
 

 

 

 
A news review of European Security and Defence Policy 
 

Number 46                                      October 2009  

 
ISIS Europe news  

 
There have been many events globally and in the EU since our last publication, notably for the 
topics we cover; missile defence, the Lisbon Treaty referendum vote in Ireland, increasing 
tensions in Sudan, Afghanistan, worsening violence against women in the DRC and rising 
piracy in Somalia. We have two guest articles on our website this October, the first by Eva 
Strickmann from King's College London looking in depth at piracy around Somalia; and the 
other by Hans-Georg Ehrhart from IFSH on the consequences of the German Constitutional 
Court’s Ruling on the Lisbon Treaty. This ESR opens with our Senior Advisor on nuclear and 
disarmament policy, Dr. Ian Davis, commenting on the recent US administration decision on 
missile defence in Europe. We then analyse one of the foci of the Swedish EU Presidency – 
SSR. On disarmament, we write on the US administration’s recent commentaries on nuclear 
weapons and their effect on EU policy, and provide the next in our series of Briefing Notes 
which summarises the recent Brussels launch of the 2009 SIPRI Yearbook on armament, 
disarmament and international security. On responding to conflict, we evaluate the EU’s 
progress on military capabilities, and provide a briefing on the ISIS Europe ESCG meeting on 
Palestine, with speakers from the Council and Commission. Finally our usual update on ESDP 
missions (14 active) with the most recent table and chart.  
 
One last sad note, staff member Vibeke Thomsen will be leaving us in November to take up the 
greener pastures in Geneva. We wish her well and applaud her excellent work whilst the 
Programme Officer for Non-proliferation, Arms Control and Disarmament at ISIS Europe. 
 
(NB: we now send out ISIS Europe’s EP Updates separately, please find them here www.isis-
europe.org/index.php?page=epu#updates or subscribe to the update directly from our 
website.) 
 
 

No Obituaries yet for Missile Defence 
 
 
On 17 September President 
Obama announced the 
cancellation of the ‘Third Site’ 
for intercontinental-range 
missile defences in Eastern 
Europe in favour of sea-based 
missile defence systems against 
short - and medium-range 
‘tactical’ missiles.  It was a calm 
and mature response to a largely 
symbolic obstacle that had 
grown to disproportionate 
dimensions.  On technical, 
financial, political and security 
grounds it was the right 
decision.   
 

However, the response from critics has been anything 
but calm and measured. In particular, they argue that 
the decision to shelve the Bush administration's missile 
defence plans has created a crisis of confidence in 
Washington's relations with Central and Eastern 
Europe. While the announcement could perhaps have 
been better orchestrated with some of those allies, the 
proposed deployments were never popular in Poland 
and the Czech Republic. With the radar base due to be 
located less than 30 miles from Prague it was hardly 
surprising that opinion polls consistently showed about 
60-70% of Czech voters opposed to the system. 
 
Critics also overlook what Obama actually announced 
was not an end to missile defence but a continued US 
commitment to building advanced missile defence 
capabilities with NATO allies. Some see this as good 
news for NATO as a conduit for advanced transatlantic 
defence technology cooperation, combined with an 
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opportunity for the Alliance to work with Russia as a 
cooperative partner.  I wish to demur, however. Many 
of the same financial, political and security concerns 
apply to the Alliance’s future Active Layered Theatre 
Ballistic Missile Defence (ALTBMD) Programme.  
This theatre missile defence system is expected to 
provide protection from ballistic missile attack for 
NATO forces deployed in Europe.  Not the most 
pressing security threat in Europe.   
 
NATO was also previously exploring the possibility of 
turning this limited missile defence system to protect 
troops in the European theatre into a more expansive 
programme to protect Alliance population centres – in 
part by seeking to integrate it with the US BMD 
system. While the Obama decision throws these plans 
into disarray, it also opens up the opportunity for a 
fresh review.  But unlike the closed decision-making 
loop that led to the ALTBD outcome, the Alliance has 
an opportunity to conduct an open consultation process 
that explores more innovative solutions to missile 
proliferation.  And as part of the new NATO Secretary 
General’s commitment to greater openness and 
transparency in Alliance decision-making, the earlier 
NATO ballistic missile threat assessments and 
industrial studies should be declassified and placed in 
the public domain. 
 
Finally, the obsession with missile proliferation in Iran 
and other ‘rogue’ states masks the vertical ballistic 
missile proliferation that is taking place, especially 
among the permanent members of the UN Security 
Council. On the same day as Obama’s announcement, 
for example, the US Air Force was claiming that it was 
about to “enter the most intense period of fielding new 
space systems since the height of the Cold War almost 
50 years ago”.  Speaking at the American Institute for 
Aeronautics and Astronautics Space 2009 conference, 
US Space and Missile Systems Center Commander, Lt. 
Gen. John Sheridan, added, "We're poised to deliver 
six brand new space systems in the next 24 months. 
Nothing as ambitious as this has been attempted since 
the 1960s".1   
 
While satellite launches by North Korea and Iran are 
rightly condemned as destabilising, why the deafening 
silence when established nuclear powers do the same 
thing?  This wave of US ballistic missile launch 
activity is mainly concerned with military 
communication and surveillance satellites, including 
the controversial Space Based Infrared System 
satellites.2 Nothing wrong in that I hear you say, all 
part of the ongoing force modernisation that is 
required to sustain US/NATO military dominance.  

                                                 
1http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_channel.js
p?channel=defense&id=news/INTENSE091809.xml&headli
ne=USAF%20Readies%20For%20Multiple%20Launches  
2 http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RS21148.pdf  

But this largely US-led arms racing not only ignores 
the linkages between horizontal and vertical missile 
proliferation, it also adds to the further militarisation of 
space. And just to be clear: SBIRS is an integral part 
of the US missile defence architecture and is expected 
to provide space-based missile warning and detection.  
 
News of the death of missile defence has been greatly 
exaggerated.  
 

By Ian Davis, Director of NATO Watch and Senior 
Advisor to ISIS Europe 
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NATO Watch has launched its new Bi-Monthly 
Observatory which has been developed as part of its 
independent monitoring service. Its focus is on NATO 
policy-making and operational activities and the clips 
are drawn from a wide range of subscriptions, feeds 
and alerts covering a substantial part of the major 
English language newspapers and other periodicals 
worldwide.  

NATO Watch is looking to improve this unique 
NATO-focused OSINT (Open Source Intelligence) 
project over the coming months and would welcome 
your feedback and ideas.  Each edition of the 
Observatory will also contain an editorial feature - 
beginning with a spotlight on NATO’s new counter-
insurgency guidance. 
��
�

�
��������  
conducts independent monitoring and analysis of 
NATO and aims to increase transparency, stimulate 
parliamentary engagement and broaden public 
awareness and participation in a progressive reform 
agenda within NATO.   

Coming soon: NATO Watch website www.natowatch.org 
 

Subscription is free of charge 
To start a subscription email: Start NATO Watch 

Observatory in the subject line, to 
info@iandavisconsultancy.com  
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Beyond Implementation – making EU SSR effective  

 
EU discourse and practice strives towards the 
effectiveness and efficiency in efforts towards crisis 
management and civilian missions. The majority of 
European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) 
missions are on Security Sector Reform (SSR), 
particularly dealing with police and defence reform. 
This article discusses the practicality from experiences 
and lessons learnt by looking at the perspectives that 
make SSR work.  
 
The need for all perspectives 
 
Process and perspective are essential elements for 
creating sound Security Sector reform (SSR) and these 
are derived from well-thought out consultation, as well 
as encompassing context and views of all stakeholders 
– including the perceptions and attitudes of SSR 
implementers. Despite developments over the past 10 
years, all gender groups are still not naturally nor 
efficiently included, consulted or considered in 
assessments and planning, let alone decision and 
implementation processes. Stable and sustainable 
reform must account for this. The Civil-Military Co-
operation Centre of Excellence notes that “[g]ender is 
an issue that never stands alone. It is a cross-cutting 
issue in peace and stability operations that affects 
everything from building a bridge or well, delivering 
humanitarian relief, security sector reform (SSR), 
demining, the rule of law, decision-making processes, 
how priorities are set for development activities and so 
on”.1 Thus, mainstreaming gender - that is taking into 
process and account the perspectives, behaviours, roles 
and needs of all stakeholders - has a considerable and 
necessary role in improving the desired impact on the 
ground.  Of particular focus for SSR is how ‘security’ 
is perceived/implemented.  In this manner, the 
behaviours, appearance, attitudes, social and cultural 
roles of gender groups must be incorporated into SSR 
design.  This article focuses on the importance and the 
impact of integrating gender into police and defence 
reform, both within a mission and externally.   
 
Even with the mainstreaming of gender as now being 
widely recognised as an important aspect to increase 
effectiveness and efficiency both within a mission and 
throughout its impact on the ground, SSR policy 
makers and implementers on the ground – and those 
with whom they interact - are nevertheless often 
lacking the awareness, or access to and knowledge of 
the concrete tools to integrate gender into their work.2 

                                                 
1 “Gender Makes Sense: A way to improve your mission”. Civil-
Military Co-operation Centre of Excellence (CIMIC), 2008, pg. 7  
2 For an in-depth analysis of ESDP missions on the importance of 
gender mainstreaming and on the role of UNSCR 1325 and 
UNSCR 1820 in improving immediate and long-term security for 

Thus the emphasis is now on training to raise 
awareness for non-‘gender’ experts and on provision 
of practical best and worst practices through lessons 
learnt (and dissemination of those lessons learnt). 
 
ESDP missions and SSR  
 
With 12 of 14 current ESDP missions being civilian 
and with 10 of these 12 being SSR missions3, the EU is 
now dominated in its foreign interventions by efforts 
to advise or assist in governance and reform of security 
systems across two continents. This is also coupled 
with the work over many years through Commission 
instruments in supporting SSR programs.4 There have 
been efforts over the past few years in the EU to align 
these more closely through concepts such as the 
security-development nexus.5 However, one critique to 
note, is that “EU SSR lacks a single institutional home, 
a consolidated means of budgetary support, and a 
single SSR concept. SSR mainstreaming relies on EC 
spending without a strategic political-administrative 
base, and so practical implementation may be 
problematic.”6 With this sort of institutional flaw, 
ensuring coherent and consistent application of gender 
perspectives is difficult and often left up to the 
individual.7 Even still, despite the attention to SSR 
under the Swedish EU Presidency (which is 

                                                                                   
women,  please visit the Gender and Security section of our 
website: www.isis-europe.org/index.php?page=gender. 
3 For an overview of ESDP missions see www.esdpmap.org  
4 For many years, “Through Community instruments the EU has 
supported reform processes in partner countries and regions in 
different parts of the world and under a wide range of policy 
areas.... In recent years the EU has developed additional capacity to 
support SSR under its Common Foreign and Security Policy 
(CFSP), as reflected in the European Security 
Strategy. In this way European Security and Defence Policy 
(ESDP) missions and Community action in the area of SSR can 
complement each other, especially in countries in crisis or post-
crisis situations.” http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/com/2006/com2006_0253en01.p
df  
5 Council of the EU, “Security and Development - Conclusions of 
the Council and the Representatives of the Governments of the 
Member States meeting within the Council”  Doc 15097/07, 20 
November 2007. 
http://ec.europa.eu/development/icenter/repository/council_conclus
ions_security_development_15097_en.pdf  
6 Fluri, P. & Spence, D. (eds.), 2008, 'The European Union and 
Security Sector Reform', DCAF, Geneva, Switzerland 
www.ssrnetwork.net/document_library/detail/4123/the-european-
union-and-security-sector-reform  
7 For example, see the study on gender in ESDP missions in the 
DRC – two of which are SSR missions - conducted for UNIFEM 
and used as background for the French EU Presidency conference 
on 1325 and 1820 in October 2008. www.isis-
europe.org/pdf/2009_artrel_242_esdp&drc-gender-report.pdf More 
details on the conference here: 
www.unifem.sk/index.cfm?Module=articles&Page=ArticleShow&
ArticleID=93  
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concentrating on pooling SSR expertise and instigating 
the creation of an assessment tool for SSR), the EU is 
unlikely to create its own SSR concept. Rather, it will 
focus on the base of the OECD-DAC Guidelines, 
which now also include a good (if not perfect, as it was 
‘tacked-on’ as an extra chapter) gender overview.8 
 
Why the EU is engaging in SSR in ESDP has several 
dimensions. Some of these efforts are to advise 
countries on military and police reform in dire security 
situations - such as the DRC with corruption in 
payment to army soldiers and the horrific ongoing 
problem of conflict rape. Other efforts are to assist 
countries where the weak security system creates not 
only instability in the State itself, but contributes to 
weakness in international security - such as drug 
trafficking through Guinea-Bissau. There are efforts of 
the EU and Member States to contribute to global 
coalitions in the latter’s ideas of rebuilding a security 
police - such as in Afghanistan and Iraq. Still along the 
lines of police, are EU efforts on advice on realigning 
the security structures - such as in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina – and on police reform in Palestine. In a 
broader and more controversial dimension are efforts 
to assist in rule-of-law reform - such as in Kosovo. 
Finally, the more obscure and little known efforts to 
assist with border security in Georgia, 
Ukraine/Moldova and Palestine - the latter of which is 
still in limbo due to change in Palestinian 
administration. 
 
Towards implementation 
 
How the EU is interacting, is the basis of this briefing. 
At this stage, several aspects need to be raised as the 
EU attempts to travel towards a comprehensive SSR 
approach.  
 
The first challenge is the territorial tension between the 
Commission and Council vis-à-vis authority for SSR. 
The second challenge is bridging the divide between 
short term ESDP action and long-term reform and 
governance under Commission funded activities. The 
difference between pure military/police SSR on one 
hand and Security Sector Governance (SSG) indirectly 
related to military on the other, when there exists a 
division of labour and power structures, is a grey area 
in post-conflict situations. This influences not just the 
design of an SSR approach, but also lines of power and 

                                                 

8 Security System Reform and Governance - DAC Guidelines, 
OECD, 2005 
http://www.oecd.org/document/33/0,3343,en_2649_33693550_338
00289_1_1_1_1,00.html . Updated in 2007 with the OECD-DAC 
Handbook on SSR 
http://www.oecd.org/document/6/0,3343,en_2649_33693550_3741
7926_1_1_1_1,00.html and Gender chapter in 2009: 
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/33/39/42033010.pdf  

 

authority in implementation, as well as donor and 
funding possibilities for varying aspects of SSR. 
Perspectives of power, authority and donor interests 
can highly hinder or affect how gender perspectives 
are taken into account in SSR. 
 
In designing a comprehensive approach, a danger 
involves ignoring contexts, gender perspectives and 
not accounting for differences in governing and reform 
of police vs. military vs. intelligence. Perhaps that 
seems to be stating the obvious, but placing design in a 
context of SSR - for example integrating gender 
perspectives or the environment - can reveal ignorance 
of the subtleties. CIMIC, for instance, writes about the 
challenges of interrogating an Iraqi woman. In 2004, 
the Coalition Forces in Iraq wanted to interrogate a 
woman from a Shiite-dominated village in a known 
fundamentalist area. In order to interrogate her, they 
took her away to the military compound, without her 
husband or any of her male relatives being present. 
When the military brought her back to her community, 
her family distrusted her and believed she had been 
raped during her time at the military base, as the 
villagers perception of the coalition forces was based 
on local perceptions and stereotypes. The woman was 
subsequently stoned to death and her husband 
committed suicide because of what he saw as his 
failure to protect her, which was considered shameful. 
As CIMIC points out, the overall result of the 
military’s action was more hostile villagers; spread of 
negative feelings towards the Coalition Forces to other 
villages; less contact with the local population thus 
less situational awareness and more negative publicity 
in the media.9 This is an ideal case for SSR within 
‘western’ institutional practices themselves, as better 
gender sensitivity could have avoided this outcome. 
The message of this example is that incorporating 
gender perspectives or looking through an 
environmental/social lens is not an “added plus” if one 
has time in an SSR design, it is added value and 
essential for effectiveness and efficiency. 
 
Another danger in designing a comprehensive 
approach is the imposition of one person's SSR as 
another person's insecurity. For instance, in the EU 
SSR mission in Guinea-Bissau, the EU assumed that 
its definition of reform would be the same for the 
people of Guinea-Bissau. However, in a meeting with 
participants from the Council, the EU mission, the 
Commission, researchers and representatives from 
Guinea-Bissau, it was discovered that reform for 
Guinea-Bissauians means ‘retirement’ and that 
resources of the EU mission in their opinion should be 
used for paying the pension of former independence 
fighters.10 There is also a need to recognise that 

                                                 
9 CIMIC 2008,  op.cit. pg. 22 
10 Responsibility to rebuild – Guinea Bissau. ISIS Briefing Note 
2008-1 by Giji Gya, with Daniel Fiott and Liisa Vainio. European 
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security is different for different people. Security for 
women in Liberia for example, is more about health 
and education than physical protection.11 SSG needs 
global resonance and intelligent application of context 
- not just reform programmes for the ‘South’ by the 
‘North’.  
 
Some States may want advice on SSR but others may 
just want financial or organisational assistance to 
develop their own SSR in order to catch up with global 
levels of security systems, even for basic elements 
such as uniforms and equipment. This is the particular 
case for example of States in the Pacific, which call for 
flexibility and appropriate scaling of possible 
solutions.12 It is especially relevant for the need for the 
EU and its partners to acknowledge challenges for 
their own SSR, which includes violations of Human 
Rights and civil liberties in consequence of State 
responses to terrorism. 
 
On the Importance of Training  
 
While both military and civilian personnel on the 
ground are often well aware of the existence of tools to 
integrate gender, including UNSCR 1325 and 1820 
(relevant to the Iraq example) as well as other 
documents, such as the Universal Declaration on 
Human Rights and the UN Economic and Social 
Covenant,13 appropriate training on the implementation 
of such instruments is frequently lacking. Surprisingly, 
basic cultural and historical knowledge of the country 
(relevant to the Guinea-Bissau example) is also often 
lacking. It remains crucial to integrate such training 
into the structures of the mission in order to increase 
effectiveness and efficiency.  
 
Training on gender and human security in SSR, as an 
integral part of any gender-responsive reform, should 
occur at multiple levels: (i) gender perspectives should 
be incorporated into all training – not just as a ‘gender 
module’; (ii) gender training to SSR implementers 
should be offered on specific subjects and should be 
both internal (eg. Code of Conduct; gender equality; 
equal participation and input at higher decision making 
levels) and external (eg. gender perspectives and 
behaviours as affecting reform planning and 
implementation; social and cultural awareness; gender 
based violence; women’s access and protection in 
justice sectors) and (iii) in-depth training modules on 
contextual aspects for that particular country should be 

                                                                                   
Security Review nr. 41 November 2008. http://www.isis-
europe.org/pdf/2008_escg_21_esr41-guinea-bissau.pdf  
11 Discussion with medica mondiale, Liberia, July 2009. 
12 Security Sector Governance in the Pacific. Regional Conference 
hosted by the UNDP – Pacific Centre in cooperation with the 
Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat. Nuku’alofa, Kingdom of Tonga; 
27 April – 30 April 2009. Co-Chairs’ Statement. 
13 http://www.unhchr.ch/html/menu3/b/a_cescr.htm 

developed and offered.14 Furthermore, it is essential 
that the content of the training is highly practical, 
contextual and targeted to the mission.  
 
Interestingly, from a military perspective, many are 
coming around to the idea that gender is a useful tool. 
For example, CIMIC is seen as a ‘Force Multiplier’ 
and following their logic, “gender awareness can 
further improve this principle. It should spread 
unchecked and should influence other non-kinetic 
military elements”.15 According to CIMIC, analysis 
will begin with identifying the commander’s intent, 
which is followed by an assessment of gender aspects 
including an assessment of the needs, views and ideas 
of women and men towards a particular issue. CIMIC 
argues that, to this extent, it is sometimes advisable to 
avoid standardisation, depending on cultural context. 
For instance, in some cultures, friendly discussions 
will be preferred to formal interviews.16  
 
As previously noted, definitions of human security 
differ between men, women, boys, and girls, as each 
group has differing security needs. Training on gender 
needs to make this very clear for SSR. Violence 
against women might actually increase after the end of 
a conflict: their male relatives, having experienced 
much violence and having been unable to protect their 
wives during the conflict, might turn their anger and 
frustration towards their spouses when the conflict 
ends. On the other hand, men and boys face the risk of 
being unable to reintegrate into non-military structures 
and pursue a normal post-conflict life. A gender 
sensitive approach to SSR will have to take those 
differences into account in order to be efficient.  
 
To conclude, two sectors of EU SSR – defence and 
police reform (relevant to EUPOL and EUSEC RD 
Congo, EUPM BiH, EUPOL Afghanistan, EUPOL 
COPPS, EUSSR Guinea-Bissau) are discussed to 
demonstrate some lessons identified to better 
implement SSR. 
 
Integrating Gender in Defence Reform  
 
Although men are traditionally associated with the 
defence sector, such as within Ministries of Defence, 
military structures and armed forces, the impact of the 
defence sector is nevertheless felt within all gender 
groups and the integration and consultation of all 
groups is therefore crucial in order to ensure 
effectiveness.  
 
When discussing the reform of the defence sector and 
the importance of gender, it is useful to use a 

                                                 
14 Based on OECD DAC Handbook on SSR – Supporting Security 
and Justice. OECD, 2009 Edition, p. 8.  
15 CIMIC 2008,  op.cit. pg. 36.  
16 Ibid. pg. 35.  
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mnemonic such as “9Ns”17 to realise the broad scope 
to consider. This mnemonic is as follows: (i) Numbers 
- meaning equal access, equal representation and 
opportunities for women and men is crucial. For 
example, in Liberia, a female only peace-keeping force 
has been established; (ii) Knowledge - the social and 
economic roles of different gender groups means that 
they have different knowledge on and for SSR. This 
will ensure that strategic planning is undertaken for the 
long term sustainability properly the first time; (iii) 
New perspectives - including differing views and 
priorities are essential; do not assume that your 
definition of security or reform is the same as that of 
the recipients; (iv) Nuances and differing behaviours – 
these must be taken into account. For example, when 
deciding on an UXO mine clearance policy in specific 
areas, it is crucial to consult with women, girls, men 
and boys, as all have differing behaviours and needs. 
Young girls are often exposed to mines when they 
leave their village in order to gather for food or water, 
while young boys face those risks when they leave the 
village border in order to play in potentially dangerous 
areas. For both, this implies a very different gender 
perspective and to be efficient, a mine clearance policy 
must take all those needs into consideration; (v) Norms 
- including appearance, differs from culture to culture. 
Boys often face the risk of being enrolled as child 
soldier in a conflict while girls are confronted to other 
risks, such as rape and other forms of violence against 
women. Yet girls are also associated with armed forces 
and may be neglected in DDRRR programs; (vi) the 
Needs of each groups therefore differs; (vii) iNclusion 
of all gender groups to allow for a fully consultative 
decision making process, access for women is 
therefore crucial in order to have their voice heard; all 
these lead to (viii) effectiveNess and (ix) efficieNcy.  
 
Charlotte Isaksson, Gender Advisor in the Swedish 
Armed Forces, argues it is central to integrate the 
gender advisor within the same structure and level as 
the Head of Mission. The gender advisor should be 
able to work in all areas of work of the mission and be 
consulted on all projects, not solely the ones relating to 
women. Furthermore, a Gender Focal Point (GFP) 
should be established in all the divisions of the 
mission,18 as it is essential to integrate gender at all the 
levels. For example, within the human resources 
department (J1), it is important to ensure equal 
representations and opportunities for women and men 
within the mission or to ensure that women and men 
are entitled to an appropriate maternity or paternity 
leave. A mission Gender Advisor should work together 
with J9 (Civil Military Cooperation - CIMIC) in OHQ 
and FHQ to integrate both a gender and women’s 

                                                 
17 Developed by Giji Gya for use in training on Gender and SSR. 
18 For a more detailed picture, please see the graph on p. 30 in 
“Gender Makes Sense: A way to improve your mission”. Civil-
Military Co-operation Centre of Excellence, 2008.  

focus on QIPs (Quick Impact Projects) that the mission 
instigates and supports. 
 
Integrating Gender in Police Reform  
 
As the police are responsible for ensuring the safety of 
all its citizens, it is crucial that police officers 
understand how security threats vary for men, women, 
boys and girls. Integrating gender in police reform 
implies that such integration occurs at all stages of the 
SSR programme: design and planning; implementation 
and monitoring; evaluation and assessment.  
 
Police reform in Afghanistan has, for instance, failed 
in ensuring an appropriate number of female recruits, 
leading male recruits to complain that the lack of 
female officers jeopardises security at checkpoints, as 
men are unable to perform searches of people dressed 
in burqas – a handicap that has led to smuggling of 
arms and militants.19  
 
Most importantly, a gender-sensitive police reform 
must be linked to similar actions in judiciary and 
penitentiary reforms, as failing to do so will lead to 
failure at all stages and within the police. Without a 
reform of discriminatory laws and regulations and the 
equitable delivery of justice, the police will not be able 
to perform their tasks as needed and will not be trusted 
by the population. Moreover, reform within the prison 
system, including a decline in human rights violations, 
the promotion of prisoners’ rehabilitation and the 
improvement of public health within prisons, will also 
have a positive impact on the police forces.   
 
Operationally strategic, but make it focussed 
 
While gender has become a ‘trend’ over the last few 
years with rhetorical ticking of the box once 
accounting for “gender issues” is mentioned in policy, 
policy makers and implementers alike must target 
gender awareness as enhancing sustainable 
implementation of SSR. Demonstrating practical 
feasibility and facilitating understanding of what 
‘gender’ is, will enable this. In the meantime, we must 
also be aware of running the risk of being faced with 
‘gender fatigue’ and thus ensure that, quite simply, 
logic of effectiveness and awareness (i.e. taking into 
process and account the perspectives, behaviours, roles 
and needs of all stakeholders) is incorporated.  
 

By Giji Gya, Executive Director and  
Vibeke Brask Thomsen, Programme Officer,  

ISIS Europe 
 
 
 

                                                 
19 OECD DAC Handbook on Security System Reform – 
Supporting Security and Justice. OECD, 2009 Edition.  
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President Obama: A Leader for European Nuclear Disa rmament? 
 

On 24 September 2009, US President Barack Obama 
chaired a special United Nations session, which 
focused on nuclear non-proliferation and nuclear 
disarmament. This article will discuss the possible 
impact of a radical change of stance in the policy of 
the United States in terms of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction (WMD) and disarmament on selected 
national and common policies of EU Member States.   

 
A Prague Spring for Nuclear Weapons?  

 
On 5 April 2009, President Obama gave an 
unprecedented speech in Prague1 in which he 
discussed the future of nuclear weapons. In his speech, 
he emphasised that, while the threat of global nuclear 
war had gone down, the risk of a nuclear attack had 
gone up. Obama deplored that the technology to build 
the bomb has spread; more States have acquired 
nuclear weapons; testing has continued and terrorists 
are determined to obtain nuclear weapons.    

 
Focusing on the importance of global safety, he called 
on the international community to take concrete steps 
towards non-proliferation and nuclear disarmament. 
Exampling steps taken by the United States, such as 
the negotiation of a new Strategic Arms Reduction 
Treaty (START) with Russia and his call to pursue US 
ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
(CTBT), President Obama emphasised the importance 
for new agreements to be “legally binding and 
sufficiently bold”2. While he demonstrated his 
continued commitment on 24 September 2009 in the 
United Nations Security Council (UNSC) by 
presenting a resolution to the UNSC - which was 
unanimously adopted - on disarmament and non-
proliferation, this resolution, unfortunately, is only 
politically binding.  

 
However, the importance of the speech given by 
Obama in Prague and the UNSC resolution should not 
be underestimated. It had been over 25 years since an 
American President devoted an entire speech to the 
cause of nuclear disarmament. To this extent, Obama’s 
Prague speech holds major significance, as a new 
commitment by arguably the leading Nuclear Weapon 
State was essential to revive the idea of a nuclear 
weapon-free world. The fact that Barack Obama 
became the first US President to chair a Security 
Council session, which focused on the elimination of 
nuclear weapons, also carries great significance. While 

                                                 
1 For the full speech, please visit 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/Remarks-By-
President-Barack-Obama-In-Prague-As-Delivered/  
2 Ibid.  

it is yet another sign of Obama’s commitment to the 
vision of a world free of nuclear weapons,3 one cannot 
underestimate the importance for such a commitment 
to be translated into concrete actions on both sides of 
the Atlantic.  

 
What Actions since Prague?  

 
Six months after Prague, a number of concrete actions 
by the Obama administration have been initiated. On 6 
July 2009, the US and Russia signed a joint-
understanding to negotiate a new arms controls treaty 
to replace START I, due to expire in December. The 
potential new arms treaty is likely to specify that both 
countries agree to reduce their number of deployed 
nuclear warheads from 1,700 – 2,200 to 1,500 – 1,675 
and to diminish their delivery system from 1,600 to a 
range between 500 – 1000. It is also likely to specify 
that the reductions should be achieved within seven 
years of the new treaty, which itself must be signed 
before the expiration of START 1 in December4.   

 
While such measures represent a more meaningful cut 
for Russia, they remain very limited5 in comparison to 
the nuclear stockpiles maintained by both States. It is 
nevertheless an encouraging step in terms of overall 
US – Russia bilateral relations. Strained by limited 
progress on disarmament during the US administration 
under George W. Bush, such talks indicate the revival 
of a more inclusive, cooperative consultation process 
between the two powers. President Obama’s 
subsequent declaration to abandon the US missile 
defence system in Poland and the Czech Republic, 
following a downgrading of the rocket threat from 
Iran, was also welcomed in Russia.6  

 

                                                 
3 Barack Obama’s commitment to a world free of nuclear weapons 
predates his election as US President. Obama has written 
extensively about nuclear disarmament as a student and later as a 
senator: http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/62636/barack-
obama/renewing-american-leadership  
4 Although ratified, START II never entered into force and was 
therefore not activated. START III talks began in Helsinki between 
Bill Clinton and Boris Yeltsin in 1997. However, very little 
progress was made towards implementing START III and the 
Treaty resulted in a stalemate. The 2002 decision by the Bush 
Administration to withdraw from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty 
killed START III. It was superseded by the much weaker SORT 
treaty.  
5 US-Russian arsenals reduction agreement sets wheels of nuclear 
disarmament turning once more by Julian Borger. The Guardian, 6 
July 2009 http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/jul/06/us-russia-
nuclear-arsenal-framework/print  
6 U.S. to Shelve Nuclear-Missile Shield, The Wall Street Journal, 
17 September 2009 
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB125314575889817971.html  
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As speculation will continue until the signature and 
adoption of the treaty in December 2009, the next 
question will be how much further the US and Russia 
will go. On the domestic front, Obama will need to 
show his continued commitment to the disarmament 
cause, notably by working towards the US ratification 
of the CTBT, a treaty to which the majority of 
Republicans are opposed. The US has now improved 
its simulation technology so that real life testing 
remains unnecessary. The lack of provisions in the 
CTBT governing computer simulated testing will 
therefore allow the US to continue improving its 
arsenal without using real life testing as prohibited by 
the CTBT. As Jean-Marie Collin7 states, this argument, 
while undermining the very nature of the CTBT, could 
also play in favour of its ratification by the US Senate.  

 
A possible next step, which would demonstrate the 
continued engagement of both States towards nuclear 
disarmament, could be a bilateral US-Russia ban on 
tactical or battlefield nuclear weapons, as it is those 
weapons that are the most dangerous. As Ian Davis8 
argues, such weapons, being smaller, are more 
vulnerable to theft and could therefore fall into the 
hands of terrorists. China, Israel, India and Pakistan 
also hold stockpiles of tactical nuclear weapons, 
ranging from 60 for India and Pakistan and up to 200 
for China. In the EU, only France holds such weapons 
- approximately 60 - while the other EU nuclear-armed 
state, the UK, now only has strategic nuclear 
weapons.9 Since almost all Nuclear Weapons States 
own tactical nuclear weapons, any agreement to ban 
them would require a multilateral agreement, but in the 
first instance, further bilateral progress between the US 
and Russia offers the best hope for progress.  

 
Obama’s speech, which was welcomed by NGOs and 
government officials alike working on nuclear 
disarmament, may also breathe new life into EU non-
proliferation and disarmament efforts.  Some of the 
potential concrete measures and initiatives within the 
EU are discussed below.  

 
US nuclear disarmament spills over to the EU?  
 
On 26 July 2009, Senator Philippe Mahoux, a member 
of the Belgian parliament, presented a bill that would 
ban “the production, repair, exposition, sale, transport 

                                                 
7 Phone conversation with Jean-Marie Collin, consultant, 16 
September 2009. Jean Marie Collin is also the author of a recently 
published book “La Bombe: l’univers opaque du nucleaire”, which 
can be found here 
http://www.autrement.com/ouvrages.php?ouv=2746712560  
8 Phone conversation with Ian Davis, Senior Advisor, ISIS Europe 
and Director, NATO Watch, 25 September 2009.  
9 Pikayev, Alexander. Tactical Nuclear Weapons. Published by the 
International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and 
Disarmament, 
http://www.icnnd.org/research/Pikayev_Tactical_Nuclear_Weapon
s.pdf  

and stockpiling on Belgian territory of nuclear 
weapons”.10 Through another initiative of Senator 
Mahoux, Belgium was already the first country to ban 
cluster and depleted uranium munitions. Although 
Belgium is not a Nuclear Weapon State, it is a NATO 
member and does have US tactical nuclear weapons 
deployed on its territory. While the Belgian 
government will “neither confirm nor deny” the 
presence of such weapons on Belgian territory, the 
Federation of American Scientists writes that there are 
10 to 20 American B61 model nuclear bombs, 
currently stationed in Belgium, and which would be 
carried by Belgian F-16 warplanes should they be 
deployed.11 If the bill proposed by Senator Mahoux 
were to be adopted, US military bases where such 
weapons are stored would no longer be welcome. 
Similar arrangements also exist between other 
EU/NATO States and the US. The US currently 
deploys between 150 to 240 weapons on six bases in 
five European countries - Belgium, the Netherlands, 
Germany, Italy (two bases) and Turkey,12 making the 
US the sole Nuclear Weapons State to station part of 
its arsenal outside of its territory.  

 
Some limited but nonetheless encouraging steps 
towards nuclear disarmament have already been taken 
by the United Kingdom. Earlier this year, the UK 
unilaterally reduced its operationally available nuclear 
arsenal by 20%, to fewer than 160 warheads – 
equivalent to an almost 75% reduction of the UK’s 
cold war-era arsenal.13 In February 2009, David 
Miliband, Foreign Secretary, outlined in a speech a 
six-point plan to rid the world of nuclear weapons.14 
The plan touches central areas of nuclear disarmament, 
including ratification of the CTBT, cooperation with 
the IAEA on peaceful civilian nuclear use, agreement 
within the NPT and puts emphasis on dialogue 
between the five Nuclear Weapons States.  

 
Furthermore, reiterating the UK’s commitment to a 
multilateral initiative on the reduction of nuclear 
arsenals, British Prime Minister Gordon Brown15 
confirmed his intention to reduce the UK’s new 
Trident nuclear submarines fleet by one vessel. While 
some observers argue that such a decision has 
important consequences in terms of costs savings and 

                                                 
10 http://www.philippe-
mahoux.be/050_actualites.php?show_article=212  
11 Table: Status of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe, by the 
American Federation of Scientists 
http://www.fas.org/programs/ssp/nukes/_images/EuroNukes.pdf  
12 For details: 
http://www.fas.org/programs/ssp/nukes/_images/EuroNukes.pdf  
13 David Miliband sets out six-point plan to rid world of nuclear 
weapons, The Guardian, 4 February 2009 
http://www.guardian.co.uk/politics/2009/feb/04/miliband-nuclear-
weapons  
14 Ibid   
15 UN backs move to end nuclear weapons , 24 September 2009 
http://www.number10.gov.uk/Page20753  
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national security, such consequences remain limited: 
overall costs will only be reduced slightly, since the 
costs of building four vessels are not evenly distributed 
and the last vessel is the least expensive one to build. 
Some other observers argue the UK’s ‘deterrence’ 
power will be jeopardised as the traditional balance 
between the vessels (one at sea, one in repair and two 
ready to operate) may be put at risk when the fleet is 
only composed of three vessels. Nonetheless, the UK 
maintains a rapid reaction capacity and a strong “force 
de frappe” – despite  public support for nuclear 
weapons appearing to fade, with only 42% of 
respondents in a recent opinion poll now backing plans 
to renew Trident.16   

 
In France, despite a slight decrease in the traditionally 
high public support for nuclear weapons (as compared 
to the US and the UK17), civil society and 
organisations active in the field of nuclear 
disarmament in France have failed to mobilise strongly 
and the disarmament actions of the French government 
remain even more limited than in the UK.  

 
It should be noted that French President Nicolas 
Sarkozy’s stance on nuclear disarmament has tended to 
focus on the principle of ‘reciprocity’.18 As Obama’s 
Prague speech and declaration in the UNSC, as well as 
the adoption of UN resolution 1887 on 24 September 
2009, are the expression of multilateral actions, France 
now has an opportunity to reciprocate and meet its 
international obligations. France, for example, could 
follow the UK, which has moved away from an air-
based nuclear force to a solely sea-based one. By 
doing so, France would demonstrate its commitment to 
international disarmament and would also meet the 
commitments it has made at the UN meeting19.  

 
EU and US: hand in hand towards non-
proliferation?   

 
President Obama also called for the strengthening of 
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) as a basis 
for cooperation, emphasising the need for more 
resources and authority to strengthen international 
inspections. In a speech to the Security and Defence 

                                                 
16 ICM/The Guardian poll, 13 July 2009. 
http://www.guardian.co.uk/politics/2009/jul/13/icm-poll-nuclear-
weapons  
17 Thomsen, Vibeke. France: Disarming or Upgrading. European 
Security Review no. 41, ISIS Europe, November 2008. 
http://www.isis-europe.org/pdf/2008_artrel_208_esr41-france-
nuclear.pdf 
18 Speech by Nicolas Sarkozy, Cherbourg, 21 March 2008. 
http://discours.vie-publique.fr/notices/087000943.html  
19 Adress by Bernard Kouchner, Foreign and European Affairs 
Minister of France, UN, 24 September 2009 
http://www.franceonu.org/spip.php?article4169  

Subcommittee in the European Parliament,20 EU 
HR/SG Personal Representative for non-proliferation 
of WMD, Annalisa Giannella, echoed Obama’s stance 
and hoped progress will be achieved during the NPT 
Review Conference,21 scheduled to take place in May 
2010. She deplored the tension which had arisen since 
1995 especially between developed and developing 
countries which continue to put different emphasis on 
the diverse pillars of the NPT.  

 
It will continue to be challenging for the EU to 
maintain a coherent common position on non-
proliferation as long as two of its members – France 
and the UK – remain Nuclear Weapon States. In 
theory, the EU could take the lead and initiate a 
nuclear-free-zone on the Pacific region model. Such a 
move would send a strong signal to the rest of the 
world, which currently continues to ponder how it 
could be possible for the Middle-East to be a nuclear-
free-zone when even a peaceful Europe doesn’t 
manage to become one.  
 
Achieving consensus across 27 Member States of the 
EU nevertheless remains highly difficult. While the 
UK and France stand out from the rest of the group, 
they also differ widely from each other in their 
national policies and public opinion on nuclear 
weapons. As neither France nor the UK have indicated 
a desire to renounce their nuclear deterrence power, a 
common position within the EU on nuclear 
disarmament will continue to be undermined by the 
French and British stance.   

 
This should not, however, prevent Member States who 
have a strong commitment towards nuclear 
disarmament, such as Sweden, Ireland and Germany,22 
to take an active lead towards this objective. In 
consultation with civil society, the forming of a non-
nuclear-alliance within the EU would send a strong 
signal both within and outside the EU’s borders and 
exercise limited pressure on France and the UK to take 
significant initiatives towards the reduction of their 
nuclear stockpile.  

 
States in favour of nuclear disarmament could initiate 
the removal of US nuclear weapons from European 
soil, in light of the Belgian initiative by Senator 
Mahoux. Tom Sauer23 argues that the U.S. government 
is eager and impatient to remove such weapons but is 
expecting the EU to take the initiative for removal. 
While several scenarios regarding the possible 

                                                 
20 Parliamentary Update (SEDE Subcommittee) 7 September 2009. 
By Vibeke Brask Thomsen. http://www.isis-
europe.org/pdf/2009_artrel_314_esr46-ep-sede-7sept.pdf  
21 For more information on the NPT Review Conference: 
http://www.un.org/NPT2010/  
22 Conversation with Sauer and Davis.   
23 Phone conversation with Tom Sauer, Assistant Professor, 
Antwerp University, 17 September 2009.   
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redeployment of those weapons can be envisioned, the 
removal of US nuclear weapons from European 
territory will most probably be surrounded by secrecy 
and will not be publicised much.24  

 
Finally, the adoption of a common position by the EU 
also remains difficult due to divergences on nuclear 
disarmament within the Union. Remembering the Cold 
War, a majority of eastern European States fear the 
removal of US nuclear weapons and continue to seek 
US protection, while a number of Western countries, 
as we have seen, such as Sweden, Germany or Ireland, 
are strong proponents of such removal.   

 
Conclusion: Yes, we can?   
 
President Obama’s speech in Prague, highlighting his 
vision of a world without nuclear weapons, provided 
an essential breath of fresh air to nuclear disarmament. 
However, translation of such a vision into concrete 
steps is necessary in order to maintain the 2009 
impetus. Reconciling disarmament and non-

proliferation will be an indispensable step in this 
process, as both go hand in hand.  

 
Even if President Obama and his administration 
demonstrate visible follow-up initiatives, such 
enterprise will be limited if the US is not followed by 
other Nuclear Weapons States – especially in the EU. 
The question now remains whether European and 
world leaders can take up the challenges of nuclear 
disarmament and work towards the objective of Global 
Zero. To this extent, the outcome of the NPT Review 
Conference in 2010 will provide for the first 
multilateral test.    

 
 

By Vibeke Brask Thomsen, Programme Officer,  
ISIS Europe 

 
24 Jean-Marie discusses the “culture of secrecy” which surrounded 
the removal of US nuclear weapons from the bases of Ramstein 
(Germany) and Lakenheath (UK). Les Armes Nucléaires de 
l’OTAN: Fin de Partie ou Redéploiement? Jean-Marie Collin, 2009 
http://www.grip.org/en/siteweb/images/RAPPORTS/2009/2009-
1.pdf 

 
 
 

 

                       SIPRI YEARBOOK 2009 
 
 

The SIPRI Yearbook is available online as individual chapters 
http://www.sipri.org/yearbook 

 
Or 

 
To order the Yearbook, visit: 

http://www.sipri.org/yearbook/yearbook/order or 
 

http://ukcatalogue.oup.com/product/9780199566068.do 
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Established in 1966, SIPRI is an independent research institute focusing on international security, arms control, 
and disarmament. SIPRI has built its reputation on authoritative, balanced research, including its flagship 

publication, the SIPRI Yearbook. SIPRI was recently named as one of the world’s leading think tanks in the 
‘Think Tank Index’ issued by the journal Foreign Policy. 
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ISIS Briefing Note 2009:5 
SIPRI 2009 Yearbook Launch - At least a world with less nuclear weapons 

 
 
Following the annual launch held in Stockholm in 
June , the presentation of  the SIPRI Yearbook 2009 to 
the Brussels audience was organised by ISIS Europe 
and hosted by MEPs Ana Gomes and Hannes Swoboda 
at the European Parliament. The Yearbook gives 
insights into recent developments in security-related 
fields of armament, disarmament and international 
security. Its extensive database, both in the book and 
online, is widely used as a definitive reference.1 
Director of SIPRI, Dr. Bates Gill, provided a summary 
of the contents of the 2009 Yearbook. Invited to speak 
on the panel were: Carl Hartzell, Deputy 
Representative of Sweden to the Political Security 
Committee (PSC); Mika-Markus Leinonen, Director of 
DG E IX at the Council of the EU; and Heather 
Grabbe, Director of the Open Society Institute. 
 
 
Disarmament 
 
MEP Swoboda praised the work of SIPRI in the field 
of disarmament and nuclear non- proliferation as well 
as the valuable attempts of this institute to change the 
realities. He also maintained that the new attention by 
the US administration under President Obama on 
nuclear disarmament revives hope, at least for a world 
with less nuclear weapons if complete disarmament 
still seems far away. 
 
Carl Hartzell, welcomed the work of SIPRI and 
stressed the importance of mapping topics such as 
disarmament, military expenditures and peace 
operations. He argued that understanding the nuclear 
dossier is now “more important than ever”, requiring 
consideration on the bigger picture and different 
influences. Commenting the useful data provided by 
the Yearbook 2009 on arms expenditure in the last ten 
years (see Table 1), he highlighted how Western and 
Central Europe only registered a slight increase (+5%) 
in comparison to the other regions of the world 
(average +45%). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 

1 Available at: http://www.sipri.org/collectiondatabases. SIPRI figures 
are also featured in the ESDP Mission Analysis Partnership 
www.esdpmap.org  

 
 

Table 1 (Source: SIPRI Yearbook 2009) 
 

MILITARY EXPENDITURE 

   Region Spending 2008 
(US$b.) 

Increase 1999-2008 

    Africa 
 N. Africa 
 Sub-Saharan                                              

20.4 
   7.8 
 12.6 

+40 
+94 
+19 

  Americas 
Caribbean 
Central America 
North America 
South America 

 603 
….. 
    4.5 
564 
  34.1 

+64 
 
+21 
+66 
+50 

    Asia 
Central Asia 
East Asia 
Oceania 
South Asia 

206 
….. 
157 
16.6 
30.9 

+52 
 
+56 
+36 
+41 

Europe 
Eastern 
West and  
Central  

320 
43.6 
277 

+14 
+174 
+5 

Middle East 75.6 +56 

World Total 1226 +45 

 
 
 
 

Peace Operations 
 
Regarding peace operations, Mr Hartzell mentioned 
the increasing relevance of European Security and 
Defence Policy (ESDP). According to SIPRI data 
(Table 2), the EU is the third largest provider after UN 
and NATO in terms of size and the second (behind the 
UN) in the number of operations. After pointing out 
that EU has moral authority due to its civilian 
component, he remarked that it is still necessary to 
follow up with planning, training and cooperation - all 
aspects are on the agenda of the Swedish EU 
Presidency – and to draw the right conclusions to 
move forward. 
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Table 2 (Source: SIPRI Yearbook 2009)  
 

Peace operations, by conducting organisation, 2008  

 No. of operations No. of deployed staff 

UN 23 
 

98.614 

NATO 3 65.978 

EU 12   7.932 

OSCE 9      461 

African Union 2    3560 

CIS 3    5349 

OAS 1        40 

CEEAC 1      504 

Ad hoc coalitions 6    5148 

Total 60 187.586 

 
Crisis Management – EU and the comprehensive 
approach  
 
Mika-Markus Leinonen, noted that the Yearbook 
provides a good example of the comprehensive 
approach needed in crisis management. It shows how 
security and crises are increasingly interlinked and 
complex in our globalised world. He pointed out that 
ESDP, in its first 10 years, has demonstrated a strong 
civilian focus (16 out of 22 missions are civilian), 
credible military efforts (Chad, DRC and Somali 
waters) and a unique civil-military capability (Western 
Balkans). However, Mr. Leinonen reaffirmed that 
conflict prevention is the essence of EU security policy 
and explained that the EU has all the relevant tools 
(civil-military synergy at its disposal, even if civil 
focus is dominant) to respond to high expectations of 
the Member States. In face of new complexities that 
require a variety of crisis answers, the EU has the 
capability to undertake a wide range of crisis 
management activities ranging from Security Sector 
Reform (SSR), rule-of-law, peace monitoring, and 
counter-piracy operations. However, the EU still faces 
relevant challenges such as lack of human resources 
and limited budget (only €243 million  for Common 
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)2) and also still has 
to work on important aspects such as the integration of 
ESDP with Commission actions, the coordination with 
international organisations (NATO and UN) and the 
involvement of NGOs in its activities. Mr. Leinonen 

                                                 
2 The Council has a budget of € 243 million for ESDP missions. 
Comparatively, the EU Commission has at its disposal € 8 billion 
for external activities.  

concluded that crisis management implies taking risks 
and Member States should be mentally prepared to 
cope with this element.  
 
Hard and soft power 
 
Heather Grabbe illustrated the Yearbook’s utility in 
showing the ‘hard power’ component of the European 
Union, often critiqued for having only ‘soft power’. 
She also raised the question of the effectiveness (i.e. 
Battlegroups) and sustainability of ESDP missions 
(lack of support, political will and resources). EU 
operations, she argued, require a long term 
commitment and huge resources, key elements that EU 
Member States are not always able and willing to 
provide. As the Yearbook has the merit to point out, it 
is very important to demystify these issues and explain 
to public opinion that these operations involve relevant 
costs.  The lack of human resources might remain a 
problem, she added, when the experience abroad has  
not been provided enough incentives and is actually 
damaging for the careers of personnel. Given the 
extremely limited budget for CFSP, Ms. Grabbe called 
for a more selective use of ESDP. The missions should 
be undertaken when common European interests and 
political will of local authorities are present, otherwise 
it can be seen as a waste of resources. 
 
 
Military expenditure and the changing face of 
violence 
 
Dr. Bates Gill, concluded the event by focusing on the 
three main topics characterising the 2009 Yearbook: 
the diffusion and fragmentation of violence, the 
increase in military expenditure and proliferation of 
arms. Regarding violence, he noted that conflicts are 
increasingly more complex because of the involvement 
of non-state actors and civilians (Afghanistan is the 
current example). In support of this argument, in 2008 
SIPRI counted sixteen major armed intrastate conflicts 
and estimated 26 million internally displaced people 
world-wide. Dr. Gill remarked that the international 
community is still not in a better position to answer 
these problems. Military expenditure was reported to 
reach all time peak in 2008 (US$1.4 trillion). This 
trend was guided by the US, accounting for 41% of 
global share (see Table 3).  Furthermore, nuclear 
weapons remain central as strategic assets. Globally 
there are still more than 21,000 nuclear warheads, 
5,000 on strategic alert (see Table 4). Non-
proliferation and disarmament were said to see little 
progress since the previous year. In a bleak outlook 
however, positive developments were found regarding 
work on regulating cluster munitions.  
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Table 3 (Source SIPRI Yearbook 2009) 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 4 (Source SIPRI Yearbook 2009) 

 

 
In a future perspective, Dr. Gill explained that there 
are still high expectations from Obama on several 
issues, such as advances in Iraq and Afghanistan and 
improvements in the relations with Russia, China and 
the Muslim world. However, he concluded that the 
global financial crisis and growing complexities will 
lower the capacity of the international community to 
address local and regional problems and to muster 
change towards improving international security.     
 

By Filippo Mauri, Programme Associate, ISIS 
Europe 

 
 

Military Capabilities – A Step Forward in ESDP? 
 

This article focuses on the series of declarations 
signed by EU Member States on the development of 
capabilities set out to provide the EU with a security 
and defence apparatus. Emphasis is placed on the 
development of military capabilities - such as the 
Battlegroups - and the initiatives of the EDA. Starting 
from the St Malo declaration, up to the 2008 
Declaration on Strengthening Capabilities, this 
analysis underlines the practical challenges linked 
with planning and political aspects, the point being 
thatthe development of military capabilities is a slow 
step by step process unlikely to show significant results 
in the coming years. 
 
A long series of declarations to penetrate the fog 
of the future 
 
In 1998, French President Chirac and British Prime 
Minister Blair both felt that EU did not live up to its 
security and defence responsibilities. The 
disintegration of the Former Yugoslavia and the EU 
Member States failure to reach common position and 
action on the war in the Balkans damaged the EU’s 
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the 
credibility of the EU as a security actor.  In St. Malo, 
both Heads of State declared “The European Union 
must have the capacity for autonomous action, backed 

up by credible military forces, the means to decide to 
use them and a readiness to do so, in order to respond 
to international crises”1. Following St Malo, in 
December 1999 the Member States signed the Helsinki 
Headline Goals 2003 (HG2003) providing for the 
development of an EU military force for crisis 
management, capable of fulfilling the all range of the 
Petersberg tasks (humanitarian tasks; peacekeeping 
tasks; tasks for combat forces in crisis management, 
including peacemaking). This force would comprise 
60,000 soldiers, deployable within 60 days, and 
capable of staying in the theatre of operation for up to 
one year. The Member States declared that the targets 
were reached on a quantitative level, however the full 
ambition was never tested. The HG2003 instigated 
other initiatives such as the creation in 2004 of the 
European Defence Agency (EDA) and the EU 
Battlegroups (Battlegroups) which will be discussed in 
the second part of the article. In May 2004, the 
Headline Goal 2010 (HG2010) was launched and 
focused on qualitative, rather then on quantitative, 
requirements of military capabilities.2 Building on the 

                                                 
1 British-French Summit St Malo, 3-4 December 2008, in Rutten 
M., From St Malo to Nice – European Defence core Documents, 
(Institut for Security Studies – West European Union, 2001), pp 8.  
2 European Parliament, Policy Department External Policies, 
Pooling of EU Member States Assets in the Implementation of 

The Top 10 military spenders, 2008 

   Region Spending (US$b.) World Share (%) 

1 USA                                             607 41.5                

2  China [84.9] [5.8]                     

3 France 65.7 4.5 

4 UK 65.3 4.5 

5 Russia [58.6] [4.0] 

6 Germany 46.8 3.2 

7 Japan 46.3 3.2 

8 Italy 40.6 2.8 

9Saudi Arabia 38.2 2.6 

10 India 30.0 2.1 

World Total        1464 

Deployed Warheads, January 2009 
Country Strategic Warheads Non-Strategic  

warheads 
USA 2.202  500 

Russia 2.787 2047 

UK    160  

France    300  

China    186  

Others: India (total deployed warheads 60-70); Pakistan 
 (60) and Israel (80). 
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Petersberg tasks, the document laid out five possible 
military scenarios in which European personnel under 
European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) could 
be involved: i) Separation of parties by force; ii) 
Stabilisation, reconstruction and military advice to 
third countries; iii) Conflict prevention; iv) Evacuation 
operation; v) Assistance to humanitarian operations.3 
 
Following the adoption of the HG2010, the EU 
Military Committee (EUMC) tasked the EU Military 
Staff (EUMS) in coordination with other Council 
Secretariat bodies to analyse the capabilities that the 
Member States could provide to ESDP in order fulfil 
the HG. The outcome of the analysis was a set of 
military capabilities needed, as compiled in the 
Requirement Catalogue (RC). The next step was the 
collection of the commitments from Member States for 
capability requirements as outlined in the RC. This 
quantitative list - after having been checked against the 
standardised model capabilities, the EU Reference 
Units (EURUs) - were finally compiled as the Force 
Catalogue (FC). Further assessment and evaluation 
lead to the adoption in 2007 by Member States of the 
Progress Catalogue (PC) which identified the EU’s 
shortfalls to fulfil the task set out on the HG2010.4  
The EDA was then invited to establish an action plan 
to address these shortfalls. In 2006 the EDA issued the 
Long Term Vision (LTV) report. The document 
underlined the key topics on which the Member States 
should concentrate on in terms of capability 
development.  These topics included: 5  
- Knowledge exploitation – improving intelligence, 

information and analysis at all levels, and 
developing appropriate forms of network-enabled 
capability; 

- Interoperability – preferably through greater 
commonality of equipment and systems, and 
shared or pooled capability; 

- The manpower balance – finding ways to enable 
greater investment by cutting manpower numbers 
and costs, whilst providing for “boots on the 
ground”; 

- Rapid acquisition – in particular quicker 
exploitation of new technology; 

- Industrial policy – averting a steady contraction 
and decline of the European defence industry by 
increasing investment; consolidating the European 
technological and industrial base; harnessing 

                                                                                   
ESDP, Study carried out within the framework agreement between 
ISIS Europe and the European Parliament, 2008, pp 2. 
3 Council of the European Union,  European Union – European 
Security and Defence Policy – Development of European Military 
Capabilities, 2008 , pp 2. 
4 Council of the European Union, European Union – European 
Security and Defence Policy – Development of European Military 
Capabilities, 2008, pp 2,3. 
5 Perez de las Heraz B et al., Las capacidades civiles y militares de 
la UE: estado de la cuestión y propuestas de cara a la Presidencia 
Española 2010, ( Opex and Fundación Alternativas, 2009), pp 17. 

Europe’s full potential; and targeting what we 
want to preserve or develop; 

- Flexibility for the unforeseen – recognising the 
limitations to how far we can penetrate the fog of 
the future.6 

 
Building on the LTV in 2008, the EDA, working 
together with the Member States, the EUMS and the 
Council Secretariat, issued the Capability 
Development Plan (CDP). The CDP provides a more 
evidence based, systematic and structured approach to 
Member States, guiding them in the capability building 
process needed to fulfil the task set out in the Headline 
Goal 2010. The CDP aims to facilitate Member States’ 
decision making in the realm of national capability 
choices; encourage their cooperation; and ease the 
launch of new joint programmes which tackle current 
and future capability shortfalls.7  
 
By 2008 the EDA had identified twelve initial 
capability areas (priorities) to focus on out of the 
twenty-four identified in the CDP.8 This list of 
priorities was established in close consultation with 
Member States and represents a starting point for 
capability development initiatives. Most of these topics 
are directly related to current shortfalls, such as the 
lack of availability of helicopters.9 
 
Despite all these declarations and plans, the original 
outlines in the HG2003 had still not been fulfilled. The 
French EU Presidency took up this mantle and at the 
end of their term on 11 December 2008, and Member 
States signed the Declaration on Strengthening 
Capabilities of 11 December 2008. This six page 
segment outlines a vastly increased quantity of 
capabilities, based on the 2003 goals (60 000 troops 
deployable in 60 days), but with a more ambitious 
framework, such as the ability to conduct two 
simultaneous operations of up to 10 000 troops for 2 

                                                 
6EDA (2006), An Initial Long-Term Vision for European Defence 
Capability and Capacity Needs, pp 3. 
7  Heuninckx, B., ‘The European Defence Agency Capability 
Development Plan and the European Armament Cooperation 
Strategy: Two Steps in the Right Direction’, Public Procurement 
Law Review Vol. 18, Issue 4, 2009, pp 5.  
8 Initial Tranche of 12 selected Actions: i) Counter Man Portable 
Air Defence Systems; ii) Computer Network Operations; iii) Mine 
Counter-Measures in littoral sea areas; iv) Comprehensive 
Approach - military implications; v) Military Human Intelligence 
and Cultural / Language Training; vi) Intelligence, Surveillance, 
Target Acquisition and Reconnaissance Architecture ; vii) Medical 
Support; viii) Chemical, Biological, Radiological and Nuclear 
Defence; ix) Third Party Logistic Support; x) Counter-Improvised 
Explosive Device (C-IED); xi) Increased availability of 
helicopters; xii) Network Enabled Capability. Council of the 
European Union European Union – European Security and 
Defence Policy – Development of European Military Capabilities, 
2008, pp 4.  
9 Weis, A., ‘Improving capabilities for ESDP’s future needs’, What 
ambitions for European defence in 2020”, (European Union 
Institute for Security Studies, 2009), pp 103.  
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years; two rapid response operations using inter alia 
Battlegroups; civilian-military humanitarian assistance 
mission up to 90 days; a dozen ESDP civilian missions 
of varying formats with a major mission (up to 3000 
experts) lasting several years.10 
 
The declaration also called for: the establishment of a 
European air transport fleet; an airlift command and an 
airbase for a European force; observation satellites (the 
MUSIS programme) and taking account of military 
requirements in space surveillance.  In terms of 
harmonisation, it set outs the development a military 
Erasmus style exchange and improvements in the 
structure and the functioning of the European Security 
and Defence College (for training). Pooling of efforts 
are to be explored further, by looking at new methods 
for joint capabilities, collective capabilities and 
voluntary specialisation provision through mutual 
interdependence.11  
 
 
Capability Development, the political and practical  
dimensions 
 
A problem of the Headline Goals and the Declaration 
on Strengthening Capabilities is that even though 
progress has been made, they tend to remain more 
quantitative then qualitative declarations. Qualitative 
shortfalls can be illustrated in the case of the EU 
Battlegroups. This initiative came into place after it 
was acknowledged that the HG2003 and the Rapid 
Reaction Force it set out were not adequate answers to 
rapid crisis response. More deployable units were 
necessary to fulfil that role.12 The key idea behind the 
Battlegroups is the creation of an entry force of 1500 
personnel paving the way for further reinforcement, 
which can be deployed in 10 days after the Council’s 
decision, for operations lasting up to four months. 13  
 
According to the Council of the EU, full operational 
capability was established in early 2007.14 While the 
capacity of numbers of troops has been met, one 
question remains as to their interoperability 
functionality. The Battlegroups have not yet been 
deployed and the limited degree of interoperability 
(although a certain degree has been achieved) between 
European forces raises question of the Battlegroups 

                                                 
10 Council of the European Union, Declaration on Strengthening 
Capabilities, 11 December 2008, pp 1. 
11 Gya, Giji, ‘The ESS Scorecard’. European Security Review No 
42, ISIS Europe, December 2008, pp 2. 
12 European Parliament, Policy Department External Policies -  
Pooling of EU Member States Assets in the Implementation of 
ESDP, Study carried out within the framework agreement between 
ISIS Europe and the European Parliament, 2008, pp 2. 
13 Perez de las Heraz et al., Las capacidades civiles y militares de 
la UE: estado de la cuestión y propuestas de cara a la Presidencia 
Española 2010, 2009, pp 16. 
14 Council of the European Union, European Union – European 
Security and Defence Policy – EU Battlegroups, pp 2. 

effectiveness of dealing with high risk situations.15 
Even though significant work has been done on 
interoperability in the EU Military Staff (EUMS), 
interviews with Member States Representatives and 
staff of the EUMS suggest that interoperability plans 
covering the shortfall identified by the CDP still 
remain conceptual and not yet practical. The 
implementation of such plans will remain a long term 
objective. Event though a degree of interoperability is 
present in the current Battlegroups, the question 
remains if that degree is the necessary one to deal with 
the most demanding mandates without having filled 
the capability gaps set out in the CDP.    
 
Furthermore, making use of a Battlegroups is a very 
political decision. Since ESDP is characterised by 
unanimous voting, the 27 Member States have to agree 
to the deployment of a Battlegroup. In consideration to 
the divergence in terms of foreign policy and priorities 
on security and defence among Member States, the 
chances of a deployment are very limited. One could 
question the validity of the Battlegroup concept due to 
the political dimension of deployment. However, if the 
concept of the Battlegroup presents challenges, it can 
be argued that an essential feature of the Battlegroup 
could be to foster the transformation of the defence 
forces of each Member State, in order to reach a higher 
level of interoperability and eventually increasing the 
EU’s overall readiness to be deployed in high risk 
scenarios.  
 

 
Political limitation over capability deployment 
 
Political dimensions are also important when it comes 
to capability deployment. The crucial shortfalls 
analysed since the birth of ESDP in terms of strategic 
air transport and communication systems, among other 
areas, are still present. However these shortfalls 
indentified in operations should not be blamed on the 
EDA’s work but on the gap between what is set out in 
the Force Catalogue and that which the Member States 
are willing to commit to a specific operation in terms 
of force contribution, the so called Force Generation 
Process. There is therefore a discrepancy between the 
illustrative scenario set out by the HG2010 and the 
actual situation on the ground. A well-known case is 
the EUFOR Tchad/RCA mission, where Russian 
helicopters had to be called in to answer to the 
capability needs of the operation. In reality, the 
Member States held the required capabilities but failed 
to generate the necessary political will to deploy them.  
 
The EDA is establishing concrete plans to work 
around this political reality. One example of a current 

                                                 
15 Perez de las Heraz et al., Las capacidades civiles y militares de 
la UE: estado de la cuestión y propuestas de cara a la Presidencia 
Española 2010, 2009, pp 16. 
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important initiative in terms of military capability 
developments, is the EDA Helicopter Tactic Training 
Programme - a multinational helicopter exercise – 
with the first exercise conducted in France in March 
2009. The aim of this initiative is to quickly train 
helicopter crews from different Member States which 
are not used to new types of aircraft and/or to fly in 
more austere condition. Such exercises enhance 
interoperability through the� understanding of 
procedures, language and tactical skills, lessons 
identified and sharing of best practices.  These 
exercises precede the establishment of the “Helicopter 
Tactics Programme” which will be operational in 
2010.16 The focused nature and the short term effects 
of this initiative are its strength, since it entails direct 
operational implication and facilitates the crews’ work 
when operating in a multinational environment and 
therefore enhances interoperability. Even though this 
does not counter political stagnation in the case of 
decision of deployment, it does increase the number of 
crews which can be deployed in missions fulfilling the 
HG10 tasks. 

 
Another example is the European Air Transport Lift 
(EATF) program, which aims to tackle critical airlift 
shortfalls by the next decade. This initiative 
encourages the pooling of military assets, achieved 
though the mutualisation of services and aircraft 
(A400M or C130).  Pooling offers many advantages, 
permitting bi-national or multinational ownership of 
military equipment. This in turn allows small Member 
States to have access to these aircraft which normally 
would not be the case due to budgetary constraints. In 
addition the EATF allows Member States with airlift 
equipment to make it available for other Member 
States through the purchase of flying hours.17 The 
sharing dimension of pooling ensures that the 
participating Member States to the EATF makes the 
most use of their aircraft in a cost efficient manner, 
which would not be the case if it solely remained 
under national ownership and use. Furthermore, this 
initiative will increase the EU’s number of aircraft 
available for deployment. 
 
The EDA’s initiatives have obvious positive practical 
implications, however without the political 
determination of the Member States the EDA will only 
be able to deliver so much. 

 
 
 
 

                                                 
16 EDA, GAP 09: EDA conducts a multinational helicopter 
exercise, 2009, http://www.eda.europa.eu/newsitem.aspx?id=458 
accessed, 06 October 2009  
17 EDA,  Meeting within the Steering Board of the European 
Defence Agency (EDA), Declare their intention of establishing a 
European Air Transport Fleet,  10 November 2008. Available: 
www.eda.europa.eu/WebUtils/downloadfile.aspx?fileid=468  

Everlasting divisions? 
 
The development of capabilities within the confine of 
ESDP has proved to be very slow. This is due, among 
other reasons, to the decreasing trend in defence 
budgets since 2005 and the long term nature of 
capability development planning, starting from 
conceptual planning and ending to the delivery stage 
of an initiative. The problems in cooperation in terms 
of capability reside in the Member States’ desire to 
retain their sovereignty in defence areas.18 Although 
the framework established by the EDA seems relevant 
and effective, some would argue that cooperation and 
coordination will remain limited. The unknown is the 
degree of capability integration the Member States 
want to achieve. There are two assumptions. The first 
is for all Member States to move towards deep 
integration (through pooling, interoperability, 
specialisation) of capabilities, eventually leading to an 
integrated land air and sea force organised under 
highly interoperable national groups or led by a 
European Defence Community.19 The second option is 
that integration efforts will hit a wall, when certain 
Member States refuse to give up further sovereignty in 
terms of security or simply oppose deeper integration 
for other factors. However the Lisbon treaty sets out a 
solution for this case: Permanent Structured 
Cooperation (PSCoop). The PSCoop allows for a 
group of willing Member States to progress faster and 
deeper towards further defence integration. However it 
is important to find a middle ground between too loose 
criteria for membership to the PSCoop which would 
defeat its point of faster integration, and too 
constricting criteria which would reduce the number of 
Member States involved.20 In addition, if PSCoop is 
“hijacked” by the main EU powers without 
consideration of the interests of the other Member 
States, it would simply go against the objectives of the 
HG2010 which aims States to strengthen the 
capabilities of the EU as a whole. It will therefore be 
important to establish constraints to such potentialities. 
21  
 
The logic behind integration is obvious, it is cost 
efficient and would help the EU to live up to its 
security and defence responsibilities, which is after all 
why this all process has been started. On the other 

                                                 
18 EDA, An Initial Long-Term Vision for European Defence 
Capability and Capacity Needs, 2006, pp 31.   
19 Lindley-French, J., (2005): ‘A Long-Term Perspective on 
Military Integration’, in Biscop S., E Pluribus Unum? Military 
Integration in the European Union. Egmont, Royal Institut for 
International Relations, 2005, pp 41. 
20 Lasheras B. et al., A Future Agenda for the European Security 
and Defence Policy (ESDP), (Opex and Fundación Alternativas), 
2009, pp28. 
21 Biscop, S., Permanent Structured Cooperation and the Future of 
ESDP, (Egmont - The Royal Institute for International Relations 
2008), pp 6. 
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hand the slow nature of military capability 
development, as well as the disjunction of the Member 
States political directions set out in this article, suggest 
that the result will only appear in the long term and is 
likely to be limited. The potential ratification of the 
Lisbon Treaty provides more flexibility for this 
process, however the question remains if it will lead to 
a polarisation of positions between Member States.  

Big and medium Member States driven by strategic 
ambitions are likely to push for further integration 
while smaller ones which tend to refuse intervention 
on foreign soil will be likely to turn down deeper 
integration. 

 
By Johann Herz, Programme Officer, ISIS Europe

 
 
 
 

    
 

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 3: 5-6th November 2009    

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

 
 

The first roundtable/workshop on Police, Defence and PMSC Reform took place on 24-25 
June and the second roundtable on Justice, Penal and Border Reform took place on 21-22 
September 2009 in Brussels.  
 

 
 

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: Ms. 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.  
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ISIS Briefing Note 2009:4  

Launch of the Peace Report 2009 - Key Challenges fo r European Policy: 
The case of Palestine  

 
This briefing is a summary of the European Security 
Contact Group meeting on the 23 July 2009. The 
meeting included experts on the Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict and was based on the Brussels launch of the 
2009 annual Peace Report issued by five leading 
German Peace and Conflict Research Institutes 
(BICC, FEST, HFSK, INEF, IFSH*) and with 
commentary from two of the reports’ authors, Margret 
Johannsen and Jochen Hippler. 
 
“The Decisive Battle is for the People’s Minds” 
 
Jochen Hippler opened the meeting noting that the 
question of how to end wars had been neglected by the 
academic field. The new nature of the world and the 
new nature of conflict should lead States and 
international organisations to revise their views on 
solving conflict. Interstate and civil war solely 
involving regular armed forces have become scarce. 
Instead, most contemporary wars are being fought 
within States for political power or resources and take 
the form of insurgencies or inter-group conflicts. 
Actors of violence are guerrillas, armed civilians or 
only partially coherent militias who avoid open 
confrontations on the battlefield. Hence, these wars are 
not being won through the application of military 
violence but by winning the hearts and minds of the 
population. Only rarely can they be ended by the 
means of military ‘security’ or development policy. In 
most cases, creating effective and citizen-oriented 
governance structures is the key to the termination of 
war. Instruments of security and development policy 
can only contribute to peace-building if combined with 
these structures. 
 
The EU and its Member States seem to rhetorically 
accept the need for a re-conceptualisation of the way to 
end conflict. Two approaches are present among 
policy writers within governments. One view is to 
favour civilian elements to solve war and only 
including the military to provide support and security. 
The other view is one where the primacy of military 
remains but where civilian tools are added to strategy.  
 
Afghanistan is a situation where military forces are not 
sufficient to win a war; much to the opposite, it would 
simply be counter-productive. Having been engaged 
neck deep in Iraq and Afghanistan, the US has 
changed it approach in consideration of the new nature 
of conflict. Through the development of the Counter 
Insurgency Strategy, Washington has re-assessed its 
stance and has incorporated civilian tools into their 
military strategy.  

The aim of the 2009 Peace Report is to demonstrate to 
policy makers that governance structures are key to 
understanding conflict and to the conceptualisation of 
how to end conflicts. The unconventional wars in the 
Balkans and Somalia, amongst others, were not 
defined by struggles based on military force, but on 
governance structures (who or which ethnic, religious 
group etc. are incorporated in the structure) and in 
which manner this structure exercises influence in a 
territory. Terrorists and guerrillas use violence not for 
defeating a military opponent, but for a political aim, 
such as the destabilisation of a government. Therefore, 
the essential focus should remain on how a country 
should be ruled and structured. In the case of 
Afghanistan, the Taliban attempted to create a 
structure of governance. Even though it was not 
computable with occidental value and standards, it 
provided the population with a form of security and 
law. The challenge for the US and the EU as well as 
Afghani development is to create and install a new 
efficient structure of governance which in turn the 
population could compare to the Taliban’s structure. If 
the new structure is preferred, it would then be 
legitimised. Until this is achieved there cannot be a 
feasible military strategy in Afghanistan.      
 
The Gaza War: The Most Recent Chapter of an 
Endless Conflict 

 
The most recent war over Gaza has worsened the 
chances for a settlement of the Palestinian conflict, as 
on both sides those forces that oppose a negotiated 
peace and favour violence as a means for achieving 
their goals have been bolstered. The two-state solution 
remains the most viable proposal for ending the 
conflict, but due to obstruction from both the Israeli 
and the Palestinian side, its implementation seems 
remote without substantial US pressure. However, it is 
doubtful whether the US administration would 
exercise such pressure in the face of domestic 
considerations. For a US president who has to deal 
with the worst economic crisis since 1929, the political 
costs would probably be too high.  
  
Without engaging and dealing with Hamas, the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict cannot be solved. This is the 
hypothesis that Margret Johannsen used to express her 
views on the Palestine-Israeli conflict. This war is 
under much scrutiny and has been the recipient of a 
great amount of diplomatic efforts from the US, the 
EU and its Member States. The war is asymmetrical in 
its nature and is characterised by a sporadic resurgence 
of violence which presents no battlefield. 
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Asymmetrical conflict can simply not be won via 
military means. In this scenario, Israel has clearly 
more military means at its disposal, however it cannot 
impose peace. The only alternative to this situation or 
status quo is a two state solution. Three conditions 
have to be met for a sustainable Palestinian State to 
appear: 
1) acquire the capacity to independently direct its 

economy; 
2) have a clear established geography; 
3) acquire the power to control its border.  

 
In addition to these three points, a Palestinian State 
would need to hold legitimacy in the eye of the 
Palestinians. Self-determination based on these 
conditions is the only way of creating a State and in 
turn potentially solving the conflict.  
 
A Commission official outlined the position of the EU 
on the challenges of development in the occupied 
Palestinian territory. The EU’s position is in favour of 
a two state solution which is seen as the best path to 
sustainable peace. Three examples of development 
work were presented. The first is State building where 
the EU has led the way, in cooperation with the 
Palestinian Authority, in areas including justice, rule of 
law, health and governance. The challenges to State 
building include Israel’s restrictions on access and 
movement and the division between the West Bank 
and Gaza. The practical implications of these obstacles 
make it very hard for the Palestinian Authority to 
deliver key services. 
 
The second issue is economic development. The future 
Palestinian state should be democratic, independent 
and viable. The EU undertakes enormous work to 
support economic activity in the occupied Palestinian 
territory through loans to the private sector, support for 
entrepreneurship and encouragement of trade activity. 
The EU’s aim is to facilitate Palestinian economic 
independence to underpin political independence. 
However, the obstacles on the ground, including 
problems with movement and access, have 
significantly reduced opportunities. Palestinian 
economic activity is so limited that 90% of the 
population in Gaza currently depends on food aid. The 
EU has noted and welcomed initial steps by Israel to 
lift obstacles to access and movement, it hopes these 
will be sustained and expanded. The EU has also 
called for a freeze of Israeli settlement construction, 
because this is illegal under international law and 
impairs Palestinian economic activity.  
 
The last issue is regional economic integration. The 
EU stands ready to assist development in this area, 
offering advice and support which is based on its own 
experience of trade and greater prosperity across 
borders. However, political steps are necessary to 
order to make progress. In its statement of 24 June 

2009, the Arab League indicated it is ready to take 
steps towards Israel, for example opening trade offices. 
But this is conditional on Israel’s acceptance of a 
settlement freeze. Common prosperity would be very 
positive for the stabilisation of the region and when the 
time comes, the EU will use various tools to support 
progress in the direction of regional cooperation and 
integration. 
 
An official from the Council Secretariat of the EU 
stated that the challenge for the EU is to provide 
justice and legitimacy to the Palestinians. The EU 
needs to support the Palestinian leadership in an 
effective manner. The EU must push for the creation 
of a Palestinian State and deal with the change in 
regional dynamics. The EU is pushing with the US to 
revive the dialogue between parties and unblock the 
status quo. The current emphasis lies on the definition 
of borders which would facilitate an agreement on 
settlements. Both parties have agreed to land swaps in 
principle but the question remaining is how much and 
where.  
 
The other central issue for the formation of a State is 
reconciliation among Palestinians and the EU is firmly 
in favour of this as the price of Palestinian divisions is 
too high.  Hamas has recently made efforts to reach out 
to the international community and Egypt remains very 
influential in the reconciliation process.  
 
In consideration of the EU’s action through ESDP, the 
EUBAM Rafah mission1 - which is mandated to assist 
on the border - will not be able to deploy until the 
Rafah crossing point is reopened. As for the EUPOL 
COPPS mission – mandated to support to the 
Palestinian Authority in establishing sustainable and 
effective policing arrangements – it is only functioning 
on the West Bank. Its aim is certainly not to 
consolidate Palestinian division.  
 
International actors are now moving towards a 
comprehensive approach for dealing with the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict. The EU and the US are trying to 
engage multiple challenges in one go, making it an 
even more difficult task.  
 
Towards Peace? 
 
Participants at the meeting questioned whether Israel 
would willingly want to move towards peace. Some 
commentary indicated that Israel would rather want to 
encourage division among Palestinians and keep the 
status quo, which is much more in their favour. 
Moving towards peace would mean halting settlement 
and intrusion in Palestinian land. The question remains 
of how to engage an Israeli government which is 

                                                 
1 For more information on ESDP missions, see 
www.esdpmpap.org  
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uninterested in a peace solution. This is illustrated by 
Israel’s refusal of President Obama request to deal 
with a two state solution and to stop settlements. Ms 
Johannsen iterated that Israel does not need peace and 
that the only focus of the government is security; if 
security is jeopardised then the government acts. 
However, Israel now expects pressure from the outside 
if it does not act for peace and that the EU now has 
leverage as Israel is hoping for an upgrade of relations 
with the EU, but Brussels has expressed clearly that 
this would not happen until settlements are stopped.  
 
The EU should perhaps think of downgrading its 
commercial relations since Israel has been dominated 
by right wing tendencies in the past decades and 
refused to work actively for peace. Decreasing 
economic ties between the EU and Israel could be used 
to pressure the Israelis to change their stance. Mr 
Hippler stated that Israel is interested in peace if peace 
is in its favour. However, on the basis that settlements 
are against international law and that Israelis are 
breaching humanitarian law, the EU, instead of 
rebuilding Palestinian infrastructures after each attack, 
should now increase pressure on Israel. An official 
from the Council Secretariat of the EU answered that 
settlements had been deemed illegal by the EU and 
that it was now time for action. Furthermore Israel will 
see its bilateral relations affected with the Member 
States.  

 
The influence of the EU in Palestine was then 
questioned and deemed minimal in the peace process. 
The Commission answered that the EU built the 
Palestinian authority and kept it alive through conflict. 
The EU is also feeding the people of Palestine, it 
contributes most to the humanitarian and security aid, 
1 billion Euros is sent to Palestine per annum. She 
concluded by stating that the EU believes in the 
Palestinian authority. Jochen Hippler complemented 
her answer that the EU cannot be the first power in the 
region and should not be. The EU is there to help 
negotiate.  
 

By Johann Herz, Programme Officer, ISIS Europe 
 
 
This is a report of an ESCG meeting and does not 
reflect the views of ISIS Europe. 
 
* 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).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Parliamentary Updates 2009  

 
Our Parliamentary Updates for July and September 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 – October 2009 

 
 
Our regular update of ESDP and EU missions. We 
compile much of our research from first-hand sources, 
giving a unique perspective and update on the EU’s 
ESDP activities. 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). 
Although no new missions, many have been extended 
into 2010 (see chart at the end of the article), which 
will make it a busy time for the incoming Spanish and 
Belgium EU Presidencies to decide on extensions with 
the ESDP budget at its limit. Please see the June 2008 
– July 2009 updates for introductions to the missions. 
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 
 
 
Military  
 
EU NAVFOR - 8 December 2008 to 13 December 
2010 
 
In the past months, piracy activity has diminished due 
to the arrival of the monsoon. On the other hand 
evolution occurred in Brussels following the GAERC 
meeting of the 27 of July: “The Council intends to 
assess a possible additional EU support to regional 
maritime capabilities” states the GAERC conclusion 
report of 27 July 2009.1 The PSC is currently studying 
the possibility of the establishment of a new civilian 
ESDP mission working in parallel the EU NAVFOR. 
The initiative provides for the establishment of coast 
guard units for the countries concerned by piracy 
(Somalia, Djibouti and Yemen).2 It would also entail 
the provision of material (financed via the 
Commission’s Instrument for Stability), and the 
training of personnel.  
 
 
EUFOR Althea - 2 December 2004 to 21 November 
2009 
The Member States continue to plan a possible 
reconfiguration of the mission towards a non executive 

                                                 
1 Council of the European Union. Press Release: 2958th Council 
meeting, General Affairs and External Relations 
External Relations. Doc 12354/09.  
2 European Diplomacy and Defence No. 242: EU/Somalia: 
European Mission for Training of Regional Coast Guards May 
Bolster Global Effort for Combating Piracy. 14 July 2009 page 1. 
 
 

mandate after the closure of the Office of High 
Representative (OHR). This decision is linked with the 
implementation of the Dayton Agreement and progress 
still need to be made by the Bosnian authorities to 
meet the requirements set out in the five plus two set 
by the Peace Implementation Council (PIC). The PIC 
is due to meet on 18 November and will assess if 
necessary progress has been made for the closure of 
the OHR, this however remains unlikely. 
 
 
Civilian /Military SSR  
 
EU SSR Guinea Bissau - 12 February 2008 to 30 
November 2009 
 
The runoff of the presidential elections (defined fair 
and relatively transparent by the EU Election 
Observation Mission) saw the victory of Malam Bacai 
Sanhá over Kumba Yala. The new president appointed 
the reformist Carlos Gomes Junior as Prime Minister. 
The political will of the new authorities to endorse and 
find a common agreement on defining the reform of 
the security sector will be crucial for the future of the 
mission. In the next coming months the Council will 
analyse the situation to see if there remains a basis to 
stay in Guinea Bissau after the end of November. 
 
 
EUSEC RD Congo - 1 July 2007 – 30 September 2010 
 
The mission has been extended to 30 September 2010. 
The mission will continue to assist the Congolese 
authorities in the system of payment of soldiers listed 
by the biometric census which occurred earlier in the 
year. Prior to this initiative, false chains of payment 
were the norm, diverting salaries to the benefit of 
corrupt members of the military. Following these 
steps, EUSEC will assist the Congolese with the 
elaboration of an employment doctrine in the military. 
The mission is continuing to deploy into the three 
areas of Kinshasa, Kivus and Bukavu. Following its 
updated mandate which aims to better address the 
problem of sexual violence against women especially 
in the east, there are now three gender advisors – one 
in each of these sites and double-hatted with the 
EUPOL mission – and interestingly, the first male 
gender advisor for an ESDP mission. Furthermore, the 
mission has secured funding from the Commission for 
its work against violence against women.   Full 
deployment still has not been reached however, again 
due to lack of commitment from Member States. 
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Civilian SSR  
 
EUPOL RD Congo - 1 July 2007 to 30 June 2010 
 
The work done by EUPOL in the “Committee de Suivi 
pour la Reforme de la Police” (CSRP) is an essential 
feature of the mission linking it directly to the 
Congolese Government and the UN police mission 
(MONUC). EUPOL continues to provide input in the 
conceptualisation of CSRP Action Plans and is one of 
its main focal points for its work on gender. As in the 
case of EUSEC RD Congo, the mission is deploying in 
eastern DR Congo, however, the security situation in 
eastern Congo hinders the missions’ efforts to combat 
Gender Based Violence (GBV) and to combat 
impunity over GBV. Both missions are working in 
close cooperation via the EUSR to the Great Lakes 
regions in order to find a coherent and consistent 
approach to SSR reform in Congo. 
 
 
EUPOL Afghanistan - 30 May 2007 to 30 May 2010 
 
The elections of 20 August 2009 were marked by high 
levels of violence and widespread fraud – at least one 
third of the ballots were fraudulent according to EU 
observers. Election day was one of the most violent 
days in Afghanistan since 2001, as more than 400 
insurgent attacks were reported3. Since 10% of polling 
stations are currently under investigation,4 the winner 
has not been officially announced yet. The incumbent 
President Karzai won 54% of the preliminary votes but 
whether the recount brings him down under 50% (most 
ballots were in his favour), a second round runoff with 
Mr. Abdullah Abdullah could be organised. According 
to experts, there is low probability that this happens 
and it is more likely that Karzai would emerge as the 
winner.5  In a post election climate of worsening 
insurgency and increasing insecurity, it remains to be 
seen if the EU Member States will commit to send 
more personnel to fill the capacity gap (mission 
strength is 280 personnel instead of the 400 
authorised) that has affected the efficiency of the 
mission. However, despite the limited results achieved 
so far, EUPOL, for its experience in dealing with 
capability shortage, will bring a useful contribution in 
terms of lessons learnt.  
 

                                                 
3 “Karzai widens lead in Afghan poll”, BBC News, 26 August 
2009.http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/8221709.stm  
4 “Afghanistan's electoral debacle – Don’t need a weatherman….”, 
The Economist, 24 September 2009. 
http://www.economist.com/world/asia/displaystory.cfm?story_id=
14517294&fsrc=rss  
5 Peter Spiegel “Gates silences Strategy Walk”, The Wall street 
Journal, 6 October 2009. 
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB125476813047065391.html?mod=
googlenews_wsj  

 
EUPOL COPPS - 1 January 2006 to 31 December 
2010 
 
A second round of training on Static Courthouse 
Security for the Judicial Police has been completed. In 
addition a community policing project is tested in 
Azun, Qalqiliya district. The accountability dimension 
of community policing aims at strengthening the 
Palestinian Civil Police to better coordinate their effort 
in for maintaining public order. 
 
 
EUPM BiH - 1 January 2003 to 31 December 2010 
 
The mandate of the mission has been extended to 31 
December 2010. As mentioned in our previous update, 
the multilayered nature of the police architecture in the 
Bosnian federation renders inter-agency cooperation 
complicated. EUPM has made efforts in the structuring 
of tasks, and has especially put emphasis on 
delimitating the mandates of each policing agencies, to 
avoid the overlapping of competencies. The objective 
of the EU mission is also to create and improve 
relations among these agencies, a task which can 
remain difficult considering the ethnic dimension in 
Bosnia Herzegovina which is increasingly being 
manipulated at a political level. It is however hard to 
quantify how the political situation affects EUPM 
work. Another focus of the mission is to fight 
organised crime. A fact finding study has been 
commissioned to define the status of organised crime, 
and establish the level of penetration within the police 
force. On these bases the mission also focuses on the 
training of high level personnel on good practice.  
 
 
Civilian  
 
EUJUST LEX Iraq – 1 July 2005 to 30 June 2010 
 
The mission continues to conduct the pilot phase of 
activities on Iraqi territory. Currently three training 
interventions assisting the Iraqi Criminal Justice 
System are being held in various locations of the 
country. Since the conditions are not homogenous in 
Iraq, the security situation is always taken into serious 
consideration by the EU Member States and will 
determine the future deployments of the mission.  The 
permanence of in-country activities will be useful to 
certify the impact of the mission on the ground.  
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EULEX Kosovo – 15 June 2008 to 15 June 2010 
 
The end of the summer was marked by violence in 
Kosovo. On 25 August a group of Kosovo Albanians 
belonging to an organisation named Vetevendosje 
(Self Determination) attacked EULEX vehicles. This 
event came as a reaction to the signature of an 
agreement between Serbian Police and EULEX on 
pooling of information in order to combat more 
efficiently cross boarder criminality and trafficking.6 
The group accused the agreement of undermining 
Kosovo sovereignty and is opposed to the EU mission. 
The group is considered to be the “political” arm of 
individuals involved in criminal activity and who find 
their activities interrupted by the work of EULEX and 
the agreement signed with Serbia. Even though the 
views of Vetevendosje do not represent the opinion of 
the Albanian Community in Kosovo, the attacks on 
EULEX vehicles comes as a blow to the effort the EU 
mission has done to make its mandate understood by 
the Kosovar Population.  EULEX is now increasing 
efforts in its communication and should attempt to 
isolate Vetevendosje. Prior to the incidents, EULEX 
established an “EU House” in the Metrovica region in 
order to outreach to the Serbian community and 
explain EULEX’s role. 
 
 
Border  
 
EUMM Georgia – 15 September 2008 to 15 
September 2010 
 
The mandate of the mission has been extended for a 
further 12 months, until 15 September 2010. By 
reaffirming its commitment, the EU showed 
willingness to take more responsibility after the 
departure of UN and OSCE observers and 
demonstrated that the stabilisation and normalisation 
of the situation in Georgia remains its priority – a fact 
also confirmed by the full deployment of staff, very 
rare in most ESDP missions affected by chronic 
capability shortage.   
 
However the stalemate in the Geneva talks persists and 
the EU monitors are still unable to have access to both 
sides of the administrative boundary lines. Fortunately 
the situation has remained relatively calm in the run-up 
to the anniversary of the 2008 conflict.  There have 
been mutual accusations of incidents – however the 
mission could not find any evidence7 due to its limited 
patrol activity – in the South Ossetian boarder and in 
the Black Sea. In order to clarify the incidents and 

                                                 
6 EU mission cars attacked in eastern Kosovo  
http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/LG478629.htm    
7 Declaration by the Presidency on behalf of the European Union 
on the situation in Georgia, 04 August 2009. 
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/
en/cfsp/109556.pdf  

facilitate cooperation on issues such as the freedom of 
movement across the administrative boundary and 
security of local population, the mission is also 
engaged locally in the framework of the Incident 
Prevention and Response Mechanism (IPRM), But 
similar to the Geneva talks, the last meeting showed 
that there is little common ground in the discussion 
among the parties8.   
 
 
EUBAM Ukraine/Moldova - 1 December 2005 to 30 
November 2009 
 
The mandate of the mission has been extended by two 
years. In the past six months the work of EUBAM has 
focused on different dimensions. The EU mission has 
worked in capacity building for both the Ukrainian and 
Moldovan border control authorities by providing 
training of personnel. So far the mission has provided 
71 trainings on human resources, risk analysis and 
organised crime, training more than a 1000 personnel. 
The mission provides regularly recommendation and 
advice on border regulation and realises targeted 
monitoring actions providing the partner authorities 
with insight on how to meet EU standards in order to 
tackle cross border crime, illegal migration, smuggling 
and to cooperate with other countries and international 
organisation when needed. EUBAM also works on 
Enhancing Custom Revenue for both partners’ 
services, helping to the establishment of the Pre-arrival 
Information Exchange System which facilitates 
declarations, checks and investigation over goods 
crossing the border. Substantial work has been 
achieved on Anti-Corruption level, firstly at the 
operational level with the implementation of customs 
procedures and training on professional integrity, and 
secondly at the headquarters level where two 
corruption monitoring experts have just taken position. 
EUBAM is also working on an integrated border 
management project aiming at increasing coordination 
over illegal migration and smuggling between 
Moldovan and Ukrainian authorities. To do so the EU 
mission is supporting the work of both authorities on 
developing a joint crossing points facilitating 
coordination, a pilot project will be launched by the 
end of the year.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
8 The Fifth Meeting of the Incident Prevention and Response 
Mechanism took place in Ergneti on September 24. 
http://www.eumm.eu/en/press_and_public_information/features/16
75/?year=2009&month=9 
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EUSR BST Georgia - 1 September 2005 to 28 
February 2010 
 
The mandate has been extended to 28 February 2010. 
The Boarder Support team is currently drafting an 
Implementation Action Plan which provides 
performance indicators, shortfalls of the Georgian 
Border Controls authority’s activity and 
recommendations. The action plan should be issued at 
the end of the year.  
 
 
EUBAM Rafah - 1 January 2006 to 24 November 
2009 
 
No changes since last update. The mission is still on 
hold pending the political and security situation.  

 
Upcoming EU mission 
 
Sudan 
 
Nation-wide elections will be organised in Sudan in 
April 2010. Indicative of EU continuous attention to 
Sudan, the EU supports the election process and plans 
to send in the coming weeks an explanatory mission 
assessing the conditions for the potential deployment 
of an EU Electoral Observation Mission.  
 

By Giji Gya, Executive Director,  
Johann Herz, Programme Officer, and 

Filippo Mauri, Programme Associate at ISIS Europe 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Coming Soon – the launch of the ESDP MAP webportal 

 

 
 

ESDP Mission Analysis Partnership (ESDP MAP) will collate the expanse of already existing 
information on ESDP missions1 and the regions where missions are conducted, to contribute to 
better understanding of ESDP process and planning for civil society, NGOs as well as the staff in 
EU institutions, EC delegations and governments.  This research would also enhance their 
understanding of ESDP policy and mission planning and enhance relations between the EU 
institutions, governments and the mission ‘recipients’ (including civil society) alike, as well as 
linking impact on the ground with the aim of ESDP missions. 

 
 

For more information, please contact Giji Gya at ISIS Europe giji.gya@isis-europe.org 

                                                 
1 Initially this will be both independent research, NGO and think tanks input as well as EU sources. 



ISIS Europe – chart and table of ESDP and EU missions – October 2009 – www.isis-europe.org  

ESDP Mission Analysis Partnership – portal at www.esdpmap.org  

Table 1 – Completed missions: There will be 13 completed ESDP and EU missions as at October 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 October 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.  
The breakdown is: 2 military; 12 civilian. Of the civilian: 11 are SSR missions (1 SSR, 4 police reform, 1 defence reform, 1 justice reform, 2 border 
assistance, 1 integrated), 1 is border support and 1 is monitoring. 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  
Monitoring 

Planning  

Africa - EU NAVFOR    
  Somalia 

 - EUPOL RD  
  Congo  

 - EUSEC RD   
  Congo  
- EU SSR    
  Guinea-Bissau 

   

- EUPM BiH 
 

Balkans/ 
Caucasus/ 
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, October 2009  
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EU NAVFOR Somalia extended to 13 December 2010

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Extended to 30 Nov

EULEX Kosovo - mandated to 15 Jun 2010

EU MM Georgia Extended to 14 September 2009

EUNAVCO (7)

EUPAT (4)

EUPT Kosovo (5) COMPLETED

EUFOR (6)

EUPOL RD Congo extended to 30 Jun 2009

EUFOR TCHAD/RCA completed

EU SSR Guinea-Bissau

extended to 30 November 2011

                        extended to 31 August 2009 ext. 28 Feb 2010

                       extended to 24 Nov 2008 extended to 24 Nov 2009

Extended to 30 June 2010

EUPOL Afghanistan - mandated to 30 May 2010

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

AMIS EU Supporting Action - Sudan COMPLETED 31 December  2007

AMM Aceh COMPLETED

EUJUST LEX Iraq

Georgia

EU BAM Ukraine-Moldova extended to 30 November 2009

EUSR BST 

First extension 1 Jul 05 - 31 Dec 06 extended to 30 June 2009 Extended to 30 June 2010

Extended to 30 September 2010extended to 30 June 2008          extended to 30 June 2009EUSEC RD Congo

 EU MM in Former Yugoslavia *                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        COMPLETED 31 December 2007

EUPM BiH. Followed on from UN Intl Police Task Force in January 2003. 

EUPOL PROXIMA fYRM suceeded by EUPAT fYRM

EUJUST THEMIS Georgia Completed

Cz Republic Sweden

extended to 21 November 2009

EUPOL Kinshasa --> suceeded by EUPOL RD Congo

extended to 31 December 2009

Germany Portugal Slovenia France

extended to 31 December 2010

CONCORDIA (1)

(2)

Spain BelgiumGreece Italy Ireland Netherlands Luxembourg UK Austria Finland

2009 20102003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Legend - as at October 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 Yugoslavia 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)  EUNAVCO - replaced by EU NAVFOR Somalia

 


