
 

 

 

 
A news review of European Security and Defence Policy 
 

Number 45                                      July 2009  

 
ISIS Europe news  

 
In this ESR, we provide a broad coverage of all our programme areas. Firstly, a summary of a 
completed report by ISIS, SIPRI and CICS (see directly below) which analysed mechanisms and 
systems across Europe dealing with illicit and destabilising transfer of small arms and light 
weapons (SALW). We then provide an overview of the Czech Presidency – focussing on 
European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) – noting that the diplomatic corps kept the 
presidency afloat during the storm in Prague. ISIS Europe is also assisting the Brussels launch 
of the 2009 Peace Report with an event focus on Palestine (see box in this issue – event on 23 
July) and we feature an article from one of the co-editors on the transformation of war. The 
recent US-Russia “road-map” on disarmament agreed by Obama and Medvedev in July is 
bringing a focus back to the nuclear debate and WMD. We feature an article on the EU’s focus 
on conditionalities on WMD when considering agreements with third states. Finally, our recent 
update of ESDP and EU missions in the lead up to 10 years of ESDP.  
We are sending out the updates on the new European Parliament’s first committee sittings in 
July separately this week, noting the election of Arnaud Danjean (EPP-ED) as Chair of SEDE 
and of Gabriele Albertini (EPP-ED) as Chair of AFET.   
We wish you an enjoyable summer and please note our upcoming events in Brussels: the launch 
of the SIPRI Yearbook on 28 September; and our training on Gender and SSR 21-22 September. 
 
 

National Controls of Air Transportation of SALW 
 A Study by ISIS Europe, SIPRI and CICS, Bradford U niversity*  

 
*The International Security 
Information Service (ISIS 
Europe), the Stockholm 
International Peace Research 
Institute (SIPRI) and the Centre 
for International Cooperation 
and Security (CICS) at the 
University of Bradford have 
conducted a joint seven-month 
study for the French Ministry of 
Defence on the National 
Controls of Air Transportation 
of Small Arms and Light 
Weapons and Munitions. This is 
a summary of the study results. 
 
The problem  
 
There is wide international 
concern about inadequately 
regulated flows and holdings of 
small arms and light weapons 
(SALW), particularly with 
regards to the risks of diversion 
to unauthorised end-users. All 

States have committed themselves to a wide range of 
measures to promote and ensure effective controls on 
SALW transfers and holdings. 
  
Effective controls on air transportation of SALW are 
important in this context. Numerous UN Security 
Council reports on arms embargoes and non-
governmental investigations have identified air 
transport as one of the main channels for the illicit or 
uncontrolled spread of SALW. According to one 
European Union Member State, around 80 per cent of 
all illicit SALW shipments are delivered via air. 
 
In December 2007, and under a French initiative, the 
members of the Wassenaar Arrangement (WA) 
adopted the “Best Practices to Prevent Destabilising 
Transfers of Small Arms and Light Weapons (SALW) 
through Air Transport” (Best Practices), to contribute 
to efforts to prevent and reduce risks of diversion or 
destabilising SALW transfers through weaknesses in 
controls on air transportation. In 2008, the OSCE 
adopted a similar set of guidelines.  
 
Limited knowledge about States’ regulations, 
procedures and practices in this area prompted the 
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French Ministry of Defence to commission a study of 
the topic. To date, there has not been a study that 
systematically examines how governments in the 
European Union monitor, assess and control the air 
transport of SALW, and there is limited understanding 
of how States are implementing the WA Best Practices 
at the national level. Moreover, there is inadequate 
understanding of the opportunities and challenges for 
developing national and Europe-wide systems to 
facilitate and enhance implementation of WA Best 
Practices in this area.  
 
Survey and analysis 
 
The study undertaken by ISIS Europe, SIPRI and 
CICS Bradford University, provides a systematic 
survey and analysis of the current regulations, 
procedures and practices for monitoring and 
controlling air transport of SALW of the 27 EU 
Member States, plus Belarus, Croatia, Norway, Russia, 
Switzerland, Turkey and Ukraine. It examined all key 
aspects of national controls, including SALW transfer 
licensing systems along with the roles of customs and 
civil aviation authorities. It also examined ways in 
which regional or international organisations and 
mechanisms contribute to such controls, and how these 
might usefully be developed in order to further combat 
illicit and destabilising SALW transfers by air 
transport.  
 
On the basis of this analysis, the study assessed 
progress towards establishing effective controls on air 
transport of SALW, including lessons learned and 
emerging good practices. It recommends an overall 
strategic approach towards improving such controls 
within the European area, and a number of specific 
recommendations for next steps.  
 
SALW transfers by air transport and the related risks 
of diversion and illicit trafficking affect different 
States in different ways. Some States have significant 
exports of SALW, others have little or no such exports, 
while others act as significant transit points for SALW 
transfers by air transport. In addition, national level 
controls that could have a meaningful impact in this 
area are not focussed in any one authority, but are 
spread between the licensing, customs, and civil 
aviation authorities. For this reason, it is not possible 
to point to any one State that has 'solved' the problem 
of controlling SALW transfers by air transport. 
However, based on their national experiences, several 
States have developed areas of best practices in the 
field of export licensing, customs and civil aviation 
control that could provide models for other States.  
 
The findings and conclusions of the study were based 
on desk research, field visits to five 'case study' 
countries (France, Netherlands, Sweden, the UK and 
Ukraine), and questionnaires sent to all the countries in 

the study. The study focuses and analyses four central 
points:  1) Surveying the design of European States' 
national control mechanisms; 2) Examining States’ 
actual control priorities and practices; 3) Roles and 
possible options for international and regional 
mechanisms; and 4) A Strategic Approach for 
Enhancing Controls on Air Transport of SALW. 
 
1) Surveying the design of European States' 
national control mechanisms 
 
The survey of existing national regulations, 
mechanisms and procedures for controlling air 
transport of SALW confirmed that all States have 
control systems covering SALW transfers, and 
aviation. However, these systems vary substantially in 
their design and implementation. The survey reveals 
important systemic challenges for controls in most 
States. In particular, the responsibilities, capacities and 
authority to gather information and assess risks, as 
well as to authorise and enforce controls relating to air 
transport of SALW, are not centrally located, but are 
almost always shared between the licensing, customs, 
and civil aviation authorities. This leads to gaps and 
weaknesses in overall national controls even if each 
element of the controls do function as intended.  
 
Problematic is that only partial information relevant to 
controls, and risks of diversion, is normally available 
at any one stage in each national control process. For 
almost all States, at no point is all relevant information 
brought together in one place regarding the authorised 
supplier, consignee and end-users of the SALW; the 
shipment's transport methods, routes and transport 
actors; and the precise specifications of the SALW 
being shipped.  
 
In general, there appears to be a systemic mismatch in 
numerous States between national authorities which 
have access to the most detailed information about the 
transport of a SALW cargo (usually customs and CAA 
authorities) and the national authorities empowered to 
prevent arms transfers on the basis of such risk 
assessments (usually separate transfer licensing 
authorities). Significantly, the current WA and OSCE 
Best Practices retain a focus on information being 
provided to licensing authorities at the point of 
licensing a SALW transfer, rather than on empowering 
customs or CAA authorities at the actual point of 
export. 
 
2) Examining States’ actual control priorities and 
practices  
 
Broadly speaking, States fall into one of three 
categories: i) Limited SALW exports, ii) Significant 
exporters of SALW and iii) Significant transit hub. 
There was a considerable difference between States 
vis-à-vis their consideration of the prevention of illicit 
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or destabilising transfers of SALW by air transport to 
be a priority for their national authorities. These 
differences are mainly based on the size of its SALW 
industry and the volume of SALW exports that the 
State deals with on an annual basis: features which 
may not correlate with the volume of SALW brokered 
from that State, or transiting through it as a transport 
hub.  
 
The study analysed and compared the powers of the 
national procedures for licensing SALW transfers and 
brokering, and discusses States’ similarities and 
differences regarding the powers of customs 
authorities and national civil aviation authorities. 
Amongst other findings, the need and opportunities for 
greater coordination between CAAs and customs 
authorities was highlighted.  
 
3) Roles and possible options for international and  
regional mechanisms   
 
The study outlined that international and regional 
mechanisms already play significant roles. They have 
the potential to contribute more in providing licensing, 
customs and civil aviation authorities with the 
information and capacities needed to control air 
transport of SALW effectively. The WA Best 
Practices place a strong emphasis on the utility of 
information sharing between governments (and 
between the private and public sectors ) in order to 
prevent cases of SALW diversion, as well as to combat 
illicit or destabilising SALW transfers.  International 
and regional mechanisms can contribute to processes 
of risk-assessment by national licensing or customs 
authorities by generating or sharing information on the 
activities of air cargo carriers that have been involved 
in illicit or destabilising SALW transfers.  
 
In addition, international and regional mechanisms can 
also serve to limit the activities of air cargo carriers 
that may be involved in illicit or destabilising transfers 
of SALW, in particular through placing limits on 
which air cargo carriers are permitted to carry SALW.  
 
Furthermore, international and regional organisations 
can play an enhanced indirect role in controlling 
SALW air transport by helping to enforce established 
air safety standards. They could also play a direct role 
in this process, by helping to establish regulatory 
systems that would ensure that only certain air 
carriers are allowed to engage in the transport of 
SALW and related ammunition.  
 
4) A Strategic Approach for Enhancing Controls on 
Air Transport of SALW 
 
One of the most significant findings was that the study 
was unable to identify any State which had actually 

completely altered its procedures following the OSCE 
Guidelines/WA Best Practices. However, some States 
were in process of updating standards and others 
claimed to have systems in place that already matched 
the standards. Although there is no simple solution to 
the control of SALW transfers by air transport, the 
most realistic option available is a pragmatic 
incremental approach of periodic awareness-raising 
initiatives and ad-hoc bilateral assistance projects 
within existing frameworks, in the hope of gradually 
enhancing adoption by a large majority of European 
States of at least the basic WA Best Practices and 
OSCE Guidelines for controlling air transport of 
SALW.  
 
It is important to recognise that it is inevitable for the 
foreseeable future that national control systems on air 
transport of SALW will continue to be profoundly 
heterogeneous. A good overall strategic approach 
towards improving controls on air transport of SALW 
must therefore fully accommodate this diversity, and 
focus on developing and implementing elaborated best 
practice guidelines designed to ensure the overall 
effectiveness of national systems of controls as much 
as of the elements of such systems. 
 
The recommended strategic approach suggested in the 
study is to move away from a fragmented focus on 
different aspects of national controls on air transport of 
SALW. Instead, the focus should shift towards the 
overall way in which each State’s national regulations, 
procedures and practices combine as systems.  
Furthermore, how these systems ensure adequate and 
effective gathering, analysis and use of relevant 
information and risk assessments at each stage of the 
control process: transfer licensing systems; 
authorisation and control of transportation routes, 
shippers and arrangements; and control of the physical 
delivery of SALW to the authorised end-user.  
 
Thus, the recommended approach aims to build on 
existing WA Best Practices and to focus on measures 
and guidelines to promote and ensure that each 
national system not only has the key elements required 
for each different aspect of controls (customs and civil 
aviation authorities as well as transfer licensing 
systems), but also that the capacities and 
responsibilities for assessment and control are 
effectively linked.  
 
By Vibeke Brask Thomsen, Programme Officer, ISIS 

Europe 
 
* This article is partly an extract of the summary of the final 
report, written by Mark Bromley, SIPRI; Owen Green, CICS 
Bradford; Giji Gya, ISIS Europe and Mike Lewis, CICS 
Bradford, submitted to the French Ministry of Defence in 
May 2009. 
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The Czech Presidency, ESDP and Missed Opportunities  
 

Following the end of the Czech Republic Presidency of 
the Council of the European Union, it is now time to 
assess Prague’s work during the past six months in the 
area of European Security and Defence Policy 
(ESDP). The results were neither positive nor 
negative. More pro-activity from the Czechs could 
have changed perception significantly more.  
 
The Czech EU Presidency of the Council of the 
European Union has been marked by two international 
crises – gas and the Middle East. The reactions of 
Prague led to different outcomes. The initiative to 
solve the Ukraine-Russia dispute over gas was deemed 
an approximate success, while the Israeli attack on the 
Gaza Strip led to the first faux pas of the Czech EU 
Presidency. The Israeli offensive (which was marked 
by violations of human rights and humanitarian law) in 
Gaza was deemed “a defensive and not an offensive 
action”1 by the Czech EU Presidency Spokesperson 
Jiri Potuznik. At the time when most EU Member 
States were condemning the attacks, the Czech 
statement was badly received and cast doubts on 
Prague’s aptitude to develop a common EU response 
to the crisis. In addition, Prague’s role as the voice on 
foreign relations of the EU was strongly put into 
question.  
 
For the first time in EU Presidency history, the 
Presidency was significantly affected by quite severe 
internal political instability of the EU Member State.  
In March, Czech Prime Minister Mirek Topolánek lost 
a no-confidence vote leading to the fall of the 
government and plunging the country into crisis. This 
in turn also injured Prague’s abilities as the EU 
incumbent as well as its image in Brussels.2 The newly 
appointed Czech Prime Minister Jan Fisher managed 
to regain political composure in Prague and in Brussels 
but the fall of the Topolánek government is the first 
memory which comes to people’s mind when thinking 
about the 2009 Czech Presidency. However, the 
Czechs can be thankful to their diplomatic corps who 
managed to keep the boat floating in Brussels through 
the storm occurring in Prague.3 
 
The Presidency’s role in the developments of ESDP 
can be qualified as “safe, discrete and cautious”4. 
Logistically, Prague could simply not keep up with the 
level of activity of French EU Presidency. Following 

                                                 
1 Haaretz Service and Reuters ‘EU presidency: Israel ground op in 
Gaza 'defensive not offensive’ 04/01/2009. Available at: 
http://www.haaretz.com/hasen/spages/1052315.html  
2 http://www.ceskenoviny.cz/news/zpravy/czech-eu-presidency-
most-harmed-by-govt-fall-officials/383912  
3 Piotr Kaczynski quoted in  
http://praguemonitor.com/2009/06/22/czech-politicians-disappoint-
diplomats-success-eu-presidency  
4 Interviews in Brussels by authors, July 2009.  

Paris’ exuberant activity vis-à-vis ESDP, it was never 
going to be an easy task to follow suit, especially for a 
new, small and rather euro-skeptic Member State.  
 
Throughout the EU Presidency, the Czechs showed 
strong signs of theoretical realism, and they soon made 
it clear that ESDP was not their priority but that they 
would support on-going activities from the previous 
Presidencies. Prague’s six months at the head of the 
Council was not marked by any major initiatives on 
ESDP. However, not completely complacent, Prague 
pushed for: the capability gap to be filled in 
Afghanistan; pushed for full operational capacity of 
EULEX Kosovo; engaged in debate on civilian 
capabilities; and emphasized the lessons learned from 
EUFOR Tchad/RCA. With the more difficult scenarios 
– such as viability of the ESDP SSR mission in 
Guinea-Bissau following the assassination of the 
President, the Czech’s adopted a wait-and-see 
approach. 
 
On the development of the Headline Goals 2010, 
Prague followed Paris’ position in calling on EU 
Member States to provide more capabilities and 
resources. The Presidency understood fully that ESDP 
was facing quite a large barrier in terms of military and 
civilian resources. The Czechs pushed forward mostly 
on the objectives and policies set out by the Civilian 
Headline Goals 2010. However, Czech activity on this 
topic must be put into context: at the European Council 
of the 11 and 12 December 2008, Member States 
signed a declaration on strengthening military and 
civilian capabilities,5 and a broad consensus on the 
matter was already present. Bringing Member States 
together to achieve these goals had been achieved 
before the Czech EU Presidency started. As a result, 
Prague was left with an item on the agenda that could 
be put forward without too much opposition, in other 
words an easy winnable trophy to show to everyone. 
On the other hand, activity around military capabilities 
was more limited than on the civilian aspects of ESDP, 
due in part to the pro-NATO stance of the Czech 
Republic. This is not to undermine the work done in 
this sphere by the Czech EU Presidency but more to 
underline that any advances made vis-à-vis the 
capability aspect of the military was clearly calculated 
to not spark NATO-EU institutional conflicts. On 
cross cutting themes, topics such as Security Sector 
Reform were only superficially approached while 
results in human rights and gender areas were not 
significant, with activists feeling that more could have 

                                                 
5 Brussels European Council 11 and 12 December 2008, 
Presidency Conclusion. Doc : 17271/1/08. Available at: 
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/
en/ec/104692.pdf  
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been done6. Czech efforts should have been more 
present in that area especially after the Gaza faux pas. 
 
There has been a feeling that the Czech EU Presidency 
wanted to keep a low profile on ESDP. Consultation 
and communication with the Council of the European 
Union Secretariat were limited. It seemed that the 
Czechs seemed to misunderstand the role of the 
Secretariat, which is to assist the Presidency in its 
work. Personnel within the Secretariat felt like the 
Secretariat expertise should have been better used. 
Even on the topic of civilian capabilities which was 
established as a priority of Czechs, the vast pool of 
knowledge that lies in DG IX (Civilian crisis 
management) within the Secretariat was only used 
very limitedly. The reverse situation is also true, when 
reaching the end of the Czech Presidency, instead of 
contacting the Czechs for certain initiatives, the 
Secretariat preferred to approach the Swedes which 
were felt would be significantly more involved in 
ESDP and more eager to consult and communicate 
than the Czechs.  
 
It is acknowledged that small Member States cannot 
continue the impetus of work load left from bigger 
States and tend to be overwhelmed by the vast work 
that holding the EU Presidency requires. Limitation of 
human resources and knowledge are therefore the 
problem for small State EU Presidencies. There was 
however a different feeling when for example Slovenia 

held the Presidency, the Slovenes seemed better 
prepared as well as making good use of the Secretariat 
and other platforms for their work. In addition the 
Slovenes seemed more eager to take on a wider agenda 
rather than feeling oppressed by the workload. 
 
There are no ways of assessing how the EU Presidency 
would have acted had the Topolánek Government not 
been voted out. On the other hand, mistakes had been 
made before the government’s downfall in March. The 
merit however lies with the Czech diplomatic corps 
who were forced to deal with a national political 
disaster occurring at the time when stability was most 
needed. They held fast and enabled a continuation of 
developments on ESDP, if not realised, then at least to 
be passed over to the Swedes.  
 
By Johann Herz, Programme Officer at ISIS Europe 
  
 
6Prague Monitor ‘AI: Czech EU presidency results in human rights 
area mixed’, 1/07/09. Available at: 
 http://praguemonitor.com/2009/07/01/ai-czech-eu-presidency-
results-human-rights-area-mixed 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

  
 

SIPRI 2009 Yearbook Launch  
Taking Stock of International Security:  

SIPRI's Annual Assessment of Conflicts, Armaments and Arms Control   
 

Monday, 28 September 2009 
Lunchtime, European Parliament (tbc)  

 
  PROGRAMME 
Host: MEP (tbc)  

Chair: Giji Gya, Executive Director, ISIS Europe 
 

Panel 
Dr Bates Gill, Director, SIPRI  

Robert Cooper, Council of the EU (tbc)  
 

For more information, please contact  
Vibeke Thomsen at vibeke.thomsen@isis-europe.org +32 2 230 7446  

 
 



 

European Security Review no. 45, July 2009, ISIS Europe page 6 

 
“The Decisive Battle is for the People’s Minds”:  T he Transformation of War   

 
 

The overwhelming majority of modern wars or conflicts 
are no longer conducted between states but within 
societies. This fact is strongly reshaping European security 
thinking over the last years. The abortive Somalia 
intervention of the early 1990s and the ongoing war in 
Afghanistan have been decisive to drive home this point. 
This article, by one of the editors of the 2009 Peace 
Report, examines military use as a conduit to end conflict 
and analyses the limits of military response to the 
transformative modern conflict.  
 
The two politically most important and most frequent 
forms of war or major violent conflict are:  
·  Wars of insurgency involving struggles over the 

distribution of power in a country. As a rule, these 
wars involve confrontations between one or more 
insurgent movements and a government. Very often 
one or both sides have the support of foreign 
governments or non-state actors. The wars in El 
Salvador and Nicaragua in the 1980s are classical 
examples of this. Special cases are insurgencies or 
counterinsurgencies against – real or perceived – 
occupation forces (such as in Palestine, Afghanistan or 
Iraq).  

·  There are also major violent conflicts or wars in the 
context of failed states, where a functioning state 
apparatus does not or no longer exists; has become 
irrelevant or reduced to the level of warlords or 
militias; and where various groups (warlords, ethnic or 
ethno-religious groups, “entrepreneurs of violence” 
etc.) are fighting over power or natural resources. 
Somalia or Afghanistan in the 1990s are examples of 
such conflicts.  

 
Although the differences between these two types of war 
are certainly significant, they are often over-emphasised. In 
both cases, it is extremely rare and usually impossible to 
terminate the war through military “victory” – at least not 
before one side has been decisively weakened politically. 
Furthermore, one should realize that the two types of 
conflict are not necessarily contradictory, but can also be 
related: insurgencies can, on the one hand, lead to the 
weakening or fragmentation of a state which is already 
fragile. They can open the door to failing statehood. 
Alternatively, an insurgency within the context of a failing 
state can lead to the final breakdown or collapse of the 
state apparatus if, for example, the insurgents seriously 
weaken it but are not able to take over power themselves, 
and fragments of the state apparatus (including armed 
ones) assume a separate identity and become independent 
actors. The boundaries between the two types of war are 
fluid. In such contexts, EU operations or contribution by 
EU Member States to other types of operation are 
undertaken more often, such as  in the Democratic 

Republic of the Congo (DRC) or in Afghanistan. 
It is noticeable in wars of insurgency and in failed states 
that the acquisition or loss of territory and the size and 
firepower of the armed forces are far less significant than 
in “classical” wars between national armed forces. In 
most violent conflicts and wars experienced today, a 
destruction of the opposing military no longer brings a 
decision or end of the war. This goal is either impossible 
to achieve or is of a lower priority – since insurgents 
rarely fight in larger formations, which could be 
destroyed militarily - but instead launch surprise attacks, 
guerrilla tactics and ambushes in smaller units. As long 
as the insurgents have the support of relevant parts of the 
population and cannot be distinguished from these, 
ethnic cleansing or genocide are frequently the only way 
to defeat them by force – and obviously this could not be 
acceptable for a European policy.  
 
Wars have essentially always been “political” but they 
have become even more politicized. Increasingly, the 
strategic aim of the warring parties is to win the loyalty 
or acceptance of the population. This is both the means 
and the objective of the war, and accordingly organized 
military forces have become less significant. There are 
strategic and tactical reasons for this: on the one hand, 
these types of violent conflicts are conducted primarily 
in order to gain political power in a society and not, only 
indirectly or secondarily to impose one’s will on a 
foreign government (for example, to force it to surrender 
a province) or to enforce the realignment of interstate 
relations.  
“Power” within a society may certainly entail an 
important violent or military dimension, but it is far 
more complex than a victory over a foreign army on the 
battlefield.  As a rule “victory” in the two types of war 
described above, is achieved primarily by removing the 
opponent's economic, societal and political basis for 
conducting war, not by “winning” it. The latest manual 
of the US Army and US Marine Corps on 
counterinsurgency, which is a key point of reference also 
for European defence forces, outlines this simply: “It is 
easier to separate an insurgency from its resources and 
let it die than to kill every insurgent.”1 This separation 
may be physical or political and psychological – in both 
cases it is a matter of separating the opponent from their 
sources of material and political support. Only then can 
military action against the opponent be successful. 
Military force is not insignificant in this context, but it 
often changes from being a strategic to an important 
tactical variable closer to the population.  
 
                                                 
1 US Army/US Marine Corps: Counterinsurgency Field Manual 
FM 3-24, Chicago 2007, p. 40. 
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Governance, state building and counter-statehood 
 
Apart from brute force, such as systematic state terror and 
ethnic cleansing, the only sustainable strategy for putting 
an end to insurgencies and unconventional civil wars - for 
both insurgents and governments alike - is to gain the 
support and the loyalty of key sectors of society. The 
struggle for governance structures (that is to say regulatory 
structures of a state, semi-state or non-state nature) 
becomes a strategic lever in this type of unconventional 
civil war. Ultimately, the warring parties are struggling for 
a collectively organized legitimacy, and every use of 
military force which does not serve – or which even harms 
– this purpose is counterproductive, even if it may be 
“successful” in the conventional military sense.  
 
As an example, the Counterinsurgency Manual of the US 
Army and US Marine Corps incorporates international 
experiences from Afghanistan and Iraq. It makes the 
following points particularly clear: “Political power is the 
central issue in insurgencies and counterinsurgencies; each 
side aims to get the people to accept its governance or 
authority as legitimate. … The prime objective of any 
COIN [counterinsurgency] operation is to foster 
development of effective governance by a legitimate 
government. Counterinsurgents achieve this objective by 
the balanced application of both military and non-military 
means. … (T)he decisive battle is for the people’s minds.”2 
This is also the decisive challenge for European defence 
forces, as they are still adapting to transformation and are 
even less prepared for adjustments than the US military.  
 
In order to achieve this strategic goal, the parties in the 
civil war must: 
(a) have something to offer to sections of the population 
that the other side cannot or will not provide (e.g. land 
reform, political participation, liberation from foreign 
occupation, economic growth, stability, rule of law, 
survival);  
(b) appear to be more legitimate than the opposing side in 
whatever way;  
(c) secure and organize the political support of parts of the 
population, and make use of this support for the political 
and military struggle; and  
(d) as far as possible, protect the population from 
repression and persecution from the opposing side whilst at 
the same time discouraging hostile segments of society.  
Furthermore, it is often an advantage if they: 
(e) present their central political goals programmatically 
and ideologically in a way which the people find plausible 
and which mobilizes their supporters.  
 

The aim of all these efforts is to create conditions for the 
insurgents – in the famous words of Mao Zedong – to 
move among the people “like fish in water” or, from the 
viewpoint of the government tackling insurgency, to win 

                                                 
2 ibid. p. 2, 37, 49; emphasis added. 

the “hearts and minds” of the people. This is the strategic 
focus of every unconventional civil war and every 
insurgency and it is decisive for victory or defeat.  
 
Existing state structures have a fundamental political 
advantage in this respect. The population tends to 
consider existing societal and political structures to be 
more legitimate and “realistic” than mere hypothetical 
alternatives. This is because competition over legitimacy 
begins from unequal starting point: existing social 
structures have an advantage at the outset over non-
existing ones. But obviously existing structures can 
waste this opportunity and lose their legitimacy because 
of bad governance. It is easy to find the status quo 
“normal” and ordinary. There is a natural tendency to 
come to terms with existing societal structures whilst 
insurgents initially have little more to offer than hope for 
the future.  
 
Four conclusions can be drawn from this: (1) that 
insurgent movements seldom have a chance when State 
(or sub-State) structures function smoothly and are 
tolerable or even acceptable, unless the government 
makes serious mistakes; (2) that theoretically the best 
strategy for the State in the case of an incipient or full-
blown insurgency is to introduce reforms in order to 
become a functioning and legitimate state apparatus – 
but many illegitimate governments can hardly take such 
steps without themselves losing power; (3) that 
insurgents will often aim to prevent an already 
illegitimate, only partly legitimate and/or scarcely 
functioning State apparatus from taking such measures 
and will try to weaken it still further by making its 
functioning elements the target of military or political 
attacks; and (4) that the insurgents themselves will make 
a great effort to establish their own elements of counter-
statehood, be it in “liberated areas” or parallel to official 
State organs. In particular, this involves establishing 
their own legal system (providing a level of legitimacy) 
or tax system (obviously of great significance for 
financing the war). The introduction of Sharia law in 
regions in Iraq, Afghanistan or Pakistan is so important 
politically because it sets out to weaken the State by 
supplanting the State’s legal system. The establishment 
of schools and hospitals by insurgents is a further 
measure which reduces the population’s need to 
cooperate with State bodies, and helps to satisfy their 
direct needs. This also applies to some extent to 
warlords, who are more easily able to secure and 
stabilize their rule over a particular area by providing 
elements of governance and services. In this latter case – 
as well as in the case of most other forms of civil war – 
destroying the governance structures of the opposing 
side often takes precedence over establishing governance 
of their own.  
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War over loyalty  
 
Generally speaking, the trend towards political and 
societal wars rather than just military confrontations, 
which we have been seeing for some time now, is 
continuing. However, this statement should not be 
misunderstood: of course, wars have always been 
“political” because they serve to implement political 
objectives and also have unintentional political 
consequences; and of course, today’s wars continue to be 
“military” – otherwise they would not be wars. The 
difference is that ultimately wars of insurgency do not 
only serve political purposes like their “classical” 
relatives, which for the most part take the form of a 
military showdown, but that as a rule they are oriented 
towards political results both directly and at the tactical 
level, that is to say, towards influencing the behaviour 
and the attitude of the population. In other words, 
strategic decisions in unconventional civil wars, in 
insurgencies and guerrilla wars, are usually taken at the 
political level, not only to win over the population as 
described above, but also by convincing the public of an 
intervening third country of the legitimacy, the 
meaningfulness and the success of a war – or 
alternatively of its senselessness and un-winnability.  

 
Military means and force are primarily of tactical 
significance at these levels. For example, losses on the 
part of government troops or intervening forces from 
third countries are potentially relevant in order to 
demonstrate the futility of the war for the government – 
but not because such losses would lead to the 
government’s military defeat. Military power thus plays 
a subsidiary and tactical role but will rarely bring about a 
strategic decision. It is interesting to note that 
counterinsurgency strategists are aware of this fact - but 
the armed forces often and systematically ignore it in 
concrete war situations. Military experts trained in the 
field of conventional wars and many civilian politicians 
are inclined to rely on conventional military supremacy 
and to consider this a key indicator of military success. 
The number of enemy dead thus becomes the key 
yardstick for measuring military progress – regardless of 
whether this leads to a rise or fall in the population's 
political support for the enemy. The character of such 
wars is thus fundamentally misjudged. In the words of 
retired British general Rupert Smith, who has 
commanded troops in Iraq, Bosnia and Northern Ireland:  

 
“Capturing the will of the people is a very clear and 
basic concept, yet one that is either misunderstood or 
ignored by political and military establishments around 
the world. The politician keeps applying force to attain a 
condition, assuming the military will both create and 
maintain it. And whilst for many years the military has 
understood the need to win the ‘hearts and minds’ of the 
local population, this is still seen as a supporting activity 
to the defeat of the insurgents rather than the overall 
objective, and it is often under-resourced and restricted 

to low-level acts to ameliorate local conditions and the 
lot of the people.”3 

 
Conclusions with regard to ending wars 
 
Achieving the end to such conflicts and to bring about 
peace, is complicated by the fact that heterogeneous 
sections of the population are often no longer on the 
outside of the war and are no longer mere victims, but 
have themselves become subjects or in some cases even 
perpetrators of the war. Massacres, rape and ethnic 
cleansing committed by different parts of a society, some 
of them neighbours, against one another cause deeper 
emotional wounds than a struggle between two national 
armies. This presents the difficult task of shifting at least 
part of the peace process from the diplomatic to the 
societal level and experience in this area to date is still 
limited and largely inadequate.  
 
The decisive instrument for putting a permanent end to 
such conflicts – compared with a temporary break in 
fighting, perhaps even lasting several years, due to 
exhaustion – lies in the creation of both legitimate as 
well as fundamentally efficient governance structures 
which are accepted by society, which integrate society 
more strongly than previous models, offer a basic legal 
and police system and provide hope for a better future. 
Such governance structures must not be merely symbolic 
– for example, limited to the capital – but must be 
citizen-oriented and accessible and firmly installed 
throughout the country and focus on providing personal 
and legal security. State or para-State structures which 
involve arbitrariness, “injustice” or foreign rule cannot 
achieve the aim of introducing stability and putting an 
end to violent conflicts, but will appear illegitimate and 
generally incite conflict.  
 
Hence, the most important criteria are the reliability and 
fairness of these institutions, followed by their efficiency 
and effectiveness – and only then by democratic 
elements or the opportunities which they offer for 
participation. The creation of a social infrastructure (for 
example, schools, hospitals etc.) can also be an important 
aspect within such governance frameworks, which can 
only have a sustainable effect if they fulfil these 
preconditions. Generally speaking, an end to civil war 
can be achieved by reintegrating fragmented societal 
systems which in turn presupposes certain forms of state 
or para-State governance. Only on this basis can the use 
of military force in the context of wars of insurgency or 
failed states acquire a possible relevance for ending a 
war, otherwise it will tend to protract the war and 
increase the number of victims. Therefore, European 
peace and security strategies in regard to insurgency and 
failed states should concentrate on helping to create 

                                                 
3 Rupert Smith: The Utility of Force - The Art of War in the 
Modern World, London 2006, p. 277-278. 
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functioning and legitimate governance in complex 
situations, which civilian European Security and Defence 
Policy (ESDP) missions4 are in principle aiming to do in 
an advisory capacity. Military operations can only buy 
time or function in a supportive role. One should not 
forget that neither military-based “security” nor 
development policy alone can achieve this goal. It calls 
for the commitment of both elements to establishing a 
system of legitimate and effective governance structures.  

 
By Jochen Hippler, Institute for Development and 

Peace (INEF)* 
 

4 12 of the current 14 ESDP missions are civilian. See 
www.esdpmap.org  

 
Jochen Hippler is one of the co-editors of the 2009 Peace Report 
- The Peace Report has been published annually since 1987 by 
five German peace research institutes: the Institute for 
Development and Peace at the University of Duisburg-Essen 
(INEF), the Protestant Institute for Interdisciplinary Research 
(FEST), the Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy at 
the University of Hamburg (IFSH), the Peace Research Institute 
Frankfurt (HSFK) and the Bonn International Center for 
Conversion (BICC).  
 
This year’s report is being launched with a focus on Palestine 
by ISIS Europe and Madariaga Foundation at the European 
Security Contact Group meeting in Brussels on 23 July. More 
details www.isis-europe.org.  

 
 
  
 
 

 

    
 

ISIS Europe, the Madariaga Foundation and five leading German Peace and Conflict Research Institutes 
(BICC, FEST, HFSK, INEF, IFSH)  

would like to invite you to the latest European Security Contact Group meeting 
 

Launch of the Peace Report 2009 
 

Key Challenges for European Policy 
The case of Palestine  

 
On Thursday 23 July 2009 from 14.00 to 15.30  

At the Madariaga Foundation  
14 avenue de la Joyeuse Entrée, B-1040 Brussels  

 
The meeting will be chaired by Giji Gya, Executive Director, ISIS Europe.  

Speakers include Jochen Hippler (INEF), Margret Johannsen (IFSH),  
Gwenda Jeffreys-Jones (European Commission) and John Gatt-Rutter (Council of the EU).  

 
Late registration is still possible, please call +32 2 230 7446 or email johann.herz@isis-

europe.org  
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The European Union WMD Clause: A Preliminary Assess ment  

 
In November 2003 the Council of the European Union 
(EU) adopted a clause on Weapons of Mass 
Destruction (WMD).This clause was intended to 
become an essential element in all new, renewed or 
revised “mixed” agreements between the EU and 
states vis-à-vis issues of non-proliferation of WMD. 
 However, the status of the clause in EU external 
agreements continues to divide the Council. Moreover, 
policy staff in the European Parliament have called 
into question the effectiveness of the clause as an 
instrument to promote non-proliferation. This article 
outlines the development of the clause and the debate 
on its use. 
 
The development of the WMD clause and its 
position in EU agreements 
 
The EU approach on WMD proliferation that evolved 
during 2003, initially in the form of the June 2003 
Basic Principles1 and an Action Plan2, framed 
proliferation of WMD as a global threat that was 
becoming increasingly dangerous because of the 
potential link to terrorism. The approach also 
highlighted the need for a response to be based on 
strong and credible multilateral regimes and political 
solutions.  For example, one suggested element of an 
EU response was the mainstreaming of non-
proliferation policies into the EU’s wider relations 
with third countries through consideration of a "stick 
and carrot" policy.”3  
 
At the same time as the development of the Basic 
Principles and the Action Plan, the European Security 
Strategy (ESS) for the EU was developed through the 
office of the High Representative for Common Foreign 
and Security Policy, Javier Solana. The aim of a 
common security strategy for the EU was, according to 
Solana, to make the EU “a more credible actor and a 
more influential partner”.4 Vis-à-vis WMD, and in 
comparison to the Basic Principles, the ESS gave 
greater prominence to the need for non-proliferation.5 

                                                 
1 Council of the EU, “Basic Principles for an EU Strategy against 
Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction”, presented to the 
GAERC in Luxembourg on 16 June 2003, p. 2.  
http://ue.eu.int/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/en/reports/76328.
pdf 
2 Council of the EU, “Action Plan for the Implementation of the 
Basic Principles for an EU Strategy against Proliferation of 
Weapons of Mass Destruction”, Document No. 10354/1/03, 
Brussels, 13 June 2003.  
http://register.consilium.eu.int/pdf/en/03/st10/st10354en03.pdf�
3 Ibid. p. 6.  
4 “The European Security Strategy: A Secure Europe in a Better 
World”, 20 June 2003, p. 15. 
http://ue.eu.int/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/en/reports/76255.
pdf 
5 Ibid. p. 5. 

The ESS briefly discussed ways to implement the new 
strategy and whereas the strategy of ‘mainstreaming’ 
was not discussed, the strategy of conditionality was 
mentioned as one potential tool at the EU’s disposal.6  
 
When on 17 November 2003 the Council of the EU 
(hereafter referred to as the Council) subsequently 
agreed to mainstream non-proliferation policies into 
the EU’s wider relations with third countries, it was on 
the basis that non-proliferation of WMD “constitutes a 
fundamental element for the EU when it considers the 
decision of entering into negotiations with a third 
country”.7 However, the approach adopted went a step 
further than the Basic Principles and the Action Plan, 
by suggesting that a WMD clause8 should also form 
part of all “mixed” agreements9.  The Council agreed 
on an EU standardisation for agreements with third 
countries, “as a general rule a ‘non-proliferation 
clause’ should be included, as an essential element 
clause ... in all future mixed agreements to be 
negotiated”.10 Thus, as part of an extensive review and 
reform of the EU’s efforts to enhance the effectiveness 
of measures to prevent the proliferation of nuclear, 
biological and chemical weapons as well as missile 
delivery systems, a clause on WMD was developed for 
use in EU agreements. 
 
The agreed text of the non-proliferation clause to be 
included in agreements with third countries is as 
follows11: 
  

“The Parties consider that the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction and their means of delivery, both 
to state and non-state actors, represent one of the 

                                                 
6 Ibid. p.10. 
7 Council of the EU, “Fight against the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction - Mainstreaming non-proliferation policies into 
the EU's wider relations with third countries”, Document No. 
14813/03, Brussels, 19 November 2003, p. 2. 
http://www.sussex.ac.uk/Units/spru/hsp/documents/2003-
1117%20Mainstreaming.pdf 
8 It is interesting to note that the established journal Disarmament 
Diplomacy writes that a similar clause existed in the field of human 
rights since the 1990s and was thought to be an effective way to 
influence the behaviour of partners. Portela, Clara, “The EU and 
the NPT: Testing the European Nonproliferation Strategy”, 
Disarmament Diplomacy, Issue No. 78, July/August 2004.  
http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd78/78cp.htm.  
9 A mixed agreement is a political and economic agreement 
between the EU and a third State. Such an agreement covers 
aspects from more than one of the three pillars on which EU action 
rests, and so it is different from Community-only agreements that 
cover only commercial and trade issues—the first EU pillar—and 
therefore do not include political clauses. 
10 Council of the EU, “Fight against the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction” op.cit. p. 3. 
11 Council of the EU, “Fight against the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction” op.cit. p. 4. 
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most serious threats to international stability and 
security. 

The Parties therefore agree to co-operate and to 
contribute to countering the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction and their means of 
delivery through full compliance with and national 
implementation of their existing obligations under 
international disarmament and non-proliferation 
treaties and agreements and other relevant 
international obligations. The Parties agree that this 
provision constitutes an essential element of this 
agreement. 

The Parties further agree to cooperate and to contribute to 
countering the proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction and their means of delivery by: 

- taking steps to sign, ratify, or accede to, as appropriate, 
and fully implement all other relevant international 
instruments; 

- the establishment of an effective system of national 
export controls, controlling the export as well as 
transit WMD related goods, including a WMD end-
use control on dual use technologies and containing 
effective sanctions for breaches of export controls.* 

The Parties agree to establish a regular political dialogue 
that will accompany and consolidate these elements. 
*These two elements might be considered as essential 

elements on a case by case basis.” 
  
The first part of the WMD clause is a commitment by 
the EU and its partners to implement all of the non-
proliferation obligations entered into. This declaratory 
commitment does not include verification procedures 
or any new commitments, but as it constitutes an 
‘essential element’ of the agreement, it carries an 
implicit threat that non-fulfilment might lead to the 
suspension of the agreement—and therefore the 
termination of trade arrangements enabled by the 
contract with the EU. The second section, not 
mandatory but considered on a case-by-case basis, 
anticipates the adoption of additional commitments, 
including accession to relevant international 
instruments and the implementation of effective 
national export controls. However, what constitutes 
‘effective’ is not defined in detail. Section two 
introduces flexibility into negotiations with important 
States but agrees that any additional commitments 
incurred by partners arising out of steps taken as a 
result of the instrument could qualify for financial 
support and technical assistance from the EU.  
  
EU WMD clause in Mixed Agreements 2003-2009 
 
Official documents, such as the six-monthly Progress 
Reports that the EU has published since 2003 tracking 
the implementation of the WMD strategy, have painted 
a highly optimistic picture concerning the current 
status of the WMD clause. However, others have been 
more circumspect. For example, a note produced for 
the European Parliament in 2007 identified and 
highlighted obstacles to implementation that had 
occurred between 2003 and 2007, including how to 

decide which states merit both sections of the clause 
rather than just the essential element.12  
  
These obstacles seem to have been recognised, as in 
November 2008 the Council circulated a document on 
‘New lines for action by the European Union in 
combating the proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction and their delivery systems’. The proposals 
included a sub-chapter entitled ‘Strengthening 
diplomatic leverage through better use of the WMD 
clause’, suggesting that improvements to 
implementation could be made.13 The document also 
outlined the need for an evaluation of the 
implementation of the WMD clause. It noted that a 
document would be produced to “propose lines of 
action for improving the process of negotiation of the 
clause”, and to analyse the procedure to be followed 
when a prospective partner refuses the clause.14 
However, as yet, no such document has been 
produced. 
  
In January 2009, the Council released ‘A note on the 
WMD clause’, but this document over-emphasises the 
successes of the clause.15 For example, the Council has 
declared through its various Progress Reports that 
almost one hundred countries have entered into WMD 
clause agreements with the EU since 2003. However, 
there is a gap between the number of States that have 
signed agreements with the EU and the number of 
agreements that have entered into force and are being 
implemented. The status of three key mixed 
agreements signed since 2003 are summarised below. 
  
Ongoing negotiations on agreements 
 
Syria 
 
The EU finalised a mixed agreement with Syria in 
2004 but this document has not yet entered into force, 
and it remains blocked in the Council. At first the 
Commission found it difficult to produce a text that 
was approved by all EU Member States, the delay 
apparently caused by different views over whether to 
include the second (non-mandatory) section of the 
WMD clause in the agreement. Syria is not a party to 

                                                 
12 Quille, Gerrard, “EU Non-proliferation Clauses applied to 
certain agreements in the EU's wider relations with third 
countries”, Brussels, European Parliament, 21 September 2007, 
www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/dv/sede
011007exponote_/sede011007exponote_en.pdf   
13 Council of the EU, “Council Conclusions and new lines for 
action by the European Union in combating the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction and their delivery systems”, 
Document No. 17172/08, Brussels, 17 December 2008.  
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2008/december/tradoc_14174
0.pdf 
14 Ibid. p. 22. 
15 Council of the EU, ‘Note on the implementation of the WMD 
Clause’, Brussels, Document No. 5503/09, 19 January 2009. 
www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/st05503.en09.pdf 
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the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) or the 
Biological and Toxin Weapon Convention (BTWC). 
The issue of ratification has subsequently been further 
complicated by the debate over Syria’s supposed 
responsibility for the assassination of Lebanese Prime 
Minister Rafik Hariri. The EU-Syria agreement is now 
awaiting examination by the EU Member States and it 
may enter into force during 2009. The text includes the 
WMD clause without any changes from the standard 
clause. However, developments in Syria are being 
monitored carefully by the EU and additional delays 
might occur, for example as a result of the ongoing 
IAEA investigations of alleged nuclear activities by 
Syria16 or by events arising from the victory of the 
anti-Syria coalition in the June 2009 election in 
Lebanon.17  
 
India 
  
The negotiations for a Free Trade Agreement (FTA) 
between the EU and India are thought to be the most 
important single case since the adoption of the WMD 
clause. Moreover, in 2007, the Council requested the 
Commission to expand the negotiation with India to a 
mixed agreement.18 A mixed agreement between EU 
and India would potentially raise the issue of whether 
or not to seek conditionality as part of an attempt to 
persuade India to join key nuclear arms control 
agreements—the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and 
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT).19 In 
negotiations, India not only refused the WMD clause 
but rejected any conditionality in a bilateral agreement. 
After intense discussions among the EU Member 
States and several EU approaches to the Indian 
government, the EU decided to sidestep the issue of 
the WMD clause in bilateral relations with India. In 
2009 the decision was taken not to update the existing 
legally binding Associate Agreement from 1994 but to 
link the FTA to the existing Partnership Cooperation 
Agreement—which lacks a WMD clause—instead. 
The EU is now discussing a purely scientific 
cooperation on non-proliferation with India.20 The full 
content of the FTA is theoretically open for 
modification up to the point of ratification, hence the 
European Parliament currently continues to avoid 

                                                 
16 Interview with Syria Desk Officer conducted by the author 4 
February 2009. 
17 The March 14 Alliance, headed by Saad Hariri, son of the former 
Prime Minister Rafik Harir, won 71 seats in the 128-member 
parliament in the elections. 
18 Quille, Gerrard, “EU Non-proliferation Clauses applied to 
certain agreements in the EU's wider relations with third 
countries”, op.cit. 
19 India is one of nine Annex 2 States that need to ratify CTBT for 
it to enter into force. 
20 Interview with India Desk Officer conducted by the author 2 
February 2009. 

drawing any conclusions in regard to the EU-India 
case.21  
  
The case of the WMD clause in a finalised 
agreement  
  
The 2000 agreement between the EU and the African, 
Caribbean and Pacific Islands (ACP) Group of States 
(the ACP-EC agreement, also known as the Cotonou 
Agreement), was revised in 2005. The updated 
agreement, including a WMD clause, entered into 
force for most of the parties in July 2008.22 The ACP-
EC negotiations raised difficulties related to the WMD 
clause, in particular vis-à-vis the inclusion of section 
two as an essential element. The ACP countries also 
wanted to include a restriction on the manufacturing 
and stockpiling of WMD into the agreement.23 The 
first paragraph was the same as the standard clause and 
included an acknowledgement by the parties of the 
entire clause as an essential element. However, the 
second paragraph included an added element by stating 
that the EU would support the financial and technical 
assistance in non-proliferation of WMD in ACP using 
funds from outside the budget for ACP cooperation. In 
other words, the EU would not divert funds from 
development assistance to non-proliferation, but would 
use the newly created Instrument for Stability (IfS) 
instead.24 The IfS, mainly dealing with crisis response 
and peace-building, does not thus far fund a project 
dealing with non-proliferation work in the ACP, or 
anywhere else in the world.25  
 
Assessment of the agreement in force 
 
Although several negotiations have taken place, and 
the wording of the WMD clause has been incorporated 
into some non-binding agreements, the ACP-EC 
agreement is currently the only ratified legally binding 
agreement with a WMD clause. Some improvements 
in participation in multilateral arms control within the 
group of ACP countries in areas directly related to the 
substance of section two of the EU WMD clause have 
taken place since June 2005. Increased participation by 
ACP countries in the CWC and the CTBT are 

                                                 
21 Quille, Gerrard, “The EU’s approach to tackling the proliferation 
of Materials and Weapons of Mass Destruction and prospects for 
cooperation on the eve of a new US Administration”, Brussels, 
European Parliament Working Paper, 5 November 2008, p. 12. 
22 Four countries from the ACP have not ratified the agreement. 
These are Equatorial Guinea, Nigeria, South Africa and Sudan. 
From this point on ACP will in this paper refer only to the ACP 
states under EU agreement. 
23 EU-ACP, Draft Joint Report ACP-CE 2104/05, Brussels, 15 
February 2005, pp. 4-5. 
http://register.consilium.eu.int/pdf/en/05/st02/st02104.en05.pdf. 
24 ACP-EC, “Partnership Agreement”, Article 11b, Revised in 
Luxembourg on 25 June 2005, pp. 11-12. 
http://ec.europa.eu/development/icenter/repository/Cotonou_EN_2
006_en.pdf. 
25 More information and a list of IfS projects can be found at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/ifs/projects/index_en.htm  
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particularly notable. However, many ACP signatures 
and ratifications are still lacking in some conventions. 
For example, forty-one ACP states have not yet signed 
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 
Additional Protocol, while ten of the ACP signatories 
have not yet ratified the protocol. Outside of the mixed 
agreement, the EU has adopted eleven Joint Actions in 
support of major conventions since 2005. These have 
increased the over-all participation by States in major 
international conventions. Furthermore, the EU has 
during this time continued its work in multilateral arms 
control, most notably through the adoption of Joint 
Actions in support of major international conventions. 
The positive results in terms of ACP participation in 
CWC and CTBT are therefore not necessarily due to 
the WMD clause. 
  
The decision to expand the use of EU financing to 
support non-proliferation initiatives in specific ACP 
countries might be seen as costly relative to any 
potential gain such assistance could have on non-
proliferation and EU security. However, the approach 
to using the WMD clause in the ACP agreement has 
actually put indirect pressure on the EU to assist 
smaller States with legal as well as technical measures 
rather than increasing the pressure on partners. Rather 
than using national commitment to non-proliferation as 
a carrot for third States, the EU has inadvertently 
created a reverse conditionality. That is, the EU would 
need to deliver both financial and technical assistance 
to the ACP if the EU wants to see improvements in the 
national non-proliferation capacities within many ACP 
countries. 
  
No other negotiations with a WMD clause have 
reached ratification and entry into force and it can be 
argued that one country, India, has benefited from 
preferential treatment. This might undermine all future 
EU efforts to bring partners to accept and implement 
the WMD clause, and it might also have an impact on 
the ACP agreement. The ACP-EC agreement must be 
renewed every five years and in the next EU approach 
to India could raise eyebrows and create a problem in 
the eyes of important States such as South Africa. 
  
Conclusion 
 
This paper suggests that a number of questions remain 
to be answered concerning the continued 
implementation of the WMD clause. These include: 
the priority of the clause in EU’s external relations; 
and in particular, whether or not the EU is willing to 
block the finalisation of trade deals over the issue of 
inclusion of the WMD clause. 
  
Problems have arisen in negotiations with different 
partners who have different views  - not only on 
whether they can accept both sections of the WMD 
clause, but on whether any part of the clause can be 

accepted if it is based on conditionality. The outcome 
of the EU-India negotiations shows that any 
conditionality from the EU side can be a barrier to any 
agreement. The decision to sidestep the WMD clause 
for India and to continue to rely on a 1994 bilateral 
cooperation agreement in order to avoid discussing 
difficult issues may be taken on board by other States 
in future negotiations with the EU. 
  
The EU has to develop a strategy that covers how to 
deal with the WMD clause in situation where it 
becomes an obstacle for the achievement of other 
interests. The WMD clause makes a distinction 
between existing obligations and relevant - but 
unsigned - treaties and the initial thought might have 
been to increase the level of compliance with the 
global non-proliferation acquis in its entirety.  
However, if the EU is willing to work around the 
WMD clause in certain cases, can this objective be 
preserved? 
  
It is necessary to reassess what can reasonably be 
expected from the use of the WMD clause. One of the 
difficulties around implementation is the lack of a 
procedure against which to judge whether or not a 
partner of the EU has fallen below the international 
standard for non-proliferation. For example, while the 
clause emphasizes the need for an effective system of 
national export controls, it is not made clear to the 
partner what such a system would comprise of in the 
eyes of the EU. At the same time, the potential 
consequences for not meeting the standard could be 
severe—and conditionality based on this implied threat 
of sanctions underlies the EU approach to the WMD 
clause. 
  
This combination is almost certain to produce a sense 
of unease among partners, since even those in good 
faith are set a task that is hard for them to accomplish 
given the lack of clear criteria and the shortfall in their 
current capacity. In the meantime, the Council is 
discussing the introduction of a small arms and light 
weapons clause in agreements with third States.26 In 
the light of this paper, another clause could deepen the 
reversed conditionality, be an obstacle to mixed 
agreements with particular States and further divide 
EU Member State coherence in dealing with non-
proliferation. 
  

 By Lina Grip, SIPRI

                                                 
26 European Council, “Council Conclusions on the inclusion of a 
SALW article in agreements between the EU and third countries”, 
Document No. 17186/08, Brussels, 17 Dec 2008, p. 2 
 



 

 

 

European Security Review no. 45, July 2009, ISIS Europe, page 14 

 
    
 

Gender and Civil Society Oversight of Security 
Sector Reform  

Roundtable training with the Gender and SSR Toolkit 
 
 

DCAF and ISIS Europe will be conducting three roundtables in 2009 to train on implementation and use of the Gender 
and SSR Toolkit (www.dcaf.ch/gssrtoolkit).  
 

More information on the toolkit, which was launched in Brussels in May 2008, can be found at 
http://www.dcaf.ch/gssrtoolkit 

 
The toolkit has been distributed to staff in the Commission and Council, as well as to ESDP missions and some 
government representatives. These trainings constitute the follow-up to this toolkit to explore and workshop the practical 
considerations of gender and SSR with a specifically designed training kit. Please find attached an initial short brief with 
further description about the roundtable/workshops. Trainers for the workshops will include authors of the tools as well 
as experienced practitioners in the field of SSR (including current and previous ESDP personnel) and NGOs. 
 
 
Roundtable/workshop 2: 21-22nd September 2009  

·  Parliamentary Oversight of the Security Sector and Gender 
·  National Security Policy-Making and Gender 
·  Civil Society Oversight of the Security Sector and Gender 

 
Roundtable/workshop 3: 5-6th November 2009    

·  Justice Reform and Gender 
·  Penal Reform and Gender 
·  Border Management and Gender 

 
 

 
Please note that participation in the roundtable trainings is by invitation only  

 
For more information, contact: Ms. Giji Gya, Executive Director, ISIS Europe giji.gya@isis-europe.org or  

coordinator for this project: Vibeke Thomsen, Programme Officer, ISIS Europe vibeke.thomsen@isis-europe.org  
Ph +32 2 230 7446.  

or Ms. Karin Grimm, DCAF, k.grimm@dcaf.ch Ph +41 22 741 77 44 
 

 
The Roundtables on Gender and SSR are supported by the European Commission under the Peacebuilding Partnership.  

 
 
 
 

 
Parliamentary Updates 2009  

 
Our Parliamentary Updates for July 2009 are available on our website on at:  

www.isis-europe.org/index.php?page=epu#updates   
 

If you are interested in receiving the updates every month directly to your mailbox you can subscribe to the 
Parliamentary briefs from our website www.isis-europe.org or by following this link: 

www.graphicmail.com/rwcode/subscribe.asp?siteid=2177&mode=subscribe 
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ESDP and EU mission updates - July 2009 

 
Our regular update of ESDP and EU missions shows 
no new missions from our May update. There are 
currently 14 ESDP and EU missions in operation 
(giving a total of six in the Balkans, Caucasus and 
Eastern Europe; three in the Middle East; one in 
Central Asia; four in Africa). There are discussions of 
a possible new mission to Somalia. This article 
provides an update to our May 2009 overview of past, 
current and planned missions. Please see the June 
2008 – May 2009 updates for introductions to the 
missions. This update features a longer analysis of 
Kosovo, which ISIS visited in July 2009. The article 
also includes a graphical outline and listing of 
missions in the chart and table, which will be featured 
in the EU-ISS 10 year review of ESDP missions in the 
autumn. ISIS updates these charts regularly as part of 
the ESDP Mission Analysis Partnership 
www.esdpmap.org  
 
Progressing…. 
 
The EU’s development of ESDP missions is beginning 
to be marked by an increase in the realisation of 
lessons identified and efforts to make these lessons 
learnt. The completion of EUFOR Tchad for example 
and the work of an entirely new type of mission under 
NAVFOR Atalanta have demonstrated a grasp by the 
EU on coordination with other actors and successful 
implementation of mandates of military missions. The 
lessons from the support to AMIS mission completed 
in 2007 are also filtering through, in that the EU must 
pay greatest attention to what is being requested as 
help from the recipient nation – and the EU must 
therefore focus on to what level both its advice and 
finances are being absorbed and therefore the 
usefulness of the missions. This also shows the 
recognition of the EU as a lead actor in these types of 
missions, working with (or supporting) the UN and 
showing ability for rapid procurement and deployment 
more rapid than what the UN could undertake. The 12 
of the 14 civilian missions however are still working 
on creation of approaches. However, only the EU is 
developing the capacity for this and much can be 
gained by building on what has been done so far.   
 
Military 
 
EUFOR Althea - 2 December 2004 to 21 November 
2009 
 
The security situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina is 
stable, and the main issue for EUFOR Althea is now 
the reconfiguration of its mandate.  This subject 
remains difficult to approach due to the political 
implications. The vast majority of EU Member States 
support a reform of the Office of the High 

Representative (OHR) prior to the reform of EUFOR 
Althea. The reform of the OHR remains a politically 
sensitive subject and as mentioned in our previous 
update, change is unlikely to occur until the Bosnian 
Government dedicates itself more pro-actively to 
implement the “five plus two requirements”1 for the 
closure of the OHR.  
 
The majority of EU Member States also recognise that 
there is no need for an Executive Power for the 
mission anymore. On the other hand a total withdrawal 
from Bosnia and Herzegovina is simply not feasible, as 
the Armed Forces of Bosnia and Herzegovina do not 
yet have the necessary capabilities and skills to ensure 
security. The Council of the European Union has 
already prepared a concept of operations for the future 
of Althea and will prepare an operation plan. However, 
they are unlikely to be discussed by the EU Member 
States any time soon. EUFOR Althea could be 
transformed into a mission providing training to the 
Armed Forces of Bosnia and Herzegovina in addition 
to ensure security sector reform.  
 
NAVFOR Atalanta - 8 December 2008 to 13 
December 2010 
 
The mandate of the mission has been extended by one 
year and capabilities have been reinforced by three 
Swedish corvettes, making a total of thirteen warships 
in the mission. France, Germany and Sweden will 
continue to provide the bulk of capabilities with 
Greece and Spain providing warships when needed. 
The increase of forces is also correlated with a sound 
efficiency through effective communication and co-
ordination within the mission and with third countries.  
Through a ‘learning by doing’ approach, the mission 
has been able to adapt to pirate techniques. For 
instance pirates do not attack during the monsoon 
period, and the monsoon occurs at different latitudes at 
different times throughout the year. This in turn 
reduces the zone of deployment and facilitates the anti-
piracy activity role of the mission. However, the 
International Maritime Bureau has announced that 
pirate attacks peaked in March and April whereas no 
attacks were recorded in June (the Monsoon period). 
These facts do not underline failure of the mission, but 
rather provide an understanding of the extent of the 
issue. The EU recognises this as a long-term challenge 
to tackle and given the mandate, the mission is 
addressing the situation. 

                                                 
1 The five objectives and two conditions set by the Peace 
Implementation Council Steering Board (which reflects the views 
of the international community on the political situation in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina) to be met before the Office of the High 
Representative is closed. 
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An investigation has been launched by the Operation 
Command concerning allegation that the ‘Pompei’ - a 
ship navigating under Belgian flag - was denied 
escorting by the mission, eventually leading to its 
capture by the pirates. However, individual rescue of 
ships is extremely difficult to achieve due to the vast 
area which has to be covered by the mission. This is 
the reason why EU NAVFOR has established safe 
maritime corridors and escorts groups of ships within 
these corridors. It remains the responsibility of the 
ship’s captain to make use of the corridors or to risk 
being captured. The EU is examining plans for a more 
comprehensive approach in Somalia, but this remains 
at an embryonic stage. Such a comprehensive 
approach would take the form of a new ESDP mission 
and not be built onto the current NAVFOR mission. 
The French government has started a security sector 
reform mission for the Somali army based in Djibouti 
and would like other Member States to support and 
contribute to it in order to transform it into a full scale 
ESDP mission with a non executive mandate, similar 
to EUSEC DRC. However, some Member States are 
not convinced by the French initiative. They feel 
unsure that the Somali units, once trained in Djibouti, 
would remain loyal to the Somali government, 
boosting even further the instability that characterises 
the region2.  
 
Civilian /Military SSR 
 
EU SSR Guinea Bissau – 12 February to end of 
November 2009 
 
After the assassination of President Joao Bernardo 
Vieira in March, the situation has been very unstable 
in Guinea Bissau. State institutions are overwhelmed 
by the military’s use of force and need external support 
to curb this involvement in politics and seriously 
implement national security sector reform (SSR)3.    
 
The Council decided to extend the mission for 6 
months in order to explore if the necessary conditions 
will arise to accomplish the mandate i.e. to assist local 
authorities on SSR and operationalise the National 
SSR strategy. On 14 July 2009 General Esteban 
Verastegui, the Head of EU SSR Guinea-Bissau, 

                                                 
2 Toby Vogel (2009): “France asks for help to train security force 
for Somalia” in European Voice 20/05/09. Available at : 
http://www.europeanvoice.com/article/imported/france-asks-for-
help-to-train-security-force-for-somalia/64920.aspx 
3 International Crisis Group, Guinea Bissau: Beyond the Rule of the 
Gun, Africa Briefing N. 61, Dakar/Brussels, 25 June 2009, 
http://www.crisisgroup.org/library/documents/africa/west_africa/b
61_guinea_bissau___beyond_rule_of_the_gun_web.pdf . See also 
Grignon, F. , “A um país governado pelas armas, as eleições não 
bastam”, International Crisis Group,   
http://www.crisisgroup.org/home/index.cfm?id=6189 , 29 June  
2009. 

declared his confidence in completing the tasks by the 
scheduled date, 30 November 20094.  
 
If this is going to be the case for the future, on one 
hand the Council’s update on the mission in July 2009 
indicates that it may consider engaging the mission in 
the implementation phase of reform5 and accordingly 
modifying the mandate of the current mission or 
setting up a new one. Nevertheless the willingness of 
the international community to support the operation 
and the political will of the local authorities are 
deemed fundamental for the future of the mission. On 
the other hand, there must be a common denomination 
for the concept of reform of the security system in 
Guinea-Bissau as it is difficult to “help” if the EU has 
one approach and Guinea-Bissau another.6 
 
These aspects could not be verified until the country 
finds a new leader after the runoff of the presidential 
elections scheduled in mid July. The fairness of the 
first round of presidential elections (monitored by EU 
Election Observation Mission in late June) was a good 
sign but it cannot be considered as a pledge for a stable 
future, so it is difficult to cast predictions on the 
mission at present.  Nevertheless, whatever the 
outcome, it is a valuable experience for the small EU 
mission in lessons learnt. 
 
EUSEC RD Congo - 1 July 2007 to 30 September 
2009 
 
Being a small mission of some 45 personnel, this 
mission has managed to achieve small but critical 
steps. After the finalisation of the biometrical census 
of the armed forces, the next action of the EUSEC RD 
Congo mission needs to be determined. The Political 
and Security Committee extended the mandate of the 
mission until 30 September 2009. This short extension 
is supposed to allow the Congolese government to 
agree on the formality of a further extension of the 
mission until 30 September 2010. If the EU wants to 
continue its mission in DRC, then there needs to be an 
internal consensus in the DRC on the direction that the 
mission should take. Herein already lies an obstacle: 

                                                 
4 Europe Diplomacy and Defence, “EU/Guinea Bissau: EU SSR 
Mission should attain goal by the end of the year”, Bulletin N. 243, 
16 July 2009. 
5 Council of the European Union, “EU mission in support of 
security sector reform in the Republic of Guinea-Bissau” – Update 
July 2009. Available at: 
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/090706FACT
SHEET_EU_SSR_Guinea-Bissau-version6_EN.pdf . 
6 For example, there are differences in interpretation of “reform” 
by representatives of Guinea-Bissau compared to personnel in the 
mission and Commission, for the former it meant assistance in 
retirement of the military and in the case of the latter, reform of the 
institutions. See also the ISIS Europe European Security Contact 
Group Meeting “Responsibility to Rebuild: Guinea Bissau” on 4 
November 2008 in Brussels. http://www.isis-
europe.org/pdf/2008_escg_21_esr41-guinea-bissau.pdf 
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sometimes SSR recipients expect too much of a magic 
wand and there can sometimes be a dichotomy 
between what the EU will want to achieve through 
EUSEC and what the Congolese authorities will ask 
and allow.  However, the EU is of a consensus that it 
should focus on Africa to assist development and 
structural reform.  Thus in theory, efforts will be made 
to match the mission within its resource and mandate 
constraints, to what possibilities there are for 
assistance at the moment in DRC.  
 
Civilian SSR 
 
EUPOL RD Congo – 1 July 2007 to 30 June 2010 
  
The mandate of the mission has been extended for a 
further 12 months, to the end of June 2010. The EU is 
assisting Congolese authorities in their reform of the 
judicial and police sector. In this process of 
stabilisation, gender aspects focusing on combating 
gender based violence (GBV) have finally been taken 
into account, particularly with the extension of the 
mission to the East in the Kivus. Two more gender 
advisors are being sought to give a total of three shared 
between EUPOL and EUSEC DRC. 
 
A Project Cell within EUPOL RD Congo has been set 
up to provide a complementary approach and thus 
facilitate the implementation of small projects in 
accordance with the mandate of the mission7. These 
small projects aim to enhance the visibility of the EU 
mission for the local communities, partially in 
response to critique that they can’t really see the 
effects of the EU’s work on their lives. 
 
EUPOL Afghanistan - 30 May 2007 to 30 May 2010 
 
The lack of capacity in EUPOL Afghanistan is the core 
problem of the mission and is likely to remain so in the 
future. Financial incentives have been put forward by 
EU Member States in order to fill in the capacity gap 
and allowances have now been raised to attract 
personnel. On the other hand, it is the EU Member 
States and their lack of political will to commit to 
EUPOL which remains the main obstacle for the 
mission. Financial incentives aside, most ministries of 
defence deem that sending highly qualified personnel 
(which are scarce and needed at home) to Afghanistan 
for the training of young and inexperienced recruits is 
not the wisest of choices. 
 
The variety of actors (UN, US, EU, NATO) involved 
in Afghanistan still remains a problem for EUPOL. 

                                                 
7 Council of the European Union 10087/09, “Conclusions on 
European Security and Defence Policy”, COSDP 475 PESC 667 
CIVCOM 352 COPOL 41 RELEX 482, Brussels, 18 May 2009. 
Available at: 
http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/09/st10/st10087.en09.pdf 
. 

The mission is obviously too small to assume the 
entirety of police training in Afghanistan, and 
therefore shares its role with other actors. 
Communication through the International Police 
Coordination Board still suffers coordination 
difficulties due to the variety of players involved, and 
the complicated architecture of the international 
community involvement in Afghanistan. However 
there are claims that progress is being made, 
cooperation with the US has increased and the 
mission’s mandate is now better understood by ISAF, 
which permits EUPOL to develop its communication 
structure and ensure a form of continuity of action in 
its work and better cooperation with other actors 
involved in police training. Of course the Afghan 
government “welcomes” EUPOL’s work and 
recognises it as a senior international partner.  
 
Mission deployment has been increased in two 
additional provinces in Eastern Afghanistan, however 
high security concerns in these regions mean that 
military counter-action remains the priority, hence 
EUPOL deployment will remain limited and have very 
limited results. Thus far 4500 police agents have been 
trained and they will take part in ensuring security 
during the organisation of the election on 20 August.  
 
EUPOL COPPS – 1 January 2006 to 31 December 
2010 
 
The re-establishment of the activities of EUPOL 
COPPS mission– which were laying dormant for 2 
years until after the events of Gaza in 2008 – reflects 
the interest of the EU to play a greater role in the 
region. However, these operations – assistance to the 
Palestinian Civilian Police (PCP) as well as the justice 
system and penitentiary sector for immediate priorities 
and long-term transformational change- are carried out 
only in the West Bank because the EU refuses to have 
contact with Hamas.  
 
In the past few months, the mission restructured the 
PCP training department, considered as a great 
achievement that can lay the basis for a more 
organised work of the Palestinian police in the future, 
and also formulated the Palestinian Civil Police 
Development Programme (PCPDP) that would serve 
as a blueprint for a long-term strategy. In line with this 
programme, in May, the EU provided the PCP with 80 
new vehicles to facilitate their duties8.  
 
In addition to these activities, EUPOL COPPS 
completed the first training course for the Palestinian 
Judicial Police Unit on 5 July 2009. However, due to 

                                                 
8 ReliefWeb, “EU-funded cars to help Palestinian Civil Police 
deliver better service”, 27 May 2009. Available at: 
http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/rwb.nsf/db900sid/PSLG-
7SFC8D?OpenDocument.  
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the recent situation, there is still little information on 
the outcomes and effects of these actions.  
 
EUPM BiH - 1 January 2003 to 31 December 2009 
 
The Political and Security Committee has begun 
debate over the new operations concept for EUPM 
BiH, which would include the extension and revision 
of its work.  The original mandate of EUPM BiH is to 
establish a sustainable policing arrangement under BiH 
ownership following the best European and 
international standard and practices. The mission could 
now move towards an advisory and assistance role. 
 
On practical issues, progress has been made in 
countering organised crime. However a challenge 
remains with the cooperation between the police and 
the judiciary, as prosecution services are still very 
weak. Solving this issue will be difficult for the EU 
due to the limited scope of the mission.  
 
The Bosnian police are now ready to work 
independently on a technical basis, the only problem 
remaining being the political context. Since the police 
architecture of the Bosnian Federation is multilayered, 
cooperation and communication between actors is 
crucial for the efficiency of the whole police 
machinery. However politicians with secession 
objectives put pressure on police officers to avoid 
coordination and communication with other layers of 
the police and failure of the police system can then be 
manipulated for secessionist purposes.  
 
Civilian 
 
EU JUST LEX Iraq – 1 July 2005 to 30 June 2010 
 
The Council decided to extend EU JUST LEX mission 
for one year. The purpose is to begin follow-up to the 
pilot activities on Iraqi territory begun in May 2009 – 
namely strategic advice, mentoring and trainings - and 
also to continue to hold course and work experience 
secondments for senior Iraqi officials in EU Member 
States. Ideally in the future, if the mission achieves 
good results in this pilot phase and local conditions 
allow, there will be an increasing presence in Iraq with 
a consequent reduction of the activities in Europe.  
 
At the moment there is only partial information on the 
effects of the mission trainings on the ground and it is 
still difficult to ascertain if the training given to senior 
positions of the Iraqi criminal justice system (over 
2000 officials have been trained) is trickling down 
within Iraqi institutions. However the new pilot phase 
of in-country activities may consolidate the work of 
the mission so far and give a clearer indication of the 
mission’s impact. 
 
Border 

 
EUBAM Moldova Ukraine - 1 December 2005 to 30 
November 2009 
No changes since last update. 
 
EUBAM Rafah - 1 January 2006 to 24 November 
2009 
No changes since last update. 
 
EUSR BST Georgia/South Caucasus - 1 September 
2005 to 31 August 2009 
No changes since last update.  
 
Monitoring 
 
EUMM Georgia - 15 Sept 2008 to 15 Sept 2009 
 
Since Russia vetoed the extension of the UN observer 
mission in Georgia (UNOMIG) and the OSCE 
mandate reached its deadline in the end of June, EU 
monitors will soon be the only representatives of the 
international community on Georgian 
territory9.Personnel in the EU mission continue to have 
problems accessing the breakaway regions and are still 
waiting for overtures that do not seem to be 
eventuating from the Geneva talks. Despite the current 
security situation10 – an EU patrol was attacked on 
June 21 and the driver of the medical vehicle 
accompanying the EU monitors was killed – the EU 
reaffirmed its commitment to the EU Monitoring 
Mission11, implying that there will be no change in the 
mandate and operational terms of the mission. The EU 
is now maintaining contact with UNOMIG personnel 
in order to not lose their long-term experience on the 
ground. A final decision on the future of the mission 
will be taken in the end of July but it is generally 
perceived that EUMM Georgia will be extended for a 
further 12 months. 
 

 

                                                 
9Robinson, M. , “OSCE makes last Georgia patrol, issues 
warning”, REUTERS, 26 June 2009. Available at: 
http://www.reuters.com/article/worldNews/idUSTRE55P2L720090
626?pageNumber=2&virtualBrandChannel=0&sp=true . 
10 International Crisis Group, Georgia-Russia: Still Insecure and 
Dangerous , Europe Briefing N.53, Tbilisi/Brussels, 
 22 June 2009, 
http://www.crisisgroup.org/library/documents/europe/caucasus/b53
_georgia_russia___still_insecure_and_dangerous.pdf . 
11Council of the European Union 11184/1/09 REV 1 (Presse 186) P 
69, “Declaration of the Presidency on behalf of the EU on the 
termination of UNOMIG”, 19 June 2009. Available at:  
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/e
n/cfsp/108590.pdf . 
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Feature: KOSOVO 

 
EULEX Kosovo - 15 June 2008 to 15 June 2010  
 
The EU rule of law mission in Kosovo received significant media coverage in mid June due to the 
roadblocks erected by ethnic Serbs in North Kosovo to prevent EULEX personnel from reaching the 
administrative border crossing points of Brnjak and Jarinje. Karin Limdal, police spokesperson for the EU 
mission stated that “This mandate has been confirmed in the invitation by the Kosovo authorities and in a 
letter sent by the President of Serbia, Mr Tadic to the EU High Representative”1. In May 2009, the EULEX 
custom officers began introducing custom duties at the crossing points and the blockades were built on 22 
and 23 June in reaction to this. The following day, EULEX personnel carried on applying customs duties at 
the border. These events present a stark reminder that EULEX remains unwelcome by the Serbian 
Community in north Kosovo.   
 
The Deputy President of the Assembly of the Community of Municipalities of Kosovo declared that the 
introduction of custom duties at these crossing points would mean treating Kosovo as a recognised entity,2 
hence the anti-independence supporters’ reaction of building the blockade.  Another interpretation is that 
70% of Kosovo’s government revenue comes from customs and ethnic Serbs simply would like the revenue 
generated by the two crossing points to stay in the district of Mitrovica and not to be taken by the central 
government of Kosovo. This latter argument is given in the light of the decisions surrounding the degree of 
autonomy given to different regions in Kosovo.  What the Serb community fails to acknowledge is that the 
intensification of border controls dictated by EULEX has reduced illegal smuggling which is to the benefit 
of all communities in Kosovo. 
  
Recent developments in Kosovo also include the re-integration in the police force of ethnic Serbs police 
officers who had been suspended since the unilateral declaration of independence in February 2008. Their 
re-integration will be monitored by EULEX,3 and building a multi-ethnic police force to ensure the security 
of all communities is crucial to the mandate of the mission and central to ensure a sustainable and secure 
environment.  
 
In relation to local ownership, the Human Rights and Gender Unit of the mission – created in part due to 
strong lobbying from Kosovars – has shown progress in particular with implementation of UNSC 1325 on 
women peace and security. The local community has particularly noticed the difference from the poor 
efforts of UNMIK. Achievements of EULEX include efforts to increase the number of women in the police 
force as well as women in senior positions.4 The mission is also working with UNIFEM to develop 
modules on assisting women’s access to justice.5 
 
EULEX is also striving to instigate the EU’s commitment to building a lessons learnt process. In-as-such, 
DG 9 (Directorate General for Civilian Crisis Management of the Council (of the EU) General Secretariat) 
visited the mission in June 2009 and will produce a report on the planning phase of EULEX. One of the 
challenges still faced is the harmonisation of skills and knowledge each time new personnel arrive in the 
mission. 
 

 
 
 

By Giji Gya, Executive Director, Johann Herz, Programme Officer, and Filippo Mauri, Programme 
Associate at ISIS Europe 

                                                 
1 Lawrence Marzouk: ‘Kosovo: EULEX condemns Serb roadblock’. Available at : http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/main/news/20493/  
2 ‘Jaksic: Serb united against EULEX customs’, 03-06-09. Available at: 
http://www.kosovocompromise.com/cms/item/topic/en.html?view=story&id=2095&sectionId=1 
3 EULEX Kosovo:  ‘Press release: a significant step’ 30-06-09 available at : http://www.eulex-kosovo.eu/?id=8&n=116 
4 Kosova Women’s Network, “Monitoring Implementation of UNSCR 1325 in Kosova”. Prishtina, Kosova, 2009. www.womensnetwork.org 
5 Author interviews in Prishtina, 7 July 2009. 
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EU and ESDP missions to date, mid-July 2009  
 

Table 1 – Completed missions: There will be 13 completed ESDP and EU missions as at mid-July 2009 (see below and chart for further details Future 
updates available from www.isis-europe.org/index.php?page=responding). The EU has also undertaken several election observer missions – not under 
ESDP. 

Region Military Civil-Military assistance / 
Military coord. support 

Civil Police Civil Rule of 
Law 

Civil-Military SSR Civil Border Civilian Monitoring  Planning 

Africa - Artemis DRC 
- EUFOR RD         
  Congo  
-EUFOR 
Tchad/RCA 

- Support to AU  
  AMIS Sudan 
- EUNAVCO Somalia 

- EUPOL  
  Kinshasa 

     

Balkans/ 
Caucasus/ 
East 
Europe 

- CONCORDIA   
  fYROM 

 - EUPOL   
  Proxima  
 (fYROM) 
- EUPAT  
 (fYROM) 

- EUJUST  
  THEMIS   
  (Georgia) 

  - EUMM  
  Western   
  Balkans 

- EUPT  
  Kosovo 

Asia       - AMM   
  Monitoring    
  Mission 

 

Middle 
East 

        

 
Table 2 – Ongoing missions: As at mid-May 2009, there will be 14 active ESDP and EU missions (six in the Western Balkans, Caucasus and Eastern 
Europe; three in the Middle East; one in Central Asia; four in Africa) see below. Total of completed and ongoing missions now reaches 27. 

Region Military Military coordination 
support 

Civil Police Civil Rule of 
Law 

Civil-Military SSR Civil Border Civilian  Monitorin g Planning  

Africa - EU NAVFOR    
  Somalia 

 - EUPOL RD  
  Congo  

 - EUSEC RD   
  Congo  
- EU SSR    
  Guinea-Bissau 

   

- EUPM BiH 
 

Balkans
/ 
Caucas
us/ 
East 
Europe 

- EUFOR Althea   
  BiH  

 

 
- EULEX Kosovo 

 - EUSR BST   
  Georgia 
- EUBAM    
  Ukraine/  
  Moldova 

- EUMM  
  Georgia 

 

Asia   - EUPOL   
  Afghanistan 

     

Middle 
East 

  - EUPOL  COPPS  
  Palestine 

- 
EUJUST
- 
  LEX 
Iraq 

 - EU BAM  
  Rafah 
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Chart of EU and ESDP missions to date, mid-July 200 9  
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Extended to 30 September 2009
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j f m a m j j a s o n d j f m a m j j a s o n d j f m a m j j a s o n d j f m a m j j a s o n d j f m a m j j a s o n d j f m a m j j a s o n d j f m a m j j a s o n d j f m a m j j a s o n d

2010

EU NAVFOR Somalia

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

EU SSR Guinea-Bissau

EULEX Kosovo - mandated to 15 Jun 2010

EU MM Georgia

EUNAVCO (7)

Extended to 30 Nov

EUPOL RD Congo extended to 30 Jun 2009

EUPOL Afghanistan - mandated to 30 May 2010

EUFOR TCHAD/RCA

Extended to 30 June 2010

EUPAT (4)

EUPT Kosovo (5) COMPLETED

EUFOR (6)

EU BAM Ukraine-Moldova extended to 30 November 2009

EUPOL COPPS Palestine mandated to 31 December 2008 extended to 31 Dec 2010

                        extended to 31 August 2009

                       extended to 24 Nov 2008 extended to 24 Nov 2009

AMM Aceh COMPLETED

EUSR BST Georgia

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

AMIS EU Supporting Action - Sudan COMPLETED 31 December  2007

EUPOL Kinshasa --> suceeded by EUPOL RD Congo

EUSEC RD Congo extended to 30 June 2008          extended to 30 June 2009

extended to 21 November 2009

(2)

EUPOL PROXIMA fYRM suceeded by EUPAT fYRM

EUJUST THEMIS Georgia Completed

EUPM BiH. Followed on from UN Intl Police Task Force in January 2003. extended to 31 December 2009

CONCORDIA (1)

Sweden Spain Belgium
 EU MM Western Balkans *                                                                                                                                                                                             COMPLETED 31 December 2007

Portugal Slovenia France Cz RepublicUK AustriaGreece Finland GermanyItaly Ireland Netherlands Luxembourg

Extended to 30 June 2010

extended to 13 December 2010

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Legend - as at March 2009:

                   Border mission

 
                   Police mission
 
                      
                   Military mission

                   Rule of Law  mission

                   SSR mission

                   Assistance mission
 

                   Planning mission
        

                   Monitoring mission

NB - with changes possible if the Lisbon 
Treaty comes into effect, the system of 6 

month Presidency and its role may change.

                                                                                           

Thick arrows indicate ongoing 
mission with a to-be-determined 
time frame.

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

Thin arrows indicate potential 
extension of missions

* Note the EUMM W. Balkans began in 1991 as EUCM W. Balkans and then transitioned to 
EUMM in 2003.
(1) CONCORDIA fYRM completed
(2) ARTEMIS DRC completed
(3) EUFOR ALTHEA ongoing - reviewed every six months
(4) EUPAT fYRM completed
(5) EUPT replaced by EULEX
(6) EUFOR RD Congo completed
(7) EUFOR TCHAD/RCA completed
(8)  EUNAVCO - replaced by EU NAVFOR Somalia

 
 

 


