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When British Prime Minister Tony Blair signalled in autumn 1998 that the
United Kingdom would no longer oppose a serious role for the European
Union in security and defence matters, he made possible an unprecedented
level of consensus among Europeans on a (thus-far) elusive and divisive goal.
In just over a year, EU partners were able to reach a detailed agreement on the
framework (the EU and, within it, a specific security and defence-related
machinery), the objective (for the Europeans to be able to undertake corps-size
military operations), and the general relationship with NATO (balancing
European aspirations for more autonomy with a clear recognition of the
continuing importance of the Atlantic Alliance). The process was, at least by EU
standards, remarkably swift and non-contentious.

Blair insisted from the outset that this renewed debate was going to be
conducted on new terms, focusing on real military capacities, and staying clear
of the institutional swamp in which previous attempts had been lost.
‘European defence is not about new institutional fixes’, said the Prime Minister.
‘It is about new capabilities, both military and diplomatic’.1 In the same vein,
then Defence Secretary George Robertson said in October 1999: ‘You cannot
send an institutional wiring diagram to a crisis’.2

Within a few months of the Blair initiative, however, the whole process
seemed to have reverted to tinkering with institutions. At the June 1999 EU
Council meeting in Cologne, the focus was on creating a new  security and
defence decision-making structure within the EU, including such elements as a
revamped general affairs council where EU foreign-affairs and defence
ministers would sit together, an EU military committee and staff to prepare
their decisions, along with a high-level politico-military body (Political and
Security Committee or PSC – also known by its French acronym, COPS) to steer
the process and channel advice to ministers. Essentially, the Western European
Union (WEU), once its functions were assumed by the EU, would be disposed
of. By December, the European Council focused on capabilities again. Meeting
in Helsinki it adopted a ‘headline goal’, according to which the EU should be
able, by 2003, to deploy a 60,000-strong corps in six weeks  and sustain it in the
field for a year. However, Helsinki further detailed the institutional decisions
taken in Cologne. Ever since, the EU has been more preoccupied with fine-
tuning these, in effect setting up the corresponding structures (which became
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operational, in a provisional mode, as of 1 March 2000), than with furthering
the fulfilment of the ‘headline goal’ which remains clouded with uncertainty.

Sometimes it seems as though there is a curse hanging over the European-
defence debate which condemns it to such arcane, divisive and on the whole
relatively unproductive institutional issues as the relationship between the EU
and the WEU (already a matter for considerable discussion in the run up to the
1991 Maastricht and 1997 Amsterdam treaties). Yet, the focus on institutions is
necessary. Far from being a distraction, the institutional dimension has always
been and remains a key to any attempt at developing an EU security and
defence policy. This is inevitable for three reasons.

First, the existing European-defence institutions are unworkable. Modest as
the programme agreed in Saint-Malo may seem, there is virtually no chance
that existing institutions could carry it forward. The only European institution
with a clear defence character is the WEU, established among West European
powers in 1948 to counter the Soviet threat (a year later, NATO was created
and took over this role). The WEU remained dormant until the mid-1980s,
when it served as a framework for European defence and foreign-affairs
ministers to consult on security issues.3 It was brought closer to the EU as a
result of the 1992 Maastricht Treaty, which envisaged that it would undertake
military actions on behalf of the EU. But Britain and the most Atlanticist EU
members only conditionally consented to this new role for the WEU,
complicating it beyond recognition. It emerged with three varying degrees of
membership within the EU, and two sets of links with NATO and the EU which
were managed with a Byzantine sense of balance, all of which contributed to its
paralysis. It was not only doomed by intricate institutional arrangements; there
was also a distinct lack of interest and loyalty from member states.

Second, only the EU can now provide a suitable framework for the process.
Beyond its overall change of heart with respect to European defence, the UK
government contributed to what has been, in effect, one of the most innovative
aspects of the current debate: namely the choice, by the Europeans, of the EU as
the institutional framework through which to channel their aspiration for a
more autonomous role in defence, as part of a process that would involve all its
15 members on an equal footing. This choice built on a trend evidenced by a
joint Finnish-Swedish proposal at the 1996–97 Intergovernmental Conference
(IGC), which signalled a new attitude of the ‘neutrals’.4 They indicated their
readiness to commit themselves to the so-called ‘Petersberg tasks’, the whole
range of missions the EU might undertake in support of its common foreign
and security policy – that is to say, all conceivable military missions, from
benign humanitarian or peacekeeping ones, to peace enforcement, but short of
collective self-defence. The choice of the EU, rather than any other framework,
allows the Europeans to rely on an institution that commands among them a
measure of loyalty and political legitimacy. It means that defence will cease to
be a divisive issue for the Union, pitting NATO allies against non-members
who had been granted only a minimal and frustrating ‘observer’ status within
the WEU under the Maastricht Treaty. Rather, the current process should be
inclusive, and benefit from the fact that most members value the EU, and
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would tend to view its successes or failures as their own, a feeling of ownership
and responsibility whose depth may be debated, but which the WEU never
could generate.

Third, this has always been the way European integration has moved
forward. Institutions matter for the EU in a unique way: the process of
European integration is a joint exercise in norm-setting and institution-
building. Institutions are supposed to provide for fairness and predictability,
and inspire EU countries with a sense of purpose and belonging. Since the
1980s, each new step in European integration, each new common policy, has
brought along its own set of institutional requirements: the single market
stimulated the extension and the effective use of qualified majority voting;
economic and monetary union, and the justice and home-affairs policies called
for their own specific arrangements and bodies. Defence will inevitably do the
same, all the more so because the EU is currently devoid of any defence culture:
only in a specialised institutional setting will such a culture hopefully be
imported into it, and solidify.

The institutional focus of the European-defence debate also takes place
against the background of considerably broader anxieties about whether EU
institutions can withstand the test of an enlargement process which will
probably double its members in the next ten to 15 years. The last inter-
governmental conference (IGC), which resulted in the Amsterdam Treaty, left
this issue essentially unaddressed. As a result, a new IGC started, in March
2000, to address the institutional questions left unresolved in Amsterdam,
including the reweighting of votes in the Council, the composition of the
Commission, and the possible extension of qualified majority voting. In
parallel, there is an obvious need – exemplified by the downfall of the Santer
Commission in February 1999 – for major reform of the Commission’s
administrative structures and practices (but also of the Council of Ministers’
procedures), by means other than treaty changes. It remains a matter of
dispute, however, whether a sub-treaty process of reform is enough to address
the existing institutional shortfalls of the EU, let alone effectively to put it in
order in anticipation of the sweeping enlargement about to take place. Many,
including a group of wise men commissioned by EU Commission President
Romano Prodi, have argued for further changes to the treaty, and for
expanding the agenda of the next IGC.5

These issues, in turn, raise another set of questions dealing with the
relationship between EU reform at large and the institutional aspects of the
European defence debate. There is an inevitable and legitimate instinct to
address the centrifugal forces of enlargement by bringing more cohesion and
integration to its governance system, and a no less inevitable and legitimate
tendency to treat defence as an intergovernmental and separate activity. How
will these two impulses be reconciled, and will new tensions appear within the
Union as a result?

Finally, complex and divisive as it is already, the defence-related
institutional debate is further complicated by the fact that it is not conducted
independently within the EU, but is closely determined by the latter’s



84!Gilles Andréani

Survival, vol. 42, no. 2, Summer 2000, pp. 81–95
© The International Institute for Strategic Studies

interaction with NATO. The exact missions, size and resources necessary for
the EU security and defence machinery will be a function of how autonomous it
wishes to be from NATO. Europeans agree that complementarity and
symbiosis with NATO are integral to the process. As a result, they insist that
they want to avoid unnecessary duplications with the Alliance: the EU will
only duplicate such functions as are absolutely indispensable in order to allow
its leaders to take sound decisions and exercise effective control over future
operations; it will not recreate the existing NATO politico-military apparatus,
even less its integrated command structure. But the assessment of what
constitutes the bare minimum for sound autonomous decision-making is
bound to vary among European countries, as well as between Americans and
Europeans.

The objectives of the process
According to the 1998 British–French Saint-Malo declaration, which signalled
the launch of the current process, the EU must have ‘the capacity for
autonomous action, backed up by credible military forces’, a formula
reproduced in the Cologne and Helsinki European Council declarations.6 As
time went on, and the debate unfolded, this general statement was broken
down into two sets of questions:

• First, which instruments should the EU have in order for it to consider
available options in a given crisis and eventually decide to undertake and
control a military action? This part of the debate, known as the ‘toolbox’
discussion, focused on a list of functions the EU should be able to perform
prior to decision, in such categories as situation and intelligence assessment,
strategic planning and so on. It is now generally accepted that these
functions must be performed by the EU itself, as well as providing political
control and strategic direction to any operation it undertook. On the other
hand, the actual execution and command of operations would be sub-
contracted either to NATO – under the combined joint-task forces (CJTF)
concept – or to ‘national or multinational European means outside the
NATO framework’.7 In concrete terms, this means either national head-
quarters of EU members, or the headquarters of European multinational
forces such as the Eurocorps.

• Second, how can European military capabilities be improved? This problem
was made all the more obvious by the asymmetry between US and
European performances during the Kosovo air campaign. As this aspect of
the debate acquired a momentum of its own, there resulted an innovative
way of formulating it. Analysts and European leaders focused on the
‘output gap’ between Europe’s defence spending (almost 60% of the US
level), and usable military capabilities (much less in every category, and
perhaps as low as 10% in force projection capabilities). The solution should
include setting common goals for European capabilities, criteria to measure
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the results achieved, and some sort of defence-review process within the EU
where objectives and criteria should be defined and the effect of ‘peer
pressure’ hopefully brought to bear to stimulate the process.

The EU decision-making structure
The Cologne European Council identified four main bodies to be set up within
the EU. These bodies, agreed upon in Helsinki, will form the core of the
decision-making mechanisms of the future European security and defence
policy (ESDP).

At the ministerial level, the General Affairs Council will be in charge. This
council is currently composed of foreign-affairs ministers. The Cologne
communiqué refers to joint meetings to be held with defence ministers, but so
far no consensus seems to have been reached on defence ministers sitting alone
in an EU defence council. (This is an anomaly, presumably attributable either to
a bureaucratic desire among foreign ministries to retain control, or to a more
commendable reluctance about proclaiming the existence of such meetings
before there is actual substance for them.) It is unavoidable, however that such
a council should emerge soon.8

A level down, the PSC will be the key body to prepare ministers’ decisions.
It should both take over from the current Political Committee in its functions of
steering the common foreign and security policy (CFSP, the coordinated
foreign policy of the EU, set up as a result of the Maastricht Treaty), and
managing its new defence side. It is conceivable that the PSC will be chaired by
Javier Solana, the newly appointed secretary-general of the Council and High
Representative for CFSP. The PSC will reside permanently in Brussels (unlike
the existing Political Committee at political-director level, which meets only
twice a month). Precise arrangements for the PSC are still to be worked out. It
should consist of representatives of ambassadorial rank, but who are not dual-
hatted with NATO, as some WEU representatives currently are. It would
substitute for the Political Committee in the more routine aspects of its work.
(Political directors would then only meet once a month, on the eve of the
General Affairs Council.) However, some countries would favour not replacing
the political directors altogether, and as a result, the exact distribution of
responsibilities between the two will remain unclear, and probably evolve over
time. This esoteric debate reflects an important policy choice. Putting political
directors at the core of CFSP decision-making reflected considerable
ambivalence among member states. They were entrusting it to the officials in
charge of formulating national foreign policies, who therefore had less stake in
developing a common foreign policy than, say, a group of ambassadors in
residence in Brussels. The latter, as can be seen in the NATO council, tend to
develop a collective ethos of their own, and often end up acting as
representatives of their institution’s interests vis-à-vis their capitals, in a way
political directors do not. The choice of a high-level body in Brussels would
mean a CFSP that would begin to take influence away from capitals, and it is
no surprise that its exact powers remain a contentious issue as a result.
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A Military Committee will formulate advice on military matters, to be then
integrated with other policy considerations and channelled to ministers by the
PSC. The Military Committee will be manned, in most cases for the EU
countries that also are NATO members, by their representatives to the NATO
Military Committee.9 An EU military staff of more than 100 officers will inform
and prepare the deliberations of the Military Committee and PSC on defence-
related issues. Its precise role is still under discussion, but it should interface
between the EU political authorities and whoever will be called upon to
prepare and command EU operations. It will, in particular, be integrating and
assessing intelligence, and preparing options to be considered by policy-makers
(the Saint-Malo and subsequent statements described this function as ‘strategic
planning’). The EU military staff’s remit therefore should fall short of exercising
full command responsibilities, or conducting detailed operational planning.

What to do with the WEU?
The sound conclusion to draw from the current state of affairs is that the WEU
should be virtually eliminated, and its functions incorporated into the EU. The
WEU has ceased to command any loyalty from member states, or any real
interest from the people associated with it. Yet, it would be no small paradox if
renewed efforts in favour of European defence should result first in the
suppression of the WEU, an institution that has embodied similar aspirations
since 1984. In addition, it has produced a body of rules and concepts far from
irrelevant to the future ESDP. Thus, the instinct to get rid of the WEU, while
essentially sound, should go hand in hand with a deliberate effort to justify the
shift from the WEU to the EU, and to explain why the current institution-
building process is qualitatively different from previous attempts. Three
reasons come to mind:

• First, this is a process involving all 15 EU members, with the aim of devising
an EU policy. This is a change in focus from previous attempts, in which
WEU members were only a subset of the EU membership. It is made
possible, of course, by Britain’s spectacular reversal of its stance of
essentially opposing any serious security and defence activity within the EU
framework.

• Second, institutional issues are, this time, a means rather than an end in
themselves. (Since Maastricht, such institutions had been discussed as
though they were essentially symbolic ornaments intended to assert the
EU’s potential in the security and defence field.) The ultimate test for the
current process will be its ability to produce sound decisions and, spe-
cifically, decisions that effectively increase European military capabilities.

• Third, the objective in relation to the WEU has changed. Under a French-
German proposal in the previous IGC reminiscent of the Maastricht Treaty
negotiation, the WEU was to be incorporated into the EU in three stages,
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and the proposal was faintly echoed in Article 17 of the Amsterdam
Treaty.10 This time, however, the idea is to transfer from the WEU whatever
functions, practices, resources and personnel can serve the EU’s purpose
and either to discard or shelve the rest.

Neither merger nor abolition, it is a process of cannibalisation to which the
WEU will be submitted. As it unfolds, it should be recognised that a few things
are worth saving, and that one is too important to be simply shelved: namely
the security guarantee under Article V of the Brussels Treaty. It will be difficult,
however, to import Article V as such into the EU. In a clear allusion to that
Article, it was agreed at Saint-Malo that ‘existing alliance commitments would
be preserved’. This commitment can be preserved as a dead one, however, or
as one with at least some potential life in it. Presumably, the Europeans will try
to avoid making too much of a debate out of this question, which is sure to be
divisive both among themselves and with the Americans (any European
security guarantee outside and beyond NATO would amount in their eyes to a
‘back-door guarantee’ which the US would have to honour without having
agreed to it). However, it would be unwise simply to dismiss Article V for two
reasons. First, there is an implicit security-reassurance dimension in belonging
to the EU; otherwise how can it be considered a real ‘union’ at all? (In February
1997, Chancellor Helmut Kohl had proposed to make this explicit.) Second, the
debate about neutrality for Austria, Finland, Ireland and Sweden is not over.
Both as a possible expression of EU solidarity, and a reference point in the
debate on neutrality, Article V has potential for a future life. It could be brought
into the EU Treaty, or at least have its validity formally reaffirmed by member
states, but with the understanding that it should be left dormant under present
circumstances: that is to say that its membership should not be expanded to
countries that are not members of both the EU and NATO.

Other things worth keeping are the mission statements of the WEU, and
especially of its current military staff. They are very close in content to what is
now being considered for the future EU staff, prompting reflection on why the
WEU could not perform its mission, and how things can be different this time.
A short answer is that the military staff had been left far too isolated from
European national staffs and main headquarters; consequently it was under-
resourced in up-to-date intelligence and expertise. Links with national and
multinational staffs, and NATO, are going to be essential to the viability of the
future EU organisation. As part of this networking effort, a critical issue will be
the proper dissemination of intelligence to the EU staff from these various
sources. EU institutions are notorious for their lack of security culture and their
laxity about the protection of confidential information. Significant and urgent
efforts are needed to transform these attitudes, for the sake of the defence
initiative, as well as for general improvement of the EU procedures.

While the WEU parliamentary assembly hardly ranks in the ‘worth-keeping’
category, it would seem proper to retain at least some parliamentary oversight
of EU defence activities. The problem has not been given much formal
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attention, while Britain and France show little enthusiasm for what appears to
be the simplest solution – transferring the consultative role of the existing WEU
Assembly to the European Parliament.11 The other conceivable options,
however, look unattractive. They include either suppressing the WEU
Assembly without a successor (which would probably be taken as a new sign of
disdain by the European Parliament, adding unnecessarily to its existing
tensions with the Council), or prolonging the existence of the WEU Assembly
after the WEU itself has ceased to exist in practice. Moreover, if the purpose of
the process is to secure greater support for defence, then some public debate at
the European level would seem appropriate.

The broader reform of EU institutions
If all of the above is agreed upon and implemented, a decision-making
structure for EU defence issues will be in place. But how will it relate to CFSP at
large, and to the general issue of institutional reform within the EU? To answer
those questions, it is worth stepping back a little and considering what
problems EU institutions and CFSP are generally recognised to be suffering
from.

• First, EU institutions are suffering from fragmentation and centrifugal
forces. The two frameworks within which an overview of EU policies can be
taken and a measure of consistency maintained – the Committee of
Permanent Representatives (COREPER) and the General Affairs Council –
have been weakened over the years. It is not only the three-pillar structure
adopted at Maastricht, but the proliferation and increased autonomy of
specialised formations of the Council that have contributed to this
fragmentation. Issues are increasingly dealt with in specialised committees
directly controlled by experts from capitals, and referred directly to the
European Council without proper prioritisation or consistency.

• Second, not only the formulation of policies but their implementation is a
growing matter for concern. Delays, mismanagement (often due to
inadequate Commission resources), bias, favouritism or fraud were
highlighted on the occasion of the downfall of the Santer Commission.

• Third, CFSP epitomises some of the worst weaknesses of the system and is
characterised by resistance to much-needed change. Member states are
often responsible: CFSP is micromanaged from capitals, underfunded, and
kept apart from such external policies of the Community as trade and aid.
Until Javier Solana’s appointment, CFSP lacked a permanent external
representation. Even his limited role was fiercely resisted by some.

• Fourth, the prospect of enlargement, on top of current weaknesses, makes
reform more urgent. Three issues are already on the agenda of the future
IGC: reweighting of votes, the composition of the Commission and the
possible extension of qualified majority voting.
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All point in the same direction, aiming to restore a measure of direction and
consistency to the decision-making process. The Commission President’s
authority over colleagues was strengthened in Amsterdam. Other reforms,
which do not require a treaty change, are intended to uphold the coordinating
functions of the General Affairs Council and better prepare EU Council
meetings. These reforms probably fall short of what an enlarged Union will
need, and may have to be completed by further treaty amendments, such as
changing the rotating presidency to a more permanent leadership (Javier
Solana’s function as high representative being a step in that direction). But
there is considerable resistance from EU governments to the prospect of adding
more issues to the IGC, which the EU hopes to conduct at the end of 2000.12

Consequences for security and defence policy
At first sight, it is good that the defence debate should take place against the
background of a broader institutional reform agenda. But it confronts EU
leaders with two dilemmas. Should the new steps undertaken by the EU in
defence be reflected in treaty changes to be agreed in the current IGC? The first
instinct of EU leaders has been to avoid it. Any formal increase in EU
competences in the field of defence remains contentious in domestic terms,
especially in the UK, and could provide eurosceptics with a golden opportunity
to denounce a new and emotionally symbolic transfer of sovereignty to
Brussels. On the other hand, the current EU treaties in substance provide that
the EU might undertake defence cooperation at some point in the future, and
would then do it in the framework of the WEU. This is very far from actually
doing it, and within the EU, which in effect is happening now. Leaving the
treaties unchanged might thus prompt eurosceptics’ accusations of ‘integration
by stealth’, and denial of democratic debate. (All the more so that the EU has
been notorious for couching in treaty terms its most minor undertakings, down
to the protection of animal rights: not doing so for the significant change that
has occurred in defence would definitely be an oddity). As a result, EU
governments now seem less hostile to modifying the current treaty provisions
on defence as part of  the current IGC.

But the IGC and the newly born European security and defence policy could
also conflict with each other in a variety of ways. For example, defence could
become one more of these increasingly autonomous channels of decision-
making within the EU system, contributing to its further fragmentation. It was
a sound decision to embed it within the existing CFSP framework rather than
opt for a fourth pillar, but that does not solve everything.

Reforming CFSP should entail two parallel strategies. The first is being
serious about defence, so that the Europeans command the full spectrum of
foreign-policy instruments. But it also involves playing on the EU’s strengths,
trying to better integrate CFSP and ‘soft-security’ community instruments, such
as aid and trade. As it will presumably rank high on the EU agenda, adding a
serious defence dimension to CFSP could come at the expense of other, much
needed ways to improve the Union’s external policies. Europe’s leaders should
do what they can to avoid this risk. After all, the EU potentially has a unique
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advantage: assuming that it ends up having a serious defence capacity, it will
be the only security institution that can command the whole spectrum of crisis-
management tools, from soft long-term preventative and aid measures, to
conflict resolution, humanitarian assistance, police and military intervention. It
should be less obsessed than NATO has been, under US influence, with
preserving the integrity and independence of its military chain of command
from civilian interference, and should in theory be better able to integrate the
military- and civilian-assistance sides of its future operations. All this suggests
that the PSC, whose role will be pivotal, should be more firmly embedded in
the EU system than the Political Committee. It was a good idea to bring PSC to
Brussels and to raise its profile, but that will not be enough. It should learn how
to cooperate with the Commission, and use the Community system (including
referring its decisions to COREPER when they do not involve ‘hard’ military
matters such as committing troops to operations). In short, defence should
follow specific rules of procedure, not be devolved to a separate organisation
within the EU.

A broader search should be conducted within the EU system for existing or
potential instruments that could serve the purpose of increased defence
capabilities. These might include:

• Arms transfers, be it internal freedom of movement to underpin industrial
consolidation, or external common rules, as part of a more effective EU non-
proliferation policy.

• Trade instruments: beyond the legal argument – the original exclusion of
defence in the Treaty of Rome, which has remained in force to this day –
there seems to be hardly any reason why structural impediments to
transatlantic arms trade and investment should not be addressed in an EU–
US framework. Keeping it at a bilateral level potentially weakens the
Europeans’ case, allows the Americans selectively to modulate restrictions
of access to their markets according to their political preferences, and could
impinge on European and transatlantic industry consolidation.

• The lack of proper funding for military research has been identified as a
significant weakness of European defence budgets. There is already an EU-
funded research programme (the framework research programme, or
PCRD), and there seems to be no reason why, in principle, a similar
programme for defence research could not be established in the future,
should the case for it be demonstrated.

• Restructuring the arms industry, as well as the armed forces, entails
significant regional consequences, which the EU structural funds could be
made to serve. There may be a case for extending the scope and funding of
the small CONVER programme, an EU programme conceived after German
unification to support the conversion of defence industries, with the largely
obsolete and unprofitable former GDR industry in mind.
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• Finally, at some point in the distant future, there could be a case for bringing
the EU budget to bear on joint arms projects, such as the future large
transport aircraft. The disparities in the levels of defence spending, and
especially of procurement, are far greater among European countries than
between the Europeans as a whole and the United States. Common funding
of some major procurement programmes could help level out these intra-
European disparities.

The NATO dimension
EU members agree that their defence ambitions can only be fulfilled in close
cooperation with NATO. Formal relations and channels of cooperation will
have to be established between the two organisations, as had been the case
between NATO and the WEU, albeit starting from different premises. WEU
was regarded by many as an organisation whose autonomy vis-à-vis NATO
was questionable. The EU has an altogether entirely different standing, and any
relation it undertakes to establish with NATO will naturally be on a much more
equal footing. The exact content and structure of these relations have been the
subject of intense discussions since Helsinki, and have initially focused on
timing. France insisted that there was no need to rush to define NATO’s
relations with an institutional framework, the EU had not yet fully defined,
much less put in place. Britain was eager to move quickly on this issue in order
to reassure the United States and the other non-EU members of NATO that
channels would be opened to ensure that their voice could be heard from the
outset in the EU debate.

The debate on timing – apparently solved by a commitment on the
European side to get things sorted out at the EU Council of Feira, Portugal in
June 2000 – is probably a foretaste of future divergences, as the Europeans and
Americans proceed to define the content of these relations. Two issues are
likely to be pre-eminent in this respect: the status of the non-EU European
members of NATO, and the content of the military relationship.

The status of the non-EU European members of NATO
Previous arrangements under the WEU had given the three European members
of NATO that did not then belong to the EU (Iceland, Norway and Turkey) the
right to ‘fully participate’ in its activities. The role of these countries (along with
the three new NATO members, the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland) in
the emerging security and defence policy of the EU, has emerged in the current
debate as a contentious issue. As this defence initiative is now a specifically EU
process, all EU members agree that the degree of association for non-members
must inevitably be less. The dispute, however, centres on whether the six
should be regarded as a distinct category that benefits from standing
institutional relations with the EU, or whether the relevant group of countries
to be associated with it should rather be the larger group of 15 recognised
candidates for the European Union. The latter view is being held by France,
and the former by the six states concerned, with British and US support. They
insist that since NATO’s support is critical to ESDP, and the six are in a position
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within NATO to withhold that support, it would be futile to exclude it from the
EU debate. The French underline that the day-to-day work of the PSC and
other relevant EU structures will have much more to do with the elaboration of
joint foreign-policy positions (which always were an autonomous preserve of
the EU), than with the sort of crisis-management decisions which, they agree,
would call for formal consultation with NATO and its European members.
There is merit to both sides of this argument. Presumably, some middle ground
can be found that allows the EU to continue conducting an independent CFSP,
while reassuring NATO and the six that they will be consulted in a formal
framework whenever the EU approaches a decision impinging on their
interests – or possibly leading to military intervention.

The content of the military relat ionship
This debate about the role of the six non-EU-but-European members of NATO
reflects broader preoccupations about the desirable balance between two
acknowledged goals of the process: the Europeans’ autonomy to act on the one
hand, symbiosis and congeniality with NATO on the other. It is natural enough
that this balance should be assessed differently among Europeans, and on both
sides of the Atlantic. Such differences will no doubt bear on discussion of the
practical channels of cooperation to be established between the EU and NATO
as European defence capabilities develop. For instance, a key element will be to
improve the allocation of resources and to redress some of the direst capacity
shortfalls of the Europeans. This must involve a collective EU consideration of
current capabilities, defence-budget structures and a  joint definition of goals.
NATO defence-planning can contribute expertise to this process, but how far
will the EU want to rely on it? Is there room, or need, for an EU expert staff?
Should not the EU at least be in the position to assess competently the advice
coming from NATO, and how far it should defer to the views of an
organisation whose aims may not always coincide with its own? (To cite but
one example, NATO is unlikely to recommend that the Europeans procure
military-observation satellites, important as they may be to further European
autonomy. Indeed, such attempts by Germany were actively opposed by the
US in the past.) It may even be argued that if the EU members want to
maximise significantly the military output they get from their defence budgets
(and which they are unlikely to increase), they should aim at radical
cooperative schemes, either the pooling of assets into common units in order to
minimise maintenance and support costs, or drastic role specialisation among
themselves. The NATO force-planning process, which has been notoriously
bureaucratic and complacent in assessing contributions pledged by member
states, is unlikely to promote that kind of scheme. In this case, non-duplication
with NATO could frustrate the Europeans’ main objective of increasing
capabilities: they might be well advised to develop within the EU a minimal
defence-planning staff able to provide innovative answers, so far a conspicuous
missing piece in the current EU institutional setting for defence. The same
dilemmas are likely to manifest themselves in other areas, such as operational
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planning: a sort of work the Europeans have said from the start they do not
wish to duplicate, but which they will want to be able to direct and assess at the
EU level, rather than merely subcontract to NATO.

These kinds of debates are inevitable. They are not, however, without risks,
the main one being that the working relationship between Britain and France,
the key to the success of the process so far, will become be strained. As France
tends instinctively to embody the more ‘European’ or ‘autonomous’ side of the
argument, and Britain is keen to avoid unnecessary friction with the US (with
which it has carried the uncomfortable task of trying to justify what the
Europeans are about), impatience and frustration might set in among the two
countries. They must learn that the broad aim of preserving and nurturing their
relationship may be more important than fighting and winning every minute
detail of the various issues at hand.

The unresolved issue of leadership
The issue of leadership is likely to be the main unaddressed issue of the next
IGC. Everybody agrees that a rotating presidency will not be feasible after EU
enlargement, but no conceivable substitute has been found. The institution of a
CFSP high representative is only a partial remedy to this problem. On the
Commission side, giving more power to its president goes some way towards
addressing the leadership deficit, but nothing remotely comparable has been
proposed so far for the Council.

No measure of institutional reform is likely to provide the EU defence
process with the amount of leadership it needs. The most dedicated member
states will have to provide a large part of that commodity. Whether for defence
planning or for a possible commitment of forces to actual operations, those
countries ready to get their act together will have to steer the process. This
suggests that room should be made, in the definition and conduct of the future
ESDP, for a bottom-up approach. Groups of countries should propose
capabilities they would endeavour to develop in cooperation, and fold these
into the process, rather than expecting the collective consideration of the
defence needs of 15 states to produce all the answers. The same should
presumably go for operations, which may well be, in effect, ad hoc coalitions
within the EU rather than endeavours at 15.

As part of this bottom-up approach, a key group of countries will naturally
emerge, including Germany, Britain and France. This group should not
organise itself formally, and its geometry must be flexible. But it should,
collectively, take the lead in rationalising defence structures and shaping EU
policy. In both respects, arguably, Germany has not yet fully risen to the
challenge. Its defence budget, slightly above the French and British at the end
of the Cold War, is now 20% less, and deep military restructuring is still
pending. There are, however, at least two reasons why Germany is key to the
success of this whole enterprise. First, Britain and France may seem to stand out
as natural EU leaders in the security and defence fields, if only because they
provide the largest all-professional military force, with a tradition of, and – by
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EU standards – an unparalleled ability to project force abroad. But, at the same
time, what appears as a military advantage is also a political liability. That the
EU’s two ex-imperial, nuclear and permanent Security Council member states
should take the lead of European defence policy would conform neither with
the underlying consensus within the EU, nor with its ultimate comparative
advantage: namely its identity as a civilian power, more prone to engagement
than to confrontation, more able to conduct long-term stabilisation policies than
to carry-out short-term and impulsive military campaigns. Where Germany has
a historical role to play is in reconciling this particular EU culture of inhibiting
power politics among its members and in relation to the outside world, with
the need to resort to force on specific occasions to underpin EU values and
interests. Absent German involvement and support, and there is no chance that
a British- and French-led defence policy could command consensus within the
EU. The second reason for Germany to share in leadership is that the German
defence budget, for all its limitations, is still, by far, the third largest in the EU.
As a result, German armed forces represent the largest pool of available
resources from which to draw better military capabilities for the EU at large.
Indeed, one of the untold objectives of the current process is to provide
Germany with a European framework conducive to a deep reform of its
military: not an immediate prospect, obviously, but a decisive criterion of
success for the European-defence initiative in the medium- to long-term.

Conclusion
Institutions matter. In the long experience of European integration, they are a
factor of both reassurance and commitment for EU member states. They
command legitimacy and loyalty, and their design has deeply influenced the
outcome of almost every European project, from the Common Market to
Economic and Monetary Union. As they embark on a new enterprise in the
field of defence, Europeans should try to embed it into existing EU institutions
rather than to create separate ones, and play to the Union’s strengths, by using
the broad span of its external policies, rather than being mesmerised by the
independent exercise of crude power. The latter would be an exercise in which
they could neither emulate the US, nor maintain the sort of consensus which
has so far allowed the Union to move forward.

At the same time, institutions are not enough. The key to success, as far as
defence is concerned, will be capabilities, starting with completion of the
headline goal of a corps-size projection capability. Even so, something will be
missing in the process, namely a sense of where and why these newly attained
capabilities should be put to use. Europeans currently hint at unspecified
contingencies in Africa, or in the troubled outer rim of Europe. This depiction
of possible future uses misses a central political point. There is a current crisis
in the Balkans, in which much European effort and credibility was initially
invested, and lost. Rather than conceiving the problem as one of NATO-only, or
EU-only contingencies, the Europeans should focus on a process of progressive
devolution of Balkan responsibilities from the US to the Europeans. To some
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extent, this is already happening, with Europe assuming 80% of the burden on
the ground in Kosovo (the reverse of the proportion in the Kosovo air
campaign), and with the Eurocorps headquarters having taken command of the
Kosovo force under SACEUR in March 2000. This devolution should be
accelerated in the future. Not only would it allow the EU to put to a plausible
test its newly proclaimed ambitions, but also to regain some of its credibility,
and to convince the Americans that Europe can assume more of the burden
where it actually matters.
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