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The 2003 European Security Strategy does not define an explicit level of 
ambition for military crisis management. It simply states that the Union 
‘should be able to sustain several operations simultaneously’.1 It expresses 
an aspiration that EU security policy should have global reach: ‘The 
European Union has the potential to make a major contribution, both in 
dealing with ... threats and in helping realise ... opportunities. An active 
and capable European Union would make an impact on a global scale.’2 
Though the strategy has been much criticised for failing to clearly define 
means–ends relationships and hence failing, in some eyes, to be a strategy 
at all, the document does offer an outline guide to what the EU should 
be seeking to achieve and how. It states that the EU needs ‘to develop 
a strategic culture that fosters early, rapid, and when necessary, robust 
intervention’3 in crisis situations, including with military means. The impli-
cation of this is that the EU should have the military capability, through its 
member states, to be able to confidently handle conflict situations and the 
tasks covered by the ESDP.

The ESDP was created in 1999 in order to strengthen the EU’s Common 
Foreign and Security Policy. The task spectrum it is intended to cover is 
defined by the so-called Petersberg tasks, which were first drawn up in 
1992 within the framework of the Western European Union and later 
incorporated into the Treaty on European Union (TEU) by revisions made 
at the EU summit in Amsterdam in 1997. These cover humanitarian and 
rescue operations, peacekeeping and crisis-management tasks, including 
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16  | Bastian Giegerich

peace-making, to be undertaken by combat forces. The European Security 
Strategy expanded this task spectrum, and the Treaty of Lisbon, which 
had been intended to enter into force in 2009 following ratification by 
all member states, offered a further revised definition of what the ESDP 
was to cover. The Lisbon Treaty stipulated that the EU should use both 
civilian and military means to conduct humanitarian, rescue and joint- 
disarmament operations, provide military advice and assistance to third 
countries and undertake conflict prevention and peacekeeping. It also 
specified that the Union should be able to apply combat forces to crisis-
management tasks including peacemaking and post-conflict stabilisation. 
The treaty observed that all these tasks could be applied to the fight against 
terrorism, and that the EU could use ESDP missions to support third coun-
tries combating terrorist activity in their territories. Whether or not the 
Lisbon Treaty enters into force, this expanded definition of the task spec-
trum has now been accepted as guiding the ESDP. 

Headline goals past and present
Further clues to current and recent EU crisis-management ambitions are 
given by the various ‘headline goals’ that have been adopted as plan-
ning targets by EU member states since 1999. At the June 1999 European 
Council meeting, EU governments agreed that ‘the Union must have the 
capacity for autonomous action, backed up by credible military forces, the 
means to decide to use them, and a readiness to do so, in order to respond 
to international crisis without prejudice to actions by NATO’.4 This was 
refined into Headline Goal 2003 (or HG 2003, also known as the Helsinki 
Headline Goal) at the December 1999 Council meeting: ‘cooperating 
voluntarily in EU-led operations, Member States must be able, by 2003, to 
deploy within 60 days and sustain for at least 1 year military forces of up 
to 50,000–60,000 persons capable of the full range of Petersberg tasks’. In 
an annex to the presidency conclusions of the Helsinki meeting,5 member 
governments elaborated that the force should be ‘militarily self-sustaining 
with the necessary command, control and intelligence capabilities, logis-
tics, other combat support services and additionally, as appropriate, air 
and naval elements’.6 It is clear from this that HG 2003 involved a larger 
pool of personnel than the core 50,000–60,000 envisaged for the crisis-
management force. 

At the time that HG 2003 was defined, the EU had not yet developed 
its own illustrative scenarios (contingencies posited by militaries for plan-
ning purposes), and its strategic-planning assumptions, including about 
the concurrency of operations, were underdeveloped. A document from 
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European Military Crisis Management  |  17

early 2000 assumes that ‘the most demanding [missions will] occur in and 
around Europe. Forces should also be available and able to respond to 
crisis worldwide, albeit at lesser scale’. The document also suggests that 
the Union ‘should plan to be able to conduct a single corps-sized crisis 
management task, while retaining a limited capability to conduct a small-
scale operation ... Alternatively [the EU] should prepare to maintain one 
longer term operation at less than the maximum level and at the same time 
be able to conduct another operation of a limited duration’.7 At this stage, 
the EU was still focused on large-scale operations in and around Europe. 
No doubt the Kosovo crisis of 1999 had a shaping impact on these assump-
tions. 

At the December 2000 European Council meeting in Nice, there was 
already substantial political pressure to declare the ESDP operational. As 
early as 2001, the Council declared the EU capable of conducting some 
crisis-management missions, even though the criteria for HG 2003 were far 
from being met. In May of the deadline year, the Council, unable to declare 
HG 2003 met, nevertheless implied that the EU could conduct missions 
across the whole Petersberg-task spectrum, while conceding that the ESDP 
was limited by significant capabilities shortfalls.8

Having missed the 2003 headline-goal deadline, the EU Council defined 
a new target, Headline Goal 2010 (HG 2010), in May 2004. It is very differ-
ent to HG 2003 in that it does not focus at all on numbers. Member states 
presented this as a new focus on quality rather than quantity. The main 
commitment of HG 2010 was ‘to be able by 2010 to respond with rapid 
and decisive action applying a fully coherent approach to the whole spec-
trum of crisis management operations covered by [the TEU]’.9 While the 
overall aspiration thus became more obscure, one central element of the 
new headline goal was a concrete innovation: the creation of so-called EU 
‘battlegroups’. These are rapid-reaction-force packages of between 1,500 
and 3,000 personnel (including all enabling capabilities), deployable for 
up to 120 days if resupplied, and equipped and trained to cover tasks at 
the more demanding end of the Petersberg-task spectrum. With HG 2003 
neither met nor abandoned as HG 2010 was launched, the EU’s assump-
tions about how the ESDP would be implemented appeared in 2004 to be 
in flux. The fact that the representative of the French EU presidency issued 
a reminder more than four years on, in the second half of 2008, that the 
HG 2003 agenda still existed, illustrates that this uncertainty still to some 
degree remains.10

Initially, the ESDP was driven by the logic of military crisis manage-
ment, and development of civilian components was slow. Their eventual 
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18  | Bastian Giegerich

formulation resulted in the comprehensive approach to crisis manage-
ment advanced in the European Security Strategy, which acknowledges 
that multifaceted contemporary security threats require a correspondingly 
diversified response involving many instruments. The strategy states that 
the EU ‘is particularly well equipped to respond to such multi-faceted situ-
ations’.11 Its potential to create a truly integrated crisis-management tool, 
combining civilian and military means, has since been the great promise 
of the ESDP. It is this potential that gives the EU its comparative appeal as 
a global crisis-management actor. 

The EU Council drew up Civilian Headline Goal 2008 (CHG 2008) 
in December 2004 to tackle the civilian aspects of crisis management. As 
with the military headline goals, member states were invited to pledge 
personnel towards the CHG 2008, but national contributions were not 
compulsory. The goal envisaged that some civilian capabilities would be 
deployable within 30 days of a decision to launch a mission. Capabilities 
could be deployed autonomously, jointly (that is, integrated with) or in 
cooperation with military capabilities. The CHG 2008 states that ‘the EU 
must have the ability to conduct concurrent civilian missions at different 
levels of engagement ... including at least one large civilian substitution 
mission at short notice in a non-benign environment’, and acknowledges 
that ‘civilian crisis management missions may need to be sustained over 
a longer period of time’ than originally planned for.12 Subsequent docu-
ments make clear that the Council operates on the assumption that up to 
five civilian missions would need to be conducted simultaneously. 

Although the CHG 2008 itself does not have an explicit numerical 
target, the EU’s civilian level of ambition can be calculated by adding up 
the personnel numbers specified in more detailed planning documents 
to work out what would be required to conduct five missions across the 
civilian-capability priority areas identified in the headline goal – that is, 
across policing, rule of law, civilian administration, civil protection and 
monitoring. A total of some 18,200 civilian personnel with 477 different 
job descriptions would be needed to conduct five missions along the lines 
specified in the CHG’s illustrative scenarios: 13,265 police; 2,558 rule-of-
law officials; 1,421 civilian-administration personnel; 764 civil-protection 
experts and 198 monitors of the security and political situation. By compar-
ison, the UN had some 9,500 police deployed across its missions in 2007, a 
figure that was set to rise by around 4,000 in 2008. 13

The final report on the CHG 2008 concluded that the requirements of 
recent and ongoing ESDP missions had not been entirely reflected in the 
headline goal’s assumptions. With real-world ESDP operations becom-
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European Military Crisis Management  |  19

ing more diverse and their functional and geographical scope expanding 
since they began in 2003, a review was deemed necessary. Thus, a Civilian 
Headline Goal 2010 (CHG 2010) was launched in late 2007, its timeline 
pegged to that of the military HG 2010.14 The CHG 2010 follows directly 
on from CHG 2008, and does not involve a complete revision of targets 
like that seen in the military realm. Instead, the new civilian headline goal 
seeks to improve the quality and availability of capabilities, while devel-
oping the work done towards its predecessor. A review of illustrative 
scenarios and assumptions and an audit of capabilities is to be undertaken 
as part of the work towards CHG 2010.

Scenarios, planning assumptions and capabilities development
Headline goals do not in themselves indicate precise levels of ambition 
because they do not give details of the specific missions envisaged. The 
EUMS conducts the detailed military planning, under the supervision 
of the EU Military Committee.15 At the beginning of the EU capabilities- 
development process is a set of illustrative scenarios. Each scenario 
involves a different set of assumptions about the following strategic-
planning variables: the distance of the theatre of operations from Brussels; 
the time required to reach full operating capability (FOC); the duration of 
the mission; and, for long-term operations, force-rotation arrangements. 
Currently, the EU uses five illustrative scenarios for military crisis-manage-
ment planning, discussed below.16

Separation of Parties by Force 
This scenario involves combat forces undertaking crisis-management 
tasks, including peacemaking. Thus, it entails activities at the upper end of 
the Petersberg-task spectrum. The planning assumptions for the scenario 
are that the theatre of operations would be up to 10,000km from Brussels 
(operations with a distance of 4,000km and 6,000km are also planned for) 
and that it would take at least 60 days to establish FOC. This reaction time 
implies that theatre-entry elements would be deployed within a shorter 
time frame. The deployment is assumed to last up to six months, hence 
there would be no requirement for rotation of forces, although it is also 
assumed that the mission to separate parties by force would be followed 
by a smaller stabilisation and reconstruction mission. 

Stabilisation, Reconstruction and Military Assistance to Third Countries 
This scenario covers peacekeeping, election monitoring, institution 
building, security-sector reform and support to third countries combating 
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20  | Bastian Giegerich

terrorism. The planning assumption is that the mission would be conducted 
up to 10,000km from Brussels (a 4,000km version of the scenario has also 
been planned). FOC is to be reached within 90 days, and the assumption is 
that the mission would be sustained for at least two years, thus requiring 
several personnel rotations.

Conflict Prevention 
Conflict prevention covers preventive engagement, preventive deployment 
and embargo, counter-proliferation and joint disarmament operations. It is 
assumed that operations would take place up to 10,000km from Brussels 
(there are also plans for operations at 4,000km), and that FOC would be 
reached within 60 days of a decision to launch. Conflict-prevention opera-
tions are assumed to last for at least one year, requiring the rotation of forces. 

Evacuation Operation in a Non-Permissive Environment 
This covers the evacuation of non-combatants. As EU member states 
will always want to be in a position to be able to conduct such opera-
tions no matter where the crisis occurs in the event that EU citizens are 
at risk, versions of the scenario for up to 10,000km and up to 15,000km 
from Brussels have been planned. Rapid reaction is extremely important in 
evacuation operations, so the planning assumption is that an initial oper-
ating capability would be reached no later than ten days after the decision 
to launch a mission. The duration of the mission would depend on circum-
stances, but is expected to be short – no longer than 120 days – so troop 
rotation would not be needed. The scenario assumes that the mission 
would need to evacuate between 2,000 and 10,000 non-combatants.

Assistance to Humanitarian Operations 
This scenario covers both management of the consequences of disas-
ters and atrocity prevention. As in the evacuation scenario, the planning 
assumptions are that missions would be conducted at a distance of up to 
either 10,000km or 15,000km from Brussels, and that initial operating capa-
bility would need to be reached no later than ten days after the decision to 
launch. Humanitarian operations are not expected to generate a require-
ment for rotation, and the scenario assumes a duration of up to six months. 
Operations are expected to need to deal with between 75,000 and 100,000 
evacuees and refugees. 

These scenarios and the strategic-planning assumptions of which they are 
composed are the basis on which EUMS planners compile lists of the mili-
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tary assets and capabilities required to conduct missions. The process of 
compiling such lists has been gone through once since the ESDP’s incep-
tion: in the event that new scenarios are added, it will be undertaken 
afresh. Requirements are expressed in terms of generic force packages and 
‘reference units’ (which denote military units or assets delivering a specific 
capability). Many packages and units were planned in great detail, in several 
cases right down to platoon and section level.17 From these lists, the EUMS 
drew up the ‘Requirements Catalogue’, which lists the precise units and 
assets needed to conduct the operations identified in the scenarios within 
the parameters of the strategic-planning assumptions. Member states were 
then invited to pledge contributions to the requirements outlined in the 
catalogue. Pledges were scrutinised and compiled in a ‘Force Catalogue’, 
which describes in qualitative and quantitative terms what member states 
have pledged towards the headline goal. Pledges from non-EU countries, 
of which there are some, are not included in the Force Catalogue. 

A comparison of the two catalogues shows the shortfall. Shortfalls 
can be due to the absence of the necessary assets and capabilities from 
member states’ inventories or, since pledging for such missions is a volun-
tary process, to member states’ unwillingness to pledge resources they do 
possess. The implications of the shortfall for operations covered by the 
scenarios are detailed in a document rather misleadingly known as the 
Progress Catalogue (none of these catalogues is in the public domain). 
From the drawing up of the illustrative scenarios to the compilation of 
the Progress Catalogue, this process represents a complete cycle of EU  
military-capabilities planning. 

As its logistics-support concept for military operations makes clear, the 
EU expects its troops to operate in demanding environments with little or 
no host-nation support, a harsh climate and challenging terrain.18 As far as 
troop requirements are concerned, Separation of Parties by Force would be 
a large-scale operation, with the Stabilisation, Reconstruction and Military 
Assistance and Conflict Prevention scenarios falling into the medium cate-
gory, and evacuation and humanitarian assistance requiring small-scale 
deployments. Interviews with officials in Brussels and documents seen by 
the author indicate that the EU has drawn up three ‘concurrency suites’, or 
plans detailing the types of operation its forces should be able to conduct 
near-simultaneously. While the force requirements of the concurrency 
suites remain classified, it may be assumed that each suite requires an initial 
deployed land force significantly larger than the 50,000–60,000 person-
nel envisaged in HG 2003, given that the Separation of Parties by Force 
scenario alone would require a force of that size. If the rotation of person-
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22  | Bastian Giegerich

nel that would be necessary for medium-scale operations (Stabilisation, 
Reconstruction and Military Assistance and Conflict Prevention) is also 
taken into account, the total personnel pool needed is considerably larger 
than is commonly understood. Thus, despite the failure to meet HG 2003, 
it is clear that EU member states have upgraded their overall level of ambi-
tion for military crisis management. HG 2010 involves more tasks, more 
troops, quicker reaction times over longer distances and more demanding 
concurrency suites. 

A similar planning process takes place on the civilian side, although it 
is less integrated with the military side than might be wished. Five civilian 
illustrative scenarios were developed in 2005, later than and independently 
of the military ones. These are: Stabilisation and Reconstruction (there are 
two stabilisation and reconstruction scenarios, one with a substitution 
mission and one without19); Conflict Prevention, with particular emphasis 
on monitoring and on supporting the offices of EU Special Representatives; 
Targeted Strengthening of Institutions; and Civilian Support to 
Humanitarian Operations. As in the military field, these scenarios have 
been used to formulate mission tasks and compile lists of required person-
nel. Pledges have then been made by EU member states and compared to 
the identified requirements. Though the methodology used in the civil-
ian field is similar to that used in the military, important elements of the 
capability-planning process, such as deciding on the number of missions 
to operate concurrently, formulating strategic-planning assumptions and, 
indeed, defining desired end states have been undertaken separately for 
the civilian realm.20 Now that both civilian and military branches have run 
through complete cycles of their respective processes, however, there are 
likely to be attempts to coordinate the two more closely. One step currently 
under consideration is that of drawing up a single set of illustrative scenar-
ios for both civilian and military planning purposes. 

Overall, military operations short of collective defence have been 
defined and planned for in great detail at the EU level. Furthermore, 
despite the relatively short lifespan of the ESDP, these ambition levels 
have already been revised upwards. This is particularly striking given that 
the operational record of the ESDP is very limited, and the EU has as yet 
come nowhere near attaining the upper regions of its ambition.

Operational record
The core institutional framework for launching and running military crisis-
management missions through the ESDP was established in 2000 when 
the European Council created three permanent bodies based in Brussels. 
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Table 1: ESDP operations since 2003

Mission Location Duration No. of personnel Type

Africa

Operation Artemis DRC 2003 1,800 Military

EUSEC RD Congo DRC Since 2005 40 Civilian–
military

EUPOL Kinshasa DRC 2005–2007 30 Civilian

Mission to support 
AMIS II (African Union 
mission)

Sudan 2005–2006 50 Civilian–
military

EUFOR RD Congo DRC 2006 2,400 Military

EUPOL RD Congo DRC Since 2007 39 Civilian

EUFOR Chad/CAR Chad and Central 
African Republic

2008–2009 3,700 Military

EU SSR Guinea–Bissau Guinea–Bissau 2008– 39 Civilian–
military

Asia

AMM Aceh/Indonesia 2005–2006 225 Civilian

EUPOL Afghanistan Afghanistan Since 2007 230 Civilian

Europe

EUPM Bosnia-Herzegovina Since 2003 182 Civilian

Concordia Former Yugoslav 
Republic of 
Macedonia

2003 400 Military

EUPOL PROXIMA Former Yugoslav 
Republic of 
Macedonia

2004–2005 200 Civilian

EUFOR/Operation 
Althea

Bosnia-Herzegovina Since 2004 2,500 (initially 7,000) Military

EUPAT Former Yugoslav 
Republic of 
Macedonia

2006 30 Civilian

EUBAM Ukraine/Moldova Since 2006 69 Civilian

EULEX Kosovo Kosovo (planned)  2008– 1,900 Civilian

Caucasus

EUJUST THEMIS Georgia 2004–2005 10 Civilian

EUMM Georgia Georgia 2008 (October)  to 
2009

300 Civilian

Middle East

EU BAM Rafah Palestine Since 2005 27 Civilian

EUJUST LEX Iraq/Brussels Since 2005 25 Civilian

EUPOL COPPS Palestine Since 2006 31 Civilian

Sources: Council of the European Union, ‘Aperçu des missions et opérations de l’Union Européenne’, June 2008; 
IISS, Military Balance and Strategic Survey, various editions.
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These were the Political and Security Committee, the Military Committee 
and the EUMS.21 The Council retains ultimate control over the activities 
of these bodies. Below them, an operation commander implements the 
missions that are decided on. The three permanent bodies, the Council 
and the operation commander are together responsible for crisis-response 
planning, and between them they handle the political-strategic, military-
strategic and operational, as well as the tactical, aspects of planning. 

The ESDP has been operational since 2003, with EU personnel conduct-
ing 22 crisis-management missions to date, 14 of which have been purely 
civilian (see Table 1). It seems clear that the Union is in the process of 
trying to achieve two major goals through the ESDP: to establish an auton-
omous (i.e., independent of NATO) capacity for action in the field of crisis 
management, and to enhance its profile as a credible global security actor.

To a substantial extent, it has succeeded in drawing nearer to these 
goals. The EU has established itself as an international crisis-management 
body, and a distinct demand for EU crisis-management missions has devel-
oped. The appeal of the EU resides in the high level of political legitimacy 
it represents, its perceived neutrality and its economic strength. The Union 
is now also an established civil–military actor, and the wide spectrum of 
its available means is unique in the field, meaning that it has the potential 
to dominate integrated crisis management in the future. 

Nevertheless, many capability shortfalls remain. What do the opera-
tions undertaken thus far tell us about the major trends and aspirations in 
EU crisis management?

Global ambition 
Moving away from its original focus on Europe, the EU has steadily 
increased the operational reach of its forces since operations began in 2003. 
The Balkans and Africa, where the greatest numbers of EU personnel are 
deployed, are clear focal points. The Middle East is another key region for 
ESDP operations, and EU personnel have also been deployed to Asia. At 
roughly 10,000km from Brussels, the 2005–06 AMM mission to monitor the 
peace agreement in Aceh is the farthest-flung EU venture there has been 
thus far.

Expanding scope of missions
Alongside the extension of its geographical scope there has been an expan-
sion of the EU’s task spectrum, which has become increasingly diverse. 
This has particularly been the case in the civilian sector. Policing missions, 
missions to uphold the rule of law, border-control missions, security-
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sector-reform missions and active disarmament missions have all been 
conducted in recent years. These have ranged in size from ten personnel 
up to the 1,900 planned for EULEX Kosovo. 

Military operations so far rather limited 
All operations have been modest in terms of numbers, with the largest, 
Operation Althea, which had an initial strength of 7,000, being conducted 
with recourse to NATO assets and capabilities and following on from a 
NATO mission. Doubts therefore remain about the EU’s capacity for 
autonomous action beyond relatively small operations. The EU has also 
been rather risk averse in the military arena so far, though it is not fair to 
assert, as some commentators have, that the Union usually relies on other 
organisations to pacify combatants.22 While it is the case that NATO was 
militarily engaged in the Balkans before the ESDP had even been launched, 
it is also true that European troops deployed to Africa to support the UN 
with bridging operations in actually or potentially deteriorating security 
situations while the UN built up its capacity. Nonetheless, the five military 
ESDP missions that have been completed or are currently under way have 
involved a total of only 15,200 troops, including the initial 7,000-strong 
Althea in Bosnia. In mid 2008, some 6,200 troops were deployed under 
the EU flag, which amounts to less than 0.4% of the active forces of EU 
member states. Furthermore, no military operation has been conducted 
further than (just over) 6,000km from Brussels (Kinshasa, DRC).

Blurring of civil–military boundaries 
It is one of the goals of the ESDP to undertake more crisis-management 
operations that blur the classic distinction between the civilian and mili-
tary spheres. The 2005–06 peace-agreement-monitoring mission in Aceh, 
though it involved mostly military personnel operating in a civilian 
capacity rather than a truly ‘integrated’ force, is one example of such an 
operation, as is the explicitly hybrid mission in support of the African 
Union in Sudan and Somalia in the same period. The EU hopes that 
there will be more mixed operations, and internal pressure to coordinate 
planning to this end is expected to increase. There appear to be plans to 
develop mission-specific financial arrangements to replace the current 
separate procedures that exist for each field. But the EU has not thus far 
lived up to its own expectations for integrated civil–military crisis manage-
ment. Very few missions have involved a mix of personnel, and those few 
were very limited in scope and size (all were between 40 and 50 strong). 
These missions were a far cry from the kinds of operation to which the EU 
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aspires: fully integrated operations in which significant civilian support is 
offered to military operations.23 The need for integrated or ‘one-stop shop’ 
missions is well recognised by both the European Security Strategy and 
national policy documents, as contemporary crises require the application 
of a wide spectrum of instruments. However, the operational record of the 
ESDP shows that the EU is not yet able to provide such a capacity.

Multinationality 
ESDP missions tend to be made up of small contingents of personnel 
from several different contributor countries. The EU’s latest military 
mission, EUFOR Chad/CAR, is typical. By July 2008, a total of almost 3,250 
troops had been deployed by 24 countries. The three largest contributors 
accounted for some 2,400 troops (France 1,671, Ireland 408, Poland 299), 
with the remaining 850 coming from no fewer than 21 contributing nations.24 
EUFOR RD Congo in 2006, which peaked at around 2,400 personnel, drew 
contingents from 23 contributing nations. High levels of multinationality 
increase legitimacy and provide a seat at the table and the opportunity to 
influence events to many countries. However, there is tension between a 
high degree of multinationality and operational effectiveness. The more 
contributing countries there are, the greater the chances that at least some 
will come with national restrictions on the tasks they are allowed to carry 
out. In addition, multinational cooperation always causes some friction, 
even if units from different countries are accustomed to training and exer-
cising together. Some contingents, particularly the smaller ones, may not 
have their own command-and-control capacities, which can complicate 
the job of force commanders.

‘End date rather than end state’ 
It is in the nature of most complex crisis situations that it is not clear 
before the medium or long term whether or not a mission is working, and 
many situations require ongoing attention. However, in the civilian field, 
there is no opportunity for long-term secondments of personnel such as, 
for example, police officers or judges, mainly because their deployment 
abroad leaves an – expensive – hole to be filled at home. In the military 
field, there is a pronounced tendency to tightly define the duration of 
a mission, to the point of naming a fixed exit date that may not, when 
the time comes, be appropriate in view of the military situation on the 
ground. Contributing governments in most EU member states seek clear 
exit dates mainly because of the cost of more protracted deployments and 
their concern about the fragility of any domestic consensus in support of 
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deployment. Alongside the sense of the importance of being seen to do 
something in response to crises is an unwillingness to commit significant 
resources over an extended period of time. One officer involved in plan-
ning for EU operations has remarked sharply that ‘sometimes it feels as if 
we are conducting missions to satisfy our consciences rather than achieve 
a certain effect on the ground’.25 

The danger that leaving on time might be accorded more importance 
than getting the job done well is not something over which operation 
commanders have any control, as they must operate within the strategic 
frameworks they are given by EU member governments, acting through 
the Council and the Political and Security Committee.

Case study: EU bridging operations in the DRC
In 2003 and 2006, EU forces intervened in conflict situations in the DRC for 
limited periods of time at the request of the UN. The first mission, Operation 
Artemis, was conducted with France providing command and control, and 
the second, EUFOR RD Congo, was led by Germany. Both operations were 
carried out without recourse to NATO assets but benefited greatly from 
access to airports in several African states, which were used as staging 
areas, and access to French bases near the area of operations. 

It is worth examining these two missions in some detail for what they 
can tell us about the EU’s aspirations and accomplishments in this field, 
in part because they are to date the only military missions that the EU 
has undertaken and completed autonomously. They were also conducted 
outside the EU’s immediate neighbourhood, and thus may offer a better 
sense of likely future ESDP missions than the two military missions the 
EU has led in the Balkans (where it followed NATO engagement). Finally, 
both missions illustrate the problems the EU faces in relation to force 
generation, capabilities and political will among EU member states, while 
at the same time showing that the EU does not only engage militarily in 
completely pacified situations. 

Operation Artemis
Operation Artemis was a symbolically important mission, because it 
demonstrated for the first time the EU’s ability to conduct an autonomous 
operation beyond the European continent and in a demanding environ-
ment. The operation was launched on 12 June 2003, following UN Security 
Council Resolution 1484, passed on 30 May 2003. France had been the first 
to respond to the UN request to intervene, offering to send personnel on 
the condition that the mission would have a robust mandate (Chapter 7 of 
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the UN Charter), be welcomed by countries in the region and be limited 
in time and scope. With agreement on these points secured, France then 
decided on reflection to multinationalise the operation by making it an 
ESDP mission.26 The mission was attractive to participants because it had 
clearly set limits on the key parameters of size, duration and responsibili-
ties. 

The mission’s mandate was to protect refugee camps housing inter-
nally displaced persons, to secure the airport in Bunia (the capital of the 
northeastern province of Ituri, where hostilities were most frequent and 
severe) and to guarantee the safety of the civilian population and interna-
tional personnel in the city of Bunia. The mission, along with the UN force 
that was already in the DRC and awaiting reinforcement, had been recom-
mended in a special report of the UN Secretary-General that had stressed 
the need for comprehensive UN engagement in order to move the peace 
process forward despite continuing violence in the DRC.27 It was designed 
as a stopgap measure to fill in while the reinforcement of the UN mission 
was being prepared. Its area of operations was limited to Ituri province. 
In accordance with its mandate, the force ceded its responsibilities on 1 
September 2003 and handed over to the reinforced UN force. Artemis at 
its peak consisted of 2,200 troops, the majority of which were provided by 
France. Contingents also came from Belgium, Germany, Sweden and the 
UK, and the non-EU states of Brazil, Canada and South Africa. 

Logistics and support

Airlift for Artemis was provided by Airbus 310 and DC-8 aircraft and char-
tered Antonovs 124 using Entebbe airport in Uganda.28 From Entebbe, 
tactical airlift to Bunia was undertaken using C-130 and C-160 aircraft. 
Forty-four Antonov flights from Europe to Entebbe, each with an 85-tonne 
load, and 220 flights from Entebbe to Bunia were needed to deploy 
personnel and equipment. The key contributors to the airlift operation were 
France and Belgium and, from outside the EU, Brazil and Canada. Ground 
forces consisted of some 1,000 regular troops, mostly French, as well as 150 
French and 80 Swedish Special Forces. The regular troops were equipped 
with armoured personnel carriers, 120mm mortars and lightly armoured 
vehicles, and were supported by an engineering company. Further support 
was provided by a Belgian surgical unit, a German A-310 air ambulance 
on standby and four helicopters (two French and two South African). 
Twelve French Mirage aircraft equipped for ground-attack missions and 
ready to provide close air support were based in Chad and Gabon, along 
with a number of French tanker aircraft, and a French Atlantique surveil-

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
C

am
br

id
ge

] 
at

 0
0:

52
 0

1 
D

ec
em

be
r 

20
11

 



European Military Crisis Management  |  29

lance aircraft was stationed at Entebbe. French and British engineers were 
tasked with the preparation and maintenance of Bunia airfield. They built 
around 10,000m2 of aircraft parking and repeatedly resurfaced the runway 
in order to enable the tactical-airlift operation. 

Operations and incidents

An important element of Artemis operations were the ‘presence’ and 
‘show-of-force’ operations undertaken by the ground forces, who took 
control of crucial intersections and patrolled throughout Bunia, regularly 
augmented by Mirage overflights. Although it was not widely reported, 
Artemis ground forces also repeatedly engaged in fire fights with militia 
factions. On 13 June 2003, a convoy of 70 troops and 15 vehicles found 
itself between fighting militias, and reported incoming small-arms fire, 
mortars and rocket-propelled grenades. After the EU force returned fire 
and Mirages conducted overflight missions in a show of force, the militias 
disengaged. Three days later, a Special Forces detachment came across a 
small group of plundering militiamen, two of whom were killed in the 
ensuing confrontation. On 11 July, while around 200 Artemis troops were 
searching a militia base for weapons to be confiscated, a platoon among 
them was engaged by some 200 militiamen. The Europeans responded, 
reportedly killing several militiamen and neutralising the base. European 
forces, especially Special Forces detachments, repeatedly exchanged fire 
with militia groups during the remainder of the operation’s mandate, 
killing a further 20 and sustaining no losses. 

Resources and shortfalls

Artemis was dependent on the combat support provided by its own engi-
neers. Local infrastructure was inadequate even for the comparatively 
light force the Europeans deployed. Had the mission required a heavier 
deployment of armoured units, combat support would have become a 
severe challenge, complicating transport arrangements and necessitating 
even greater improvements to local infrastructure. Though it was able to 
access the necessary assets through charter arrangements, the operation 
also highlighted Europe’s shortage of strategic-lift capacity. 

Achievements

Bearing in mind its limited remit, Artemis was successfully implemented. 
The mission by and large maintained control of its area of operations, and 
no major incidents or deterioration of the security situation occurred while 
the force was in place. When challenged, Artemis forces proved willing 
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to engage in combat, and showed clear superiority over local opponents, 
though such confrontations were localised and of short duration. Security 
in Bunia improved over the course of the deployment, several militia 
groups were successfully contained and there is evidence that Artemis 
successfully disrupted the supply lines of some such groups. Furthermore, 
a sizeable number of refugees were able to return home, and significant 
quantities of humanitarian aid were delivered. However, its limited area of 
operation, relatively small size and short duration meant that the mission’s 
impact was largely a short-term one. The geographical restrictions on 
Artemis meant that the violence it apparently quelled was merely tempo-
rarily displaced to areas outside Bunia. When the UN force took over in 
September 2003 with lesser capabilities, the security situation deteriorated. 
Thus, while Artemis had performed well according to its mandate, the 
broader strategy for securing peace and stability it had been intended to 
support was only marginally advanced.

EUFOR RD Congo
In April 2006, the EU Council approved a military mission to help ensure 
security around presidential elections in the DRC, which were scheduled 
for 30 July 2006. Once again, the EU was deploying a temporary force 
in support of a UN mission in the DRC (MONUC on this occasion), this 
time with Germany as the lead nation. EUFOR RD Congo reached its 
peak strength in mid August with 2,466 deployed troops.29 Twenty-one 
EU member states participated, along with non-EU states Turkey and 
Switzerland. The four largest contingents came from France (1,090), 
Germany (730), Poland (130) and Spain (130). 

Logistics and support

A reserve based in Libreville, Gabon, consisted of one French and one 
German–Dutch infantry task force. The air component was also stationed 
at Libreville. This consisted of fixed-wing tactical airlift provided by 
Belgium, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Portugal and Turkey (four 
C-130s and two C-160s, plus three C-130s stationed in Europe but avail-
able upon request), and a French fighter detachment of two Mirage F1s 
and one KC-135 tanker. A German–French–Swiss medical unit, a French–
German combat service support company and a French signals detachment 
completed the Libreville base. A French–Swedish–Portuguese Combined 
Joint Special Operations Task Force was stationed in Port Gentile, Gabon, 
and a French battlegroup served as the dedicated strategic reserve in 
Europe.  
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Command and control came from an operational headquarters in 
Potsdam in Germany (staffed initially by German personnel and later by 
personnel from other force-contributing nations, seconded there for the 
duration of the mission), and a force headquarters in the DRC supported 
by a French company. A Spanish company with anti-riot capabilities served 
as an immediate reaction force in Kinshasa and a similarly equipped Polish 
force-protection company focused on VIP protection. There was also a French 
signal company and a German signal detachment. Germany provided intel-
ligence, surveillance, target-acquisition and reconnaissance capabilities, as 
well as tactical lift (three CH-53 helicopters), and a Belgian company provided 
unmanned aerial vehicles. In addition there was a German–French–Austrian 
psychological-operations detachment, a German–French–Polish civil– 
military cooperation team and a multinational medical unit. The deploy-
ment of EUFOR required 133 strategic movements lifting 11,000 tonnes. 

Operations and achievements

Central to EUFOR’s activities were the information operations conducted 
by the psychological-operations detachment. These included the deploy-
ment of an advance information team to counter negative rumours about 
EUFOR objectives and capabilities. Contact was made with international 
humanitarian organisations, local non-governmental organisations and 
government agencies in order to provide information on EUFOR and 
convey the message that it could provide a safe environment both for poli-
ticians and the population at large. 

In August 2006, EUFOR deployed a combined infantry and special-
operations contingent of 186 troops and 26 vehicles to Kananga, a town 
some 850km east of Kinshasa. This was a show-of-force operation intended 
to demonstrate to potential election spoilers and militia groups that the 
force could deploy to remote locations in a timely manner. When fight-
ing between supporters of the two presidential candidates broke out in 
the same month, EUFOR reinforced MONUC’s efforts to establish order 
and separate the fighting camps, helped to recover diplomats trapped by 
the fighting and mediated between the warring factions. In another oper-
ation, it airlifted weapons out of an area in which weapons caches had 
been found alongside groups of demobilised soldiers. In order to prevent 
violent outbreaks as the election results were reported, EUFOR deployed 
almost all of its on-call theatre reserve to Kinshasa as the results began 
to appear. Also during the mission, EUFOR conducted air reconnaissance 
missions using Mirage F1 fighters, which were ready to provide close air 
support if needed. 
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The DRC missions underlined for the EU the importance of tactical airlift, 
rapid-manoeuvre capabilities, information operations and engineering 
and combat support, all of which, in giving forces the flexibility they 
needed, proved vital for the successful conduct of the missions. Yet the 
force-generation process for Artemis and EUFOR revealed how difficult it 
was to obtain commitments for crucial assets and capabilities from member 
states. For example, it took two weeks to close a gap in EUFOR’s medical 
team: two surgeons were needed. 

Artemis and EUFOR also raised questions about the adequacy of EU 
operational planning and command-and-control arrangements for EU-led 
operations: since the EU does not have a permanent planning and control 
capacity of its own, operational planning can only begin once an operational 
headquarters has been designated, which can cause delays and introduce 
further elements of uncertainty into the force-generation process. Artemis 
benefited greatly from French leadership and the fact that France, initially 
considering a unilateral intervention, had already conducted much of the 
planning for the deployment before the EU had agreed to launch an ESDP 
mission. However, this is clearly not the kind of scenario that can be relied 
upon to replicate itself in future. 

Overall, militarily, these were limited operations that produced limited 
results within the parameters of what they set out to do. From a political 
point of view, their main achievement was symbolic: they demonstrated 
the EU capacity for action in general and, specifically, in support of the 
UN. While this kind of achievement builds confidence and adds to the 
body of shared ESDP experience among EU member states, the long-term 
impact of the missions on peace and stability in the DRC is less clear.30

Ambition versus performance
The ESDP has already undergone significant development in the field of 
operations. In terms of the increasing diversity and geographical reach of 
missions, this development has been largely positive. However, some of 
the tendencies outlined above show that member states need to address a 
range of challenges if they want to live up to their collective aspirations. 
The EU’s potential for robust engagement and the strategic gain that its 
missions represent for European security and for the regions in which 
missions have been conducted remain unclear.

The Union is building up credibility and experience – and thus politi-
cal weight – in the security realm through its ESDP operations. Yet there is 
a contradiction between the image of an increasingly self-confident actor 
and the quantitative and qualitative limitations of ESDP missions to date, 
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a contradiction that is due in part to restrictions on resources. The limited 
interest shown by European governments in international crisis manage-
ment ought to ward off any complacency about the EU’s potential in this 
area. Furthermore, ESDP missions have not yet been confronted with 
significant opposition in an area of operations, and there is a risk that their 
comparative success thus far could lure mission commanders and person-
nel into a false sense of security, leaving them unprepared for any major 
confrontation. 

It is also not clear that procedures and decision-making would hold 
up under the time pressures of a true crisis situation. It is not yet apparent 
how much strain ESDP operations can take. Its operational achievements 
to date have presented the EU with a dilemma: success so far has bred high 
expectations, which the EU can only satisfy by accepting greater risks than 
it has in the past. Equally, though, a major setback in the field is likely to 
have wide political repercussions. The question is, therefore, whether the 
EU will in future seek out crises appropriate to the instruments it has avail-
able, or whether it will actively seek greater resources to be able to tackle 
more challenging situations. 

Notwithstanding the clear progress of the past five years, it seems 
probable that the reality of the EU as a global security actor will continue 
to diverge from its aspirations. In spite of its high abstract level of ambi-
tion, operationally, the EU has preferred to tread very carefully, and there 
is little sign that this will change in the near term. It is difficult to disagree 
with Nick Witney’s assessment that ‘the issue with the operational record 
as a whole is its lack of ambition’.31 So far, ESDP operations have been so 
limited in their objectives and size that their relative success should not 
come as a surprise. Their achievements, while clearly marginally useful, 

Table 2: EU military level of ambition versus military operational record

EU level of ambition Operational record Level of 
ambition met?

Type of mission Separation of Parties by Force, 
Stabilisation, Reconstruction and 

Military Assistance, Conflict Prevention, 
Evacuation, Humanitarian Assistance

Stabilisation, 
Reconstruction and 
Military Assistance, 
Conflict Prevention

No

Distance from 
Brussels

Up to 15,000km Up to 6,000km No

Reaction time As little as ten days, no more than 90 days Rapid reaction not 
yet truly tested

No

Duration 120 days to two years + 120 days to two 
years +

Yes, although at 
low force levels

Force requirement 60,000 + 6,200 (August 2008) No
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have been nowhere near commensurate with the Union’s stated ambi-
tion to be a major global-security actor. Furthermore, the fact that even 
the modest missions conducted so far have encountered embarrassing 
commitment problems during force generation, with implications for 
mission objectives and duration, underscores the serious practical limita-
tions that exist on EU action in this area. 
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