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'HDU�5HDGHU�
Foreword

+RUL]RQ�,QVLJKW·V�QHZ�LVVXH�DW�KDQG�IHDWXUHV�
four articles focusing on security challenges 
WR�(XURSH�DQG� WKH�JOREH�DQG�D�ERRN� UHYLHZ�
UHÁHFWLQJ� WKRVH� WR� GHPRFUDF\�� 7R� EH� PRUH�
SUHFLVH�

(XURSH�DV�D�6HFXULW\�$FWRU�DQG�WKH�&RPPRQ�
6HFXULW\� DQG� 'HIHQVH� 3ROLF\� �&6'3�µ� LV� DQ�
HIIRUW�WR�UHYLVLW�WKH�GHEDWH�IURP�ERWK�VLGHV�RI�
WKH�$WODQWLF��PDLQO\�EHWZHHQ�WKRVH�ZKR�WKLQN�
VWUHQJWKHQLQJ� &6'3� ZRXOG� HQIHHEOH� 1$72�
DQG�WKRVH�GHHP�1$72�PXVW�EH�ZHDNHQHG�WR�
VWUHQJWKHQ�&6'3��)RU�WKH�IRUPHU��WKH�DXWKRU�
SRVLWV��UREXVW�&6'3�DQFKRUHG�LQ�1$72�ZRXOG�
PDNH� WKH�$OOLDQFH�PXFK�VWURQJHU�DQG�EHWWHU�
HTXLSSHG�WR�IDFH�WKH�QHZ�FKDOOHQJHV��)RU�WKH�
VHFRQG� JURXS�� KH� VKRZV� WKH� SRWHQWLDO� ULVN�
RI�RQO\�DFKLHYLQJ�DQ� LQVHFXUH�DQG� LQFDSDEOH�
Europe unsure of itself and its role in the 
ZRUOG�LQ�WHUPV�RI�VHFXULW\��+H�RIIHUV�ERWK�VLGHV�
WR�YLHZ�&6'3�FRPSOHPHQWDU\� WR�1$72�DQG�
ZRUN�WRZDUGV�LW�

´:KLWKHU�+XPDQLWDULDQ�,QWHUYHQWLRQ"µ�WDFNOHV�
WKH� TXHVWLRQ�� ´,V� LW� DOPRVW� LPSRVVLEOH� IRU�
LQWHUQDWLRQDO� FRPPXQLW\� WR� EH� FRQVLVWHQW�
ZKHQ�DSSO\LQJ�WKH�UXOH�RI�ODZ�LQ�KXPDQLWDULDQ�
LQWHUYHQWLRQ� LQ� WKH� LQWHUQDWLRQDO� V\VWHP"µ�
The authors argue nations pursue realist 
IRUHLJQ�SROLFLHV�DQG� WKDW�XQLODWHUDO�DQG�HYHQ�
PXOWLODWHUDO� LQWHUYHQWLRQ�GHFLVLRQV�DUH�EDVHG�
on national interests rather than humanitarian 
FRQVLGHUDWLRQV�� 7KH� VWXG\� ZHOO� UHÁHFWV�
HYROXWLRQ�RI�´5HVSRQVLELOLW\�WR�3URWHFWµ��5�3��
DQG� LWV� YDULDQWV� WR�JLYH�DQ� LQVLJKW�DERXW� WKH�
WUDMHFWRU\�RI�WKH�LVVXH�

´7KH�,PSOLFDWLRQV�RI�*HQGHU�RQ�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�
0LJUDWLRQµ� SURYLGHV� D� FULWLFDO� UHYLHZ� RI� WKH�
literature of gender in international migration 
studies. After presenting and analyzing the 
UROH�RI�JHQGHU�LQ�JHQHUDO�FRQFHSWV�GULYHUV�RI�
JOREDO�PLJUDWLRQ�� WKH�DXWKRU� IRFXVHV�RQ�KRZ�
JHQGHU� VKDSHV� WKH� PDMRU� FDXVHV� RI� JOREDO�
PLJUDWLRQ�DQG�WKH�FRQQHFWLRQV�RI�JHQGHU�ZLWK�
international migration. 

´7KH� VRFLDO� UHDOLWLHV� EHKLQG� WKH� GLVFRXUVH�
RI� ¶5DGLFDOL]DWLRQ·µ� LV� DQ� DWWHPSW� WR� WDNH� D�
ORRN�IURP�DERYH�RYHU�WKRVH�GLIIHUHQW�WDLORUHG�
SURJUDPV� WR� ÀQG� DQVZHU� WR� WKH� TXHVWLRQ�
RI� ´:KDW� LV� UDGLFDOLVDWLRQ"µ� ,QWHUHVWLQJO\��
although forming a departure point for any 
HIIRUW� WR� FRXQWHU� WKLV� SKHQRPHQRQ�� H[WDQW�
H[DPSOHV� H[KLELW� DPELJXLW\� RQ� LWV� GHÀQLWLRQ��
7KH� DXWKRU� VKRZV� WKH� LOO�GHÀQHG� WHUP� GRHV�
not merit to attain a commonly accepted 
GHÀQLWLRQ�E\�WKH�DFDGHPLFV�DQG�SROLF\PDNHUV�
either. 

/DVW�� ´%RRN� 5HYLHZ�� ¶:KHQ� 7UHHV� )DOO��
0RQNH\V� 6FDWWHU�� 5HWKLQNLQJ� 'HPRFUDF\�
LQ� &KLQD·´� LV� DQ� DWWHPSW� WR� FRQWULEXWH� WR�
understanding of  a depressing issue of 
RXU� WLPHV�� WKH� HPHUJHQFH� RI� QHZ� W\SHV� RI�
UHJLPHV��7KH�ERRN�E\�-RKQ�.HDQH��UHQRZQHG�
IRU�KLV�LPDJLQDWLYH�WKLQNLQJ�DERXW�GHPRFUDF\�
DQG� LWV� IXWXUH�� VKRZV� KRZ� QHZ� GHPRFUDWLF�
DSSHDULQJ� UHJLPHV�EHFRPH�VWDJH� WR�VL]DEOH�
HIIRUWV� WR� XQGHUPLQH� WKH� YHU\� IXQGDPHQWDO�
WHQHWV� RI� GHPRFUDF\�� XVLQJ� WKH� H[DPSOH� RI�
&KLQD��
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Europe as a Security Actor and 
the Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP)

M. Mukerrem Ari *

The subject of security has been at the 
heart of the study of international relations 
especially for the past half century. It has 
been to some extent pivotal to the way 
the scholars of international relations have 
thought about the core purpose of discipline 
and the location of its boundaries. For 
many students of international relations, it 
is the security aspect that makes the study 
worthwhile. As Karl Deutsch stated, the 
study of international analysis is “the art and 
science of the survival of mankind.”

The concept of security has been traditionally 
concerned more with states than people. 
Despite the prevalence of the state-based 
approaches to security during the Cold War, 
alternative ways of thinking about security 
also developed. However, during the Cold 
War, the military dimension dominated all 
the other dimensions of security. However, 
in the post-Cold War era the primacy of the 
state as referent object in consideration 
of security has become under increasing 
challenges from a variety of perspectives. 
One of the key themes to emerge from the 
post-Cold War debate on the nature of 
security has been the need to go beyond 
traditional understandings of security. 

0U�[VKH`»Z�̂ VYSK��[OL�LɈVY[�[V�YLKLÄUL�ZLJ\YP[`�
stems not just from a changing world but 
also from changes in the state itself. These 
changes, having primarily to do with the global 
LJVUVTPJ�Z`Z[LT��HɈLJ[�TH[LYPHS�JVUKP[PVUZ�
within states - safety, welfare, sovereignty - in 
ways that serve to undermine the traditional 
roles of government. These transformative 

*    Dr. M.Mukerrem Ari is Postdoctoral Research Fellow in Bonn University.

MVYJLZ�HSZV�HɈLJ[� [OL�JHWHIPSP[PLZ�VM�Z[H[LZ��
by creating contradictions between the 
accustomed practices of governments and 
[OL� YLZWVUZLZ� ULLKLK� [V� I\ɈLY� HNHPUZ[�
those forces. 

From the European security environment 
perspective, the crises in Bosnia and 
2VZV]V�OH]L�WYV]PKLK�Z[YPRPUN�JVUÄYTH[PVU�
of European weaknesses and dependency 
on US. Without entering into its details, the 
JVUÅPJ[� JSLHYS`� KLTVUZ[YH[LK� [OH[� ,\YVWL»Z�
PUÅ\LUJL� HUK� YLZWVUZPIPSP[`� ^PSS� JVU[PU\L�
to be limited in the absence of substantial 
LɈVY[� [V� PTWYV]L� P[Z�TPSP[HY`� JHWHIPSP[PLZ�� 0U�
that respect, the European Security Defense 
Identity was an initiative designed to give 
the EU an independent voice with respect 
to security issues, including independent 
means in responding to these issues. By 
its very nature it is intended to shift the 
European/Americas balance within the 
5(;6�HSSPHUJL��PUZ[PSSPUN�NYLH[LY�PUÅ\LUJL�VU�
the European side.

1. Introduction: New Security Challenges

The 1990s witnessed intense institutional 
maneuvering by Western governments 
LHNLY� [V� PUÅ\LUJL� [OL� JVU[V\YZ� VM� [OL� ZV�
called European security architecture. In 
the immediate wake of the revolutionary 
changes of 1989, Western Europe and the 
United States worked feverishly to ensure 
the continuation of existing multilateral 
security institutions. As Robert J. Art has 
explained, Western governments feared 
that a weakening of these institutions would 
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lead to an upsurge in nationalism and 
ultimately the re-nationalization of defense 
and security. In short, Western European 
governments continued to regard security as 
indivisible and consequently felt compelled 
to cooperate in order to achieve national 
security (Art, 1996).

+L[LYTPULK� LɈVY[Z� ^LYL� [O\Z� THKL� [V�
consolidate international cooperation in the 
European Union and NATO. Notwithstanding 
the important achievements in terms of 
developing a common European security 
framework, the United States and her 
Atlanticist allies in Europe have managed to 
retain NATO as the central military security 
organization in Europe. This process of 
institutional positioning was accompanied by 
attempts to formulate new strategic doctrines 
and defense policies for the Western allies. 
However, the rapidly changing security 
environment that characterized the 1990s 
was hardly conducive to the formulation of 
long-term security policies and strategies. 
There was broad agreement that the existing 
force structures, geared as they were to a 
massive conventional war with the Warsaw 
Pact, were rapidly becoming obsolete (Art, 
1996).

� 0[�^HZ�TVYL�KPɉJ\S[� [V�HNYLL�VU�H�Z\P[HISL�
YLWSHJLTLU[�� HUK� HM[LY� H� KLJHKL� VM� LɈVY[Z�
to reform, only a handful of countries seem 
to have achieved anything resembling a 
comprehensive defense reform. In the 
absence of a political consensus on the goals 
and objectives of security cooperation, it is 
KPɉJ\S[� [V� SH\UJO�HU�LɈLJ[P]L�HUK� [HYNL[LK�
defense reform. There is strong agreement 
on the desirability of sustaining the existing 
cooperative frameworks, but a large part of 
the motivation would seem to be negative 
rather than positive.

The Western community is facing a new 
range of threats and risks, which necessitates 
the development of new approaches to 
international security and the formulation 
of new security strategies. However, it is 
KPɉJ\S[� [V� HNYLL� VU� [OL� L_HJ[� UH[\YL� VM�
these threats and how best to counter them. 
Notwithstanding the indivisibility of security, 
the distance between Washington D.C. and 
Brussels seems to have grown considerably 
within the past decades, and it is increasingly 
acknowledged that the Europeans need to 
develop their own platform for security and 
defense policy. It is this recognition which 
has led to the development of a security 
strategy to help guide the future workings of 
the CSDP (European Security Strategy, ESS, 
2003).

Ironically, the passing of the Cold War has 
in fact made the use of military force much 
more probable. The rigidity of the former 
bipolar system has been replaced by a much 
TVYL� Å\PK� HUK� PUKL[LYTPUH[L� PU[LYUH[PVUHS�
distribution of power. Limited wars and armed 
JVUÅPJ[Z� [OH[� ^LYL� ULHY�\U[OPURHISL� K\YPUN�
the Cold War have materialized, prompting 
a re-evaluation of security thinking, policy 
HUK�Z[YH[LN �̀�(U�LɉJPLU[�TPSP[HY`�JHWHJP[`�PZ�
becoming increasingly important for overall 
foreign policy and diplomacy. In the words of 
NATO Ex-Secretary-General Lord Robertson:

“The days of planning for massive 
armored clashes in the Fulda Gap are 
behind us.   Today, we need forces that 
can move fast, adjust quickly to changing 
requirements, hit hard, and then stay 
in the theater for as long as it takes to 
get the job done: this means that today 
TPSP[HY`� MVYJLZ�T\Z[� IL�TVIPSL�� ÅL_PISL��
LɈLJ[P]L�H[�LUNHNLTLU[��HUK�Z\Z[HPUHISL�
in theater” (Robertson, 2002, p.56).
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At a time when the need for the projection of 
international military force seems to become 
ever more apparent, most European states 
have sought to cash in on the so-called “peace 
dividend”. A common short-term solution to 
this dilemma has been the development of 
dual defense structures: traditional armed 
forces trained and equipped for territorial 
defense within the NATO framework have 
been supplemented with international rapid 
reaction forces that can operate under 
KPɈLYLU[� SPULZ� VM� UH[PVUHS� HUK� PU[LYUH[PVUHS�
authority. Some of the savings realized 
through massive force reductions in terms of 
territorial defense have thus been redirected 
towards more modern, internationally 
deployable forces. The European trend 
is thus towards   reduced territorial mass 
armies co-existing with smaller international 
units.

Developing common European responses to 
current security and defense challenges is a 
tremendous political undertaking. The issues 
involved are politically contentious, and it 
^PSS�IL�KPɉJ\S[�[V�YLHJO�H�JVUZLUZ\Z�VU�[OL�
form and substance of a common security 
and defense policy. As Marc Otte stresses, 
¸[^V� RPUKZ� VM� NHWZ� OH]L� [V� IL� ÄSSLK!� [OL�
ÄYZ[� PZ�H� [YHUZH[SHU[PJ�VUL� �P�L�� [OL�^PKLUPUN�
capability gap); the other is a gap among 
Europeans themselves (i.e. the strategic 
policy gap)” (Otte, 2002, p.52). Developing 
a common political vision of the EU as 
security actor and mobilizing the resources 
required to implement this vision are the 
most formidable political challenges facing 
the European Union today.

2. Theoretical Outlook

An interested observer examining the EU’s 
CFSP comes across with the interesting 
puzzles. Perhaps, as Michael Smith points 
out, the most important questions are the 

most general ones: Why should a regional 
economic organization struggle for so long 
to develop its own foreign policy? Another 
set of puzzles related with the impact made 
by EU foreign policy on non-members, and 
[OL�LɈLJ[Z�VM� L_[LYUHS� MVYJLZ�VU� [OL�,<�HZ�
an international actor. If we look at the origin 
of the CFSP, European Political Cooperation 
(EPC) was not created to help Europe solve 
international problems; it was created to 
prevent and manage international problems 
from disrupting the Community and, to a 
certain degree, to make sure a common 
European voice was heard in international 
HɈHPYZ�� ,7*�OHZ� JOHUNLK� MYVT�H�KLMLUZP]L�
or passive approach to cooperation, from 
negative to positive integration in the course 
of time (Smith, 2004).

This cooperation is theoretically and 
empirically interesting for some reasons. 
First, EU foreign policy is largely aspirational 
and secondly, this cooperation was 
HJOPL]LK�^P[O�HU�PUUV]H[P]L�HUK�ÅL_PISL�ZL[�
of institutional procedures, one that is still 
expanding. Lastly, how and why the states 
with vastly various capabilities, through 
EU, follow such symbolic or aspirational 
goals by pooling their sovereignty with new 
institutional mechanism (Smith, 2004).

Indeed, it is fair to say that the mutual links 
between the inclination of states to cooperate 
to achieve joint goals, gains and institutional 
development is dynamic and circular. That 
is to say; cooperation can inspire and 
encourage actor to build institutions and in 
return, institutions themselves help foster 
cooperative outcomes. Thus, causality runs 
in both direction, and institutionalization 
HUK�JVVWLYH[PVU�HɈLJ[�LHJO�V[OLY�PU�PU�H�IP�
directional manner (Smith, 2004).

On the other hand, mono-causal theories, 
such as realism, neorealism, to EU foreign 
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policy are extremely problematic. For 
example, realism emphasizes the centrality 
of structural anarchy and power politics in 
the international system. Security is to be 
gained through power politics and states 
JHU� TVZ[� LɈLJ[P]LS`� ÄUK� ZLJ\YP[`� [OYV\NO�
HSSPHUJLZ� HUK� [OL� LɈLJ[P]L� VWLYH[PVU� VM� [OL�
balance of power. But cooperation in the 
EC/EU has taken place during bipolarity 
(Cold War) and unipolarity. In other words, 
there has been no systematic relationship 
between policies of the superpowers and 
the response of the EU. A single international 
framework can hardly explain the wide 
variety of outcomes in world politics. Realist 
theories perceiving external threats as a 
motivating factor for cooperation are not 
very useful for understanding EU foreign 
policy (Smith, 2004).

In particular liberal institutionalists stressed 
the potential for international cooperation, 
especially through multilateralism, 
interdependence and institutional integration 
which confront the abovementioned 
limitations of realist theory. Interdependence 
theories suggest that states are more likely 
[V� JVVWLYH[L� [OL� JVZ[� HUK� ILULÄ[� VM� [OL�
arisen issues, as security concerns lessen 
among a set of states, and as issues become 
increasingly entangled with each other.

According to Smith, European foreign policy 
cooperation and integration in general can 
be explained by two causal logics. First the 
regional integration logic, which involves 
situations where outside actors make 
KLTHUKZ�VU�[OL�,<�HZ�H�YLZ\S[�VM�P[Z�LɈVY[Z�
to create common polices, primarily in terms 
of completing the single European market. 
The second, interdependence logic, imply 
that international pressures can stimulate 
a collective response by the EU. The latter 
became especially relevant after 1972, when 

political and economic upheavals involving 
[OL� (YHI�0ZYHLSP� JVUÅPJ[� HUK� [OL� VPS� JYPZLZ�
JOHSSLUNLK�[OL�,*�[V�ÄUK�H�JVTTVU�L_[LYUHS�
policy (Smith, 2004).

6UL�VM�[OL�SLHKPUN�ÄN\YLZ�PU�LHYS`�PU[LNYH[PVU�
Z[\KPLZ�� ,YUZ[� /HHZ�� KLÄULK� PU[LNYH[PVU�
as “the process whereby political actors 
in several distinct national settings are 
persuaded to shift their loyalties, expectations 
and political activities towards a new and 
larger center, whose institutions possess 
or demand jurisdiction over the preexisting 
national states” (Haas, 1958).  The early 
integration theories were quite optimistic 
in assuming that the process of integration 
would be linear and self-reinforcing due to 
ZWPSS�V]LY� LɈLJ[�� ;OL� SH[[LY� JVUJLW[� ^HZ�
KLÄULK�I`�*OHYSLZ�3PUKILYN�HZ�¸H�ZP[\H[PVU�
PU�^OPJO�H�NP]LU�HJ[PVU��YLSH[LK�[V�H�ZWLJPÄJ�
goal, creates a situation in which the original 
goal can be assured only by taking further 
actions, which in turn create a further 
condition and a need for more action, and 
so forth” (Lindberg, 1963, p.10). Integration 
PU� VUL� ÄLSK�UH[\YHSS`� SLHKZ� [V� PU[LNYH[PVU� PU�
others, and as the capacity and authority 
of the new center grows, still more citizens 
will shift their “loyalties, expectations, and 
political activities” towards the new center. 
The creation of a customs union between the 
members of the European Community thus 
necessitated the development of a common 
commercial policy. Likewise, the creation 
of an internal market necessitated the 
development of a common agricultural policy 
to replace the divergent and discriminatory 
national policies.

The optimism of the early integration theories 
made them an easy target for criticism when 
the integration process ground to a halt 
ILJH\ZL� VM� WVSP[PJHS� KPɈLYLUJLZ� IL[^LLU�
the member states. Integration theory fell 
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in disrepute, and more traditional, state-
centric intergovernmentalism invaded the 
ÄLSK�VM�Z[\K �̀�6UL�VM� [OL�LHYS`� [YHKP[PVUHSPZ[�
JYP[PJZ��:[HUSL`�/VɈTHUU�� Z\NNLZ[LK� [OH[�H�
division of labor might be called for, leaving 
supranationalists to toy around with the 
low politics of economic integration, while 
[OL� ÄLSK� VM� OPNO� WVSP[PJZ� ^V\SK� YLTHPU� [OL�
exclusive domain of intergovernmentalists 
�/VɈTHUU�� � ���� 5H[PVUHS� NV]LYUTLU[Z�
might be enticed to pool their sovereignty 
PU�WVSPJ`�ÄLSKZ�[OH[�KV�UV[�[OYLH[LU�[OL�]LY`�
core of their national authority, but they 
would certainly reject the idea of granting 
other states a say in questions of their own 
“national security”. In matters of life and 
death, risk-averse governments prefer to 
keep a tight rein (Mouritzen, 1998).

Notwithstanding the richness of the 
[OLVYL[PJHS� KLIH[LZ� PU� [OPZ� ÄLSK�� P[� PZ� MHPY�
to say that most explanatory frameworks 
emphasize the interests and actions of the 
member states. No one will deny that the 
political interests and policies of the member 
Z[H[LZ� HYL� H� ULJLZZHY �̀� PM� UV[� Z\ɉJPLU[��
explanatory variable in explaining European 
LɈVY[Z� PU� [OL� ÄLSK� VM� ZLJ\YP[`� HUK� KLMLUZL�
policy. In order to understand the potentials 
and limits of the European Common Security 
and Defence Policy (CSDP), therefore, it is 
necessary to understand the political forces 
at work in the current European landscape.

EU security and defense is more a matter of 
traditional intergovernmental negotiations 
than formal negotiations and treaty 
provisions. The United States still has a key 
role in the development of the CSDP. The 
Saint-Malo initiative of December 1998, 
which led to the development of the ESDP, 
was based on the experience of European 
military impotence when faced with the 
war in the Balkans, not misgivings about 

the Amsterdam Treaty, which had not even 
ILLU�W\[� PU[V�LɈLJ[��:LJVUKS �̀� [OL� PUP[PH[P]L�
was driven forward by the great powers 
with the joint Franco-British Saint Malo 
declaration and the subsequent involvement 
of Germany (Hilz, 2005), which took over the 
EU Presidency in January 1999. Finally, the 
project was only allowed to move forward 
with the decision at the NATO Summit in April 
1999 and thereby the United States agreeing 
to give EU access to NATO capabilities and 
planning assets (Hilz, 2005).

All this suggests that the development of the 
CFSP and ESDP remains a fundamentally 
intergovernmental process, with the member 
states as the main actors. The main driving 
force behind such changes is still provided 
by external factors in the international system 
and the response of member states to those 
factors, rather than some internal logic of 
integration from which a need is created for 
common policies and institutions in the area 
of foreign, security and defense policy. 

Nevertheless, the debate on the EU as a 
security actor suggests exceptions to the 
general rule of intergovernmentalism. On 
some issues, EU actors were instrumental 
in proposing new areas of cooperation in 
security and defense. This is not to suggest 
that supranational institutions in the areas 
of security and defense are developing, 
but rather that the increasing degree of 
interdependence is leading member states to 
take steps towards common policy-making. 

The result of the push and pull between, 
nation states striving to maintain their 
sovereignty and notion of interdependence 
leading the same nation states to seek 
common solutions, resulted in a Union 
that is developing into a joined-up security 
actor distinct from NATO. But NATO is a 
cornerstone of European security, and the 
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Union’s role in European security will to a 
large degree depend on its relationship with 
NATO.

The CSDP is thus the last place one would 
imagine supranational theories having 
any explanatory relevance, this being the 
archetypical example of so-called high 
politics. It is nevertheless worth considering 
the relevance of the integration theories 
in making sense of current political 
developments in Europe.

A convergence of national interests is 
obviously a necessary condition for the 
*:+7�[V�KL]LSVW��I\[�P[�PZ�OHYKS`�H�Z\ɉJPLU[�
explanation, in that it does not shed any light on 
why interests are converging. Member states 
VI]PV\ZS`�ÄUK�P[�HK]HU[HNLV\Z�[V�JVVWLYH[L�
PU�[OPZ�ÄLSK��I\[�PU�VYKLY�[V�\UKLYZ[HUK��^O`�
we may have to move beyond the limits of 
traditional intergovermentalist theory. Thus, 
a traditional intergovernmental perspective is 
hardly adequate in explaining the processes 
that are currently taking place. 

European Union is developing a distinct 
approach to international security and 
defense policy not in isolation, but in reaction 
to wider political developments. The EU is 
formed not only according to the logic of 
its own internal development, but also in 
YLHJ[PVU� [V� NSVIHS� SPULZ� VM� WVSP[PJHS� JVUÅPJ[��
This process is neither linear nor smooth, 
but it has the potential to gradually reinforce 
itself. Whether by design or as the result 
of wider political developments, the EU is 
developing a stronger presence and identity 
in international relations.

3. EU Security Management

After the Cold War, it has been discerned 
that Europe would have to play a larger role 
in security matters than it had generally been 

HJJ\Z[VTLK� [V�� *VUÅPJ[Z� PU� [OL� )HSRHUZ�
JVUÄYTLK�[OH[�WYLKPJ[PVU��([�[OL�ZHTL�[PTL��
it made also clear that Europe lacked the 
capabilities needed to address post-Cold 
War security challenges thoroughly.

([�ÄYZ[��,\YVWLHUZ�YLZWVUKLK�[V�[OL�JOHSSLUNL�
by creating the Combined Joint Task Force 
(CJTF) within NATO. CJTF, a multinational, 
multi-service arrangement, allowed for more 
ÅL_PISL�KLWSV`TLU[�VM�5(;6�HZZL[Z�[OYV\NO�
ad hoc arrangements (Hilz, 2005).

+LZWP[L� [OPZ� LɈVY[� [V� PTWYV]L� ÅL_PIPSP[ �̀�
however, the subsequent Kosovo intervention 
made it clear that the European allies were 
not investing adequately in the capabilities 
needed to perform the humanitarian relief, 
peacekeeping and peace enforcement 
missions that framed NATO planning at the 
time. Almost a decade after the fall of the 
Berlin Wall, European countries still lacked 
many of the capabilities necessary to 
JVUK\J[�LɈLJ[P]L�TPSP[HY`�VWLYH[PVUZ�V\[ZPKL�
NATO’s borders. To repeat just one oft cited 
statistic, during the Kosovo war on European 
ZVPS�� [OL�<:�ÅL^�������WLYJLU[�VM�HSS�Z[YPRL�
sorties and dropped 80 percent of precision 
munitions (Gordon, 2000)

In 1999, a new initiative addressing the 
shortfalls that became apparent during 
the Kosovo intervention was launched at 
NATO Summit in Washington. The Defense 
*HWHIPSP[PLZ� 0UP[PH[P]L� �+*0�� PKLU[PÄLK����RL`�
capability shortfalls that merited investment 
and multinational cooperation. The DCI 
covered in particular to improve Alliance 
JHWHIPSP[PLZ� PU� [OL� Ä]L� HYLHZ!� TVIPSP[`�
HUK� KLWSV`HIPSP[`"� Z\Z[HPUHIPSP[`"� LɈLJ[P]L�
engagement; survivability and interoperable 
communications (NATO Handbook, 2001).

Indeed, DCI’s long list of areas for 
improvement simply proved too ambitious 
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and did little more than paralyze action. In 
fact, most European defense budgets actually 
KLJSPULK�PU�[OL�ÄYZ[�ML^�`LHYZ�MVSSV^PUN�+*0»Z�
launch (Floumoy & Smith, 2005). But, it 
soon became apparent that, DCI would not 
succeed in producing substantial changes in 
European military capabilities.

The 1999 DCI was succeeded by the 2002 
Prague Capabilities Commitment. At the 
2002 Prague Summit, NATO launched a 
streamlined and more focused follow-on to 
DCI. The Prague Capabilities Commitment 
(PCC) outlined four critical areas for 
improvement, including: defending against 
chemical, biological, radiological, and 
nuclear (CBRN) attacks; ensuring command, 
communications, and information superiority; 
improving interoperability of deployed forces 
HUK� RL`� HZWLJ[Z� VM� JVTIH[� LɈLJ[P]LULZZ"�
and ensuring rapid deployment and 
sustainment of combat forces. The Prague 
declaration also recognized the need to think 
creatively about NATO assets, especially in 
light of shrinking European defense budgets. 
0[� Z[YLZZLK� [OH[� LɈVY[Z� HUK� PUP[PH[P]LZ� [V�
strengthen capabilities “could include 
T\S[PUH[PVUHS� LɈVY[Z�� YVSL� ZWLJPHSPaH[PVU�HUK�
reprioritization” (Prague Summit Declaration, 
2002).

The hope was that, short of increasing 
their defense budgets, European countries 
would at least aim to spend their defense 
resources more wisely by eliminating waste 
and duplication and identifying other cost 
savings. 

Considering PCC and past NATO initiatives, 
PCC has done more to strengthen European 
military capabilities. Nevertheless, progress 
remains slow and continues to be hindered 
in some cases by the lack of political will, 
shrinking defense budgets, and resistance 
to pooling initiatives.

Similar to NATO initiatives, the EU has 
\UKLY[HRLU�HSZV�H�U\TILY�VM�LɈVY[Z�[V�IYPKNL�
the European capability gaps. In order to build 
CFSP, all EU members have believed that the 
policy have to include some capacity to back 
that policy with force. In 1999 EU member 
states signed the Helsinki Headline Goal of 
being able to deploy a 60,000-strong crisis 
management force within sixty days and to 
sustain it for at least one year. This European 
Rapid Reaction Force (ERRF), designed 
[V� JVUK\J[� ¸7L[LYZILYN� ;HZRZ¹� �KLÄULK� PU�
the Amsterdam Treaty as humanitarian and 
rescue tasks, peacekeeping, and tasks 
of combat forces in crisis management, 
including peacemaking), was slated to 
become operational by the end of 2003. The 
Helsinki Headline Goals served as much as 
a political signal about the need in 1999 of 
strengthening the European military arm 
after the almost traumatic experiences in the 
Western Balkans (Burwell et al., 2006).

When EU members compared the 
requirements of the Petersberg Tasks with 
their existing national commitments to the 
,<��[OL`�MV\UK�ZL]LYHS�ZOVY[MHSSZ��0U�HU�LɈVY[�
to address these shortfalls, the European 
Union launched the European Capabilities 
Action Plan (ECAP) at the Laeken Summit 
in December 2001. But there has been little 
WYVNYLZZ� PU�ÄUKPUN�ZVS\[PVUZ� �)\Y^LSS�L[�HS���
2006).

With the European Security Strategy of 
December 2003, a new set of Headline 
Goals were needed, and in May 2004 the 
EU Defense Ministers adopted the Headline 
Goal 2010. These new ambitions for military 
capabilities include a number of interesting, 
new thoughts, in particular the introduction of 
rapidly deployable Battle Groups of roughly 
1500 troops, capable of deploying within 
10 days after an EU decision to launch an 
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operation. Although the ECAP has been slow 
to trigger major changes in European military 
capabilities, it did spur the creation of the EU 
)H[[SLNYV\WZ��(�)H[[SL�.YV\W��).��PZ�KLÄULK�
HZ� [OL�TPUPT\T�TPSP[HY`� LɈLJ[P]L�� JYLKPISL��
rapidly deployable, coherent force package 
capable of stand-alone operations, or for the 
initial phase of larger operations. The BG is 
based on a combined arm, battalion-sized 
force and reinforced with Combat Support 
and Combat Service Support elements. A 
BG is in principle based on multinationality 
and could be formed by a framework nation 
or by a multinational coalition of Member 
States. Member States invited to participate 
in BGs included the non-EU European NATO 
countries, candidates for accession and 
other potential partners in their BGs. All EU 
States except Denmark have committed 
military capabilities to BGs (Burwell et al., 
2006).

The BGs will spur EU members to develop 
the expeditionary capability they lack, but 
there are doubts about the viability of the 
overall concept. First, it is unclear whether EU 
member states will acquire the strategic lift 
needed to deploy the BGs in a timely fashion. 
Second, questions remain about the BGs’ 
relationship with the NATO Response Force 
and the extent to which their development 
might distract from the EU’s 2010 Headline 
Goals. Third, there are competing views on 
how and when the BGs will be used, with 
some countries envisioning a full spectrum 
of future missions and others suggesting 
that the BGs only be used for low-intensity 
missions (Gowan, 2005). 

;OL� ).Z� VɈLY� WHY[PJPWH[PVU� [V� HSS� ,<�
WHY[ULYZ�� ^OL[OLY� IPN� VY� ZTHSS�� HUK� VɈLYZ�
in particular smaller countries opportunities 
of pooling resources, role specialization and 
JVTWSLTLU[HY`�JHWHIPSP[PLZ��:JHYJL�ÄUHUJPHS��

technical and human resources have to be 
channeled towards viable objectives. 

However, EU should also take a number 
of steps to improve its ability to conduct 
operations. The BGs should be strengthened 
[OYV\NO� YLN\SHY� [YHPUPUN� HUK� JLY[PÄJH[PVU��
preferably using NATO standards. In all cases, 
PU[LYVWLYHIPSP[`�HUK�TPSP[HY`�LɈLJ[P]LULZZ�^PSS�
be key criteria.  

The EU has also focused in recent years 
on strengthening its civilian capabilities 
MVY� JVUÅPJ[� WYL]LU[PVU�� Z[HIPSPaH[PVU� HUK�
reconstruction, and humanitarian missions. 
In 2004 Civilian Capabilities were committed 
simultaneously with military capabilities at 
the EU Civilian Capabilities Commitments 
Conference. The Civilian Headline Goal 
was developed with a target date of 
2008 in order to secure interoperability, 
deployability and sustainability of civilian 
resources. This Headline Goal sets out the 
EU’s ambitions for civilian ESDP for the 
JVTPUN�`LHYZ�HUK�WYV]PKLZ�H�ÄYT�IHZPZ� MVY�
identifying requirements and establishing the 
capabilities needed. The Civilian Headline 
Goal also establishes a systematic approach 
for the further development of civilian 
capabilities. The EU’s assets for stabilization 
and reconstruction are valuable even in 
hostile environment (Burwell et al., 2006). It 
has been proved in the earlier operations. 
Thus, the EU’s military capability may remain 
limited, but it’s potential complementary role 
to NATO makes the cooperation between two 
organization both valuable and necessary.

The year 2004 is was pivotal for European 
Defence Capability development. The 
European Defense Agency (EDA) was created 
to further remedy capability shortfalls and 
steer the implementation of ESDP. The EDA 
is intended to improve the coordination and 
press EU member states, when necessary, 
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to make capability improvements (EU Focus, 
2006). The EDA faces a number of tough 
challenges when we consider its ambitious 
set of missions such as: modernizing and 
strengthening Europe’s fragmented defense 
industry; eliminating duplication in arms 
research, development and procurement. 
Perhaps even more challenging, it will have 
to persuade the more equal members like 
the UK, France and Germany to commit 
to a European system they do not control 
completely or to an extent they desire.

The current mechanism between NATO 
and EU was formalized in the Berlin Plus 
arrangement, signed in March 2003. Under 
this agreement, the military cooperation 
mechanism through which the EU can have 
“assured access” to the collective assets 
and capabilities of Alliance, has been 
established. Berlin Plus refers to framework 
of EU-NATO relations.

In 1996, a NATO ministerial in Berlin 
agreed that in principle NATO assets could 
be made available for crisis management 
operations led by the Western European 
Union. At the 1999 NATO summit in 
Washington, Alliance leaders-initiated 
discussions on what became the main 
features of “Berlin Plus”: assured EU 
access to NATO planning capabilities and 
presumed availability of certain NATO 
capabilities and common assets, along 
with determination of the role of NATO’s 
Deputy Supreme Allied Commander 
Europe in EU-led operations. 

Initially, these discussions took place 
between the Western European Union 
and NATO, but the role of the WEU was 
soon subsumed by the European Union. 
In January 2001, the EU and NATO 
began negotiations that eventually led 
to the “NATO-EU Declaration on ESDP” 

(December 16, 2002) and the Berlin Plus 
arrangements (March 17, 2003).

The later included:

• A NATO-EU security agreement 
NV]LYUPUN� [OL� L_JOHUNL� VM� JSHZZPÄLK�
information;

• Assured EU access to NATO’s planning 
capabilities for EU-led crisis management 
operations;

• Availability of NATO capabilities and 
common assets, such as communication 
units and headquarters for EU-led 
operations;

• Procedures for release, monitoring, 
return, and recall of NATO assets and 
capabilities;

• Terms of reference for NATO’s Deputy 
Supreme Allied Commander, who serves 
as the operation commander of an EU-
led operation under Berlin Plus;

• NATO-EU consultation arrangements; 
and

• Incorporation within NATO’s established 
defense planning system of the military 
needs and capabilities possibly required 
for EU-led military operations (Burwell et 
al., 2006, p.13)

Nevertheless, the Berlin Plus arrangements 
cannot be seen as “indicators of a healthy 
NATO-EU relationship.” Under this agreement 
EU does not gain access to troops and 
equipment belonging to NATO members, 
only to certain NATO assets, such as the 
planning, force generation, and headquarters 
capabilities at SHAPE. The agreement 
does not provide also a mechanism for 
combining military and civilian capabilities in 
a particular operation. Consequently, Berlin 
Plus arrangements apply only after the result 
of the decision-making process is an EU-led 
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operation. In other words, Berlin Plus does 
not essentially facilitate the process when 
NATO or EU should take the lead and it does 
not provide a mechanism to launch combined 
operations in times of crisis as seen in Darfur 
crisis. “In Darfur Crisis, NATO and EU agreed 
to disagree, and two separate airlifts were 
established, with the expectation that they 
would be coordinated by the African Union” 
(Burwell et al., 2006).

In this regard, NATO and the EU must 
develop compatible capabilities and 
establish mechanisms that will allow a rapid 
coordinated response in times of crisis. If they 
HYL�^PSSPUN�[V�^VYR�[VNL[OLY�LɈLJ[P]LS �̀� [OL`�
should recognize their relative crucial roles 
in transatlantic security. Thus, a willingness 
to make compromises on both sides of the 
Atlantic is necessary for the healthy future.

The current gap between requirements and 
capabilities poses serious obstacles to 
EU’s ability to execute out of area missions 
and to protect and advance its interests 
in the security environment. The EU crisis 
management operations will have their 
geographical focus constrained by shortfalls 
in enabling factors such as strategic mobility, 
ZWLJPÄJHSS`�Z[YH[LNPJ�JHWHIPSP[PLZ�HZ�[YHUZWVY[�
and logistics, command and control as well 
as reconnaissance. The EU’s global approach 
on deployability and interoperability will 
be a key element of CSDP development. 
Consequently, the proclaimed global role 
of the EU depends to a large extent on the 
,<»Z�HIPSP[`�[V�NLULYH[L�Z\ɉJPLU[�YLZV\YJLZ1  
to overcome shortfalls in enabling factors of 
the CSDP. 

4. Conclusion

The motivation behind the European quest 
for constructing a defense policy, despite not 
partaking any large scale military role for a long 
time is a good question to ponder. I believe 
there are internal reasons arising directly 
from the European integration dynamic 
itself and external reasons contingent on 
world events and developments in American 
policy. Thus, it is fair to say that the EU’s 
aspirations, world events and the US might 
be the chief impelling forces of the European 
Union’s security and defense policy.

The developments leading to the CSDP, 
-particularly, the arrangements introduced in 
Brussels in January 1994 and concluded in 
Berlin in June 1996-, served as the basis for 
cooperation between the WEU and NATO. 
Concerns and misgivings were not very 
visible about aspects of ESDI that had been 
much discussed in the two years since the 
Berlin and Brussels agreements. But debate 
has become visible on the surface after the 
turning point of St.Malo. The US was surprised 
to see Britain and France in agreement on 
matters of military security and activities 
HɈLJ[PUN� 5(;6� �/\U[LY�� ������� :LJYL[HY`�
Albright emphasized these concerns with 
three D’s (Duplication, decoupling, and 
discrimination) at the December 1998 
ministerial meetings in Brussels, just days 
after the St.Malo meeting.

The Europeans are critically important 
security partners of the United States. For 
this reason, the emergence of CSDP ought 
to be a welcome development to the United 
States. Yet the CSDP process has turned out 
to be a bittersweet development. 

���;OLYL�HYL�HSZV�KPɈLYLU[�TL[OVKZ�[V�NLULYH[L�Z\ɉJPLU[�YLZV\YJLZ�V[OLY�[OHU�WYVJ\YLTLU[�VY�I\KNL[�
HSSVJH[PVU�MVY�KLMLUZL��-VY�PUZ[HUJL��WVVSPUN�PZ�VUL�VM�[OL�TVZ[�LɈLJ[P]L�^H`�HUK�TH`�[HRL�H�]HYPL[`�VM�
forms, from contributing national assets to multinational formation, to sharing infrastructure and support 
assets, to undertaking common or coordinated procurements. 
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The debate over NATO’s future and 
CSDP continue to turn back to question 
over whether alliances in general make 
sense without adversary (Haglund, 2002). 
Nevertheless, many of today’s challenges 
to traditional and nontraditional security 
concerns can undoubtedly be worked out 
VUS`�PM�LɈVY[Z�HUK�TLHZ\YLZ�HYL�[HRLU�HJYVZZ�
national boundaries. In the absence of a 
global consensus, regional measures and 
responses are suitable alternatives. As long 
as they are appropriate to each particular 
regional context, states do collaborate on, 
and coordinate their responses to political, 
economic and environmental threats 
(Schnabel, 2002).

As NATO has been changing and the 
European allies begin to play a greater role 
by developing their CFSP and adapting 
their armed forces to face the new threats 
TVYL�LɈLJ[P]LS �̀�5(;6��[OYV\NO�*:+7��JV\SK�
work towards strengthening the European 
pillar of the Alliance while reinforcing the 
transatlantic link at the same time.  A robust 
CSDP anchored in NATO would make the 
Alliance much stronger and better equipped 
to face the new challenges.  Under these 
conditions NATO would be in a much better 
position to promote stability and security in 
the changing Europe.

Nonetheless, the prospect of the EU 
becoming a security actor distinct from 
NATO remains important for the future 
development of the relationship between 
the CSDP and NATO and thus the EU and 
the United States. American support for the 
further development of the CSDP will depend 

on whether or not the CSDP is viewed as 
complementary to NATO. 

Indeed, those in Europe who believe that 
they must weaken NATO to strengthen 
CSDP are only likely to achieve an insecure 
and incapable Europe unsure of itself and 
its role in the world. If they want the US 
to support CSDP, they must produce real 
capabilities and assume real peacekeeping 
responsibilities. Those in the United States 
who believe that strengthening CSDP means 
weakening NATO are only likely to achieve 
a lonely superpower unable to count on the 
added abilities and resources of its allies 
when it comes to facing new threats and 
risks. If they want European support for US 
initiatives, they must be willing to allow allies 
to develop the capacity to do so (Lindley, 
2003). Thus, the US and EU relationship on 
security issues will be deepened and EU will 
be seen as a proper security actor.

Above all, CSDP can be seen as a driving 
force “not only to develop military capacity 
but also to further European integration.” 
Assuming that Europeans have long 
JVYYVIVYH[LK� LɈVY[Z� MVY� [OL� ,<� [V� [HRL� VU�
a larger role in the global arena, it would 
be that CSDP will be one domain in which 
Europe could get ahead, particularly if 
integration in other areas is blocked (Burwell 
et al., 2006). Last but not least, economics 
will be at least as large a factor as security 
Z[YH[LN`�PU�KLÄUPUN�,\YVWL»Z�WVSP[PJHS�JOVPJLZ�
on defense and security. Thus, the industrial 
base will be a factor for each policy option 
in European security architecture and in turn 
^PSS�IL�PUÅ\LUJLK�I`�P[�
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