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With the ‘No’ result of the Irish referendum on the EU Lisbon Treaty, this edition of the 
European Security Review, aims to go beyond rhetoric of the need for bettering the 
‘4c’s of consistency-coordination-coherence-cooperation of the EU that the Treaty 
aimed for.  We review some practical steps to address the ‘4c’s, in the area of the EU 
Code of Conduct on arms control; the capability and mandate aspect of the 
responsibility to protect (also with our meeting on R2P and the Protection of Civilians 
on 1 July in the EP with Gareth Evans, Marta Martinelli, Mark Burgess and MEP 
Colm Burke – see back page); battlegroups and their (lack of) use; a review of 5 years 
of ESDP missions and our update of ESDP missions (last update being in December 
2007, and this being a feature we aim to regularly include in the ESR) and a how to of 
adopting a gendered approach for security and defence policy and actions through the 
gender and SSR toolkit. We also see increasing EU transparency and synergy with a 
recently declassified collation of documents and examples from operation concepts and 
planning for mainstreaming gender and human rights in ESDP missions, instigated, 
developed and by the trio of EU Presidencies of Slovenia, Portugal and Germany (see 
back page). We finally provide our usual EP SEDE and AFET updates.  
 

 
Battle Groups: out of necessity, still a virtue? 

 
Despite the current ambiguous 
position of Great Britain vis-à-
vis Europe and the delay that 
the Irish vote will inevitably 
bring to the implementation of 
the Lisbon Treaty, 
improvements of ESDP in 
general, and of the much talked 
about but never used Battle 
Groups in particular, will likely 
remain on the agenda. Recent 
developments push for such a 
scenario. If humanitarian tasks 
are likely to remain the 
backbone of EU’s security 
objectives, then they will have to 
be taken seriously rather than 
symbolically. In other words, a 
fundamental revolution in 
capabilities and responsibilities 
is needed to relaunch the ESDP 
process. Effective liberal 
internationalism is about doing 
good rather than being good. 
Here, argues Jean-Yves Haine, 
lies the fundamental challenge 
of ESDP today.  

The recent Irish rejection of the Lisbon treaty may 
paradoxically prompt renewed interests in a more 
efficient defence policy, a clear priority of the 
forthcoming French Presidency. Because these issues 
remain essentially a matter for intergovernmental 
action, the looming institutional crisis may encourage 
countries to achieve progress in areas where political 
willingness matters more than institutional fixing. Just 
a few months ago, speculation abounded about a 
possible “Saint-Malo II” in reference to the original 
1998 British–French Saint-Malo agreement that led to 
the creation and development of ESDP. France and the 
United Kingdom remain the natural and uncontested 
leaders in defence matters in the EU. No treaty is 
needed in this area, and a renewed entente cordiale 
between Paris and London would certainly channel 
energies in the rest of Europe. Despite the current 
ambiguous position of Great Britain vis-à-vis Europe 
and the delay that the Irish vote will inevitably bring to 
the implementation of the Lisbon Treaty, 
improvements of ESDP in general, and of the much 
talked about but never used Battle Groups in 
particular, will likely remain on the agenda. Recent 
developments push for such a scenario.  
President Sarkozy’s willingness to reintegrate France 
into NATO’s military structure, -the official return will 
be announced at NATO’s 60th anniversary summit in 
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Kehl and Strasbourg in April 2009-, has basically 
ended theological discussions about the ESDP as a 
competitor of or counterpart to NATO. The USA no 
longer regards the development of European 
autonomous capabilities with suspicion but with 
interest. This should reassure the UK. Moreover, 
security and defence remains an area where European 
citizens unambiguously demand more, not less, 
Europe. Eurobarometer opinion polls regularly show 
75 per cent support for a bigger role of Europe in 
foreign and security policy. Finally, European strategic 
preferences have largely become congruent. European 
Council officials are currently debating an update of 
the 2003 European Security Strategy and an overall 
agreement seems already apparent on the nature of the 
threats and on the European liberal international 
agenda. Yet, beyond the current context, difficulties 
abound. This short note will argue that ESDP reforms 
are strategically and urgently needed if the EU wants 
to fulfil its ambition to be a capable and credible 
security actor.  
 
 
Virtues out of necessity 
 
Europe’s ambition for security autonomy has been a 
political ambition unequally shared by its members. 
Today, this autonomy is a strategic reality. However, 
this autonomy is institutionally difficult to achieve and 
militarily demanding to perform. Because Europe’s 
agenda in security evolves around humanitarian tasks 
and crisis management, the added value of security 
institutions is increasingly in doubt. The reasons for 
this institutional fragility are linked to the nature of 
world politics, which privileges autonomy over trust, 
short-term commitment over long-term obligations and 
relative positions over objective power. This is all the 
more so when cooperation is about collective goods, 
because the problem of free riders is even more acute.  
 
The fundamental dynamics of collective security are 
indeed problematic: collective defence is the easiest of 
collective tasks: everyone in a club, be it an alliance or 
an institutional grouping like NATO or ESDP, faces an 
existential threat. It is a matter of necessity, where the 
survival of one is the survival of all. Collective 
security is, by contrast, the hardest of collective tasks 
since few have a crucial national interest to defend and 
most have only values and principles to promote. In 
some instances, strategic interests may even be 
irrelevant. Action is therefore a question of national 
choice, and degrees of commitment vary. In this 
framework, an institution runs the risk of being limited 
to the lowest common denominator, and if it operates 
in a consensus-based culture it may be forced into 
inaction or into a coalition of the willing. ESDP has 
become an à la carte grouping, if not in principle, at 
least in practice. This shift was and remains 
extraordinarily difficult to sustain. Leaving the realm 

of necessita to enter the domain of virtú, as 
Machiavelli would have put it, leads to the 
domestication of foreign policy issues and the 
resurgence of national sensitivities and preferences. 
Every crisis thus demands an intense and difficult 
debate about the rationale and stakes of a potential 
mission. All security institutions suffer from this 
unavoidable predicament and the EU is no different. 
Situations, not institutions, shape foreign policy 
choices. As far as ESDP missions are concerned, these 
complex situations demand a high level of 
cooperation: a common framing and understanding of 
the crisis at hand, a similar approach to solving it and 
an equal acceptance of the risks involved. At the 
tactical level, they imply a common strategy, a clear 
chain of command and flexible yet interoperable 
forces. 
 
In this regard, the Battle Groups were a considerable 
progress. The Battle Group concept is a direct 
consequence of the Artemis Operation that took place 
in July and August 2003. This operation represented an 
important step in the ESDP process. After the divide 
over Iraq and the disagreement at the Tervuren 
Summit, it was the first autonomous mission outside 
Europe and outside the Berlin Plus mechanism. It 
demonstrated that Europeans were able to act together, 
on short notice and in a forceful way. Following a 
request by UN Secretary-General Annan to set up a 
coalition of the willing to restore order in the Ituri 
region of Congo so as to allow the return of a UN 
force, Operation Artemis1 was a UN bridging mission 
involving a quick-in, quick-out expeditionary force, a 
short-term emergency operation serving a broader 
goal, i.e., to strengthen the peace process in a country 
ravaged by nearly two decades of war. It took place in 
a relatively risky environment and military officials 
were well aware of potential casualties. It was risky 
but short: a quick-fix strategy involving European 
troops, mostly French, and devolution to the African 
Union peacekeepers under the UN. Overall, the 
mission was a success, even though some 
shortcomings were already apparent, notably the 
absence of a strategic reserve.2   
 
On this success the Battle group concept was built, a 
smaller but more flexible force package of around 
1,500-2,000 troops that would improve the EU’s 
capacity for rapid reaction abroad. This new approach 
was later incorporated into a new Headline Goal 2010, 

                                                 
1 Incidentally, Artemis is the goddess of hunting and the protector 
of children, a nice summary of the means and ends of the mission, 
the first part carried out mostly ‘off’ the EU mandate by French 
troops. 
2 For an assessment of the operation see, for example, Operation 
Artemis: The Lessons of the Interim Emergency Multinational 
Force, Peacekeeping Best Practice Unit, United Nations, October 
2004, and S. Ulriksen, C. Gourlay and C. Mace, “Operation 
Artemis: The Shape of Things to Come?”, International 
Peacekeeping, Vol. 11, 2004, pp. 508-525. 
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with an ambition of involving two Battle Groups on 
stand-by, on a six months rotation basis. This latter 
characteristic, a stand-by force, constituted a 
considerable progress compared to the Helsinki 
Headline Goal, which was only a catalogue of 
unidentified forces. At the same time, however, the 
size of the force has significantly dropped, from 
60,000 to roughly 25,000 if all the battle groups are 
taken into account, while the missions had have been 
expanded.3 What has been gained in quality has been 
lost in quantity. The Battle Group is the lowest force 
package level that can operate autonomously.4 On 
average, it is composed of a battalion, plus support and 
service support troops. It thus comprises around 1,500-
2,000 troops, putting the number of stand-by troops 
that the EU can call upon at less than 5,000, if the 
contributing countries agree. Since most of these 
Battle Groups are multinational, it is difficult in 
practice to get a green light to use them.5 The Headline 
Goal 2010 has made a virtue out of necessity, but a 
smaller number of troops, even if though being better, 
have considerable strategic implications. 
 
 
Battle groups… Are “Groups” enough?  
 
The level of military capabilities, expenditures and 
investments remains overall insufficient. This is a 
natural consequence of Europe’s disaffection with and 
shyness of hard power. Of course, some European 
Member States have a long tradition and strong culture 
of military operations abroad, notably France and the 
United Kingdom, the two founding and most capable 
actors of the ESDP process. But compared to 1999, 
conditions have deteriorated in London and Paris. The 

                                                 
3 The Art. 28b of the Lisbon treaty marginally expanded the 
Petersberg task: The missions of the Headline Goal 2003 were the 
Petersberg tasks defined by the WEU in 1992. The Headline Goal 
2010 is covered by Art 28 B of the Lisbon Treaty: ‘The Union may 
use civilian and military means [for] joint disarmament operations, 
humanitarian and rescue tasks, military advice and assistance tasks, 
conflict prevention and peace-keeping tasks, tasks of combat forces 
in crisis management, including peace-making and post-conflict 
stabilisation. All these tasks may contribute to the fight against 
terrorism, including by supporting third countries in combating 
terrorism in their territories.’  
Available at http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/JOHtml.do?uri=OJ:C:2007:306:SOM:EN:HTML.  
4 “The EU Battle Group is the minimum military effective, 
credible, rapidly deployable, coherent force package capable of 
stand-alone operations, or for the initial phase of larger 
operations”. EU Council Secretariat, Factsheet ‘EU Battle Group’, 
2 November 2006, quoted by G. Lindstrom, Enter the EU Battle 
Groups, Chaillot Paper No. 97 (Paris), EUISS 2007, pp.13-14. 
5 During the preparation of the Congo mission in 2006, Brussels 
suggested that a Battle Group could be sent. At the time, it was a 
Franco-German Battle Group (in reality composed for 90% of 
German forces). The German Defence Ministry used its veto, and 
an ad hoc force was set up under the leadership of… Germany. The 
Command Headquarter was located in Potsdam. The same pattern 
was repeated for the current mission in Chad. The Nordic Battle 
group was mentioned but disagreements about funding led to 
another ad hoc solution.  

United Kingdom has been heavily involved in Iraq and 
has still the largest force in Afghanistan after the US 
contingent. These years of intense warfare, -when 
considering the Helmand province, the most severe 
combats since the Korean War-, have left the British 
Army in a difficult situation. The current level of 
expenditure, though being the highest in Europe in 
relative terms, does not suffice to replace and enhance 
the equipment needed in complex operations.  
 
France has a different problem: a significant part of its 
military budget is dedicated to its deterrence posture 
and to the highest end of the military spectrum, 
notably network-centric warfare technologies. Paris 
has not invested enough in basic equipment and this 
constitutes a serious obstacle to expeditionary 
operations.6 Nonetheless, these two nations represent 
the bulk of the reserve force that may be available to 
the Union if these countries so wish. But national 
commitments, under NATO for Afghanistan and under 
the UN for Lebanon, have led to a dramatic decrease in 
this potential supply. Other medium-sized countries 
have made massive investments to enhance their 
military capabilities, among them the Netherlands, 
Germany and Sweden. Alas, most of the others are free 
riding. Overall, in Europe, military capabilities 
shortcomings are well known: an excessive number of 
non-deployable conscript personnel, but a shortage of 
crucial enablers, -most notably strategic transport, C3I 
but also field hospitals-, and expensive duplication but 
under-investment in R&D. Europe has spent a sizeable 
amount of money on defence but has received a very 
small bang for its euros spent.  The broad picture is 
rather bleak: only a fraction, between 5 and 10%, of 
the nearly 2 million people under arms in European 
Member States can actually be used.7 As 
acknowledged by Javier Solana, ‘it is by no means 
certain that we are on track to meet all our military 

                                                 
6 The French Defence White paper published on June 17 2008 
acknowledged this disequilibrium. French armed forces will be 
reduced to 30 000 deployable forces, a cut of 20 000; the air 
component of France’s nuclear deterrence will be cut by one-third; 
and a decision about acquiring an aircraft carrier is to be postponed 
until 2011. Currently, The French defence budget amounts to 
1.70% of its GDP, not including pensions for personnel and the 
gendarmerie. Per soldier, France spends less than the Netherlands.  
7 In recent years there has been a fairly consistent level of about 
70,000 European troops deployed outside the continent, whether 
under UN, EU, NATO or national flags. As N. Witney argued, 
‘This is not nothing. On the other hand, it is also less than 5% of 
the nearly two million men and women that we keep in uniform in 
Europe. The fact that some 80% of this total are simply not 
deployable outside their national territories tells you that the 
modernization of Europe’s defence capabilities still has a very long 
way to go. It also tells you that Europeans collectively are not 
getting proper value from what they spend on defence, about $ 250 
billion a year (…).’ See N. Witney, The EDA’s Goals: 
Strengthening Europe’s Capabilities and Defence Industrial Base, 
European Institute: Transatlantic Roundtable on Defence and 
Security, Washington, 14 February 2007, p. 3. For a recent 
overview of Europe’s defence expenditure, see W. Chao, G. 
Sanders and G. Ben-Ari, Trends in European Defense Spending, 
2001–2006, (Washington), CSIS, 2008. 
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capability shortfalls set out in the Headline Goal 2010, 
or in the civilian Headline Goal 2008.’ 8 To put it 
briefly, ‘the sober fact remains that the European 
Union still has a long way to go to prove itself in the 
domain of hard power.’ 
Beyond the general problem of defence budgets, the 
Battle Groups framework has severe limitations. First, 
given the wide range of the Petersberg tasks and the 
size of the theatre of choice –- Africa – the underlying 
strategy of ‘quick-in, quick-out, then devolution to the 
UN or AU’ has many weaknesses: projection and entry 
will not be that quick, especially given the current 
limited strategic lift capability; exit may be delayed by 
many months and the African Union would not likely 
be able to come up with sufficient peacekeepers 
afterwards.  
 
This leads to the second problem: Europe has one set 
of forces that is supposed to fulfil a wide range of 
tasks. Implicitly, there are some specialised functions, 
the high end of military operations for the Battle 
Group, post-conflict stabilisation for the Gendarmerie. 
In practice, however, given the reduced number of 
troops, deployed forces may be tasked to change their 
helmets of peacemakers for berets of peacekeepers. 
Third, the small size of available troops has significant 
consequences for planning: in an environment of 
scarcity, force generation becomes an extremely 
difficult and slow process. It took six months to set up 
the relatively modest force for the election-monitoring 
mission in Congo in 2006 and more than eight to 
launch the current mission in Chad. In these 
circumstances, the rapid response element, one of the 
key objectives of the European Security Strategy and 
of the Headline Goal 2010, appears increasingly 
irrelevant.  
 
Fourth, a small force has important consequences on 
the ground. Once it is deployed, the first priority of the 
Force Commander is force protection. In a relatively 
benign environment this may not be a demanding task 
but in a dangerous zone it may absorb a significant 
portion of its contingent, leaving a reduced capacity to 
fulfil the objectives of the mission. Furthermore, some 
                                                 
8 He added: ‘(…) And there is no mystery why. We need to spend 
more and to spend better. Only a handful of Member States’ 
defence spending is over two per cent of gross domestic product 
(GDP). Furthermore, the United States defence budget is more than 
twice the aggregate of European defence spending and over 30 per 
cent of it goes on research and equipment. In Europe, we invest 
less than 20 per cent of our spending in that way. Consider research 
and development, and the mismatch is even worse. Defence 
research and development spending by European governments is 
now only about one-sixth of what the Pentagon spends. No 
surprise, then, that North America holds five times as many 
aerospace and defence patents as Europe!’, J. Solana, From 
Cologne to Berlin and beyond - Operations, Institutions and 
Capabilities, Berlin, 29 January 2007 Available at  
http://www.eu2007.de/en/Meetings_Calendar/Dates/January/0129-
RAA1.html?tkSuche=ajax&globalDatum=29.01.&multiDatum=31.
01.&veranstaltungsart=&globalPolitikbereich=&visiblePath=/htdo
cs/en& 

critical functions become difficult to perform and 
sustain when only several hundreds of soldiers are 
involved. Deterrence is of course more problematic, 
especially where it involves a potentially resolute 
adversary. At the very least, it demands a 
concentration of force and the determination to use it.  
Compellence9 is more achievable but its success will 
depend on the resolve of the enemy, who may consider 
the issue at stake as non-negotiable.  
 
The use of limited force as a signalling strategy may 
lead to an escalation that demands further 
commitments and more reserve forces. As for 
punishment and coercion, much depends on the nature 
and size of the terrain, the type of adversarial force and 
its tactics. If the theatre of choice is Africa, as seems to 
be the case for EU military operations, the least one 
can say is that a small contingent can only perform a 
fraction of these tasks for a short amount of time. The 
Artemis Operation was successful, but today the 
situation in the Ituri region has again deteriorated 
significantly. This lack of deployable troops produces 
a strategic and humanitarian contradiction: missions 
are framed according to available means and not 
according to declared objectives. 
 
 
Battle Groups… For which “battles”? 
 
To this well-known European military weakness, 
another and more troubling flaw related to a recurrent 
confusion about the stakes at hand in humanitarian 
operations must be added. In short, there is a 
responsibility problem and a commitment crisis. The 
two are of course linked and mutually dependent but in 
a more complex way than the rather straightforward 
relation, presented by Robert Kagan, of a military 
weakness influencing, if not predetermining foreign 
policy behaviours.10 Europe’s relative military 
powerlessness seems more of a symptom than a cause. 
After all, nearly a decade after the St-Malo founding 
act, efforts to correct capability deficiencies could 
have been undertaken and have bore fruit. Although 
some European countries have indeed invested 
resources to upgrade their military capacity, overall 
Europe still ‘punches’ below its economic weight.  
 

                                                 
9 Compellence is the use of military force to influence without 
trying to destroy an enemy. This was of course the case with 
NATO in Kosovo. The bombing campaign was about getting 
Milosevic to negotiate, not about destroying Serbia. On 
compellence, see the classis of Thomas Schelling, Arms and 
Influence, (New Heaven) Yale University Press, 1996.  
10 R. Kagan, Of Paradise and Power (New York), Vintage Books 
2003. R. Cooper hinted to the core of the EU problem: “Europe 
may have chosen to neglect power politics because it is military 
weak, but it is also true that it is military weak because it has 
chosen to abandon power politics”. Robert Cooper, The Breaking 
of Nations: Order and Chaos in the Twenty-First Century, 
(London), Atlantic Books, 2003, p. 159.  
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The problem runs deeper: Europe does not want to 
punch, hence the relatively modest military instrument. 
With a few exceptions, Europe has, by and large, 
developed a risk-averse culture. According to polls, a 
significant majority considers that the use of force is 
counterproductive and does not want to become 
involved in situations that may produce European 
casualties.11 This opinion is reflected at the highest 
level. When asked when and where European Battle 
Groups should be deployed, the common answer from 
European officials can be summed up in a few words: 
‘where they will be successful.’ 12 Missions are thus 
framed around preserving the force, not towards 
making a difference. The tool’s safety and security 
becomes the objective of the mission, while protecting 
and helping the local population become subsidiary. At 
the European level, it seems that the zero-casualty 
doctrine, similar to the one prevalent under the Clinton 
Administration, is now part of the ESDP’s implicit 
rules. The political conditions that make an ESDP 
operation possible are far away from the strategic 
requirements that will make it successful. This 
reluctance to take risks is often guarded by national 
caveats that render collective action precarious, if not 
impossible. This is the opposite of what effective 
humanitarian operations should look like.  
 
As Michael Ignatieff, one of the main architects of the 
Responsibility to Protect concept, has argued, ‘an 
intervention strategy that takes sides, that uses force 
and that sticks around to rebuild is very different from 
one premised on neutrality, casualty-avoidance and 
exit strategies.’ 13 The European Security Strategy 
explicitly refers to the need to develop a strategic 
culture that ‘fosters early, rapid, and when necessary, 
robust intervention.’ Yet, with few exceptions, the 
predominant strategic culture in Europe today is one 
that favours minimal, short and low-risk operations, 
i.e., an obsolete type of humanitarian operation. To be 
clear, the use of force is not a panacea, far from it. In 
configurations of mass murders, civil wars, and 
complex emergencies, complexity, ambiguity, 
uncertainty and volatility remain the common 
characteristics.14 Force in complex humanitarian 

                                                 
11 Of the Europeans who support greater EU responsibility for 
dealing with international threats, only 20% supported committing 
more troops for combat actions in general. See Transatlantic 
Trends, 2007, available at 
http://www.transatlantictrends.org/trends/index.cfm?id=54 
12 Discussions with European officials held on several occasions 
since 2005 indicate that the very concept of Battlegroup is a 
misnomer. There is not a single ‘battle’ where these troops could 
be sent. The quote was made by an EU official in May 2007. 
13 M. Ignatieff, “Intervention and State Failure”, Dissent, Vol. 49, 
2002, p. 121. 
14 As a military official, these operations ‘tend to be “wicked 
problems”, problems that are intractable and circular with complex 
inter-dependencies and where solving one part of the problem can 
create further problems or make the whole problem greater.’ See J. 
Kiszely, “Post-Modern Challenges for Modern Warriors”, The 
Shrivenham Papers No. 5 (London, 2007), p. 8. 

operations is just one aspect of a larger strategy that 
must start with a political process. Military force can 
only have limited functions, -ameliorate, contain, 
deter, coerce and destroy. The ‘utility’ of force may 
have changed, but in a situation of ethnic cleansing, 
like in Bosnia or Rwanda, or in a chaotic stateless 
environment like Congo or Somalia, using force may 
often be a prerequisite for ending suffering.15 The 
European problem is thus one of mindset, ethos and 
ultimately responsibility. Brussels tends to confuse 
soldiers with Red Cross personnel and the current 
operation in Chad illustrates this hubris. 
 
 
Reforms or Revolution 
 
In these circumstances, and beyond the Irish “no”, 
Paris’ ambition to “trigger a basic movement 
reactivating the Europe of Defence” may seem 
trivial.16 Nonetheless, several initiatives may lead to 
significant improvements. A discussion about common 
costs is urgently needed, -the current Athena 
mechanism has showed its limits-, as to facilitate the 
actual use of Battle Groups. Despite the postponement 
of the “Permanent Structured Cooperation”, pragmatic 
synergies could be prepared, - an aeronaval group 
around the British and French aircraft carriers, a 
common transport fleet around the forthcoming 
A400M-, and practical economies of scales could be 
achieved by other pooling, specialization and niche 
capacities. To achieve this however, a fundamental 
debate must take place on the aims and means of 
Europe’s defence and security. If humanitarian tasks 
are likely to remain the backbone of EU’s security 
objectives, then they will have to be taken seriously 
rather than symbolically. In other words, a 
fundamental revolution in capabilities and 
responsibilities is needed to relaunch the ESDP 
process. Effective liberal internationalism is about 
doing good rather than being good. Here lies the 
fundamental challenge of ESDP today.  
 
 

By Dr. Jean-Yves Haine, Senior Fellow, 
Transatlantic and Global Security, SIPRI; Visiting 

Professor, University of Toronto 
 
 
                                                 
15 For example, regarding the genocide in Rwanda, General Rupert 
Smith acknowledged that ‘if there ever was an example of a 
situation that might have been resolved or at lest greatly 
ameliorated by a short, sharp intervention at the start it was 
Rwanda in 1994. By which I mean, the employment of force with 
the object of making it abundantly clear to those leading the rebels 
that ethnic violence in the face of a UN resolution would be 
punished.’ R. Smith, The Utility of Force: The Art of War in the 
Modern World (London), Penguin Books, 2006, p. 313. 
16 The expression is from J.-P. Jouyet, French Secretary of State for 
European affairs. Quoted in “French Presidency to Reopen Work 
on European Defence”, European Diplomacy and Defence, 05 June 
2008.  
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The ‘Responsibility-to-Protect’: Sovereignty, Polit ical Will and Capabilities   

 
 
In 2005 over 170 governments adopted the 
‘Responsibility-to-Protect’ (R2P) principle committing 
states to prevent crimes against humanity – even, if 
necessary, by military intervention. In striving to 
prevent a future Rwanda, however, R2P has forced 
many to re-assess commonly held notions of 
sovereignty and to focus on the requisite political will 
and military capabilities necessary to enforce such a 
precept. Seeking to assess such issues this article will 
flesh-out the meaning of R2P, discuss what it entails 
for sovereignty and highlight the European Union’s 
(EU) political will and military preparedness for R2P 
missions.  
 
 
The Principle: Prevention, Intervention and 
Reconstruction 
 
Speaking in September 1999 before the United Nations 
(UN) General Assembly, Kofi Annan - former UN 
Secretary General - challenged governments to fill the 
void in understanding between; on the one hand, the 
principles of non-intervention and state sovereignty as 
laid-out by the UN Charter; and on the other hand, the 
international community’s duty to respond to human 
rights violations such as genocide and ethnic 
cleansing. Essentially, Mr. Annan called for a re-
assessment of the balance between the rights of the 
state and those of citizens.  
 
This challenge was taken-up by the International 
Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty 
(ICISS)1 – a panel of experts established by the 
Canadian government. In conducting its work, the 
ICISS consulted a host of national governments, 
regional organisations and Non-Governmental 
Organisations (NGOs) through a series of roundtable 
discussions. The ICISS’ work sought not only to 
highlight the international community’s inaction in 
places such as Rwanda (1994), but also what it should 
do to stop similar situations occurring in the future.  
 
With this, the ICISS published its report entitled ‘The 
Responsibility to Protect’2 which recommended that 

                                                 
1 The ICISS was co-chaired by Gareth Evans and Mohamed 
Sahnoun who led a team of ten experts including Michael Ignatieff, 
Cyril Ramaphosa, Fidel Ramos and Ramesh Thakur.   
2 International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty 
(2001) The Responsibility to Protect: Report of the International 
Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty, Ottawa, 
International Development Research Centre, pp.1-85. A 
supplementary volume containing research essays, a bibliography 
and details of the ICISS’ consultations was published alongside the 
Report. 

future crimes against humanity be neutralized through 
three strategies:  
 

1. Prevention: more should be done to 
prevent crimes against humanity from 
occurring in the first place by emphasizing 
Article 55 of the UN Charter3 which calls 
for higher standards of political, economic 
and social welfare and respect for human 
rights and fundamental freedoms; 

 
2. Intervention: if crimes against humanity 

do occur the international community 
should attain a UN Security Council 
(UNSC)4 mandate to intervene in the first 
instance, through political measures (e.g. 
travel restrictions), economic measures 
(e.g. promises of investment) and legal 
measures (e.g. International Criminal 
Court (ICC) trials) and as a last resort, 
through military measures (e.g. the use of 
force)5;  

 
3. Reconstruction: if intervention does occur 

then the international community has the 
duty to ensure that post-conflict 
reconstruction is undertaken including the 
stabilization of political institutions, the 
brokering of national reconciliation and 
assistance with socio-economic 
development.  

 
As part of the UN reform agenda undertaken 
throughout 2005, the ICISS report - along with these 
strategies - was adopted by governments at the UN 
World Summit in 2005. Laid down in Articles 138 and 
1396 of the Summit’s conclusions7, R2P represented an 
attempt by governments to recognize “clearly and 
unambiguously, that [they] have a collective 

                                                 
3 See www.un.org/aboutun/charter/ under Chapter IX.  
4 The ICISS Report makes clear that any intervention whether 
political, economic, legal or military must be mandated by the 
UNSC in accordance with Article 41 and 42 of the UN Charter. 
See www.un.org/aboutun/charter/ under Chapter VII. 
5 The ICISS Report states that military intervention must be dealt 
with on a case-by-case basis, must be the absolute last resort with 
all other UN mechanisms utilized first (e.g. mediation and 
sanctions) and be conducted by the UN (with funding and troops 
from member states). 
6See: 
http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N05/487/60/PDF/N05
48760.pdf?OpenElement.  
7 It should be noted that UNSC Resolution 1674 was passed in 
2006 reaffirming R2P. 15 out of 15 members of the UNSC voted in 
favour of the Resolution.  
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responsibility to protect populations from genocide, 
war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against 
humanity”8, especially where states are incapable or 
disinclined to do so.   
 
 
Towards a New Form of Sovereignty?  
 
‘Rex est imperator in regno sue’ or the ‘right to rule in 
one’s own territory’ has underwritten the political and 
economic organisation of the international system ever 
since its conception at the Peace of Westphalia (1648). 
Public International Law treats sovereignty as a jus 
cogens norm only to be derogated if; firstly, the 
legitimacy afforded domestically by citizens 
dissipates; and secondly, the legitimacy afforded 
internationally by fellow sovereign states ceases. A 
traditional conceptualization of sovereignty, therefore, 
infers the primacy of the nation-state in international 
relations.   
 
By lofting the rights of individuals above those of the 
state, however, R2P has departed from this norm and 
forced many to re-analyse this ‘Westphalian’ account 
of sovereignty. Indeed, the fruition of R2P reflects a 
growing tendency from the end of the Second World 
War to establish an environment conducive to the 
universality and predominance of human rights – e.g. 
the establishment of the ICC (2002). Through the 
affirmation of these rights, R2P has effectively assisted 
in re-directing the focus away from the rights of the 
state to its obligations towards citizens.  
 
R2P has naturally drawn criticism from numerous 
quarters including a number of humanitarian aid 
agencies opposed to “any militarization of the word 
‘humanitarian’”9 and those weary of so-called 
‘Western imperialism’. Zimbabwe’s Robert Mugabe, 
for example, made no attempt to conceal his suspicion 
of R2P when he stated after the UN World Summit 
(2005) that “concepts such as ‘humanitarian 
intervention’ and the ‘responsibility to protect’ need 
careful scrutiny in order to test the motives of their 
proponents”10.  
 
Presciently foreseeing such diatribes, however, the 
ICISS report made clear that sovereignty should not be 
seen as a licence of impunity for states or carte 
blanche to terrorize citizens. The report also stipulated 
that the vast majority of governments not caressing the 
idea of perpetrating crimes against their own citizens 
would not have to fear any “transfer or dilution of state 
                                                 
8 See: 
http://oldsite.globalsolutions.org/programs/intl_instit/UN_SGState
ment_14Sept05.pdf.  
9 International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty, 
Op. Cit., p.9.  
10 See: 
www.un.org/webcast/summit2005/statements/zim050914eng.pdf.  

sovereignty”11. Neither would they have to fear any 
political, economic, legal or military intervention by 
the international community. 
 
 
‘Where there’s a Will…’ 
 
After the adoption of R2P, Javier Solana - the High 
Representative of the EU Common Foreign and 
Security Policy (CFSP) - stated that “[it] is not enough 
for the international community merely to say “never 
again” when atrocities are committed. We have to 
fulfill our Responsibility to Protect with action to 
prevent crimes against humanity”12. While one does 
not doubt Solana’s sincerity, such parlance highlights 
the complex relationship between sentiment on the one 
hand and the willingness to act on the other.  
 
This is a dilemma Europe is well-versed in. One only 
has to recall the portentous “[this] is the hour of 
Europe” quote made by Jacques Poos – former foreign 
minister of Luxembourg – during the war in Bosnia 
(1992) to realize that even if Europe’s hour did indeed 
come, it failed dismally to live up to its convictions. Of 
course, it is likely that Europe’s hour will come again 
in the future and one can only hope that atrocities such 
as those witnessed in the Balkans serve as an important 
reminder not to repeat past inaction.  
 
Fortunately enough for advocates of ‘humanitarian 
interventionism’, numerous NGOs and foreign 
ministers – such as Bernard Kouchner13 - keep the R2P 
debate in the political arena. As was recently the case 
when commenting on the humanitarian crisis in 
Burma14, Mr. Kouchner was seen to invoke the R2P 
concept when he “argued that aid might have to be 
‘imposed’ on Burma if the military regime refused to 
co-operate”15. However, the EU seems to be more 
cautious about the utterance of such words.  
 
In this regard, the European Commission occasionally 
appears overly diplomatic and at odds with foreign 
ministries across the EU. For example, while Mr. 

                                                 
11 International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty, 
op. cit., p.12. 
12 Council of the European Union (2008) Javier Solana, EU High 
Representative for the CFSP, welcomes today’s launch of the 
Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect’, Brussels, 
S058/08. 
13 In many ways it can be claimed that the work of Bernard 
Kouchner – the current French foreign minister - and Mario Bettati 
– a Law Professor – through Médecins Sans Frontières helped 
plant the seed of the R2P concept. 
14 While ‘Burma’ was officially renamed ‘Myanmar’ by the 
Burmese military junta in 1989 under the ‘Adaptation of 
Expressions Law’ this article will herein refer to the country as 
Burma. 
15 See: 
www.economist.com/world/international/displaystory.cfm?story_i
d=11376531. 
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Kouchner was calling for the UNSC to invoke R2P 
over Burma, Louis Michel – European Commissioner 
for Development and Humanitarian Aid – stated that 
“while he was aware of the feelings of the international 
community” the EU’s response would be 
“humanitarian, not political”16.   
 
Even in the Council of the EU there is the dilemma of 
mustering political will. Here even though all of the 
EU member states support the R2P principle, 
individual strategic interests still seem to trump a 
common EU approach to military intervention. This is 
a problem even Solana recognizes when he suggests 
that “[in] foreign policy, it is member states who have 
the legitimacy and resources that count” and that “it is 
not easy keeping 27 countries, each with their own 
histories and habits, marching in lock-step”17.  
 
The only EU institution that seems to offer any 
common stance and proactive disposition towards 
R2P, even if it unfortunately lacks the institutional 
powers to impact upon the CFSP and the European 
Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), is the European 
Parliament (EP). In this sense, it is important to 
acknowledge that in a recent EP resolution over the 
humanitarian crisis in Burma it reaffirmed “that the 
sovereignty of a nation cannot be allowed to override 
the human rights of its people” and called on the 
UNSC to “examine whether aid shipments to Burma 
can be authorized even without the consent of the 
Burmese military junta”18.  
 
However, political will - especially when it relates to 
concepts such as ‘interventionism’ - is hampered in a 
number of ways, not least by the prevailing political 
zeitgeist. One does not have to think far beyond the 
second Iraq war, for example, to see how military 
action has muddied the moral logic underlying 
interventionism19. Indeed, with 11 September 2001 and 
the emphasis now on terrorism and the Afghanistan 
and Iraq wars, “political will for humanitarian 
intervention has evaporated”20. It is partly owing to 
such indifference that the R2P concept has become 
increasingly controversial leaving any possibility to 

                                                 
16 See: http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/7398313.stm. 
17 Cyril Foster Lecture by Javier Solana Europe in the World: The 
Next Steps, University of Oxford, 28 February 2008. See: 
www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/en/dis
cours/99116.pdf. 
18See:  www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-
//EP//TEXT+TA+P6-TA-2008-
0231+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN&language=EN  
19 For further analysis of interventionism see Pullinger, S. (2007) 
‘Liberal Interventionism: Time to Get Real’, European Security 
Review, no. 36, pp.2-4. See: www.isis-
europe.org/pdf/2007_esr_50_esr36.pdf.  
20 Weiss, T.G. (2004) ‘The Sunset of Humanitarian Intervention? 
The Responsibility to Protect in a Unipolar Era’, Security 
Dialogue, vol.35, no.2, p.135.  

intervene in places such as Darfur or Zimbabwe much 
harder. 
 
Additionally, there is also the issue of a willingness to 
finance costly humanitarian interventions. It was 
Weiss who suggested that “purse strings are often 
attached to heart strings”21 and many states already 
stretched by ongoing military actions around the world 
– such as the United States and the UK – are cautious 
about becoming embroiled in further interventions. 
The UK, for example, spent £1.75 billion22 from a total 
defence budget of £33 billion23 on peacekeeping 
missions alone in the year 2006-2007.  
 
Finally, by stressing the primacy of the UNSC in its 
quest to legitimize R2P, the ICISS immediately 
exposed the principle to the political bargaining, and 
infamous vetoes, of the UN ‘Permanent Five’. The fact 
that R2P will still have to go through the machinations 
of UN politics means that the scope for timely 
intervention is limited – Rwanda and Bosnia are both 
painful reminders of this. In this sense, while the world 
has seen the excesses of unilateral military action over 
the past years, it is quite possible that unilateralism 
could yet again reach its zenith if multilateral avenues 
prove unfruitful in implementing R2P in the future. 
 
 
Ready to Protect? EU Military Capabilities  
 
While political will is indeed necessary to implement 
R2P it means nothing if military capabilities are not 
put in place. Accordingly, a key challenge for 
organisations such as the UN and the EU is the ability 
to muster both ‘soft power’ (e.g. sanctions) and ‘hard 
power’ (e.g. military force). As the seminal Brahimi 
Report warns, “promising to extend such protection 
[under R2P] establishes a very high threshold of 
expectation. The potentially large mismatch between 
desired objective and resources available to meet it 
raises the prospect of continuing disappointment”24. 
 
Where ‘soft power’ is concerned the EU has done 
much to build its preventative capabilities through 
tools such as the ‘carrot’ of closer economic 
cooperation with the EU and a range of trade 
embargoes and financial sanctions25. Indeed, in the 
European Security Strategy, emphasis is placed on the 
idea that “preventative engagement can avoid more 

                                                 
21 Ibid, p.136. 
22 See: www.dasa.mod.uk/natstats/ukds/2007/c1/table119.html.  
23 Her Majesty’s Treasury (2008) Economic and Fiscal Strategy 
Report and Financial Statement and Budget Report 2008, London, 
Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, p.11. 
24 United Nations General Assembly and Security Council (2000) 
Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace Operations – the 
“Brahimi Report”, New York, The United Nations, p.11. 
25 For a list of current EU sanctions see: 
http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/cfsp/sanctions/measures.htm. 
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serious problems in the future”26 and the EU has 
deployed a number of ESDP missions aimed at 
avoiding future humanitarian crises – e.g. the Aceh 
Monitoring Mission to Indonesia in 2005 assisted in 
sealing a Memorandum of Understanding between the 
government and the Free Aceh Movement27 or the 
EUFOR RD Congo mission to protect civilians during 
the elections is also often quoted as successful. 
 
While a preventative philosophy has its merits, 
however, this should not cloud efforts to attain 
elements of ‘hard power’ required even at a 
preventative stage – e.g. peacekeeping missions28. In 
this sense, while it is true that the EU has set itself 
ambitious targets to garner civil-military capabilities 
through both the ‘Headline Goal 2010’ and the 
‘Civilian Headline Goal 2008’29, more needs to be 
done to ensure that if summoned for by the UN to 
undertake R2P missions, the EU is able to quickly and 
smoothly conduct humanitarian and rescue tasks, 
peacemaking and crisis management missions.   
 
In this sense, a lot can be said for developing and 
maintaining “well-equipped [and] well-trained military 
forces”30 for future R2P missions that will likely be 
conducted in parts of the world characterized by 
geographical and meteorological extremes and armies 
or militias fighting with increasingly advanced 
weaponry. The EU cannot therefore continue to lag 
behind in key military areas, especially if it wishes to 
protect populations from genocide or other such crimes 
against humanity.   
 
Take, for example, the problems of the deployability 
and combat readiness of existing EU Battlegroups 
(BGs)31. While BGs represent a major political 
breakthrough in uniting military forces from EU 
member states under a single command, “the various 
existing or planned BGs cannot be considered as 

                                                 
26 The European Union (2003) A Secure Europe in a Better World: 
European Security Strategy, Brussels, p.11. 
27 The Free Aceh Movement is a separatist group seeking 
independence for the Aceh region from the rest of Indonesia. It 
disbanded its military-wing in 2005 following peace accords 
signed with the Indonesian government.  
28 For an in depth analysis of civilian protection and peacekeeping 
missions see Martinelli, M. (Forthcoming) The Protection of 
Civilians during Peacekeeping Operations, Policy Department 
External Policies, European Parliament, Brussels. 
29 The ‘Headline Goal 2010’ seeks to foster greater coordination 
between military forces in the EU whereas the ‘Civilian Headline 
Goal 2008’ seeks to build the EU’s civilian management crisis 
(police, rule of law, civil administration and civil protection) 
capabilities. See: 
www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/2010%20Headline%
20Goal.pdf.  
30 Holt, V.K. (2005) The Responsibility to Protect: Considering the 
Operational Capacity for Civilian Protection, Washington D.C., 
The Henry L. Stimson Center, p.9.  
31 There are currently 15 multi-national BGs comprised of 1,500 
troops each.  

sufficiently robust, resilient or battle-proofed”32. This 
was epitomised recently when the Nordic BG – 
comprised of Sweden, Finland, Ireland, Estonia and 
Norway – failed to participate in the EUFOR 
Chad/Central African Republic (RCA) mission 
because of a shortage of troops, weapons, medical 
equipment and helicopters. 
 
The shortage of helicopters for troop transportation 
and humanitarian assistance is also a major problem 
currently plaguing ESDP missions. Whilst the recent 
declaration by European defence ministers to improve 
the availability of helicopters is positive33, the EU 
needs to move beyond mere words if it is to avoid 
embarrassing situations such as that presently being 
witnessed in Chad/RCA, where there is still a lack of 
air support for troops and aid workers. In this respect, 
much blame can be leveled at the member states “often 
weary of making costly deployments of helicopters for 
such far-flung missions”34. 
 
There is also the issue of the EU’s relationships with 
major international actors such as the UN, NATO and 
the US. Such relationships will certainly matter if an 
R2P situation rears its head in the future. It is true that 
the EU is still a nascent actor on the international 
scene, and it is true that is has participated in a number 
of operations in Africa as part of a much larger UN 
strategy35, but one has to seriously ask: would the UN 
call-on the EU to undertake prolonged R2P operations 
when the US and NATO have a much better military 
capability to undertake intervention missions in intense 
environments for prolonged periods?  
 
Perhaps in trying to answer such a question EU 
member states might find the impetus needed to 
develop military capabilities. This might result in an 
entirely independent military force separate from the 
US and NATO, but just as credible and as strong 
militarily. If such a trajectory is indeed desired, EU 
member states will be required to place greater 
political will and finances into the ESDP rather than 
NATO. The EU will also have to deal with a shift in 
the balance of power from Washington to Brussels. 

                                                 
32 Boyer, Y. (2007) The Battle Groups: Catalyst for a European 
Defence Policy, Policy Department External Policies,  European 
Parliament, Brussels. p.8. See:  
www.isis-europe.org/pdf/2007_artrel_68_ep-
battles%20groups%20catalyst%20for%20a%20european%20defen
ce%20policy.pdf 
33 See: 
www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/es
dp/100694.pdf.  
34 See: www.iht.com/articles/ap/2007/11/19/europe/EU-GEN-EU-
Chad-Darfur-Spillover.php.  
35 The EUFOR Chad/RCA mission is part of a larger UN initiative 
in the region under the UN Mission in the Central African Republic 
and Chad (MINURCAT) and to a lesser extent the African 
Union/UN Hybrid Operation in Darfur (UNAMID) to which 
NATO provides assistance.  
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Alternatively, it could be argued that military 
intervention – especially for R2P missions – should be 
left to the US and NATO working with the UN. Such a 
scenario would allow the EU to concentrate on civilian 
missions – e.g. policing and rule of law missions – and 
post-conflict reconstruction. But what would then 
happen if the US or NATO did not want to intervene in 
a situation that the EU would consider invoking R2P 
for? Imagine re-living the Balkan wars without the 
military assistance of both NATO and the US.  
 
Perhaps a more pragmatic situation where the EU and 
NATO are seen as both able military actors working in 
unison is desirable. This would make sense in a 
number of ways. For example, if NATO or US forces 
ever become militarily over-stretched in other parts of 
the world and an R2P situation breaks-out, the EU 
could be relied upon by the UN to conduct the 
operation. There is no reason why in future, Europe 
cannot play host to two military forces, however, if the 
EU is to be seen as an equal partner and as a credible 
international actor then it needs to do more in boosting 
common military capabilities.  
 
 
R2P into the Future: Some Conclusions  
 
Essentially R2P “recognizes that while the 
responsibility to protect begins with national 
governments, it does not end at nations’ borders”36. In 
this sense, as a concept and a moral precept, R2P was a 
long overdue and important development in 
international relations. It has managed to re-affirm the 
relationship between the state and the individual and 
serves as a good guideline for governments, NGOs, 
regional organisations and the general public to use 
when assessing past and future interventions.  
 
That said, however, there are still a number of issues 
which need to be clarified or even to a degree rectified. 
R2P fails, for example, to deal with a much broader 
definition of human rights and restricts itself to 
‘human security’. True, R2P should not be invoked for 
every situation37 but what does this entail for situations 
such as that being currently witnessed in Burma or 
Zimbabwe? Who is going to decide whether R2P is 
invoked or not? Do these situations not also represent 
threats to ‘human security’? 
 

                                                 
36 Bannon, A.L. (2006) ‘The Responsibility to Protect: The UN 
World Summit and the Question of Unilateralism’, The Yale Law 
Journal, vol.115, no.4, p.1158. 
37 In a speech made by Gareth Evans on 30 November 2007 it is 
stressed that R2P only be used for ‘human security’ issues so as not 
to water-down its effectiveness. Evans believes that R2P is 
strongest when it focuses on a smaller amount of issues. See: 
www.crisisgroup.org/home/index.cfm?id=5190&l=1.  

Where sovereignty is concerned, R2P has expanded 
traditional ‘Westphalian’ notions in two important 
ways; firstly, by shifting the state-individual 
relationship to reflect a greater emphasis on human 
rights; and secondly, by making the protection of 
people a key prerequisite for legitimate sovereignty. 
However, R2P has also managed to re-affirm the 
‘Westphalian’ notion of sovereignty; such that, states 
that protect their people from crimes against humanity 
retain their sovereign rights.  
 
Regarding political will, the “confused advocacy 
around the issue”38, misconceptions and suspicion of 
R2P can only unfortunately be changed over time 
through the perceptions of individual people and 
political leaders. In this regard, while the moral and 
ethical necessity of R2P should mean that ventures 
such as Iraq or monetary reservations are not brought 
to bear on any future R2P cases, governments and 
NGOs alike can do more to inform the public and 
political leaders that greater political and economic 
will is needed if a future Rwanda is to be avoided. 
 
Finally, while R2P is not simply a question of military 
intervention, there is no reason why the potentiality of 
future R2P situations should not serve as a good 
catalyst for developing the EU’s military capabilities 
or closer cooperation between EU member states under 
CFSP and ESDP. Indeed, if EU member states are 
truly committed to strengthening international security 
and peace with concepts such as R2P, then the lack of 
robustness and supplies currently plaguing EU BGs 
will not do. It will not do for the EU and it will 
certainly not do for those people relying on the EU to 
protect them in the future.  
 

Daniel Fiott, Programme Associate, ISIS Europe

                                                 
38 De Waal, A. (2007) ‘Darfur and the Failure of the Responsibility 
to Protect’, The Journal of International Affairs, vol.6, no.83, 
p.1054.    
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10 years down the track – the EU Code of Conduct on  Arms Exports* 
 
 

On June 8th the EU Code of Conduct on Arms Exports 
(EU Code) celebrated its tenth anniversary. The EU 
Code is a Council declaration designed to promote 
harmonized arms export policies in line with agreed 
minimum standards. Significant improvements have 
been made to the EU Code. Nonetheless many NGOs 
and parliamentarians argue that the mechanism has 
done little to prevent transfers to human rights abusers 
and conflict hotspots. Meanwhile, defence companies 
have complained that their national government is 
interpreting the EU Code more restrictively than 
others, placing them at a commercial disadvantage. 
This article gives an overview of the origin and 
evolution of the EU Code as well an analysis of its 
impact and future prospects. 
 
 
Origin and development of the EU Code 
 
Since the establishment of the European Community 
(EC), arms exports - along with other defence and 
security-related issues - have been largely exempt from 
EC and EU rules. EU member states have traditionally 
pursued divergent arms export policies, particularly in 
the granting and denying of arms export licences.1 
Nonetheless, since the early 1990s there has been a 
concerted effort on the part of EU member states to 
increase the level of coordination in this field. This 
was largely motivated by three factors. First, the 
consolidation and internationalization of the European 
defence industry provided a strong economic rationale 
for better coordinated arms export policies.2 Second, a 
growing emphasis on conflict prevention after the end 
of the Cold War led to calls for foreign policies to be 
more ethically oriented.3 Third, a series of arms 
export-related scandals involving European arms 
manufacturers drove pressure for stricter controls in 
this area.4 
 
In 1991 and 1992 the Council adopted eight criteria 
that member states agreed to apply when considering 

                                                 
1 Davis, I., SIPRI, The Regulation of Arms and Dual-Use Exports: 
Germany, Sweden and the UK (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 
2002), p. 45. 
2 See Bauer, S., ‘The EU Code of Conduct on Arms Exports: much 
accomplished, much to be done’, ed. K. Haglin, Arms Trade: Final 
Report from the 2nd Ecumenical Conference in Gothenburg 
(Christian Council of Sweden: Sundbyberg, 2007), pp. 32–33. 
3 See Smith, K. E., ‘The EU, human rights and relations with third 
countries: “foreign policy” with an ethical dimension?’, eds K. E. 
Smith and M. Light, Ethics and Foreign Policy (Cambridge 
University Press: Cambridge, 2001), p. 187. 
4 Pythian, M., ‘The illicit arms trade: cold war and post-cold war’, 
Crime, Law and Social Change, vol. 33, nos 1–2 (Mar. 2000) 

applications for arms export licences. These criteria 
related to issues such as armed conflict, regional 
tension, human rights, and economic development. 
During 1997 work on a more operational agreement 
began and the EU Code was agreed in June 1998. The 
EU Code is a Council declaration, making it 
politically, but not legally, binding. It is designed to set 
‘high common standards which should be regarded as 
the minimum for the management of, and restraint in, 
conventional arms transfers' and 'to reinforce 
cooperation and to promote convergence in the field of 
conventional arms exports’ within the framework of 
the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). 
 
The EU Code further elaborated the 8 criteria agreed in 
1991-92 and, more importantly, established operative 
provisions aimed at harmonizing their interpretation. 
Member states agreed to share information on their 
denials of export licences and to consult with each 
other about any potential 'under-cut' (the granting of an 
export licence which is 'essentially identical' to one 
that another state has previously denied). Member 
states also exchange information on their licences 
granted and actual exports, information which is 
compiled in the publicly available Annual Report 
according to Operative Provision 8 of the European 
Union Code of Conduct on Arms Exports (EU Annual 
Report). National licensing officials also exchange 
views on individual recipient countries and discuss the 
implementation of the EU Code criteria at regular 
'COARM' meetings. Around six such meetings are 
held each year.  
 
During its ten-year lifespan, the coverage of the EU 
Code has expanded as EU membership has increased 
from 15 to 27 states while the agreement itself has 
developed and evolved. In particular:   
 
- A common list of military equipment—the Common 
Military List—has been established describing the 
equipment to which the EU Code should be applied. 
 
- The amount of information on arms exports which 
states exchange with each other and publish in the EU 
Annual Report has greatly increased. 
 
- Member states have developed a regularly updated 
and publicly accessible User’s Guide to assist with the 
implementation of the EU Code. 
 
- Guidelines have been included in the User’s Guide 
that clarify how each of the eight criteria of the EU 
Code should be interpreted. 
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- Text has been included in the User’s Guide 
committing states to apply the criteria of the EU Code 
to transit licences and licensed production deals. 
 
Developments in the workings and coverage of the EU 
Code have been primarily driven by member states, 
invariably by the state holding the Presidency of the 
Council. States take policies or positions developed at 
the national level, often under pressures generated by 
NGOs or parliaments, and seek to get these standards 
adopted across the EU. The European Parliament has 
also had a strong hand in the creation and development 
of the EU Code though it lacks a formal role in this 
area. Since July 2000 the European Parliament's 
Committee on Foreign Affairs has published regular 
responses to the EU Annual Report, including 
assessments of steps taken and recommendations for 
future action.5  
 
 
Impact of the EU Code  
 
Despite the existence of the EU Code, and the 
improvements in its operative provisions, all aspects of 
policy implementation in the field of arms exports 
remain firmly in the hands of member states. This 
raises the question of what impact the EU Code has 
had at the domestic level. Have arms exports actually 
become more harmonized in line with agreed 
minimum standards, as originally intended? 
 
One clear sign of the EU Code's impact has been in the 
increased level of public transparency in the field of 
member states' arms exports. Via the EU Annual 
Report, the EU Code has become a transparency 
mechanism in its own right. Indeed, for several EU 
member states, the information available in the EU 
Annual Report is the most detailed available on their 
arms exports. The development of the EU Code has 
also contributed to the production of more, and more 
detailed, national reports by EU member states. As of 
March 2008, 19 of the 27 EU member states had 
published a national report at least once, compared 
with four of the 15 member states in January 1998.6  
 
Despite the advances in transparency that have taken 
place, the information published in the EU Annual 
Report on states exports allows for only a limited 
understanding of how states are interpreting the EU 
Code's criteria. Meanwhile, several states continue to 
have problems in making full submissions to the EU 
                                                 
5 E.g. European Parliament Committee on Foreign Affairs, Report 
on the Council’s Seventh and Eighth Annual Report according to 
Operative Provision 8 of the European Union Code of Conduct on 
Arms Exports (2006/2068(INI)), document A6-0439/2006, 30 
Nov. 2006. 
6 See <http://www.sipri.org/contents/armstrad/atlinks_gov.html> 
for links to all available national annual reports. 

Annual Report because of problems with their data 
collection methods.  
 
Empirical assessments of whether the EU Code has 
had an impact on actual decision-making on what to 
export and to whom, are harder to draw. Several 
reports have highlighted examples of lax and 
conflicting interpretations of EU Code criteria.7 
Meanwhile, defence industry representatives 
frequently complain that other governments are 
interpreting the EU Code of Conduct less strictly than 
their own, leading to a loss of competitive advantage. 
 
A recent study based on data in the SIPRI Arms 
Transfers Database found that, since the EU Code was 
introduced, there has been a reduction in exports from 
EU member states to countries in conflict and 
countries where human rights abuses take place, and 
that this reduction has been stronger than the global 
trend. However, the study found little evidence of any 
increase in the harmonization of member states' 
exports.8 Similar studies focusing on exports of small 
arms and light weapons (SALW) from the EU have 
found no discernible decrease in transfers to 
destinations of concern.9 
 
While it may not have led to truly harmonised policies, 
national officials nonetheless stress the EU Code's 
value, emphasising its ability to inform and strengthen 
national decision-making on export licensing via the 
information exchange and consultation mechanisms. 
At the same time, officials maintain that this exchange 
of information, and the scrutiny by peers it carries with 
it, has had a normative impact. As one COARM 
official put it, the EU Code has meant that you can 'no 

                                                 
7 For example, see Amnesty International, ‘Undermining global 
security: the European Union’s arms exports’, 1 Feb. 2004, 
<http://www.amnesty.org/en/library/info/ACT30/003/2004/>; 
Mampaey, L., ‘Commerce d’armement triangulaire Belgique 
France–Tchad: limites et lacunes de la réglementation belge et 
européen’ [Triangular arms trade Belgium–France–Chad: limits 
and loopholes in Belgian and European legislation], Note 
d’Analyse, GRIP, 14 Feb. 2008, 
<http://www.grip.org/bdg/g0951.html>; and Saferworld et al. 
'Good conduct? Ten years of the EU Code of Conduct on Arms 
Exports', June 2008, URL 
<http://www.saferworld.org.uk/publications.php/318/good_conduc
t>; 
8 Bromley, M. and Brzoska, M., ‘Towards a common, restrictive 
EU arms export policy? The impact of the EU Code of Conduct on 
major conventional arms exports’, European Foreign Affairs 
Review (forthcoming 2008). 
9 See Jackson, T., Marsh, N. and Thurin, A., ‘The efficacy of EU 
export control measures concerning small arms and light weapons’, 
United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR), 
Small Arms and Light Weapons Transfers (UNIDIR: Geneva, 
2005); and Trinchieri, L., Is the 1998 Code of Conduct on Arms 
Exports Adequate to Support the EU’s Promotion of Human 
Rights? Assessing the Effectiveness of Criterion 2 in Curbing the 
Exports of Small Arms to Third Countries, Hamburger Beiträge zur 
Friedensforschung und Sicherheitspolitik no. 149 (Institut für 
Friedensforschung und Sicherheitspolitik: Hamburg, Jan. 2008). 
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longer ignore other states' assessments, policies, and 
procedures'.10 
 
 
Prospects and future challenges 
 
As noted, the EU Code is a politically binding Council 
declaration. Agreement was reached at the working 
level in 2005 on a revised EU Code which will, inter 
alia, turn it into a legally binding common position.11 
Final adoption of the text has foundered on the 
opposition of the French government which has been 
unwilling to sign off until a formal commitment is 
made to lift the EU arms embargo on China.12 
However, the recent crackdown on demonstrators in 
Tibet in early 2008 has made it harder for a state to 
argue in favour of lifting the China embargo. The link 
between taking this step and implementing the 
common position may thus be broken. Against this 
background, France's EU Presidency of the Council 
during the second half of 2008 may provide an 
opportunity for agreement to be reached. According to 
one COARM representative, with a little luck, a 
common position could be adopted by the end of 
2008.13   
 
If it becomes a common position member states would 
be legally, rather than politically, bound to adhere to 
the EU Code; to apply the criteria when making 
decisions on issuing export licences and implement the 
operative provisions. However, states will still be free 
to determine how to operationalise that commitment in 
their national legislation. As it is several states include 
either a direct reference to the EU Code or its criteria 
in their national legislation, and the adoption of a 
common position will likely prompt more states to do 
the same, but there will still be no blueprint for how to 
do this. As one COARM official put it, interpretation 
of the criteria (and final decisions) will remain at the 
national discretion of each member state.14 
 
Another development which has drawn attention in 
recent months has been the Commission's efforts to de-
regulate the intra-community trade in military 
equipment and services. The proposals, published in 
December 2007, envisage the creation of a simplified 
export licence mechanism to cover multiple shipments 
                                                 
10 Conversation with the author - 19 June 2008. 
11 On steps to revise and improve the EU Code of Conduct see 
Council of the European Union (note 23); Anthony, I. and Bauer, 
S., ‘Transfer controls’, SIPRI Yearbook 2005: Armaments, 
Disarmament and International Security (Oxford University Press: 
Oxford, 2005), pp. 715–18; and Anders, H., ‘The EU Code of 
Conduct on Arms Exports: the current state of play’, Note 
d’Analyse, GRIP, 24 Oct. 2006, 
<http://www.grip.org/bdg/g1058.html>. 
12 Anthony, I. and Bauer, S., ‘Controls on security-related 
international transfers’, SIPRI Yearbook 2007 (note 11), p. 653. 
13 Email exchange with the author - 18 June 2008. 
14 Conversation with the author - 19 June 2008. 

of military goods to another country within the EU.15 
Member states were initially lukewarm to the 
initiative, partly out of a concern that it would result in 
increased bureaucracy and partly out of an 
unwillingness to cede national control in this area.16 
Under the current proposals, the originating member 
state would retain control over the destinations to 
which the goods could be re-exported, and would be 
free to determine the list of goods covered by the 
mechanism. According to a Commission official 
engaged with the process, negotiations with the 
Parliament and the Council are continuing and though 
further discussions are needed in certain areas, there is 
a reasonable chance of reaching agreement by April 
2009.17  
 
If adopted, the mechanism may inadvertently throw a 
sharper light on the issue of the harmonization of arms 
exports. Currently, many EU members are aware that 
there are different standards across the EU with 
regards to certain destinations but are unwilling to 
disrupt trade by applying their own standards in cases 
of re-export. In effect, if a company receives 
components from another member state and integrates 
them into a weapon system, it is left to the discretion 
of the state where the company is based to determine 
to where the finished produce can be exported. If states 
start to issue multi-shipment licences, and their re-
export restrictions become transparent and legally 
binding on the recipient companies, it could open up 
the debate about levels of arms export policy 
harmonization. 
 
 
Conclusions  
 
The EU Annual Report has increased the level of 
transparency of member states' arms exports and the 
number of guidelines and clarifications in the User's 
Guide has multiplied. Nonetheless, decision-making 
on the granting and denying of arms export licences 
remains firmly in the hands of member states, and will 
remain so for the foreseeable future. No doubt the EU 
Code has increased the amount of information 
available to licensing officials at the national level but 
questions remain over the extent to which it has led to 
harmonized arms export policies in line with agreed 
minimum standards - the original aim of the document. 
 
At the same time, the appetite of NGOs and 

                                                 
15 Commission of the European Communities, Proposal for a 
Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on 
simplifying terms and conditions of transfers of defence-related 
products within the Community, document COM(2007) 765 final, 
Brussels, 5 Dec. 2007. 
16 Ninth Annual Report according to Operative Provision 8 of the 
European Union Code of Conduct on Arms Exports, Official 
Journal of the European Union, C253 (26 Oct. 2007), p. 3. 
17 Conversation with the author - 19 June 2008 
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parliamentarians for further developing the EU Code 
shows no sign of diminishing. Complex issues such as 
arms brokering, licensed production and end-use 
monitoring have all been placed on the EU Code's 
agenda in recent years. Tackling them will require 
engaged member states that are both willing and able 
to propose and agree tough standards at the EU level 
and adopt and implement them domestically. It will 

also require engaged NGOs and parliamentarians, 
willing and able to help guide the process. 
 

Mark Bromley, Research Associate, Arms Transfers 
Project, SIPRI 

 
 

. 
 
 
 

Five years of ESDP in Action: Operations, Trends, S hortfalls 
  
 
At the beginning of 2003, European Security and 
Defence Policy (ESDP) became officially operational. 
The first period, after the establishment of ESDP at the 
European Council in Cologne (June 1999), was 
characterised by basic institution building, the 
creation of fundamental structures as well as the 
definition and implementation of civilian and military 
capability headline goals. Simultaneously, however, 
since the launch of its operative phase in 2003, a 
number of different ESDP deployments have been 
initiated, among which many have already been 
successfully completed. So far 15 civilian missions1, 5 
military operations as well as two civilian-military 
interventions have been conducted within the 
framework of ESDP.2 Based on the missions 
undertaken so far by the EU, this article aim to deduce 
a number of operative trends and identify the main 
developments and shortcomings that have 
characterised the first five years of operational ESDP. 
 
Despite the EU’s relatively nascent history in the field 
of defence and security policy, one can already today 
sense a particular demand directed explicitly towards 
the EU for more civilian and military security 
commitment. The most obvious reasons for the 
attractiveness of operational ESDP are the 
comparatively high political credibility and 
impartiality of European institutions and 
representatives as well as the economic power which is 
associated with the EU. At the same time, another 
important factor might be identified in the EU’s 
identity as a comprehensive security provider. Thus, 
the breadth of the political, economic and operative 
instruments at its disposal has enabled the EU to face 
the complex security challenges of today in a demand-
oriented and integrated way. Nevertheless, a pressing 

                                                 
1 Not counting the two border missions, EUSR BST Georgia and 
EUBAM Ukraine. 
2 For a regularly updated overview on the latest operational ESDP 
activities visit: 
http://consilium.europa.eu/cms3_fo/showPage.asp?id=268&lang=e
n.  

need for improvement unquestionably exists with 
respect to both qualitative and quantitative capabilities 
as well as strategy in civilian and military interaction. 
 
 
Operational trends in ESDP 
 
Based on the first ESDP operations (2003-2008), one 
can deduce a number of operative trends: globalisation 
of the operational area; expansion of the operational 
spectrum; increasing civilian-military border 
interaction; growing intertwining of the first and 
second EU pillars; and evolving capability 
development processes. 
 
Globalisation of the operational area  
 
The clearly noticeable concentration on the Western 
Balkans as the most important geographical area for 
EU security efforts with the commencement of ESDP, 
has been replaced in practice by an increasingly 
globally oriented perspective. Although the Balkans 
still represent the most important operational area for 
ESDP in both mission commitments and in size and 
depth of operation. Hence, the tasks of the police 
mission in Bosnia-Herzegovina (EUPM)  were revised 
in January 2006, to give a stronger impetus to fight 
against organised crime.  The military operation 
EUFOR ALTHEA was launched in December 2004, 
with the aim to actively contribute to the further 
stabilisation of the Western Balkans through provision 
of up to 7,000 strong troop contingent and recourse to 
NATO-capabilities through the Berlin Plus 
mechanism. In FYROM, following the European 
military engagement with operation CONCORDIA in 
2003 and the civilian police mission PROXIMA 
concluded in 2005, the EU deployed another civilian 
mission, EUPAT, whose goals are to support local 
police forces - through mentoring and monitoring – 
towards the development of European policing 
standards.  
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Other areas that also became increasingly important 
for ESDP engagement throughout its development 
include: the Middle East (EUBAM Rafah ensuring a 
crossing point between the Egypt and the Gaza Strip3; 
EUPOL COPPS supporting reform of the Palestinian 
police; EUJUST LEX contributing to the restructuring 
of the criminal justice system in Iraq), Central Asia 
(EUPOL Afghanistan) and Eastern Asia (AMM Aceh), 
as well as Africa (particularly DR Congo and 
Sudan/Darfur). Three new missions started during 
2008: two in Africa (Chad/Central African Republic 
and Guinea Bissau) and one in the Western Balkans, 
where EULEX commencing from the work of the EU 
Planning Team and assisting in the transition of 
authority to the Kosovar government from the United 
Nations Interim Administration Mission in Kosovo 
(UNMIK). Whilst the expanded theatre of intervention 
has significantly contributed to the image of the EU as 
a global security actor, the lack of a clear strategy of 
intervention and common priorities has negatively 
impacted on the coherence and effectiveness of the 
actions conducted.  
 
Expansion of the operational spectrum  
 
During the first 5 years of ESDP, the EU has assumed 
an increasingly broad range of security-related tasks, 
with mandates becoming more diverse, particularly in 
the civilian sector. Besides police, rule of law, and 
border control missions, an increasing number of tasks 
in the area of the Security Sector Reform (SSR) as 
well as the active support of Disarmament, 
Demobilisation and Reintegration (DDR) programmes 
are signs of a growing range of action within ESDP. 
For the time being, doubts remain concerning the EU’s 
ability to act autonomously in high-intensity conflicts: 
in fact, all operations up to date have had a 
manageable troop size (ARTEMIS), whereby the 
largest to date (EUFOR ALTHEA) was carried out 
with simultaneous recourse to NATO capabilities 
under Berlin Plus.  
 
Increasing civilian-military border interaction  
 
Another considerable trend in ESDP is that the 
operational activities seem to coincide less and less 
with the classical understanding of civilian and 
military missions. Illustrations include the 
establishment of the Civilian-Military Cell4 within the 
EU Military Staff; the (civilian) demilitarisation 
mission in Aceh, carried out primarily by the military; 
or the activities in Sudan and Somalia, which were 
                                                 
3 This mission was suspended in June 2008 however. See the 
ESDP update in this same European Security Review no. 39. 
4 See Gerrard Quille, Giovanni Gasparini, Roberto Menotti and 
Nicoletta Pirozzi. Editor: Stephen Pullinger. Developing EU Civil 
Military Co-ordination: The Role of the new Civilian Military Cell. 
Joint Report by ISIS Europe and CeMiSS. Brussels, June 2006. 
http://www.isis-europe.org/pdf/reports_10.pdf 

explicitly categorised as “civilian-military” support 
actions. If this trend is to continue, the pressure to 
better coordinate actions between the different 
components within the EU would increase. For the 
time being, civilian missions are directly financed 
through the collective CFSP-budget, while military 
missions abide to the principle ‘costs lie where they 
fall’, with only a small proportion (common 
expenditures) funded through the Athena mechanism.5 
In the light of the different sources of funds, a reform 
of the existing cost distribution mechanism for 
operations is a pressing issue, particularly for the 
deployment of larger civilian and military contingents.  
 
Growing intertwining of the first and second 
EU-pillar  
 
The degree of intra-institutional interlocking between 
the European Commission and the Council of the EU 
is also increasing. Examples of this include not only 
the association of representatives of the Commission 
with the Civilian-Military Cell, but also a partial inter-
institutional operational meshing in activities. In 
accordance, in December 2005 a Police Advisory 
Team (EUPAT) was created in FYROM succeeding 
the first EU military mission, CONCORDIA (which 
was followed by the civilian police mission 
PROXIMA). EUPAT’s mission was to prepare, over a 
period of six months, the hand-over to the Commission 
of the remaining tasks. Since 16 June 2006, a team of 
Commission staff specialised in police-related issues 
has been successfully integrated in FYROM within the 
staff of the EU Special Representative. In the justice 
sector, the Commission, through its efforts to reform 
the Congolese judicial system, will from now on 
contribute directly to the accomplishment of the 
mandate of EUPOL RD Congo, which has been 
expanded beyond the mandate of reforming the police 
sector. However, this developing inter-pillar 
coordination is still hampered by significant obstacles, 
such as the difference of working methods between the 
Council of the EU and the Commission and also a 
certain degree of inter-institutional competition.  
 
Evolving capability development process 
 
Significant achievements in terms of capability 
development have characterised the last 5 years of 
ESDP, but the capability development process has 
only partially addressed specific operational 
requirements. The main step forward in the EU’s 
ability to link future scenarios of crises and the means 
required to face them was represented by the Headline 
Goals, adopted both in the civilian and military fields 
to respond to the ambitions set in the 2003 European 
Security Strategy (ESS). Nevertheless, it seems they 
                                                 
5 See “ESDP Mission Update” in European Security Review no. 
36. ISIS Europe. December 2007. 
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were mainly directed to address the most urgent need 
of ensuring a ‘boots-on-the-ground’ capacity to EU 
crisis management capability, without paying too 
much attention to its qualitative dimension. A 
Capability Development Tool software is currently 
being developed within the Council Secretariat, which 
will help the planners at the EU level and contributors 
in the member states to quickly and effectively identify 
the specific capabilities needed for a planned ESDP 
mission. On the basis of the key tasks that the EU 
seeks to accomplish through mandating an ESDP 
mission, this software will ascertain a series of sub-
tasks and concrete posts to be covered by EU 
personnel, also identifying relevant training 
possibilities. 
 
 
Achievements and future requirements 
 
ESDP developments so far demonstrate how within 
only a few years, the EU - through the integration of 
civilian and military elements - has managed to expand 
its field of action in foreign and security policy, 
thereby allowing it to gain more credibility and 
political weight as a security actor with global reach. 
An undoubtedly positive overall assessment can be 
made as measured from a perspective of pure diversity 
of mandate and geographical spread of the operative 
ESDP actions to date. However, the trends and 
developments which have been analysed clearly show 
that there are important problems which must be dealt 
with if the EU and its member states want to reach 
their objectives as a robust global security actor. The 
limited mandate of ESDP operations, the partially 
contradictory interests of the European states linked to 
these operations, as well as the overall ESDP 
development make it necessary to sound a note of 
caution. Particularly the fact that the extent to which 
ESDP operations can survive under serious political or 
military pressure remains for the time being uncertain. 
A potential dilemma can be identified in regards to the 
operative aspects of ESDP: the success stories create 
expectations which the EU can only meet if it is 
willing to accept higher risks than those experienced 
up until now. On the other hand however, a setback in 
an ESDP operation would cause a loss of political 
power for the EU. The fact that the EU is able to act 
only in “tailored” crises for which the limited 
instruments and capabilities at its disposal are adequate 
and sufficient, shows that ambitions and realities of the 
EU as a globally active security provider still do not go 
hand in hand.  
 
Qualitative aspects of civilian and military capabilities 
developed within the framework of ESDP need further 
improvement in order to enhance the ability of the EU 
to deploy well-trained personnel and adequate assets at 
short notice - an augmentation which would also 

respond to the required interoperability standards and 
sustainability of forces in the field. Only by gaining 
improved qualitative requirements would the EU be 
able to cover the full spectrum of tasks it is called to 
perform in crisis responses. That is: in connection with 
increasingly complex interventions such as SSR, DDR, 
institution building; to be able to implement actions 
that cover the entire crisis management cycle – not 
only rapid reaction but also follow-on phases, 
including long-term engagement and exit strategies; to 
effectively interact with other international, regional 
and local actors in the field – not only more traditional 
partners such as the UN, NATO and the OSCE, but 
also other emerging security actors such as the AU and 
civil society organisations. 
 
In this regard the new EULEX Kosovo mission 
represents a litmus test for the EU - due to the vast 
responsibility for regional development, the 
complexity of the problem and the environment which 
will remain virulent in the medium-term, as well as the 
high – partially excessive – expectations directed 
towards the ESDP mission by large parts of the 
population. A failure would cast a damper on the 
development of the operative side of ESDP. A greater 
risk of failure for ESDP can be seen in the police 
mission in Afghanistan, EUPOL, where the security 
environment has “worryingly regressed” 6 within the 
last year.  
 
 
The way forward 
 
The negative outcome of the Irish referendum on the 
13 June has put into question the entry into force of the 
Lisbon Treaty7 and the implementation of the 
provisions which were expected to attempt a more 
coherent and effective EU foreign and security policy 
system. These provisions were: 1) the replacement of 
the rotational EU Presidency in external relations by 
an elected president of the European Council, based in 
Brussels for two and a half years (renewable once), 
and by a double-hatted High Representative for 
Foreign Affairs and Security Policy; 2) the nomination 
of a new High Representative, which would combine 
the current functions of Javier Solana and those of the 
Vice President of the Commission, to be assisted by an 
European External Action Service (including 
functionaries from the EU Council, the European 
Commission and the diplomatic services of Member 
States); 3) proposed creation of the Permanent 
Structured Cooperation in the area of defence, through 
which willing and able EU member states would work 

                                                 
6 Citha Maass: Afghanistan: Staatsaufbau ohne Staat, Berlin: 
Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, SWP-Studie, 2007 Berlin, p.5. 
7 For more infomration see for example Sophie Dagand, “The 
impact of the Lisbon Treaty on CFSP and ESDP”, European 
Security Review no 37. ISIS Europe. March 2008. 
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together to improve their military capabilities, vis-à-vis 
the most demanding crisis management missions.  
 
However, on an entirely positive note, it can be 
established that so far, the lethargy of the EU that 
followed the constitutional crisis in 2005 seems not to 
have had an impact on the operative engagement of the 
EU. Whereas other EU policy fields have been largely 
paralysed, ESDP has not lost any of the dynamism that 
has characterised it since its very beginning. This 
could be again the case after the Irish ‘no’ to the 
Lisbon treaty. A positive signal in this direction could 
come from the ongoing process for the revision of the 

European Security Strategy, aimed at assessing its 
implementation and proposing elements to improve it 
by the end of this year, which is likely to open new 
perspectives in the field of security and defence. 
 

By Nicoletta Pirozzi, Researcher, Istituto Affari 
Internazionali (IAI) and Research Fellow, 

European Foreign and Security Studies 
Programme; and  

Sammi Sandawi, Researcher at the Bundeswehr 
Transformation Centre (ZTransfBw), 

Berlin/Strausberg. 

 
 
 

ESDP and EU mission update – June 2008  
 

Six months on from our last ESDP overview, there are 
now 13 active ESDP missions, with the commencement 
of 3 previously planned - EUSSR Guinea-Bissau, 
EUFOR Tchad/RCA and finally the transition of the 
EUPT into the EULEX Kosovo mission (giving a total 
of three in the Balkans/Caucasus/East Europe; two 
border missions covering Ukraine, Moldova and 
Georgia; three in the Middle East; one in Central 
Asia; four in Africa). The EU Monitoring Mission in 
the Western Balkans and the support mission to AU 
AMIS were concluded, now totaling 11 completed 
missions - making a total of 24 ESDP missions to date. 
This article provides an update to our December 2007 
overview of past, current and planned missions. Please 
see the December update for introduction to each 
mission. This update provides developments from 
December 2007 to present. The article also includes 
graphical outline and listing of missions ISIS will 
update these charts regularly and welcomes comments 
from users. 
 
Changes - policy and politics 
 
As Pirozzi and Sandawi state in their article in this 
ESR, “the lethargy of the EU that followed the 
constitutional crisis in 2005 seems not to have had an 
impact on the operative engagement of the EU”1. It 
seems also that the delay in the Lisbon treaty may 
“paradoxically prompt renewed interests in a more 
efficient defence policy”2 
 
Along with continuing development towards EU 
military capabilities under the aegis of the European 
Defence Agency, political developments to engage 
with Africa, such as the newly established EU HQ in 

                                                 
1 Pirozzi, Nicoletta and Sandawi, Sammi. ‘Five years of ESDP in 
Action: Operations, Trends, Shortfalls’. European Security Review 
no. 39, July 2008. ISIS Europe. 
2 Haine, Jean-Yves. ‘Battle Groups: out of necessity, still a virtue?’ 
European Security Review no. 39, July 2008. ISIS Europe. 

Addis Ababa and the December 2007 appointment of 
Koen Vervaeke as EUSR to the AU3 demonstrate an 
ongoing effort to address EU engagement in the 
African Peace and Security Architecture4. General 
Pierre-Michel Joana, Special Advisor to the High 
Representative for the Common Foreign and Security 
Policy (CFSP), has also pointed to the need for conflict 
zones – Africa in particular – to look towards 
strengthening regional capacity and regional partners 
to deal with crises.5 The EU’s relationships with such 
actors could assist in building and strengthening crisis 
response capacity for regional actors, for example, in 
establishing a number of ‘centres of excellence’ across 
the continent, which would help train individuals for 
specific AU roles.6  
 
Capacity and capability 
 
With the immense deliberations and delay of the ESDP 
mission EUFOR Tchad/RCA, the debate on 
‘responsibility to protect’ has resurfaced.7 So too has 
the debate of the EU’s military capabilities and 
coordination, with much discussion of the infamous 
lack of helicopters to provide airlift to the region to 
assist the mission. Missions have over the past years, 

                                                 
3http://www.consilium.europa.eu/cms3_fo/showPage.asp?id=1397
&lang=EN Koen Vervaeke's appointment and mandate are outlined 
in Joint Actions 2007/805/CFSP and 2008/403/CFSP 
4 See also Alex Vines and Roger Middleton, Options for the EU to 
Support the African Peace and Security Architecture. Policy 
Department External Policies,  European Parliament, Brussels 
www.isis-europe.org/pdf/2008_artrel_171_2008_artrel_170_08-
05-ep-study-eu-apsa.pdf  
5 Address to the Security and Defence Subcommittee, European 
Parliament, 24 June 2008. 
6 See Fiott Daniel and Jacquemet, Olivier, ‘Parliamentary Update 
23 – 26 June 2008.’ European Security Review no. 39, July 2008. 
ISIS Europe. 
7 See Fiott, Daniel. ‘The ‘Responsibility-to-Protect’: Sovereignty, 
Political Will and Capabilities’. European Security Review no. 39, 
July 2008. ISIS Europe. http://www.isis-
europe.org/pdf/2008_artrel_173_esr39-r2p.pdf  
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been increasingly mandated to towards the protection 
of civilians (POC), yet the political resolve and cross-
capability (with a simple logistical need of having 
compatible equipment - both military and 
communication - between member states) are still to 
be matched and resourced. Also required, is a stronger 
EU liaison between the CPCC (the Civilian Planning 
and Conduct Capability - directly responsible to the 
SG/HR Javier Solana) and DGE IX (civilian crisis 
management DG of the Council General Secretariat 
under DGE IX) – particularly vis-à-vis training and 
concepts8. Some advances have occurred – despite the 
incredibly restricted human and financial resources for 
those working on security external actions in the EU.  
These include the opening of the EU centre in Addis 
Ababa, being a pilot test for further development of 
EU regional ‘hubs’ for external action. Also, one year 
on, the EU Operations Centre is structurally ready if 
called upon to head a mission. There has also been 
greater efforts to mainstream gender and human rights 
into missions, with the public launch of the Council 
Handbook on Mainstreaming Human Rights and 
Gender into European Security and Defence Policy, 
developed under the trio EU Presidency of Germany, 
Portugal and Slovenia, being a compilation of relevant 
documents (some recently declassified), guidelines and 
examples from CONOPS, OPLANS, MoUs, job 
descriptions and lessons learnt across ESDP policy and 
operations.9 
 
Finances  
 
Further inhibiting the EU as a robust security actor, is 
the financial aspect of ESDP missions.10 Common 
costs for ESDP have been exhausted by the Kosovo 
and Afghanistan missions and financial contributions 
from member states are slow in coming, due to an 
increasing trend of decreasing military budgets 
(Sweden being a recent example) and over-

                                                 
8 “The EUMC will provide guidance, through DGEUMS, on the 
military activities undertaken by the EUMS within the framework 
of civilian crisis management. Contributions by the EUMS for 
civilian aspects of crisis management remain under the functional 
responsibility of DGE IX for all activities (planning, Fact-Finding 
Missions, etc.) up to and including the development of the CMC 
and, where appropriate, CSO/PSOs. Once a decision to launch a 
mission is taken, these contributions come under the functional 
responsibility of DCPCC. Reporting on these activities to the 
CIVCOM will be conducted in accordance with established 
procedures on civilian aspects of crisis management.” 
See the recent update on structure (with organigramme on page 17) 
in COUNCIL DECISION amending Decision 2001/80/CFSP on 
the establishment of the Military Staff of the European Union. Doc. 
7235/08, 18 March 2008. 
http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/08/st07/st07235.en08.pdf  
9 See back page of the full edition of this European Security 
Review no. 39, ISIS Europe. www.isis-europe.org  
10 See Gya, Giji. ‘ESDP and Mission Update’ in European Security 
Review no.36 December 2007 for a detailed overview of financing 
ESDP. www.isis-
europe.org/pdf/2007_artrel_77_esr36esdpmission-update.pdf  

commitment to the ‘war on terror’. The incoming 
French EU Presidency could see a possible shift and 
political pressure to change this. 
 
Addressing weapons of war - UNSCR 1820 
 
Any meeting on the conflicts in the DRC sadly speak 
in volumes of the incessant rape which has now 
disgustingly become – according to one Congolese 
doctor – like a “national sport”. The lack of human 
security in the DRC is dire and violence against 
women has astoundingly become a weapon of war, 
when wars were once waged with the mandate or 
convention to protect civilians. In the light of this and 
following various steps, such as UNSCR1325; the 
2005 World Summit to eliminate all forms of violence 
against women and girls, and the inclusion of rape in 
the Rome Statue of the International Criminal Court as 
a war crime - the UN Security Council passed UNSCR 
1820 on 19 June 200811, against sexual violence in 
conflict. The text notes that the Council “expresses 
readiness” to adopt “appropriate steps to address 
widespread or systematic sexual violence” (paragraph 
1), which although not strong enough for the victims, it 
does go on to state the need for “the exclusion of 
sexual violence crimes from amnesty provisions in the 
context of conflict resolution processes” (paragraph 4) 
and for member states to “comply with obligations for 
prosecuting” those responsible. This is a main step, as 
so far, too many peace negotiations that include 
amnesty ignore the instability and hindrance to 
peacebuilding that impunity brings. The text also aims 
to “heighten awareness and responsiveness” 
(paragraph 8) of peacekeepers to prevent sexual 
violence. 
 
The EU has several missions in action, in states where 
rape and violence against women are rife – for 
example EUSEC and EUPOL DRC, EUFOR 
Tchad/RCA, EUPOL Afghanistan.  The EU also is to 
focus on women and violence under the incoming 
French EU Presidency. The EU would do well to 
integrate the UNSCR 1820 (as well as UNSCR1325) 
in all Commission projects, ESDP fact finding 
missions, CONOPS (concept of operations) and 
OPLANs (operational plans) and for the Council to 
guide member states on provisions to heighten the 
awareness and protection mandate in missions. Hence, 
in light of this, the Council Handbook on 
Mainstreaming Human Rights and Gender in ESDP, 
recently released by the trio EU Presidencies of 
Slovenia, Portugal and Germany, should be reviewed 
within the incoming trio of EU Presidencies - France, 
Czech Republic and Sweden, with a release of an 
updated version under the Swedish EU Presidency.  
 

                                                 
11 http://www.un.org/Docs/sc/unsc_resolutions08.htm  
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Current Operations Summary 
 

Military 
 

ALTHEA/BiH  - 2 December 2004 and ongoing 
 

Since the successful force re-structuring of February 
2007 to decrease troop size to 2500, the EUFOR 
Althea/BiH Mission only relies on a single unit to help 
the Bosnian authorities from a military point of view. 
The Multinational Maneuver Battalion (MNBN) is the 
only military maneuver unit operating in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 
 
The MNBN can autonomously conduct operations to 
support the Bosnian authorities, the European Union or 
other International Agencies. Its first mission is to 
maintain a “SASE” (Safe And Secure Environment) 
and to reinforce the troops in Kosovo if required. The 
battalion depends upon on the LOTs (Liaison and 
Observation Teams, small military squads spread 
across the country) to assess the security climate. In 
addition, the MNBN is mandated to assist the ICTY in 
detaining war criminals. In this respect, the mission 
has had occasional successes (such as the arrest of 
Stojan Zupljanin in June 2008). 
 
To tackle problems of violence that cannot be 
addressed by military forces, EUFOR counts on police 
teams regrouped into the Integrated Police Unit. The 
IPU is composed of several investigation teams, 
general police teams and crowd and riot control teams. 
Since December 2007, EuroGendFor has taken the 
lead of the IPU and actively contributes to its mission 
(through commanding the IPU and participating 
directly in missions).  
 
EUFOR has been regularly extended by the Council 
and re-authorised by the UN Security Council 
(UNSCR 1785 on 21 November 200712 extended the 
mandate for another 12-month period) and on the 26 
May 2008, the Council stated that the “EU-led military 
presence would remain there for as long as 
necessary”13. Whilst remembering that the EU remains 
ready to respond to possible security challenges (the 
MNBN is backed by over-the-horizon reserves), the 
Council notes that the situation remains stable in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
 
It seems that cooperation between international actors 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina is working well. The 
EUFOR Commander, Major General Ignacio Martín 
Villalaín, constantly liaises with the EUPM Head of 

                                                 
12 See: http://www.un.org/Docs/sc/unsc_resolutions07.htm  
13 Council of the European Union, General Affairs and External 
Relations, 26th of May 2008. Document No 9868/08 (Press Release 
141), p31. 
http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/08/st09/st09868.en08.pdf 

Mission, Brigadier General Vincenzo Coppola, and 
with the EUSR, Miroslav Laj� ák, (the EUSR being the 
link between EUFOR HQ and NATO HQ in Sarajevo). 
 
 
EUFOR Tchad/RCA - 28 January 2008 to 28 January 
2009 (expected to be extended until 30 April 2009) 
 
The mission was officially launched on the 28 January 
2008 (Council Decision 2008/101/CFSP14). It is 
authorised by UNSC Resolution 1778 (25 September 
2007).15 
 
Deployment commenced in late January and 
intensified in late February and March. As at June 
2008, there were 2,800 troops on the ground (deployed 
in 4 bases located in the far east of Chad) and an 
agreement is being negotiated by Russia and the EU 
for the reinforcement of the force with 4 Russian 
helicopters (there are already 9 French helicopters 
operating in the theatre) and a further 120 personnel16. 
Albania began contributing to the mission in late June 
with 60 troops17. Furthermore, the EUFOR mission 
(the first objective being to protect refugees from 
Darfur) is given greater coherence by the presence of 
200 French soldiers deployed in Birao, in the north of 
the Central African Republic. Full deployment (i.e. 
3,700 personnel) is expected to be reached by mid-
summer.  
 
The majority of the mission is constituted of French, 
Irish, Polish and Swedish troops. There are 14 EU 
Nations participating in EUFOR on the ground and 22 
in HQ (located in France as the operation is organized 
within the nation framework with France as the lead 
nation). 
 
EUFOR (whose deployment was delayed by a lack of 
requisite capabilities being provided by member states, 
as well as the rebel assault on N’Djamena in February 
2008), started substantive work when reached its 
operational capability on the 15 March 2008, while on 
the 26 May, the Council considered a three-months 
extension of its mandate.  
 
The mission is funded by Athena mechanism, however 
Commissioner Benita Ferrero-Waldner stated that the 
mission will be “complemented by funds from the 

                                                 
14 See http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2008:034:003
9:0039:EN:PDF 
15 See: http://www.un.org/Docs/sc/unsc_resolutions07.htm 
16 Albania/EUFOR, Europe Diplomacy and Defence. No 137, 12 
June 2008 
17 Russia/EUFOR Chad/CAR consultation on possible 
participation of Russian Federation in Chad/CAR. Consilium of 
the European union, 29 May 2008. See 
http://consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/080529-OHQ-
Russie.pdf 
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Stability Instrument for training and equipping 850 
Chadian police officers” (however, this funding will be 
part of the UN programme for the establishment of the 
UN police force). 
 
This mission remains a real challenge for the EU. Lt. 
General Patrick Nash (in command of the operation) 
has underlined that the security situation is volatile and 
that there is little infrastructure provision in the 
unforgiving environment18. Hence, this mission will 
test the logistic capabilities of the EU and its ability to 
respond to a severe conflict-induced humanitarian 
crisis. On the first point, the ongoing deployment and 
base installations show that the EU seems to have 
tackled the problem of logistics (all equipment is 
carried by boat to Cameroon or by strategic lift 
planes). Finally, EUFOR seems to be fulfilling its 
mandate - for example on the 14 June, the force was 
fired upon but managed to sustain protection of 
civilians). 
 
Civilian/military 
 
EUSSR Guinea Bissau  - 12 February 2008 to 31 May 
2009 
 
On the 12 February 2008, following the fact finding 
missions undertaken by the Council and the 
Commission in Guinea Bissau in May and October 
2007, the Council adopted Joint Action 
2008/112/CSFP19 that established the EU SSR Guinea 
Bissau mission.20 The mission is mandated to provide 
assistance and advice to local authorities in the 
national SSR process, to ensure that the national 
security institutions can respond to the needs of the 
population. Preparation began on 26 February 2008 
with deployment of an advance team. The 
implementation phase – to have begun in May 2008 - 
was delayed until 16 June 2008. The mandate is for a 
12 month period – with a review phase after 6 months 
- and will cost EUR 5.65 million. The Head of Mission 
is Spanish General Juan Esteban Verastegui, and the 
personnel will consist of 15 military and civilian 
advisors specialised in military, police and justice 
fields. The mission is also seen to fit-in with a broader 
EU response to Guinea-Bissau’s development goals 

                                                 
18 Summary of Remarks by Lt General Patrick Nash. Press 
Conference in Brussels 29 January 2008.  
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/
en/esdp/98479.pdf 
19 http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2008:040:001
1:0015:EN:PDF 
20 See ISIS’ analysis of this mission in European Security Review 
no. 38, April 2008 – by Daniel Fiott, ‘European Union Security 
Sector Reform Missions: The Case of Guinea-Bissau’. 
http://www.isis-europe.org/pdf/2008_artrel_167_esr38-eussr-
guinea-bissau.pdf  

and reinforces the EU’s commitments to the joint 
‘Africa-EU strategic partnership’.  
 
The mission aims to have a comprehensive approach 
in so far as it encompasses the police, the military and 
the legal sector. Yet the mission will face a number of 
obstacles including military saturated political 
institutions, a weak civil society and an inveterate 
drug-trafficking problem. But extremely limited 
human resources and financing has led the Council to 
declare in June 2008 that the success of the SSR in 
Guinea Bissau heavily depended on local political will 
and also on international funding.  
 

FEATURE 
 
EUPOL Afghanistan - 30 May 2007 to 30 May 2010 
 
The reality for Afghanistan is that suicide bombings 
have increased by 600% since 2005, insurgent attacks 
have increased 400% and even parts of the country 
once considered safe, such as Herat, are now centres of 
kidnapping.21 1119 Afghan police were killed in 
2007.22 Any international efforts to help with security 
reform are themselves stuck, due to an intense insecure 
situation. EUPOL still suffers from a lack of legal 
basis, as no status of mission agreement was signed 
with the Afghan authorities, despite an exchange of 
letters between the EU and Afghanistan vis-à-vis the 
mission. Furthermore, the design of the whole mission 
leaves little to be desired.23 The six month review of 
the mission was - according to one insider – a 
whitewash and any focus on civilian and human rights 
aspects of the mission were quite likely edited 
strongly. 
 
Deployment has been delayed again and again, as at 
June 2008, there were only 156 personnel of the 231 
planned on the ground – and this after 12 calls for 
force generation. EUPOL still has not reached four of 
the five provinces in which it is supposed to be 
working. Such a delay in the deployment is due to a 
lack of will by member states to send their best units in 
a dangerous conflict zone and that these units need full 
training and briefing before being sent in the country24. 
There has been a change of Head of Mission twice 
times since creation of the mission – a sure indicator of 
problems if any. In addition, the mission has suffered 
dire logistical problems. Full deployment is to be 
reached, according to the Council, by July 2008 - but 

                                                 
21 The Guardian UK, 10 June, 2008 
22 Unnamed source, June 2008.  
23 For a detailed analysis of the mission and the situation, see Gya, 
Giji, ‘EUPOL Afghanistan: An opportunity for whom?’ European 
Security Review no. 33, May 2007, ISIS Europe. www.isis-
europe.org/pdf/2007_artrel_27_esr33eupolafghanistan.pdf   
24 According to an unnamed source, even if the personnel may be 
high-qualified, they are often unaware of basics of ESDP. 
Interview 24  June 2008. 
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full deployment does not mean full operational 
capability. In the design of EUPOL, security logistics 
and structural support was to be assured by 
‘embedding’ EUPOL within Provisional 
Reconstruction Teams (PRTs). EUPOL cannot benefit 
from NATO equipment in some provinces in so far as 
leading countries of some PRTs argue that EUPOL 
does not fall under the Berlin Plus agreements. 
Paradoxically, EUPOL cannot act without PRTs, 
because they are the structures assuring the existence 
of EUPOL.  This dependency to PRTs – and hence the 
International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) - thus 
hinders action of the mission in so far as in the 
majority of cases, EUPOL can only move when ISAF 
forces are on patrol, as it relies on ISAF for security 
protection. This linkage to ISAF also causes credibility 
problems for EUPOL – something that the EU should 
address if it is to maintain a strong independence and 
neutrality in the eyes of the population.   
 
The EUPOL Afghanistan mission could be more 
efficient in a strictly coordinated framework. There 
exists the ad-nauseam critique of lack of coordination 
between EU pillars, with CIVCOM (EU Committee 
for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management - under the 
Council General Secretariat DG E IX) documents 
rarely reaching EUPOL staff and with many from the 
Council side unaware of the Commission role in 
Afghanistan (92 million euro for SSR programs and 10 
million euro for ‘PRT strengthening’) 25, despite 
references to this coordination in the operational plan 
(OPLAN). The OPLAN itself is quite a sound 
document, but there remains paucity in strategy of how 
to actually implement it. This is further hampered by 
the ad-hoc coherence of the personnel, stemming from 
a large mix of cultures and differing skill sets, causing 
difficult mismatches. As one commentator notes 
“everybody recognizes the need for coordination, but 
no ones wants to be coordinated”26. The gender 
advisor to the mission, who has been in Afghanistan 
for some nine months – is also suffering from lack of 
structural support, with lack of authorisation for her 
EUPOL gender action plan to be implemented. There 
is also, according to some commentary a lack of 
accountability in the Chain of Command for the Head 
of Mission, whom maintains a large amount of 
authority and autonomy27. For the Rule of Law section 
of EUPOL, (linked to the Afghan Ministry of Justice 
and the Attorney-General’s office) which consists of 
five posts in Kabul, only one position has been filled. 
This apparently stems from a ‘technical problem’ in 
that the posts still have not been ‘signed off’. 
Despairingly, despite these challenges, there are 
advocates for throwing more money at the mission – 
and even the Council wants to double the mission 

                                                 
25 Interview, unnamed source, June 2008. 
26 Interview, unnamed source, June 2008. 
27 Interview, unnamed source, June 2008. 

size28 - as if this would solve problems. Yet where, 
why and how extra personnel would be integrated into 
EUPOL is unclear and again lacks strategy. A full 
assessment of the obstacles encountered therefore 
should be made prior to any decision of reinforcement. 
 
Despite the creation of the International Police 
Coordination Board in 2006, cohesion of the 
international community in Afghanistan in the field of 
police reform remains unstuck. Beyond the logistical 
and deployment challenges for EUPOL, who has the 
ultimate responsibility for police training is obviously 
not agreed upon. The historical German lead on police 
training has been further and further superseded by the 
US, due to the US interpretation of German efforts of 
reform as not quite succeeding. The US has a ‘Focus 
District Development’ approach, run mainly by 
Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF), which undertakes 
6 week courses of ‘sustainability training’ to get boots 
on the ground armed with an ID microchip card, 
phones and infrastructure. This ‘quick-fix’ approach is 
also currently supported by the UK and Norway also 
supports the method, as it may be the only realistic 
approach at present.29 The US also wants the EU to 
join its approach.  The US has to date spent US$2.5 
billion on training security forces, predominantly 
through the private security company Dyncorp and 500 
of Dyncorp’s trainers. The use of a PSC itself is highly 
problematic30, given the framework of police reform to 
be through ‘local ownership’ according to the EUPOL 
mandate. The PSC still is based on military training 
focusing on ‘sustainment training’ – causing a blurring 
between army and police techniques. The US is 
cognisant of the EUPOL approach, but this fact does 
not impede the US going ahead with its approach and 
sidelining the EU – and EUPOL can do little but go 
along. 
 
Even when deployment still has not been fully 
achieved, some commentators say that it is now time 
to act on 3 options for the EU:  
 
1) Note that the mission has failed and exit; 
2) Maintain a civilian approach to Security Sector 
Reform, which will need more capabilities; 
3) Adopt the US approach of police sector reform 
(train the police forces to act in a hostile environment, 
without taking into account local specificities). 
 

                                                 
28 GAERC Council 26 May 2008 decided to double the mission to 
up to 380-400 personnel, due to a worsening situation on the 
ground. 
29 Unnamed source. June 2008 
30 See  Alyson J. K. Bailes and Caroline Holmqvist The increasing 
role of Private Military and Security Companies. Policy 
Department External Policies,  European Parliament, Brussels. 
www.isis-europe.org/pdf/2008_artrel_145_07-10-epstudy-
pmc&psc.pdf  
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The EU needs to think seriously and quickly on this – 
particularly with the defence and the European 
Security Strategy review focus under the French 
Presidency of the EU. A massive failure for the EU in 
this theatre could be a huge backward step for the 
credibility of ESDP. 
 
 
EUPOL RD Congo - 1 July 2007 to 30 June 2009 
 
As at June 2008, the Council was working on an 
extension of EUPOL’s mandate for another year and 
an extension of EU competences in the east (where 
there are still repeated cases of human rights violations 
and especially violence against women). However, 
EUPOL seems to have made small inroads, among 
them, the creation, by national authorities, of the 
Comité de Suivi de Réforme de la Police (CSRP), that 
EUPOL now supports, as well as assistance to border 
police administration. 
 
EUSEC RD Congo - 8 June 2005 to 30 June 2008 (to 
be extended until 30 June 2009) 
 
When extended in June last year, the initial goal of the 
mission remained the same (i.e.: to provide advice and 
assistance in the Security Sector Reform (SSR) in DR 
Congo, through a DDR (Disarmament, Demobilization 
and Reintegration) process targeting the various armed 
factions, and reform of the Congolese armed forces. 
However, the results (biometric census of armed 
forces, re-structuring of the chain-of payments) are 
concealed by the resurgence of conflict in the east that 
threatens the DDR process and human rights. 
 
The Council has often declared that synergies should 
be developed between EUPOL RD Congo and EUSEC 
RD Congo31. However, from June 2008, there was still 
no change in the Chain of Command regarding such a 
synergy (but one could say that both Heads Missions 
liaise with the EUSR, which gives a certain cohesion 
to the general action of the EU in DR Congo). The 
other point of cohesion is a gender advisor that works 
across both missions. 
 
The Council is contemplating a gradual transfer of 
responsibilities to local authorities by June 2009, thus 
to achieve such, a 1-year extension of mandate is 
likely to be decided. 
 
EUPOL COPPS Palestinian territories - 1 January 
2006 to 31 December 2008 (three-year renewable 
mandate) 

                                                 
31 The EUSEC RD Congo Mission, Information Document. 
European Union EUSEC RD Congo Mission. October 2007. 
Available for consultation at: 
http://consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/071008-
EUSEC_FACTSHEET.EN.pdf 

 
On the 10 December 2007, the Council called on Israel 
to grant diplomatic accreditation to the mission (which 
previously had been only carried out through signing 
up personnel through member states consulates). This 
request was answered positively on 24 December 
2007. In January 2008, the EU then approved a 
contribution of three officers from two non-EU 
members, Canada and Norway, to the mission in the 
first half of the year. 
 
The mission’s original mandate focused on the police 
sector, but the Council is now considering an 
expansion of the mandate to penal and criminal justice 
systems and the Prosecutor's office. Chairwoman of 
the PSC under the Slovenian EU Presidency, 
Ambassador Metka Ipavic, announced to the European 
Parliament Subcommittee Security and Defence that 
the mandate of the COPPS is likely to be extended to 
judiciary police32. In so far as the mission acts in a 
very volatile security environment, a broadening of the 
sectors covered by the mission is likely to come with a 
renewal of the mandate for another three-year period.  
 
EUPM/BiH - 1 January 2003 to 31 December 2009 
 
In December, ISIS reported on critiques of the weak 
mandate33 and political difficulties with local 
authorities34 had lead to an admission by the EU that 
the mission’s goal is far from achieved and changes 
are needed within the mandate.  The three reform 
attempts during 2005 and 2007 are now also internally 
acknowledged as failing. The complex structure of the 
mission and in the region has contributed to these 
failed attempts. Now however, there seems to be some 
light at the end of the tunnel.  
 
The fourth attempt at reform in 2008 seems to be 
working. It has a big picture top-down reform 
approach to harmonise the existing legislation (from 
two different police laws) and capabilities.  In BiH, 
there are some 15 different police structures and 14 
different local governmental structures, hence 
contributing to the difficulty faced by EUPM, 
particularly due to political interference. Despite the 
difficult history and limitations of EUPM, the reforms 
seem to have created a working security system for the 
population, in so far as that, as an example, females 
can feel safe to walk around at 3am at night.35 
 

                                                 
32 Latest developments in ESDP under the Slovenian presidency. 
Security and Defence Subcommittee of the European Parliament. 
25 June 2008 Meeting. 
33 See for example: International Crisis Group, ‘Ensuring Bosnia’s 
Future: A New International Engagement Strategy’, Europe Report 
N°180, 15 February 2007. 
34 Howorth, Jolyon, Security and Defence Policy in the European 
Union. Palgrave Macmillan: 2007. 
35 Quote from EUPM Commander, Vincent Coppola. 
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The mandate may not be renewed after 2009, thus the 
mission is now investigating an exit strategy.  This 
would include an approach to structurally harmonise 
and coordinate all the components across the 15 
differing police force laws, which although separate, 
are in substance essentially the same. Transfer of some 
EUPM aspects to Commission competencies could be 
a possible part of the exit strategy and is part of the 
discussions, but the EU’s aim is to transfer completely 
to the local authorities. Relations with civil society and 
the police could also be strengthened, particularly in 
terms of relations between the people and government.  
 
Civilian 
 
EULEX Kosovo - 15 June 2008 to 15 June 2010 
 
The EULEX mission was officially launched on the 28 

February 2008 but only began substantive work on the 
ground in mid-June 2008. [For full details on the 
mission, see our article ‘The prospects for a future 
Kosovo: the role of Security Sector Reform’, by 
Sophie Dagand, ESR no. 38, May 2008. 36] Head of 
Mission, Yves de Kermabon, has insisted that the 
process will belong to Kosovars and the EU will only 
assist -  the Kosovar authorities will be “in the driver’s 
seat”.  Particularly applauded is the development of a 
full Human Rights and Gender Unit in the mission, 
with some five staff plus administration, equally 
divided between international and local expertise.37  
 
The EU will face several obstacles. First, the legal 
system is seen as the least efficient and the most 
corrupt administrative entity in Kosovo. Then, the EU 
will have to deal with the problem of corruption and a 
lag in solving crimes, which remain well-established 
practices in Kosovo. Last but not least, even if Yves de 
Kermabon claims that EULEX Kosovo is a technical 
mission, it is not without consequences on a political 
level. The mission faces opposition from Serbia. The 
mission will have to achieve fast and relevant reforms 
toward equality in Security Sector Reform to gain 
Serbian minorities’ consent. 
 
EUJUST LEX Iraq - 1 July 2005 to 30 June 2009 
 
Continuing into its 4th year and differing from other 
ESDP civ-mil missions, EUJUST LEX is a training 
programme without direct involvement in the targeted 
state, it is still one of the least transparent missions.  
The mission is mainly based in Brussels, but has a 
small cell in Baghdad comprising 29 people. This rule 
of law mission offers training to Iraqi officials from 

                                                 
36 http://www.isis-europe.org/pdf/2008_artrel_166_esr38kosovo-
ssr.pdf  
37 Discussion with EUPT gender advisor, Theodora Krumova in 
May 2008 and commentary from the Civil Society Conference on 
EULEX Kosovo, 29 May 2008, Brussels. 

the criminal justice system in the 15 participating EU 
member states. The training courses focus on three 
main areas of rule of law: police forces, judicial sector 
and penitentiary sector. The mission also offers some 
Iraqi civil servants to work for a short period alongside 
EU agents (but these experiences remain 
disproportionate to trainings - as at April 2008, 12 
‘work experience secondments’ were undertaken 
versus 67 training courses). As at 16 May 2008, 1483 
Iraqi civil servants had been trained and the mission 
costs totalled 21.3 million euro.  
 
Border 
 
EU BAM Rafah - 25 November 2005 to 24 November 
2008 
 
As the only Palestinian controlled crossing point for 
Gaza, the regular security threats and recent incidents 
have lead to instability for survival of EUBAM Rafah 
on the border. After Hamas took control of the Gaza 
Strip in June 2007 and following events during the past 
year, Head of Mission, Lt. General Pietro Pistolese, 
announced on the 15 June 2007 that the mission was 
suspended38.  
 
Lt. General Pistolese39 explains that the mission was 
designed to monitor the established Palestinian border 
authorities at the Rafah cross point. After the Hamas 
coup in June 2007, the authorities as designated in the 
OPLAN ceased to exist, so the conditions required to 
apply the mission mandate were no longer present. Lt 
General Pistolese notes however, that the EU still 
respects the Agreement on Movement and Access and 
thus the legal partners for the EU in this mission - 
Mahmud Abbas’s administration - have not been 
replaced by Hamas.  
 
The first challenge to overcome - and thus enable a 
recommencement of the mission - is successful inter-
Palestinian talks (between Hamas and Fatah) to 
conclude a political solution so that the situation at the 
Gaza Strip (and so, in Rafah) can return to the previous 
condition of early 2007. The second challenge is the 
Israeli authorities, as EUBAM has no executive 
mandate and only monitors Palestinians who were in 
charge of the border control in Rafah. Even if an inter-
Palestinian agreement is reached to restore a legal 
authority in the Gaza Strip, Israelis are not likely to 
give back the control of this crossing point to 
Palestinians, even if monitored by the EU40. 

                                                 
38 Temporary suspension of operations. European Union Border 
Assistance Mission Rafah. 15 June 2007. Available for 
consultation at: http://www.eubam-
rafah.eu/portal/files/pr/2007.07.01.suspension.pdf 
39 Interviewed 25 June 2008.  
40 The current ceasefire between HAMAS and Israel in Gaza Strip 
has been threatened by the launch of 2 rockets from Gaza toward 
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The mission has maintained an operational capability 
to redeploy as soon as the conditions allow. Hence, the 
Council extended its mandate to 24 November 2008, 
giving time for the mission to watch and wait for a 
potential return to previous conditions of operations.  
 
EUBAM Moldova and Ukraine - 1 December 2005 to 
30 November 2009 
 
EU Border Assistance Mission to Moldova and 
Ukraine provides on-the-job training and advice to 
Moldovan and Ukrainian officials, reinforcing their 
capacity to carry out effective border and customs 
controls and border surveillance. This mission 
interfaces with the European Neighborhood Policy to 
play a role in promoting stability and addressing 
frozen conflicts – in this case Transinistria (a Russian-
backed enclave).  
 
This mission is a European Commission activity, 
launched by Council Joint Action 2005/776/CFSP of 7 
November 2005 and the Memorandum of 
Understanding between the European Commission and 
the Governments of the Republic of Moldova and 
Ukraine (7 October 2005). However, it closely works 
with the EUSR for the Republic of Moldova (Mr 
Kálmán Mizsei) Border Support Team, which 
particularly focuses on the Transinistrian section of the 
border between Moldova and Ukraine. The activities 
of the EUSR BST have been extended until 28 
February 2009. 
 
EUSR BST Georgia/South Caucasus / 1 September 
2005 – 28 February 2009 
 
Council Joint Action 2006/121/CFSP extended the 
EUSR’s mandate (and so, the BST) to 28 February 
2009. As a new task, the mission was given the 
responsibility to establish contacts in the conflict 
regions of this area (South Ossetia and Abkhazia) in 
order to transition from management of conflict and to 
commence conflict resolution. However, substantive 
work will only start when an agreement between all 
parties is signed.  
 
Due to the fact that the mission is only seen as a 
complement of the EUSR’s action, the Council 
releases little information on it. It is one of the 
missions the least covered by public information and 
press offices. 
 
Finished Operations 
 
Monitoring 
EUMM – W. Balkans - July 1991 to 31 December 
2007 
                                                                                   
Sderot on 24 June and by the fact that there is no such ceasefire in 
the West Bank. 

(Technically came under “Third Countries and 
Regions” aspects of CFSP, rather than listed as an 
ESDP operation) 
After some 15 years, the EU Monitoring Mission 
Western Balkans ended in December 2007 (its 
presence in Montenegro was ended in mid-2007). On 
the 31st December 2007, the mandate of Head of 
Mission, Maryse Daviet, ended (Council Document 
16895/06), however, the EU Remains active in 
Western Balkans through several missions (EULEX 
Kosovo, ALTHEA and EUPM). 
 
Planning 
 
EUPT Kosovo - 10 April 2006 to 14 June 2008 
 
The November 2007 elections in Kosovo and the 
unilateral declaration of independence on the 17 

February 2008 generated some insecurity about the 
future role of EUPT and EULEX, but the SG/HR 
Javier Solana had declared in November 2007 that the 
EU would look for a “solution” to Kosovo to go ahead 
with a EU civilian mission, even without a UNSC 
resolution and that EU whishes to be “in the frontline” 
for Kosovo’s stabilization. EUPT played a key role in 
preparation for the deployment of EULEX Kosovo. It 
recruited staff, briefed and trained them. After 2 years, 
the mission ended on 14 June 2008, after the Council 
approved the OPLAN for EULEX Kosovo.  
 
Success of the two year preparation of EUPT for 
EULEX Kosovo has been applauded by NGOs for its 
outreach to, and consultation with, civil society in 
particular.41  
 
Assistance: 
 
EU Support to AMIS II (Darfur) / 18 July 2005 – 31 
December 2007 
 
Whereas situation has not improved in Sudan, the EU 
Support to AMIS ended in December 2007, when the 
transition form AMIS mission to UNAMID ended. 
The goal of the small EU support team (lead by the 
EUSR) was to help the AU in the conduct if its 
mission by providing political assistance and training 
to the soldiers acting under AU mandate, so there was 
no direct EU participation to the management of the 
Darfur crisis. Even if the Council confirmed, on the 10 

December 2007, its “readiness to consider further 
measures” there is currently no action on the horizon 
for another ESDP mission in Darfur. Focus is instead 
on strengthening EUFOR Tchad/RCA on the border of 
Sudan and Chad.. 

By Giji Gya and Olivier Jacquemet, ISIS Europe

                                                 
41 Report on the Civil Society Conference on EULEX Kosovo, 29 
May 2008, Brussels.  
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Table 1 - Completed: There will be 11 completed ESDP operations as at 30 June 2008 (see below, Chart 1 and chart at www.isis-
europe.org/index.php?page=responding for further details). The EU has also undertaken several election observer missions – not under ESDP.  

 
Region Military Civil-Military 

assistance 
Civil-Military 
Police 

Civil Rule of 
Law 

Civil-
Military 
SSR 

Civil Border Civilian 
Monitoring 

Planning 

Africa - Artemis DRC 
- EUFOR RD 
Congo  

- Support to AU 
AMIS Sudan 

- EUPOL 
Kinshasa 

     

Balkans/ 
Caucasus/ 
East Europe 

- CONCORDIA 
fYRM 

 - EUPOL 
Proxima 
(fYROM) 
- EUPAT 
(fYROM) 

-EUJUST 
THEMIS 
(Georgia) 

  - EUMM 
Western 
Balkans 

- EUPT 
Kosovo 

Asia       - AMM 
Monitoring 
Mission 

 

Middle East         
 

Table 2 - Ongoing: As at 30 June 2008, there will be 13 active ESDP missions (three in the Western Balkans; two border missions 
covering Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia; three in the Middle East; one in Central Asia; four in Africa). [see below, Chart 1 and chart at 
www.isis-europe.org/index.php?page=responding for further details]. 
 
Region Military Civil-Military 

assistance 
Civil-Military 
Police 

Civil Rule of 
Law 

Civil-Military 
SSR 

Civil Border Civilian  
Monitoring 

Planning  

Africa - EUFOR 
Tchad/RCA 

 - EUPOL RD 
Congo  

 - EUSEC Congo  
- EUSSR Guinea-
Bissau 

   

- EUPM BiH 
 

  Balkans/ 
Caucasus/ 
East Europe 

- EUFOR Althea 
BiH  

 

 
- EULEX Kosovo 

- EUSR BST 
Georgia 
- EUBAM 
Ukraine/ 
Moldova 

  

Asia   - EUPOL 
Afghanistan 

     

Middle East   - EUPOL 
COPPS 
Palestine 

- EUJUST-
LEX Iraq 

 - EUBAM 
Rafah 
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EU BAM Rafah

j f m a m j j a s o n d j f m a m j j a s o n d j f m a m j j a s o n d j f m a m j j a s o n d j f m a m j j a s o n d j f m a m j j a s o n d j f m a m j j a s o n d j f m a m j
2010

EUPOL Afghanistan - police
mandated to 30 May 2010

EUFOR TCHAD-RCA
mandated to 28 January 2009

EU SSR Guinea-Bissau
mandated to 31 May 2009

2007 2008 20092003 2004 2005 2006

EUPAT fYRM
COMPLETED

EUPT Kosovo

EUFOR RD 
Congo (3)

EUPOL RD Congo
mandated to 30 June 2008

AMM Aceh COMPLETED

EU BAM 
Georgia

EUJUST LEX Iraq First extension 1 Jul 05 - 31 Dec 06 extended to 30 June 2009

AMIS EU Supporting Action - Sudan                       COMPLETED 31 December  2007

EUFOR ALTHEA BiH

EUPOL Kinshasa 
--> suceeded by EUPOL RD Congo

EUSEC CONGO extended to 30 June 2008

ARTEMIS 
DRC (2)

EUPOL PROXIMA fYRM 
suceeded by EUPAT fYRM

EUJUST THEMIS Georgia
COMPLETED

EUPM BiH. Followed on from UN Intl Police Task Force. extended to 31 December 2009

CONCORDIA 
fYRM

(1)

EU MM Western Balkans *                                                                                                                                 COMPLETED 31 December 2007
Germany Portugal SloveniaLuxembourg UKGreece Italy Ireland Netherlands

2007 2008 2009

Austria Finland Cz Republic SwedenFrance

2003 2004 2005 2006 2010

extended to December 2009

COMPLETED
15 June 2008

EULEX Kosovo
mandated to 15 June 2010

extended to 28 February 
2009

                       extended to 24 Nov 2008

EU BAM Ukraine-Moldova extended to 30 November 2009

EUPOL COPPS Palestine
mandated to 31 December 2009

Legend - as at June 2008:

Border mission

Police mission

Military mission

Rule of Law mission

SSR mission

Assistance mission

Planning mission

Monitoring misssion

NB - with changes possible if the 
Lisbon Treaty comes into effect, 
the system of 6 month Presidency 
and its role may change.

                                                   

                                                                  arrow 
indicates ongoing mission with a to-be-
determined time frame.

Mission extensions are indicated as 
perpendicular lines within the horizontal 
chronological mission line.

* Note the EUMM W. Balkans began in 
1991 as EUCM W. Balkans and then 
transitioned to EUMM in 2003.

(1) CONCORDIA fYRM completed
(2) ARTEMIS DRC completed
(3) EUFOR RD Congo completed
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Parliamentary Update 3 – 9 June 2008 
 

Following the meetings of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs (AFET) on 3 June and the Subcommittee on 
Security and Defence (SEDE) on 9 June, this month’s 
‘Parliamentary Update’ includes coverage of the 
recent AFET delegation visit to Afghanistan, an 
opinion on the Parliament’s new role and 
responsibilities implementing the Treaty of Lisbon, a 
report on space and security, debate on public 
contracts in the fields of defence and security and 
transfers of defence-related products and an exchange 
of views between the Commission and the Committee 
on the Dublin Conference on Cluster Munitions and 
between the SEDE Subcommittee and Zorica Bukinac 
Cimperšek, President of the Working Group on 
Conventional Arms Exports (COARM). 
 
 
AFET Delegation Visit to Afghanistan  
 
In the AFET Committee on 3 June, MEP Philippe 
Morillon (ALDE) – Vice-Chairman of the Delegation 
for relations with Afghanistan – delivered his report on 
the recent AFET delegation visit to Afghanistan 
between 26 April – 1 May 2008.  
 
On security, Morillon stated that while the Taliban 
were still organizing attacks around the country – 
including the assassination attempt on President 
Hamid Karzai’s life on 27 April 2008 – he was 
impressed by the ‘solidarity’ between Western and 
Afghan forces. Morillon pointed-out that while there 
was a long way to go, it might now be possible for 
Western forces to hand-over more responsibility to 
Afghan forces, which would free-up Western forces to 
police the country’s porous borders.  
 
Regarding reconstruction, Morillon stated that 
redevelopment plans had so far resulted in some very 
concrete results. This he stated could be partly blamed 
on the lack of coordination between government 
authorities and the failure of the government to define 
key priorities or a ‘masterplan’ for future development. 
Morillon then suggested that agriculture be made a 
priority in any reconstruction plan, particularly as the 
harvesting of the poppy crop was still a major 
international issue. In this sense, he stated that he had 
heard some farmers were paid a sum of US$800 000 
by international donors to grow potatoes and wheat 
instead of poppies, and suggested that this could be a 
plan to replicate across Afghanistan.  
 
Finally, Morillon turned to the issued of good 
governance and placed particular emphasis on the state 
of the Afghan parliament. In this regard, Morillon 
notioned that it was a shame that President Karzai had 
no obvious opponent for the 2009 elections, and that it 

only a candidate of Pashtun ethnicity – which 
represent a sizeable but not dominant proportion of 
Afghan society – was ever likely to lead in the future. 
He continued by suggesting that if the Afghan 
parliament is to work effectively it might be a good 
idea to reduce the number of parties to approximately 
ten, as opposed to the hundred parties that are 
currently represented.  
 
 
Stabilization of Afghanistan: Challenges for 
the EU and the International Community   
 
In the same session, MEP Andre Brie (GUE/NGL) 
delivered his report on the ‘Stabilization of 
Afghanistan: Challenges for the European Union (EU) 
and the International Community’. Brie commenced 
by stating that what is now needed is frankness vis-à-
vis Western policies in Afghanistan. He called on 
foreign powers in Afghanistan to stop using the 
country as a ‘playground’ for their own political 
battles, and instead focus on some of the major 
problems presently facing the country.  
 
Brie went on to state that most Afghans had high-
hopes for the future but remarked that a greater effort 
was needed to afford protection to women against 
violence (who in some cases were burned as 
‘punishment’ by their husbands) and emphasize the 
importance of getting more girls into education. Brie 
also remarked that there appeared to be an independent 
media who are allowed to work relatively freely, but 
condemned the arrest of journalist Sayed Parwez 
Kambakhsh - now on death-row for downloading 
documents relating to women and Islam. He concluded 
by saying that Afghans should be given more 
responsibility and ownership for the development of 
their own country.  
 
In the debate that followed, MEP Katrin Saks (PES) 
suggested that no amount of road or schools, as 
welcome as they are, is going to solve the bigger 
problem of instability in the country. Saks stated that 
the Taliban are still perpetrating frequent attacks all 
over the country and are working hard to recruit 
members of Afghanistan’s security services – where 
they pay members of the police up to US$150 
compared to a government wage of US$50. She also 
stated that rather than dealing with issues such as 
traffic and crime the Afghan police have to deal with 
non-police issues such as armed conflict.  
 
Commenting on Morillon’s assessment, Saks then 
pointed-out that the judicial system needed immediate 
attention after claiming that 10% of judges are 
illiterate and the legal system dates back to ‘Soviet 
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times’. She continued by saying that the Afghan 
Parliament is still an establishment for individuals 
rather than parties and it holds no control over the 
government. On the issue of agriculture, Saks stated 
that it made better sense for the international 
community to focus on the issue of drug-trafficking 
rather than on the annihilation of the poppy crop, as it 
represented a major part of Afghanistan’s economy.  
 
In concluding remarks, MEP Ana-Marie Gomes (PES) 
stated that after the AFET delegation visit she had 
come back with an entirely different point of view of 
Afghanistan. She notioned that Afghanistan is going to 
need many years to develop as it is presently stuck in 
the ‘middle-ages’. Gomes proceeded by suggesting 
that the international community now needed to re-
focus its efforts from the ‘war on terror’ to the security 
of civilians, and that any new plan for the country be a 
political rather than military one. She concurred with 
the views of Morillon and Saks and stated that the 
judiciary is completely neglected, but also stated that 
local NGOs with good knowledge of the country – not 
foreign but Afghani – be brought into the development 
and reconstruction phase.  
 
 
Parliament’s New Role and Responsibilities 
Implementing the Treaty of Lisbon  
 
On 3 June, President of the AFET committee MEP 
Jacek Saryusz-Wolski (EPP-ED) unveiled his draft 
opinion on the European Parliament’s (EP) role and 
responsibilities implementing the Lisbon Treaty. 
Saryusz-Wolski opened by remarking that the guiding 
principle of the opinion was the added functionality of 
the EP in foreign affairs.  
 
Saryusz-Wolski went on to state that the aim of the 
opinion was to have a maximalistic approach - within 
the legal confines of the Lisbon Treaty (if ratified) - to 
the EP’s scope in the Common Foreign and Security 
Policy (CFSP) and the European Security and Defence 
Policy (ESDP). He went on to suggest that the EP 
would work with the new High Representative of the 
Union’s Foreign and Security Policy in his or her role 
as a Vice-President of the Commission and not as a 
member of the Council1, which should in theory give 
the EP more control over the CFSP and ESDP.  
 
MEP Karl Von Wogau (EPP-ED) – Chairman of the 
SEDE subcommittee – commenced the debate by 
suggesting that if the EP is truly to be effective in the 

                                                 
1 If ratified the Lisbon Treaty will merge the European 
Commissioner for External Relations and the High Representative 
for the CFSP into a single High Representative of the Union’s 
Foreign and Security Policy, who will head the European Council’s 
Foreign Affairs Council and serve as a Vice-President of the 
Commission. 

CFSP it needs to be much quicker in providing EP 
Resolutions2 on planned ESDP missions. If, as Von 
Wogau continued, the EP could not provide 
Resolutions on foreign affairs matters in a timely 
fashion then it would be impossible for the EU to 
know what the EP is thinking. On this same point, he 
also suggested that there should be a much better 
communications channel between the EP, the 
Commission and the Council on external relations 
issues.  
 
Gomes also commented on Saryusz-Wolski’s opinion 
by agreeing with Von Wogau that the EP had to 
increase its scrutiny of the ESDP through timely 
resolutions. She also went on to suggest that as part of 
the EP’s scrutiny of the ESDP, Von Wogau, as 
Chairman of the SEDE Subcommittee, should be 
allowed to be part of regular European Defence 
Agency (EDA) steering board meetings, as it is 
essential that the EP have a presence in the EDA 
beyond that of an observer as is presently the case.  
 
 
Space and Security  
 
In the same session, Von Wogau commented on his 
draft report on the ‘Contribution of Space-Supported 
Systems to ESDP’ by stating that the EU has a 
problem in the field of space and security. He claimed 
that it is obvious that satellites are required for 
navigation purposes but they are needed even more 
urgently in the field of ESDP missions, especially in 
places where the geography is testing and sometimes 
treacherous. He continued saying that soldiers 
undertaking ESDP missions need the correct 
intelligence support to conduct operations 
successfully, and above all else, safely.  
 
Von Wogau highlighted that of the satellite systems 
currently in operation in the EU including Helios 
(France) and TerraSAR-X (Germany) none had been 
made available for autonomous use for ESDP 
operations. He went on to state that while he 
welcomed the adoption of the ‘European Space 
Policy’3 and its legal basis under the Lisbon Treaty, 
more could be done to develop the EU Satellite Centre 
(EUSC)4 to make use of its full potential. Von Wogau 
                                                 
2 The EP can pass resolutions with a vote in plenary – with or 
without debate - that are tabled by Members and by the 
parliamentary committees. After voting, the resolution is adopted 
and published and forwarded to relevant parties. 
3 The European Space Policy aims to attain independent and 
autonomous space systems for the European Union and it has been 
specifically mentioned in the Treaty of Lisbon under Article 189. 
See: 
http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/08/st06/st06655.en08.pdf
.  
4 The European Union Satellite Centre is located in Torrejón de 
Ardoz near Madrid, Spain and is so far the only autonomous 
satellite system for the CFSP and ESDP.  
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concluded by urging member states to pool and 
exchange intelligence where necessary in order to limit 
costs and provide for European-wide security.  
 
MEP Metin Kazak (ALDE) welcomed Von Wogau’s 
remarks and re-affirmed the need to harmonize efforts 
in space policy for its operational benefits and added 
value to citizens. There is an urgent need to harmonize 
the EU’s space policy as soon as possible otherwise we 
risk the lives of soldiers and undermine the EU’s 
credibility in the field. Kazak notioned further that a 
common position should be adopted by the EP as a 
precondition for further efforts on space related 
matters.   
 
In contrast this, MEP Tobias Pflueger (GUE/NGL) 
took exception to the emphasis placed on the military 
aspect of space satellites and suggested that any space 
‘deployment’ be used for purely civilian purposes such 
as Global Position System (GPS) units. Pflueger 
maintained that he thought the militarization of space 
was something the EP should work against not 
towards, and warned that the legal basis for the 
utilization of satellite systems such as Galileo for 
ESDP missions (or any military operations) was not 
explicitly mentioned in the Treaty of Lisbon.  
 
Concluding, Morillon responded in criticism of 
Pflueger’s objections by saying that the EU should not 
become hypocrites on the space issue. Morillon saw no 
sense in the EU relying on other countries for satellite 
imagery and intelligence, and that it made sound 
strategic sense to be able to provide one’s own 
intelligence capabilities. He ended by welcoming Von 
Wogau’s draft report and calling for research and 
development of space related issues to be made an 
absolute priority in the AFET Committee and SEDE 
Subcommittee. 
 
 
Public Contracts in the Fields of Defence-
Related Products 
 
In the SEDE Subcommittee on 9 June, Gomes began 
her presentation on the particular issue of public 
contracts in the fields of defence-related products. She 
explained that the SEDE Subcommittee backs the 
proposal of a joint EP and Council directive on the 
‘coordination of procedures for the award of certain 
public works contracts, public supply contracts and 
public service contracts in the fields of defence and 
security’ – ‘the defence procurement directive’5.  

                                                 
5 Please note that while this is a joint EP and Council proposed 
Directive, the task of drafting and presentation has been delegated 
to the Commission.  
See: http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2007:0766:FI
N:EN:HTML 

 
Gomes continued by stating that the text would create 
a harmonized European market of defence products, 
which would offer better defence equipment and 
greater cost effectiveness in the defence field. Von 
Wogau - Chairman of the SEDE Subcommittee - 
stated that thanks to this new directive member states 
would only be able to apply Article 296 of the Treaty 
of Amsterdam6 in extraordinary circumstances, and 
that in the main, they could no longer restrain 
competition in defence procurement. This he stated 
was a positive step-forward.  
 
There were, however, several points on which certain 
members of the Subcommittee disagreed with the 
Commission’s draft Directive. Firstly, the 
Commission’s proposal only liberalized those arms, 
munitions and/or war materials on the ‘Council 1958 
List’7, which has never been formally published nor 
updated since its adoption fifty years ago, and is sure 
to include outdated military equipment. A Commission 
representative recognized that there were problems 
drawing on the 1958 list, but stated that the outdated 
nature of the list allowed member states to apply 
Article 296 in a restricted manner – i.e. they would not 
be able to apply it on new defence equipment.   
 
A number of members of the Subcommittee agreed 
that the list was totally outdated. MEP Glyn Ford 
(PES) pointed out, as did MEP Mihael Brejc (EPP-ED) 
and Gomes, that use of the list would mean that all 
new kinds of defence-related products produced after 
1958 (such as satellites) would surely not be covered 
by the directive and so, liberalization of defence 
procurements would be highly limited. Hence the 
Subcommittee is in favor of basing the Directive on 
the list established by the EU Code of Conduct on 
arms exports, ten years ago. 
 
Then, the Subcommittee recognized the necessity to 
protect information in such a sensitive field, as it 
recognized the need for transparency in the relations 
between contractors (especially to fight against 
corruption). Hence, von Wogau, Gomes and Ford 
insisted on the fact that the second amendment 
proposed by the Subcommittee (on the creation, by the 
Commission, of an EU security of information system, 
to smooth exchange of information between 
contractors) is quite relevant.  
 
The Commission answered that it agreed on the 
amendment but that it needed more time after the 
                                                 
6 Article 296 of the Treaty of Amsterdam was initially laid-down in 
Article 223 (1.b) of the Treaty of Rome (1958) and stipulated that 
any member state could take measures to protect their market 
relating to arms, munitions and war material.   
7 This list accompanied Article 223 (1.b) of the Treaty of Rome 
and stipulated the different types of defence equipment which 
could be protected from competition.  
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publication of the Directive to implement such a 
mechanism. MEP Evgeni Kirilov (PES) specified that 
such a transparency would also be good for EU 
member states in so far as it could be used as a tool to 
put pressure on tariffs. 
 
 
Transfers of Defence-Related Products 
 
MEP Angelika Beer (Greens/EFA) presented a draft 
opinion on a proposed Directive to simplify terms and 
conditions of transfers of defence-related products 
within the Community8.  
 
Beer observed that such a proposal is fundamentally 
sound in so far as it would smooth exports of defence 
products within the EU, and (combined with the future 
directive on public contracts in the fields of defence 
and security) participate in the strengthening of the 
technological and industrial basis of the European 
Defence.9 Furthermore, the Commission’s proposal 
mentions that States are still allowed to restrain 
exports in regard to the risks for preservation of human 
rights, peace, security and stability created by a 
transfer.  
 
However, despite the Subcommittee appreciating the 
simplification of rules, there remain concerns about the 
exportations of defense-related products towards 
fragile or third states in conflict. Beer also noted that 
the EU Code of Conduct on Arms Exports10 does 
provide a first barrier in preventing exports of weapons 
or war material to states in conflict. However, the 
Code of Conduct is not legally binding and the 
Commission controls its application only on the basis 
of reports established by states.  Hence, Beer pleaded 
in favor of the creation of a body in charge of export 
control to third states. Furthermore, her draft opinion 
states that it is in the interests of the EU to keep 
records of sales as long as possible (5 years versus the 
3 years proposed by the Commission). To enhance 
traceability, the draft opinion calls for the creation of a 
list of persons in charge of arms transfers and the end 
user of the arms. Moreover, the duration of licenses to 
export (given by governments) should be shortened 
(from 5 to 3 years). Finally, the draft opinion insists on 
the need for the directive to underline a strict 
forbidding of re-exportation of material if the state to 

                                                 
8The Commission’s draft of this directive can be found on the 
following webpage: 
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/regulation/inst_sp/docs/consult_transfer
/Defense_Directive_Proposal_EN.pdf  
9 See EP Update on EDTIB in ESR no. 36, November 2007 and 
ESR no. 37 March 2008. 
10 The EU Code of Conduct on arms export can be found on the 
following webpage: 
http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/cfsp/sanctions/codeofconduct
.pdf  

have first exported a weapon, then opposes the re-
exportation of the weapon by the recipient state. 
 
In response the Commission argued that all measures 
aiming strengthen the control of exports might not be 
accepted by member states, especially when France is 
to take the EU Presidency and has backed the proposed 
Directive but vetoed any proposal to make the Code of 
Conduct legally binding. Hence, Gomes is opposed to 
the creation of an agency to control exports of defence 
related products, such as the one that Beer put forward, 
as it would involve another bureaucratic structure and 
hence increase the reluctance of states to back the 
proposed Directive. MEP Hannes Swoboda (PES) 
agreed with Gomes and said that the EU had to find a 
compromise between the demands for traceability and 
the smoothing of defence product exportations. 
 
Chairman of the Subcommittee von Wogau concluded 
by remarking that the European Community is an 
economic community, so it has to facilitate exports, 
but is also a community of peace and thus there was a 
need to take into account amendments aiming to 
strengthen control on exports towards third States. 
 
 
Exchange of views between the Commission 
and the Committee on the Dublin Conference 
on Cluster Munitions 
 
The representation of the Commission opened the 
exchange of views on the Dublin Conference on 
clusters munitions by announcing that on the 30th of 
May 2008, over 100 countries had adopted the Cluster 
Munitions Convention. This conference agreed on a 
final convention forbidding the use, production and 
transfer of cluster munitions. Furthermore, the 
Convention involves obligations for States to destroy 
their stocks of cluster munitions, launch mine 
clearance actions and prevention campaigns among 
civilians. 
 
The Commission deplored the absence at the 
conference of the most important producers and users 
of this kind of munitions (i.e. China, India, Pakistan, 
Russia, the US) and pointed out that, due to its special 
legal status, the European Union did not directly 
participate in the conference. However, the EU was 
present as an observer and is pleased by the adoption 
of the Convention and the Commission has backed 
several projects in countries affected by cluster 
munitions.  
 
When asked by MEP Helmut Kuhne (PES) about the 
member states’ positions vis-à-vis the conference, the 
Commission replied that there was a fracture on the 
issue. Indeed, Ireland and Austria played a key role in 
the promotion of Convention. However, other 



 

 

European Security Review no. 39, July 2008, ISIS Europe - page 31 

countries (such as Greece and Romania) argued that 
the Convention should be debated and elaborated by 
national experts in the Oslo process and not in the 
over-politicized UN framework. Notwithstanding, the 
Commission could not speak for the Council and was 
unable to give official member states’ positions11. 
 
 
Exchange of views with Mrs. Zorica Bukinac 
Cimperšek, President of the COARM 
 
On the occasion of the 10th anniversary of the EU 
Code of Conduct on Arms Exports, Mrs. Zorica 
Bukinac Cimperšek exchanged views with the 
Subcommittee on the application of the Code of 
Conduct.  
 
The COARM is the EU working group on 
conventional arms and over the ten last years, it has 
had an important history covering enlargement, 
expansion of information sharing and the problem of a 
legally binding Code of Conduct. Indeed, to some 
NGOs, the Code does not help as it remains in the 
realm of ‘soft’ law; on the other hand, firms claim that 
member states interpret this code too rigidly. However, 
there are some positive elements in so far as the Code 
has involved greater transparency and information 
sharing in the arms transfer field.  
 
Cimperšek presented the main achievements of 
COARM under the Slovenian EU Presidency. She 
specified that COARM organized several seminars and 
official meetings with government representatives or 
NGOs, mainly to discuss the issues of arms export 
controls and refusal of arms exportation licenses. The 
regular meetings with representatives from EU 
member states particularly dealt with the 
implementation of a common position on exportation 
control. Cimperšek also noted that COARM wished to 
be involved in the debate vis-à-vis the proposed 
Directive on public contracts of defence-related 
products.  
 
The COARM also backed the universal project of an 
Arms Trade Treaty through the organization of the 
Ljubljana meeting on the 23 January (with 
representatives from the Industry, national experts and 
members of the SIPRI) on the role of the European 
Parliament on arms exports control transparency. This 
meeting also encouraged Western Balkan states to 
create their own reports on arms trade and thus 
participate in the development of good state practices. 
 

                                                 
11 According to Cluster Munition Coalition, so far 22 member 
states of the EU have adopted the convention: 
www.stopclustermunitions.org/the-solution/the-treaty/?id=84
  

However, Cimperšek deplored the fact that there was 
too little support for making the EU Code of Conduct 
legally binding, but it does not mean that the COARM 
should cease to promote it. 
 
MEP Raul Romeva i Rueda (Greens/EFA) was 
satisfied with the previous and ongoing work. 
However, he stressed the importance of solving the 
technical gaps existing in the field of arms export 
controls between old and new member states. He also 
hoped that the Slovenian efforts to make the Code of 
Conduct legally binding will be continued by the next 
EU presidencies. 
 
Romeva underlined a range of problems related to the 
Code of Conduct. The Code suffers from a too wide 
margin of interpretation, which enabled some member 
states to export arms towards Myanmar, Saudi Arabia 
or even Sudan. To strengthen the precision of the 
Code, a list of states that could potentially be under 
arms embargo should be established. Cimperšek 
responded that a list of states in conflict or ‘fragile’ 
states was established but that it was not yet approved.  
 
Rueda believes that the scope of the Code should be 
widened so it also encompasses private military and 
security companies (PMSCs) and use of products 
intended for purposes of torture. The president of 
COARM declared that instruments of torture have 
already been targeted by EU laws and she asserted that 
the debate is clearly open on the issue of PMSC. 
 
Rueda also asked how states were applying the 
Common Position on Arms Brokering12, which could 
eventually allow an arms exporter to avoid EU 
legislation and control, once the arms had reached the 
international market. On this point, Cimperšek said 
that member states have established reporting on arms 
brokering but even though five states do not have 
national legal mechanisms to hence effect this 
common position, this does not mean that mechanisms 
do not exist to control such a practice.  
 
 
By Daniel Fiott and Olivier Jacquemet, ISIS Europe

                                                 
12 The EU Common Position on Arms Brokering can be found on 
the following webpage: http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2003:156:007
9:0080:EN:PDF  
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Parliamentary Update 23 – 26 June 2008 
 
Following the meetings of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs (AFET) on 24 and 25 June and the 
Subcommittee on Security and Defence (SEDE) on 25 
and 26 June, this ‘Parliamentary Update’ includes 
coverage of the exchange of views with Peter Semneby, 
EU Special Representative for the South Caucasus, a 
workshop on the ‘African Peace and Security 
Architecture’, the 10th Joint Meeting with the Chairs 
of Foreign Affairs and Defence Committees of 
National Parliaments, and an exchange of views with 
DG E IX, Council; the CFSP Operations Unit, 
European Commission; the Crisis Response and 
Peacebuilding Unit, European Commission and Chair 
of the PSC. 
 
Exchange of views with EU Special 
Representative for the South Caucasus 
 
On 24 June, Mr. Peter Semneby, EU Special 
Representative for the South Caucasus to the 
Committee, gave an update on the situation in the 
troubled region, particularly regarding developments 
in Georgia.  Semneby stated that a lot of progress had 
already been made in the South Caucasus, but that 
there were still two main areas of concern for the EU: 
conflict and democracy. He continued by warning that 
these problems were compounded by the fact that 
Russia had a deep political and military involvement in 
the region and that the South Caucasus was comprised 
of relatively new independent states where democracy 
was still in its infancy.  
 
Regarding conflicts, Semneby stated that the South 
Caucasus remains a highly conflict prone and volatile 
region. He went on to note that Russia’s decision to 
deploy peacekeepers in Georgia, pre and post-electoral 
violence in Nagorno-Karabakh and the tense nature of 
Georgian-Abkhazian relations have only worsened the 
security situation in the region. Nevertheless, Semneby 
was quick to point-out that the EU did have a strategic 
interest in the South Caucasus, which was highlighted 
recently by Javier Solana’s visit to the region as a 
means to fostering dialogue between states.  
 
On democracy, Semneby stated that many countries 
are still suffering from a huge democratic deficit. Here 
he cited recent parliamentary elections in Georgia 
which resulted in a number of political arrests, a 
clamp-down on the media and a majority of opposition 
parties stating that they would boycott the parliament 
altogether. Semneby remarked that while the Georgian 
government had made strides in reforming its economy 
it needed to do much more in including opposition 
parties into the governing process and desist from 
constitutional and legal amendments to the electoral 
process prior to elections.  

MEP Charles Tannock (EPP-ED) asked what impact 
Kosovar independence would have on the South 
Caucasus region and how it would affect Georgian-
Abkhazian relations. Semneby responded by stating 
that the independence of Kosovo had created a number 
of fears and expectations in the region, particularly in 
Russia and Georgia, but reiterated the Council’s 
position that independence in Kosovo did not 
automatically guarantee independence for every state 
seeking secession. 
 
MEP Karl Von Wogau (EPP-ED) asked if there was a 
specific action plan within the Council for the South 
Caucasus, and whether Semneby thought there was a 
possibility for the EU to send a European Security and 
Defence Policy (ESDP) mission to the region in the 
future. Semneby responded by suggesting that the 
Council’s main action plan in the region addressed 
pressing issues such as conflict and democratic 
legitimacy. He also stated that the Council had 
considered a mission to the region but warned that this 
would only happen if the security situation on the 
ground improved. 
 
‘The African Peace and Security Architecture’ 
Workshop 
 
On 24 June, Dr. Alex Vines – Head of Africa 
Programme, Chatham House – delivered his study to 
the AFET Committee entitled ‘Options for the EU to 
Support the African Peace and Security Architecture 
(APSA)’1. MEP Michael Gahler (EPP-ED) - Vice-
Chairman of the AFET Committee - stressed the 
increasing importance of Africa to the EU, and 
welcomed the study as an important tool in the 
European Parliament’s role in this relationship. 
 
Vines stated that African security had evolved at a 
very fast pace over the last six years, especially since 
the establishment of the African Union (AU) in 2002. 
He highlighted how the AU had developed its own 
Political and Security Committee (PSC), a Continental 
Early Warning System (CEWS), a Military Staff 
Committee (AUMS) and an African Standby Force 
(ASF). Such developments have, Vines continued, 
come to complement the EU’s own strategy towards 
Africa, especially with regard to the European 
Development Fund (EDF) and the Africa-EU Strategic 
Partnership.  
 
Vines suggested that the efficacy of the APSA was still 
plagued by a number of problems relating to decision-
making within the AU. He cited the particular example 

                                                 
1 See: www.isis-
europe.org/pdf/2008_artrel_171_2008_artrel_170_08-05-ep-study-
eu-apsa.pdf.  
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of the AUMS’ relationship with the PSC, with the 
AUMS meeting too infrequently and without proper 
coordination or leadership to offer effective analysis to 
the PSC. Vines warned that a lack of military 
resources, specifically the inability of the AU to pay its 
forces’ salaries, means that the AU continues to lack 
institutional coherence.  
 
Where the EU’s involvement in the APSA was 
concerned, Vines suggested that the EU play a much 
larger role in both encouraging and interfacing with 
the AU’s PSC, AUMS and ASF. In this sense, while 
the EU’s decision to send a Special Representative 
(EUSR to the AU)2 is an important step forward, the 
EU could do more to ensure that the AU continues to 
develop its forces and assist with increasing funding 
and coordination within the various AU bodies.  
 
Professor Paul Collier, Director of the Centre for the 
Study of African Economies, Oxford University, 
suggested that the key to security and an end to 
violence in Africa lay in greater economic 
development. He notioned that it was clear that robust 
economies very rarely ever descend into civil-war, and 
in this regard he reiterated that ‘ensuring security in 
Africa’ means succeeding in economics.  
 
Collier suggested that the only way Africa was ever 
going to alleviate its security problems would be 
through a comprehensive international plan that 
focused on aid, trade liberalization, demilitarization 
and good governance. Collier likened this approach to 
one taken by the US when it was involved in 
developing Europe after the Second World War, where 
it provided aid through the Marshall Fund, liberalized 
its trade with Europe, sought to demilitarize states such 
as Germany and establish a number of global 
governance institutions – e.g. the Bretton Woods 
institutes3 - to foster a ‘rules-based’ environment.  
 
Collier further suggested that the EU needs to ‘get as 
serious’ with Africa as the US did with Europe if the 
continent is to develop. This means, that EU 
development strategies should not just concentrate on 
aid payments alone, but should instead aim to develop 
structures along the lines of the European Economic 
Community and ‘acquis communitaire’ in Africa. 
Collier claims that if they worked for Europe, there is 
no reason why they cannot eventually work for Africa.  
 
Collier claimed that such a plan would help supply 
Africa with the two public goods they currently lack 
and desperately require – security and governance. 
This supply, could be offered by African governments 

                                                 
2 Koen Vervaeke has been EUSR to the AU since December 2007 
and is based in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.  
3 These institutions included the establishment of the International 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development (now the World Bank) 
and the International Monetary Fund.  

themselves through economic reforms, greater political 
inclusiveness and decreasing domestic spending on 
security and military forces and by the international 
community through sustained post-conflict 
peacekeeping missions during elections, a continuance 
of aid and by demanding that African governments 
remain transparent to their citizens.  
 
General Pierre-Michel Joana, Special Advisor to the 
High Representative for the Common Foreign and 
Security Policy (CFSP), stated that the EU is working 
hard to ensure that the APSA is effective and that this 
was important for Africa and the EU. He reiterated the 
importance of sending a EUSR to the AU as this 
would allow the EU to support and the meet the needs 
of the AU in real-time. Joana also suggested that EU 
institutions, in their collective work on Africa, should 
be careful not to leave gaps in development strategies 
where a number of initiatives overlapped.  
 
Joana continued by stating that the EU should also 
recognize that Africa has a number of other 
partnerships with other organisations and states such as 
the UN, US, Brazil and China and that an effective 
APSA would also rely on the EU’s relationships with 
such actors. Joana made clear that the AU is currently 
facing a number of obstacles in its work because of a 
lack of resources, an excessive administrative burden – 
where he used the example of salaries not getting to 
troops on time even though the money was in the bank 
- and the fact that many AU organs were being run 
from the ‘outside’ by international actors and not by 
African’s themselves.  Hence, he suggested that in 
order to assist African ownership of the AU it is 
imperative that the EU look into establishing a number 
of ‘centres of excellence’ across the continent, which 
would help train individuals for specific AU roles. He 
also then went on to urge the EU PSC to work more 
closely with their counterparts in the AU, and even 
suggested the creation of regular formal meetings 
between AU and EU bodies and greater training 
exchanges between European and African civil-
military forces.  
 
Ambassador Andebrhan Giorgis – Africa Advocacy 
Director, International Crisis Group, stated that the 
world had to get serious about Africa’s poor socio-
economic development. Most African countries, he 
continued, are or have been embroiled in armed 
conflict over the last decade and that an end to war was 
the only way forward for Africa. If the APSA is to be 
truly effective, he claimed, closer cooperation between 
the AU and EU was required, especially in detecting 
potential conflicts or disasters at an early stage. 
 
Von Wogau asked if the EU’s own inability to reach a 
coherent and capable CFSP hindered the assistance the 
EU could give to the AU. He also raised the issue of 
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the ‘Responsibility to Protect’4 (R2P) concept and 
asked how this has impacted on the APSA. Collier 
responded by suggesting that he was unsure if R2P is 
the most useful strategy for intervention, as it set the 
international community an incredibly ‘tall order’ to 
meet every time the word ‘intervention’ was 
mentioned. On the issue of the CFSP Collier suggested 
that the EU would have to increase its defence 
capabilities if it has any ambitions of offering 
peacekeeping in Africa.  
 
MEP Christopher Beazley (EPP-ED) asked if there 
were any clear strategies for governance, peacekeeping 
and reconstruction in Africa and whether the AU or the 
EU was seriously capable of intervening in the future 
to stop genocide on the continent. Vines stated that 
there were a number of strategies geared towards 
governance and peacekeeping in Africa, but that their 
effectiveness was not only dependent on local or 
international ‘action plans’ but also on the political 
will of the general population. As a concluding remark 
he then stated that the AU does have the ability to 
intervene in trouble spots, and cited the example the 
Economic Community of West African States’ 
(ECOWAS) deployment of an intervention force in 
Liberia. 
 
10th Joint Meeting with Chairs of Foreign 
Affairs and Defence Committees of National 
Parliaments   
 
On 25 June Saryusz-Wolski commenced the ‘10th Joint 
Meeting of the EP with the Chairs of Foreign Affairs 
and Defence Committee of National Parliaments’. 
Saryusz-Wolski recounted how the joint meeting came 
as a response to the events of 11 September 2001 and 
the need to foster common approaches to issues such 
as terrorism. These meetings aim to increase 
transparency and oversight of the CFSP and ESDP, 
which was especially needed in light of the Irish ‘no’ 
vote in their referendum of the Lisbon Treaty.  
 
MEP Andrew Duff (ALDE) remarked that the Irish 
‘no’ vote had caused serious problems for the EU of a 
‘grave and complex’ type. He warned the Committee 
that there might not be a solution to the Irish decision 
and that members should refrain from indulging in 
wishful thinking over CFSP or ESDP. He also notified 
members of the national parliaments that the AFET 
Committee’s work with the Commission and Council 
over the proposed European External Action Service 
(EEAS) was now suspended.  
 
Duff claimed that whatever the conclusions of the 
‘Lisbon crisis’ the need to continue to develop 
European security and defence policies grows, 

                                                 
4 For more information on the R2P concept see: http://www.isis-
europe.org/pdf/2008_artrel_173_esr39-r2p.pdf.   

especially as international affairs would not ‘stand-
still’ while Europe sorts itself out.  
 
MP Michael Woods (Irish Republican Party (Fianna 
Fáil) – Chairman of the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
in the Irish House of Representatives (the Dáil)), stated 
that the rejection of the Lisbon Treaty by the Irish had 
come as a deep disappointment to the government. He 
went on to state that the EU should now respect the 
verdict of the Irish electorate and to give the Irish the 
‘time and space’ to now find a way forward. 
Nevertheless, he pointed-out that national parliaments 
should seek closer cooperation with the EP, 
particularly in their respective work of informing 
citizens about CFSP developments.  
 
Lord Roper (British Liberal Democratic Party in the 
House of Lords) – Chair of the Lords Select Sub-
committee on European Union Foreign Affairs, 
Defence and Development Policy - commended the EP 
on its recently adopted reports on the CFSP and ESDP5 
and also informed the Committee that the House of 
Lords had also suspended its work on the EEAS. Lord 
Roper then continued by informing the EP that he 
thought more could be done to boost cooperation 
between national parliaments and the EP, but stated 
that a greater focus was now needed on the Irish ‘no’ 
vote and where this left the CFSP.  
 
Von Wogau warned that more was needed to be done 
to stop the overlapping of EU institution work on 
CFSP and ESDP. He made particular reference to the 
lack of resources currently afforded the ESDP and 
stated that national parliaments could assist in boosting 
the EU’s defence, satellite and intelligence 
capabilities. He called on national parliaments to assist 
in the EP’s desire to establish a permanent European 
Defence College (EDC).   
 
MP Mauro Del Vecchio (Italian Democratic Party 
(Partido Democratico)) - Member of the Permanent 
Committee on Defence in the Italian Senate – was 
quick to endorse this view and suggested that national 
parliaments could do more to develop a EDC and that 
they might also look at establishing a central EU 
military control centre for ESDP missions. Del 
Vecchio then ended by asking those present in the 
Committee to respect the Irish ‘no’ vote and to wait 
patiently for the Irish response to the situation.  
 
MEP Colm Burke (EPP-ED) concluded the Committee 
meeting by making a number of comments on the 
Lisbon Treaty. Firstly, he suggested that the Lisbon 
Treaty failed in Ireland because it was too much of a 
legalistic text and not one easily understood by 
citizens. In Ireland, he continued, this fact was taken 

                                                 
5 For more information on these reports see: www.isis-
europe.org/pdf/2008_artrel_168_esr38ep-update-may08.pdf.
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up early by the press and ‘no’ campaigners to confuse 
the general population. In the future, Burke remarked, 
it would be useful if the EU shortened or made any 
future treaty texts more readable for the ordinary 
citizen.  
 
Exchange of views - DG E IX, Council;  CFSP 
Operations Unit, and the Crisis Response and 
Peacebuilding Unit, Commission 
 
MEP Karl von Wogau (EPP-ED) – Chairman of 
Subcommittee Security and Defence (SEDE) – opened 
SEDE meeting of 25 June and the exchange of views 
on civilian crisis management with a short introduction 
vis-à-vis the recent creation of the Civilian Planning 
and Conduct Capability (CPCC, civilian equivalent to 
permanent military headquarters), proof that EU is 
willing to give itself comprehensive crisis management 
tools.  
  
Director for Civilian Crisis Management (DG E IX) at 
the Council of the European Union, Mr Mika-Markus 
Leinonen, stated that since the launch of the first EU 
civilian mission 5 years ago, civilian crisis 
management had experienced fantastic developments: 
the number of missions and their geographical scope 
increased, the operations diversified (from police to 
comprehensive Rule of law and border assistance 
missions) as their complexity (from strictly CFSP 
missions to cross-pillar cooperation). 
 
Leinonen said that this trend was to continue because 
there was no shortage of crises. He welcomed the 
creation of the CPCC, considered as a very practical 
tool, allowing the EU to have strong planning and 
mission conduct capabilities. He explained that DG E 
IX of the Council was a technical tool in charge of 
leading preparatory missions to give an overall 
assessment of the situation on a theatre and the 
necessary means (as the way they need to be used) to 
conduct a successful potential civilian mission. He 
responded to MEPs Neyts-Uyttebroeck and Hybášková 
(ALDE) that he had no powers over the participation 
of each member state in civilian crisis management, 
while recognising that the EU needed to find ways to 
convince member states to be more involved. A 
possible solution could be the participation of states 
not according to numerical capabilities but according 
to specialities of each (as he believed that each 
member state has developed good capabilities in a 
specific field).  
 
Asked by MEP Angelika Beer (Greens/EFA) vis-à-vis 
the creation of a potential civilian peace corps, he 
answered that the problem was more a case of 
effective availability of capabilities pledged by 
member states (states pledge a certain number of 
troops and equipment but the latter are often already 

deployed on other theatres) than creating a peace 
corps.  
  
The Head of the CSFP Operations Unit (DG RELEX 
European Commission), Mr. Juha Auviven underlined 
that the Commission had followed the recent 
evolutions of civilian crisis management. DG RELEX 
follows the Council’s action on a more operational 
level, by bringing funds to the mission and leading 
related programmes in the countries concerned. An 
example of this increasing involvement was indicated 
in the annual budget of DG RELEX dedicated to 
CFSP, which increased from 30 million euro five years 
ago, to 235 millions euro for 2008. These funds are not 
granted to military missions and the Operations Unit 
was not only responsible for granting the funds but 
also controlling their use.  He assured MEP Luis 
Yañes-Barnuevo García (PSE) that the Irish “no” to 
the Treaty of Lisbon did not stop the momentum of the 
Commission’s involvement in civilian crisis 
management because there was already progress 
achieved within the Nice framework before dealing 
with the future changes to be brought by the Lisbon 
Treaty. 
 
The Head of Crisis Response and Peacebuilding Unit 
(DG RELEX, European Commission), Christian 
Berger, described the different mechanisms the 
European Commission could use to face a conflict, 
underlining that each tool is designed to be used in a 
specific scenario. The Commission utilizes the 
Stability Instrument” to fund programmes and projects 
aimed at preventing conflicts. The Stability Instrument 
is a set of political and economic reform programmes 
and aids (macro financial assistance, transfer of 
technologies etc). The EU divided geographical 
regions into several areas of security in which the 
Commission acts with the Stability Instrument, 
adapted to the areas of the EU, European 
Neighbourhood Policy, Mediterranean Union. During 
a crisis, the Commission uses humanitarian aid (that 
absorbs two thirds of the 70 billion euro affected 
through DG RELEX for 2007-2013) and civilian 
protection measures (financial assistance to ESDP 
missions – 4 billion euro for 2007-2013). Finally, the 
Commission acts in post crisis phases to help local 
authorities and international community to create a 
safe and sustainable environment through diverse 
programmes, such as facilitating peace talks, mine 
clearance campaigns, education, good governance. 
 
During the response phase, the Commission deploys 
its own personnel or member states civilian staff 
seconded to the Commission. During the stability 
phase, the Commission seeks to rely on local or 
international NGOs and on civil society. For the 
prevention phase, the Commission relies on 
international partners and is currently seeking to create 
a permanent “peacebuilding partnership”: a set of 6 to 
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7 European cells working as permanent points of 
contact for the Commission in the main regions of the 
world.  
 
Exchange of views with Chair of the PSC 
 
On 26 June, Von Wogau opened the exchange of 
views with Ambassador Metka Ipavic, Chairwoman of 
the Political and Security Committee, vis-à-vis the 
latest developments of ESDP under the Slovenian 
Presidency by noting that there have been significant 
developments within the Nice Framework - such as 
creation of the EDA, increasing number of missions, 
and the defense package by the Commission - even if 
the Lisbon treaty had not entered into force.  
 
Ipavic presented a brief overview of the ongoing 
missions and welcomed the launch of EULEX Kosovo 
and EUSSR Guinea-Bissau, both contributing good 
governance. She also welcomed the launch of the 
EUFOR Tchad/RCA. She added that the Council was 
currently studying the feasibility of another mission in 
Palestinian Occupied Territories (in addition to 
EUBAM Rafah and EUPOL COPPS).  
 
MEP Tobias Pflüger (GUE/NGL) objected that the 
agreement between the Council of the European Union 
and Guinea-Bissau authorising the deployment of the 
mission (adopted on 10 June 2008) was not balanced: 
it transferred some of Guinea-Bissau’s sovereign rights 
to the EU and granted the mission exorbitant rights, 
benefits and immunities. Hence, he asked Ipavic if she 
perceived this mandate as normal and if these kinds of 
clauses were common in bilateral agreements. In 
response, Ipavic simply answered that there were texts 
framing the immunities and privileges without 
detailing.  
 
Vis-à-vis Kosovo, Pflüger wanted to know the 
transition between the UNMIK and the EU mission 
would be undertaken. Ipavic informed the 
Subcommittee that this transition was about to start 
and that it would last 4 months. MEP Vytautas 
Landsbergis (EPP-ED) asked if EU compensation 
agreement could explain the fact that Russia and 
Serbia reactions on the independence of Kosovo had 
calmed. Ipavic explained that she did not know if the 
compensation agreement with Russia could explain 
such a shift. However, the victory of pro-Europe 
leaders in the Serbian election could be a factor of 
appeasement.  
 
Ipavic applauded the adoption of the Stabilization and 
Association Agreement in BiH, allowing a 
simplification of laws pertaining to law enforcement 
agencies and police, thus, increasing transparency in 
Bosnia. MEP Michael Brejc (ALDE), argued however 
that police reform had only started after huge pressure 
from the international community and he expected the 

Council to lead a real reform of the police sector. 
Ipavic answered that the Council and the Commission 
had received positive indications and that criminality 
was decreasing.  
 
Pflüger asked Ipavic what she thought regarding the 
EUFOR Operation Commander, Brigadier General 
Jean-Philippe Ganascia, declaring that he disagreed 
with the EUFOR Tchad/RCA concept and that there 
were too many attacks. Ipavic, responded that the 
Council felt that the EUFOR mandate has a sound base 
and that there would not be changes.  
 
Discussing civilian capabilities, Ipavic welcomed 
recent developments and assured the Subcommittee 
that the Council was working on ways to enhance 
member states’ participation in missions. The Council 
appreciated the long term strategy of the EDA, aiming 
for the EU to increase military capability. Ipavic 
however agreed with Brejc that the EU missions still 
lacked strategic lift ability. She nevertheless 
underlined that the problem also appeared in other 
international missions, whilst welcoming the French-
British initiative to address the situation. She also 
added that the EDA and NATO were working on a 
solution. When asked by von Wogau if battlegroups 
could be contemplated as reserve task forces and not 
only as first-to-be-deployed forces, she answered that 
function of battlegroups is currently being studied and 
debated in the Council. 
 
Ipavic also assured the Subcommittee that human 
rights protection was a paramount issue in ESDP 
missions and in CFSP more generally. She stated that 
reporting on human rights is consistently undertaken in 
each ESDP mission and lesson learnts are applied to 
other missions. Furthermore, the EU has closely 
collaborated with the United Nations on the issue of 
child soldiers and the Slovenian EU Presidency had 
organised seminars and conferences on children in 
armed conflict.  
 
Ipavic declared that cooperation with other 
international organisations on security issues was 
working well (especially with NATO) but had to be 
further pursued with Mediterranean countries, the 
African Union and Russia. MEP Gerard Batten (ID) 
asked her if the ‘clinical death’ of the Lisbon Treaty 
was not an opportunity to give up ESDP and reinforce 
traditional loyalties of armies (national loyalties and 
NATO loyalties). Ipavic answered that ESDP was 
largely backed in Europe and that EU would continue 
to develop capabilities. 
 
By Daniel Fiott and Olivier Jacquemet, ISIS Europe  
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 What is ISIS Europe ?  

 
ISIS Europe is an independent research organisation that works to increase transparency, stimulate 
parliamentary engagement and broaden participation in EU and NATO policy-making. Through its publications 
and events, ISIS Europe facilitates parliamentary and inter-institutional dialogue and provides policy input to 
strengthen common approaches to conflict prevention, crisis management, peace building, arms control and 
disarmament.  
ISIS Europe has worked in Brussels since 1996 and was established as a Belgian not-for-profit legal entity 
(ASBL) in January 2001.  
 
Publications  
ISIS Europe works to improve the transparency of security organisations in Brussels through its publications, 
the European Security Review and ISIS Reports.  
 
Events  
ISIS Europe works to widen participation in the policy-making process through the organisation of public 
events in the European Parliament to promote dialogue between parliamentarians, officials from the institutions 
and governments and civil society representatives on issues related to the EU’s common foreign and security 
policies.  
These include:  
·   European Security Contact Group - regular roundtables hosted by an MEP and held in the European 
Parliament over 1/1/2 hours.  
·   ISIS Conferences Longer events on ISIS programme areas with guest speakers and participants.  
·   ISIS Seminars with ISIS partners.  
 
Programmes  
ISIS Europe’s policy input is supported by its research activities. These fall within the three programme areas 
identified below, and include participation in collaborative research projects as well as support activities to 
enhance the engagement of parliamentarians and women in international security.  
·   Institutional reform and security governance: values, legitimacy and democracy.  
·   Responding to violent conflict: conflict prevention and crisis management & Gender and Security.  
·   Non-proliferation, arms control and disarmament & Counter-terrorism and foresight scenarios.  
 
Support Activities  
 
The European Parliament - In addition to the organisation of events for European parliamentarians, ISIS 
Europe provides support to them in their scrutiny of security and defence policy by responding to requests for 
information and advice relating to the formulation of parliamentary questions, resolutions and reports.  
 
WIIS Brussels - ISIS Europe acts a contact point for the Brussels affiliate of Women in International Security 
(WIIS). ISIS Europe works to advance women in foreign and security affairs through the organisation of regular 
WIIS roundtable meetings to debate security issues and policy developments and promote effective networking. 
 

Please subscribe to our publications and events from our webpage www.isis-europe.org  
 

�  European Security Review - bi-monthly 
�  EU Parliamentary Brief - monthly 
�  EU 1325 gender list - regularly 

This email list aims to provide a regular flow of EU updates on UNSCR 1325, and EU 
advances on gender and security - documentation, research and events.  

Also our  
�  European Security Contact Group meeting mailing list 

The European Security Contact Group holds meetings in the European Parliament on timely 
and important aspects of EU Common Foreign and Security policy (CFSP).  

or  
�  Women in International Security, Brussels 
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R2P and the Protection of Civilians: Whom 

and How? Mandate and Capabilities 
 

1 July 2008, 1230-14H 
European Parliament, Room A5F385 

Rue Wiertz, B-1047 Brussels 
 

Host: MEP Colm Burke (EPP-ED) European 
Parliament, Brussels 

Chair: Giji Gya, Acting Director, ISIS Europe 
 

Information on the event:  
Daniel Fiott, ISIS Europe Brussels, +32 2 230 7446 

daniel.fiott@isis-europe.org 

Please note at this late stage only those with permanent EP passes 
will be able to attend. 

 
In its attempt to stop a future Rwanda, the 
‘Responsibility to Protect’ (R2P) concept has raised a 
number of controversial issues. Those in support of the 
principle have seen it as a milestone in extending a 
normative basis for humanitarian intervention, while 
others claim that R2P serves as a license for powerful 
‘Western’ states to impose and intervene wherever they 
like.  
  
Speaking on these issues : 
  
Gareth Evans, President and CEO, International Crisis 
Group, (former Co-Chair ICISS) 
 
Mark Burgess, Director, World Security Institute 
 
Marta Martinelli , Pole Bernheim Chair in Peace and 
Conflict Studies, Universite Libre de Bruxelles (ULB) 
and Visiting Professor, UNESCO Chair, University of 
Bujumbura, Burundi (author of the EP study on the 
Protection of Civilians in Peacekeeping) 
  
will seek to answer the following questions: 
  
• What has happened to our understanding of sovereignty 
since the adoption of R2P? 
• How important is the issue of political will in 
mobilising a response to potential R2P situations and the 
protection of civilians? 
• How is ESDP addressing the issue of civilian and 
military capabilities in response to R2P? 
• How have the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq affected the 
legitimacy of R2P as a concept? 
• Should the international community invoke R2P in 
Darfur/Chad, Zimbabwe or Burma? 

 

 

 

 

 

 
     

 

 

 
 

Launch of the Handbook on 
Mainstreaming Human Rights and 

Gender into European Security and 
Defence Policy 

 
Compilation of Relevant Documents 

 
In reflection of the EU’s ongoing work to 
substantially address gender and human rights in 
security and defence policy, the Trio EU Presidencies 
of Slovenia, Portugal and Germany, have publicly 
released the first Council handbook on Mainstreaming 
Human Rights and Gender into European Security 
and Defence Policy – a compilation of relevant 
documents. 
 
The handbook compilation covers EU policy and 
gives examples of operational mandates in ESDP in 
nine main areas of:  
 

I. Human rights 
II. Gender 

III. Children and armed conflict 
IV. International humanitarian law 
V. Transitional justice 

VI. Standards of behaviour in ESDP missions 
VII. Protection of civilians 

VIII. Civil society cooperation and human rights 
 defenders 

 
and aims to improve coordination with the 
governmental and non-governmental partners of the 
EU and enhance synergies of EU activities on the 
ground. 
 

The handbook will be available online shortly: 
Slovenian, Portuguese and German EU Presidency 

webpages www.eu2008.si ; www.eu2007.pt ; 
www.eu2007.de and  

ISIS Europe webpage www.isis-europe.org 
 


