub-

divisions (articles) are „Monitoring and imple-

mentation of peace and security processes“ 

(commitments of 3 million Euros), „Conflict 

resolution and other stabilisation measures“ 

(137 million Euros), and „Police missions“ 

(approx. 61 million Euros). In order to be able 

to respond flexibly and finance urgent needs 

5  million Euros are provided for under the 

heading „Emergency measures“.



HANDBOOK CSDP  63 

MILITARY OPERATIONS

After temporary financing mechanisms for 

operations CONCORDIA and ARTEMIS, the 

Council, in February 2004, established a perma-

nent „mechanism to administer the financing 

of the common costs of European Union opera-

tions having military or defence implications 

(Athena)“. ATHENA, in capital letters, as it is 

usually referred to, has a permanent structure 

and functional legal capacity. It acts on behalf 

of the participating Member States (all Member 

States of the EU, except Denmark), and third 

States, if the latter contribute to the financing of 

the common costs of a specific operation.

Given that the contributions are provided 

by the Member States based on a GNI scale 

(ranging currently from less than 0,5 % to more 

than 20 % per Member State) it is logical that 

ATHENA is managed under the authority of a 

Special Committee (SC) which is composed of 

a representative of each participating Member 

State and takes decisions by unanimity. 

ATHENA covers, basically, the incremental 

costs for headquarters, certain infrastructure 

works, medical services, and satellite images 

during the active phase of an operation. Fur-

ther expenditure may be authorised by the SC 

upon request by the Operation Commander 

who bears the overall financial responsibility. 

When the Council so decides, also transport to 

and from the theatre of operations for deploy-

ment, support and recovery of the forces are 

considered as operational common costs. In 

addition, certain measures in the preparatory 

and winding-up phases of an operation are 

borne by ATHENA, as well as specific general 

costs and joint  costs of EU exercises.

The 2010 ATHENA budget provides for (in 

commitment appropriations) around 23,1 mil-

lion euros for EUFOR ALTHEA and 9,95 mil-

lion for ATALANTA out of a total of 34,6 mil-

lion euros. It will, however, be adjusted if new 

operations are started. Overall, one has to bear 

in mind that the costs financed jointly account 

for less than 10 % of the total costs for an oper-

ation, the rest follows the principle „costs lie 

where they fall“.

CONCLUSION

The ATHENA mechanism is a very flex-

ible instrument for the financing of military 

operations. This also holds true of periodical 

revisions of the mechanism as such. The EU 

budget, in some respects, lacks this flexibility. 

Its advantage, however, lies in the democratic 

control at  European level which is exercised 

by the European Parliament as co-legislator of 

the budget.

Above all, the political will to provide suf-

ficient funding, both for civilian and military 

operations, in order to fulfil the respective 

tasks is of paramount importance.
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5 CIVIL-MILITARY 
CO-ORDINATION (CMCO)
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5.1 CIVIL-MILITARY CO-ORDINATION –  
A SPECIFIC REQUIREMENT OF THE EU 

THE NEW STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENT

One of the three strategic objectives defined 

in the European Security Strategy is to tackle 

the key threats identified, including terrorism, 

the proliferation of weapons of mass destruc-

tion, regional conflicts, state failure and organ-

ised crime. The strategy further concludes that 

none of these threats is purely military, nor can 

any be tackled by purely military means. Each 

requires a mixture of instruments. Prolifera-

tion may be contained through export controls 

and combated through political, economic and 

other pressures while the underlying political 

causes are also tackled. Dealing with terrorism 

may require a mixture of intelligence, police, 

judicial, military and other means. In failed 

states, military instruments may be needed 

to restore order, with humanitarian means 

used to tackle the immediate crisis. Regional 

conflicts need political solutions but military 

assets and effective policing may be needed in 

the post- conflict phase.

Hence, the new strategic environment calls 

for the deployment of a mixture of instru-

ments, of civilian and military capabilities 

together. Experiences with crisis management 

operations in the recent past showed that an 

operation requires a combination of civilian 

and military tools from the outset. In many 

cases military security is established quickly 

but organised crime and other factors continue 

to thwart a return to normality.

EU IN A UNIQUE SITUATION

In recent years the EU has created a number 

of different instruments, each of which has its 

own structure and rationale. The EU is in such 

a unique position to have at its disposal all the 

means and tools necessary for effective inter-

national crisis management. This is considered 

to be the comparative advantage of the EU. 

The challenge now is to bring together these 

different instruments and capabilities and to 

ensure that they all follow the same agenda.

From the start of its operational engagement 

in international crisis management in 2003, the 

EU has tried to present its ability to deploy 

both civilian and military instruments together 

as its particular strength. However, despite all 

co-ordination efforts, the civilian and military 

structures have remained to great extent dif-

ferent worlds and the civilian and military cri-

sis management missions and operations are 

still separate. 

PROGRESS MADE SO FAR IN THE 

INSTITUTIONAL SETTING

In recent years the Council has taken a 

number of decisions to lay down the condi-

tions for better civil-military co-ordination and 

co-operation, aiming in particular to integrate 

the civilian and military planning structures 

and to launch activities relating to civil-military 

capability development.

A first attempt to create civil-military struc-

tures for the planning and conduct of CSDP 

missions and operations was made at the 

end of 2003. A Civil-Military Cell was estab-

by Hans-Bernhard Weisserth
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lished within the EU Military Staff to enhance 

its capacity to conduct early warning, situa-

tion assessment and strategic planning. The 

cell was led by a military director and a civil-

ian deputy. All in all, it has proved to be a 

useful step forward towards a better linkage 

between civil and military strategic planning 

but its location within the EU Military Staff 

has raised doubts about its real civil-military 

character.

In the same context, an Operations Centre 

was established within the EU Military Staff 

which became operational in 2007. The aim 

was to provide for an additional command 

option in particular in cases where a joint civil-

military response might be required and none 

of the national potential Operation Headquar-

ters might be available. 

In response to the lack of a planning and 

command structure for civilian missions, 

a Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability 

(CPCC) was created and became operational 

in 2008. As a matter of fact, it is an Opera-

tion Headquarters for civilian missions only, 

responsible for the operational planning and 

command of civilian missions at the strate-

gic level. The Director of the CPCC acts as the 

Civilian Operation Commander for all civilian 

missions.

In 2009, a new decision was taken to further 

develop the relevant structures at the strategic 

level, namely to merge the relevant civilian and 

defence directorates in the Council Secretariat 

with the Civ-Mil Cell to form a new Crisis Man-

agement and Planning Department (CMPD). 

This department now operates as an inte-

grated structure for strategic planning of CSDP 

operations and missions and is also dealing 

with CSDP policy and capability issues.

All in all, these are useful organisational 

and institutional steps taken so far at the stra-

tegic level which help to improve civil-military 

co-ordination. However, whether this will be 

the final solution is arguable. CSDP is and 

will remain an evolving process, at least in 

the coming decades. This process might cul-
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EUFOR Tchad/RCA: Civ‐Mil Coordination Meeting
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minate in unified civil-military structures as 

underlined in 2009 by the former Chairman 

of the EU Military Committee, General Henri 

Bentégeat. Referring to the progress made so 

far in civil-military integration, he underlined 

the importance of establishing an integrated 

Civil-Military Headquarters for CSDP mis-

sions which would, in his view, correspond to 

a specific requirement of the European Union.

CIVIL-MILITARY CAPABILITY 

DEVELOPMENT 

Apart from the institutional and organisa-

tional aspects, consideration is now given to 

possible synergic effects in the field of Euro-

pean capability development. It is recognised 

that further co-ordination of military and civil-

ian efforts is necessary, both at strategic level 

and in theatre, in order to enhance the capabil-

ity of the EU to meet complex challenges in the 

future. Finding synergies between civilian and 

military efforts is also considered to be cost 

efficient for the Member States.

TRAINING AND EXERCISES 

Following the EU’s comprehensive approach 

to crisis management, civil-military co-ordina-

tion is a recognised special training require-

ment for the EU and should be met through 

special training courses and through com-

bined civilian and military participation when-

ever possible, in national and EU-level training. 

Aspects of civil-military co-ordination are also 

regularly addressed in EU exercises. 

The European Security and Defence College 

is playing a significant and important role in 

support of the EU’s comprehensive approach 

by providing training at strategic level for civil 

and military personnel of the Member States 

and the EU Institutions. Training activities of 

the ESDC bring together diplomats, police, rule 

of law and civil administration staff and mili-

tary personnel, thereby contributing to a bet-

ter mutual understanding. Under the aegis of 

the college there are also training courses cov-

ering specifically civil-military co-ordination 

issues within the EU and in co-operation with 

international organisations and partners.

EUPOL Afghanistan: Assistance to Badghis fire brigade continues, 3 January 2009
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5.2 THE LISBON TREATY – 
PUTTING THE COMPREHENSIVE 
APPROACH INTO PRACTICE
by Walter Stevens

Security challenges are on the increase and 

getting more and more complex – in Afghani-

stan, Somalia, Sudan, Yemen, Sahel, Iran and 

Northern Africa. Consequently, the demand for 

crisis management capacities to tackle these 

challenges is also growing. Budgets, however, 

are getting tighter. There is therefore a strong 

need to do better with existing means, to use 

them more wisely, in a better combination and 

coordinated better with the efforts of other 

organisations and actors in order to increase 

their impact.  

An emphasis on synergy is particularly 

important given the increasingly common 

understanding that military means alone do 

not suffice to bring peace, security and sta-

bility to troubled areas. We also need civil 

instruments that can help rebuild state struc-

tures and democratic institutions and fos-

ter economic development. There can be no 

lasting peace, security and stability without 

respect for human rights, democracy and 

fundamental freedoms, or without economic 

development. 

Our approach, thus, should be a global and 

multidisciplinary one, which brings together 

military means and civilian instruments and 

looks beyond mere crisis management, by 

bringing together different policy tools – diplo-

macy, development and security/defence – in 

a single, sustainable approach with the correct 

mix and combination. This is the major task we 

are facing.

And it is precisely in the context of this 

challenge that the Lisbon Treaty can play its 

role. The Treaty aims to contribute to greater 

efficiency and coherence of the EU’s exter-

nal action and security policy. It has given us 

the tools to develop a more comprehensive, 

integrated approach and make the EU more 

effective as a world player. It created the 

post of the High Representative for Foreign 

Affairs and Security Policy, who conducts the 

EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy. It 

gave birth to the European External Action 

Service (EEAS) to assist the High Represent-

ative in the preparation and conduct of her 

policy. Moreover, the High Representative is 

also Vice-President of the Commission. All 

this supports the development of a coherent 

EU strategy to prevent and tackle crises and 

make use of all the available tools, – diplo-

matic, economic, developmental, humanitar-

ian and crisis management – in a coordinated 

manner, so that they complement and rein-

force each other. 

Of course, like Rome, neither the European 

External Action Service nor the comprehensive 

approach can be built “in a day”, however high 

the expectations for the EU to tackle crises and 

WE DO CRISIS MANAGEMENT THE 

EUROPEAN WAY WITH AN INCREAS-

INGLY COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH 

BRINGING TOGETHER THE 3DS: 

•	 DIPLOMACY, 

•	 DEVELOPMENT AND 

•	 DEFENCE/SECURITY.
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assume its responsibility. Any change of this 

magnitude will take some time. We are build-

ing a new institutional framework and a new 

approach. But I clearly see progress and a real 

positive change in our approach, with a better 

response to developments, greater coherence 

and better cooperation with relevant services, 

including those of the Commission. It is impor-

tant to fully exploit the wide variety of existing 

resources, maximise synergies and strengthen 

cooperation. Crisis management is an essen-

tial item in the EU toolbox. 

Our current approach to Somalia is a good 

example. With EUNAVFOR-Atalanta, the EU is 

leading the international effort on combating 

piracy at sea. Our training mission in Uganda 

(EUTM) is providing training to Somali secu-

rity forces as part of an effort to support the 

Somali Transitional Government in gaining 

control over Somali territory. In a broader per-

spective, the EU has committed substantial 

means to addressing the root causes of piracy 

on Somali lands and is helping build the 

capacities of countries in the region affected 

by piracy. Its action has political, diplomatic, 

development and humanitarian dimensions. It 

now includes the launch of a new CSDP mis-

sion to help countries in the region build up 

their maritime security capacities. A Special 

Representative for the Horn of Africa was 

appointed recently to ensure better coordi-

nation and integration of the different instru-

ments via the Horn of Africa Strategy, which 

was adopted by the Foreign Affairs Council at 

the end of last year. 

A similar coordinated comprehensive 

approach, involving various EU instruments 

and possibly including a CSDP mission, is 

being developed for the Sahel region, where 

security threats are increasing very rapidly. 

The drugs trade, human trafficking, terrorism 

and the inflow of militia and weapons from the 

recent conflict in Libya are concocting a very 

dangerous mix. 

Developments in the Sahel also clearly 

illustrate the need for better interaction 

Deterring piracy:  European Union Naval Force Somalia – Operation Atalanta
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between different EU policy areas, in partic-

ular between external and internal security 

policies. To that end, the EEAS has developed 

a policy paper and an action plan, approved 

by the Political and Security Committee, 

to strengthen ties between the Common 

Security and Defence Policy and the area of 

Freedom, Security and Justice (FSJ) and to 

address these issues in a more coordinated 

way. This is only the start, however. A lot 

more work needs to be done. 

Developing a comprehensive approach 

does, of course, rely on effective coopera-

tion across services. This is key to delivering 

results, as the High Representative has stated. 

For my department, the Crisis Management 

and Planning Directorate, it means improving 

links between the crisis management struc-

tures and actions and other EEAS/Commission 

departments and EU instruments. 

Crisis management activities are not taking 

place in a vacuum: the missions and opera-

tions are instruments serving a more global 

policy and a common political objective. We 

have developed closer links and work together 

with the geographical desks and with relevant 

EU Commission services through reinforced 

coordination processes. The newly estab-

lished Crisis Platform structure, at the man-

agement level, is a very useful tool in that 

respect as are the crisis management coordi-

nation meetings at the staff level. I’m a firm 

believer in such “triangular” cooperation 

between the “3Ds” – diplomacy, development 

and defence/security, i.e. the geographical 

desks, crisis management structures and the 

Commission. This approach should guide and 

shape our approach to planning and develop-

ing strategic options for crisis management 

as well as implementing our actions, learn-

ing lessons from them and evaluating their 

impact. We could call this doing crisis man-

agement “the European way”.

Shaping the comprehensive approach 

also involves our working more closely with 

partners such as the UN, NATO, the Afri-

can Union and third countries, in order to 

pool our efforts better, combine our instru-

ments and base our actions on a common 

understanding and strategy. That is why I 

am promoting an active partnership policy 

geared towards more intense cooperation 

in crisis management. In shaping the EU 

Regional Maritime Capacity Building mis-

sion for the Horn of Africa we opted for syn-

ergies with the UN and other programmes 

in order to increase the impact and achieve 

better results. The training of Somali secu-

rity forces by the EUTM mission in Uganda 

is reinforcing efforts by the AMISOM force 

of the African Union to increase security in 

Somali. It is a joint effort with AMISOM, the 

United States and Uganda. 

Developing a comprehensive, joined-up 

approach, which makes good use of different 

instruments of the EU combined in a good 

way and using partners, is not an easy task. 

Such work requires vision and a new mind-

set that builds bridges, not walls. It involves 

everyday working on a cross-service, some-

times in order to cope with “the winds of 

change”. 

In fact, there is no alternative if we want 

to do more with less, do better with what we 

have, create greater efficiency and have a 

deeper and more lasting impact. This is the 

challenge that we all face. A comprehensive 

approach is the only solution and- this is both 

the main challenge and opportunity for the 

European External Action Service.

EUPOL RD Congo: Training of local police
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6CAPABILITY 
DEVELOPMENT
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6.1  THE RATIONALE FOR EUROPEAN 
CAPABILITY DEVELOPMENT
by Hans-Bernhard Weisserth

The European Union has played a central 

role over recent decades in the construction of 

an economic area. By contrast, Europe has yet 

to emerge as an equally powerful and credible 

player at the level of external policies. It is vital 

that the Europe of the future be more than a bit 

player on the world stage: Europe must be in 

a position to project and protect its core inter-

ests and shared values. That is the common 

political goal of all the Member States.

It follows that Europe must speak with one 

voice if its political aspirations are to be effec-

tively articulated and clearly understood. For 

the European Union to emerge as a power-

ful political force at world level, however, it 

must think and act as a Union with respect to 

security and defence. And this is the basis of a 

Common Security and Defence Policy.

Full implementation of the Union’s Common 

Security and Defence Policy is a sine qua non 

if Europe’s Common Foreign and Security Pol-

icy is to be accepted as a credible instrument 

of international policy at the sharp end of cri-

sis management. Only then will the Common 

Foreign and Security Policy be perceived as a 

coherent and comprehensive political, diplo-

matic, economic, humanitarian, civil and mili-

tary instrument. Articulation and implemen-

tation of the Common Security and Defence 

Policy thus emerges as a key priority for the 

European Union. 

If the European Union is to assert and sus-

tain its political credibility and determination, 

it is imperative that it be able to act across 

the full spectrum of the Petersberg Tasks and 

the new additional tasks defined in the Lis-

bon Treaty. A credible capability for military 

intervention is indispensable to underpin the 

political aspirations of non-violent conflict pre-

vention. Accordingly, the Helsinki European 

Council in December 1999 reached agreement 

on development of civilian and military assets 

required to take decisions across the full range 

of conflict prevention and crisis resolution.

As far as military capabilities are concerned, 

the European Headline Goal provides the quan-

titative and qualitative framework for armed 

intervention across the full range of the mis-

sion spectrum. 

On the non-military side, the European 

Union has built up over recent decades an 

arsenal of political, diplomatic and civil instru-

ments which are conducive to the attainment 

of its foreign policy objectives. The crisis in 

the Balkans demonstrated the need to rein-

force and expand those instruments in order 

to improve their effectiveness. The Council has 

taken the view that a number of areas need to 

be addressed, including policing, promoting 

the rule of law, strengthening civil administra-

tions, ensuring  protection for civilian popula-

tions and monitoring. 

NEED FOR CIVIL-MILITARY 

CAPABILITY DEVELOPMENT

Top-quality civil and military resources and 

assets are indispensable to effective Euro-

pean crisis management. The crises and con-

flicts that beset the international community 

today are, however, of an increasingly com-

plex nature. As a general rule, they are less 

susceptible to traditional military intervention; 

moreover, questions of collective defence are 

increasingly less relevant to the majority of 
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conflicts in today’s world. As a result, peace-

keeping operations frequently extend beyond 

mere separation of the belligerent parties by 

military means: they are progressively multi-

functional and are conducted in tandem with 

a series of civil initiatives, including the insti-

tution or reinforcement of civil administra-

tions in a crisis region. What is more, military 

resources and capacities are often used in 

support of essentially civil missions, as in the 

case, for example, of humanitarian missions 

and rescue operations. Bundling and effec-

tive coordination of available assets thus make 

a vital contribution to overall efficiency and 

effectiveness.

This is particularly true of the European 

Union and its announced intention within the 

framework of the Common Foreign and Secu-

rity Policy and the Common Security and 

Defence Policy to use the full gamut of instru-

ments at its disposal in the best interests of 

conflict prevention and crisis management. 

In effect, the Common Security and Defence 

Policy has combined both civil and military 

resources into a single institutional framework. 

This, in theory, should enable the articulation 

of concepts and methodologies that allow for  

efficient coordination of resources at all times 

and at every level. While this is readily accept-

able in theory, however, the fact remains that 

practical implementation represents one of 

the principal challenges facing the Union at 

the present time, inasmuch as the roles and 

responsibilities of civilian and military players 

are frequently highly disparate and, in some 

instances of civilian-military coordination, 

constitute entirely new territory. 

Since 2009, on the basis of experiences 

gained in CSDP missions and operations, more 

concrete work is ongoing to explore potential 

synergies between the civilian and the military 

capability development processes in areas 

where an added value can be achieved. 

EUFOR Tchad/RCA: Tactical air transport

C
o

u
n

ci
l o

f 
th

e 
E

u
ro

p
ea

n
 U

n
io

n



76  HANDBOOK CSDP 

6.2 DEVELOPMENT OF CIVILIAN 
CAPABILITIES

BACKGROUND

In June 1999, at the European Council 

Summit in Cologne, Germany, the European 

Union’s Heads of State and Government 

declared that ‘the Union must have the capac-

ity for autonomous action, backed up by cred-

ible military forces, the means to decide to use 

them, and a readiness to do so.’  Half a year 

later, in Helsinki (December 1999), they empha-

sised – with explicit reference to developments 

in Kosovo earlier that year – the importance 

of also enhancing and better coordinating the 

EU’s and Member States’ non-military crisis 

response tools. The European Council in Feira 

in June 2000 followed suit by identifying four 

priority areas for EU civilian crisis manage-

ment: police, rule of law, civilian administra-

tion and civil protection.1 

In December 2003, the European Council 

adopted the European Security Strategy, a 

strategic framework setting out global chal-

lenges and key threats for the EU.2 This allowed 

the EU to pursue, under the European Security 

and Defence Policy (ESDP), the development of 

crisis management capabilities needed to face 

such challenges and threats. 

THE CIVILIAN HEADLINE 

GOALS 2008 AND 2010

In order to bring the EU’s capability devel-

opment in line with the ambitions set out in 

the European Security Strategy, the Euro-

pean Council endorsed, in June 2004, a Mili-

tary Headline Goal with a 2010 horizon and an 

Action Plan for Civilian Aspects of ESDP.3 The 

Action Plan reaffirmed the level of EU ambi-

tion in the field of civilian crisis management. 

It defined ‘measures to be carried out in order 

to develop and operationalise civilian capabili-

ties, including work on a consolidated Civilian 

Headline Goal.’ This led to the endorsement 

by the European Council, in December 2004, 

of the Civilian Headline Goal 2008.4 Thus, the 

1 See for the respective European Council Conclusions M. Rutten, ed., From St-Malo to Nice, European 
defence: core documents, Chaillot Paper No. 47 (Paris, European Union Institute for Security Studies 2001), 
at 41 (Cologne), at 89 (Helsinki) and at 134 (Feira).

2 Text of the European Security Strategy in: A. Missiroli, ed., From Copenhagen to Brussels, European 
defence: core documents, Chaillot Paper No. 67 (Paris, EUISS 2003), at 324-333. 

3 Text of the Action Plan in: EU security and defence — Core documents 2004, Chaillot Paper No. 75 (Paris, 
EUISS 2005), at 121-128. 

by Joël Schuyer

EUPOL COPPS: The Netherlands and Norway provide, 

through EUPOL COPPS, 40 pick‐up trucks to the Palestinian 

Civil Police (PCP), October 2009
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European Council put both military and civil-

ian capability development on separate par-

allel tracks, where the civilian process was 

to take place over a shorter timeframe (2008) 

than the military process (2010). The CHG 2008 

contained a summary of CSDP ambitions in 

the civilian realm, as well as the outline of a 

comprehensive process for the planning and 

development of the capabilities necessary to 

fulfil these ambitions. This process was based 

on virtual planning scenarios representing a 

selection of possible situations calling for EU 

action under CSDP. On the basis of these sce-

narios, a detailed list of personnel for possible 

civilian missions to be launched in those situ-

ations was established, and Member States 

were invited to indicate personnel that could 

potentially be made available. A comparison 

between the member States’ indications and 

the capabilities required provided a compre-

hensive picture of the actual state of EU pre-

paredness for civilian CSDP missions. 5

When, in November 2007, CHG 2008 was 

concluded, the Council stated that there was 

a continuous need to develop a body of crisis 

management capabilities in order to ensure 

that the EU could use all available means to 

respond coherently to the whole spectrum 

of crisis management tasks, and adopted a 

new Civilian Headline Goal 2010 (CHG 2010).6  

Where CHG 2008 strongly focused on human 

resources for CSDP civilian crisis manage-

ment (such as, for example, police officers, 

judges, prosecutors, civilian administrators) 

and related issues such as training and civilian 

deployment mechanisms, CHG 2010 encom-

passed also civilian capability issues other 

than human resources (equipment, concepts 

and doctrine, supporting tools and instru-

ments at EU and national level, and synergies 

EUPOL RD Congo: Training of women for investigative police units 
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4 The text constituting the CHG 2008 mandate in: ibid., at 359-363. 
5 On the CHG 2008 conduct and findings, see: Schuyer, Joël, “The Civilian Headline Goal 2008: Developing 

Civilian Crisis Management Capabilities for the EU”, in: Blockmans, Steven (ed.): The European Union and 
Crisis Management - Policy and Legal Aspects, The Hague, 2008, pp.135-142.

6 The text constituting the CHG 2010 mandate in: EU security and defence — Core documents 2007,  
Chaillot Paper No. 112 (Paris, EUISS 2008), at 370-374.
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with the EU military, the European Commis-

sion and non-EU actors such as the United 

Nations). In December 2010, the Council 

decided to extend the implementation of CHG 

2010 beyond 2010. 7 

THE CIVILIAN CAPABILITY 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The Civilian Headline Goals have certainly 

achieved encouraging results but also touched 

the limits of scenario-based capability plan-

ning. More needs to be done. Not only EU’s 

ambitions but also the lessons generated by  

the growing body of civilian CSDP mission 

experience (from one civilian CSDP mission in 

2003 to 24 civilian missions in 2012!) as well as 

dynamic political and geo-strategical factors 

need to be phased into the EU’s work on capa-

bilities. And because most personnel in civil-

ian crisis management missions under CSDP 

are seconded by Member States, the degree of 

involvement of a wide range of different minis-

tries, services, judicial councils etc. responsi-

ble for the actual secondment process, directly 

impacts on the EU’s capacity to act. Therefore, 

account needs to be taken of national strate-

gies and structures created by the Member 

States themselves to facilitate the recruitment, 

training and deployment of civilian personnel 

to international missions. Only in this way can 

the EU promote an equal preparation of Mem-

ber States so that all may usefully contribute 

civilian resources to CSDP. 

In order to provide further political impe-

tus to this complex undertaking, the Council 

in December 2011 called for a multi-annual 

work programme for civilian capability devel-

opment. This led to the adoption, in July 2012, 

of a Civilian Capability Development Plan with 

four interlinked drivers: 

•	 EU Ambitions;

•	 Capability Trends;

•	 National strategies;

•	 Lessons Learned.

These four drivers represent the principal 

forces that drive CSDP civilian capability devel-

opment. They replicate, in the civilian realm, 

the four strands of the EU’s Capability Devel-

opment Plan (CDP) managed by the European 

Defence Agency.8

With this Plan we enter a new phase. It is 

to constitute the lasting framework for CSDP 

civilian capability development. Its structure 

should ensure that periodic modifications 

deriving from changes in ambitions, political-

strategic context, operational feed-back and 

other variables can be easily incorporated 

without upsetting the Plan or its stable, multi-

annual conduct. A stable Civilian Capability 

Development Plan with a predictable cycle of 

reporting and guidance at political level should 

improve cooperation between Member States’ 

authorities and the European External Action 

Service in the field of civilian capability devel-

opment for time to come. It also should allow 

better exploitation of possible synergies with 

the EU military, the capabilities available to the 

European Commission, non-EU States, Inter-

national Organizations and non-State actors, 

and a more rational use in civilian capability 

development of important supporting tools 

that the EU developed over the years. 

Furthermore, by drawing together existing 

and future lines of action in a coherent frame-

work, the Civilian Capability Development Plan 

aims at maximizing efficient use of resources. 

This allows a more coherent, stable and hence 

cost-effective development of civilian capabili-

ties than could otherwise be achieved if work 

streams were to be conducted in isolation - an 

important consideration, in particular in the 

context of current financial constraints.

7 See: http://www.consilium.europa.eu/eeas/security-defence/capabilities/eu-civilian-and-military-
capability-development?lang=en

8 The four strands of the CDP are: A) Military Headline Goal 2010; B) Capability Trends; C) Member States‘ 
defence plans and programmes; D) Lessons Identified. For further information on the CDP,  
see: http://www.eda.europa.eu/Strategies/Capabilities
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6.3 DEVELOPMENT OF MILITARY 
CAPABILITIES
by Gabor Horvath

In the context of the Headline Goal 2010, 

focussing in particular on the qualitative 

aspects of capability development, and the 

improvement in the areas of interoperability, 

deployability and sustainment, the EU Mili-

tary Committee initiated the steps of the capa-

bility development process, with close coop-

eration of the Member States. First, the level 

of ambition had to be translated into military 

capability requirements. For this, illustrative 

(abstract) crisis scenarios were built up. Then 

a number of strategic planning assumptions 

(distances, reaction time, duration, rotation 

and concurrency options) were studied and 

presented to the Council for approval. The 

final formulation of military requirements 

were expressed in the Requirements Cata-

logue in 2005.

Then, the Member States made their bids 

against the requirements on what military 

capabilities they made available for the EU on 

a voluntary basis. This led, with scrutiny, to 

the compilation of the first Force Catalogue 

issued in 2006.

After evaluation and assessment of the 

Member States’ offers, the planning part of the 

capability development process ended by the 

identification of capability shortfalls, summa-

rised in the Progress Catalogue in 2007. 

The capability shortfalls identified in the 

Progress Catalogue were taken into account 

after prioritisation by the EU Military Com-

mittee in the initial Capability Develop-

ment Plan, created by the European Defence 

Agency in 2008.

The Capability Development Plan (CDP) 

derives from four major inputs. One is the 

already mentioned prioritisation of the mili-

tary capability shortfalls based on their calcu-

lated operational impact, provided by the EU 

Military Committee. Second is a long-term 

HELSINKI HEADLINE GOAL

To develop European military capabilities, Member States set themselves the headline goal: 

by the year 2003, co-operating together voluntarily, they will be able to deploy rapidly and then 

sustain forces capable of the full range of Petersberg tasks as set out in the Amsterdam treaty, 

including the most demanding, in operations up to corps level (up to 15 brigades or 50,000-

60,000 persons.

These forces should be militarily self-sustaining with the necessary command, control and 

intelligence capabilities, logistics, other combat support services and additionally, as appropri-

ate, air and naval elements.

Member States should be able to deploy in full at this level within 60 days, and within this to 

provide smaller rapid response elements available and deployable at very high readiness.

They must be able to sustain such a deployment for at least one year. This will require an 

additional pool of deployable units (and supporting elements) at lower readiness to provide 

replacements for the initial forces.
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and by the Member States themselves as well. 

Taking into account the short, medium and 

long term perspectives of the CDP,  Member 

States selected 12 actions to address Capa-

bility shortfalls. In 2011 the CDP was updated  

and a new set of actions was decided. 

As it can be seen, European Defence 

Agency, created in 2004, is playing a major 

role in military capability development. Its 

main areas of work are related to identifying 

possibilities for co-operation between Mem-

ber States, encouraging harmonisation of 

national capability development and procure-

ment efforts, and promoting synergies within 

the European Defence Technological and 

Industrial Base (EDTIB). Co-operation among 

the Member States in addressing the military 

capability shortfalls under the effects of the 

financial crisis became even more important 

during the recent years. New initiatives, as for 

example the pooling and sharing of military 

capabilities have been launched (“Ghent Ini-

tiative” and “Weimar Initiative”), in order to 

maintain existing capabilities or to commonly 

create new ones while under the pressure of 

shrinking national defence budgets. Also, an 

EUFOR Tchad/RCA: Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) – 11 February 2009
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perspective on required defence capabilities, 

which was elaborated by the EDA. Third is the 

existing, or already planned capability devel-

opment projects of the Member States, based 

on the data provided by them to the EDA. The 

fourth element is made with the capability-

related lessons learned from operations, to 

include not only the military operations led 

in the framework of the CSDP, but also those 

conducted by other international organisations 
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EUFOR RD CONGO: Real Time Surveillance –  2 August 

2006
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important reflection process has started on 

promoting the synergies between civil 

and military capabilities to be used within 

the framework of CSDP. These initiatives may 

open new ways of fulfilling the objectives set 

forth in the respective Headline Goals.

The consistency between the EU’s capabil-

ity development with that of NATO is ensured 

through Staff to Staff talks and a joint EU-

NATO Capability Group. This group was 

established to ensure the transparent and 

coherent development of military capabilities 

and to provide a forum for addressing where 

relevant the overall consistency and comple-

mentarity of proposed specific goals, commit-

ments and priorities. It is up to the EU, NATO 

and Member States of both organisations to 

draw conclusions from the group’s discussion 

in the future development of respective goals 

and capabilities.

In December 2010, Member States reaf-

firmed their level of ambition for the military 

and civilian operations to be conducted in the 

framework of CSDP. By this, in the framework 

of deploying 60.000 troops within 60 days for 

a major operation, to be able to plan and con-

duct simultaneously a series of operations and 

missions, of varying scope:

a. two major stabilisation and reconstruction 

operations, with a suitable civilian compo-

nent, supported by up to 10 000 troops for at 

least two years; 

b. two rapid-response operations of limited 

duration using inter alia EU battle groups; 

c. an emergency operation for the evacuation 

of European nationals (in less than ten days), 

bearing in mind the primary role of each 

Member State as regards its nationals and 

making use of the consular lead State con-

cept; 

d. a maritime or air surveillance/interdiction 

mission; 

e. a civilian-military humanitarian assistance 

operation lasting up to 90 days; 

f. around a dozen CSDP civilian missions (inter 

alia police, rule-of-law, civilian administra-

tion, civil protection, security sector reform, 

and observation missions) of varying for-

mats, including in rapid-response situations, 

together with a major mission (possibly up 

to 3000 experts) which could last several 

years. This formulation left untouched the 

objectives of Headline Goal 2010. At the 

time of writing this contribution, works were 

planned in order to analyse and – if needed 

– to reconfirm or to update the already exist-

ing capability development documents to 

better reflect the level of ambition of the EU 

in the field of military crisis management 

capabilities. 
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6.4 PERMANENT STRUCTURED CO-
OPERATION – AN ACADEMIC VIEW 
by Sven Biscop

THE OBJECTIVE: MORE 

DEPLOYED, MORE QUICKLY

The Protocol on Permanent Structured Co-

operation (PESCO) (Article 1) sets out two objec-

tives, one of which, i.e. to supply or contribute 

to a battle group, has already been achieved by 

most Member States (MS). This leaves a single 

major objective: to proceed more intensively 

to develop defence capacities, which must of 

course be available and deployable, as Article 

2 (c) says. The main problem of Europe’s armed 

forces is fragmentation: limited defence budg-

ets spent on a plethora of small-scale capabili-

ties result in disproportionately high spending 

on “overheads” (and useless intra-European 

duplication) and, consequently, less spending 

on deployable capabilities and actual opera-

tions. To overcome this low cost-effectiveness, 

multinational cooperation is a must. Hence 

PESCO must be inclusive: the more ‘participat-

ing Member States’ (pMS), the more synergies 

and effects of scale can be created. 

CRITERIA FOR PARTICIPATION: 

REALISTIC BUT REAL 

The challenge is to reconcile inclusiveness 

and ambition, i.e. to define criteria that allow all 

Member States to participate but that do entail 

a real commitment. This has 3 implications. 

First, pMS cannot be expected to fulfil the crite-

ria at the launching of PESCO: criteria must be 

fulfilled by an agreed deadline. Second, criteria 

that are unrealistic, e.g. spending 2% of GDP on 

defence, should be avoided. Third, PESCO must 

not just focus on the input, i.e. the level and 

manner of spending, but on the desired output, 

i.e. on specific deployable capabilities. PESCO 

is a way of achieving the HG2010 in a reason-

able timeframe – that is the desired output. 

The following criteria can be envisaged – to be 

seen as one set, to be pursued simultaneously:

1. To be able: The ultimate objective is to 

increase the deployability and sustainability 

of pMS’ armed forces by an agreed percent-

age within an agreed timeframe, until an 

agreed target is reached. 

2. Solidarity in defence spending: pMS should 

harmonise their defence expenditure. At the 

very least, pMS spending less than the EU aver-

age (in 2008: 1.63 % of GDP) should commit not 

to further decrease their defence expenditure, 

either in real terms or in % of GDP. 

3. Solidarity in common programmes: pMS 

should contribute fully to the programmes 

of the EDA, which is to be used as the forum 

to mount collective projects, notably to 

address the commonly identified strategic 

shortfalls. Obviously pMS cannot take part 

in each and every EDA project; they will 

select specific programmes that fit with their 

expertise and force structure. But their share 

in the overall cost of all projects combined 

should reflect their respective GDP, in order 

to ensure fair burden-sharing between pMS. 

4. Solidarity whenever CSDP operations  

are launched:  

As an expression of the political solidar-

ity that must underpin CSDP, pMS will par-

ticipate in all CSDP operations requiring 

military assets (on the basis of  unanimous 

Council decisions to launch,  of  which they 

will of course be a part) with significant con-

tributions, i.e. with military forces deployed 

in theatre and listed in the Statement of 

Requirements; the size and type are left to 
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their own discretion. As a further option, in 

the context of PESCO the pMS could also 

strengthen financial solidarity between 

them by revising the existing Athena mecha-

nism for the funding of EU operations. 

The aim of PESCO is not to punish or exclude 

Member States. For maximum effect, all Mem-

ber States need to be encouraged to generate 

more deployable capabilities, by allowing as 

many as possible to participate at their own 

level of means, hence this proposal for realistic 

but real criteria. 

PESCO AS A PERMANENT CAPABILITY 

GENERATION CONFERENCE

In order to make sure that, when making 

policy in function of the criteria above, pMS 

focus on the capabilities that at the European 

level have been commonly identified as vital, 

inspiration can be found in the method used to 

launch CSDP operations: a Force Generation 

Conference. Within PESCO the EDA can organ-

ise a “Capability Generation Conference” 

aimed at remedying each commonly identi-

fied shortfall within a reasonable timeframe. 

This implies that pMS are willing: to revisit 

their national defence planning, without any 

taboos; to do away with national capability ini-

tiatives proven to be redundant; to pool assets 

and capabilities in order to generate savings; 

to contribute to the programmes launched to 

fill the shortfalls in function of GDP; and to 

actively contribute to negotiations for as long 

as it takes to achieve success. This would 

indeed result in a permanent conference – but 

also in a permanently relevant EDA. 

“END-TO-END” MULTINATIONAL 

CO-OPERATION: POOLING

The reality is that many Member States 

will not be able to meet the criteria and con-

tribute significant capabilities if they maintain 

the same range of nationally organised capa-

bilities that they possess today. Therefore 

identifying the opportunities for multinational 

cooperation is essential, in order to allow pMS 

to maintain relevant capabilities in a cost-

effective way. The EDA will have a bird’s eye 

view: based on the information which, in the 

context of the CDP, pMS already provide (and 

must continually update) about their plans and 

programmes, and in combination with the pro-

gressive results of the Capability Generation 

Conference, it will be able to identify opportu-

nities for cooperation. 

Multinational cooperation does not imply 

that all pMS in PESCO cooperate in all capabil-

ity areas. Rather a set of overlapping clusters 

will emerge, with e.g. pMS 1, 2 and 3 cooperat-

ing in area X and pMS 2, 3, 4 and 5 cooperat-

ing in area Y. This cooperation can take various 

forms, from joint procurement or development 

projects but with the aim of afterwards equip-

ping national formations, to pooling, i.e. the 

creation of permanent multinational forma-

tions. The beauty of PESCO is its flexibility. 

The model for pooling can be provided by 

EATC: deployable national assets, in this case 

transport aircraft, remain clearly identifiable 

and manned by national personnel, but are co-

located on one base, where all support func-

tions are multinationalised, as are the com-

mand & control arrangements. Thus pooling 

can still offer great flexibility: each pMS has to 

guarantee that its personnel in the support and 

command & control structures will be avail-

able whenever a pMS deploys its aircraft – but 

no pMS is obliged to deploy its own actual air-

craft each and every time another pMS deploys 

its aircraft for a specific operation. The same 

model can be applied to fighter wings or army 

divisions. Obviously, pooling is easier when 

pMS use the same equipment, hence smaller 

pMS especially will inevitably take into account 

whom they want to cooperate with as a major 

factor in procurement decisions. For pooling to 

increase cost-effectiveness, national structures 

and bases must naturally be cut. 
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6.5 EUROPEAN ARMAMENTS CO-
OPERATION
by Daniel Keohane

It has become a cliché to observe that 

Europe’s armies need many new military capa-

bilities. But EU governments are still doing 

very little to remedy the problem. European 

armed forces struggled to fight alongside the 

US during the Kosovo war in 1999 because 

they lacked sophisticated equipment (and they 

needed US help again in Libya in 2011). As a 

result EU governments signed up to a number 

of “headline goals” to improve their military 

prowess. But it is hard to find much concrete 

evidence of real improvements in European 

military equipment over the last decade. More-

over, the budgetary challenge faced by Euro-

pean defence ministries is great. The cost of 

defence equipment is rising by six to eight per 

cent a year – whereas defence budgets are fall-

ing rapidly – and the growing number of oper-

ations is consuming money that had been set 

aside for buying new equipment.

Given that defence budgets are falling, and 

that the cost of new military technologies is 

soaring, governments will need to extract more 

value out of each euro they spend. It therefore 

follows that they need to pay more attention 

to improving European co-operation on arma-

ments. Greater co-operation in armaments 

could lead to significant benefits, including 

better value-for-money for taxpayers; greater 

harmonisation of military requirements and 

technologies, which helps different European 

forces to work together more effectively; and a 

more competitive European defence industry.  

THE CASE FOR OPENING UP 

EUROPE’S DEFENCE MARKETS

To achieve more effective armaments co-

operation, European governments need to 

do a number of things such as pooling more 

resources, managing joint equipment pro-

grammes better, and in particular opening up 

their defence markets. The history of European 

armaments co-operation shows that none of 

these goals are easy to achieve. NATO, the 

WEU, and more recently the EU have tried to 

improve multinational armaments co-opera-

tion for decades, with depressingly little suc-

cess. Defence remains the most ‘national’ 

of all policy areas, in the sense that the EU’s 

member-states are very reluctant to give up 

sovereignty to international organisations.

As a result of this protectionism, a number 

of EU countries do not buy their weapons 

from foreign defence companies, unless they 

do not have an indigenous defence indus-

try, or their national companies do not make 

the product the government needs. Many 

still tend to favour their national suppliers 

irrespective of the price or quality of equip-

ment they produce. They could do so legally 

because defence goods are exempt from the 

EU’s single market rules because of their sen-

sitivity (see below for more on changes to 

market legislation). But the absence of cross-

border competition makes European weapons 

expensive. 
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In theory, a more integrated European 

defence market would allow free movement 

of most defence goods amongst EU mem-

ber-states. Greater cross-border co-opera-

tion would allow larger economies of scale, 

increased industrial competition, and thus 

lower prices, particularly for more advanced 

equipment. Defence ministries would be able 

to purchase equipment from the company that 

offered the best financial and technical pack-

age, regardless of its national origin. Keith Hart-

ley of York University estimated that a single 

defence market could save EU govern ments up 

to 20 per cent of their procurement funds.1 EU 

governments spend roughly € 30 billion annu-

ally on purchasing defence equipment (out of 

almost € 200 billion in total on defence). Thus, a 

single defence market could save defence min-

istries up to € 6 billion a year. 

THE EUROPEAN DEFENCE AGENCY

Europe’s six main arms-producing states 

(France, Germany, Italy, Spain, Sweden and 

the UK) recognised the logic of harmonising 

some defence market rules more than a dec-

ade ago. In 1998 they signed an agreement 

known as the ‘Letter of Intent’, which unfortu-

nately did not have a major impact on cross-

border armaments regulations, partly because 

it only aimed to help transnational companies 

to operate across borders, and did not estab-

lish a common market among the signatories. 

In 2004 EU governments created the Euro-

pean Defence Agency (EDA), and one of its 

many tasks is to encourage the convergence of 

national procurement procedures. In July 2006 

the EDA introduced a defence procurement 

‘code of conduct’ to open up the European 

defence market. The basic idea behind the code 

was to ensure that defence companies from any 

country could compete for most defence con-

tracts across Europe, excluding multinational 

equipment programmes and the most sensitive 

goods like encryption devices. The code works 

rather simply: countries that join the code 

vowed to open all non-essential defence con-

tracts over € 1 million to foreign bidders. And 

the EDA created a web site where those con-

tracts are advertised to potential suppliers. 

However, the EDA’s code is voluntary, and 

the member-states are not obliged to comply 

with it. In fact, they showed very little enthusi-

asm for awarding contracts to outside suppli-

ers. Although within a year of the adoption of 

the code, some 15 member-states posted 227 

tenders worth some € 10 billion on the EDA’s 

web site, only two of the 26 contracts awarded 

were cross-border.2 One EU official, in conver-

sation with the author at that time, perhaps 

unfairly compared the defence procurement 

code of conduct to a smoking ban in pubs and 

restaurants: “The code tells you when you can 

and cannot smoke, but it doesn’t mean you 

give up smoking”.

But the importance of the code lies as 

much in its principle as its practice. The idea 

of more open European defence markets has 

been around for decades, but with little or no 

progress until the code. Never before have so 

many European governments agreed that they 

should open up their defence markets to each 

other. And the EDA tried to continue to build 

on the growing member-state participation in 

the code. For instance, EU governments could 

encourage further industrial consolidation by 

extending the EDA’s code-of-conduct to future 

multinational programmes (they were exempt) 

within ten years. This would help increase the 

transparency of the tender procedure for mul-

tinational programmes and encourage more 

joint tenders and competition for contracts, 

which would have helped keep prices down.

 K. Hartley, “The future of European defence policy: an economic perspective”, Defence and Peace 
Economics, vo 14, n° 2, January 2003, p. 107-115.

 A successful first year of operation of the Code of Conduct on Defence Procurement’, European Defence 
Agency, EBB Newsletter, November 2007. 
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THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION

The difficulty of adhering to a strictly inter-

governmental approach was that it often 

proves inadequate, due to the limitations of 

agreements like the EDA’s code of conduct 

and competing national interests. A Euro-

pean institution should be involved in running 

a more open defence market. The European 

Commission has since taken on the task of reg-

ulating a European defence market to a large 

degree. Defence goods related to the ‘essential 

interests of security’ – as stipulated in Article 

296 of the EU treaties – were one of the notable 

exclusions from the Commission’s regulation 

of European industry. Previously, the Commis-

sion’s role in the defence market was confined 

to ‘dual-use’ products that are components of 

both civilian and military equipment. But the 

defence market would clearly benefit from the 

Commission’s experience in policing the single 

market for commercial goods and services. 

However, given the sensitive nature of the 

defence market, some arms-producing coun-

tries were reluctant to give much new regu-

latory power to the Commission. The main 

arms-producing countries in Europe tradition-

ally adhered to a strict interpretation of Article 

296. This prevented the Commission from hav-

ing a meaningful involvement in the defence 

market, with the result that governments could 

protect their national companies from foreign 

competition.

But this has changed due to two factors: the 

defence budget crunch; and the Commission’s 

new approach to defence market rules. The 

Commission did not propose changing Article 

296, as appeared to be the case with its past 

legislative initiatives. Instead the objective of 

Commission’s 2008 ‘defence package’ was to 

set up a new legal framework for security and 

defence related procurement and intra-EU 

trade of defence equipment. The legislative 

aspects of the ‘defence package’ contain two 

proposals for directives on procurement and 

trade. These texts were examined and passed 

into legislation by EU governments and the 

European Parliament during 2008 and 2009. 

They are currently in the transposition phase 

into national legislations.

The procurement directive has established 

four types of procedures to help streamline 

national procurement procedures. These are: 

restrictive calls for tender; negotiated proce-

dures with publication; competitive dialogue; 

and negotiated procedure without publication. 

The proposal seems both fair and sensible, 

because it strikes a balance between open-

ing defence markets to allow more industrial 

competition and the sovereignty imperatives 

related to defence procurement that gov-

ernments worry about. Moreover, the text 

includes not only defence but also security 

equipment tenders. This is important for two 

reasons: first, because the frontier between 

‘defence’ and ‘security’ equipment is blurring. 

Second, because the EDA code of conduct did 

not cover security items. Like the code of con-

duct, in time the procurement directive should 

encourage the opening of European defence 

markets, but with a broader approach (includ-

ing security products) and it will be legally 

binding. 

The trade directive aims to liberalise the 

trade of defence goods within the EU (also 

known as intra-community transfers). Cur-

rently, intra-community transfers follow the 

same rules as those regulating exports of 

European defence goods to governments 

outside the EU. Each year, between 11-12,000 

export licences are requested for defence 

transfers between EU governments, and 

almost all get clearance. However, this frag-

mented system causes extra costs and many 

delays, undermining European industrial 

competitiveness. More broadly, such prac-

tices constitute a barrier to creating a more 

integrated European defence equipment mar-

ket, as they affect both large transnational 

defence companies and small and medium-

size enterprises further down the supply 

chain.   
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Practically, the Commission proposed to 

replace the system of individual licences 

(whereby an individual licence is required 

for each transaction), by a system of general 

licences covering several different transactions 

for those intra-community transfers where the 

risks of undesired re-exportation to third coun-

tries are firmly controlled.  Member-states 

agreed to this directive because, although it 

aims to harmonise the rules and procedures 

for intra-community transfers, it leaves gov-

ernments room for manoeuvre. Governments 

would still have the responsibility to allocate 

licences, and in no way would it give the Com-

mission the competence to regulate defence 

exports to countries outside the EU. 

CONCLUSION

In different ways the European Defence 

Agency and the European Commission have 

tried to break up a highly protectionist Euro-

pean defence market, which should help 

improve many defence ministries’ bottom 

lines. If both the EDA and the European Com-

mission manage to convince EU governments 

to truly open up their defence markets, those 

benefiting would include the defence indus-

try, which would become more competitive; 

the armed forces, that would get badly needed 

military equipment at a better price; and the 

taxpayers, who would get better value for 

money. 

 This encompasses: purchases by armed forces of other EU member-states; transfers to certified companies 
of components in the context of industrial cooperation; transfers of products necessary for cooperative 
programmes between participating governments.

Platz für Foto
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7 OTHER IMPORTANT 
CSDP-RELATED ASPECTS
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7.1 CO-OPERATION WITH THIRD 
STATES AND INTERNATIONAL 
ORGANISATIONS

“
There are few if any problems we can 

deal with on our own. The threats 

described are common threats, shared 

with all our closest partners. Interna-

tional co-operation is a necessity. We 

need to pursue our objectives both 

through multilateral co-operation in 

international organisations and through 

partnerships with key actors.”

This quote from the European Security 

Strategy sets the scene for the EU’s co-oper-

ation with partner countries and international 

organisation in crisis management.

In line with this, the EU is developing an 

effective and balanced partnership with the 

United States on security issues, incl. in coun-

ter-terrorism, the fight against the proliferation 

of WMD and in crisis management. The United 

States participates  in CSDP missions in Kos-

ovo and Congo. In May 2011 the EU and US 

concluded a framework agreement facilitating 

US participation in EU-led crisis management 

operations. Similar agreements are in place 

also with Canada, Iceland, Montenegro, Nor-

way, Serbia, Turkey and Ukraine.

Special arrangements exists for the involve-

ment of non-EU European allies   in EU military 

operations, in compliance with  the EU’s deci-

sion-making autonomy. Other candidate coun-

tries for accession to the EU  are also closely 

involved.

Special frameworks for co-operation on 

CSDP are also in place for Canada, Russia and 

Ukraine. 

So far, 25 partner countries contributed to 

16 CSDP missions and operations. At the time 

of writing twelve countries (Albania, Canada, 

Chile, Croatia, former Yugoslav Republic of 

Macedonia, Montenegro, Norway, New Zea-

land, Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine, the US) 

participate in seven of the twelve ongoing  

CSDP missions and operations.

Excellent contacts with several partners 

have been developed in the context of coun-

ter-piracy activities off the coast of Somalia, 

by Helena Boguslawska

EUROPEAN SECURITY STRATEGY

identifies effective multilateralism as both a 

means and an end when it comes to meet-

ing the challenges and threats faced by the 

European Union. It strongly emphasises 

the role of the United Nations as the funda-

mental framework for international relations 

and recognizes the primary responsibility 

of the United Nations Security Council for 

the maintenance of international peace and 

security.

THE TREATY ON EUROPEAN UNION 

TEU Article 21 recalls that multilateralism is 

at the core of the EU’s external action. “The 

Union shall promote multilateral solutions 

to common problems, in particular in the 

framework of the United Nations.”
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EUROPEAN SECURITY STRATEGY

“The transatlantic relationship is irreplace-

able. Acting together, the EU and the United 

States can be a formidable force for good 

in the world. Our aim should be an effec-

tive and balanced partnership with the 

USA. This is an additional reason for the 

EU to build up further its capabilities and to 

increase its coherence.”

including with China, India and Japan, paving 

the way to wider dialogue on crisis manage-

ment issues.

The EU also intends to further engage in 

CSDP co-operation with Eastern and Mediter-

ranean partners on a case-by-case basis, thus 

contributing to enhancing regional security 

and stability. 

In general, partners interested in making a 

contribution to an EU mission and operation 

are kept informed throughout the planning 

and decision-making process using the exist-

ing structures for  political dialogue. At a cer-

tain stage, they are also invited to the relevant 

force -generation conferences. Following the 

decision by the Council to launch the opera-

tion, the Committee of Contributors starts its 

work as the body  responsible for the day-to-

day conduct of the operation. Contributing 

partners are represented in the Committee of 

Contributors with the same rights and obliga-

tions as the EU Member States.

The EU-UN co-operation in crisis man-

agement is highly important and beneficial 

to both organizations, since the EU benefits 

from the political legitimacy conferred by the 

United Nations Security Council mandate, 

while the UN benefits from the credibility and 

the operational capability brought in by the 

EU, especially when it comes to the EU  lead-

ing complex operations. 

Over the years, the European Union has 

provided operational, financial and political 

support to peacekeeping efforts of the UN. 

The launch of about twenty CSDP operations, 

military and civil, on several continents, bears 

testimony to such continued support.

EU-UN co-operation in crisis management 

was formalized in 2003 in a Joint Declaration, 

following operation Artemis. It was then com-

plemented and reinforced  by a further Joint 

Statement in June 2007.

A joint consultative mechanism, known 

as the “EU-UN Steering Committee on Cri-

sis Management” was created in 2003 as a 

follow-up to the Joint Declaration, bringing 

together EU and UN representatives at senior 

level involved in crisis management. It meets 

in principle twice a year, with possible addi-

tional ad hoc meetings in the event  of a crisis. 

At the beginning of 2011, the EU launched 

EUROPEAN SECURITY STRATEGY

“The EU-NATO permanent arrangements, in 

particular Berlin Plus, enhance the opera-

tional capability of the EU and provide the 

framework for the strategic partnership 

between the two organisations in crisis 

management. This reflects our common 

determination to tackle the challenges of the 

new century.”

Signing ceremony of a Memorandum of Understanding 

between UN women and the EU on Gender Equality and 

the Empowerment of Women in April 2012
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a process aimed at enhancing EU CSDP sup-

port to UN peacekeeping, in response  to UN 

requests. In close co-operation with the UN 

DPKO and DFS, a list of actions has been 

defined and work is ongoing on an action plan 

to implement them. 

The strategic partnership in crisis manage-

ment between the EU and NATO rests on the 

so-called Berlin-Plus arrangements adopted 

in December 2002, which  include:

•	 guaranteed access for the EU to NATO plan-

ning capabilities for planning its own oper-

ations;

•	 presumption of availability to the EU of 

NATO’s collective capabilities and assets;

•	 identification of European command 

options which recognise a special role 

for NATO’s Deputy Supreme Allied Com-

mander Europe (DSACEUR).

These arrangements were first implemented 

in spring 2003 for the Operation CONCORDIA 

in FYROM and then for the current operation 

EUFOR ALTHEA in BiH. 

To support close co-operation in crisis 

management, an EU cell has been established 

at the Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers 

Europe (SHAPE) in Mons/Belgium and a NATO 

liaison team is hosted in the premises of the 

EU Military Staff in Brussels.

Between the two organisations, a regular 

dialogue takes place, in particular between 

the Political and Security Committee (PSC) 

and the North Atlantic Council (NAC) and 

between the two Military Committees. To 

ensure consistency  between commitments 

where military requirements overlap, the 

two organisations also meet  in the EU-

NATO Capability Group to exchange infor-

mation on military capability development 

processes.

Apart from NATO, the EU has also devel-

oped close co-operation in the field of crisis 

management with the African Union (AU). 

The partnership with the AU has three partic-

ular aspects: strengthening the political dia-

logue, making the African peace and security 

architecture fully operational and providing 

predictable funding for the AU’s peacekeep-

ing operations.

The EU also maintains an important dia-

logue on crisis management with the Organ-

isation for Security and Co-operation in 

Europe (OSCE) and the Association of South-

East Asia Nations (ASEAN).

European Union – US Summit, 

November 2010
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European Union – NATO Summit

Chicago, May 2012
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7.2 EU STRATEGY AGAINST THE 
PROLIFERATION OF WEAPONS OF 
MASS DESTRUCTION
by Anne Kemppainen

grammes of concern worldwide. It defines 

three main principles to guide EU policies: 

effective multilateralism, prevention and co-

operation. 

The EU is convinced that the best way to 

prevent proliferation is through strengthen-

ing the global non-proliferation regime and in 

particular the multilateral Treaty system. The 

EU wants to convince all countries that it is in 

their best interest to join international trea-

ties, such as the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 

Treaty (NPT), the Comprehensive Test Ban 

Treaty (CTBT), the Biological and Toxin Weap-

ons Convention (BTWC) and the Chemical 

Weapons Convention (CWC). The EU wants to 

make sure that all countries fully implement 

and comply with their international treaty and 

other obligations, such as UN Security Coun-

cil Resolution 1540, which  inter alia requires 

all UN Member States to exercise effective 

export controls. 

The EU supports the work of international 

organisations (such as the International Atomic 

Energy Agency, the Organisation for the Prohi-

bition of Chemical Weapons, and the Confer-

ence on Disarmament), international export 

control regimes (such as the Nuclear Suppli-

ers Group, the Australia Group, and the Missile 

Technology Control Regime) and international 

initiatives (such as the G8 Global Partnership, 

the Proliferation Security Initiative, the Global 

Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism, and the 

Nuclear Security Summit). The EU is one of the 

biggest donors helping third countries to pre-

vent nuclear terrorism, illicit trafficking, bio-

logical and chemical hazards and so on. This 

The European Security Strategy defines the 

proliferation of weapons of mass destruction 

as potentially the greatest threat to European 

and international security. Possible terrorist 

access to such weapons adds a critical dimen-

sion to this threat.

The risk of proliferation has grown in recent 

years, with new countries interested in nuclear 

energy. Sensitive technology and know-how 

can be used for nuclear power generation pur-

poses, but also for nuclear weapons if no effec-

tive verification is in place. Advances in the 

biological sciences may increase the potency 

of biological weapons and bio-terrorism in the 

coming years. A large chemical industry could 

potentially be used to hide weapons-related 

activities. The development of a national 

space programme may go hand-in-hand with 

the development of ballistic missiles. Legiti-

mate trade in dual-use goods, equipment and 

technology can easily become a source of 

proliferation if there are no effective export 

controls. The risk of radiological terrorism 

remains another concern given that radioac-

tive sources, for example in hospitals, are not 

yet properly secured in all countries and could 

be used for radiological dispersal devices, i.e. 

for dirty bombs.

The EU has an effective framework in place 

to respond to these security challenges, 

namely the EU Strategy against the Prolif-

eration of Weapons of Mass Destruction. This 

strategy was adopted in 2003 by the EU Heads 

of State and Government with the objective 

of preventing, deterring, halting and, where 

possible, eliminating WMD proliferation pro-
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

To download the strategy, please follow 

the link: http://www.consilium.europa.eu/

uedocs/cmsUpload/

EN%20prolif_int%202008.pdf

support is provided through the CFSP budget 

and other relevant instruments, such as the 

Instrument for Stability and the Instrument for 

Nuclear Safety. Dozens of countries around 

the world benefit from the EU’s assistance.

Since the adoption of the EU WMD Strat-

egy, the EU has become a key player in inter-

national fora dealing with non-proliferation 

and disarmament. The EU increasingly speaks 

with one voice and makes an active contri-

bution to the strengthening of relevant poli-

cies, whether at the NPT Review Conference, 

the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty 

Organisation (CTBTO), or in the Hague Code of 

Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation 

(HCoC), to mention just a few. EU positions are 

coordinated in Brussels-based working groups 

(CONOP, CODUN, COARM, the Dual-Use Work-

ing Party) and in UN capitals (Geneva, The 

Hague, New York, Vienna). 

The EU maintains a close political dialogue 

on non-proliferation and disarmament issues 

with many partners and countries, including 

the US, Russia and China. A challenge remains 

to mainstream non-proliferation issues in 

the EU’s relations with all relevant countries, 

including those that do not share the EU’s pol-

icy goals. Since 2003, a WMD clause has been 

inserted in the EU’s contractual relations with 

nearly 100 countries.

Regional proliferation crises remain a grave 

concern and the EU continues to address them 

in a resolute way. Since 2004, the EU has been 

actively involved in efforts to find a diplomatic 

solution to the Iranian nuclear issue. Based on 

the double-track approach, combining incen-

tives with pressure, the EU High Representa-

tive has since 2006 been leading efforts aimed 

at bringing Iran back to meaningful negotia-

tions. 

With regard to the nuclear weapons pro-

gramme of the Democratic People’s Republic 

of Korea (DPRK), the EU continues to support 

the Six-Party Talks process with the objective 

of  promoting peace and security and denu-

clearising the Korean Peninsula. The EU has 

contributed in the past to the Korean Energy 

Development Organisation (KEDO) and to 

IAEA monitoring activities in the DPRK, and 

remains ready to provide further support once 

an appropriate solution has been found.

There is a growing awareness that EU action 

must be stepped up and broadened to other 

policy fields, if we want to combat prolifera-

tion in an effective way. Non-proliferation will 

continue to be a central part of EU foreign and 

security policy, but it is also a cross-cutting 

issue which requires attention in the issuing of 

visas, in university and scientific co-operation, 

shipping and aviation, financial supervision, 

criminal legislation and so on.

This is why, in December 2008, the Council 

of the EU adopted a new plan entitled New 

lines for action by the EU in combating the pro-

liferation of weapons of mass destruction and 

their delivery systems (17172/08). This action 

plan sets out a concrete list of measures that 

the Council, the European Commission and the 

EU Member States should implement across 

policy fields. One of the recommendations 

deals with the establishment of a High Level 

Training Course on non-proliferation, which 

is currently being set up under the auspices of 

the ESDC.

In December 2010, the Council adopted con-

clusions calling on the competent actors to take 

further initiatives to achieve the complete imple-

mentation of the New lines for action by the end 

of 2012. The EU CBRN Action Plan, adopted by 

the Council in November 2009, should also sig-

nificantly contribute to the strengthening of the 

EU’s own capacity to prevent and respond to 

chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear 

(CBRN) threats within the EU.
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7.3 SECURITY SECTOR REFORM
by Michaela Friberg-Storey

Security today is commonly viewed as a 

public good and security institutions are the 

service providers. This duty is a challenge in 

all contexts, but especially so in post-conflict 

or fragile societies where security institutions 

may lack the necessary human and material 

resources or even constitute sources of inse-

curity themselves. The objective of SSR is to 

enable security institutions to take on effec-

tive, affordable, accountable and transparent 

roles in providing security for the societies 

they serve. SSR builds on the principles that 

sustainable reform comes from within socie-

ties, with the engagement of the people at all 

levels. Thus, SSR initiatives need to be locally 

owned, tailored to the specific needs in 

each context and gender sensitive. As secu-

rity problems often reflect wider structural 

changes in a society, SSR must be viewed 

and implemented in a holistic manner. Para-

mount is also the recognition that, while SSR 

often involves technical aspects, it is always 

of a political nature, as it touches on the very 

foundations of power. In essence, SSR is a 

concept that frames technical reforms in a 

political process.

THE EU AND SECURITY SECTOR REFORM 

With increasingly multifaceted Common 

Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) missions 

and operations aimed at conflict management, 

prevention and stabilisation of post-conflict 

situations, there is an ever increasing  demand 

TRADITIONALLY, THE SECURITY 

SECTOR IS VIEWED AS COMPRISING 

FOUR DIFFERENT GROUPS:

•	 Core security actors: 

Armed forces, police service, cus-

toms and border protection etc.

•	 Management and oversight bodies: 

The executive and legislative, relevant 

ministries, planning and financial insti-

tutions, as well as civil society etc.

•	 Justice and the rule of law: 

Judiciary and justice ministry, crimi-

nal investigation, ombudsman etc.

•	 Non-statutory security forces: 

Liberation armies, private secu-

rity companies, guerrillas etc.

for concepts and methodologies that can help 

practitioners on the ground. Since the adop-

tion in 2003 of the EU’s Security Strategy , 

which recognised that “security is a precondi-

tion for development”, much work has been 

done to that end. 

The EU conceptual framework for Security 

Sector Reform1 (SSR) provides useful guid-

ance for a multidimensional process consist-

ing of complex political change with a vari-

ety of actors. Recognising that the nature of 

conflict has changed in recent decades, that 

states often fail to fulfil their security obliga-

tions or even actively compromise the security 

of their own people, SSR  not only addresses  

the core security actors and the justice and 

1  See EU Concept for ESDP Support to Security Sector Reform. Council of the European Unions, Brussels, 
13/10/2005, 12566/4/05 REV 4; A Concept for European Community Support for Security Sector 
Reform. Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament. Brussels, 
24/05/2006, COM(2006) 153 final; Council Conclusions on a Policy Framework for Security Sector Reform. 
2736th General Affairs Council Meeting, Luxembourg, 12 June 2006.
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EUPOL COPPS: German Police experts support CID 

training for the Palestinian Civil Police, June 2010

law enforcement institutions. The concept 

also includes security management and over-

sight bodies, both within and outside  the state 

structure, and it addresses the influence of 

non-statutory security actors on security and 

stability in a particular situation. Most impor-

tantly, however, SSR encompasses the under-

standing that sustainable peace, democracy 

and development come from within societies 

and with the engagement of the people at all 

levels. Thus, SSR focuses on human security, 

placing the security of citizens at the centre.

Security problems often reflect the wider 

structural changes in a society and can no 

longer be seen in isolation from its political, 

economic and social context. This is why SSR 

must be viewed and implemented in a holis-

tic manner. The EU aims to contribute to SSR 

and the transformation of security institutions, 

by  facilitating processes whereby these insti-

tutions take on  more efficient, legitimate and 

accountable roles in society. Access to both 

security and justice is an overarching goal of 

SSR, not least concerning coming to terms 

with informal security and justice providers. 

Therefore, the inter-linkages between security 

and justice must be recognised. Human rights 

principles and gender equality are fundamen-

tally important in the implementation of SSR 

commitments.

SSR builds on the recognition that there 

are no blueprints for reform processes – each 

country is unique and SSR assistance pro-

grammes need to be tailored to the specific 

needs in each context. As a donor, it is impor-

tant to understand that SSR cannot be imple-

mented solely as an external initiative but has 

to be anchored  within the society. As such, 

local ownership and commitment are sine qui-

bus non for sustainable SSR. 

FROM POLICY TO PRACTICE

Much work has been done to transform 

the established EU policy frameworks and 

principles into a unified and comprehensive 

practical approach to SSR. With the estab-

lishment of the European External Action 

Service (EEAS) and the appointment of the 

High Representative (HR) of the Union for For-

eign Affairs and Security Policy, the EU has 

an opportunity to make use of its vast policy 

toolbox, from high-level diplomacy, to crisis 

management and development co-operation, 

in addressing the security and safety of indi-

viduals through SSR.

In November 2008, the Council of the Euro-

pean Union approved a document on Euro-

pean Expert Teams which could inter alia be 

deployed to reinforce CSDP missions and 

operations, conduct  analyses and diagnos-

tics of the security sector in potential partner 

countries and provide support for planning 

of SSR initiatives2. The Council Secretariat 

was mandated to compile a pool of deploy-

able SSR experts based on certain required 

profiles. Since then, additional work has been 

done to ensure the provision of proper train-

ing for these experts and enhance  collabora-

tion between the EU and other international 

actors3.

2  Council of the European Union 14576/1/08
3  Enhancing EU-UN Co-operation in Crisis Management: Focus on Security Sector Reform. Report of the 

seminar organised by the Czech Presidency of the Council of the European Union in New York, 21 May 
2009

C
o

u
n

ci
l o

f 
th

e 
E

u
ro

p
ea

n
 U

n
io

n



HANDBOOK CSDP  97 

At its meeting in November 2009 the Council 

of the European Union welcomed the consider-

able progress made in the implementation of the 

conceptual framework for SSR. It further encour-

aged the EU institutions to continue develop 

the methodological framework for SSR needs 

assessments4 as a means to strengthen a com-

mon and comprehensive approach to SSR. Such 

a framework allows the EU to undertake more 

systematic and consistent analysis of the SSR 

environment, covering all necessary aspects of 

the security sector, as well as each specific SSR 

sub-sector and the inter-connections between 

them. A correct understanding of the environ-

ment in which EU actors are engaged improves 

their ability to deliver effective SSR support. 

With the establishment of the Pool of SSR 

Experts in December 2010, the EU has acquired 

a concrete identification tool for providing a 

wide range of SSR experts for complex SSR 

missions. The (expertise provided by the) 

pool has the potential to further strengthen 

and accumulate the institutional knowledge 

through the promotion of shared experience 

within EU institutions and the development of 

SSR theory within the EU, as expressed in the 

Council Document5. 

Expert rosters at the level of the Member 

State are not automatically made available to 

the European  Commission. With the establish-

ment of the EU Pool of SSR Experts, there is 

also an opportunity for the Commission to find 

relevant expertise for its SSR commitments. 

Several funding mechanisms exist and can 

be used in a flexible manner. Joint initiatives, 

such as needs assessments and fact-finding 

missions, are facilitated and have the potential 

to  improve the coordination and coherence of 

EU SSR initiatives. 

In making use of the resources (/expertise) 

provided by the Pool, it is important to draw 

lessons from previous experiences, not least 

from the CRT mechanism. 

BUILDING EU SSR CAPACITIES 

In order for the EU to enhance its capacities to 

deliver coherent SSR assistance through CSDP 

missions and operations and Commission ini-

tiatives, it is essential that the members of the 

Pool of Experts share and understand the EU’s 

concepts and procedures, its approaches to SSR 

and methodological tools such as the Guiding 

Framework for EU SSR Assessments6, which 

provides the EU with a concrete tool that allows 

for a more systematic and consistent analysis of 

the SSR environment and thus strengthens its 

ability to effectively deliver SSR support. 

The European Security and Defence College 

plays a key role in facilitating the establishment 

of relevant training and exposure to existing EU 

tools and procedures. Most recently, under the 

auspices of the ESDC, curricula for two courses 

on SSR have been developed and will be imple-

mented for  the ESDC by qualified national train-

ing institutes of the EU Member States. The cur-

ricula are designed for a basic SSR course (3 days) 

and a core SSR course (7 days), in particular to 

support the Pool of EU SSR Experts. To further 

strengthen Member States’ SSR training initia-

tives, the ESDC Steering Committee established 

an Executive Academic Board on SSR (EAB SSR) 

in December 2010. The main mission of the EAB 

SSR is to optimise the co-ordination and coher-

ence of SSR activities aimed at training the EU’s 

or Member States’ SSR personnel and in particu-

lar the members of the Pool of EU SSR Experts.

4 Council of the European Union 14916/09
5 Council of the European Union 14576/1/08 REV1
6 Security Sector Reform - Guiding Framework for EU SSR Assessments 14916/09

EU SSR Guinea-Bissau: Head of Mission Verástegui 

visits Border Police, 30 June 2009
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Since the Treaty of Rome established 

the European Communities in 1957, human 

rights have been one of the defining princi-

ples of European integration, and with the 

Maastricht Treaty on the European Union 

of 1992, human rights became an objective 

of the Union’s Common Foreign and Secu-

rity Policy (CFSP). The Treaty is unambigu-

ous in this respect, and states in its current 

Article 3 (5) that (...) in its relations with the 

wider world, the Union (…) shall contribute 

to peace, security, the sustainable devel-

opment of the Earth, solidarity and mutual 

respect among peoples, free and fair trade, 

eradication of poverty and the protection of 

human rights, in particular the rights of the 

child, as well as to the strict observance and 

the development of international law, includ-

ing respect for the principles of the United 

Nations Charter.

EUFOR RD Congo: First Aid
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by Kati Leinonen

7.4 HUMAN RIGHTS AND GENDER 
ASPECTS IN CSDP

THE UNION’S POLICY ON HUMAN 

RIGHTS AND GENDER IN CSDP

The EU has since 2005 drawn up specific 

human rights and gender equality related 

policies for CSDP. Four main strands have 

emerged: human rights in general, children’s 

rights (particularly children and armed con-

flict), gender equality and women’s rights 

(particularly implementation of United 

Nations Security Council Resolution 1325 and 

subsequent resolutions on women, peace and 

security) as well as protection of civilians. 

Furthermore, specific guidance on interna-

tional humanitarian law has been drawn up.

While paying attention to human rights and 

gender aspects when planning or conduct-

ing a CSDP mission or operation is a legal 

obligation of the EU and a political objective 

set at the highest level, systematic consid-

eration of human rights and gender aspects  

brings about operational advantages and can 

increase a mission’s efficiency and effective-

ness. While in different missions, depend-

ing on their focus and nature, different kinds 

of approaches to these issues are called for, 

these aspects are relevant for all missions, 

whether civilian or military.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

To download the strategy, please follow 

the link: http://www.consilium.europa.eu/

uedocs/cms_Data/docs/hr/news144.pdf
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SOME EXAMPLES OF RELEVANT HUMAN RIGHTS  

AND GENDER ASPECTS FOR DIFFERENT TYPES OF MISSIONS

Police reform (e.g. EUPM 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
EUPOL RD Congo):

•	 Improving local police capacity to respond to violence 
against women and children

•	 Access for both men and women to employment in police 
forces

•	 Codes of conduct and policies on discrimination, harass-
ment and violence

•	 Vetting police officers
•	 Community policing

Justice reform and rule 
of law (e.g. EUJUST LEX 
Iraq, EULEX Kosovo) :

•	 Ensuring that states meet their human rights responsibili-
ties under international law

•	 Securing access to justice for both men and women
•	 Access for both men and women to employment in the jus-

tice system
•	 Juvenile justice
•	 Complementarity between national, regional and interna-

tional courts (particularly ICC)
•	 Drafting of new legislation in a way that corresponds to the 

international obligations of the state
•	 Harnessing possibilities for new legislation promoting more 

equal participation of men and women in decision making

Maritime security/fighting  
against piracy (e.g. 
EUNAVFOR Atalanta):

•	 Respect of the relevant international human rights norms 
during detention on board

•	 Treatment of suspected pirates under 18 years of age
•	 Dealing with people in distress, asylum seekers and traf-

ficked persons
•	 Respect of the relevant international human rights norms in 

the conduct of judicial proceedings

Monitoring the implemen-
tation of a peace agreement 
(e.g. EUMM/Georgia):

•	 Identifying and reporting human rights violations by par-
ties to the peace agreement

•	 Gender-disaggregated monitoring
•	 Missing persons
•	 Human rights issues deemed to be in direct relation to 

the conflict dynamics such as minority rights, freedom of 
movement

•	 Access to both local men and women and to the informa-
tion they submit.

Securing and stabilising a 
region (e.g. EUFOR Tchad/RCA)

•	 Protection of civilians, particularly the most vulnerable
•	 International Humanitarian Law
•	 Access to both local men and women as sources of infor-

mation (getting the entire security picture)

All missions •	 Intentional or unintentional human rights violations by 
staff, misconduct, sexual exploitation and abuse, etc.

•	 Staff’s understanding of human rights and gender and the 
mission’s role

•	 Including human rights and gender aspects in reporting.
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MAIN PRINCIPLES

To summarise, the EU policy on human 

rights and gender aspects in crisis manage-

ment is constructed around the following six 

main principles1:

1. Human rights and gender should be consid-

ered throughout the mission ‘cycle’, starting 

from the fact-finding phase to the planning 

and conduct of activities and the subsequent 

lessons identified exercises. Relevant plan-

ning and the related mission/operation doc-

uments need to reflect this approach.

2. Relevant expertise, i.e. advisers or focal 

points, needs to be included in planning 

teams and missions/operations. The docu-

ment ‘Mainstreaming of Human Rights 

into ESDP’2 specifies that the human rights 

adviser needs to be close to the Operation 

or Force Commander or Head of Mission 

(this was the case i.a. for the Aceh Monitor-

ing Mission, EUFOR RD Congo and EUFOR 

TCHAD RCA). The ‘Checklist on Children 

Affected by Armed Conflict’3 calls for the 

designation of an expert in child protection 

and CAAC issues for ESDP(CSDP) missions 

operating in environments where the risk of 

grave violations of children’s rights is par-

ticularly high. 

3. All CSDP staff should receive training on 

human rights and gender aspects, prefer-

ably prior to their deployment (note that 

CSDP pre-deployment training is a preroga-

tive of the EU Member State, which thus 

bears responsibility for implementing this 

provision). 

4. Mission reporting should cover human 

rights and gender aspects. The operational 

document ‘Implementation of UNSCR 1325 

as reinforced by UNSCR 1820 in the context 

of ESDP’ calls for the inclusion of gender-

related aspects, including information on 

sexual and gender-based violence as well as 

local women’s role as actors, in the regular 

and frequent reports by the European Union 

Special Representatives (EUSR), ESDP/CSDP 

Heads of Missions or Commanders. The 

‘Checklist on Children Affected by Armed 

Conflict’ makes a specific reference to moni-

toring and reporting in ‘full knowledge of, 

and coordination with, the reporting and 

monitoring system of the UN established 

through UNSC resolutions 1539 and 1612’.

5. CSDP missions/operations should coordi-

nate their action with other EU initiatives 

and the broader international community. 

The Comprehensive Approach on Resolu-

tions 1325 and 1820 notably calls for a coor-

dinated approach including CSDP missions/

operations, political dialogue, development 

co-operation, multilateral co-operation and 

humanitarian aid. 

6. In addition, the document ‘Implementation 

of UNSCR 1325 as reinforced by UNSCR 

1820 in the context of ESDP’ calls for con-

tacts with local and international civil soci-

ety organisations and the ‘Checklist on Chil-

dren Affected by Armed Conflict’ mentions 

the need to collaborate with child protec-

tion partners (for example UNICEF).

LESSONS AND BEST 

PRACTICES IDENTIFIED

Since the EU launched its first crisis man-

agement operation in 2003, a number of les-

sons and best practices have been identified 

on how the effective consideration of human 

rights and gender aspects in the planning 

and conduct of missions and operations can 

contribute to their success and improve their 

operational effectiveness. Some of the rec-

ommendations, as contained in the report 

1  This list is non-exhaustive, but seeks to capture the common main principles present in the relevant 
policy documents.

2  11936/4/06
3  11936/4/06
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‘Lessons and best practices of mainstreaming 

human rights and gender into CSDP military 

operations and civilian missions’4 , endorsed 

by the Council in December 2010, are as fol-

lows:

•	 Include reporting on, assess and learn from 

the mainstreaming of human rights and gen-

der in future lessons reports and 6-monthly 

progress reports of operations and mis-

sions. Consider carrying out specific evalu-

ations of mainstreaming human rights and 

gender in CSDP operations and missions.

•	 Ensure human rights and gender issues are 

reflected in operation and mission bench-

marks, planning and evaluation. The imple-

mentation of the host country commitments 

should be closely followed in the monitoring 

and evaluation of the operation or mission at 

political as well as operational level.

•	 Continue, on a regular basis, to discuss gen-

der and human rights and CSDP in the rel-

evant Council working groups. 

•	 Emphasise the overall responsibility of sen-

ior operation and mission management staff 

at headquarters and field level for human 

rights and gender mainstreaming.

•	 Position the human rights and gender 

adviser/focal point strategically in the organ-

isation chart, close to the operation or mis-

sion management and taking part in stra-

tegic meetings so as to have access to the 

necessary information that mainstreaming 

inside the operation or mission requires, and 

the backing to carry out the mainstreaming 

across different operation or mission com-

ponents.

•	 Consider devising, if appropriate, account-

ability mechanisms on possible breaches of 

the Code of Conduct by operation or mission 

staff.

•	 Consider devising a standard ‘welcome 

package’ for all operation and mission staff 

as they take up their duties.

•	 Explore synergies between CSDP and other 

EU foreign policy instruments, and identify 

means to increase combined effectiveness, 

including between lessons processes in 

CSDP and development co-operation and by 

a wider sharing of respective best practices.

•	 Increase communication with the public in 

order, on the one hand, to enhance preven-

tion of human rights violations and, on the 

other hand, to build public support for and 

knowledge of the CSDP both within and out-

side the EU. In this respect CSDP operations 

and missions should regularly meet with 

local women’s groups and wider civil society.

•	 In order to strengthen outreach to the public 

and especially women and children, create a 

contact point for the local population.

FURTHER RECENT ACTIONS TAKEN

Adoption of EU indicators on women, peace 

and security: In July 2010 the Council adopted 17 

indicators on the implementation of the two key 

EU documents concerning Resolutions 1325 and 

1820 on women, peace and security: ‘EU Compre-

hensive Approach on UNSCR 1325 and 1820 on 

women, peace and security’  and ‘Implementa-

tion of UNSCR 1325 as reinforced by UNSCR 1820 

in the context of ESDP’. Several of these indica-

tors are directly relevant to the CSDP, namely:

•	 Proportion of men and women trained spe-

cifically in gender equality among diplomatic 

staff, civilian and military staff employed by 

the Member States and Community institu-

tions and military and police staff partici-

pating in UN peacekeeping operations and 

CSDP operations and missions;

•	 Number and percentage of CSDP missions 

and operations with mandates and planning 

documents that include clear references to 

gender/women, peace and security issues 

and that actually report on this;

•	 Number and percentage of CSDP missions 

and operations with gender advisers or focal 

points;

4 For the full list, see 17138/1/10 REV 1
5 15671/1/08 REV 1
6 15782/3/08 REV 3
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•	 Number of cases of sexual abuse or exploi-

tation by CSDP staff reported on and acted 

upon;

•	 Percentage of EUSRs’ activity reports that 

include specific information on women, 

peace and security.

Regular reports on the basis of responses 

received by EU Delegations, EU member States 

and CSDP missions/operations are supposed to 

provide an overview on the state of affairs.

Drafting of standard training elements on 

human rights, child protection and gender: As 

a follow-up to the Council document ‘Imple-

mentation of UNSCR 1325 and UNSCR 1820 in 

the context of training for the ESDP missions 

and operations – recommendations on the 

way forward’ 13899/09, the Council adopted 

the outlines for EU standard human rights and 

gender training elements in December 2010. 

The fully-fledged modules will be drawn up 

during the first semester of 2011. 

Facilitating networking between human 

rights and gender advisers and focal points: 

The Council Secretariat started, in 2009, to 

facilitate regular meetings between gender 

advisers and focal points deployed in CSDP 

operations and missions. Such meetings are 

now conducted by the EEAS on a regular basis. 

Specific Website on Women, Peace and 

Security: A specific section on Women, Peace 

and Security exists on the EEAS website, 

under human rights. 

Finland prepared a ‘Human Rights and Cri-

sis Management handbook for members of 

CSDP missions’ 7 as a practical tool for mission 

and operation personnel.

Most recently, the Council appointed an EU 

Special Representative for Human Rights in 

order to enhance the Union’s effectiveness, 

presence and visibility in protecting and pro-

moting human rights, notably by deepening 

EU co-operation and policial dialogue with 

third states and other relevant partners.

7 ‘Human Rights and Crisis Management - a handbook for members of CSDP missions’,  
ISSN 0358-1489 ISBN : 978-951-724-886-0, PDF ISBN : 978-951-724-887-7
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8 TRAINING AND EDUCATION 
IN THE FIELD OF CSDP
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When CSDP development started under the 

auspices of the EU, it became obvious that the 

different aspects of crisis management would 

require appropriate training, not only offered 

at national level but complemented by training 

at EU level, the latter focusing in particular on 

the promotion of a European security culture.

To that  end, in 2003 and 2004, the Council 

adopted an EU Training Policy and an EU Train-

ing Concept in the field of CSDP. The key objec-

tive defined is 

“
the adoption of a holistic and co-ordi-

nated approach on training matters 

which should aim at establishing links 

and strengthening synergies between 

the different training initiatives at EU 

level, with a particular focus on the 

interface between military and civilian 

areas. Such a holistic and co-ordinated 

training policy would contribute to the 

overall goal of improving civil-military 

as well as civil-civil-co-ordination.”

Based on the Training Policy and Concept, 

an annual training management cycle has 

been established including four phases:

1. an analysis of training needs and require-

ments in the field of CSDP,

2. based on that , the design of an EU Train-

ing Programme listing all training activities 

offered at EU level,

3. the conduct of these training activities by the 

various training actors at EU and at national 

level,

4. an annual evaluation in the form of a “Com-

prehensive Annual Report on Training Activ-

ities in the field of CSDP / CART”.

8.1  THE EU TRAINING  
POLICY AND TRAINING CONCEPT  
IN THE FIELD OF CSDP

The outer circle of the overview depicts 

the external dimension. CSDP is an open and 

transparent process. Close co-operation with 

third states and international organisations is 

a basic principle for the EU as regards the con-

duct of crisis management operations.

Following the EU’s comprehensive 

approach, training actors are encouraged to 

combine civilian and military participation 

whenever possible. 

 

THE EU TRAINING PROGRAMME AND 

THE “SCHOOLMASTER” APPLICATION

The EU Training Programme lists CSDP-

related training activities offered by training 

actors at  EU level such as the ESDC and by 

the Member States’ national and multinational 

institutes which they open to participation by 

other nationals. Since 2009, the EU Training 

Programme has been run via the internet – 

the “Schoolmaster” application which can be 

found at https://esdp.consilium.europa.eu.

Schoolmaster is owned by the EU and was 

created in the framework of the Goalkeeper 

software environment. The linkage between 

Schoolmaster and other elements of the Goal-

keeper software environment (EU recruit-

ment system; rosters of available personnel in 

EU Member States) is aiming at a better link 

between training and deployment. It should 

ensure that available training opportunities 

are better directed at  those individuals requir-

ing training with a view to their (possible) 

future deployment. 

by Dirk Dubois and Joël Schuyer
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All courses contained in Schoolmaster are 

accessible to potential participants from EU 

Member States. Accessibility of courses in 

Schoolmaster to non-EU participants is at the 

discretion of the individual course providers. 

Training Institutions authorized at national 

level to contribute to Schoolmaster may feed 

course data into the system at any given time. 

In order to ensure national control over the 

Schoolmaster content, Member States have 

been invited to designate a  national central 

body  (National Coordinator) responsible for 

the selection of those national Training Provid-

ers authorized to upload their course informa-

tion directly. Uploaded course information is 

centralized and can be consulted by the public 

at the Schoolmaster website. 

The opening of Schoolmaster to information 

on courses offered by other actors (IOs, non-

EU States, NGOs etc.) is technically feasible 

but subject to a political decision. 

Schoolmaster sends out automatic e-mail 

alerts whenever new course information is 

uploaded to the system. All those interested 

in receiving e-mail alerts on new courses reg-

istered in the system are invited to subscribe 

directly by going to the Schoolmaster applica-

tion (https://esdp.consilium.europa.eu) and fol-

lowing the instructions.

EU TRAINING MANAGEMENT CYCLE
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STEERING

COMMITTEE

• representatives of the

Member States

• responsible for the

overall co-ordination

and guidance of the

college’s activities

• convenes in Brussels

• decision-making body

EXECUTIVE

ACADEMIC BOARD

• representatives of the

Network Institutes

• Implements, ensures

quality and coherence of

the training

• can meet in different

project-orientated

configurations

PERMANENT

SECRETARIAT

• assists the Steering

Committee and the

Executive Academic

Board

• supports conceptual and

academic work

• supports the training

activities in particular

those talking place in

8.2 ROLE AND ACTIVITIES  
OF THE EUROPEAN SECURITY AND 
DEFENCE COLLEGE
by Dirk Dubois

At EU level, the European Security and 

Defence College (ESDC), established in 2005, 

plays a major role in the implementation of the 

yearly training cycle relevant to CSDP. Not only 

does the College contribute significantly to the 

implementation of the training programme 

through the delivery of its courses, its Secre-

tariat contributes to the analysis of the train-

ing requirements, the development of the EU 

training programme relevant to CSDP and the 

evaluation of the training.

The main objective of the ESDC is to provide 

Member States and EU institutions with knowl-

edgeable personnel able to work efficiently on 

CSDP matters. In pursuing this objective, the 

College makes a major contribution to a better 

understanding of CSDP in the overall context of 

CFSP and to promoting a common European 

security culture. Helping to build professional 

relations and contacts at European level, the 

College activities promote a co-operative spirit 

and co-operative methods at all levels.

The ESDC is a network college. A large 

number of national universities, academies, 

colleges and institutes contribute to the suc-

cess of the ESDC. The network members are 

well-known national civilian and military edu-

cational and research institutions in Europe. It 

also includes the EU Institute for Security Stud-

ies located in Paris. 

A three-tier governance structure has been 

established for the college comprising a Steering 

Committee, an Executive Academic Board and a 

Permanent Secretariat. The Secretariat is located 

in Brussels and closely linked to  the Crisis Man-

agement and Planning Directorate (CMPD) in the 

European External Action Service (EEAS).

The College established its own training con-

cept addressing personnel at all levels in the 

CSDP field up to decision-makers. In line with 

this concept, and, as shown in the overview, it 

offers a growing number and variety of train-

ing activities initiated by Member States in 

support of CSDP in general, leadership, specific 

ESDC THREE-TIER STRUCTURE
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GS/HR Solana lectures at the European Security 

and Defence College in 2006
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policy fields, specialised staff und specific EU 

tools/programmes. 

ESDC courses are based on “standardised 

curricula” and are thus recognised by the 

Member States and the EU institutions. A certif-

icate signed by the High Representative of the 

Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy is 

awarded to all participants who completed an 

ESDC course.

The College also develops and produces 

training material for CSDP training such as the 

CSDP Handbook. In the same context, all ESDC 

training courses  are supported by an Internet-

based distance learning system (IDL) includ-

ing a CSDP Knowledge Base containing CSDP- 

related information material which can be 

accessed for free through the ESDC web page.

Since its establishment in 2005, the college 

has provided training for about 4000 diplo-

mats, civilians and police and military person-

nel from Member States and EU Institutions. 

Since 2006, more than 300 civilian and military 

staff from third states and international organi-

sations have attended the college’s CSDP 

courses. 

The success of the ESDC courses lies in a 

mixture of making the best use of the academic 

expertise, contacts and experience of our net-

work members and bringing to the courses the 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

Website: http://esdc.mil-edu.be

ESDC Video on: www.youtube.com/ 

watch?v=gR0BXZzOIhM

Access to the CSDP Knowledge Base:  

http://esdc.mil-edu.be/index.php/csdp-k-base

ESDC ACTIVITIES IN SUPPORT OF …

CSDP 
in general

CSDP High 
Level Course

CSDP Orientation
Courses

“Europa Forum”

CSDP Common
Modules

other events

CSDP High 
Level Course

Senior Mission 
Leaders Course

POLAD Courses

LEGAD Courses

Gender Courses

Press, Public 
Information

Non-Proliferation

Space Policy

Cyber Security

European 
Armaments 

Co-operation

Anti Piracy

Peace Building

Strategic Mission/
Operation 
Planners

Security Sector
Reform

Capability 
Development

Civilian Crisis
Management

Civil-Military
Co-ordination

Pool of
SSR Experts

Partnerships
in CSDP

Exchange 
Programmes 

»Erasmus 
militaire«

Leadership
Specialised 

Staff
Policy 
Fields

Concepts/Tools/
Programmes

Participation of diplomats, police, other civilians and military from  
Member States and relevant EU Institutions in almost all courses  

contributes to an efficient implementation of EU’s comprehensive approach.

practical knowledge of the specialists from the 

European institutions working on a day-to day 

basis on the important dossiers in the field of 

CSDP. Applying the basic principle of mixed 

civilian and military audiences in almost all 

ESDC courses, the College makes a significant 

effort in support of the EU’s comprehensive 

approach to crisis management. 
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HIERARCHY OFTRAINING AUDIENCES AND RELATED ESDCTRAINING ACTIVITIES

CSDP High-Level Course

Specialist Level

CSDP Advanced  Course

High-Ranking Staff/
Decision-Makers

(Ambassadors,

Generals/Admirals,

Directors)

Senior Staff Level

(diplomats, civil servants in capitals, civilian

including police, and military personnel)

Expert Level

(diplomats, civilian, including

police,  and military personnel with

a minimum practical experience)

General (mid rank)
Working Level

(diplomats, civilian, including

police, and military personnel)

CSDP training at national level (Member States)

CSDP training activities for nationals only

CSDP training activities open to participation of other nationals and listed in the EU

Training Programme in the field of CSDP (Schoolmaster)

�
�

CSDP Orientation
Courses/OC-type
courses/seminars/

can also be conducted

focussing on a specific

audience and specific theme

CSDP Courses for
Specialised Staff

CSDP Orientation Course

PPI Staff

CSDP Orientation Course

LEGAD Staff

CSDP Orientation Course

POLAD Staff

Training material/IDL system support

for all training levels, organised and

co-ordinated through the ESDC

IDL
Support

ESDC

Regular

Alumni

Training

Conference
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CSDP High-Level
Seminar (2 Days)

TRAINING AUDIENCES ESDCTRAINING ACTIVITIES

CSDP Orientation Courses

including also

International Audiences

OC-type course with focus on thematic,

regional or horizontal issues

Senior Mission Leaders Course
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8.3  THE ESDC EXECUTIVE ACADEMIC 
BOARD 
THE CENTRAL PLATFORM FOR CO-OPERATION  
AND NETWORKING IN CSDP RELATED TRAINING

by Cesare Ciocca

In the wide community of universities, acad-

emies, colleges and other civilian and military 

training institutes dealing with international 

security and defence matters, there is a com-

mon understanding that the quality and effec-

tiveness of their activities is directly linked 

to the level and intensity of interaction they 

have with other relevant stakeholders. Interac-

tion in practical terms means networking and 

co-operation which allows the exchange of 

experiences, good practices/standards, bet-

ter adaptation of training programmes and 

creates capacities for a better delivery: what 

can be difficult for a single institute to do can 

become much more feasible for a group of 

training actors when working together.

These broadly recognised findings were 

also key factors in the definition of the EU’s 

training policy and concept in 2003/2004. 

In this context, networking, close co-ordina-

tion and co-operation between relevant train-

ing institutes are considered to be a “conditio 

sine qua non” to meet the objective of creating 

a common European security culture. 

Accordingly, these were also the guiding 

principles in establishing the European Secu-

rity and Defence College in the form of a 

network between national civilian and military 

institutes, including the EU Institute for Secu-

rity Studies (EU ISS).

In order to create a common CSDP culture within the EU, and to ensure a common high stand-

ard of education for  all concerned personnel, a wide coordination between all training actors in 

Member States at EU level is required.

Contacts, exchanges of information, co-operation and co-ordination between  all actors, 

through the development of a concept of “Networking, taking into account the already existing 

networks”, should be fostered. 

A specific network could be established, bringing together all relevant civilian and military 

actors involved in this type of training. It should help to:

•	 define and harmonise academic programmes on CSDP matters,

•	 avoid unnecessary duplication in courses offered through coordination between  actors,

•	 share academic resources and material,

•	 take stock of the relevant developments at EU level.

Distance learning could be envisaged at a further stage.

Accordingly, in 2005 the Council adopted a Joint Action establishing the European Security 

and Defence College (ESDC) as a network between civilian and military institutes, colleges, 

academies, universities and institutions within the EU dealing with CSDP issues, including the 

EU Institutes for Security Studies.

NETWORKING, COORDINATION AND CO-OPERATION
– EU TRAINING POLICY IN CSDP / NOVEMBER 2003 –
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EXECUTIVE ACADEMIC BOARD
– MAIN TASKS AND CURRENT NETWORKING –

WIDER ACADEMIC NETWORK 
including policy makers in the field of training and all types of national 

and international institutes involved in CSDP-related training

EXECUTIVE ACADEMIC BOARD 

Representatives from national civilian and military institutes actively 

engaged in the conduct of ESDC training activities

Main Tasks of the Board include:   

•	 implementation of the ESDC training concept through the annual academic programme; 

overall coordination of all ESDC activities 

•	 certification of all ESDC training activities through the development, systematic evalu-

ation, regular review and revision of course curricula

•	 certification of course participants

•	 supervision of the Internet-based Distance Learning (IDL) System 

•	 academic advice to the Steering Committee

Current Project-Orientated Configurations

Implementation
Group

European Initiative to enhance 
the exchange of young officers

IDL Project 
Group

Development of 
the IDL System

Executive Academic 
Board on SSR Training

Particularly supports training 
of the EU Pool of SSR Experts

In practical terms, networking and co-

operation within the ESDC basically happens 

through the Executive Academic Board (EAB) 

which is composed of senior staff and experts 

from the national civilian and military insti-

tutes concerned and which meets on a regu-

lar basis. Through the EAB, national civilian 

and military institutes implement together 

the ESDC training concept and programme. 

The Board can also meet in project-orientated 

configurations according to specific require-

ments or it can rely on specific expertise. This 

happens currently in support of three specific 

projects:

•	 An Implementation Group convenes rep-

resentatives from the respective military 

academies, including policy makers from 

the Ministries of Defence supporting the 

implementation of the European initiative 

to enhance the exchange of young officers 

inspired by Erasmus.

•	 As a consequence of an initiative taken 

by the Member States to establish an EU 

Pool of SSR Experts, a new task-orientated 

configuration has been set up that brings 

together SSR experts in support of EU train-

ing in the field of security sector reform. 

•	 A Project Group convenes technical as well 

as subject matter experts supporting the 

development of the IDL System. 

So far, there have been about 50 different civil-

ian and military institutes and other training 

actors actively engaged in ESDC activities. 

Networking and co-operation in the ESDC net-

work thus creates currently a capacity at EU 

level to train about 1200 civilian and military 

staff on about 30 different courses each year.

This is obviously of mutual benefit. At EU 

level it creates and makes available training 

capacities and opportunities, an advantage in 

particular for smaller Member States who do 

not have all CSDP-relevant training capacities 
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encouraged to engage as much as possible in 

the activities of the ESDC. As a security and 

defence policy network it also triggers net-

working and co-operation between civilian and 

military training actors and thus makes a sig-

nificant contribution to an effective implemen-

tation of the EU’s comprehensive approach to 

crisis management.

All in all, the ESDC network is working well 

and is already a good example of pooling and 

sharing between Member States, in this case 

in the field of training.

In the context of the ESDC, networking and 

co-operation goes beyond the national insti-

tutes. The ESDC co-operates with and draws 

on the expertise of international organisations 

and other relevant actors, such as national 

training institutes of third states. Closer co-

operation exists and continues to evolve in 

particular with the Geneva Centre for Security 

Policy (GCSP), and the Centre for Democratic 

Control of Armed Forces (DCAF) in Geneva in 

the context of the IDL System and in the con-

duct of specific courses. Co-operation has also 

started with the NATO Defence College (NDC) 

in the context of the ESDC IDL System.

CO-OPERATION BETWEEN EXECUTIVE ACADEMIC 
BOARD AND THE EU STRUCTURES

at their own disposal. Member States and their 

national institutes profit from being connected 

with the EU institutions and gain a unique 

opportunity to develop their CSDP-related 

training with a clear EU perspective.

The latter is ensured in particular through 

the annual working cycle of the Board, includ-

ing evaluation, review and revision of curricula 

and finally programming: 

(1) In autumn each year, the Board focuses 

on the evaluation of the activities of the pre-

vious academic year and on recent develop-

ments in concepts and doctrines at EU level. 

The assessment is done in close co-operation 

with the experts coming from the EU’s cri-

sis management structures. (2) Based on the 

outcome of this evaluation, the Board then 

concentrates on a review and revision of the 

course curricula which is also done in very 

close co-operation with the experts working in 

the crisis management structures. (3) Towards 

the end of the academic year, the Board then 

focuses on the programming for the next aca-

demic year.

Member States and their national civilian 

and military institutes should feel particularly 
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Finally, when it comes to training and edu-

cation in the field of security and defence 

policy, it goes without saying that the ESDC 

network is not operating alone but in the 

context of a range of other networks, in par-

ticular within the EU and including inter alia 

the European New Training Initiative (ENTRi) 

which brings together civilian training 

institutes and the European Police College 

(CEPOL) as a network of the national police 

colleges. In line with the EU training policy 

and concept, these networks form part of 

the whole training system. Co-operation 

between the existing EU networks is there-

fore important.  

Last but not least, in the NATO and Partner-

ship for Peace (PfP) context there are also a 

number of networks, including in particular the 

“
Better co-operation between relevant 

instruments and actors such as the 

European Security and Defence Col-

lege, the European Police College and 

the Instrument for Stability should 

contribute to greater efficiency in 

training programmes, with better 

results in the field.”

High Representative Catherine Ashton                           

in her Report on CSDP, July 2011

Conference of Commandants, organised annu-

ally by the NATO Defence College, and the PfP 

Consortium. The ESDC is regularly invited to 

participate and it also contributes actively to 

these conferences.

Meeting of the Executive Academic Board in September 2012
Jochen Rehrl
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by Sylvain Paile

A specific task given to the ESDC is to pro-

vide support for exchange programmes of the 

national training institutes.

In the second half of 2008, the then French 

Presidency initiated a discussion on ways 

of allowing greater integration of initial aca-

demic and professional training of European 

young officers through mobility. The initiative 

began in November 2008 based on a Council 

declaration. The declaration proposed a series 

of measures which prepared the ground for 

enhanced interoperability, thereby paving the 

way for the emergence of a European culture 

of security and defence among those future 

CSDP actors:

8.4  EUROPEAN INITIATIVE FOR THE 
EXCHANGE OF YOUNG OFFICERS 
INSPIRED BY ERASMUS

•	 Measures aimed at increasing the number of 

exchanges, such as the generalisation of the 

Bologna process, the mutual recognition of 

the outcomes of exchanges in professional 

training, the greater use of Erasmus mobility 

for students and personnel, the opening up 

of national training to European young offic-

ers, etc.

•	 Measures aimed at teaching/learning about 

Europe and its defence, such as the creation 

of a common module on CSDP, promoting 

the learning of several foreign languages, 

etc.

An Implementation Group was created in Feb-

ruary 2009 as a project-orientated structure 

The first common module for young officers, Lisbon 2009
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of the ESDC’s Executive Academic Board, 

charged with implementing the initiative.

Relying on the contributions and support 

from the Member States and their institutes, 

the Implementation Group reached sustain-

able progress on various aspects of the initia-

tive, including the conduct of a common mod-

ule on CSDP based on the standard curriculum 

developed by the ESDC, which was organised 

for the first time in the Portuguese academies 

in 2009. After a year of existence, these mod-

ules had allowed more than 400 young officers 

to become familiar with the role they may be 

called to play in the future European defence.

In 2010 a detailed stocktaking of the Euro-

pean officers’ initial training was finalised. The 

stocktaking supports the institutes concerned 

in their identification of partners with whom 

they organise exchanges, and a dedicated 

forum to enable the institutes to communicate 

their demands and their offers of exchanges 

has been set up. 

In 2011 a Compendium of European Military 

Officers Basic Education was published by 

the Polish Presidency. This Compendium was 

designed to compare the basic educational 

SOURCES FOR MORE AND 

UPDATED INFORMATION

•	 Webpage: http://esdc.mil-edu.be/

•	 index.php/networking-news 

•	 The European Military Higher Education 

Stocktaking Report, (Sylvain Paile, DG F 

Council General Secretariat ed., Brussels, 

May 2010) available on: 

http://www.emilyo.eu

•	 The Compendium of the European Mili-

tary Officers Basic Education (edited by 

Sylvain Paile, Polish Ministry of National 

Defence - Department of Science and Mili-

tary Education, Warsaw, 2011) available on:  

http://www.emilyo.eu/images/Uploaded_

Documents/EU_Academies/compendium.

pdf

systems of equivalent branches/services in all 

Member States. It represents a further concep-

tual step towards stronger and closer co-oper-

ation between national academies and training 

centres.

Furthermore, a framework arrangement has 

been agreed by all 27 Member States, setting 

out the conditions under which the exchanges 

between Member States willing to participate 

take place. It also lays down recognition pro-

cedures for the outcomes of exchanges in pro-

fessional military training.

Meanwhile, common curricula on issues 

common to European armed forces are being 

developed on a constant basis and are now 

offered to young officers.

Implementation of the initiative is driven 

by the key idea that working exchanges and 

interpersonal qualifications at initial training 

level are the cornerstones for the emergence, 

in the longer term, of interoperability and the 

common culture that is needed for European 

defence.

Exchange students in the margins of a CSDP common 

module in Austria
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Many Member States while relying for train-

ing in particular on the ESDC, continue to con-

duct at national level numerous training activi-

ties related to CSDP and also enable other 

nationals to participate in some of these activi-

ties . These offers are normally made available 

to other nationalities through the “Schoolmas-

ter” application. There are other actors and 

activities at EU level dealing with training in 

CFSP/CSDP and complementing the training 

efforts of the Member States. 

The European Police College (CEPOL) 

was established in 2000 to provide specific 

police training. CEPOL essentially operates as 

a network college with its Secretariat located 

at Bramshill/UK. Its mission is to bring together 

senior police officers from police forces in 

Europe – essentially to support the develop-

ment of a network – and to encourage cross-

border co-operation in the fight against crime, 

public security and law and order by organis-

ing training activities and research findings. 

CEPOL organises between 80 and 100 courses, 

seminars and conferences a year on key top-

ics relevant to all police forces in Europe. The 

activities are conducted at the national police 

colleges of the Member States. To some extent 

CEPOL also conducts crisis management train-

ing, partly in close co-operation with the Euro-

pean Security ad Defence College (ESDC). 

In the field of civilian crisis management, 

the European Commission has supported 

training from an early stage. During 2009 the 

Commission completed the implementation of 

8.5  OTHER TRAINING ACTORS 
AND INITIATIVES 
IN SUPPORT OF CFSP/CSDP 
by Pavlina Gorenc

the ‘EC Project on training for civilian aspects 

of crisis management’ (European Group on 

Training/EGT), a project which since 2001 has 

complemented Member States’ training activi-

ties. An important achievement has been the 

establishment and maintenance of a European 

network of professional training institutes and 

organisations specialising in training for civil-

ian crisis management.

Continuing on from this, the Commission 

launched a new initiative under the name 

“Europe’s New Training Initiative for 

Civilian Crisis Management” (ENTRi). This 

initiative aims to deliver a programme under 

the capacity-building component of the EU’s 

Instrument for Stability. ENTRi is a training 

programme which seeks to build up the capac-

ities of personnel who are to work in civilian 

crisis management missions outside the EU, 

whether under the auspices of the EU, UN, 

OSCE, AU or other valid actors. ENTRi seeks to 

harmonise the approaches of its partners and 

to facilitate interoperability. Planned activi-

ties include more than 30 pre-deployment and 

specialisation courses, which should involve 

around 700 participants over a two-year time-

frame. Financial support is provided through 

the Instrument for Stability (IfS). The lead body 

of a group of partners implementing this ini-

tiative is the Berlin-based “Centre for Interna-

tional Peace Operations” (ZIF). 

Furthermore, the Commission provides sup-

port – also through the Instrument for Stability 

– to the “EU Police Forces Training” (EUPFT) 

project which is dedicated to the training of 
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police officers who might take part in stabili-

sation missions in countries emerging from 

crisis. 

As regards EU civilian missions, in general, 

Member States are responsible for pre-deploy-

ment training of their national personnel ear-

marked for deployment. However, besides 

these training efforts, authorities responsible 

for CSDP missions also conduct CSDP-related 

training which basically is mission-specific 

and targeted, but which also covers the overall 

CSDP picture.

The European External Action Service 

(EEAS) deals with a wide range of CFSP/CSDP-

related training. The main target audience are 

the staff working or due to work in the EEAS 

structure, including the EU delegations world-

wide. For the conduct of the training, the EEAS 

relies to a large extent on national and interna-

tional training institutes. 

Diplomatic training is also provided under 

the European Diplomatic Programme 

(EDP), a joint project between the EU Mem-

ber States and EU institutions established 

in November 1999. The target audience are 

young diplomats from EU Member States. The 

programme tries to develop a European iden-

tity among diplomats, create a network and 

therefore participate in shaping a common 

European diplomatic culture. The EDP has a 

modular structure, and the curriculum also 

includes CSDP and EU crisis management. 

The main actors are the national diplomatic 

academies. With the creation of the External 

Action Service (EEAS), the EDP will most likely 

undergo changes in its structure. 

There are also specific military training initi-

atives. The EU Military Staff (EUMS), being 

an integral part of the EEAS, regularly organ-

ises Induction Courses for their new staff and 

other EEAS staff (every 3 - 6 months). 

It also provides training such as the CSDP 

Foundation Training for Operation Headquar-

ters (OHQs) key nucleus personnel and other 

augmentees. Other training initiatives include, 

inter alia, Mobile Training Teams to be sent to 

OHQs in order to familiarise HQs personnel 

with EU military concepts and tools. Further-

more, the EUMS is keeping up to date an EU 

Sharing Training Facilities catalogue which is 

intended to support Member States in identi-

fying possibilities in pooling and sharing with 

respect to training.

The European Defence Agency (EDA) 

identified training requirements as part of 

its work on capability development. In co-

operation with EU Member States and other 

EU agencies (e.g. the EU Satellite Centre), the 

Agency initiated training courses to develop 

certain skills and capabilities within Member 

States and EU institutions. 

Handling Open Source Intelligence (OSINT) 

or creating Cultural and Situational Awareness 

are two examples of topics that have been 

addressed by the EDA’s Training initiatives. 

The EDA may help to bring EU Member States 

together to pursue such activities, but in the 

long term an appropriate training actor would 

need to ensure the continuity of such CSDP-

related training programmes. 

The development of a European Armaments 

Co-operation Course jointly by ESDC and EDA 

is a good step in the right direction.

SOURCES FOR MORE AND 

UPDATED INFORMATION

For more information you should consult 

the respective web pages:

•	 for CEPOL and its activities see: 

http://www.cepol.europa.eu/ 

•	 for ENTRi and its activities see: 

http:// www.entriforccm.eu/

•	 for EDP see 

http://edp.consilium.europa.eu/

•	 for EDA and its activities see: 

http://www.eda.europa.eu/
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9 INFORMATION POLICY 
IN THE FIELD OF CSDP
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9.1 COMMUNICATING EU COMMON 
SECURITY AND DEFENCE POLICY – 
AN OVERVIEW

2011/2012 marks the transition whereby  

communication activities concerning the Com-

mon Security and Defence Policy (CSDP)1 

move from the General Secretariat of the 

Council of the EU to the European External 

Action Service (EEAS). As the transition is still 

ongoing, the following information will need 

to be updated once the organisational aspects 

within the EEAS have been completed. 

INFORMATION ON CSDP OPERATIONS 

AND MISSIONS

Information on CSDP operations is  the most 

visible output of the European Union’s CSDP. 

With 25 operations launched since 2003, on 

three continents, some of them complex mis-

sions in challenging, high-profile environ-

ments, CSDP has gained increasing recogni-

tion as a tangible dimension of the EU’s for-

eign policy. For each CSDP military operation 

or civilian mission, key aims include, on the 

one hand, ensuring the consistency  of the 

message among the different EU stakeholders 

(definition of an information strategy, prepara-

tion of ‘master messages’) and, on the other, 

communicating information on operations 

to the press and the public. Communication  

activities include:

•	 press information, technical briefings and 

press conferences involving the main play-

ers; 

by Céline Ruiz

•	 political, military or civilian – in an opera-

tion, on the occasion of main events (e.g. 

decision, launch, termination); 

•	 press visits ;

•	 press releases and High Representative 

statements on the occasion of these or other 

events;

•	 production and circulation of printed, Inter-

net and audiovisual material on each opera-

tion (see below).

INFORMATION ON CSDP STRUCTURES 

AND CAPABILITIES

Information on CSDP structures and capa-

bilities means active communication on devel-

opments

regarding the CSDP’s civilian and military 

structures and the capability process (pooling 

and sharing), notably in relation to events such 

as meetings of EU Defence Ministers (infor-

mal or in the framework of the Foreign Affairs 

Council) or the launch of a given project: EU 

Battlegroups (on which the EU seeks to coordi-

nate with Member States e.g. regarding media 

coverage of BG exercises); Operations Centre 

(e.g. press visit in connection with the activa-

tion of the OpsCentre during the MILEX  07 

exercise). Steering Board meetings and other 

events in the European Defence Agency pro-

vide opportunities to conduct information 

activities regarding the EDA’s work.

1  European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) became Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) with 
the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty on 1 December 2009.
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EUTM Somalia: Media visit in HQ Kampala to Bihanga Training Camp, March 2012 
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A WIDE RANGE OF PRODUCTS AND 

RESOURCES

Over the past few years, the CSDP press team 

in the Council Secretariat has developed a range 

of CSDP-related information and communication 

products , in cooperation with other stakehold-

ers such as the European Security and Defence 

College (ESDC), the EU Institute for Security 

Studies and the European Defence Agency, as 

well as with the European Commission regard-

ing the EU’s external action as a whole.

PRINTED MATERIAL

Institutional printed material on CSDP 

includes the following items:

•	 the CSDP newsletter (six-monthly, circulation 

around 40,000 copies): 11 issues published 

since December 2005. The next issue should 

be published in autumn 2012. The newsletter 

aims to present CSDP operations and other 

activities in a clear, illustrative way for both a 

specialised readership and the general public; 

•	 a range of booklets (e.g. “the EU, an exporter 

of peace and security” since 2003, the Euro-

pean Security Strategy booklet, as well as 

thematic/regional strategies [e.g. EU–Africa]); 

•	 a range of fact sheets and background docu-

ments produced for each CSDP operation 

and on specific topics (e.g. the EU Engage-

ment in Afghanistan or in Somalia, the EU 

Battlegroups, military capabilities); 

•	 the EU Military Staff’s bulletin, Impetus, 

aimed primarily at a military readership;

•	 in cooperation with the European Commis-

sion, material on “The EU in the world – work-

ing for peace, security and stability”  – that 

was before the creation of the EEAS; 

•	 material produced by the EU Institute for 

Security Studies (EU-ISS Newsletter quar-

terly,

•	 Chaillot Papers, Occasional Papers, books 

(e.g. “What ambitions for European defence 

in 2020?”, “European Security and Defence 

Policy – The first 10 years (1999-2009)”);

•	 material produced by the European Defence 

Agency (e.g. EDA bulletin quarterly, newslet-

ter and specific leaflets). 
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INTERNET

During the transition period, the Council of 

the EU’s website hosts the CSDP homepage: 

www.consilium.europa.eu/csdp or www.con-

silium.europa.eu/psdc (in French), which con-

tains information on:

•	 all CSDP operations and missions (including 

links to specific operation websites where 

applicable);

•	 a weekly e-newsletter, an electronic news-

letter on CSDP activities; 

•	 CSDP news;

•	 structures, notably the EU Military Commit-

tee, the EU Military Staff, the EU Operations 

Centre, the Crisis Management and Planning 

Directorate (CMPD); the Civilian Planning 

and Conduct Capability (CPCC); 

•	 capabilities;

•	 the European Security Strategy (ESS)/the 

Internal Security Strategy.

Other institutional Internet resources include: 

•	 www.eeas.europa.eu (External Action web-

site); 

•	 www.consilium.europa.eu/esdc 

•	 http://esdc.mil-edu.be (European Security 

and Defence College);

•	 www.iss.europa.eu (EU Institute for Security 

Studies);

•	 www.eda.europa.eu (European Defence 

Agency);

•	 www.eusc.europa.eu (EU Satellite Centre).

AUDIOVISUAL MATERIAL

Development of the range of CSDP-related 

audiovisual material on offer has been a prior-

ity in recent years. A range of resources is now 

available. 

•	 Video material (VNRs – Video News Releases 

– and stock shots) is produced and made 

available for television on specific occa-

sions such as the launch of an operation; 

such material can be found and downloaded 

in broadcast quality on http://tvnewsroom.

consilium.europa.eu; 

•	 a YouTube CSDP page is available: www.

youtube.com/EUSecurityandDefence (182 

videos as of September 2012); 

•	 some of the audiovisual material is released 

in the form of DVDs for distribution to 

the general public (since 2003);  

Press conference in the margins of the presentation of the Handbook on CSDP 

in April 2010 

Council of the European Union
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EUFOR Tchad/RCA: Communication of EUFOR to the local population, 4 December 2008
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•	 cooperation on  CSDP-related TV produc-

tions ;

•	 a CSDP photo library; a selection is available 

online on the Council website;

•	 arrangements are being made with individ-

ual member states concerning the sharing 

of audiovisual resources, particularly in the 

context of operations. 

PRESS TRIPS

Press visits to the theatre of CSDP opera-

tions and missions have been organised for 

European journalists since 2004. For instance, 

visits to the Balkans, the Democratic Republic 

of the Congo, Aceh (Indonesia), Chad (EUFOR 

TCHAD/RCA), Afghanistan, on EUNAVFOR-

Atalanta and EUTM Somalia (Uganda), have  

been organised in order to highlight the EU’s 

comprehensive activities on the ground (CSDP 

operation and EU Delegation). Other visits are 

organised on the basis of the resources of the 

operations themselves.

LOOKING FOR SYNERGIES  

AND OUTREACH: TOWARDS A  

‘CSDP PUBLIC DIPLOMACY’

In the past few years, the Council Secretar-

iat has been trying to develop synergies with 

and among Member States, including through 

the mutual provision information concerning 

products and initiatives.

•	 meetings of officials in charge of informa-

tion and communication on CSDP have been 

organised since 2001 in the framework of 

the Council’s Working Party on Information. 

These meetings provided opportunities to 

exchange information, material and experi-

ence; 

•	 regular information on communication 

activities is given to the Political and Secu-

rity Committee (PSC - COPS in French) and 

the Military Committee.

Increasingly, outreach and awareness-

raising activities have been developed by 

the Council Secretariat and other stake-

holders.
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•	 before the creation of the EEAS, the Council 

Secretariat and the Commission  regularly 

co-organised seminars for journalists (2 or 

3 × year), think-tanks (normally once a year) 

and NGOs (normally once a year) on the 

topic “The EU in the world”, including CFSP/

CSDP;

•	 the CSDP press team in the Council Secre-

tariat regularly received  groups of visitors, 

journalists and students and contributed to 

a number of events dedicated to CSDP (pub-

lications, seminars, training, EU Open Day);

•	 the European Security and Defence College 

(ESDC) contributes to raising the awareness 

of CSDP in Member States and  also beyond. 

An annual CSDP Press and Public Informa-

tion Course (PPI Course) was established 

in 2006 in the framework of the ESDC. The 

course aims to provide press and informa-

tion personnel from EU Member States, EU 

institutions and CSDP missions and opera-

tions with up-to-date knowledge of CSDP 

and to facilitate the sharing of experience; 

•	 the EU Institute for Security Studies in Paris 

is also a key player in outreach activities on 

CSDP. As a European body where leaders, 

the media, academics, industrialists and 

elected representatives rub shoulders on a 

day-to-day basis, it contributes to spread-

ing the ideas and values on which the EU’s 

foreign and security policy is founded. Infor-

mation and communication activities are 

part of its work, together with academic 

research and policy analysis and the organi-

sation of seminars (including the Institute’s 

Annual Conference, at which the High Rep-

resentative delivers an address on the state 

of the Common Foreign and Security Policy). 

The Institute’s work involves a network of 

exchanges with other research institutes 

and think-tanks both inside and outside the 

European Union. The Institute’s output is 

distributed widely.

Contact: presse.psdc@eeas.europa.eu

ARTEMIS RD Congo: Press point of EU High Representative Javier Solana in Entebbe, after 

his visit to Bunia, July 2003
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10 FUTURE PERSPECTIVES 
OF  THE CSDP
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10.1 CHALLENGES AHEAD – 
IMPLEMENTING THE LISBON TREATY
by Jochen Rehrl

The entering into force of the Lisbon Treaty 

can be described as a milestone for the devel-

opment of the “Common Foreign and Security 

Policy” (CFSP) and specifically for the “Com-

mon Security and Defence Policy” (CSDP). But 

the main challenge is still ahead – an efficient 

implementation of the provisions made in the 

Treaty making the new structures and mecha-

nisms functioning smoothly.

The following is a summary of the main 

aspects. For the related articles in the Treaty 

you can consult Annex 4.

PROVISIONS MADE IN SUPPORT 

OF THE COMMON FOREIGN 

AND SECURITY POLICY

The General Affairs Council (GAC) and the 

Foreign Affairs Council (FAC) are the only 

Council formations which are laid down in 

the Treaty of Lisbon. In fact, there is only one 

Council of the European Union, which can 

meet in ten different formations. The Council 

formations can be extended or limited in num-

bers by the Heads of State and Government.

The Foreign Affairs Council (FAC) for-

mulates policy regarding the Union’s external 

action on the basis of strategic guidelines laid 

down by the European Council and ensures 

that the Union’s action is consistent. This 

Council formation convenes normally with 

Ministers of Foreign Affairs and twice a year 

with Ministers of Defence.

The High Representative of the Union 

for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy 

chairs the Foreign Affairs Council, contributes 

through her proposals towards the preparation 

of the Common Foreign and Security Policy 

and ensures implementation of the decisions 

adopted by the European Council and the 

Council.

The impact on the European foreign policy 

is enhanced by the creation of the European 

External Action Service (EEAS) who assists 

the High Representative. The EEAS started its 

work officially on 1st December 2010. The staffs 

are recruited from the relevant departments of 

the European Commission, the General Secre-

tariat of the Council as well as from the Diplo-

matic Services of EU Member States.

The dual function of the High Representa-

tive of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Secu-

rity Policy, who is at the same time Vice-

President of the Commission, shall ensure 

coherence and coordination of the EU’s exter-

nal action.

PROVISIONS MADE IN SUPPORT 

OF THE COMMON SECURITY 

AND DEFENCE POLICY

The CSDP task catalogue includes the 

Petersberg tasks, namely humanitarian and 

rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks and crisis-

management tasks of combat forces , including 

peacemaking. And additionally to the Peters-

berg tasks , the Treaty of Lisbon introduced the 

joint disarmament operations, military advice 

and assistance tasks, conflict prevention and 

peace-keeping as well as post-conflict stabili-

sation tasks. All these tasks should contribute 

to the fight against terrorism, including by sup-
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porting third countries in combating terrorism 

in their territories.

The mutual assistance clause follows 

the EU principle of solidarity. It guarantees the 

EU Member States aid and assistance from all 

other partners in the event of armed aggres-

sion on the territory of a Member State. The 

assistance is not limited to civilian, military or 

diplomatic efforts, but must be read as mean-

ing as comprehensive as is necessary (“by all 

the means in their power”). Nevertheless, the 

status of neutrals and of non-allied and NATO 

partners will be respected.

Permanent Structured Co-operation 

should help Member States to build up closer 

links among each other. The preconditions for 

joining such a Permanent Structured Co-oper-

ation are firstly the fulfilment of higher crite-

ria for military capabilities and secondly the 

more binding commitments to one another in 

this area with a view to undertaking the most 

demanding missions. 

Tasking of a group of Member States. 

The Council may entrust the execution of a 

task, within the Union framework, to a group 

of Member States, which are willing and have 

the necessary capability for such a task, in 

order to protect the Union’s values and serve 

its interests. Those Member States, in associa-

tion with the High Representative of the Union 

for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, agree 

among themselves on the management of the 

task. Nevertheless, Member States participat-

ing in the task will keep the Council regularly 

informed of its progress on their own ini-

tiative or at the request of another Member 

State. They will inform the Council immedi-

ately should the completion of the task entail 

major consequences or require amendment 

of the objective, scope and conditions set for 

the task. The Council will then decide if further 

steps are necessary.

The principles of financing CSFP/CSDP 

missions remain unchanged. The adminis-

trative expenditure of the institutions arising 

from the implementation of the CSDP, both for 

civilian missions and military operations, is 

charged to the budget of the European Union. 

The same applies, as a general rule, to oper-

ating expenditure except for cases where the 

Council – acting unanimously – decides oth-

erwise and for such expenditure arising from 

operations having military or defence impli-

cations. If expenditure is not charged to the 

Union budget, it will be generally charged to 

the Member States in accordance with their 

gross national product (unless the Council 

unanimously decides otherwise).

The new aspect, which was introduced by 

the Treaty of Lisbon, is the creation of a so-

called start-up fund. Preparatory activities for 

the tasks referred to in Article 42 (1) and Arti-

cle 43 TEU which are not charged to the Union 

budget will be financed by a start-up fund 

made up of Member States’ contributions. The 

Council will then authorise the High Represent-

ative to use the fund. The High Representative 

reports to the Council on the implementation 

of this remit.

THE SOLIDARITY CLAUSE (NOT 
DIRECTLY CSDP RELATED)

The Solidarity Clause is not part of the CSDP 

chapter of the Treaty on European Union, but 

is laid down in Art. 222 of the Treaty on the 

Functioning of the European Union. Although 

there is no direct link with the CFSP/CSDP, the 

same capabilities are addressed and it is there-

fore worth mentioning.

This clause relates to the prevention of ter-

rorist threats, the protection from any terrorist 

attack and consequence management if such 

an attack occurs. Additionally, the solidarity 

clause deals with events such as man-made or 

natural disasters. In all these above mentioned 

cases, the Union and its Member States will 

act jointly in a spirit of solidarity. The Union 

shall mobilise all the instruments at its dis-

posal, including the military resources made 

available by the Member States.
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10.2 FUTURE PERSPECTIVES OF THE 
CSDP – AN ACADEMIC VIEW 

Europe’s defence effort is very fragmented. 

Even States that are members of the EU or 

NATO or both, decide on national defence 

planning with little or no reference to either. 

Their guidelines are usually trumped by con-

siderations of prestige, industrial interests, 

and budget.  The bilateral and multilateral co-

operation that does exist rarely goes beyond 

the tactical level. The strategic enablers 

required for the transformation to expedition-

ary operations (transport, communications, 

intelligence) are being developed only very 

slowly, if at all. At the same time, in some 

areas massive redundancies are maintained 

in spite of their limited usefulness. As States 

insist on maintaining a wide range of capabil-

ity areas, in spite of the decreasing size of their 

armed forces and defence budgets, a plethora 

of small-scale capabilities, of limited deploy-

ability and low cost-effectiveness, is scattered 

across Europe.

The current budget crisis threatens to 

aggravate this situation. Nations have already 

announced severe defence cuts. The worst 

that could now happen is that each govern-

ment will decide unilaterally, without any coor-

dination with fellow NATO or  EU members, 

where the cuts will be made. The great risk is 

that States will scale down or axe altogether 

ongoing and future projects intended to gener-

ate the indispensable strategic enablers, while 

hanging on to capabilities that are cheaper to 

maintain but that are already redundant. In the 

end the sum-total of European capabilities will 

be even less coherent, and even less employ-

able. 

by Sven Biscop

Since, at the same time, the Lisbon Treaty 

aims precisely to empower the EU as an inter-

national actor, this is a paradoxical situation. In 

other fields of external action, co-operation is 

being strengthened, witness the setting up of 

a new permanent structure for EU diplomacy: 

the External Action Service. Will Member 

States also turn to more structured co-opera-

tion in the military field, or will they continue 

to pretend that their armed forces can exist in 

splendid isolation? 

At the heart of the current fragmentation lies 

the lack of systematic consultation and coordi-

nation between Member States. This is made 

worse by the unwillingness to adapt national 

defence planning in accordance with fellow 

members’ plans and overall EU and NATO 

objectives. As long as States cannot be sure 

that if they abandon a capability area, it will be 

reliably taken care of by a fellow EU or NATO 

member, they will continue to struggle, against 

better knowledge, to maintain a broad range of 

capabilities each on their own. 

At an informal meeting in Ghent on 23 and 

24 September, EU Defence Ministers did seem 

to opt for co-operation. The idea was raised 

at least to exchange information on govern-

ments’ intentions. At their first formal meeting, 

in Brussels on 9 December 2010, the Ministers 

of Defence took this idea further and agreed on 

the “Ghent Framework”, referring to their ear-

lier meeting in that city. Each EU Member State 

will analyse its capabilities in order to identify: 

1. those it will maintain on a national level; 

2. those to which it will contribute through 

pooling with other Member States; and 
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3. those to which it will no longer contribute, 

relying on specialisation and role-sharing 

between Member States. If done in a per-

manent and structured manner, such a 

process will lead to true co-operation – 

as envisaged by Permanent Structured 

Co-operation (PESCO), the new defence 

mechanism in the Lisbon Treaty. The end 

result will benefit everybody: more effec-

tive forces, no matter how integrated, will 

be available for national as well as CSDP, 

NATO and UN operations.

There is reluctance to embrace PESCO, for 

fear that a costly layer of bureaucracy might 

be added, whereas the existing institutions of 

the EU’s Common Security and Defence Policy 

(CSDP) could achieve much more if Member 

States made better use of them. The point is 

though that they don’t. The aim of PESCO is 

not to create new institutions, but to generate 

the political stimulus that would incite Member 

States to make the most of the existing poten-

tial, notably the European Defence Agency. 

PESCO would serve as a permanent capabil-

ity conference, where participating Member 

States coordinate and revisit their defence 

planning by focusing on the commonly identi-

fied shortfalls. Here lies the real added value 

for governments. Rather than maintaining a 

wide range of small, unemployable and there-

fore irrelevant capabilities, through permanent 

and structured coordination they could safely 

focus on a smaller number of capability areas 

that are relevant to the overall targets of the EU 

as well as NATO, in which they can make a real 

effort, while doing away with redundancies. 

If they wish, participating Member States can 

opt for far-reaching forms of pooling or other 

forms of co-operation in the areas in which 

they do remain active, just as e.g. France and 

the UK announced in their recent bilateral 

agreement. Thus, PESCO would allow all gov-

ernments, within their respective means, to 

contribute with militarily relevant capabilities 

to every EU or NATO operation. And thus they 

would be politically relevant. 

PESCO would shift co-operation from 

the tactical to the strategic level, and would 

change its nature from a bottom-up to a top-

down process. Project-by-project co-operation 

is useful, but its scope is too limited to solve 

Europe’s capability conundrum. That requires 

much broader coordination of national defence 

planning. Providing a flexible structure for top-

down political steering, PESCO offers a prag-

matic solution with potentially far-reaching 

consequences. 

Member States will have to make choices 

though. Applying the “Ghent Framework” 

means that in the long term, not all Member 

States will have capability in all areas any 

longer. A “common defence”, as called for in 

the Treaty on European Union, will eventu-

ally emerge. Not in the sense that there will 

be a single, supranational “Euro-Army”, but in 

the sense that top-down coordination by the 

Defence Ministers Council will allow Member 

States to opt for far-reaching specialisation 

and role-sharing. In the end, everybody knows 

that an air force of 12 fighters or an armoured 

capacity of 36 tanks is a non-deployable and 

therefore irrelevant asset. Why not admit it, do 

away with such mini-units, focus on a reduced 

range of capability areas – and make a real 

effort in those? 
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The lessons from Afghanistan, Libya and 

the Euro-debt crisis are clear. We live in a 

hyper-competitive world.  The world is get-

ting smaller, friction greater and we Europeans 

have chosen (yes, chosen) to become weaker 

at a critical moment in power shift, with both 

the NATO’s Strategic Concept and the Com-

mon Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) 

designed to mask as much as confront danger-

ous change that is the essence of both.  Thus, 

today we have weakness without strategy, i.e. 

risk; having convinced ourselves we are too 

weak to affect strategic change alone, and yet 

too powerful to hide from such change.  

Therefore, my mission today is to try and 

put Europe’s future security and defence in 

the context of both strategic environment and 

strategic culture which is what the European 

Security Strategy set out to do.

That of course begs a very serious question.  

What exactly is a strategic culture – let alone 

one that could be applied to such a diverse 

and fractured entity/group of actors hud-

dling together away from the strategic, eco-

nomic chill under the rhetorical shelter that is 

‘Europe’?  

For the sake of argument I will define said 

strategic culture as the balance between and 

emphasis upon all forms of security engage-

ment ranging from negotiation, international 

law, trade and commerce, aid and develop-

ment, alliance and regime building, coercive 

diplomacy, economic sanctions and military 

power.  

There is also an immediate difficulty in defin-

ing European – do we mean Europe as a place 

or Europe as an idea – the EU. I would suggest 

that in fact we on the cusp between intense 

co-operation (i.e. between states) and culture 

(which by its definition is more likely to be 

found as a function of institutional integration). 

There is also an irony with which we must 

also confront: European Strategic Culture has 

tended to be defined by Americans as a con-

trast to American strategic culture.  One thinks 

of Joe Nye v Robert Kagan, of Venus v Mars, of 

Soft v Hard.  What they have done is define the 

issue of a strategic culture as either/or, which 

is of course wrong because these are but 

metaphors for weak v strong. All Europeans 

have exactly the same tools as Americans but 

have made investment choices which tend to 

reveal a markedly different view of what tools 

to apply to what point in the conflict spectrum.  

Indeed, much of the debate over strategic con-

flict is really a metaphor for the role of war in 

strategic concept.

So, what of European strategic culture? And 

such culture must itself require a shared stra-

tegic concept. At the very least both concept 

and culture need a shared appreciation of the 

environment, a shared imagination over values 

and interests to project and protect and shared 

application in so doing.  Whilst most Europe-

ans share a very high degree of shared culture 

for most security challenges – see the Greek 

and Irish bale-outs, solidarity tends to collapse 

on the point of kinetic danger.   

10.3 THE FUTURE OF EUROPEAN 
SECURITY AND DEFENCE POLICY: 
IMPLICATIONS FOR MEMBER-STATES

by Julian Lindley-French
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Paradoxically, European strategic cul-

ture fails the test of European strategic cred-

ibility for in this world credible military power 

remains the foundation upon which all other 

elements stand.  

Therefore, the key question then becomes 

one of strategy – by whom, for whom to what 

end? Strategic Culture is by definition the stuff 

of grand strategy; i.e. the organisation of large 

means in pursuit of large ends. What does 

that mean for Europeans and how best to do 

it? Certainly, the weaker the power, the more 

important strategy is and with a narrative to 

justify the effort.  

Where are Europeans today? We do not 

know how ‘weak’ or ‘strong’ we are; we have 

little idea what needs changing or how (strat-

egy is always about change) and thus we have 

no convincing story to tell a nervous pub-

lic about the relationship between security 

investment and positive change.

On the face of it Europe a weak ‘power’ 

made of weakening powers. The figures speak 

for themselves:  

•	 NATO Europe nations have a combined 

gross domestic product (GDP) of €  12.5  tr 

compared with the US GDP of €10tr or some 

124 % of the U.S. total.  

•	 The combined 2009 defence budgets of 

NATO Europe totalled €  188  bn compared 

with the 2009 U.S. defence budget of 

€  503  bn. NATO Europe thus spends some 

37 % of the U.S. expenditure on defence.  

•	 Of that € 188 bn France and the UK together 

represent 43 % or € 80.6 bn, whilst France, 

Germany and the UK represent 61  % or 

€ 114.2 bn and the so-called ‘big three’ spend 

88  % of all defence research and develop-

ment in NATO Europe.  

•	 Sixteen of the twenty-six NATO Europe 

members spend less than € 4 bn per annum 

and much of it inefficiently with the ratios 

between personnel and equipment budgets 

particularly obverse, with too many bloated 

headquarters, top-heavy command chains 

and outdated formations.

•	 Between 2001 and 2008 NATO Europe 

spending on defence fell from €  255  bn to 

€ 223 bn (not adjusted for defence cost infla-

tion).

•	 Paradoxically, given the fall in troop num-

bers defence spending per soldier rose 

from €  74,000 in 2001 to €  92,000 in 2008, 

although the figures vary widely across the 

Alliance from state to state.

•	 Over roughly the same period the US has 

increased its defence expenditure by 109 %, 

China by 247  %, Russia by 67  % and Aus-

tralia by 56 %.  

Herein lies the dilemma – Europe is a chang-

ing constellation in a rapidly changing world in 

which there are many risks but no existential 

threats.

Strategy is thus about choices that balance 

what must be done, what can be afforded 

and what might be needed. The problem 

with strategy in Europe is that Europeans 

are uncomfortable with power and even less 

comfortable with coercion and thus ‘cul-

ture’ – common precepts and identity under-

pinning shared choices is hard to define.  

Indeed, it is the very discretionary nature 

of conflict that makes unity of purpose and 

effort so hard to achieve and thus with it a 

strategic culture.

To move on we must return to fundamentals. 

Most Europeans have never had it so good? 

Europe by and large whole and free, living 

standards are by and large OK, and Europe’s 

wars of choice are not breaking what is left of 

the bank.  In other words, strategy for Europe-

ans is not so much about changing too much, 

but rather about protecting what we have – 

that is hardly a battle-cry for a common culture 

of action around which to rally.  One can hardly 

build culture on the defensive; unless that it is 

a culture of defeatism which is hardly what any 

of us would wish to define Europe’s place in 

the world.

Indeed, the only clear, present and existen-

tial danger it is that of a renewed financial cri-

sis which must thus take precedence.



130  HANDBOOK CSDP 

But here’s the rub – the world is full of fric-

tion. Contemporary risks could become threats 

very quickly. Strategic shock is all too possible:  

be it 

Therefore, security strategy must empha-

sise the ability to reconstitute and augment 

rapidly to balance projection with protec-

tion, robustness and resiliency, capability and 

capacity and strategy and affordability across 

the civil-military spectrum. 

Here Europeans (be they in one institution or 

another) can play to their strengths and begin 

the long road to a European strategic culture.

Equally, strategy implies role allocation 

built on the trust required to give up key ele-

ments of state security. To that end institu-

tions are important enablers of what might 

be called a security culture; rather than the 

more implicitly assertive strategic culture 

(which can be said to exist).  OSCE will conti-

nue to play the role of forum where extremes 

of state behaviour across the Continent are 

mitigated, NATO will continue to be the con-

duit for most Europeans to absolute defence 

afforded by Americans, and CSDP in the EU 

should become the locus of a European pillar 

of security and defence in which civil-military 

co-operation is totemic.

However, there is another rub; the EU in 

particular is still too focused on the constraint 

of our own power, rather than the effective 

organisation and projection of it – which is at 

the core of a debate over European strategic 

culture.  All our states (all of which are small 

in global terms) remain jealous of giving up 

sovereignty –strategy is thus lost in a vacuum 

of bureaucratic self-justification.  Too often 

the short-term tail wags the strategic dog in 

Europe.  

Let me conclude this statement by conside-

ring the method of strategy in Europe.  Look 

at the nature of dangerous change relevant 

to Europeans – terrorism, proliferation in our 

neighbourhood, cyber-vulnerability, state 

weakness on our borders, fundamentalism in 

our societies etc. etc. 

Strategy has failed in Europe not because we 

have spent insufficiently (we have) but because 

we have lacked a proper mutual understanding 

of our environment, been too keen too often 

to hide from it and in the absence of a consi-

stent strategic narrative we have been unable 

to make choices and thus justify investments 

– be they knowledge structures (intelligence), 

protective mechanisms (cyber-defence) or pro-

jective forces (interdiction).   

This has partly been due to the fractured 

nature of the strategic environment but above 

all it has been driven by the apologist political 

correctness that has prevented us from dea-

ling effectively with dangers within and from 

correctly diagnosing potential dangers wit-

hout.  

Rather we have wallowed between nostal-

gist hard-liners at one of the spectrum and 

integration dreamers at the other with a sea of 

public ignorance and indifference in between 

fed by irresolute leadership.

After all, strategy is a function of leadership 

and if Europeans cannot fashion strategy in 

anticipation of shock one thing is clear shock 

will at some point impose strategy upon us.

What to do? Start properly investing in our 

institutions so that strategy in Europe can 

balance the efficiency and effectiveness nee-

ded to be credibly strong in the new world, but 

underpin such efforts with credible military 

power that for the foreseeable future will be 

overwhelmingly state centric.  A culture might 

emerge one day from such intense co-opera-

tion, and it is of course work in progress.  But 

we have a long way to go. 

First steps, the bigger states, like Britain and 

France must seek ever closer co-operation; the 

smaller states defence integration. 

Only then are we likely to preserve the free-

doms and well-being that we today enjoy.  Fail 

and we will lose them!

 Let me finish with a quote from Churchill 

writing of France at the end of the First World 

War he could have been talking of Europe 

today and the need for a strategic culture.  
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“Worn down, doubly decimated, but undis-

puted masters of the hour, the French nation 

peered into the future in thankful wonder and 

haunting dread. Where then was that SECU-

RITY without which all that had been gained 

seemed valueless, and life itself, even amid 

the rejoicings of victory, was almost unendur-

able?  The mortal need was Security”. In fact, 

the mortal need was for strategy which would 

have afforded security and for that we need a 

strategic culture worthy of the name.

That is where Europe is at today.
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“CSDP is dead” – a headline very often used 

in 2011 in the press and in publications elab-

orating on the future prospects for the EU’s 

Common Security and Defence Policy. And 

even in internal e-mail exchanges desk officers 

within the EU’s crisis management structures 

and national delegations shared this view, 

most probably owing to a certain frustration 

about the lack of progress in various CSDP 

fields. 

Such a situation is not new. I have person-

ally experienced similar situations since ESDP 

development started to take more concrete 

shape in June 1992, following the declara-

tion of WEU Foreign Ministers at Petersberg/

Germany. Since then the development of this 

policy has had its ups and downs, with many 

good initiatives which took it forward, but also 

with events and developments which put it on 

hold.

Throughout its integration process Europe 

has faced many crises which resulted in the 

end in a stronger Europe. EU crises lead in 

most cases to a greater readiness on the part 

of the Member States to take the next steps 

towards further integration. This can currently 

be seen in the crisis surrounding the common 

currency. Recognising the need to adapt, Mem-

ber States are now ready to accept arrange-

ments and approaches which would have been 

completely unacceptable a few years ago. 

CFSP/CSDP is a policy field with a lot of simi-

larities. A common key aspect is that further 

steps towards integration touch on the same 

highly sensitive aspect: national sovereignty. 

One must not forget how much progress 

has been achieved since European countries 

started to develop a more specifically Euro-

pean approach to their security and defence. 

Basically, I see here four different phases: 

the attempts made to promote a European 

approach to security and defence during the 

Cold War period, a second phase where the 

WEU was revitalised to develop this policy 

field, a third phase including 10 years of CSDP 

development in the EU under the Amster-

dam and Nice Treaties and the current phase 

in which we are developing this policy under 

the Lisbon Treaty. Going through the details 

of this history of CFSP/CSDP development, the 

progress is clear to see.

I would like to quote here just one example, 

which in my view illustrates this progress best.

In the past, the EU was often perceived as 

a talking shop, able to issue ‘nice declarations’ 

but not able to take any practical action for the 

resolution of conflicts. In 1994, European coun-

tries in the WEU Council discussed how to 

deal with the crisis in the Great Lakes Region 

in Africa. In the end they failed to reach a con-

sensus on possible WEU-led intervention. My 

impression then was that it would take at least 

two decades or more until European countries 

were able to reach a common understanding 

on any crisis management engagement else-

where in Africa. However, only nine years later, 

at the request of the UN Secretary-General, 

the EU Member States agreed on Operation 

ARTEMIS, an operation which helped to deal 

with a deteriorating humanitarian situation in 

10.4 FUTURE PROSPECTS FOR THE 
CSDP – A PRACTITIONER’S VIEW 

by Hans-Bernhard Weisserth
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the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC). It is 

worth mentioning that operational engage-

ment by the EU followed later, even in places 

far away from Europe, such as in Asia, with the 

ACEH Monitoring Mission. All this happened 

with the active participation of Member States 

who in the past were never ready to agree to 

any kind of active operational engagement 

outside Europe.

To date, the EU has now engaged in more 

than 20 missions and operations on three 

continents. This proves that there is a grow-

ing political will to take on responsibilities and 

take action in international crisis management 

if necessary, a situation which was unimagi-

nable when the EU started to develop its cri-

sis management structures and procedures in 

2000.

Today it is still difficult to get consensus 

among 27 Member States on any potential 

operational engagement in many regions 

where some Member States consider that 

EU action is appropriate, others not, as was 

the case for Libya. CSDP development is still 

in a phase where Member States’ traditional 

historical links and specific national interests 

matter. One must not forget that national 

defence policies still exist and vary consider-

ably among the 27, with some Member States 

putting their emphasis on force projection and 

others still focusing on potential invasion by 

their neighbours. 

However, the EU’s Security and Defence 

Policy is developing in the larger context of 

an evolving Common Foreign Policy which is 

increasingly enabling Member States to speak 

more and more with one voice even as regards 

regional issues on which they were recently 

divided. Apart from this, there are other fac-

tors which will determine the way and the 

speed CSDP will develop, factors which are 

manifold and complex in nature. I would like to 

refer here to one which is quite obvious these 

days – the impact of the financial crisis.

After the break-up of the Warsaw Pact, 

armed forces were reduced in numbers and 

size, putting pressure on Member States to 

reorganise their armed forces in a meaningful 

way. This has already led to more and closer 

co-operation and to some extent already to 

more integration. Getting the Dutch and Bel-

gian naval forces under one command is just 

one example of this. The current financial cri-

sis and shrinking budgets will further increase 

this pressure on Member States to co-operate 

more closely and thus overcome Europe’s 

problems of capability development, which 

are basically caused by fragmentation and 

unnecessary duplication. I believe that the 

current financial crisis can be a real turning 

point for European capability development. 

The alternative Member States have is to 

implement cuts simply at national level, end-

ing up with even bigger capability gaps, or to 

do so in a co-ordinated way, in support of the 

CSDP. I believe that in the end Member States 

will opt for the latter course as the challenges 

ahead will not allow them the luxury of doing 

anything else. 

CSDP development is and remains a proc-

ess. Within a foreseeable timeframe there 

will be no situation which you could call the 

“end state” of CSDP. But there is already a 

long-term objective defined in the Maastricht 

Treaty, which states that the Common Foreign 

and Security Policy includes “all questions 

related to the security of the Union, including 

the eventual framing of a common defence 

policy, which might in time lead to a common 

defence”.

Not all Member States subscribe to this 

long-term objective – at least not at this point 

in time - but there are more and more Member 

States who recognise the need and are ready 

to move in this direction. The meeting of the 

Heads of State and Government of Belgium, 

France, Germany and Luxembourg in Brussels 

in April 2003, at which a number of forward-

looking proposals for European defence were 

made, was just one expression of this grow-

ing will.  More recently, new initiatives have 

been taken to step up military co-operation in 
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Europe. The so-called “Ghent Initiative” and 

the proposals by the Weimar Triangle: France, 

Germany and Poland, are aimed in particular 

at improving interoperability, pooling capabili-

ties and role- and task-sharing between Euro-

pean partners. Where these initiatives will end 

up remains to be seen as they still lack full sup-

port from all Member States. 

On the other hand, we are no longer able to 

wait until everybody is ready to take the “inte-

gration train”. The different speed of those 

who are ready to go ahead with more and 

deeper integration is in my view important – 

and these Member States should start to move 

this train. Full inclusiveness is the argument 

of those who tend to favour the status quo. 

However, openness and transparency will be 

important to allow all the others to jump on 

this train whenever they are ready to do so. 

Finally, these developments should no 

longer be perceived as being directed against 

NATO or against our American partners. 

Experience shows that European capability 

development in the NATO context also had 

and still has its limitations. In this regard, 

I very much share the views expressed by 

the former Chief Executive of the European 

Defence Agency, Nick Witney, in an article in 

Europe’s World in Autumn 2008, that for too 

long Europeans avoided taking real responsi-

bility for their own security, and invoked the 

catechism of ‘NATO, the corner-stone of our 

security’ as a substitute for serious thought. 

The US should encourage the EU to grow into 

its global responsibilities. The more seriously 

the Americans show that they are willing to 

take the EU collectively, the more seriously 

the Europeans will take themselves. Finally, 

those who fear that a real CSDP will make the 

US turn its back on Europe forget that the US 

is already changing its strategic focus any-

way. 

Incidentally, such a “pro European defence” 

position by the US would not be new. In 1950, 

it very much supported the idea of a European 

Defence Community (as an integral part of the 

North Atlantic Treaty Organisation), an attempt 

by Western European powers to counterbal-

ance the overwhelming conventional military 

ascendancy of the Soviet Union by the crea-

tion of a supranational European Army. The 

European Defence Community would have 

provided for centralised military procurement, 

and would have had a common budget, arms 

and institutions. Unfortunately, in 1954 it was 

rejected by the French National Assembly.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

Those who would like to read more on the 

study on “The Impact of the Financial Crisis 

on European Defence” (April 2011) can 

download it in PDF Format under  

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/

en/sede/studiesdownload.html?languageDo

cument=EN&file=40671

For the transatlantic aspects, you could 

study the EU ISS report “What do Europe-

ans want from NATO?” (November 2010) 

which can be downloaded on  

www.iss.europa.eu
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Introduction 

 

Europe has never been so prosperous, so secure nor so free.  The violence of the first half of the 

20th Century has given way to a period of peace and stability unprecedented in European history. 

 

The creation of the European Union has been central to this development.  It has transformed the 

relations between our states, and the lives of our citizens.  European countries are committed to 

dealing peacefully with disputes and to co-operating through common institutions.  Over this 

period, the progressive spread of the rule of law and democracy has seen authoritarian regimes 

change into secure, stable and dynamic democracies.  Successive enlargements are making a reality 

of the vision of a united and peaceful continent.  

 

The United States has played a critical role in European 

integration and European security, in particular through NATO.  

The end of the Cold War has left the United States in a dominant 

position as a military actor.  However, no single country is able 

to tackle today’s complex problems on its own. 

 

Europe still faces security threats and challenges.  The outbreak of conflict in the Balkans was a 

reminder that war has not disappeared from our continent.  Over the last decade, no region of the 

world has been untouched by armed conflict.  Most of these conflicts have been within rather than 

between states, and most of the victims have been civilians.  

 

As a union of 25 states with over 450 million 

people producing a quarter of the world’s Gross 

National Product (GNP), and with a wide range of 

instruments at its disposal, the European Union is 

inevitably a global player.  In the last decade 

European forces have been deployed abroad to 

places as distant as Afghanistan, East Timor and the DRC.  The increasing convergence of 

European interests and the strengthening of mutual solidarity of the EU makes us a more credible 

and effective actor.  Europe should be ready to share in the responsibility for global security and in 

building a better world. 
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I. THE SECURITY ENVIRONMENT: GLOBAL CHALLENGES AND KEY THREATS 

 

Global Challenges 

 

The post Cold War environment is one of increasingly open borders in which the internal and 

external aspects of security are indissolubly linked. Flows of trade and investment, the development 

of technology and the spread of democracy have brought freedom and prosperity to many people.  

Others have perceived globalisation as a cause of frustration and injustice.  These developments 

have also increased the scope for non-state groups to play a part in international affairs.  And they 

have increased European dependence – and so vulnerability – on an interconnected infrastructure in 

transport, energy, information and other fields.  

 

Since 1990, almost 4 million people have died in wars, 90% of them civilians.  Over 18 million 

people world-wide have left their homes as a result of conflict. 

 

In much of the developing world, poverty and 

disease cause untold suffering and give rise to 

pressing security concerns. Almost 3 billion 

people, half the world’s population, live on 

less than 2 Euros a day.  45 million die every 

year of hunger and malnutrition. AIDS is now 

one of the most devastating pandemics in human history and contributes to the breakdown of 

societies. New diseases can spread rapidly and become global threats. Sub-Saharan Africa is poorer 

now than it was 10 years ago.  In many cases, economic failure is linked to political problems and 

violent conflict. 

 

Security is a precondition of development.  Conflict not only destroys infrastructure, including 

social infrastructure; it also encourages criminality, deters investment and makes normal economic 

activity impossible. A number of countries and regions are caught in a cycle of conflict, insecurity 

and poverty. 
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Competition for natural resources - notably water - which will be aggravated by global warming 

over the next decades, is likely to create further turbulence and migratory movements in various 

regions.  

 

Energy dependence is a special concern for Europe.  Europe is the world’s largest importer of oil 

and gas.  Imports account for about 50% of energy consumption today.  This will rise to 70% in 

2030.  Most energy imports come from the Gulf, Russia and North Africa. 

 

Key Threats 

Large-scale aggression against any Member State is now improbable.  Instead, Europe faces new 

threats which are more diverse, less visible and less predictable.   

 

Terrorism: Terrorism puts lives at risk; it imposes large costs; it seeks to undermine the openness 

and tolerance of our societies, and it poses a growing strategic threat to the whole of Europe.  

Increasingly, terrorist movements are well-resourced, connected by electronic networks, and are 

willing to use unlimited violence to cause massive casualties. 

 

The most recent wave of terrorism is global in its scope and is linked to violent religious extremism.  

It arises out of complex causes. These include the pressures of modernisation, cultural, social and 

political crises, and the alienation of young people living in foreign societies.  This phenomenon is 

also a part of our own society. 

 

Europe is both a target and a base for such terrorism: European countries are targets and have been 

attacked. Logistical bases for Al Qaeda cells have been uncovered in the UK, Italy, Germany, Spain 

and Belgium.  Concerted European action is indispensable. 

 

Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction is 

potentially the greatest threat to our security.  The 

international treaty regimes and export control arrangements 

have slowed the spread of WMD and delivery systems.  We 

are now, however, entering a new and dangerous period that 

raises the possibility of a WMD arms race, especially in the 
Middle East.  Advances in the biological sciences may 

increase the potency of biological weapons in the coming 
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years; attacks with chemical and radiological materials are also a serious possibility.  The spread of 

missile technology adds a further element of instability and could put Europe at increasing risk. 

 

The most frightening scenario is one in which terrorist groups acquire weapons of mass destruction. 

In this event, a small group would be able to inflict damage on a scale previously possible only for 

States and armies.  

 

Regional Conflicts: Problems such as those in Kashmir, the Great Lakes Region and the Korean 

Peninsula impact on European interests directly and indirectly, as do conflicts nearer to home, 

above all in the Middle East.  Violent or frozen conflicts, which also persist on our borders, threaten 

regional stability.   They destroy human lives and social and physical infrastructures; they threaten 

minorities, fundamental freedoms and human rights.  Conflict can lead to extremism, terrorism and 

state failure; it provides opportunities for organised crime. Regional insecurity can fuel the demand 

for WMD.  The most practical way to tackle the often elusive new threats will sometimes be to deal 

with the older problems of regional conflict. 

 

State Failure:  Bad governance – corruption, abuse of power, weak institutions and lack of 

accountability - and civil conflict corrode States from within. In some cases, this has brought about 

the collapse of State institutions. Somalia, Liberia and Afghanistan under the Taliban are the best 

known recent examples. Collapse of the State can be associated with obvious threats, such as 

organised crime or terrorism. State failure is an alarming phenomenon, that undermines global 

governance, and adds to regional instability. 

 

Organised Crime: Europe is a prime target for organised crime. This internal threat to our security 

has an important external dimension: cross-border trafficking in drugs, women, illegal migrants and 

weapons accounts for a large part of the activities of criminal gangs. It can have links with 

terrorism.   

 

Such criminal activities are often associated with weak or failing states. Revenues from drugs have 

fuelled the weakening of state structures in several drug-producing countries. Revenues from trade 

in gemstones, timber and small arms, fuel conflict in other parts of the world.  All these activities 

undermine both the rule of law and social order itself. In extreme cases, organised crime can come 
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to dominate the state.  90% of the heroin in Europe comes from poppies grown in Afghanistan – 

where the drugs trade pays for private armies.  Most of it is distributed through Balkan criminal 

networks which are also responsible for some 200,000 of the 700,000 women victims of the sex 

trade world wide.  A new dimension to organised crime which will merit further attention is the 

growth in maritime piracy. 

 

Taking these different elements together – terrorism committed to maximum violence, the 

availability of weapons of mass destruction, organised crime, the weakening of the state system and 

the privatisation of force – we could be confronted with a very radical threat indeed.  
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II. STRATEGIC  OBJECTIVES 

 

We live in a world that holds brighter prospects but also greater threats than we have known. The 

future will depend partly on our actions. We need both to think globally and to act locally. To 

defend its security and to promote its values, the EU has three strategic objectives:  

 

Addressing the Threats 

The European Union has been active in tackling the key threats. 

 

 It has responded after 11 September with measures that included the adoption of a European 

Arrest Warrant, steps to attack terrorist financing and an agreement on mutual legal assistance 

with the U.S.A.  The EU continues to develop cooperation in this area and to improve its 

defences. 

 

 It has pursued policies against proliferation over many years.  The Union has just agreed a 

further programme of action which foresees steps to strengthen the International Atomic Energy 

Agency, measures to tighten export controls and to deal with illegal shipments and illicit 

procurement. The EU is committed to achieving universal adherence to multilateral treaty 

regimes, as well as to strengthening the treaties and their verification provisions. 

 

 The European Union and Member States have intervened to help deal with regional conflicts 

and to put failed states back on their feet, including in the Balkans, Afghanistan, and in  the 

DRC.  Restoring good government to the Balkans, fostering democracy and enabling the 

authorities there to tackle organised crime is one of the most effective ways of dealing with 

organised crime within the EU. 

 

In an era of globalisation, distant threats may be 

as much a concern as those that are near at hand.  

Nuclear activities in North Korea, nuclear risks 

in South Asia, and proliferation in the Middle 

East are all of concern to Europe. 

 

Terrorists and criminals are now able to operate 

world-wide: their activities in central or south-

east Asia may be a threat to European countries or their citizens.  Meanwhile, global 
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communication increases awareness in Europe of regional conflicts or humanitarian tragedies 

anywhere in the world. 

 

Our traditional concept of self- defence – up to and including the Cold War – was based on the 

threat of invasion.  With the new threats, the first line of defence will often be abroad. The new 

threats are dynamic. The risks of proliferation grow over time; left alone, terrorist networks will 

become ever more dangerous.  State failure and organised crime spread if they are neglected – as 

we have seen in West Africa. This implies that we should be ready to act before a crisis occurs.  

Conflict prevention and threat prevention cannot start too early. 

 

In contrast to the massive visible threat in the Cold War, none of the new threats is purely military; 

nor can any be tackled by purely military means.  Each requires a mixture of instruments.  

Proliferation may be contained through export controls and attacked through political, economic 

and other pressures while the underlying political causes are also tackled.  Dealing with terrorism 

may require a mixture of intelligence, police, judicial, military and other means.  In failed states, 

military instruments may be needed to restore order, humanitarian means to tackle the immediate 

crisis.  Regional conflicts need political solutions but military assets and effective policing may be 

needed in the post conflict phase.  Economic instruments serve reconstruction, and civilian crisis 

management helps restore civil government. The European Union is particularly well equipped to 

respond to such multi-faceted situations.  

 

Building Security in our Neighbourhood 

 

Even in an era of globalisation, geography is still important.  It is in the European interest that 

countries on our borders are well-governed.  Neighbours who are engaged in violent conflict, weak 

states where organised crime flourishes, 

dysfunctional societies or exploding population 

growth on its borders all pose problems for 

Europe. 
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The integration of acceding states increases our security but also brings  the EU closer to troubled 

areas.  Our task is to promote a ring of well governed countries to the East of the European Union 

and on the borders of the Mediterranean with whom we can enjoy close and cooperative relations. 

 

The importance of this is best illustrated in the Balkans. Through our concerted efforts with the US, 

Russia, NATO and other international partners, the stability of the region is no longer threatened by 

the outbreak of major conflict.  The credibility of our foreign policy depends on the consolidation of 

our achievements there.  The European perspective offers both a strategic objective and an incentive 

for reform. 

 

It is not in our interest that enlargement should create new dividing lines in Europe.  We need to 

extend the benefits of economic and political cooperation to our neighbours in the East while 

tackling political problems there.  We should now take a stronger and more active interest in the 

problems of the Southern Caucasus, which will in due course also be a neighbouring region. 

 

Resolution of the Arab/Israeli conflict is a strategic priority for Europe.  Without this, there will be 

little chance of dealing with other problems in the Middle East.  The European Union must remain 

engaged and ready to commit resources to the problem until it is solved. The two state solution -

which Europe has long supported- is now widely accepted.  Implementing it will require a united 

and cooperative effort by the European Union, the United States, the United Nations and Russia, 

and the countries of the region, but above all by the Israelis and the Palestinians themselves. 

 

The Mediterranean area generally continues to undergo serious problems of economic stagnation, 

social unrest and unresolved conflicts.   The European Union's interests require a continued 

engagement with Mediterranean partners, through more effective economic, security and cultural 

cooperation in the framework of the Barcelona Process.  A broader engagement with the Arab 

World should also be considered. 
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AN INTERNATIONAL ORDER BASED ON EFFECTIVE MULTILATERALISM 

 

In a world of global threats, global markets and global media, our security and prosperity 

increasingly depend on an effective multilateral system. The development of a stronger 

international society, well functioning international institutions and a rule-based international order 

is our objective. 

 

We are committed to upholding and developing International Law.  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, equipping it 

to fulfil its responsibilities and to act effectively,  

is a European priority. 

 

We want international organisations, regimes  

and treaties to be effective in confronting threats to international peace and security, and  must 

therefore be ready to act when their rules are broken. 

 

Key institutions in the international system,  such as the World Trade Organisation (WTO) and the 

International Financial Institutions, have extended their membership.  China has joined the WTO 

and Russia is negotiating its entry.  It should be an objective for us to widen the membership of 

such bodies while maintaining their high standards.  

 

One of the core elements of the international system is the transatlantic relationship.  This is not 

only in our bilateral interest but strengthens the international community as a whole.  NATO is an 

important expression of this relationship. 

 

Regional organisations also strengthen global governance.  For the European Union, the strength 

and effectiveness of the OSCE and the Council of Europe has a particular significance.  Other 

regional organisations such as ASEAN, MERCOSUR and the African Union make an important 

contribution to a more orderly world.  
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It is a condition of a rule-based international order that law evolves in response to developments 

such as proliferation, terrorism and global warming. We have an interest in further developing 

existing institutions such as the World Trade Organisation and in supporting new ones such as the 

International Criminal Court.  Our own experience in Europe demonstrates that security can be 

increased through confidence building and arms control regimes.  Such instruments can also make 

an important contribution to security and stability in our neighbourhood and beyond. 

 

The quality of international society depends on the quality of the governments that are its 

foundation.  The best protection for our security is a world of well-governed democratic states.  

Spreading good governance, supporting social and political reform, dealing with corruption and 

abuse of power, establishing the rule of law and protecting human rights are the best means of 

strengthening the international order. 

 
Trade and development policies can be powerful tools for promoting reform. As the world’s largest 

provider of official assistance and its largest trading entity, the European Union and its Member 

States are well placed to pursue these goals. 

  

Contributing to better governance through assistance programmes, conditionality and targeted trade 

measures  remains an important  feature in our policy that we should further reinforce.  A world 

seen as offering justice and opportunity for everyone will be more secure for the European Union 

and its citizens.  

 

A number of countries have placed themselves outside the bounds of international society.  Some 

have sought isolation; others persistently violate international norms.  It is desirable that such 

countries should rejoin the international community, and the EU should be ready to provide 

assistance.  Those who are unwilling to do so should understand that there is a price to be paid, 

including in their relationship with the European Union. 
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III.   POLICY IMPLICATIONS FOR EUROPE 

 

The European Union has made progress towards a coherent foreign policy and effective crisis 

management.  We have instruments in place that can be used effectively, as we have demonstrated 

in the Balkans and beyond.  But if we are to make a contribution that matches our potential, we 

need to be more active, more coherent and more capable.  And we need to work with others. 

 

 
More active in pursuing our strategic objectives.  This 

applies to the full spectrum of instruments for crisis 

management and conflict prevention at our disposal, 

including political, diplomatic, military and civilian, trade 

and development activities.  Active policies are needed to 

counter the new dynamic threats. We need to develop a 

strategic culture that fosters early, rapid, and when 

necessary, robust intervention. 

 

As a Union of 25 members, spending more than 160 billion Euros on defence, we should be able to 

sustain several operations simultaneously.  We could add particular value by developing operations 

involving both military and civilian capabilities. 

 

The EU should support the United Nations as it responds to threats to international peace and 

security.  The EU is committed to reinforcing its cooperation with the UN to assist countries 

emerging from conflicts, and to enhancing its support for the UN in short-term crisis management 

situations. 

 

We need to be able to act before countries around us deteriorate, when signs of proliferation are 

detected, and before humanitarian emergencies arise.  Preventive engagement can avoid more 

serious problems in the future.  A European Union which takes greater responsibility and which is 

more active will be one which carries greater political weight. 
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More Capable.  A more capable Europe is within our grasp, though it will take time to realise our 

full potential.  Actions underway – notably the establishment of a defence agency – take us in the 

right direction.   

 

To transform our militaries into more flexible, mobile forces, and to enable them to address the new 

threats, more resources for defence and more effective use of resources are necessary. 

 

Systematic use of pooled and shared assets   would reduce duplications, overheads and, in the 

medium-term, increase capabilities. 

 

In almost every major intervention, military efficiency has been followed by civilian chaos.  We 

need greater capacity to bring all necessary civilian resources to bear in crisis and post crisis 

situations.  

 

Stronger diplomatic capability: we need a system that combines the resources of Member States 

with those of EU institutions. Dealing with problems that are more distant and more foreign 

requires better understanding and communication. 

 

Common threat assessments are the best basis for common actions. This requires improved sharing 

of intelligence among Member States and with partners. 

 

As we increase capabilities in the different areas, we should think in terms of a wider spectrum of 

missions.  This might include joint disarmament operations, support for third countries in 

combating terrorism and security sector reform. The last of these would be part of broader 

institution building. 

 

The EU-NATO permanent arrangements, in particular Berlin Plus, enhance the operational 

capability of the EU and provide the framework for the strategic partnership between the two 

organisations in crisis management. This reflects our common determination to tackle the 

challenges of the new century. 
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More Coherent. The point of the Common Foreign and Security Policy and European Security and 

Defence Policy is that we are stronger when we act together. Over recent years we have created a 

number of different instruments, each of which has its own structure and rationale. 

 

The challenge now is to bring together the different instruments and capabilities: European 

assistance programmes and the European Development Fund, military and civilian capabilities from 

Member States and other instruments.  All of these can have an impact on our security and on that 

of third countries. Security is the first condition for development. 

 

Diplomatic efforts, development, trade and environmental policies, should follow the same agenda. 

In a crisis there is no substitute for unity of command. 

 

Better co-ordination between external action and Justice and Home Affairs policies is crucial in the 

fight both against terrorism and organised crime. 

 

Greater coherence is needed not only among EU instruments but also embracing the external 

activities of the individual member states.  

 

Coherent policies are also needed regionally, especially in dealing with conflict.  Problems are 

rarely solved on a single country basis, or without regional support, as in different ways experience 

in both the Balkans and West Africa shows. 

 

Working with partners  There are few if any problems we can 

deal with on our own.  The threats described above are common 

threats, shared with all our closest partners. International 

cooperation is a necessity.  We need to pursue our objectives 

both through multilateral cooperation in international 

organisations and through partnerships with key actors. 

 

The transatlantic relationship is irreplaceable.  Acting together, 

the European Union and the United States can be a formidable force for good in the world.  Our aim 

should be an effective and balanced partnership with the USA.  This is an additional reason for the 

EU to build up further its capabilities and increase its coherence. 
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We should continue to work for closer relations with Russia, a major factor in our security and 

prosperity.  Respect for common values will reinforce progress towards a strategic partnership. 

 

Our history, geography and cultural ties give us links with every part of the world:  our neighbours 

in the Middle East, our partners in Africa, in Latin America, and  in  Asia.  These relationships are 

an important asset to build on.  In particular we should look to develop strategic partnerships, with 

Japan, China, Canada and India  as well as  with all those who share our goals and values, and are 

prepared to act in their support. 

 

 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

This is a world of new dangers but also of new opportunities. The European Union has the potential 

to make a major contribution, both in dealing with the threats and in helping realise the 

opportunities.  An active and capable European Union would make an impact on a global scale.  In 

doing so, it would contribute to an effective multilateral system leading to a fairer, safer and more 

united world. 
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(c) the financial control procedures.

When the task planned in accordance with Article 42(1) and Article 43 cannot be charged to
the Union budget, the Council shall authorise the High Representative to use the fund. The
High Representative shall report to the Council on the implementation of this remit.

SECTION 2

PROVISIONS ON THE COMMON SECURITY AND DEFENCE POLICY

Article 42
(ex Article 17 TEU)

1. The common security and defence policy shall be an integral part of the common foreign and
security policy. It shall provide the Union with an operational capacity drawing on civilian and military
assets. The Union may use them on missions outside the Union for peace-keeping, conflict prevention
and strengthening international security in accordance with the principles of the United Nations
Charter. The performance of these tasks shall be undertaken using capabilities provided by the Member
States.

2. The common security and defence policy shall include the progressive framing of a common
Union defence policy. This will lead to a common defence, when the European Council, acting
unanimously, so decides. It shall in that case recommend to the Member States the adoption of such a
decision in accordance with their respective constitutional requirements.

The policy of the Union in accordance with this Section shall not prejudice the specific character of the
security and defence policy of certain Member States and shall respect the obligations of certain
Member States, which see their common defence realised in the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation (NATO), under the North Atlantic Treaty and be compatible with the common security
and defence policy established within that framework.

3. Member States shall make civilian and military capabilities available to the Union for the
implementation of the common security and defence policy, to contribute to the objectives defined by
the Council. Those Member States which together establish multinational forces may also make them
available to the common security and defence policy.

Member States shall undertake progressively to improve their military capabilities. The Agency in the
field of defence capabilities development, research, acquisition and armaments (hereinafter referred to
as ‘the European Defence Agency’) shall identify operational requirements, shall promote measures to
satisfy those requirements, shall contribute to identifying and, where appropriate, implementing any
measure needed to strengthen the industrial and technological base of the defence sector, shall
participate in defining a European capabilities and armaments policy, and shall assist the Council in
evaluating the improvement of military capabilities.
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4. Decisions relating to the common security and defence policy, including those initiating a
mission as referred to in this Article, shall be adopted by the Council acting unanimously on a proposal
from the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy or an initiative from
a Member State. The High Representative may propose the use of both national resources and Union
instruments, together with the Commission where appropriate.

5. The Council may entrust the execution of a task, within the Union framework, to a group of
Member States in order to protect the Union's values and serve its interests. The execution of such a
task shall be governed by Article 44.

6. Those Member States whose military capabilities fulfil higher criteria and which have made
more binding commitments to one another in this area with a view to the most demanding missions
shall establish permanent structured cooperation within the Union framework. Such cooperation shall
be governed by Article 46. It shall not affect the provisions of Article 43.

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, in accordance
with Article 51 of the United Nations Charter. This shall not prejudice the specific character of the
security and defence policy of certain Member States.

Commitments and cooperation in this area shall 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.

Article 43

1. The tasks referred to in Article 42(1), in the course of which the Union may use civilian and
military means, shall include joint disarmament operations, humanitarian and rescue tasks, military
advice and assistance tasks, conflict prevention and peace-keeping tasks, tasks of combat forces in
crisis management, including peace-making and post-conflict stabilisation. All these tasks may
contribute to the fight against terrorism, including by supporting third countries in combating
terrorism in their territories.

2. The Council shall adopt decisions relating to the tasks referred to in paragraph 1, defining their
objectives and scope and the general conditions for their implementation. The High Representative of
the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, acting under the authority of the Council and in close
and constant contact with the Political and Security Committee, shall ensure coordination of the
civilian and military aspects of such tasks.

Article 44

1. Within the framework of the decisions adopted in accordance with Article 43, the Council may
entrust the implementation of a task to a group of Member States which are willing and have the
necessary capability for such a task. Those Member States, in association with the High Representative
of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, shall agree among themselves on the management
of the task.
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2. Member States participating in the task shall keep the Council regularly informed of its progress
on their own initiative or at the request of another Member State. Those States shall inform the Council
immediately should the completion of the task entail major consequences or require amendment of the
objective, scope and conditions determined for the task in the decisions referred to in paragraph 1. In
such cases, the Council shall adopt the necessary decisions.

Article 45

1. The European Defence Agency referred to in Article 42(3), subject to the authority of the
Council, shall have as its task to:

(a) contribute to identifying the Member States' military capability objectives and evaluating
observance of the capability commitments given by the Member States;

(b) promote harmonisation of operational needs and adoption of effective, compatible procurement
methods;

(c) propose multilateral projects to fulfil the objectives in terms of military capabilities, ensure
coordination of the programmes implemented by the Member States and management of specific
cooperation programmes;

(d) support defence technology research, and coordinate and plan joint research activities and the
study of technical solutions meeting future operational needs;

(e) contribute to identifying and, if necessary, implementing any useful measure for strengthening the
industrial and technological base of the defence sector and for improving the effectiveness of
military expenditure.

2. The European Defence Agency shall be open to all Member States wishing to be part of it. The
Council, acting by a qualified majority, shall adopt a decision defining the Agency's statute, seat and
operational rules. That decision should take account of the level of effective participation in the
Agency's activities. Specific groups shall be set up within the Agency bringing together Member States
engaged in joint projects. The Agency shall carry out its tasks in liaison with the Commission where
necessary.

Article 46

1. Those Member States which wish to participate in the permanent structured cooperation
referred to in Article 42(6), which fulfil the criteria and have made the commitments on military
capabilities set out in the Protocol on permanent structured cooperation, shall notify their intention to
the Council and to the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy.

2. Within three months following the notification referred to in paragraph 1 the Council shall
adopt a decision establishing permanent structured cooperation and determining the list of
participating Member States. The Council shall act by a qualified majority after consulting the
High Representative.
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3. Any Member State which, at a later stage, wishes to participate in the permanent structured
cooperation shall notify its intention to the Council and to the High Representative.

The Council shall adopt a decision confirming the participation of the Member State concerned which
fulfils the criteria and makes the commitments referred to in Articles 1 and 2 of the Protocol on
permanent structured cooperation. The Council shall act by a qualified majority after consulting the
High Representative. Only members of the Council representing the participating Member States shall
take part in the vote.

A qualified majority shall be defined in accordance with Article 238(3)(a) of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union.

4. If a participating Member State no longer fulfils the criteria or is no longer able to meet the
commitments referred to in Articles 1 and 2 of the Protocol on permanent structured cooperation, the
Council may adopt a decision suspending the participation of the Member State concerned.

The Council shall act by a qualified majority. Only members of the Council representing the
participating Member States, with the exception of the Member State in question, shall take part in the
vote.

A qualified majority shall be defined in accordance with Article 238(3)(a) of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union.

5. Any participating Member State which wishes to withdraw from permanent structured
cooperation shall notify its intention to the Council, which shall take note that the Member State in
question has ceased to participate.

6. The decisions and recommendations of the Council within the framework of permanent
structured cooperation, other than those provided for in paragraphs 2 to 5, shall be adopted by
unanimity. For the purposes of this paragraph, unanimity shall be constituted by the votes of the
representatives of the participating Member States only.

TITLE VI

FINAL PROVISIONS

Article 47

The Union shall have legal personality.

Article 48
(ex Article 48 TEU)

1. The Treaties may be amended in accordance with an ordinary revision procedure. They may
also be amended in accordance with simplified revision procedures.
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TITLE VII 

SOLIDARITY CLAUSE 

Article 222 

1. The Union and its Member States shall act jointly in a spirit of solidarity if a Member State is 
the object of a terrorist attack or the victim of a natural or man-made disaster. The Union shall 
mobilise all the instruments at its disposal, including the military resources made available by the 
Member States, to: 

(a) — prevent the terrorist threat in the territory of the Member States; 

— protect democratic institutions and the civilian population from any terrorist attack; 

— assist a Member State in its territory, at the request of its political authorities, in the event of a 
terrorist attack; 

(b) assist a Member State in its territory, at the request of its political authorities, in the event of a 
natural or man-made disaster. 

2. Should a Member State be the object of a terrorist attack or the victim of a natural or man- 
made disaster, the other Member States shall assist it at the request of its political authorities. To that 
end, the Member States shall coordinate between themselves in the Council. 

3. The arrangements for the implementation by the Union of the solidarity clause shall be defined 
by a decision adopted by the Council acting on a joint proposal by the Commission and the High 
Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. The Council shall act in 
accordance with Article 31(1) of the Treaty on European Union where this decision has defence 
implications. The European Parliament shall be informed. 

For the purposes of this paragraph and without prejudice to Article 240, the Council shall be assisted 
by the Political and Security Committee with the support of the structures developed in the context 
of the common security and defence policy and by the Committee referred to in Article 71; the two 
committees shall, if necessary, submit joint opinions. 

4. The European Council shall regularly assess the threats facing the Union in order to enable the 
Union and its Member States to take effective action.
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PROTOCOL (No 10) 
ON PERMANENT STRUCTURED COOPERATION 

ESTABLISHED BY ARTICLE 42 OF THE TREATY ON 
EUROPEAN UNION 

THE HIGH CONTRACTING PARTIES, 

HAVING REGARD TO Article 42(6) and Article 46 of the Treaty on European Union, 

RECALLING that the Union is pursuing a common foreign and security policy based on the 
achievement of growing convergence of action by Member States, 

RECALLING that the common security and defence policy is an integral part of the common foreign 
and security policy; that it provides the Union with operational capacity drawing on civil and military 
assets; that the Union may use such assets in the tasks referred to in Article 43 of the Treaty on 
European Union outside the Union for peace-keeping, conflict prevention and strengthening 
international security in accordance with the principles of the United Nations Charter; that the 
performance of these tasks is to be undertaken using capabilities provided by the Member States 
in accordance with the principle of a single set of forces, 

RECALLING that the common security and defence policy of the Union does not prejudice the specific 
character of the security and defence policy of certain Member States, 

RECALLING that the common security and defence policy of the Union respects the obligations under 
the North Atlantic Treaty of those Member States which see their common defence realised in the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organisation, which remains the foundation of the collective defence of its 
members, and is compatible with the common security and defence policy established within that 
framework, 

CONVINCED that a more assertive Union role in security and defence matters will contribute to the 
vitality of a renewed Atlantic Alliance, in accordance with the Berlin Plus arrangements, 

DETERMINED to ensure that the Union is capable of fully assuming its responsibilities within the 
international community, 

RECOGNISING that the United Nations Organisation may request the Union's assistance for the urgent 
implementation of missions undertaken under Chapters VI and VII of the United Nations Charter, 

RECOGNISING that the strengthening of the security and defence policy will require efforts by Member 
States in the area of capabilities, 

CONSCIOUS that embarking on a new stage in the development of the European security and defence 
policy involves a determined effort by the Member States concerned, 

RECALLING the importance of the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security 
Policy being fully involved in proceedings relating to permanent structured cooperation,
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HAVE AGREED UPON the following provisions, which shall be annexed to the Treaty on European 
Union and to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union: 

Article 1 

The permanent structured cooperation referred to in Article 42(6) of the Treaty on European Union 
shall be open to any Member State which undertakes, from the date of entry into force of the Treaty 
of Lisbon, to: 

(a) proceed more intensively to develop its defence capacities through the development of its 
national contributions and participation, where appropriate, in multinational forces, in the 
main European equipment programmes, and in the activity of the Agency in the field of 
defence capabilities development, research, acquisition and armaments (European Defence 
Agency), and 

(b) have the capacity to supply by 2010 at the latest, either at national level or as a component of 
multinational force groups, targeted combat units for the missions planned, structured at a 
tactical level as a battle group, with support elements including transport and logistics, 
capable of carrying out the tasks referred to in Article 43 of the Treaty on European Union, 
within a period of five to 30 days, in particular in response to requests from the United Nations 
Organisation, and which can be sustained for an initial period of 30 days and be extended up to 
at least 120 days. 

Article 2 

To achieve the objectives laid down in Article 1, Member States participating in permanent structured 
cooperation shall undertake to: 

(a) cooperate, as from the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon, with a view to achieving 
approved objectives concerning the level of investment expenditure on defence equipment, 
and regularly review these objectives, in the light of the security environment and of the 
Union's international responsibilities; 

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

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

(d) work together to ensure that they take the necessary measures to make good, including through 
multinational approaches, and without prejudice to undertakings in this regard within the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organisation, the shortfalls perceived in the framework of the ‘Capability 
Development Mechanism’;
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(e) take part, where appropriate, in the development of major joint or European equipment 
programmes in the framework of the European Defence Agency. 

Article 3 

The European Defence Agency shall contribute to the regular assessment of participating Member 
States' contributions with regard to capabilities, in particular contributions made in accordance with 
the criteria to be established, inter alia, on the basis of Article 2, and shall report thereon at least once 
a year. The assessment may serve as a basis for Council recommendations and decisions adopted in 
accordance with Article 46 of the Treaty on European Union.
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