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In our 40th edition of the European Security Review, we provide a spectrum of articles 
which look at various aspects of European Security and Defence: exampling the 
complexity of climate change and affects to counter-act which can lead to violent 
conflict; the French White Paper and implications for NATO and ESDP; an 
investigation of the feasibility of an EU caucus in NATO; and deliberations of the 
Nuclear Suppliers Group in exemptions for India in civilian nuclear cooperation. The 
editorial on ‘new starts or old regressions’, ties some of these concepts together across 
a concept of changing security, as well as examining the EU and EP response on 
Georgia/South Ossetia. Finally, our usual European Parliament updates for July.  
 
Events coming up in October (details below and inside the ESR) include: a Small Arms 
and Light Weapons (SALW) conference (16/10/2008), at which ISIS’ new project, with 
partners SIPRI and Bradford University, on control of air transport of SALW will be 
presented. Also a UNIFEM/EU Presidency conference on Implementing UNSCR 1325 
and 1820 in EU missions where a study by Giji Gya, Marta Martinelli and former 
EUFOR gender advisor Charlotte Isaksson, on gender in ESDP in the DRC will be 
presented (10/10/2008). 
 

 
 

New Starts or Old Regressions? 
 
 We were recently sent a survey 
asking for opinion on the three 
most prominent issues for think 
tanks in the realm of security 
and defence today. Our 
response: human security, 
resource & energy security and 
the economy. These aspects also 
link to the three topics in this 
European Security Review – 
NATO, nuclear weapons and 
new starts or old regressions - 
in the field of security and 
defence. This short article 
discusses some of these topics 
as well as giving a brief analysis 
of the EU’s and European 
Parliament’s response to the 
current crisis in the 
Georgia/South Ossetia region. 
 
What is the field of security 
today? Many conferences and 
dialogue have now pointed ad 

nauseum to the paradigm shift of what ‘security’ and 
‘defence’ now entails. The trend over the past 12 
months of focus on climate change and resource 
security has been as phenomenal as the issues 
themselves – especially considering that we have 
known of these impending problems for many years in 
advance. The article by Ansorg and Donnelly in this 
issue examines Bangladesh as a case study in point and 
concludes that adaptive measures taken to counter-act 
the effects of climate change can themselves lead to 
violent conflict.1 
 
Other security problems impending include the 
eruptions from a ‘frozen conflict’ to a heated one, such 
as the current crisis in Georgia/South Ossetia which 
should have been no surprise. The events again raise 
the question of what ‘human security’ entails – with 
Russia claiming justified military intervention on this 
basis, but in reality the military manoeuvres being 

                                                 
1 Thomas Ansorg and Thomas Donnelly this European Security 
Review No. 40 ‘Climate Change in Bangladesh: Coping and 
conflict’ ISIS Europe, September 2008. 
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about extending territorial influence.2 Let us not forget 
the energy security dimension that the oil transit across 
this region also fuels. In these crisis situations, what is 
an appropriate (and timely) response, versus fighting 
against political resistance and resurgence of military 
muscle? Which then asks the further question of 
whether we are serious in shifting towards new 
concepts of security? Or as in the cartoon by Oliver 
depicted in the European Voice,3 are we regressing 
back to cold-war style military?  
 
On the ‘defence’ side, Poland’s acceptance of the US 
missile shield; nuclear rumblings by North Korea; 
continued contention over Iran4; evidence of increased 
desire of states - such as the French, as evidenced in 
their White Paper5 - to have a smaller but sharper 
nuclear arsenal, and discussion of exempting India 
from nuclear technology transfer conditions6 - all bode 
ill for disarmament efforts and also indicate if not a 
regression, then a stagnation towards new security 
concepts away from defensive security mechanisms.  
 
NATO is an interesting case when wondering if we are 
going forwards or backwards. Resurgent attention to 
NATO, with French rapprochement7, talk of an EU 
caucus in NATO and with Georgia looking to join 
creates diametric effects. On one hand, France is 
pushing for a more Europeanised (hence ‘softer’) 
version of NATO substance and approach to security 
and conflict. On the other, Russian and US tension 
emphasised through tensions over missile defence, 
NATO and Georgia - with the EU caught in-between - 
may hinder the recent EU efforts over the past few 
years for a more inclusive ‘soft security’ and ‘human 
security’ approach – which includes engagement on 
cross-cutting thematics such as fragile states, the 
security-development nexus, human rights and 
gender.8 In a third instance, the tensions over air-

                                                 
2 Address by Eka Tkeshelashvili, the Foreign Minister of Georgia 
and the European Parliament 20 August 2008; talk by Daniel 
Vernet, Director of International Relations at Le Monde. Tuesdays 
at IFRI, Brussels, 2 Sept. 2008. 
3 ‘I am back!’ (depicting busts of Cold War leaders in a basement 
and one emerging from the deep freeze). Cartoon by Oliver, Der 
Standard, Austria. European Voice, 28 August 2008, p6. 
4 See Hofmeister, Hannes, ‘To Strike or not to Strike : Assessing 
the Legality of a Potential Strike against Iran’s Nuclear Facilities’ 
European University Institute, Max Weber Programme Working 
Paper 2008/30. http://hdl.handle.net/1814/9109 
5 See article by Daniel Fiott in this European Security Review No. 
40 ‘The French White Paper on Defence and National Security: 
Peacebuilding, NATO, Nuclear Weapons and Space’.  ISIS 
Europe, September 2008. 
6 See article by Ian Anthony in this European Security Review No. 
40 ‘Civilian Nuclear Cooperation With India: Implications For The 
Nuclear Suppliers Group’.  ISIS Europe, September 2008. 
7 See article by Jan Gaspers in this European Security Review No. 
40 ‘France’s Rapprochement with NATO: Paving the Way for an 
EU Caucus?’ ISIS Europe, September 2008. 
8 Three principle forays of the EU over the past year into 
attempting an inclusive crosscutting approach include: the 
European Commission Communication Towards an EU response 
to situations of fragility - engaging in difficult environments for 

strikes and civilian deaths in Afghanistan, EU action 
on Georgia and in NATO may also cause a greater 
move by the US towards regressive unilateralism.  
 
This pull and tug over NATO’s direction and ideology 
is evident in its interactions. For example, edging 
towards a ‘human security’ approach is shown in 
involvement in Provincial Reconstruction Teams 
(PRTs) in Afghanistan, showing a role of military in 
joining security and development – a role for the 
military which many development advocates disagree 
with. NATO has also indicated many inroads towards 
seeking a more consultative and ‘softer’ approach, 
such as with major conferences on discussing UNSCR 
1325 in its work and already having ‘gender 
guidelines’.9 But in reality, how far have we reached in 
understanding and knowing how to address human 
security? 
 
New Starts - Human Security 
 
As with terrorism, a universally agreed definition of 
human security does not exist, although there are many 
examples.10 Furthermore, it is a very contextual 
concept. The UN and Kaldor’s most commonly 
accepted definitions are freedom from want and 
freedom from fear. So how do we define a base frame-
work of human security? Physical? Food and water? 
Shelter? Health? Opportunity? Recent revelations from 
Physicians for Human Rights note that sick 
Palestinians are forced to answer Israeli interrogation 
over ‘terrorists and terrorism’ or are coerced into 
spying for Israel before being allowed to seek medical 
help past checkpoints.11 This is such a context where 
human security seems to be obviously violated. 
According to Physicians for Human Rights, such 
‘tactics violate international law, citing the Fourth 
Geneva Convention, which explicitly prohibits 

                                                                                   
sustainable development, stability and peace; the Council 
Conclusions on the Security and Development, 2831st External 
Relations Council meeting Brussels, 19-20 November 2007; and 
the Council’s release in June 2008 of a Handbook of a Compilation 
of Relevant Documents on Mainstreaming on human rights  and 
gender into ESDP. 
www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/hr/news144.pdf.  
9 Conference on “Women In Armed Conflicts – The 
Implementation of UN Security Council Resolution 1325” 19 
February 2008, National Defence Academy, Vienna. Report 
www.peacewomen.org/resources/Peacekeeping/PDF/Vienna08.pdf  
10 See Glasius, Marlies and Mary Kaldor (eds.) (2005). A Human 
Security Doctrine for Europe. London: Routledge; Kaldor, Mary; 
Martin, Mary; Selchow, Sabine, Human security: a new strategic 
narrative for Europe, International Affairs, Vol 83, No 2, March 
2007, pp 273-288; and Commission on Human Security 2003 
www.humansecurity-chs.org  
11 'Tell us who the terrorists are if you want the doctor', by Donald 
Macintyre, The Independent, 4 August 2008. 
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/middle-east/tell-us-
who-the-terrorists-are-if-you-want-the-doctor-884245.html   
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coercing civilians into providing intelligence 
information”.12  
 
With conflict fatalities now reaching 90% of deaths 
being civilians, even the base concept of security as 
absence of physical violence is violated. Take perhaps 
the most difficult case where the EU is involved – 
Afghanistan. A recent report from Afghanistan again 
notes ‘accidental deaths’ of civilians during a strike on 
alleged insurgents, on a roof of a compound that they 
‘didn’t know’ included civilians.13 It would be a good 
guess to assume that there were civilians there 
however.  In fact, Daoud Sultanzoy, an Afghan MP, 
points to the need for more resources and on the 
ground forces to avoid the over-use of air-strikes 
currently being enacted. 14 At the end of August, 90 
civilians were killed in one day in Afghanistan by air-
strikes by US led international forces. A few days 
later, Afghanistan’s government sought to change 
regulations governing international forces across the 
country.15 Most recently, on 7 September, suicide 
bombers have attacked the Afghan Police – a sure 
indicator that international action in the country to 
strengthen the police – led by the EU ESDP mission 
EUPOL Afghanistan (although with control being 
wrestled by the US16) is not working when they cannot 
even protect themselves. 
 
Why is this happening? With the swift changes in both 
paradigms and practical realities, the rule-of-law is not 
keeping up. To example this, on the same day of the 
report of (yet more) Afghan collateral damage, was 
another report on women in Afghanistan being jailed 
for being raped – up to 30 years,17 another 
contextuality that EUPOL is unable to deal with. 
Cultural debates aside, the ironic problem here is that a 
primary ‘reason’ for invasion of Afghanistan was for 
the notion of human security, for both the ‘west’ from 
terrorism, and for ‘the Afghans’ from the Taliban.  
 
Turning closer to the EU’s backyard, how is it dealing 
with most recent crises and security? 

                                                 
12 ‘Sick 'pushed to spy' for Israel’ Al Jazeera 4 August 2008. 
http://english.aljazeera.net/news/middleeast/2008/08/20088452536
272830.html  
13 ‘NATO Attack Kills Afghan Civilians’ Al Jazeera August 17 
2008 
http://english.aljazeera.net/news/asia/2008/08/20088171755571737
91.html ; ‘British Troops Kill Afghan Civilians’ The Independent 
August 18 2008 www.independent.co.uk/news/world/asia/british-
troops-kill-afghan-civilians-900795.html    
14 ‘Afghans demand new 'rules of force'’, Al Jazeera 26 August 
2008.http://english.aljazeera.net/news/asia/2008/08/200882671452
418652.html  
15 ‘Afghans demand new 'rules of force'’, op. cit. 
16 See feature on EUPOL in Gya and Jacquemet,  ‘ESDP and EU 
Mission Update’ European Security Review No. 39, July 2008. 
www.isis-europe.org/pdf/2008_artrel_182_esr39-esdp-update.pdf 
17 ‘The Afghan women jailed for being victims of rape’ The 
Independent 18 August 2008 
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/asia/the-afghan-women-
jailed-for-being-victims-of-rape-900658.html  

Regressions? Georgia and EU Action 
 
The EU’s conflict prevention instruments seemed to 
lay dormant in the escalation in South Ossetia, even 
though a small Border Support Team under the EU 
Special Representative was present,18 as well as 
Commission funding for “providing financial 
assistance for reconstruction and rehabilitation projects 
in Georgia’s conflict zones”. The EU was also 
supposed to be “assisting Georgia in improving its 
border management capacity with a view to increasing 
security at Georgia's external borders”. These and 
other programmes have been financed to the tune of 
505 million euro 1992-2006 and a further 125 million 
euro pledged.19 The conflict response however 
appeared to be a little more alive, with the EU 
Presidency under Sarkozy leading brokerage of a six-
point agreement for a ceasefire and now the EU is 
preparing for an ESDP mission to ‘observe’ 
accordance with the ceasefire.  
 
In September, the External Relations Council of the 
EU committed to the new ESDP observer mission in 
Georgia. Initial discussions thought to combine the 
mission with the BST, but this idea was dropped for 
the development of an entirely new civilian ESDP 
mission. 40 people were dispatched for 4-5 days in 
Georgia for a fact-finding and pre-planning process.20 
But the tight time-frame and demands by the public 
and interest groups for the EU to act rapidly on the 
crisis, has revealed the still poor quality of rapid 
response capacity of the EU. Although in policy, the 
EU commits to consultation and engagement with 
local society - particularly with civilian missions – and 
also commits to integrating gender perspectives and 
women in all stages of mission planning and 
execution, with only a 2 week timeframe, the rush to 
get a planned mission of 200 experts on the ground 
will end up repeating previous paucity in having strong 
preparation to create a strong mandate and mission. 
Although the Concept of Operations (CONOPS) is 
being drawn-up by a group of experienced persons 
(namely borrowed from those responsible for EULEX 
Kosovo in DG8 (Operations Unit of the Council 
General Secretariat) and the nascent Civilian Planning 
and Conduct Capability (CPCC)21, the actual mandate 

                                                 
18 The current EU presence in Georgia is the Border Support Team 
(BST) of the EU Special Representative, Peter Semneby (EUSR 
BST/Georgia/South Caucasus), with a responsibility to establish 
contacts to transition to conflict resolution. The BST is a small 
team of nine and its mandate covers the entire length of Georgia's 
borders except the conflict zones of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. 
See also ‘ESDP and EU Mission Update’ European Security 
Review No. 39, July 2008. www.isis-
europe.org/pdf/2008_artrel_182_esr39-esdp-update.pdf 
19 See the EC Country Strategy Paper for Georgia: 
http://ec.europa.eu/world/enp/pdf/country/enpi_csp_georgia_en.pdf 
20 Interviews with officials from EU institutions. 
21 The CPCC is the relatively ‘new’ section of CFSP strategy 
established in August 2007, following the Hampton Court 
discussions in 2005 for reform of the EU’s crisis management 
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is extremely unclear to most involved. Further, the 
experts are specialists on Kosovo and not Georgia. DG 
9 (Civilian Crisis Management) has not been involved 
in the preplanning and drafting, simply because of 
unavailability or lack of resources at the time of crisis. 
As for consultation on the ground, the planning has 
again run into a typical EU problem of lack of 
methodological structure in knowing who to contact 
and how. One NGO has been consulted, but it seems to 
have been ad hoc and with little consulting with civil 
society and women in the conflict region.22 
 
Perhaps the mere presence of an EU mission – hoped 
to be on the ground in 2-3 weeks may have some affect 
for the population and in observing the six-point 
agreement. But a rapid response just for the sake of 
rapidity, with hasty and borrowed planning, 
demonstrates that the necessary departments of the 
Council for planning are stretched for human (and 
hence financial) resources and this should be addressed 
immediately. Lessons learnt from previous processes 
need to be heeded. The EU mission in Kosovo – 
EULEX - is successful yes,23 but it was 2 years in the 
planning and making. 
 
Members of the European Parliament support the 
creation of the mission and some parties in debate on 
2nd September cautioned that EU’s action should not 
take sides; nor encourage antagonism through 
encouraging new NATO memberships and that the EU 
needs to be independent from the US. Others also 
called on the EU to concentrate on strengthening EU 
neighbourhood policy in the region and energy 
security options. 
 
Perhaps more time would be wise to fully structure and 
address the deep tension in the region, especially as 
Georgia is yet to invite and approve of the ESDP 
mission and it is likely that it will also need Moscow’s 
backing for long-term sustainability – something 
which Sarkozy is seeking as this edition goes to press. 
 
From Here to?... 
 
The multi-faceted visage of security is indeed making 
our responses more difficult – but perhaps this is best. 
We are entering a period of change and nuances are 
needed for long-term success. Security and 
development go hand-in hand, as is now championed 

                                                                                   
structures. Headed by ‘Civilian Operation Commander’, Kees 
Klompenhouwer - appointed May 2008, the CPCC is in charge of 
planning, deployment, conduct and review of civilian ESDP crisis-
management operations. 
22 Interviews with Civcom/PSC representatives, September 2008. 
23 Sophie Dagand, ‘The prospects for a future Kosovo: the role of 
Security Sector Reform’, European Security Review no. 38, ISIS 
Europe, May 2008. http://www.isis-
europe.org/pdf/2008_artrel_166_esr38kosovo-ssr.pdf 

by all levels and dimensions of the EU.24 What we are 
experiencing is a change towards needing to look more 
deeply at, and develop more resources for the 
contextuality rather than the complexity. As recently 
asked to a Commander at a European Defence College 
– “How do you now communicate to your troops the 
complexity of situations they must now face in the 
field and the incredible variety of roles they have to 
play?” the answer – it is difficult, but the awareness 
raising of context is key. All new starts take time and 
we should fight against regressions whilst developing 
new concepts of human security and the capabilities to 
address them. 
 

By Giji Gya, Acting Director, ISIS Europe  
 

                                                 
24 Top military command also now advocate this link, such as 
recently quoted by Lieutenant-General Pat Nash on the EUFOR 
operation to Chad/CAR. ESDP Newsletter no. 6, July 2008. 
http://consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/pages24-25-
CEU8003ESDP6final_vers.pdf 
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The French White Paper on Defence and National Secu rity:  

Peacebuilding, NATO, Nuclear Weapons and Space 
 

“Cette stratégie porte une ambition 
européenne et internationale qui est au 
coeur de la vocation de la France dans le 
monde”1 

 
The 17 June unveiling of the French White Paper on 
Defence and National Security2 comes at a period of 
evolution in French defence and security policy. 
Reformation of its armed forces, its ambitions to re-
integrate into the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation’s 
(NATO) military command and its plans to enhance 
the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), 
points to a renaissance in France’s role in 
international affairs. Analysing this metamorphosis, 
this article will navigate the reader through the 
development of the White Paper to its implications for 
military reform in France and its goals for the 
country’s strategic orientation over the next fifteen 
years. Following this, the article will then focus on 
three issues mentioned in the report that are 
particularly pertinent for the rest of the European 
Union ESDP: peacebuilding, NATO, nuclear weapons 
and space. 
 
History, Content and Reform  
 
The 2008 French White Paper marks a departure in 
French foreign policy when compared to its 
predecessors of 1972 and 1994. The new White Paper 
is no longer preoccupied with strategies that seek to 
contain a single definable enemy (the focus of the 
1972 Paper) nor is it focused on the primacy of its 
nuclear deterrent as a means to guarantee security (the 
aim of the 1994 Paper). Instead, the new White Paper 
has transformed into a document which is cognisant of 
contemporary security issues, which recognises that 
France’s national security is inextricably 
interdependent on external factors, that “la 
mondialisation structure désormais l’ensemble des 
relations internationales”3. 
 
Within this new credo, the ‘Commission of the White 
Paper’4 – established by President Nicolas Sarkozy on 
30 July 2007 – set about drafting the White Paper for 

                                                 
1 Présidence de la République (2008) Défense et Sécurité 
Nationale: Le Livre Blanc, Paris, p.10. [English Translation]: “This 
strategy carries a European and international ambition that is at the 
heart of France’s vocation in the world”.  
2 Ibid., pp.1-350. 
3 Ibid., p.13. [English Translation]: “globalization now structures 
international relations”.    
4 The ‘Commission du Livre Blanc sur la Défense et la Sécurité 
Nationale’ was formally established in August 2007 and was 
headed by Jean-Claude Mallet a Conseiller d'État (Counsellor of 
State) – a high ranking civil servant in the government. 

its 2008 release. The Commission started its work in 
earnest by consulting with a number of government 
ministries and ministers, political parties, the armed 
forces, Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs), EU 
partners, academics and security and defence 
specialists (including Javier Solana, General Henri 
Bentégeat and Bronislaw Geremek5) through forty or 
so public discussions, webcasts and closed-door 
consultative sessions. 
 
Finalising the Paper in early 2008, the Commission 
managed to forge France’s security and defence 
strategy for the next fifteen years by not just covering 
the threats posed by terrorism, nuclear proliferation, 
global warming, energy security and France’s possible 
involvement in inter-state wars, but what France must 
do to negate such threats. As part of this plan, the 
White Paper innovatively places and links France’s 
security concerns within a wider European context 
which sees ‘Jihadism-inspired terrorism’6, ballistic 
missile attacks, cyber attacks and environmental and 
health crises as the major threats facing the EU for the 
coming twenty-five years. 
 
In this regard, the White Paper states that the French 
government will utilise five mechanisms with which to 
tackle such threats, including: 
 
1) Knowledge and anticipation – this will serve 
as the back-bone of the White Paper and will include a 
greater dependence on intelligence, operational 
knowledge and diplomatic action. A Conseil National 
du Renseignement (National Intelligence Council) 
headed by the French President and a National 
Intelligence Coordinator will be established to execute 
this segment of the strategy; 
 
2) Prevention – this outlines the need to rely on a 
number of tools (e.g. diplomatic, economic and 
military) to support the peacekeeping efforts of 
organisations such as the African Union (AU), to halt 
criminal trafficking into France and Europe and to 
develop a crisis early-warning system. Additionally, a 
French military base will be set-up in Abu Dhabi 
(United Arab Emirates) to monitor the Middle-East 
and Africa; 
 
3) Deterrence – while proposing a nuclear 
disarmament action plan, France will still rely on its 

                                                 
5 Javier Solana serves as the EU High Representative for the 
Common Foreign and Security Policy; General Henri Bentégeat 
serves as Chairman of the EU Military Committee; and Bronislaw 
Geremek served as a former Member of the European Parliament. 
6 Présidence de la République, op. cit., p.49.   
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nuclear deterrent by equipping ‘Le Terrible’ – one of 
France’s newest Ballistic Missile Submarines (SSBNs) 
- with an ‘M-51.1 sea-launched intercontinental 
ballistic missile’ from 2010 and furnishing its carrier-
based  ‘Mirage 2000 NK3’ and ‘Rafale’ aircrafts with 
nuclear-armed ‘ASMP-A’ cruise missiles; 
 
4) Protection – here, the government will protect 
against cyber-threats by establishing a specific agency 
to deal with the matter, the Agence de la Sécurité des 
Systémes d’Information (ASSI). It will also see the 
deployment of a ballistic missile detection system 
before 2020 and 10,000 soldiers put on stand-by in 
support of civilian crisis management operations; 
 
5) Intervention – this part of the strategy will see 
the Force Opérationelle Terrestre (Operational 
Ground Force) shrink to 88,000 troops (30,000 of 
which will be placed on six-month’s short-notice) in 
order to re-organise it into a more streamlined and 
rapidly deployable force. The strategy will also make 
ready 18 naval frigates, 6 Ship Submersible Nuclear 
Submarines (SSNs), an aircraft-carrier group of 4 and 
300 combat aircraft (200 will protect national territory, 
70 will be used for external missions and 10 will be 
placed on permanent alert). 
 
While these five mechanisms are aimed at ensuring 
France has “equipped, trained and modernized armed 
forces”7 some experts, however, see the White Paper 
as a means by which President Sarkozy can justify 
making reforms to the armed forces – a move which is 
seen by some to weaken France’s defence capabilities. 
Such arguments have already seen a number of high-
ranking military officials (through the secretive 
‘Surcouf’ group) denounce the Paper as being “marqué 
par un certain amateurisme” 8, and two prominent 
socialist members of the Assemble Nationale leave the 
Commission in protest during its consultative phase9. 
 
Nevertheless, the French government is adamant that 
any long-term security strategy must go hand-in-hand 
with military reform. Indeed, this re-structuring has 
already begun with job cuts of 54,000 (from a total 
workforce of 320,000) being announced in the 
administrative sector of the armed forces, the 
decommissioning of 83 military units and the intended 
abandonment of 50 military bases and facilities. The 
government has also stated that the defence budget 
will remain static until 2012 – the end of Sarkozy’s 
term in office – but then increase by 1% per annum 

                                                 
7 Sarkozy, N. (2008) Speech by the President of the Republic, on 
Defence and National Security (Excerpts). See: www.ambafrance-
uk.org/New-French-White-Paper-on-defence.html.  
8 See: www.lefigaro.fr/debats/2008/06/19/01005-
20080619ARTFIG00011-livre-blanc-sur-la-defense-une-
esperance-decue.php. [English Translation]: “marked by a certain 
amount of amateurism”.   
9 See: www.ps29.org/article/articleview/2042/1/144/.  

above the rate of inflation after such time, resulting in 
a saving of EUR 1.9 billion a year to be re-invested 
back into the armed forces.  
 
Peacemaking, Peacekeeping and Crisis 
Management  
 
With all the emphasis on military capabilities and 
reform one would be forgiven for thinking that the 
White Paper has relegated the importance of 
peacebuilding to the sidelines, where the emphasis 
tends to be placed more on ‘brains’ than ‘brawn’. Of 
course, many a humanitarian or peacekeeping mission 
would be rendered completely impotent without 
military equipment and capabilities such as helicopters 
or reconnaissance; however, it must be realised that 
where civilian missions are concerned military assets 
are not always suitable and in some cases can actually 
undermine the effectiveness of such operations.  
 
To its credit, the White Paper recognises that military 
might alone is no suitable substitute for skilled civilian 
personnel and planning. Accordingly, the Paper states 
that moves will be made to at the national-level, 
strengthen training programmes such as the Franco-
German pilot training school in Provence (France) and 
to establish an Operation Centre for External Crisis 
Management in France; while, at the EU-level, 
creating a European Crisis Management Training 
Centre, founding a single civil-military Directorate 
within the EU institutions and facilitating a European 
‘ERASMUS’10 type exchange programme for civil-
military personnel.  
 
If the French government wants the EU to become a 
“major player in crisis management”11, however, it 
will need to bring more funding and political attention 
to the training and recruitment dimension of EU 
civilian operations by harnessing more resources at a 
member state level and ensuring greater use of 
“European Community instruments and synergies with 
the third pillar”12. The government would also do well 
to ensure that EU civilian personnel are “adequately 
qualified to perform their duties”13 before they leave 

                                                 
10 The ‘European Region Action Scheme for the Mobility of 
University Students’ (ERASMUS) was established in 1987 to 
foster greater multilateral cooperation between European 
universities, increase social mobility and unlock innovation. The 
French government is proposing that a similar scheme be created 
for military and civilian personnel to achieve the same goals.  
11 Présidence de la République, op. cit., p.82.   
12 Council of the European Union (2007) Civilian Headline Goal 
2010, Brussels, p.2. See: 
www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/Civilian_Headline_
Goal_2010.pdf.  
13 Tagarev, T. (2008) ‘Civilians in Defence Ministries’, 
Connections, vol.7, no.2, p.115.    



 

 

European Security Review no. 40, September 2008, ISIS Europe page 7 

for missions and not just during them, where time and 
resources are usually scarce14.  
 
More can also be done in the specific realms of 
peacemaking and peacekeeping. It is true that France 
wants to move forward with the formation of an EU 
Rapid Reaction Force of 60,000 troops, the creation of 
a single EU civil-military operations centre and 
enhancing the capacities of the AU in peacekeeping 
operations. It also true that France contributes 1,97415 
personnel to peacekeeping missions headed by the 
United Nations (UN), contributes 1,67016 troops to the 
NATO-led International Security Assistance Force 
(ISAF) in Afghanistan and is actively involved in 
ESDP operations; for example, it contributes 1,67117 
troops to the EUFOR Chad/RCA mission. Troop levels 
are, however, not enough.  
 
Indeed, the White Paper seems to gloss over the 
intricacies of armed intervention especially with regard 
to troops’ interaction with civilian populations while 
on-the-ground. Accordingly, both French and EU-led 
interventions should seek to negate the intimidation so 
often felt by populations – particularly by different 
genders - during crises where armed forces from both 
sides of a conflict are seen as a threat. Allaying such 
concerns would include ensuring greater 
“communication with the local population”18 and with 
local NGOs and by utilising civilian personnel for 
civilian missions or, if this is not possible, ensuring 
that military personnel are adequately trained in 
humanitarian affairs.  
 
France, NATO and the ESDP   
 
NATO also figures prominently in the White Paper 
stressing France’s commitment to a deepened 
involvement in the security organisation after a forty-
two year absence from NATO’s military command 
structure. This absence was based on a decision by 
President Charles de Gaulle taken in 1966 aimed at 
defending France’s independent use of its nuclear 
arsenal and halting an American encroachment into its 
foreign policy. Ever since this decision, France’s 
foreign and security policy has been “characterised by 

                                                 
14 For an in depth analysis of EU Civilian Crisis Management refer 
to Gourlay, C., et al (2006) ‘Civilian Crisis Management: The EU 
Way’, Chaillot Paper, no.90, pp.1-146.  
15 See: 
www.un.org/Depts/dpko/dpko/contributors/2008/jun08_1.pdf. 
16 See: www.nato.int/ISAF/docu/epub/pdf/isaf_placemat.pdf. 
17 See: 
http://consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/Force_Stenght_by_
Nations_in_AOO.pdf.  
18 Martinelli, M. (2008) The Protection of Civilians during 
Peacekeeping Operations, European Parliament, Brussels, p.30. 
See: www.isis-europe.org/pdf/2008_artrel_183_08-06-epstudy-
protection-of-civilians.pdf.  

its fidelity to the grandes lignes drawn by de Gaulle”19 
ensuring that French armed forces would remain under 
the sole authority of the French president.   
 
President Sarkozy’s decision to break with this 
Gaullist tradition20 and reintegrate France back into the 
military command is, therefore, particularly 
controversial in France to say the least and will see the 
country play an increasing role in the planning stages 
of NATO-led operations. Such a decision is also aimed 
at attaining three specific objectives; firstly, it will 
allow France to re-invent its defence policy from one 
“resting primarily on nuclear deterrence”21 to one more 
involved with military operations; secondly, it will 
allow France to gain greater control over NATO’s 
military assets (particularly the way they are used); 
and thirdly, it will allow France to facilitate 
rapprochement with the United States (US).  
 
Indeed, a rekindling of the Franco-American 
relationship has already seen France deploy 
approximately 700 extra troops to its contingent in 
Afghanistan under NATO’s ISAF and an endorsement 
of US plans to station missile defence systems in 
Poland and the Czech Republic. However, such actions 
necessarily raise questions about France’s commitment 
to ESDP. President Sarkozy has himself already made 
it quite clear that while he thinks NATO is not 
“sufficiently Europeanised” and that European defence 
“is not moving forward”22 he nevertheless believes that 
“ la complémentarité entre l’Union européenne et 
l’OTAN doit donc se nourrir de la valeur ajoutée 
respective des deux entités”23. 
 
To Sarkozy’s credit, it is telling that he only really 
showed an interest in re-joining NATO’s military 
command and sending more troops to Afghanistan 
after US President George W. Bush departed from 
long-standing US concerns about a European defence 
force24. That said, some caution should at least be 
given to the French government’s rhetoric on the 
complementarity of NATO and ESDP especially when 
it talks of ‘Europeanising’ NATO or building an 
effective ESDP for Europe. In this respect, it will be 

                                                 
19 Menon, A. (1995) ‘From Independence to Cooperation: France, 
NATO and European Security’, International Affairs, vol.71, no.1, 
p.19. 
20 It should be noted that President Jacques Chirac (1995-2007) 
also attempted to reintegrate France back into NATO’s military 
command fold in 1995 but this failed after the US refused a request 
by Chirac to appoint a European head of NATO’s Southern 
Command in Naples.  
21 Paolini, J. ‘The French Case’ in Taylor, T. (ed) (1994) 
Reshaping European Defence, London, Chatham House, p.16. 
22 Sarkozy, N., op. cit. 
23 Présidence de la République, op. cit., p.101. [English 
Translation]: “complementarity between the EU and NATO will 
have to be nourished if the respective entities are to have any 
added-value”.  
24 See: www.guardian.co.uk/world/2008/apr/03/nato.france.  
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interesting to see if the importance placed on 
EU/NATO is a tactic to try and off-load some of 
France’s budgetary and capability burdens on 
European and American partners.  
 
Ultimately, it will be in it’s dealings with these 
partners which will decide how successful France is at 
‘Europeanising’ NATO, strengthening the ESDP and 
developing relations between the two entities. With 
regard to strengthening EU-NATO relations, a major 
challenge for the French government will be its ability 
to inject a certain amount of placidity into a situation 
which has thus far plagued effective cooperation: 
namely the hostile situation between Turkey (a veto 
power in NATO) and Cyprus (a member of the EU but 
not NATO)25. President Sarkozy will, therefore, have 
to carefully temper his much-publicised antipathy 
towards Turkey’s EU membership ambitions if his aim 
of bridging the EU and NATO is to occur.  
 
If the Turco-Cypriot situation continues to bedevil 
plans of a coherent EU-NATO partnership then it is 
likely that the French government will gravitate 
towards either one of the two entities. If greater 
political will for a stronger ESDP emerges on the part 
of EU member states or Turkey proves too much of a 
problem, then President Sarkozy might be inclined to 
use the ESDP as a means by which the EU can assert 
its own foreign policy (and for France to have greater 
control of its agenda). If, however, Sarkozy does not 
“see Europeans going the extra mile”26 on defence or if 
relations with the US (who see Turkey as a key partner 
in the fight against terrorism and NATO) start to pale 
he could place greater stock in NATO.  
 
Nuclear Weapons, Deterrence and De-
nuclearisation 
 
Nuclear weapons have long featured as an important 
part of French foreign policy on the basis that they 
would maintain France’s independence in international 
affairs and ensure the country’s security and defence. 
This line of thinking – in place since 1960 when 
France achieved nuclear power status – is offered 
some continuity in the White Paper. Indeed, the French 
government has already made plain its intention to 
build six more Nuclear Powered Attack Submarines 
(SSNs) and a second nuclear aircraft carrier (although 
there is a five-year moratorium on this), equip its 
aircraft with new ASMP-A cruise missiles and update 
France's SSBNs (a current force of four) with new 
M51 missiles. Such moves would see France maintain 
a fully independent nuclear force until at least 2025 
with the government investing more into research and 

                                                 
25 For more information on this issue see: 
www.turkishdailynews.com.tr/article.php?enewsid=106688. 
26 Lindley-French, J. (2006) ‘Why America is Stuck with NATO’, 
Europe’s World, no.4, p.38. 

development. It will also see France adopt a more 
US/British strategy of seeking a smaller but sharper 
nuclear arsenal. 
 
France’s maintenance of such capabilities is being 
complemented by an attempt to reduce its dependency 
on nuclear arms by decreasing its airborne nuclear 
weapons to half the level held during the Cold War, 
dismantling its nuclear testing site in Mururoa (the 
French Polynesian Islands) and ceasing the 
manufacture of fissile missile for nuclear weapons. 
Sarkozy has also announced an 8-point plan for 
disarmament27 - calling for inter alia, international 
ratification of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban 
Treaty (CTBT) (signed in 1996), particularly China 
and the US; an immediate opening of negotiations in 
the Conference on Disarmament to ensure that the 
Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT) – which will 
prohibit weapons-grade uranium and plutonium from 
being produced - comes into force; the implementation 
and adherence of all states to the Hague Code of 
Conduct (HCOC) against ballistic missile 
proliferation; an immediate international moratorium 
on fissile material production; safe and transparent 
dismantlement of nuclear testing sites; and 
negotiations for an international treaty banning short 
and medium range ground-to-ground nuclear missiles. 
 
The necessity of such measures is welcomed. Nuclear 
weapons are no longer an effective deterrent in foreign 
policy (e.g. they are not deterring Iran from developing 
a nuclear programme) and their use misunderstands the 
contemporary nature of international relations; for 
example, they are of no use against sub-state actors not 
confined to the territories of any given nation-states 
(e.g. terrorists). Additionally, nuclear weapons cannot 
be entirely protected from cyber-attacks, from hackers 
who could gain access to launch codes or control 
systems28. Finally, they are also susceptible to human 
error; for example, in August 2007 the US Air Force 
‘lost’ track of six nuclear-armed cruise missiles for a 
period of 36 hours29.  
 
Of course, France should not (and indeed cannot) be 
expected to completely disarm its nuclear arsenal in 
isolation. Nuclear disarmament will only occur under a 
rigorous international agreement30. In this sense, 
                                                 
27 Jean-Marie Collin, “Sarkozy and French nuclear deterrence”, 
BASIC Getting to Zero Papers, No. 2, 15 July 2008.  See: 
www.basicint.org/gtz/gtz02.htm.  
28 
See:http://online.wsj.com/article/SB120036422673589947.html?m
od=opinion_main_commentaries. 
29 
See:www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/us_and_americas/articl
e2702800.ece.  
30 If one applies ‘game theory’ to the issue of nuclear disarmament 
– particularly the ‘prisoner’s dilemma’ scenario – three possible 
scenarios become likely; 1) a ‘positive-sum’ result in which all 
states disarm; 2) a ‘zero-sum’ result in which only a few states 
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France should use its diplomatic influence 
internationally to: push negotiations for further 
disarmament – particularly beginning with Russia and 
the US; seek stricter adherence to UNSC Resolution 
1540 (2004)31 - which obliges states to establish 
domestic controls to prevent the proliferation nuclear 
weapons – in countries known to have nuclear arms 
(especially in former Soviet Union states); reinvigorate 
and renovate the Non-Proliferation Treaty; follow the 
monitoring provisions of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency's Additional Protocol; make a 
universal commitment on the non-nuclearisation of 
space; and to ensure that any FMCT contains explicit 
mention of verification provisions (i.e. ensuring that 
fissile production facilities are inspected).  
 
Space, Security and Satellites 
 
Space, especially with the emphasis on ‘knowledge 
and anticipation’, has also gained greater eminence. Of 
course, there is nothing new in France’s interest in 
space – a strong focus was placed on intelligence and 
space by Pierre Joxe32 for example – and the new 
White Paper seeks to continue this tradition by re-
affirming that it is in France’s national interest to 
bolster observation, ballistic interception, early-
warning, navigation and meteorological capabilities in 
space. This has only been amplified by the increasing 
sophistication and publicity of space programmes now 
being fielded by emerging economies such as Russia 
and China33.  
 
In response, it is France’s intention to give priority to 
developing French satellite capabilities including a 
doubling of France’s space research budget from its 
current level of EUR 380 million, the establishment of 
a French Joint Space Command managed by France’s 
Air Force, the creation of an ASSI (cyber-defence 
agency) and, by the middle of this decade, the 

                                                                                   
disarm and others stay armed; 3) a ‘negative-sum’ result in which 
no state disarms. Scenarios two and three will not result in nuclear 
disarmament because states will retain or rearm to protect 
themselves from the prevailing threat. Scenario one, the scenario 
most likely to lead to complete disarmament, is only likely to 
happen once there is an assurance that no state will retain their 
nuclear arsenal and in order for this to happen it is not likely that 
one state will take the first move (as scenario two becomes likely 
again) – every state will therefore have to disarm at the same time. 
For a more rigorous account of game theory see Schelling, T. 
(1960), Aumann, R (1974), Snidal, D. (1985), Brams, S. (1994) 
and Tsebelis, G. (2002).  
31 See: 
http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N04/328/43/PDF/N04
32843.pdf?OpenElement.   
32 Pierre Joxe served as the French Minister for Defence (1991–
1993) under the François Mitterrand Presidency.  
33 France is particularly concerned with China’s space programme 
especially after China’s ballistic missile attack (an anti-satellite 
KE-ASAT missile) on one of its weather satellites (the Feng Yun 
(FY-1C)) on 11 January 2007.  

completion of the CERES satellite system34. The Paper 
also reiterates the importance of the Multinational 
Space-based Imaging System (MUSIS)35 which will 
eventually replace France’s current optical satellite 
systems Helios and Pleiades, Germany’s SAR-Lupe 
radar spacecraft and Italy’s COSMO-SkyMed radar 
satellites. 
 
France’s space ambitions are not without a European 
dimension either. Indeed, while the White Paper makes 
clear that it “opposes the transformation of space into a 
new battlefield”36 the French government has 
nevertheless spoke candidly of the need to alter the 
European Space Policy from one traditionally 
concerned with technological and scientific 
endeavours to one that takes stock of the ‘political and 
security’ dimensions of space. Accordingly, France 
has been pushing for more dialogue on the possible use 
of the upcoming Galileo satellites37 and the current 
Global Monitoring for Environment and Security 
(GMES) satellite system to go beyond their civilian 
usage to one that can be used for Europe-wide security 
and intelligence. 
 
In this regard, France has already attained the support 
of a majority of EU partners with conclusions at a 
recent meeting ministers dealing in space affairs38 
affirming that “European space policy needs greater 
political steering in light of major challenges it faces 
such as the daily life of European citizens, European 
autonomy, budgetary choices and international 
relations”39. That said, France will face some hostility 
from Germany who not only harbour ideas of their 
own autonomous space programme but are reluctant to 
‘politicise’ or ‘militarise’ space having long held that 
while “France and the United Kingdom possess 
substantial military space budgets… Germany has not 
developed any military satellite systems to date”40.  
 
Beyond any mention of ‘star wars’, however, the more 
clement side of French space policy reassuringly calls 
for an EU ‘code of conduct’ on outer-space activites 
and, the French Centre National d’Etudes Spatiales is 
                                                 
34 CERES or ‘Clouds and the Earth’s Radiant Energy System’ is an 
ongoing NASA project that includes scientific and budgetary input 
from France’s CNES.  
35 MUSIS is an ultra-high resolution optical satellite project that 
will begin in 2008 and become fully operational in 2015. 
36 Présidence de la République, op.cit., p.143.  
37 Galileo is a EUR 3.4 billion European Space Agency global 
navigation satellite system project being built to rival the US’ 
Global Positioning System.  
38 To formal meeting of ministers dealing with space took place on 
20-22 July at Kourou (French Guiana) which is the location of the 
French Space Centre.  
39See: www.eu2008.fr/PFUE/lang/en/accueil/PFUE-
07_2008/PFUE-
22.07.2008/resultats_de_la_reunion_des_ministres_en_charge_de_
l_espace_a_kourou_guyane.  
40 See: www.bmbf.de/pub/german_space_programme-
may_2001.pdf.  
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the first to sign an as yet unratified ‘European Code of 
Conduct for Space Debris Mitigation’41 initiated by the 
European Space Agency. However, if such moves are 
to have any real force they will need the support of the 
US, China, Russia and India which will inevitably 
involve an international agreement. In this regard, the 
French government would do well to use its privileged 
position at the UN to push for an update of the 
anachronistic forty year old UN ‘Outer Space 
Treaty’42. 
 
Conclusions 
   
The French White Paper on Defence and National 
Security is a document that has precipitated a number 
of important reforms to France’s armed forces and 
attuned – for better or worse – France’s security 
strategy with the foreign policy intentions and ideals of 
its President; namely, a France ready to deal with the 
security challenges thrown-up by globalisation, a 
France comfortable cooperating with the US on global 
challenges, a France actively engaged with NATO and 
the EU and a France whose “military might” is not 
judged “by its manpower alone”43. 
 
If any of these objectives are to be attained, however, 
the French government should be aware of some of the 
dilemmas posed in this paper. Where peacemaking, 
peacekeeping and crisis management is concerned, it 
should be aware of the fact that ‘skilled’ civilian 
personnel are only as good as the training they receive 
and civil-military operations are only as good as the 
coordination and inter-operability of troops and expert 
staff. It should be cognisant of the fact that civil crisis 
management will rely on a proper unison between all 
European Council and Commission instruments, 
capabilities and resources and between the three 
pillars.  
 
Furthermore and where NATO and the ESDP are 
concerned, the French government should invest in 
developing lasting cooperation between Turkey and 
Cyprus by fostering dialogue. It should also ensure that 
it does not use NATO and the EU for its own political 
ends by trading one against the other but instead make 
clear over the next few months left of the French EU 
Presidency how it will bridge NATO and the EU. It 
might also place plans for broader reforms to the EU 

                                                 
41 See: www.esa.int/esaCP/SEMZPBW797E_index_0.html.  
42 The Treaty’s full name is the ‘Treaty on Principles Governing 
the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, 
including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies’. It was agreed in 
1966 by the UN General Assembly under Resolution 2222 (XXI), 
is the only Treaty on outer-space and currently serves as the basis 
for International Space Law covering among other things the non-
contamination and non-proliferation of nuclear weapons in space. 
43 See: 
www.economist.com/world/europe/PrinterFriendly.cfm?story_id=
11580198.  

defence market on the table so as to lower the costs of 
defence spending in the EU. 
 
In addition, the French government should make use of 
its diplomatic strength and international presence to 
help foster an international environment that allows 
France and other nuclear powers to reach a goal of 
zero nuclear weapons. This can only occur by 
restarting international negotiations, abiding by UNSC 
Resolution 1540 and the negotiation of the FMCT. 
France should recognise that nuclear weapons can no 
longer form part of an effective foreign policy in the 
future as they are not well suited to dealing with 
contemporary security threats. It should go further in 
its own nuclear disarmament and encourage other 
states to follow its lead in dismantling nuclear test sites 
and ensuring that its own ‘safeguards’ at a national-
level are monitored and updated. 
 
Finally, on the issue of space the French government 
should remember that while the politicisation of space 
does lead to a greater impetus to excel, it also breeds 
competition among states not necessarily under the 
sphere of the EU or the US. It should also be aware of 
the fact that ‘politicising’ any European Space Policy 
lessens the chances for the EU or any of its individual 
member states to admonish states that have already 
used space for political or military ends. In this regard, 
the French government should use its international 
repute and power at the UN to broker a global deal on 
space which ensures its peaceful employ.  
 
In conclusion, while the 2008 White Paper is - owing 
to its infancy - still overly laden with intention rather 
than concrete results, the EU and the rest of the world 
will be interested in how it will help navigate the 
French government over the coming years. The more 
optimistic, might look back in fifteen years time and 
see a France that managed to get the civil-military 
balance right, that managed to secure a coherent and 
effective ESDP working in harmony with NATO and 
that managed to harness space for peaceful means. The 
more pessimistic, however, might liken the next fifteen 
years to that opening move in chess called the ‘French 
Defence’, a move marked by solidity and resilience but 
at the same time making the game cumbersome and 
open to deadlock.  
 
By Daniel Fiott, Programme Associate, ISIS Europe 
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France’s Rapprochement with NATO: Paving the Way fo r an EU Caucus? 
 
In this article, Jan Gaspers highlights France’s 
rapprochement with NATO as providing a 
potentially significant impetus to debates about 
the creation of an EU caucus within NATO and 
argues that considerable external and internal 
obstacles to the creation of such a caucus still 
persist. For the foreseeable future, these obstacles 
render a greater coordination among EU member 
states within NATO rather unlikely, having 
significant implications for the EU’s future as a 
decisive security and defence actor in 
international affairs. 
 
Introduction 
 
In recent years, international organisations have 
become primary venues for studying the ever-growing 
impact of the European integration process on the 
domain of foreign and security policy. In 
correspondence with the provisions stipulated in 
Article 19 of the revised Treaty of Maastricht1, 
European Union (EU) member states have increasingly 
coordinated their actions and adopted common 
positions with regard to a broad variety of foreign and 
security policy issues in such diverse international fora 
as the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in 
Europe (OSCE)2, the social and economic 
organisations of the United Nations (UN) family in 
Geneva3, the UN General Assembly4 and – albeit in a 

                                                 
1 Article 19 of the Treaty on European Union stipulates that 
“Member States shall coordinate their action in international 
organisations and at international conferences. They shall uphold 
the common positions in such forums.” An almost similar 
provision can also be found in Article 34 of the Lisbon Treaty, 
which states that “Member States shall coordinate their action in 
international organisations and at international conferences. They 
shall uphold the Union's positions in such forums. The High 
Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security 
Policy shall organise this coordination.” 
2 P. Luif & M. Radeva, EU Co-ordination in International 
Organizations: The Case of the United Nations General Assembly 
and the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe. 
Working Papers 03/2007 (Bratislava: Comenius University 
Institute of European Studies and International Relations, 2007). 
3 P. Taylor, The EU in Geneva: Coordinating Policy in the 
Economic and Social Arrangements of the United Nations System, 
in The European Union at the United Nations: Intersecting 
Multilateralisms, eds K.V. Laatikainen & K.E. Smith 
(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006) 
4 P. Luif, EU cohesion in the UN General Assembly, Occasional 
Papers No. 49 (Paris: European Union Institute for Security 
Studies, 2003); E. Johansson-Nogués, The Fifteen and the 
Accession States in the UN General Assembly: What Future for 
European Foreign Policy in the Coming Together of the 'Old' and 
the 'New' Europe? European Foreign Affairs Review, 9/1 (2004); 
M. Farrell, EU Representation and Coordination within the United 
Nations, in K.V. Laatikainen & K.E. Smith op.cit.; P. Luif & M. 
Radeva, op. cit.; J. Wouters, The United Nations & the European 
Union: Partners in Multilateralism, EU Diplomacy Papers 4/2007 
(Bruges: College of Europe, 2007). 

much more limited fashion – the UN Security 
Council.5 As a result, the diplomatic representatives of 
third states, like the United States (US) or Russia, 
often no longer perceive and deal with EU member 
states as individual actors within these international 
organisations, but rather as the constituting parts of a 
wider “EU caucus.”6   
 
In light of the rapid evolution of the European Security 
and Defence Policy (ESDP) over the last decade, 
several scholars and policy-analysts have suggested 
that it would only be a matter of time until an EU 
caucus would also emerge within the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organisation (NATO). Burwell et al., for 
example, argue that “the reality of a more unified EU 
security policy has already contributed to an 
occasional de facto caucus within NATO, and with 
time this is likely to become more frequent and to 
affect a broader range of issues.”7  Another expert 
claims that in view of an ever-growing number of 
situations in which EU NATO members “delay a 
decision in NATO until a common EU position on the 
issue has been reached at the EU”, a “de facto EU 
caucus” within NATO is already existent.8 However, 
so far, EU member states have only very rarely 
coordinated their policies and pursued common 
European positions at NATO’s headquarters in 
Brussels. Several attempts throughout the first half of 
this decade to establish coordination mechanism 
among EU NATO members have failed. During his 
second term in office from 2002 to 2005, the then 
Foreign Minister of Germany, Joschka Fischer, for 
example, made repeated attempts both through the 
German Delegation to NATO and through 
consultations with colleagues from other EU member 
states, to promote the creation of a “European phalanx 
within NATO.” However, Fischer’s plan for an EU 
caucus never materialised, as it met with strong 
opposition from the US and Turkey as well as the 
considerable scepticism of the UK and several other 
more Atlanticist EU members. Subsequent attempts of 
Germany’s NATO Delegation to promote the 
establishment of a more informal consultative 
mechanism among EU member states equally failed in 
the face of continued opposition from the US.9 These 

                                                 
5 P. Luif, op. cit.; C. Hill, The European Powers in the Security 
Council: Differing Interests, Different Arenas, in K.V. Laatikainen 
& K.E. Smith op. cit. 
6 P. Luif & M. Radeva, op. cit., p. 13. 
7 G.F. Burwell et al., Transatlantic Transformation: Building a 
NATO-EU Security Architecture, Policy Paper March 2006 
(Washington: The Atlantic Council of the United States, 2006), p. 
20.  
8 L.S. Lebl, Working with the European Union. Orbis, 50/1 (2005), 
p. 120. 
9 Interviews: German Permanent Delegation to NATO 12 June 
2008, German Foreign Ministry 13 June 2008. 
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failures have raised serious questions about the 
prospects for the emergence of a greater unity among 
EU member states within NATO.   
 
France’s NATO Rapprochement as a New 
Impetus for an EU Caucus? 
 
Since his entry into office in May 2007, the current 
French President, Nicolas Sarkozy, has proposed a 
multitude of foreign policy projects, ranging from the 
establishment of a ‘Union of the Mediterranean’, 
through nuclear power deals with the Libyan President 
Muammar Qaddafi to military agreements with the 
United Arab Emirates.10 Much to the surprise to 
political opponents and supporters alike, Sarkozy has 
also announced that he would return France to 
NATO’s integrated command structure.11 While 
Sarkozy’s announcement is not the first of its kind 
since Charles de Gaulle’s decision in 1966 to 
disintegrate from NATO’s military command and 
therefore needs to be regarded with some scepticism in 
terms of its sustainability, it clearly provides some 
crucial impetus to debates about a greater coordination 
of EU member states’ policies towards NATO. 
 
Sarkozy has closely linked France’s NATO 
rapprochement to the idea of “Europeanising the 
Atlantic Alliance”, which in essence denotes the aim to 
increase the EU’s political and military influence in 
transatlantic security cooperation.12  The Élysée has 
identified the need to establish a greater unity among 
the EU member states within NATO. In the context of 
the debates about the accession of Georgia and 
Ukraine to NATO, for example, Sarkozy did not tire of 
arguing that EU member states should adopt a 
common position in order to strengthen the influence 
of the EU on this issue and NATO affairs more 
generally.13   
 
If Sarkozy is serious about his plans to strengthen 
Europe’s voice within NATO, the launch of earnest 

                                                 
10 A.M. Le Gloannec, Sarkozy's Foreign Policy: Substance or 
Style? The International Spectator, 43/1 (2008), pp. 15-21; J.I. 
Torreblanca, Sarkozy’s foreign policy: where do European 
interests and values stand? FRIDE Comment February 2008 
(Madrid: Fundación para las Relaciones Internacionales y el 
Diálogo Exterior, 2008); J. Vaisse, A Gaullist By Any Other 
Name. Survival, 50/3(2008), pp. 5-10. 
11 A.M. Le Gloannec, op. cit., pp. 18-19; Vaisse, op. cit., p. 6; 
Valasek, op. cit.. 
12 For a more detailed discussion of Sarkozy’s plans for NATO and 
the French White Paper, see Daniel Fiott’s article ‘The French 
White Paper on Defence and National Security: Peacebuilding, 
NATO, Nuclear Weapons and Space’ in this issue of the European 
Security Review. 
13 Presenting the French White Paper on Defence and National 
Security on 17 June 2008, Sarkozy remarked on the latest NATO 
enlargement round that “As we saw in Bucharest, when France and 
Germany agree on a position, NATO becomes more European.” N. 
Sarkozy, Discours de M. le President de la Republic sur la Défense 
et la Sécurité Nationale: Porte de Versailles – mardi 17 juin 2008. 

intra-European talks on the possibility of creating a 
formal, or at least informal, EU caucus within NATO 
is not only likely, but a necessity. However, while 
France’s full reintegration in transatlantic security 
cooperation and Sarkozy’s associated plan to 
Europeanise NATO might raise expectations that EU 
member states will create an EU coordination 
mechanism within NATO in the foreseeable future, 
several significant external and internal obstacles 
persist, which render such a development unlikely.  
 
Persisting External Obstacles  
 
To date, the key external obstacle to the creation of an 
EU coordination mechanism within NATO has been 
staunch US opposition. As early as December 2000 at 
a meeting of NATO defence ministers, the US 
Secretary of Defence, William S. Cohen, had declared 
that under no circumstances would Washington be 
prepared to accept the creation of an EU caucus within 
NATO. While the bluntness of Cohen’s statement 
made massive waves on both sides of the Atlantic14, it 
hardly came as a surprise. In fact, ever since the 
emergence of the European security and defence 
identity in the mid-1990s, US policy-makers of all 
colours have been concerned about the prospect of 
having to cope with what they fear would be a slowly 
moving and inflexible EU caucus, which would on the 
one hand further complicate reaching consensus within 
NATO and thus taking rapid and decisive decisions in 
times of crisis and on the other hand pose a potential 
counter-balance to the prevailing US dominance 
within NATO.15 Although Cohen’s message has not 
been publicly echoed by any other high-ranking US 
government official over the last eight years, US 
opposition to an EU caucus within NATO has by no 
means declined and it should also not be expected to 
fade after the 2008 Presidential elections.16 Rather, the 
creation of an EU caucus within NATO will most 
likely result in a US withdrawal from NATO17 and 
thus ultimately in a loss of the organisation’s very 
raison d’être.  
 
A further persisting external obstacle to the creation of 
an EU caucus within NATO has also been posed in the 
past by the three non-EU European NATO members. 

                                                 
14 A. Nicoll, US urges EU to keep link with Nato Military 
Capability, Financial Times (December 6, 2000). 
15 R.E. Hunter, The European Security and Defense Policy: 
NATO's Companion – or Competitor? (Santa Monica: Rand 
Corporation, 2002), pp. 77-78; K. Archik, & P. Gallis, NATO and 
the European Union. CRS Report for Congress RL32342 
(Washington: Congressional Research Service, 2005), p. 21 
16 D.S. Yost, NATO and International Organizations, Forum Paper 
3 (Rome: NATO Defense College, 2007) pp. 106-107.  
17 As one French diplomat remarked to the author, “When you try 
to create a European caucus within NATO, the US would react 
very harshly and probably leave NATO. Therefore, nobody has the 
idea to establish an EU caucus within NATO any longer.” 
Interview: French Permanent Delegation to NATO 4 June 2008. 
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Iceland, Norway and particularly Turkey, fear that the 
creation of an EU caucus within NATO would 
transform it into a forum that is primarily concerned 
with the coordination of EU-US security cooperation 
and which therefore fails to accommodate the foreign 
and security policy preferences of the non-EU 
European NATO members.18 While these concerns of 
non-EU European NATO members are arguably not of 
the same fundamental importance as those of the US, 
EU member states should nevertheless take them 
seriously.  
 
Indeed, due to the fact that all NATO decisions are 
taken by unanimity, the non-EU European NATO 
members enjoy considerable leverage vis-à-vis the EU 
member states within NATO. This has been best 
illustrated by the way in which Turkey, for various 
reasons,19 has hampered joint EU efforts to establish 
closer EU-NATO cooperation in the past. Thus, 
between 2000 and 2002, Ankara repeatedly used its 
veto power in the North Atlantic Council (NAC) to 
block the adoption of the Berlin Plus Agreement and 
only gave in after strong US and British diplomatic 
pressure and various concessions made by the EU.20 
Even after the adoption of Berlin Plus, Ankara has 
continued to impede EU-NATO cooperation by 
threatening to veto EU access to NATO military 
assets.21 Moreover, by preventing the occurrence of 
any substantial debates in meetings between NAC and 
the EU’s permanent Political and Security Committee, 
Turkey has made EU-NATO cooperation rather 
difficult.22  
 
Persisting Internal Obstacles  
 
In addition to the opposition of the US and the non-EU 
European NATO members, the persistence of 
fundamental differences among EU member states’ 

                                                 
18 S. Tofte, Non-EU NATO Members and the Issue of 
Discrimination, in Defending Europe: The EU, NATO and the 
Quest for European Autonomy, eds J. Howorth & J.T.S. Keeler 
(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan), p. 136; P. Rieker, Norway and 
the ESDP: Explaining Norwegian Participation in the EU’s 
Security Policy, European Security, 15/3 (2006), p. 292; Valasek, 
op. cit.. 
19 The main reason is the long-standing dispute with EU member 
Greece over the divided island of Cyprus, Aegean airspace and 
territorial waters as well as the EU member part of Cyprus, which 
makes Turkey undermine attempts to strengthen cooperation 
between the EU and NATO. N. Tocci, & M. Houben, 
Accommodating Turkey in ESDP, CEPS Policy Brief No. 5, 
(Brussels: Centre for European Policy Studies, 2001); S. Tofte, op. 
cit., pp. 139-140; J. Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the 
European Union (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007), p. 167. 
20 J. Howorth, op. cit., pp. 168-170. 
21 S. Croft, Guaranteeing Europe’s security? Enlarging NATO 
again. International Affairs, 78/1, pp. 108-109; Yost, op. cit., pp. 
93-94. 
22 Valasek, op. cit., p. 5; Interviews: French Permanent Delegation 
to NATO 4 June 2008, German Permanent Delegation to NATO 12 
June 2008. 

foreign and security policy preferences constitutes a 
major internal obstacle to the creation of an EU caucus 
within NATO. Even two decades after the end of the 
Cold War, EU member states remain fundamentally 
divided over the question of NATO’s future functions 
and purpose - as clearly shown by the competing 
conceptions of the politically and militarily most 
influential EU member states, namely France, the UK 
and Germany. Thus, the Élysée is eager to preserve 
NATO’s traditional character as a collective defence 
organisation whose scope of action remains firmly 
limited to Europe.23 In contrast, policy-makers in 
London would like to continue on the path of 
transforming NATO into a global security actor, which 
fosters close partnerships with democracies outside 
Europe, such as Australia and Japan, and extends the 
expeditionary military capabilities necessary for the 
projection of force in conflict theatres around the 
world.24 Rather distinct from French and British 
conceptions, the political discourse surrounding the 
making of German policy towards NATO suggests the 
existence of a strong endeavour in Berlin to raise 
NATO’s profile as a political security organisation, 
rather than a predominately military one.25 This point 
has been made particularly clear by a German 
diplomat who mentioned that “We thought that we had 
already managed to transform NATO into a collective 
political security organisation. However, we always 
come back down to earth when we listen to the 
statements made by the new NATO members. For 
them, NATO remains a purely military tool in the fight 
against Russia.”26 
 
Another persistent policy disagreement among EU 
NATO members relates to the role that the EU as an 
increasingly visible security and defence actor should 
assert vis-à-vis the US within NATO.27 While no EU 
member state – not even France28 – any longer 
seriously challenges the current status quo of a 
prominent US role in the European security 
architecture, little has changed in recent years 
regarding the scepticism of the more Atlanticist EU 
member states towards balancing US dominance in 
transatlantic security cooperation. Accordingly, the 
idea of establishing an EU coordination mechanism 
within NATO as a means to give the EU greater 

                                                 
23 A.M. Le Gloannec, op. cit., p. 19; Interview French Permanent 
Delegation to NATO 4 June 2008. 
24 R. Niblett, Choosing between America and Europe: a new 
context for British foreign policy, International Affairs 83/4 
(2007), p. 637; Interviews: British Foreign and Commonwealth 
Office 27 June 2008 and 4 July 2008. 
25 A. Hyde-Price, Germany & European order: Enlarging NATO 
and the EU (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2000) pp. 
160-163.  
26 Interview: German Permanent Delegation to NATO 12 June 
2008. 
27 J. Howorth, op. cit., pp. 146-160. 
28 J. Howorth, op. cit., p. 160; Interview at the French Permanent 
Delegation to NATO on 4 June 2008. 
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political weight has met with considerable opposition 
from the UK and several Central European EU 
members.29 They are concerned that such a step would 
put the continued existence of NATO and thus the 
Article V security guarantee at risk30 – a scenario that 
the EU NATO members from Central Europe want to 
avoid at any cost.31  
 
Although the arrival of Merkel and Sarkozy on the 
European political scene has made the emergence of a 
more unitary approach among the bigger EU members 
more likely, the foreign policy positions of all 27 EU 
member states towards coping with Russia still diverge 
significantly and it will take considerable time before 
reaching greater intra-EU harmony.32 In the context of 
NATO, the diverging European views on how to cope 
with Russia have constituted another major obstacle to 
greater EU coordination. Thus, while several of the 
older EU member states, such as France and Germany, 
have promoted a rather integrative and thus 
conciliatory approach of NATO towards Moscow,  the 
Central European EU members uphold conceptions of 
the  purpose and functions of NATO, which put the 
latter and Russia on an antagonistic footing.  
 
The lack of consensus on the future role and functions 
of NATO, the balancing of US dominance in 
transatlantic security cooperation and NATO’s 
relations with Russia are the most prominent issue 
areas that have made the formulation of common 
European positions within NATO difficult and other 
challenges, such as the deployment of troops in 
Afghanistan, can be easily identified. The fact that in 
contrast to other international organisations, like the 
OSCE and the UN, neither the European Commission 
nor the Secretariat of the Council of the EU assert any 
major role in terms of facilitating the emergence of a 
common European position towards NATO further 
undermines the possibility of the emergence of greater 
European unity within NATO. Indeed, EU NATO 
members prefer to keep their memberships within 
NATO and the EU as far as possible separated from 
each other and the Commission as well as the 
Secretariat of the Council have accepted that all 
NATO affairs, which go beyond matters of direct EU-

                                                 
29 Recalling an invitation of the German Delegation to an EU 
gathering within NATO, a French diplomat stated in an interview 
with the author, “When Germany once tried to organise a breakfast 
with EU Member states, the new EU Member states and the UK 
were very reluctant. They said that they could not accept any sort 
of EU caucus within NATO. They even said that should an EU 
caucus be established within NATO, they would push for a NATO 
caucus within the EU.” Interview French Permanent Delegation to 
NATO 4 June 2008. 
30 Interviews: French Permanent Delegation to NATO 4 June 2008, 
German Permanent Delegation to NATO 12 June 2008. 
31 A. Missiroli, EU Enlargement and CFSP/ESDP. European 
Integration, 25/1 (2003), p. 3; Tofte, op. cit., p. 136. 
32 K. Barysch, Russia, realism and EU unity, Policy Brief July 
2007 (London: Centre for European Reform, 2007). 

NATO cooperation, are exclusively addressed by the 
individual EU member states.33 
 
The Current State of Play and Future 
Prospects  
 
In light of the persisting external and internal 
obstacles, debates over an EU caucus within NATO 
are unlikely to translate into any tangible results. 
Instead of coordinating and formulating common 
positions, EU member states are likely to adhere to the 
current practice of forming flexible coalitions within 
NATO, which first and foremost correspond to 
national foreign and security policy concerns and 
preferences rather than a common European strategic 
interest. This point was made particularly clear by a 
senior official from the German Delegation to NATO: 
“To be honest, blocks usually emerge in response to 
specific issue areas. In debates about Afghanistan, for 
example, we usually meet and coordinate in groups, 
which correspond to the four existing sectors in 
Afghanistan. Our EU membership plays no role with 
regard to the way we perceive policy debates here at 
NATO and how we respond to them.”34 Debates about 
Georgia’s and Ukraine’s accession to NATO earlier 
this year35 and recent attempts to find an appropriate 
transatlantic response to the military conflict between 
Georgia and Russia over the breakaway regions of 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia36 further underline the 
continued differences in EU member states’ policies 
towards a variety of issues debated within NATO. 
Ultimately, it is to a large extent this heterogeneity of 
policies, which prevents EU NATO representatives in 
Brussels and the officials in charge of NATO affairs in 
the foreign ministries of EU member states to 
formulate and pursue common European positions 
towards NATO.  
 
The lack of coordination among EU member states 
vis-à-vis NATO policy-making is by no means limited 
to the ambassadorial level at NATO’s headquarters in 
Brussels. On the ministerial level, EU NATO members 
also remain highly reluctant to exchange points of 
                                                 
33 Interviews: British Foreign and Commonwealth Office 27 June 
2008 and 4 July 2008, European Commission  11 June; French 
Permanent Delegation to NATO 4 June 2008, German Foreign 
Ministry 12 June 2008, German Permanent Delegation to NATO 
13 June 2008. 
34 Interview: German Permanent Delegation to NATO 12 June 
2008.  
35 See K.-H. Kamp, After the Summit: Long-Term Consequences 
for NATO. Research Paper No. 37, (Rome: NATO Defence 
College, 2008). 
36 For an analysis of the military conflict, see S. Fischer (2008), 
Worst Case: Escalation of the Unresolved Conflicts in Georgia, ISS 
Analysis (Paris: European Union Institute for Security Studies, 
2008). For an excellent summary of the diverging opinions of EU 
member states during debates about a NATO response to the 
conflict, see N. Busse, Derselbe Graben wie in der Irak-Krise [The 
same cleavage as during the Iraq crisis], Frankfurter Allgemeine 
Zeitung (August 14, 2008). 
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view, not to speak of coordinating their NATO 
policies.37 French Foreign Ministry officials who are 
dealing with NATO affairs hardly ever discuss their 
portfolios with their counterparts from Berlin or 
London or any other EU capital, for that matter. 
Indeed, consultations among officials of EU member 
states on NATO issues usually only take place in the 
margins of meetings of the North Atlantic Council or 
at other high-level NATO summits38 and this status 
quo should not be expected to change any time soon. 
 
While the formation of a formal EU caucus within 
NATO remains a distant possibility for the time being, 
at least informal EU consultation meetings within 
NATO might occur more regularly in the future. In 
fact, as a result of France’s much more constructive 
engagement with NATO in recent months and its 
agenda to Europeanise NATO, an increase in the 
number of informal consultations among NATO 
representatives from EU member states has already 
been observed.39 However, these informal 
consultations have not yet made any noteworthy 
contribution to fostering common EU positions on 
issues debated within NATO.40 Accordingly, an 
increase of informal consultations should not per se be 
regarded as creating a greater unity of EU member 
states within NATO. 
 
Conclusion 
 
In contrast to the coordination of EU member states’ 
policies within other international organisations, like 
the OSCE or the UN, coordination within NATO has 
so far remained absent. While the French NATO 
rapprochement might give new impetus to debates 
about the formation of an EU caucus within NATO, it 
should not be expected that such a caucus will emerge 
anytime soon. For those who are eager to maintain the 
status quo and who would therefore like to see a 
continued superiority of national foreign and security 
policy interests within NATO, this current state of play 
is clearly rather comforting. Particularly for the US, 
but also for the non-EU European NATO members 
and the more Atlanticist EU NATO members, the 
continued disunity of the EU within NATO is reason 
for quietude rather than concern.  
 
However, for those who are convinced that in the 21st 
century EU member states must establish a common 
strategic culture and pool their military and civilian 
capabilities in order to secure Europe’s continued 

                                                 
37 Interviews: British Foreign and Commonwealth Office 4 July 
2008, German Foreign Ministry 12 June 2008. 
38 Interviews: British Foreign and Commonwealth Office 4 July 
2008, German Foreign Ministry 12 June 2008. 
39 Interview: French Permanent Delegation to NATO on 4 June 
2008. 
40 Interviews: French Permanent Delegation to NATO 4 June 2008; 
German Permanent Delegation to NATO 12 June 2008. 

influence not only in NATO, but more widely in world 
affairs, the continued lack of impact of ESDP 
integration on the formulation of national NATO 
policies should give some pause to think. 
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Civilian Nuclear Cooperation: An Indian Exemption?  
 

On 21–22 August 2008 the Nuclear Suppliers Group 
met on a US proposal to exempt India from guidelines 
developed to reduce the risk of technology transfers 
contributing to nuclear weapon programmes. When 
considering to engage or curtail India, in rejecting the 
proposal, the NSG risks offending either the US or 
India or both. Yet a step toward exemption could 
undermine a system based on clear rules for general 
application and towards the adoption of a more 
political basis for decision-making – as well as 
undermine efforts towards nuclear non-proliferation. 
 
The NSG 
 
It is a fundamental principle of the Nuclear Suppliers 
Group (NSG), created in 1975, that suppliers should 
only authorize transfers of control-listed items when 
they are satisfied that the transfers would not 
contribute to the proliferation of nuclear weapons or 
other nuclear explosive devices. To that end the 
partners have agreed lists of nuclear and nuclear-
related material, equipment, software and technology 
which should never be exported without the prior 
assessment and consent of a designated export control 
authority. When making their assessment the export 
control authorities have agreed to apply a set of 
guidelines developed among the NSG partners—
though they are also free to apply other laws and 
guidelines if they choose to do so.  
 
Nuclear export controls are not normally intended to 
prevent or hinder international cooperation on peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy. However, applying the NSG 
guidelines in practice excludes civilian nuclear 
cooperation with four countries that currently have (or 
are strongly believed to have) nuclear weapons but are 
not parties to the 1968 Treaty on the Non-proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) - India, North Korea, 
Pakistan and Israel. A nuclear weapon state is defined 
in the NPT as a country that manufactured and 
exploded a nuclear weapon or other nuclear explosive 
device prior to 1 January 1967. Therefore, the NSG 
partners consider these four countries to be non-
nuclear weapon states from a legal perspective even 
though three of them are known to have exploded 
nuclear devices after 1967.  
Prior to 2005 it was generally agreed that an agreement 
reached at a meeting of the NSG in Warsaw in 1992 
effectively excluded nuclear cooperation with 
countries outside the NPT.1 However, in 2005 the 
Bush Administration announced its intention to make 
civilian nuclear cooperation part of a wider policy of 

                                                 
1Statement on Full-Scope Safeguards adopted by the Adherents to 
the Nuclear Suppliers Guidelines, Meeting of Adherents to the 
Nuclear Suppliers Guidelines, Warsaw 31 March–3 April, 1992, 
http://www.sipri.org/contents/expcon/nsgfss.html.  

building a closer economic, political and strategic 
relationship with India. The US has subsequently been 
working to dismantle the domestic and international 
barriers preventing Indo–US nuclear cooperation. As 
part of that effort the US circulated a draft Statement 
on Civil Nuclear Cooperation with India to NSG 
partners in 2006 and a new draft, modified after 
consultations with India, is the basis for the 
deliberations at an extraordinary meeting held in 
August.2 
 
According to current guidelines, suppliers should 
transfer control-listed items and technology to a non-
nuclear weapon state party to the NPT only after the 
importing state has brought into force an agreement 
with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 
requiring the application of so-called full-scope 
safeguards—which is taken to mean that safeguards 
will apply to all activities in the country in which 
source and special fissionable material are being used.3 
In countries where the nuclear programme has a 
military as well as a civilian element, the role of 
safeguards is necessarily different. The basic purpose 
of safeguards is to block military access to the fissile 
materials that are an essential element in a nuclear 
weapon, but India will continue to maintain 
unsafeguarded facilities to support its nuclear weapons 
programme and has made it clear that applying 
safeguards in these facilities is unacceptable and non-
negotiable.  
 
In 2008 India and the IAEA reached agreement with 
India for the application of safeguards to civilian 
nuclear facilities—subsequently endorsed by the IAEA 
Board of Governors at the beginning of August. 
However, this was not a comprehensive or full-scope 
safeguards agreement. Rather, the agreement provides 
for the application of safeguards to a total of 14 
nuclear reactors in India, (six of which are already 
under facility-specific safeguards) by 2014; a further 8 
nuclear reactors designated by India as being for 
military use will remain unsafeguarded. The nature of 
the safeguards agreement means that NSG 

                                                 
2 The Washington-based Arms Control Association has published 
both documents: Darryl Kimball, U.S. Proposal for Changes to 
Nuclear Suppliers Group Guidelines Circulated March 2006, 
Arms Control Association, 27 March 2006, 
http://www.armscontrol.org/projects/India/20060327_DraftNSGPr
oposal; Darryl Kimball, U.S. Proposal for India-Specific 
Exemption from Nuclear Suppliers Group Guidelines Circulated 
August 2008, Arms Control Association, 
http://www.armscontrol.org/node/3274. 
3 The guidelines were amended in 1993 to take into account the 
agreement reached in Warsaw the previous year, Carlton E. 
Thorne, Multilateral Export Controls: Past, Present and Future, 
International Seminar on the Role of Export Controls in Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation, IAEA, Vienna, 7–8 October 1997. 
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participating states could not supply controlled items 
to India under the current agreed rules. 
 
Exempting India 
 
In August 2008 the NSG held an extraordinary session 
to begin formal deliberations on the US proposal to 
exempt India from one aspect of the nuclear supplier 
guidelines. There was a great deal at stake at this 
meeting. The proposal being discussed is a significant 
change to existing policy and it could only come about 
through the unanimous consent of a group of countries 
that are generally considered to include the strongest 
supporters of the international nuclear non-
proliferation regime. Although sometimes presented as 
an India-specific issue, the decision of the NSG will in 
practice set a new non-proliferation benchmark.  
 
Observers anticipate that a decision will be taken 
quickly in order to accommodate the domestic political 
calendar in the US.4 However, there is no simple or 
obvious answer to the questions facing the NSG and 
there is concern that the decision is being taken in too 
much haste.  
 
The NSG decision will put a number of wider issues 
into particularly sharp relief. Given the widespread 
expectation of significant growth in the civil nuclear 
industry worldwide, perhaps the most important signal 
from the NSG will relate to the question of how 
countries intend to balance their non-proliferation 
commitments against the commercial benefits that they 
expect to gain from a so-called ‘nuclear renaissance’.  
 
If it does not support the US proposal the NSG risks 
offending both India - a state that many countries (as 
well as the EU) already see as a key actor on the global 
scene - and the US. The discussion will test the 
solidarity of the NSG, which is a voluntary grouping 
ostensibly composed of like-minded states, and give a 
clue to whether an export control system based on the 
general application of agreed rules is migrating 
towards a system based more on political criteria.  
 
The Choices Facing the NSG 
 
There are four options open to the NSG participating 
states in regard to India and choosing any of them will 
have serious repercussions. The four options are as 
follows: 

1) To maintain the existing rules.  

                                                 
4 Observers expect a decision by 8 September 2008 partly because 
new legislation translating the decision of the NSG into law would 
be needed before US–India cooperation could take place. With the 
US Congress expected to adjourn on 26 September, the time 
available to debate and vote on any new law would be limited. 
Siddhanrth Varadarajan, ‘Eleventh Hour for the Nuclear Suppliers 
Group’, The Hindu, 9 Aug. 2008.  

2) To agree on a so-called ‘clean exemption’ from 
the requirement for full-scope safeguards as a 
condition of supply.  

3) To agree to an exemption, but establish in 
advance how the NSG would respond to future 
Indian actions.  

4) To revise the guidelines in ways that open the 
door for civilian cooperation with any country, 
including other NPT non-parties, that meet 
specified criteria.  

 
As the NSG works by consensus, the first option 
would occur if any of the 45 participating states 
refuses to modify existing guidelines to facilitate 
civilian nuclear cooperation with India. However, 
according to diplomats close to the discussions, no 
country planned to oppose the proposal outright.5 
 
The second choice would mean accepting the US 
proposal without modification. The new draft asserts 
that steps India has already taken voluntarily as ‘a 
contributing partner in the nonproliferation regime’ are 
sufficient grounds to agree that NSG participating 
states may transfer controlled items and/or related 
technology to India, provided that the government of 
the exporting country is satisfied that the items are 
intended for peaceful purposes at safeguarded civil 
nuclear facilities. Clearly the transfer would also have 
to be consistent with all other elements of the nuclear 
supplier guidelines. 
 
The third option would occur if NSG participating 
states amend the draft proposal during the course of 
their discussions. This is considered by some analysts 
to be the most likely outcome from the meeting, 
though Indian officials are expected to stress that 
domestic political conditions in India make it likely 
that attaching conditions to the US draft could have the 
same practical effect as a decision to continue blocking 
civilian nuclear cooperation.6 
 
The fourth scenario of revising the guidelines, would 
occur if the NSG revision included a set of criteria that 
any country could in theory meet, rather than limiting 
their deliberations to cooperation with India. This has 
been proposed in the past by China (which is a 
participant in the NSG) as well as Pakistan and Israel, 
which urged the NSG to consider adopting ‘a generic, 
multi-tiered, criteria-based approach towards nuclear 

                                                 
5 ‘Switzerland “unlikely” to block Nuclear Suppliers Group waiver 
for India’, Press Trust of India, 8 Aug. 2008 Mark Hibbs ‘Some in 
NSG predict prolonged debate over conditions for Indian 
exemption’, Nuclear Fuel, vol. 33, no. 16, 11 Aug. 2008).  
6 T. S. Subramanian, ‘India firm on “unconditional” exemption’, 
The Hindu, 12 Aug. 2008. The Indian Foreign Secretary and the 
Prime Minister’s Special Envoy charged with facilitating civilian 
nuclear cooperation are expected to meet with NSG participating 
states in advance of the 21 August meeting.  
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technology transfers’.7 The arguments for a criteria 
based approach are logical. The guidelines would give 
all of the countries that are currently locked out of 
international civil nuclear cooperation an incentive to 
modify their domestic laws, procedures and policies in 
line with NSG norms. The approach could also 
enhance the legitimacy of the NSG as a rule-based 
body rather than one driven by the narrow political and 
economic self-interest of its most powerful members. 
However, the degree of trust among NSG participants 
is probably too low for them be confident that other 
national authorities will apply agreed criteria in an 
acceptable way when assessing specific export 
licences. This scenario is therefore rather unlikely.  
 
The Arguments for and Against an Exemption 
 
While proponents of the proposal to permit civil 
nuclear cooperation with India have argued that the 
decision would have a positive impact on global non-
proliferation efforts, the arguments to support this 
assertion have been rather vague. IAEA Director-
General Mohammed ElBaradei has said that the 
arrangement will ‘bring India closer to the debate’ on 
the long-term objective of nuclear disarmament. US 
officials have also argued that bringing India into 
global civilian nuclear cooperation would ‘make India 
a stakeholder’ in the non-proliferation regime.8  
 
India has argued that civilian nuclear energy is a 
necessary part of a balanced strategy to meet growing 
energy needs in an efficient and sustainable manner 
without undermining efforts to combat the negative 
environmental impact of climate change—a 
perspective that has been emphasized by countries 
such as France and the United Kingdom. If India was 
not able to take advantage of international cooperation 
it would be a severe, and perhaps fatal, blow to an 
ambitious national programme to increase the share of 
electricity from nuclear power plants. A three-stage 
nuclear programme has been elaborated in India that 
includes the construction of around 25 new reactors 
over the next two decades. However, India lacks the 
reserves of uranium and the national manufacturing 
base to build and provide fuel for the reactors. 
  
Critics of bringing India into civilian nuclear 
cooperation have asked for more specific reasons to 
believe that this could enhance the non-proliferation 
regime or promote nuclear disarmament. Although its 
own nuclear weapons programme was developed in 
part by diverting foreign nuclear technology provided 

                                                 
7 Israeli spokesman David Siegel, quoted in Glenn Kessler, ‘Israel 
Submits Nuclear Trade Plan’, Washington Post, 30 Sept. 2007, p. 
A23.  
8 State Department official Nicholas Burns, quoted in ‘India-
specific safeguards agreement may get IAEA nod’, Indian Express, 
1 August 2008.  

for civilian purposes, India has argued strenuously that 
it has never permitted technology to spread to the 
nuclear weapon programme of another state. India has 
been persuaded of the need for more modern and 
effective national export laws on the merits of the case 
and has enacted new legislation. However, 
international cooperation might induce India to ensure 
that the new laws are implemented and enforced, since 
a poor implementation record would reduce the 
likelihood that foreign suppliers will receive export 
licences from their national authorities.  
 
Civilian cooperation might lead India to support 
counter-terrorism and non-proliferation processes 
about which it has been lukewarm in the past. After the 
significant investment made by the US to facilitate 
civilian nuclear cooperation, it might be that Indian 
officials feel obliged to at least consider participation 
in US-sponsored activities such as the Proliferation 
Security Initiative (PSI) and the Global Initiative to 
Combat Nuclear Terrorism (GICNT).9  
 
Critics of the proposal have expressed doubts about 
whether these benefits outweigh counterveiling risks 
or, in some cases, whether the benefits will ever 
actually be realized. Ambassador Robert Grey, a 
former US representative to the Conference on 
Disarmament, has stated his view that India is ‘not 
about to do anything in the international arena in the 
years to come that’s going to make it an ally of the 
US.’10  
 
Observers have also pointed out that even if India was 
to implement current plans fully, nuclear energy would 
only make a modest contribution to meeting 
anticipated energy demand compared to fossil fuel. To 
achieve environmental targets investment in ‘cleaner’ 
technologies and making more efficient use of 
generated energy should both be higher priorities for 
India than investment in nuclear power plants.  
 
Consequences for Non-proliferation? 
 
Analysts have pointed to the risk of negative 
ramifications for the wider nuclear non-proliferation 
regime, where many non-nuclear weapon states feel 
that civilian nuclear cooperation is one tangible benefit 
gained from participation in the NPT. Mark Fitzpatrick 
has pointed out that modifying the NSG guidelines to 

                                                 
9 In what might be a coincidence, India participated in the GICNT 
for the first time in June 2008, Jacquelyn S. Porth, ‘Nations Extol 
Virtues of Fighting Together Against Nuclear Terror’, US 
Department of State, June 24, 2008, 
http://italy.usembassy.gov/viewer/article.asp?article=/file2008_06/
alia/a8062408.htm. 
10 Transcript of Opening Presentations for The Future of the Indian 
Nuclear Deal: Key Issues before the IAEA, NSG and US Congress, 
Arms Control Association Press Briefing, 30 July 2008, available 
at URL http://www.armscontrol.org/node/3221. 
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accommodate India ‘would undermine the basic 
bargain: non-nuclear weapon states abandon any 
pursuit of nuclear weapons in exchange for 
cooperation in the peaceful use of nuclear energy’.11 
Providing the benefits of civilian cooperation to 
countries regardless of their stance vis-à-vis nuclear 
weapons might give encouragement to others weighing 
the advantages and disadvantages of keeping a 
weapons option open. Another former US official, 
Robert Einhorn, has observed that the deal ‘would 
inevitably send the signal, especially to countries with 
good relations with Washington, that the U.S. will 
tolerate and eventually accommodate to a decision to 
acquire nuclear weapons.12  
 
Alternatives 
 
As an alternative to the two extreme options of a clean 
exemption and outright rejection of the US proposal, 
several ideas have been advanced for conditions that 
could be attached to an approval. Two suggestions for 
conditions are particularly noteworthy because they 
are both prominent in the public discussion among 
experts and linked to current policy debates among 
governments. 
 
The first is an agreement to terminate civilian nuclear 
commerce if India renews nuclear weapon testing. 
India has declared a unilateral moratorium on nuclear 
testing, but this does not bind the current government 
or any successor and India has not signed the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). 
 
A decision of the NSG by which partners agree in 
advance to terminate nuclear commerce if India carried 
out a nuclear test would avoid any direct link to the 
CTBT, as two NSG participating states (the US and 
China) also have not ratified the treaty.13 Nevertheless, 
a proposal of this kind might interest the US since it is 
already a provision of national law (the 2006 US and 
India Nuclear Cooperation Act, often called the Hyde 
Act) and as the political reaction to an Indian test 

                                                 
11 Mark Fitzpatrick, ‘US–India Nuclear Cooperation Accord: 
Implications for the Nonproliferation Regime’, Asia–Pacific 
Review, vol. 15 no. 1, 2008. 
12 Robert J. Einhorn, The U.S.-India Nuclear Deal, Statement by 
Before the House International Relations Committee, 26 Oct. 2005, 
http://www.csis.org/media/csis/congress/ts051026_einhorn.pdf. 
13 The US and China have signed, but not ratified the CTBT. India 
is one of the 16 states (of 195) non-signatory to the treaty 
.http://www.ctbto.org/map/  For the treaty to come into effect, 
‘Annex 2’ states - the 44 countries that participated in the 
negotiations of the CTBT from 1994-1996 and that possessed 
nuclear power reactors or research reactors at that time - must sign 
and ratify the CTBT. As of March 2008, there were nine countries 
outstanding (i.e. China, the Democratic People’s Republic of 
Korea, Egypt, India, Indonesia, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Israel, 
Pakistan and the United States of America.) 

could anyway compel a future US government to 
terminate agreements with India. 14  
 
Under Section 123 of the 1954 Atomic Energy Act, all 
significant nuclear cooperation between the US and 
other countries requires a bilateral framework 
agreement setting out the broad terms of reference for 
cooperation. India rejected including the concept of 
terminating cooperation following a nuclear test into 
the draft ‘123 Agreement’. Either Party may terminate 
the ‘123 agreement’ with one year’s written notice to 
the other Party. 15 Therefore the US could give India 
notice of termination after a test and, as each 
transaction needs to be approved on a case-by-case 
basis under US export control law, effectively close 
down civilian commerce by denying export licences in 
the interim period. 
 
Other NSG partners might follow a similar line in the 
wake of an Indian nuclear test, but that is not certain. 
An agreement within the NSG that other countries 
would act along similar lines could help the US avoid 
a situation where domestic legislation and domestic 
political opinion compels Washington to adopt a 
policy that other nuclear suppliers are not obliged to 
share. 
 
While US officials might not argue too hard in the 
NSG context against an agreement to terminate nuclear 
cooperation following an Indian test, many believe that 
2009 could see a new US administration re-examine 
the advantages and disadvantages of joining 
international efforts to bring the CTBT into force. 
Therefore, NSG participating states might see it as 
premature or inappropriate to take a decision that 
impacts on the prospects for a nuclear test ban in a 
relatively small group if this creates a negative 
atmosphere for a more inclusive effort to promote the 
CTBT prior to the 2010 NPT Review Conference.  
 
A second suggestion that is prominent in many 
analyses is to limit the scope of civilian nuclear 
commerce by restricting it to certain parts of the NSG 
list of controlled items. Since 2004 the NSG has been 
discussing a US proposal that partners should agree 
further restrictions or an outright ban on the transfer of 
enrichment and reprocessing equipment and 
technologies to any state that does not already possess 
full-scale, functioning enrichment and reprocessing 
plants. This general rule would not capture India since 
it already has operational plants.  
 

                                                 
14 United States and India Nuclear Cooperation, Public Law 109-
401, 18 Dec. 2006.  
15 Paul Kerr, U.S. Nuclear Cooperation With India: Issues For 
Congress, Congressional Research Service Report RL33016, 20 
May 2008.  
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As one part of a waiver NSG partners might agree not 
transfer technologies that are particularly sensitive 
from a nuclear weapon proliferation perspective to 
India. This would include uranium enrichment and 
used fuel reprocessing technologies but could also 
extend to the production of heavy water for use in 
reactors fuelled by natural uranium (though this last 
point may be moot as India is already one of the 
leading world producers of heavy water).  
 
Tensions 
 
A decision among partners to maintain the prohibition 
on supplying particularly sensitive technologies to 
India might help address a central question related to 
nuclear cooperation, namely how to ensure that 
cooperation on civil projects does not contribute to 
additional military potential. NSG partners should be 
satisfied that measures have put in place can offer a 
credible assurance that any items transferred for 
peaceful purposes will not contribute to India’s nuclear 
weapons arsenal. If they are not satisfied on this point 
then a decision to support civil nuclear cooperation 
would set up an internal tension with the non-
proliferation principle that is also part of the current 
guidelines. According to this principle suppliers should 
only authorize transfer of items or related technology 
identified in the trigger list when they are satisfied that 
the transfers would not contribute to the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.  
 
Critics have argued that civilian nuclear cooperation 
with India might support the Indian nuclear weapon 
programme in two ways. First, facilitating access to 
nuclear fuel would allow India to dedicate scarce 
domestic uranium reserves to military end-uses 
(weapons and nuclear submarine reactors) that would 
otherwise have to compete with nuclear energy for 
uranium and enrichment services.16 Second, the 
character of India’s existing plans for civil nuclear 
energy development make it very likely that additional 
reprocessing plants will be needed in future to extract 
plutonium from spent fuel. Future international 
cooperation could expand Indian technical knowledge 
in particularly sensitive areas.  
 
Fuelling the Problem or the Solution? 
 
One reason that no decision has been reached on the 
2004 proposal, is that some NSG participating states 
want to maintain the option to develop commercial 
capabilities themselves if the anticipated nuclear 

                                                 
16 India’s uranium enrichment capacity is examined in David 
Albright and Susan Basu, India’s Gas Centrifuge Enrichment 
Program: Growing Capacity for Military Purposes, Institute for 
Science and International Security (ISIS) Washington DC, 18 Jan. 
2007, www.isis-
online.org/publications/southasia/indiagrowingcapacity.pdf. 

renaissance becomes a reality. A clean waiver without 
agreement to block Indian access to sensitive items 
could allow states to supply technologies to India that 
they deny to their NSG partners.  
 
While it might seem strange in the eyes of countries 
that are members of the NPT that they are denied 
access to technologies NSG partners are willing to 
provide to India, excluding India from international 
projects might have negative ramifications. For 
example, the US has argued for eventual Indian 
participation in the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership 
(GNEP). 17 The GNEP is intended, among other things, 
to develop more advanced safeguards for application at 
reprocessing plants to ensure that plutonium does not 
enter the military fuel cycle. Including India into 
GNEP could ensure that the most modern safeguards 
would be applied at any future plants declared by India 
as civilian facilities.  
 
Another key issue for the NSG to consider is whether 
the national export control system that India has been 
modernising and reinforcing over the past few years is 
adequate to prevent items supplied for civilian end-
uses in India from contributing to nuclear weapons 
programmes in other countries. In 2005 India enacted 
new primary legislation to bring national export 
control law into line with modern standards. However, 
the issue of how effectively this national law can be 
implemented and enforced has been the subject of 
some debate.  
 
India’s Give and Take 
 
During 2007, the Indian government began a process 
of modifying the bureaucratic procedures and 
introducing the more detailed regulations that would 
be necessary to ensure that the primary legislation is 
effective. The changes included an inter-agency 
consultation process, aimed to ensure that the best 
possible information about the end-use and end-user of 
an item is included into any prior assessment of an 
export.  
 
In 2008, India has elaborated additional changes to its 
overall export control system, including enhanced 
powers to stop shipments of goods believed to need an 
export licence before they leave Indian jurisdiction as 
well as modifications to the foreign trade regulations 
to include services as well as goods into the scope of 
controlled activities. Certain changes to the system of 

                                                 
17 Robert Joseph, Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and 
International Security, speaking at a Foreign Press Center Briefing 
on the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP), Washington 
DC 16 Feb. 2006, available at URL 
http://fpc.state.gov/fpc/61808.htm. 
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penalties available in cases where the trade regulations 
are violated are also under active consideration.18  
 
While these measures by India to implement existing 
law will undoubtedly be welcomed by NSG 
participating states, it is unclear whether or not they 
would be sufficient to reduce concerns about the risk 
of unauthorized re-export of sensitive items from India 
to acceptable levels. With the information available to 
them, could NSG partners accept the claim that India 
has adopted a national export control system capable 
of effectively controlling transfers of multilaterally 
controlled nuclear and nuclear related material, 
equipment, and technology? 
 
Implementing export controls in a country the size of 
India would be a challenge under any circumstances 
and Indian authorities still have little experience with 
the new system that has been created. Moreover, the 
challenges could grow significantly in the future. The 
Indian government is considering changes to 1962 
legislation that bars participation by private companies 
in the nuclear sector.19 A policy of privatisation would 
bring new types of exporter into the scope of export 
control implementation. A significant expansion in the 
civilian nuclear sector would bring with it a parallel 
increase in suppliers of so-called dual-use 
technologies, and NSG partners would expect India to 
ensure that these items are controlled for export. 
Export controls are continuously evolving as 
technologies and products develop, as markets change 
and in line with international political factors. The 
NSG will also have to consider how future relations 
with India will be managed.  
 
India is not currently expected to join the NSG. 
Therefore, the participating states would need to assure 
themselves in some other way that India continues to 
keep its export controls in line with the highest 
international standards, for example by regularly 
updating national export control lists. Participating 
states would also want to be reassured that India is 
taking the steps to implement national export control 
laws effectively. Establishing a regular export control 
dialogue with India would be a logical element of any 
decision to modify current nuclear supplier guidelines. 
 
Conclusions 
 
The need to take a decision on whether to facilitate 
cooperation with India can rightly be seen as a key 
moment in the life of the NSG. Whatever decision the 

                                                 
18 Arun S. Vikas Dhoot, ‘Trade laws to spell out N-controls, end 
licences’, Financial Express, 17 August 2008. 
19 Harry Goldstein, Interview with Sudhinder Thakur (an Executive 
Director at the Nuclear Power Corp. of India Ltd. (NPCIL)), IEEE 
Spectrum Online, March 2007, 
http://www.spectrum.ieee.org/mar07/4955.  

NSG arrives at will have significant consequences for 
the future non-proliferation efforts.  
 
An exemption for India will inevitably be seen as a 
step away from a system based on clear rules for 
general application and towards the adoption of a more 
political basis for decision-making. Agreeing that full-
scope safeguards would be a condition of supply was 
difficult, but was rightly proclaimed as a significant 
step forward in developing non-proliferation standards. 
Moreover, this standard became a global norm when it 
was agreed in the framework of the NPT in 1995.20 
Clearly, actions that either weaken the solidarity or 
undermine the credibility of the NSG should not be 
taken lightly.  
 
At the same time, the majority of the most powerful 
participating states in the NSG believe that there is a 
political imperative to strengthen ties with India and 
most countries with leading nuclear industries are 
convinced that there are compelling economic and 
environmental arguments for engagement and 
cooperation with India. No action taken by the NSG 
can compel India to abandon either its nuclear 
weapons or its plans to expand the role of nuclear in 
generating electricity. However, blocking access to 
international cooperation would increase the costs to 
India and delay the progress of Indian civilian nuclear 
programmes. The reminder to countries that nuclear 
proliferation comes with a significant price tag, is 
something critics of the US proposal have been keen to 
preserve out of fear that countries may conclude that 
the consequences of a nuclear weapons option are less 
serious than they supposed.  
 
Practical issues related to the implementation of 
safeguards and export controls in India suggest that 
even if the case for an exemption is accepted, the 
immediate implementation of that decision by 
modifying existing guidelines may be premature. A 
two step procedure in which a decision in principle is 
followed by wider consultation prior to the 
modification of the guidelines might produce the best 
possible outcome. In any case, the discussion of the 
prospects and implications of civilian nuclear 
cooperation with India, have underlined that a broader 
and more inclusive dialogue about the role that nuclear 
export control will play in nuclear non-proliferation 
should be undertaken in 2009 in the run-up to the 2010 
NPT Review Conference.  
 

By Dr. Ian Anthony, Research Coordinator, SIPRI 

                                                 
20 Ernie Regehr, Getting a nonproliferation payoff from India, 13 
August 2008, http://www.igloo.org/disarmingconflict/gettingano. 
More broadly, the decision by the United Nations to base the 
technical annexes of Security Council resolutions on NSG 
documents is another example of how a decision of the NSG had 
global impact. 
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Climate Change in Bangladesh: Coping and Conflict 
 

In this article, Saferworld explores the links between 
security and climate change in Bangladesh. A joint 
study undertaken by Saferworld and the Bangladesh 
Institute of International and Strategic Studies (BIISS) 
notes that adaptive measures taken to counter-act the 
effects of climate change can themselves lead to 
violent conflict. With the changing nature of what 
security means - that is, that it must now encompass 
the many facets of ‘human’ security; and with the EU 
wishing to lead in efforts on peacebuilding and conflict 
prevention - consideration of climate security and food 
security, inter alia, is essential. Otherwise, intra-
country violence to defend interests may erupt and 
international security could be affected by regional 
destablisation. An analysis of the impacts of climate 
change on security needs to be incorporated into 
climate policies and response strategies, at EU and 
international levels, so that future conflict risks are 
identified and addressed. 
 
Introduction 
 
There is a widely accepted relationship between 
climate change, security and conflict, but empirical 
details of exactly how these issues affect each other – 
and what they mean for policy making at the EU and 
beyond – have tended to be scarce. A recent 
Saferworld case-study1 undertaken with the 
Bangladesh Institute of International and Strategic 
Studies (BIISS), provides some evidence of the links 
between climate change, migration, security and 
conflict in Bangladesh. 
 
Saferworld collaborated with BIISS to hold focus 
group discussions with over 230 people living in 
communities affected by issues such as coastal 
flooding, erosion, salt water inundation and the influx 
of climate induced migration; as well as conducting 
over 50 key informant interviews with journalists, 
politicians, local government officials, the police, 
donor institutions, civil society members and 
academics.  
 
The results of the discussions showed that whilst the 
effects of climate change itself may serve to 
exacerbate people’s existing insecurity, it is likely to 
be the adaptive measures taken to cope with these 
additional pressures that constitute a risk to violent 
conflict.  
 
This article investigates some of the issues brought to 
light by the research before going on to make the case 
that strategies for dealing with the effects of climate 

                                                 
1 Understanding the links between climate change, security and 
conflict: A case study from Bangladesh will be available to 
download from the publications page at www.saferworld.org.uk  

change must be conflict-sensitive so that they, at the 
very least, avoid causing or inflaming violence and, at 
best, promote sustainable peace.  
 
Old Problems Made Worse 
 
A low-lying, coastal country situated in the delta of 
three waterways, Bangladesh has always been prone to 
natural disasters such as cyclones and flooding. With 
more than 230 rivers and tributaries intersecting the 
country, water – and its associated risk – has long been 
the way of life.  
 
Climate change, however, makes natural disaster 
harder to deal with. The International Panel on Climate 
Change has identified cyclones, river flooding, 
erosion, tidal surges and an increased salinity or silting 
of arable land all as conditions that are becoming less 
predictable, more frequent and more intense in 
Bangladesh2.  
 
With 144 million people living on 144,000 km2 of 
land, Bangladesh is the most densely populated 
country in the world, and with around 80% of its 
population living on less than US$2 a day, it is also 
one of the least developed countries3. Agricultural 
production accounts for most of the population’s 
livelihood and a weak infrastructure makes successful 
early warning of natural disasters difficult. Hence, this 
combination of geographic, natural and socio-political 
factors presents a real source of insecurity for the 
people of Bangladesh. 
 
For instance, communities have found it increasingly 
difficult to move their cattle to high ground before 
floods arrive, with many of their livestock 
subsequently drowning. Similarly, the destruction of 
fishing boats by cyclones has threatened livelihoods in 
coastal communities and damage to roads and other 
infrastructure has made it more difficult for people to 
move between villages and transport goods to market.  
 
The increasing frequency and severity of natural 
disasters has also led to a decline in access to land. 
Some of this land has been lost directly to the sea: for 
example, the Chairman of the Kaiyarbil Union (a 
geographical division) in Kutubdia Island noted in his 
interview for the study that around 4.5 km2 of the 
Union had become submerged since 1991, affecting 
725 families. However, river and coastal flooding has 
also led to large amounts of sand and salt being 
deposited on agricultural land. While this does not 

                                                 
2 IPCC: Working Group II (2007), Climate Change 2007: Impacts, 
Adaptation and Vulnerability http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/ar4-
wg2.htm 
3 UNDP, Human Development Report (2006) 
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represent a loss of the land itself, these deposits render 
the area unusable for agricultural production. 
Participants in the study’s focus group in Kalikapur 
village in the Charigirish region noted that deposits 
resulting from the 2007 floods had led to the 
abandonment of between 300-400 ‘bighas’ of land 
(120-160 acres).  
 
Struggling to Cope 
 
One way to cope with agricultural land being 
inundated with seawater is to switch from growing 
crops to farming shrimp4. However, the high start-up 
costs involved mean that most farmers who find their 
land ruined by salination have little choice but to sell 
to commercial enterprises growing shrimp for export. 
These export enterprises, whilst providing modest 
wages, do little to provide food security for local 
people. Similarly, shrimp farming is much less labour 
intensive than agricultural production: one participant 
in a focus group in Munshiganj Union suggested that 
for every 20 people employed in a 20 ‘bigha’ paddy 
field, only one person is employed in a shrimp farm of 
the same size. The study’s research found that many 
people who felt they were forced to sell their land were 
resentful of the shrimp enterprises and identified a 
number of cases where violence had broken out 
between local farmers and shrimp workers in Khulna 
and Satkhira Districts. 
 
Many people in rural Bangladesh rely on vertical tube-
wells for their fresh water. An official from the 
Department of Health and Sanitation in Kutubdia 
explained that tube-wells in low-lying areas are often 
submerged by undrinkable flood water. Thus the 
communities that rely on wells in low-lying areas 
switch to obtaining their drinking water from 
neighbouring areas with wells installed on higher 
ground. This has created conflict between the two 
communities which has in the past led to violence.   
 
Bangladesh has a long history of temporary migration, 
often linked to the seasonal nature of agricultural 
work. When periodic natural disasters make people’s 
livelihoods untenable, temporary migration is also 
used to look for an alternative way to make a living. 
The study’s research suggests that this pattern of 
temporary migration has been increasing over recent 
years as the severity of natural disasters worsens. 
 
More permanent migration is both costly and often 
emotionally difficult. However, despite these 
considerations, an increasing number of people are 

                                                 
4 Hari, Johann, ‘Bangladesh is set to disappear under the waves by 
the end of the century’, The Independent, 20 June 2008, 
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/asia/special-report-
bangladesh-is-set-to-disappear-under-the-waves-by-the-end-of-the-
century-850938.html 

taking the decision to migrate permanently, as their 
livelihoods become increasingly difficult to sustain. In 
two villages in Sirajpur District, for example, the study 
found that over 10% of families had made a deliberate 
and permanent move to Dhaka, whilst an additional 
20-30% of people had not returned after migrating 
seasonally. 
 
Some of the effects of this increased migration are 
unsurprising. Participants in popular migratory 
destinations noted that land was becoming scarce and 
expensive, with people settling on ever more marginal 
tracts. Many people are forced to reside on parcels of 
government owned land, ‘Khas’, that are becoming 
increasingly crowded and subject to competition. In 
the study, focus groups in Khulna District explained 
that migrants living on Khas in this area have been 
subject to violent extortion from local gangs 
demanding money to let them stay. Angered by falling 
pay levels perceived to be a consequence of an influx 
of migrant labour, groups of indigenous residents have 
also been linked to violent attacks on migrant 
communities.  
 
A Future of Conflict?  
 
As yet, climate change has not led to high levels of 
violence or conflict in Bangladesh. However, 
Saferworld’s research shows that socio-political 
pressures are increasing as more and more people 
migrate due to pressures brought on by an increase in 
the frequency and intensity of flooding, rising water 
salinity and loss of land. This in turn may lead to 
growing insecurity and instability in the regions of 
origin, transit and destination, as competition increases 
over resources such as water and land and people form 
groups prepared to use violence to defend their 
interests.  
 
In Bangladesh, this violent unrest may have an effect 
on the stability and internal security of the country. 
There is also risk that international security will be 
affected by regional destabilisation. The study’s 
research highlights that disputes between locals and 
newcomers has led to violent conflict between the 
Chittagong Hill tribes and Bengali settlers as well as 
tensions between Bengalis and locals in the Indian 
state of Assam5. Increased migration flows could 
further fuel tensions in these regions and India has 
already responded to the prospect of large-scale 
migration by building a 4,095 kilometre double-wire 
fence along the border with Bangladesh. 
 

                                                 
5 Guhathakurta, Meghna (2004), Chittagong Hill Tract (CHT) 
Accord and After: Gendering Dimensions of Peace, 
http://www.unrisd.org/unrisd/website/document.nsf/ab82a6805797
760f80256b4f005da1ab/8bc58fa4507edaedc1257234005802e5/$FI
LE/Gakurta.pdf 
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Adapting, Preventing or Both? 
 
The study found that political insecurity lies at the 
heart of many of the human security challenges in 
Bangladesh. Governance and the ability to adapt to 
climate change play a crucial role in creating security 
and stability. These factors will also determine 
whether the consequences of climate-induced socio-
political pressures will lead to violent conflict. 
Massive social change caused by environmental 
destruction and mass migration may overstretch 
inadequate infrastructure and weak mechanisms of 
governance and could lead to an increase in social 
disorder and instability.6  Governance has an influence 
both on how climate-induced problems are dealt with 
and on the scope for achieving peaceful conflict 
transformation.7 Weak governance limits a state’s 
ability to guarantee security and so a deterioration of 
state capacity under the stress of climate change may 
increase the likelihood of destabilisation nationally and 
regionally. Climate-induced conflicts may therefore 
arise indirectly when the capacity of states to deal with 
existing insecurity and potential conflicts is weakened. 
 
Bangladesh, like many developing countries, has 
limited capacity to adapt to the impacts of climate 
change. To strengthen this capacity, the UN 
Framework Convention on Climate Change has 
initiated a process of National Adaptation Programmes 
of Action (NAPAs)8. These programmes aim to 
identify and address urgent adaptation needs to avoid 
increases in vulnerability at a later stage. Surprisingly, 
Bangladesh’s NAPA does not mention the prospect of 
large-scale migration and associated socio-political 
problems. It falls short of recommending any action 
which would help absorb these pressures in a way that 
would prevent insecurity turning into instability and 
violent conflict. 
 
Developing and implementing strategies to address 
climate change is a complex process involving many 
different actors. Action designed to reduce 
vulnerability to climate change may inadvertently 
contribute to insecurity or trigger violence. Integrating 
a ‘conflict lens’ into climate programming will help 
maximise the positive impact that adaptation or 
mitigation programmes have on reducing insecurity 
and so minimise the potential for climate-induced 
violence. In other words, if existing or future conflict 

                                                 
6 German Advisory Council on Global Change (2007), World in 
Transition: Climate change as a Security Risk, 
www.wbgu.de/wbgu_jg2007_kurz_engl.pdf6  
7 Ibid. 
8 Ministry of Environment and Forest, Government of the People’s 
Republic of Bangladesh (2005), National Adaptation Programme 
of Action (NAPA), Final Report, 
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/napa/ban01.pdf and see 
http://unfccc.int/national_reports/napa/items/2719.php 

dynamics are taken into account, climate policy 
becomes conflict prevention policy. 
 
Sound adaptation programmes have the potential to not 
only improve the quality of life for communities, but 
also to contribute to other long-term development 
goals. But this potential will be undermined if they are 
planned or implemented in a way that aggravates 
tensions within or between communities. If this 
happens, adaptation will be neither equitable nor 
sustainable and may result in violent conflict. 
Adaptation programmes therefore need to assess 
whether they will increase the likelihood of violent 
conflict and consider their contribution to the 
development of peaceful communities.  
 
The Way Forward: Conflict-sensitive 
Adaptation 
 
An analysis of the impacts of climate change on 
security needs to be incorporated into climate policies 
and response strategies, at both EU and international 
levels, so that future conflict risks are identified and 
addressed. In the case of Bangladesh, tensions 
stemming from current and future migration flows 
need to be identified and addressed through local, 
national and cross-border programmes. The possibility 
of linking adaptation programmes between Bangladesh 
and India (or the broader region) in order to foster 
relationships between communities and governments 
across borders should also be considered. 
 
Much can be learned from the experience of promoting 
cross-cutting issues such as gender and HIV/AIDS in 
development. They provide models for how the EU 
might address conflict issues as a cross-cutting theme 
in adaptation programmes. The Government of 
Bangladesh, particularly through its Climate Change 
Cell9, is well placed to initiate discussions about how 
conflict assessment and prevention can be integrated 
into climate policies and adaptation programmes. 
 
New adaptation programmes need to include an 
assessment of conflict risk, in order to identify the 
nature of relationships and power structures within 
communities. Undertaking such an assessment will 
help in designing and implementing programmes that 
are conflict-sensitive and contribute to long-term peace 
and development. Impact assessments should be 
integrated into the implementation and evaluation of 
existing adaptation programmes. These assessments 
may reveal that programmes need adjusting where they 
contribute to worsening conflict dynamics and such 
adjustments should be made. 

                                                 
9 The Climate Change Cell has established a mechanism that 
facilitates management of long term climate risks and uncertainties 
as an integral part of national development planning. 
http://www.climatechangecell-bd.org/objectives.html 
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Identifying conflict risks, assessing the impact of 
adaptation programmes on conflict dynamics and 
taking action to make them conflict-sensitive will 
require close cooperation between various actors from 
the local to the international level. An interdisciplinary 
approach must be used to mitigate climate-induced 
security risks and enable peaceful adaptation to social 
change. To prevent climate-induced conflict, climate 
scientists, peacebuilding experts and social scientists 
will all need to share their experience and knowledge, 

both at the EU and internationally. Additionally, the 
voices of those directly affected by climate-change 
also need to be heard and their engagement and 
opinion should form an integral part of any approach 
to the issue. 
 
 

By Thomas Ansorg (Conflict Adviser) & Thomas 
Donnelly (Advocacy and Policy Officer) 
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Parliamentary Update (AFET Committee) July 2008 
 

Following the meeting of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs (AFET) on 14-15 July this month’s 
‘Parliamentary Update’ includes coverage of the 
exchange of views with EU Special Representative 
(EUSR) to the African Union (AU) Koen Vervaeke, an 
exchange of views with Benita Ferrero-Waldner and 
presentations by French Foreign Minister Bernard 
Kouchner and French Defence Minister Hervé Morin 
on French priorities for foreign affairs and defence. 
 
AFET Committee Pays its Respects to MEP 
Bronislaw Geremek 
 
On 14 July MEP Jacek Saryusz-Wolski (EPP-ED) – 
Chairman of the AFET Committee – started the day’s 
meeting by calling for a moment of silence for Polish 
MEP Professor Bronislaw Geremek (ALDE) who died 
in a car crash on 13 July aged 76. Saryusz-Wolski 
explained that Geremek’s role in the downfall of 
communism in Poland through the ‘Solidarno��  
Movement’ and his efforts in Poland’s accession to the 
European Union (EU) showed clearly his democratic 
and European credentials.  
 
Exchange of views with EU Special 
Representative and Head of the European 
Commission Delegation to the African Union  
 
MEP Michael Gahler (EPP-ED) opened the AFET 
Committee meeting by welcoming Koen Vervaeke, 
EU Special Representative and Head of the European 
Commission Delegation to the African Union, and 
stating he shared Javier Solana’s view that Vervaeke - 
as both EUSR and Head of the Commission 
Delegation to the AU - serves as a good example of the 
aim to create greater coherence and co-operation 
between the Commission and Council in EU foreign 
policy.  
 
Vervaeke noted that the decision to appoint an EUSR 
to the AU in Addis Ababa (Ethiopia) stemmed from 
many years’ worth of initiatives by the EU towards 
Africa including several European Security and 

Defence Policy (ESDP) missions on the continent and 
the adoption of the EU-Africa Strategic Partnership in 
2007.  
 
Vervaeke noted that Africa had achieved significant 
progress in a number of issues such as democratisation 
over the last few years but, and here citing the example 
of Kenya’s recent events, warned that such 
developments were easily reversed in Africa. Vervaeke 
continued with the claim that the EU had learnt to 
‘listen better’ to Africa’s needs and suggested how 
increased co-operation between the EU and Africa on 
issues ranging from terrorism, migration and security 
gave testament to this.  
 
Commenting on the AU, Vervaeke suggested noted 
that it is now the prime interlocutor for the EU and the 
international community in Africa, a fact bolstered by 
the AU’s increasing involvement in peacekeeping 
missions - such as Darfur and Somalia. Vervaeke 
cautioned, however, that the AU is still essentially an 
intergovernmental organisation of independent 
sovereign states, which at times led to a lack of 
political will and the ability to speak with ‘one voice’.  
 
MEP Emilio Menéndez Del Valle (PSE) asked 
whether the AU was starting to move away from the 
principle of non-intervention in places such as 
Zimbabwe and Sudan towards the idea of non-
indifference. Vervaeke responded by suggesting that 
while many African states still abhorred the idea of 
‘intervention’ in all its forms, it is possible to see a 
consensus emerging among AU members towards the 
principle of non-indifference, which was seen in the 
recent condemnations of the Zimbabwean elections by 
the Pan African Parliament. 
 
MEP Ioannis Kasoulides (EPP-ED) enquired if the 
history of African colonialisation still played an 
important factor in EU-Africa relations, and whether 
China’s involvement in the region posed any problems 
to the EU-African partnership. In response, Vervaeke 
suggested that the ‘colonial’ page in African and 
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European history had not yet been fully turned and this 
did cause problems at times; however, the fact that the 
majority of EU states now involved in Africa were not 
former colonial powers had undoubtedly helped. 
Regarding China’s presence in Africa, Vervaeke stated 
that it was up to Africa to choose its relationships but 
that they should ensure that these partnerships are of a 
‘win-win’ nature.  
 
Exchange of Views with Commissioner for 
External Relations and European 
Neighbourhood Policy 
 
Speaking on 15 July, Benita Ferrero-Waldner, 
Commissioner for External Relations and European 
Neighbourhood Policy, commented on aid 
effectiveness noting that the Commission currently 
works with a number of international donors and 
member states to ensure the effectiveness of aid to 
third-countries. Ferrero-Waldner asserted that this had 
already ensured the cost effectiveness of aid delivery, 
benefiting EU taxpayers. She however cautioned that 
more could be done to improve the demand for human 
resources for aid operations on the ground, especially 
the timely sourcing and deployment of experts to 
disaster-struck regions.  
 
Concerning the international community’s aid 
response to places such as Iraq and Afghanistan, 
Ferrero-Waldner stated that the Commission had taken 
a lead role in aid delivery and also welcomed the 
assistance provided by institutions such as the World 
Bank and the UN. She explained that co-operation 
with the UN in Iraq and Afghanistan had been 
essential as the UN not only had a strong 
internationally recognised mandate to operate in each 
country, but they also had a lot of expertise in the field 
and a long track-record of effective aid delivery. 
 
MEP Zbigniew Zaleski (EPP-ED) asked if the 
Commission always used the same method for aid 
delivery in crisis situations or whether a new plan had 
to be construed each time. Ferrero-Waldner responded 
by stating that it is difficult to design individual aid 
delivery responses in crisis situations because of the 
limited time-frame, but that normally the Commission 
tended to learn from past experiences and adapt to new 
situations. As an example, she highlighted how the aid 
responses to Iraq and Afghanistan were ‘tailor-made’ 
to the specificities of each situation even though the 
countries had a number of similarities such as a lack of 
security.  
 
A number of MEPs - Elmar Brok (EPP-ED), José 
Ignacio Salafranca (EPP-ED), Ana Maria Gomes 
(PSE) and Colm Burke (EPP-ED) - enquired whether 
more could be done to increase the EU’s visibility 
when it delivers aid to third-countries. Ferrero-

Waldner agreed that more should be done and 
explained how the Commission is devising ways to 
develop an ‘EU media source’ that would inform EU 
citizens of ongoing aid operations. She warned 
however that increased visibility was not without its 
perils and suggested for example, that it might not be a 
good idea to put the EU insignia on ‘a school it had 
financed in a place such as Iraq’ as it would no doubt 
be attacked. 
  
In discussion on the Middle East Peace Process and 
EU-Russia relations, Ferrero-Waldner called the new 
Union for the Mediterranean (UfM) a ‘landmark 
development’ that would help to focus political efforts 
towards the region, particularly the Middle East. She 
said that she hoped the UfM would help bring Syria 
into increased political dialogue with Israel and the 
international community, and suggested that a greater 
role for the country in the region could assist with the 
Middle East Peace Process and the nuclear impasse 
with Iran.   
 
On EU-Russia relations, Ferrero-Waldner said that the 
EU deals amicably with Russia on a number of issues 
such as trade. She stated that a new EU-Russia 
Partnership and Co-operation Agreement would extend 
political and economic relations, and foster dialogue 
with Russia on key issues such as the instability in the 
South Caucasus. Ferrero-Waldner noted that Georgia’s 
territorial integrity should be respected by Russia and 
other countries, and called for a UN presence in the 
region that would help promote political dialogue 
between the different factions involved.  
 
Salafranca asked the Commission what it is doing to 
raise the issue of human rights with countries such as 
Syria and what the Commissioner thought of relations 
between Lebanon and Syria. In response, Ferrero-
Waldner said that the recent decision by Lebanon and 
Syria to re-establish diplomatic links by opening 
embassies in each other’s capitals was a constructive 
step-forward. She warned, however, that more needed 
to be done to ensure that Syria takes a more 
independent stance on regional matters instead of just 
following Iran’s lead. On human rights, Ferrero-
Waldner pointed-out that it is extremely difficult to 
persuade a country such as Syria to respect human 
rights when it is not even in dialogue with the EU.  
 
MEP Véronique De Keyser (PSE) asked Ferrero-
Waldner if she thinks that the six-month ceasefire 
between Hamas and Israel (agreed 19 June 2008) has 
done anything to ease the Israeli blockade of the Gaza 
strip – one of the terms of the truce. Ferrero-Waldner 
responded by stating that she hoped the ceasefire 
would continue but warned that the end of the 
ceasefire in November would coincide with a period of 
unrest and uncertainty in the region including Israeli 
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parliamentary elections in early 2009. On the 
blockade, she stated that she looks forward to the 
resumption of aid and economic activity through the 
Gaza strip as this would help with the peace process. 
 
MEP Marie-Anne Isler-Béguin (Verts/ALE) asked for 
the Commission’s position on the crisis in Georgia. 
Responding, Ferrero-Waldner said that she was in 
regular contact with Russian Foreign Minister Sergei 
Lavrov over the situation and that before any lasting 
political solution can be attained, Russia, Georgia, 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia needed to make a firm 
commitment to peace and not to resort to the use of 
force. She then reiterated her call for a greater 
international presence in the South Caucasus through 
the good offices of either the UN or Organisation for 
Security and Co-operation in Europe to help with 
mediation efforts between the different parties.  
 
Exchange of Views with Minister of Foreign 
and European Affairs of the French Republic 
and acting President-in-Office of the Council  
 
On 15 July, Saryusz-Wolski stated that the AFET 
Committee was particularly interested in the French 
Presidency’s priorities in foreign affairs over the 
coming months and called upon Minister of Foreign 
and European Affairs of the French Republic and 
acting President-in-Office of the Council, Bernard 
Kouchner, to elaborate on any specific initiatives of 
the French EU Presidency. 
 
Kouchner suggested that the French EU Presidency 
would be a ‘modest’ one which will seek to build on 
the excellent work done by the Slovenes over the last 
six months. He also claimed that they would do their 
utmost to consult and involve the European Parliament 
on a number of initiatives. He stated that European 
diplomacy and defence would be the primary focus of 
the Presidency and notioned how diplomacy was 
ineffective without defensive capabilities, that defence 
serves diplomacy and that defence ‘is not a luxury in 
this day and age’ but a necessity to deal with the 
threats posed by the changing nature of security 
threats. Kouchner was quick however to stress that the 
civilian dimension (e.g. crisis management 
capabilities) is also important for dealing with security 
threats – defence is not just a question of military 
capabilities. 
 
On the Middle East Peace Process, Kouchner pointed-
out that the French EU Presidency wanted the EU to 
do more than just ‘write aid cheques’, by ensuring the 
EU plays a larger role in fostering political dialogue in 
the region. The EU would maintain its solidarity with 
the Palestinian authorities and people, but this would 
require further co-operation and political dialogue 

between Palestine and Israel plus other countries such 
as Syria, Lebanon and Iran.   
 
Regarding EU-Russia relations, Kouchner noted that 
the relationship was important and that the EU could 
not have due force on the international stage without a 
co-operative Russia. The EU should learn to not ‘turn-
its-back’ on Russia when it ‘shocks’ but rather for the 
EU to increase dialogue with the country. On Georgia, 
he made it clear that Russia has a major role to play in 
the ‘potentially explosive situation’ and that it should 
do everything in its power to ensure that a peaceful 
outcome is achieved. 
 
On the Irish ‘no’ vote and the future of the Lisbon 
Treaty, Kouchner stated that while it was a shame that 
the Treaty had not been ratified by Ireland, a more 
‘forward looking approach’ to the situation was now 
required. In this regard, he said that the EU tended to 
get ahead of itself sometimes and that the ‘no’ vote 
should serve as ‘food for thought’ for the EU. ‘Now is 
a time for reflection’ for addressing the needs of Irish 
voters - and the EU should do all it can towards 
assisting Ireland through this difficult period.   
 
Salafranca asked what the French EU Presidency 
would do in concrete terms to assist Ireland and the 
rest of the EU out of the ‘Lisbon Treaty crisis’. 
Kouchner responded by recognising the fact that a lot 
of people wanted the Treaty to become a reality but 
that what was needed was respect for the Irish vote and 
level-headed dialogue. Kouchner and President 
Sarkozy would visit Ireland on 21 July to meet with 
the Irish government and union and business 
representatives in order to ascertain possible ways 
forward.  
 
On the issue of Iran’s nuclear programme, MEP 
Angelika Beer (Verts/ALE) asked Kouchner if more 
could be done to stop the ‘war like’ rhetoric of some 
states and also if he could clarify France’s own 
position on the issue. Responding, Kouchner stated 
that France ‘cannot accept an Iranian nuclear bomb’ 
and wanted Iran to open up its nuclear programme to 
the International Atomic Energy Agency. ‘If Iran 
complies France would be willing to assist Tehran 
develop a civilian nuclear programme’.  
 
MEP Karl Von Wogau (EPP-ED), Chairman of the 
SEDE Subcommittee, asked Kouchner how the French 
EU Presidency aimed to strengthen CFSP and ESDP 
and thoughts on idea of establishing a permanent 
European Defence College (EDC). In response, 
Kouchner suggested that the idea of a permanent EDC 
was good and that they would aim to bolster the 
resources made available to ESDP through closer co-
operation between member states and by stressing the 
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need for complementarity between EU and NATO 
resources such as personnel and equipment.  
 
Referring to the recent G8 Summit, Gomes asked 
Kouchner what he made of EU leaders standing next to 
leaders that had terrible human rights records such as 
Ethiopia’s Prime Minister Meles Zenawi, and what he 
wanted to see come out of the International Criminal 
Court’s (ICC) decision to indict Sudanese President 
Omar al-Bashir. In response, Kouchner stated clearly 
that while he dislikes greeting intolerable people, he 
indicated that diplomatically this sometimes needs to 
be done. Regarding the ICC indictment of al-Bashir, 
he stated that conclusions would have to be made after 
all the evidence had been brought before the ICC. 
 
Exchange of Views with French Minister of 
Defence, on European Security and Defence 
Policy 
 
Speaking to the AFET Committee on 15 July, Hervé 
Morin, French Minister of Defence, on European 
Security and Defence Policy, highlighted French 
priorities in the area of ESDP for the next six months.  
 
Morin explained that a remarkable change had 
occurred in Europe in regards to defence. He notioned 
how the words ‘Europe’ and ‘defence’ could not even 
be muttered in the same sentence fifteen years ago, but 
now ESDP is developing significantly with 13 
missions currently in operation around the world. 
Nevertheless, he continued, the EU still lagged behind 
in certain areas and warned that Europe ‘cannot speak 
for or call for autonomous operations when there are 
no autonomous operation centres’. 
 
On the specific issue of European defence capabilities, 
Morin stated that the French would focus on building 
common European defence capabilities and garnering 
the impetus needed to develop ESDP after the French 
EU Presidency. ‘For this to occur, a declaration of 
understanding and intentions’ was needed between the 
governments of EU member states on the future of 
European defence’. In this regard, Morin hinted that a 
revised European Security Strategy would be a good 
way of achieving this as it would serve not only as the 
basis of identifying new security risks but also of 
setting ‘guidelines for the future’.  
 
With or without such an agreement, however, Morin 
said that the French EU Presidency would push the 
issue of EU military capabilities. Of particular interest 
is the development of EU intelligence and space 
capabilities as ‘the ability to collect information from 
all over the world’ is essential for the planning and 
organisation of both military and civilian operations. 
Morin also stated that using space technologies would 

be a key factor in the support of troops in remote parts 
of the world.  
 
Morin told the Committee that it was necessary to 
ensure existing capabilities - such as Battle Groups - 
are made ready to be deployed in crisis situations. He 
acknowledged however that progress has been made, 
such as the Anglo-French project to refurbish 
helicopters for EU missions. Additionally, Morin 
pointed to the current joint efforts in developing the 
Airbus A400M aircraft which would be made available 
to the EU in the long-term to meet the short-fall in EU 
airlift capabilities.   
 
Morin concluded by saying that above all else the 
French EU Presidency wanted to make ‘defence work 
for European citizens’. This would include not only an 
increased EU defence identity through projects such as 
the planned ‘military Erasmus’ programme (promoting 
personnel exchanges between European forces), an 
evacuation service from disaster and conflict zones for 
all EU citizens and the creation of a permanent 
maritime surveillance unit that would assist the EU 
tackle problems such as drug trafficking, piracy and 
terrorism.  
 
Saryusz-Wolski asked if the Irish ‘no’ vote would 
hinder progress of these proposed ESDP 
developments. In response, Morin agreed that the 
rejection of the Lisbon Treaty had halted moves for 
member states to engage in deeper defence co-
operation through the proposed ‘permanent structured 
co-operation’ clause, but that a lot could still be 
achieved under the aegis of the Nice Treaty. Morin 
suggested that the real problem in Europe is not EU 
institutional arrangements nor EU treaties but the lack 
of political will.  
 
Von Wogau questioned if following the release of the 
French White Paper on defence, there should also be a 
European equivalent and what of making greater use 
of Eurocorps. Morin stated that it was a French 
ambition to one day see an EU defence White Paper 
that would outline a fifteen to twenty year EU security 
strategy. Morin agreed that Eurocorps could be utilised 
further and noted it was ‘sad that the forces are not 
used’.  
 
Neyts-Uyttebroeck asked vis-à-vis the specific nature 
of the proposed maritime surveillance scheme and 
questioned how it would affect the work of the Frontex 
Agency. Morin stated that the work of the maritime 
surveillance scheme would be different to Frontex not 
least because the Agency specifically deals with illegal 
immigration, whereas the maritime surveillance 
scheme would concentrate on drug trafficking, piracy 
and neutralising the threat of terrorism.  
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Beer made her opposition to some statements clear, 
such that she disapproved of the association of words 
between ‘Erasmus’ and ‘defence’ and stated that 
evacuation plans for EU citizens already existed. 
Morin responded that the word ‘Erasmus’ should 
‘serve as a mental image for what was to be created’; 
namely, the opportunity for European soldiers and 
civilian personnel to undergo training in other EU 
countries. Regarding the evacuation plan, Morin 
acknowledged that there were evacuation plans in 
place - seen recently in the ability of French troops to 
evacuate more than forty-nine people from Chad – but 
more was needed to ensure that this becomes an 
obligation for all EU member states.  

 
On the issue of the EUFOR Chad/RCA mission, Burke 
asked would happen after the EU mandate expires and 
questioned if the UN could take over the mission and 
make use of the EU equipment already in place on the 
ground. In response, Morin stated what is clear is that 
the current situation is not improving and that the post-
EUFOR period would be difficult to analyse. He 
suggested that the UN look at ways to ensure that there 
is some international presence in that region after the 
EU left. 
 
By Daniel Fiott, Programme Associate, ISIS Europe  

 
 
 

Parliamentary Update (SEDE Subcommittee) July 2008 
 
Following the meeting of the Subcommittee on Security 
and Defence (SEDE) on 16 July this month’s 
‘Parliamentary Update’ includes coverage of the 
exchange of views with Chairwoman of the Political 
and Security Committee (PSC) Ambassador Christine 
Roger, an exchange of views with the SEDE delegation 
visit to EUFOR Chad/RCA headquarters and reports 
on public contracts in the fields of defence and security 
and transfers of defence-related products. 
 
SEDE Subcommittee Nominations 
 
Chairman of the Subcommittee, MEP Karl von Wogau 
(EPP-ED), opened the Security and Defence (SEDE) 
meeting of 16 July with the confirmation of the 3rd 
Vice-Chair of SEDE - MEP Marian Zlotea (EPP-ED) 
nominated by acclamation. He replaces MEP Justas 
Vincas Paleckis (PES) as 3rd Chairperson of the 
Subcommittee. 
 
Exchange of Views with Chair of the PSC 

 
Chairwoman of the Political and Security Committee 
(PSC), French Ambassador Christine Roger, began the 
exchange of views by stating that the Irish “No” was 
not an obstacle for Common Foreign and Security 
Policy for the time being, as there is a lot to be done 
under the Nice framework. According to Ambassador 
Roger, the French presidency will be pragmatic and 
willing and will have a number of aims. Firstly, it 
wishes to fructify the St Malo acquis built over the 10 
last years. Secondly, to strengthen the Union for the 
Mediterranean which aims to help alleviate the 
problems in Africa and the Middle East (for example 
the ongoing Sudan-Darfur crisis and the Middle East 
Peace Process). Thirdly, to build relations with Eastern 
Europe (Ambassador Roger noted that the EU – 
Ukraine Summit and the EU – Russia Summit will be 
held in September). Hence, the European Union is 
highly solicited and should be able to answer to 

demands for both civilian and military missions. The 
changing international context propels the EU to be 
more active and more solicited to solve different 
crises, thus the EU should be given the military and 
civilian capabilities to answer these crises. 
 
While asserting that every request for a mission will be 
pursued, Ambassador Roger focused on the case of 
Chad. She said that via a positive mid-mandate 
assessment, the French Presidency will try to convince 
the United Nations to take-up the lead of the mission 
once the EU mandate is over (15 March 2009). She 
explained that the best exit strategy was for the UN 
handle the operation. Mission structure should be 
transferred to the UN and each member state should 
decide whether its troops should be transferred to be 
under UN command (which would be the best solution 
to sustain the gains of made by EUFOR) or not. A 
report on the EU mission was sent to the UN to 
prepare a potential transition.  
 
Vis-à-vis Kosovo, Ambassador Roger also underlined 
that the transition process for UNMIK and the EULEX 
mission will be drawn-out (at least 4 months) and 
difficult, as UNSC Resolution 12441 contains a very 
precise and strict mandate. However, the memorandum 
of understanding (the starting point of the transition) 
between the EU and UN was to be signed during July. 
She answered MEP Ana-Maria Gomes (PES) query 
that particular attention was paid to gender issues in 
both the mission’s objective and in mission’s 
organisation.  
 
The French EU Presidency will also work on an update 
of the European Security Strategy (ESS). This update 
should include nuclear proliferation threats and the 
development of space capabilities. Ambassador Roger 
                                                 
1 UNSCR 1244; 10 June 1999. Available for consultation at: 
http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N99/172/89/PDF/N99
17289.pdf?OpenElement 
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made it clear that the proposed adjustments to the ESS 
would not be a White Paper as MEP von Wogau 
suggested. If the ESS was turned into a White Paper, it 
would imply that the EU has enough political power to 
force the member states to apply it, which is not the 
case for CFSP. Ambassador Roger responded to the 
query of MEP von Wogau that the European 
Parliament would be associated in the update of the 
ESS. The Council will take into account European 
Parliament’s reports and connections will be 
established between the two institutions for the writing 
of the update.  
 
The development of civilian and military capabilities 
remains the top priority of the French EU Presidency. 
The French will support every initiative aiming at 
developing or improving the availability of capabilities 
(such as the proposed Franco-British initiative on 
helicopters2). As such, NATO and the European 
Defence Agency are the favoured partners of the 
Presidency to undertake such initiatives. Vis-à-vis 
space capabilities, France wants the EU to develop 
imaging and space surveillance capabilities, especially 
through liaising the European Satellite Centre and the 
EDA with as many existing space-based imaging 
systems as possible.  
 
Ambassador Roger welcomed the defence package 
currently under debate3 that will strengthen the 
European Defence Technological and Industrial Base 
(EDTIB). She also called on member states to develop 
their own capabilities. She agreed with von Wogau and 
MEP Ioan Mircea Pasçu (PES) in that references to 
“Community Preference” mentioned in the defence 
package preparatory work sounded too much like 
archaic pre-Maastricht treaty EU language. EU firms 
critically need to co-operate with non-European 
companies. Hence the purpose of this package is not to 
close the European market (still dependent upon other 
markets) but to spur member states towards buying 
European products. She asserted that the defence 
package is not conceived as a tool forcing the EU into 
developing its own standards - the EU will continue to 
develop equipment able to operate within NATO 
standards.  
 
Discussing the Headline Goal, Von Wogau noted that 
to fulfil its goals, the EU needed 60 000 personnel. 
Hence, why not use the Eurocorps, which is a 
permanent structure and represents up to 50 000 men. 
He recalled that the French Presidency proposed that 
3% of the 2 million personnel serving EU member 
                                                 
2 At the Franco-British Summit of March 2008, the UK and France 
began lobbying EU and NATO to develop a trust fund aiming to 
support less capable and less wealthy nations to train pilots and 
equip and deploy helicopters. 
3 See EP Update on Transfers of Defence-Related Products and 
Public Contracts in the Fields of Defense-Related Products in 
European Security Review no. 39, July 2008, ISIS Europe. 

states should participate permanently in EU missions. 
Von Wogau argues that EU battle groups could 
achieve this objective. However, to date, battle groups 
have not been used, and the current Nordic Battle 
Group has never been deployed, because, according to 
some, its current positioning is strategic and so, cannot 
be sent in operations overseas. Ambassador Roger 
responded that the use of the Nordic battle group was 
currently under debate and that the stipulations of the 
Headline Goal were more of a benchmark, as at 
present, the EU undertakes action with smaller but 
numerous units. She added that Eurocorps could not be 
used for the Headline Goal as it works under different 
procedures than the EU and is only deployable once all 
its participating member states agree (in other words 
the Framework Nations – Belgium, France, Germany, 
Luxembourg and Spain - have to come to a consensus 
to deploy a force).  
 
Vis-à-vis ESDP tools, Ambassador Roger underlined 
that the EU Operation Centre is too small, which 
reduces its ability to manage serious crises. Hence 
France will promote the creation of a permanent EU 
Operation Centre, while recognizing that its creation 
might not be an easy task. Ambassador Roger agreed 
however that the Civilian Planning and Conduct 
Capability (CPCC) is functioning well. She also stated 
that the current European Security and Defence 
College is not ambitious enough, as it lacked funding 
thus hampering its development. Hence the French 
Presidency wants to improve the exchange of officers 
in national training institutions, which is the goal of 
the future military “Erasmus” program.  
 
Examining the Athena mechanism, the French 
Presidency is seeking an eventual revision of its 
structure and method. Ambassador Roger explained 
that Athena mechanism should copy the NATO 
mechanism that supports more common costs (such as 
strategic lift). She recognized that such a conceptual 
revision may not be well received by all member 
states.  
 
Ambassador Roger noted that the French Presidency 
wishes to improve EU-NATO and EU–African Union 
relations through regular seminars and meetings. 
Regarding nuclear capabilities, she specified that the 
PSC was not debating the issue of NATO nuclear 
strategy within the framework of a new NATO 
strategic concept. She explained that EU member 
states only discuss this question within NATO. MEP 
� irts Valdis Kritovskis (UEN), noted that EU-NATO 
coordination on the ground was sometimes difficult to 
achieve (giving the example of Afghanistan4). 
Ambassador Roger responded that the problem did not 

                                                 
4 See ESDP Mission Update on EUPOL Afghanistan in European 
Security Review no. 39, July 2008, ISIS Europe. 
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result from political will but in the formalization of 
agreements, which could be improved.  
 
Finally, MEP Mogens Carme (UEN) asked how the 
could EU persuade its governments and citizens to 
participate more in ESDP missions if their success is 
unsure (giving the examples of Afghanistan and 
EUFOR Chad). In response, Ambassador Roger noted 
that there are real EU success stories even if they have 
an apparent small scope and that all of the missions are 
useful and the EU should pursue its efforts in this 
endeavour. 
 
Exchange of Views on the SEDE Delegation 
Visit to EUFOR Chad/CAR HQ 
 
Von Wogau led the SEDE delegation that visited the 
EUFOR Chad/CAR HQ in early July. He reported to 
the SEDE that the mission was complex, particularly 
from a logistic point of view. The logistic challenge 
for this mission is ongoing but that EUFOR was facing 
the task. The delegation reports that the force is clearly 
visible, firm in its action and is remaining neutral. It 
could, however, be strengthened by increasing 
capacity with a Russian and a Ukrainian contingent. 
 
However, there yet remains a lot of work to be done 
and the delegation was not completely satisfied with 
the mission. There are many refugee camps and violent 
incidents are numerous. In addition, even if there are 
multiple intelligence sources, the efficiency of 
response is limited by a weak system of 
communication which leads to a delay in the decision 
chain.  
 
Von Wogau also identified structural problems with 
EUFOR. The mission (composed of a multinational 
staff) is headed by Lieutenant General Patrick Nash 
(Ireland) stationed in France and regularly visiting 
Brussels. Von Wogau thus argued that the Command 
was too dispersed and that the structure of the mission 
should be re-organised and all unnecessary entities 
deleted.  
 
MEP Urzsula Gacek (EPP-ED) expressed her concerns 
about the exit strategy for the mission. Whilst saluting 
the work of European troops on the ground, she 
remembered the reluctance of Sudan to accept the full 
deployment of the UN force in Darfur, which would 
clearly improve the situation (in Darfur and thus in 
Chad). The mission’s future is unsure, thus Member 
State troop contributors may start to question if their 
deployment is really helpful.  
 
Gomes noted that the EU has faced a huge challenge in 
logistical arrangements for the mission and that its 
action is eroded by a stagnating situation in Chad and 
Darfur. She argued that massive deployment in Darfur 

would stabilize the region, but such a deployment 
depends on the Sudanese regime. Hence, she deplored 
the fact that international community action on the 
situation is being held up by a ‘criminal regime’. She 
also noted that the mission may be relieved by the UN, 
which according to mission Command is the best 
option: under a UN flag, the mission’s legitimacy 
would be greater in the eyes of some. Yet, the exit 
strategy still remains unclear. 
 
Gomes appreciated the Head of Mission’s position on 
gender, in that he welcomed all women in the mission 
as they helped to create a smooth point of contact 
between the force and the locals. According to Gomes, 
General Nash deplored that the mission has only 5% 
women, but the blame should be taken by member 
states, as it is they who offer troop contributions. 
Conversely, MEP Anna Ibrisagic (EPP-ED) objected 
that women would not be deployed as fighting soldiers 
but as members of armed forces assisting the 
population in daily matters (such as health and 
psychological support) and she argued that a quota 
policy in ESDP missions was pointless. In response, 
Gomes answered that women proved as able in combat 
as men and that increasing the number of women did 
not respond to a quota policy but simply ensured the 
success of the mission as women have good contact 
with populations. 
 
Public Contracts in the Fields of Defence and 
Security 

 
The Subcommittee debated the report by von Wogau5 
on the proposal of a Directive on public contracts in 
the fields of defence and security6. On the 9 June 2008, 
the Subcommittee had debated the issue of equipment 
covered by the proposed Directive. In this session, it 
mainly debated the “community preference” 
expression mentioned in the Commission’s preparatory 
work. 
 
Gomes recalled that the purpose of the proposed 
Directive is to increase the transparency of defence 
markets, thus reducing corruption cases. Such 
transparency will develop strong synergies and co-
operation and hence strengthen the EDTIB. Both 

                                                 
5 This two-part document is available for consultation at: 
www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/pa/723/
723874/723874en.pdf 
and 
www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/am/730/
730132/730132en.pdf 
6 The Commission’s proposal for a directive is available at:  
http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:52007PC07
66:EN:NOT 
Also see EP Update on Public Contracts in the Fields of Defense-
Related Products in European Security Review no. 39, July 2008, 
ISIS Europe. 
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MEPs Gomes and Luis Yañes-Barnuevo García (PES) 
agreed with von Wogau, stating that the proposed 
Directive shall favour European products and thus 
encourage member states to contract between 
themselves.  
 
However, both MEPs said that the “community 
preference” mentioned in the proposed Directive could 
be dangerous. They argued that it involves the idea of 
a fortress Europe, with no connections to foreign firms 
and closed-off to other markets - which would be very 
harmful, as the EDTIB still relies (partially) on foreign 
firms for the manufacturing of some products. Gomes 
and Yañes-Barnuevo García underlined that another 
expression should be used to translate the need for 
Europe to develop its EDTIB by increasing inter-
community transfers while avoiding the isolation of 
the European market from foreign firms. The 
representative from the Commission made clear that 
the arguments of the MEPs had been well understood 
since the beginning, which was why the Commission 
had proposed the language “community preference”. 
The Commission however agreed that the expression 
may be misconstrued and that the text could be easily 
changed.  
 
Yañes-Barnuevo García, through the explanation of his 
five amendments to the proposed Directive, stressed 
the importance of respecting the principle of 
subsidiarity and allowing a margin for Member States 
to grant or refuse a contract to a specific operator. The 
Commission responded that the Member States would 
still be in control of granting or refusing contracts. The 
purpose of the proposed Directive is simply to limit 
recourse to Article 296 of the Nice Treaty (defence 
market protection)7. 
 
Transfers of Defence-Related Products  
 
MEP Angelika Beer (Greens/EFA) presented her 
report8 on the proposed Directive for simplifying terms 
and conditions of transfers of defence-related 
products9. The Subcommittee debated the next round 
of amendments (no. 11 to 33) proposed by the 
Members of the SEDE Subcommittee.  
 

                                                 
7 See EP Update on Public Contracts in the Fields of Defence-
Related Products in European Security Review no. 39, July 2008, 
ISIS Europe. 
8 This two-part document is available at: 
www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/pa/722/
722740/722740en.pdf and 
www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/am/729/
729700/729700en.pdf 
9 The Commission’s proposed Directive is available at:  
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/regulation/inst_sp/docs/consult_trans
fer/Defense_Directive_Proposal_EN.pdf 
Also see EP Update on transfers of defence-related products in 
European Security Review no. 39, July 2008. ISIS Europe. 

Several amendments were proposed to strengthen the 
control of export licenses granted by States. Hence 
Beer restated her opinion to furnish a control agency 
created by the Commission to monitor the application 
of Article 10 (on export limitation). The Commission 
answered that there were already enough controlling 
bodies in the EU and that it could simply charge one of 
these entities with this new mandate. Beer was also in 
favour of debating Jana Hybášková’s amendment on 
potential sanctions against a state in the case of 
disrespecting Article 10. The Commission gave a 
positive answer to this proposal but noted that it will 
be hardly debated in the Council, as Member States are 
reluctant to work out sanction mechanisms that could 
be used against them. Beer also reiterated the necessity 
of having regular reporting on the application of the 
Directive once in effect. Hence, she said the 
Commission should write a report no later than 4 years 
after the entry into force of the proposed Directive, and 
continue with annual reports on the application of the 
Directive. The Commission replied that the current 
articles of the proposed Directive established a trust 
building approach and so there was no need for further 
reports.  
 
MEP Heide Rühle (Greens/EFA), from the Internal 
Market and Consumer Protection Committee, 
supported the proposal of MEP Hannes Swoboda 
(PES) with a suggestion of replicating the existing 
system of penalties for individuals in environmental 
European law (i.e. common minimal criminal 
penalties).  
 
The Subcommittee also debated export restrictions and 
control by member states within the proposed 
Directive. Rühle would like to see the establishment of 
a list of reliable firms and MEP Aloyzas Zakalas (PES) 
proposed an amendment forcing member states to 
control the supply chain so that firms or states do not 
export or re-export products for which no export 
license has been given. The Commission answered that 
it favoured the original text, because the latter involved 
a double responsibility: first, that the state issuing the 
license had to control its implementation. Then, the 
firm or the other state benefiting from the license had 
to prove its correct implementation.  
 
Ibrisagic proposed that states or firms should inform 
recipients of the export vis-à-vis the conditions of the 
transfer license for end use, re-transfer or export of the 
product. The Commission was not opposed to such an 
amendment but it made clear that it would oppose 
amendments obliging a state to ask for a certificate of 
license from the final recipient (a certificate asserting 
that the final recipient was entitled to receive the 
products). Otherwise transfers would be too complex 
and eventually, the proposed Directive would not be as 
useful as was intended. In general, the Commission 
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agreed with Ibrisagic on the fact that Member States 
should retain the possibility of refusal to issue global 
transfer licenses. 
 
Lastly, Yañes-Barnuevo García proposed a range of 
amendments aiming to highlight the importance of 
Article 296 of the Nice Treaty. Yañes-Barnuevo 
García recommended that Member States retain the 
possibility to resort to Article 296. He explained that 
Europe had still had no common approach to foreign 
affairs and was thus at times unable to protect its 
Member States’ interests (as an example he recalled 
the Spain’s Perejil Island, captured by Morocco, for 
which Spain had received no diplomatic support from 
other Member States). Thus, the Member States should 
be able to apply Article 296 to protect their interests 
vis-à-vis the supply of arms, whilst asserting that 

countries should also be encouraged to develop inter-
community transfers.  
 
Gomes and von Wogau responded that the purpose of 
the proposed Directive was not to repeal Article 296 
but to limit its use as a loophole. The Commission 
agreed with von Wogau and Gomes and, whilst 
welcoming Yañes-Barnuevo García’s encouragement 
for Member States to develop inter-community 
transfers, argued that his amendments would lead the 
proposed Directive to loose its meaning. 
 

By Olivier Jacquemet  
 

10 See EP Update on Public Contracts in the Fields of Defence-
Related Products in European Security Review no. 39, July 2008. 
ISIS Europe. 

 

 
Conflict Prevention and Fight 

Against Illicit Trafficking of Small 
Arms and Light Weapons 

 
16 October 2008 

 
Initiative of the Madariaga Foundation, 

Folke Bernadotte Academy with the 
support of the French Presidency of the 

EU, the General Secretariat of the 
Council, the European Commission 

and EPLO 
 

 

 
 
 

Dr. Owen Greene from CICS Bradford 
University will present on the current ISIS 
Europe, SIPRI, Bradford project on control 

of air transport of SALW in the EU. 
 
 

Information on the event and to register:  
 Madariaga Foundation, Magali Auquier 

info@madariaga.org 
 

 

           
                

Conference (invitation only)  
10 October 2008  

 
Implementing SCR 1325 and 1820 in 
EU missions: Improving immediate 
and long-term security for women 

 
The aim of the conference is to identify existing 
institutional mechanisms of ESDP missions and 
EU crisis management instruments for ensuring 
effective implementation on the ground. The 
debate will focus on two areas in particular: the 
protection of women from widespread and 
systematic sexual violence in conflict and post-
conflict situations, and the accountability of ESDP 
missions to improve women’s security, and 
bringing an end to impunity. The objective will be 
to draft clear recommendations for Council 
Resolutions on accountability and monitoring 
mechanisms in this respect.    
 
The joint consultancy paper on implementing 1325 
and 1820 in ESDP missions in DRC, by Giji Gya, 
Marta Martinelli, Charlotte Isaksson, will be 
presented at the conference. 
 
 
Conference report will be available on the 

ISIS-Europe website soon. 
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ISIS Europe is involved in a new three-year project: 
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