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Nicole Gnesotto

Should Europe be a ‘space’ or a power, and, if the latter, a civil or mili-
tary power? For many years these alternatives have informed the
debate on the purpose of European integration and the way the Union

acts on the international stage. These are admittedly two extreme models,
each of which can justify and legitimate a certain form of external action by
the Union. Each has been fuelled by the differing cultures and historical lega-
cies of member states. Some have favoured military interventionism while
others have followed a more abstentionist policy, reflecting the diverging
conceptions of the relationship that the European Union should have with
the United States, on the one hand, and the Union’s attitude to the notion of
power itself on the other. But as conceptual models they, along with other
variants such as the idea of normative power or concepts of collective secu-
rity, have without doubt helped to explain all the positions, pleas and reser-
vations of member states on the Union’s future as an international actor.
The Maastricht Treaty is no doubt the most ambiguous, but also the most
harmonious, summary of these views of the Union’s foreign and security
policy.

Ten years after Maastricht, the Union is obliged to reorientate its for-
eign, security and defence policy in the light of two major developments:
forthcoming enlargement and the changed nature of international vio-
lence. At the same time as the threat of terrorism hangs over Europe’s citi-
zens and they are calling for greater security in Europe, the Convention on
the Union’s future has begun looking at a complete review of the objectives,
means, procedures and missions of what will be a common foreign and
defence policy ‘at 25’. While it is at present difficult to foresee what Euro-
pean model will emerge from all of this, it at least seems fairly safe to predict
the end of the two extreme models of twenty years ago. Europe will be nei-
ther a great absolute power in which all states agree to intervene together in
every case nor simply a civil ‘space’ within which there is arbitrary,
reversible cooperation on a national level. The Union has now gone beyond
the false dilemma of omnipotence or inexistence on the international scene.
But what will it become?

That question – what form the CFSP might take – is addressed in this
Chaillot Paper by Hans-Georg Ehrhart, an Institute senior visiting fellow
in autumn 2001 and currently Deputy Head of the European Security Pol-
icy Department of the Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy,
Hamburg. The theme running through the study is the idea of cooperative
security. In a systematic comparison of the principles underlying the

Preface
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Union’s external action and the recent acquis of the CFSP and ESDP, the
author proposes a foreign policy model based on an overall – civil and mili-
tary – concept and a multidimensional approach to EU security. At a
moment when clouds are building up over the security of all of the planet,
and the very principles on which the international system is founded – mul-
tilateral regulation, respect for the rule of law, a minimal codification gov-
erning the use of force – are likely to be called into question, this Chaillot
Paper sets its sights on the demands of democracy in foreign policy and calls
for a form of European Union that is able to reconcile the realism of power
and adherence to the component values of the European project itself.

Paris, October 2002
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What model for CFSP?

1. Eurobarometer55 (Spring 2001),
IP/01/1005, Brussels, 17 July
2001.

2. International Herald Tribune, 20
July 2001, p. 1.

3. In a poll realised for Le Monde in
December 2000, 54 per cent of
Italians were not very, or not at all,
satisfied with the way the EU is
constructed, a 13 per cent de-
crease from the year before. The
figures for the other big three are:
France 61 (49), Germany 61 (51),
UK 54 (50). Le Monde, 16 January
2001, p. 2. 

4. Speech by Foreign Minister
Michel before the General Affairs
Council on 16 July 2001,
www.eu2001.be/VE_ADV_Press/
deta...0844408&lang=en&refer-
ence=12-01.02-01&.

5. See ‘Declaration on the future
of the Union’ of the Treaty of Nice,
Official Journal of the European Com-
munities, 2001/C 80/85. 

6. European Council Laeken, Pres-
idency Conclusions, Laeken 14 and
15 December 2001, SN 300/01,
p. 1.

7. See Javier Solana, ‘Die Gemein-
same Europäische Sicherheits-
und Verteidigungspolitik – Das In-
tegrationsprojekt der nächsten
Dekade’, Integration, 1/2000, p. 1. 

8. See Michel, op. cit.

An opinion poll throughout Europe, conducted by Eurobarometer
and released in July 2001, indicated increasing scepticism and
indifference among Europeans towards the ongoing process of
European integration.1 Following these findings, EU foreign min-
isters acknowledged ‘that an abyss had opened up between Euro-
pean citizens and their institutions’.2 The citizens of the four
largest member countries in particular are increasingly dissatisfied
with the way in which the EU is run.3 Belgian Foreign Minister
Louis Michel concluded that ‘the link between the Union’s objec-
tives and the actions it takes through its policies is no longer clear’.4

Against this background, the heads of state and government
expressed their wish (in an annexe to the Treaty of Nice) to start a
broad and comprehensive public debate on the future of the EU.5
They expressly defined four tasks: the principle of subsidiarity, the
Charter of Fundamental Rights, the simplification of the treaties,
and the role of national parliaments, although they did not touch
specifically upon the European Security and Defence Policy
(ESDP). A year later, the European Council decided to convoke a
Convention in order to ensure ‘that the preparation for the forth-
coming Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) is as broadly-based
and transparent as possible’.6 In the annexed Declaration of
Laeken CFSP/ESDP issues were – again – scarcely mentioned,
which is astonishing, given that the importance of foreign, secu-
rity and defence policy for the EU is generally acknowledged. The
Secretary-General and High Representative (SG/HR) of the EU,
Javier Solana, has declared that the ESDP is to be the EU’s princi-
pal integration project of the decade, following the successful
introduction of the euro.7 A public debate on CFSP/ESDP is
becoming all the more important, since the original goals of the
European project – the maintenance of peace, stability and pros-
perity – run the risk of disappearing from the popular conscious-
ness.8



Currently, politicians seem not to need to worry about such a
debate, because public support for the development of CFSP,
including the defence dimension, appears to be relatively high.
This is an exception to increasing scepticism towards European
integration in general. In a Eurobarometer survey on the most
important tasks of the EU conducted in autumn 1999 shortly
after the international intervention in Kosovo, the tasks of peace-
keeping and security arrangements ranked second, with 89 per
cent, just one point behind combating unemployment.9 The Euro-
barometer of mid-2001 confirmed the upward trend in support for
both CFSP (65 per cent) and ESDP (73 per cent). Since spring
1995, support for both has varied between 60 and 68 per cent, and
60 per cent and 75 per cent respectively.10 The figures indicate that
CFSP/ESDP is one of the most popular European policies, and
that the EU has public consent to develop this field of competence. 

However, the figures do not indicate what kind of foreign policy
should be pursued. It is a sensitive issue that came to the fore in a
dramatic way after the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001. An
EU-wide opinion poll on the international crisis generated by the
events of 11 September revealed mixed support for the deploy-
ment of troops to Afghanistan (48 per cent for, 43 against). In con-
trast, the survey showed huge support for the provision of human-
itarian aid (90 per cent); preventive action to ensure that the
conflict did not spread to other countries (85 per cent); restora-
tion of democracy (84 per cent); and generous finance for recon-
struction (70 per cent).11

The debate on the future character of CFSP/ESDP must tackle
a host of related problems. It is essential to question what kind of
security the EU is aiming for, and how the EU’s approach to secu-
rity has adapted to changes within the international environment
since the end of the 1980s, including the events of 11 September
2001. It is also essential to identify how the main objectives of
CFSP can be implemented, and what significance a policy of effec-
tive conflict prevention will have. What future role can the mili-
tary assume in handling international crises? What other instru-
ments are necessary for crisis prevention and management?
Against this background, the central question posed for this
analysis is: what kind of role should the EU aspire to in today’s
international security environment? 

In answering this question I take a structural-functional per-
spective to analyse the EU as an actor, rather than the perspective
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9. See Europäische Kommission,
Wie die Europäer sich selbst sehen. Ak-
tuelle Themen im Spiegel der öf-
fentlichen Meinung (Luxembourg:
Amt für amtliche Veröffentlichun-
gen der Europäischen Gemein-
schaften, 2001), p. 33.

10. Ibid. p. 37 and Eurobarometer
55, op. cit.

11. http://europa.eu.int/comm/
dg10/epo/flash/fl114_ip_en.ht
ml.



of the different EU member states.12 This paper begins with a
short discussion of various models for the EU as a civilian, mili-
tary, and normative power and the impact of the changing inter-
national environment on future security challenges. In the face of
these challenges, I propose that the EU’s CFSP should evolve fol-
lowing the model of what I term a ‘cooperative security provider’.
This model is based principally on a set of ideas that subsequently
serve as criteria to evaluate to what extent the EU complies with
the model and what it could do to comply with it further.

9
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12. See Roy H. Ginsberg, ‘Concep-
tualizing the European Union as
an International Actor’, Journal of
Common Market Studies, 3/1999,
pp. 429-54.
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A guiding model –
what for and which one?

Models for the EU’s international role

Since the end of the Second World War, the European project and a
number of conceptual models for its development have evolved
side by side. These models have resulted in a mixture of competing
political interests, normative designs and concepts of international
order. For example, at the time of the Hague Conference and the
creation of the Council of Europe in 1948, the idea of a ‘United
States of Europe’ was discussed. Later on, the concept of European
integration emerged. This soon absorbed several concepts of
Europe, viewed both as a process and as a political goal. The model
of federalism and ‘confederalism’, including liberal, conservative
and socialist perspectives, was disputed.13 The debate on the inter-
national role of the EC/EU14 from the 1970s to the 1990s, as well as
the corresponding models fuelling the debate, evolved along with
the international context and the level of European integration.
During this period three models for the EU’s international role
were discussed.

A civilian power

The civilian power model was popularised by François Duchêne in
the early 1970s.15 He correctly stated that, from the beginning, the
idea of European integration contained two basic aspects: one that
emphasised reconciliation between former enemies and possible
contributions towards world peace, and another that was based on
power ambitions. The changing international context at that time
was characterised inter alia by growing economic competition
between Western Europe and the United States, as well as by the
normalisation of relations with the Soviet Union. On the other
hand, it was also characterised by a new step forward in the Euro-
pean integration process following the efforts to create a political

13. See Heinrich Schneider, Leit-
bilder in der Europapolitik. Der Weg
zur Integration (Bonn: Verlag für Eu-
ropäische Politik, 1977).

14. In this study the term EU is
used generally.

15. François Duchêne, The Euro-
pean Community and the Uncer-
tainties of Interdependence’, in
Max Kohnstamm and Wolfgang
Hager (eds.), A Nation Writ Large?
Foreign Policy Problems before the Eu-
ropean Community (London:
Macmillan, 1973), pp. 1-21.
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Union and the EU’s enlargement through admission of the United
Kingdom, Ireland and Denmark. These developments led this
author to mark this time as a turning point, where the EU had to
decide which road it should take. Three paths were available to fol-
low based on the superpower, neutral and civilian power models.

Duchêne himself preferred to push for Europe as a civilian
power. His basic idea was that Europe would not be able to defend
itself over long periods of time, and that growing economic inter-
dependence necessitated collective management by leading pow-
ers. In order to become a respected player, the EU would have to
become more cohesive, and that equally applied to the field of
security. The aim, however, would not be to replace the US security
guarantee but to reinforce it in order to reduce any Soviet tempta-
tions and resist security-economic bargaining pressure from the
Americans. The EU was essentially designed to be a cooperative
actor that would implement common actions inside and outside
the Community. It was characterised by the civilian nature of both
its means and its ends. To support this model, Duchêne pointed to
three specific contributory factors: the ‘political genius’ of the
West European culture; the unique situation of Europe, in terms
of its political and military ruin following two world wars (result-
ing in the European population being the least militarised in the
world); and finally, the nuclear stalemate, which devalued the cur-
rency of military power and enhanced civilian, in particular eco-
nomic, influences. 

A military power

Nearly a decade later, Hedley Bull criticised the concept of the EU as
a civilian power by arguing that it was a ‘contradiction in terms’.16

The international context at that time was framed inter alia by
growing international quarrels about ‘Soviet expansionism’, the
missile crisis following NATO’s double-track decision on nuclear
modernisation and arms control, the future of détente and the
EU’s ‘Eurosclerosis’. Against this background, Bull’s central theme
was the military vulnerability of the countries of Western Europe.
His conclusion that West Europeans ‘should take steps towards
making themselves more self-sufficient in defence or security’17

was backed by three arguments.
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16. Hedley Bull, ‘Civilian Power
Europe: A Contradiction in
Terms?’, Journal of Common Market
Studies, 1-2/1982-83, p. 149.

17. Ibid., p. 152.
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First, Bull pointed to a serious divergence of interest in transat-
lantic relations in several central policy areas. The root cause of
this, he argued, was the inability of Europe to take on a greater
share of defence, possibly giving Europe greater influence within
the Atlantic Alliance. Second, the Soviet Union constituted an
ongoing threat. Hence, if Western Europe dissociated from the
Alliance, and therefore from its reliance on Washington, it would
have to maintain the balance of power in Europe by itself. Third,
Bull emphasised, ‘the first business of any community is to pro-
vide for its security’.18 The development of Europe’s own military
potential would both speed up West European reforms, he sug-
gested, and be appropriate to its status in terms of wealth, skills
and historical position. 

Subsequently, Bull outlined several conditions which would be
necessary before a real Europeanist strategic policy could be possi-
ble. First, Western Europe needed to provide itself with its own
(minimum) nuclear deterrent forces. Second, it had to increase the
size and quality of its conventional forces. Third, West Germany
needed to play a greater role in security issues. Fourth, France
needed to stay committed to the Gaullist approach. Fifth, the
United Kingdom needed to change its policy. Sixth, careful atten-
tion had to be given to the reactions of the superpowers. Finally,
West Europeans needed to develop ‘an appropriate form of politi-
cal and strategic unity’.19

A normative power

A third representation of the EU’s power in international relations
can be subsumed in the model of a normative power. Duchêne’s
civil power approach already in some respects referred to the basic
idea of diffusing civilian and democratic standards. For political
scientists such as Johan Galtung, ideological power is the power of
ideas. This, Galtung argues, is manifested in culture, and plays a
significant role in the assessment of the international role of the
EU.20 Especially following the end of the East-West conflict, the
study of international norms and the normative dimension of the
EU became a focus of scholars’ attention along with the rise of the
theory of social constructivism in the analysis of international rela-
tions.21 Ian Manners, for example, suggested that the EU repre-
sented neither a civilian power nor a military power, ‘but a norma-
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18. Ibid., p. 156.

19. Ibid., p. 163.

20. See Johan Galtung, The Euro-
pean Community: A Superpower in the
Making? (Oslo: Allen & Unwin
1973), pp. 33-47.

21. See Gert Krell, Weltbilder und
Weltordnung. Einführung in die Theo-
rie der internationalen Beziehungen
(Baden-Baden: Nomos, 2000),
pp. 240-60.
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tive power of a ideational nature characterised by common princi-
ples’.22 He described international norms as ‘a shorthand way of
expressing what passes for “normal”’.23 In other words, a norma-
tive power is characterised by its ability to shape standards of com-
mon sense.

The EU’s normative power is manifested in its well-developed
set of norms, which range from founding principles expressed in
its treaties (liberty, democracy, rule of law, human rights) to objec-
tives (social progress, anti-discrimination, sustainable develop-
ment), as well as European Council conclusions such as the
Copenhagen criteria expressed in the EU Charter of Fundamental
Rights. These norms are more than just declaratory aims because
they ‘represent crucial constitutive features of a polity which cre-
ates identity as being more than a state’.24 They are also valid for
the EU’s external relations, because they constitute external
sources of influence. These norms define the international iden-
tity of the EU.

The core question in discussions in the 1980s and 1990s was
what kind of international actor the EU was or should be – civilian
or military. In Panos Tsakaloyannis’s view, the EU had already lost
its civilian power posture in the early 1980s.25 When outlining
developments in the CFSP/ESDP in the late 1990s, Karen Smith
came to the conclusion that the EU ‘is now abandoning its civilian
power image’.26 Interestingly, Christopher Hill distinguished the
civilian power model from that of a power bloc, emphasising the
inclusion of the use of economic power for political ends in a
power bloc, but the exclusion of military force.27 However, using
Hanns Maull’s understanding of a civilian power, the EU has no
choice but to maintain its civilian status. The member states
accept the necessity of cooperation in the pursuit of international
objectives. They concentrate on non-military means, regarding
military power as only a last resort. They are, however, also willing
to develop supranational structures in order to address critical
issues in international affairs.28 Maull’s concept of a civilian
power does not completely rule out the use of military force as a
means to defend European principles, if that option is unavoid-
able.29

All these models have strengths and weaknesses. They are com-
peting abstractions of a complex ‘real world’. They help to provide
an overview of alternative political visions of the EU. The models
have been developed in different historical contexts and have been
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22.Ian Manners, ‘Normative
Power Europe: A Contradiction in
Terms?’, COPRI Working Papers
38/2000, p. 29.

23. Ibid., p. 32.

24. Ibid., p. 33.

25. See Panos Tsakaloyannis, ‘The
EC: From Civilian Power to Mili-
tary Integration’, in J. Lodge (ed.),
The European Community and the
Challenge of the Future (London:
Pinter, 1989).

26. Karen Smith, ‘The End of Civil-
ian Power EU: A Welcome Demise
or Cause for Concern?’, in Interna-
tional Spectator, no. 2, April-June
2000, p. 12.

27. See Christopher Hill, ‘Euro-
pean Foreign Policy: Power Bloc,
Civilian Model – or Flop?’, in Rein-
hard Rummel (ed.), The Evolution of
an International Actor: Western Eu-
rope’s New Assertiveness (Boulder:
Westview, 1990).

28. See Hanns W. Maull, ‘Ger-
many and Japan: The New Civil
Powers’, Foreign Affairs, 5/1990,
pp. 92 f.

29. Maull’s understanding of civil-
ian power comes nearest to my
prescriptive model of the EU being
a cooperative security provider.
However, his model still sticks to
the civilian-military dichotomy,
though mainly in its wording. One
reason for this may lie in the fact
that Germany and Japan are his
objects of analysis; another could
be the intention to keep a link to
the broader concept of civilianisa-
tion of Norbert Elias, Über den
Prozeß der Zivilisation, 2 Bde (Bern
and München: Suhrkamp,1969).
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adapted in several ways. On the one hand, the civilian power model
has evolved into a normative power model, whilst leaning away
from military aspects of power. The military power model, on the
other hand, has either been dismissed as unrealistic or moulded
into a civilian power model that encompasses the use of military
means. The validity of these models for the EU is controversial,
since they are either outdated, context-specific or too simplistic to
address real challenges in a complex world. 

The new security dilemma 

In the early 1990s, James N. Rosenau used a theoretical framework
to explain what he called the ‘turbulence in world politics’.30 At the
global level, Rosenau argues, the emerging new structure is a bifur-
cated system, consisting of a state-centric world and a multi-cen-
tred world. The sources of power are much more varied, fostering
diffuse relationships. Loyalties are widely dispersed and contin-
gent upon the performance of the actors; they are no longer
directed towards the state authority or legitimacy derived from it.
At the subnational level, Rosenau suggests, there are relatively
autonomous units in loosely organised flat hierarchies and net-
works. Power derives from numerous, well-organised and/or
wealthy groups with widely diffused sentiments of loyalty and
legitimacy, as well as a readiness to defy directives from the national
level. In general, people become increasingly interactive and inter-
dependent.

Rosenau’s critical point is that the advent of the post-indus-
trial era, with its technological and social dynamics, is at the heart
of global turbulence. The developing environment changes both
positively (by providing opportunities) and negatively (because of
the attendant risks), the way in which international policy-mak-
ing or international relations work. The consequence is what has
been called ‘post-international politics’, a term that Rosenau uses
to suggest ‘the decline of long-standing patterns without at the
same time indicating where the changes may be leading. It sug-
gests flux and transition even as it implies the presence and func-
tioning of stable structures. It allows for chaos even as it hints for
coherence. It reminds us that “international” matters may no
longer be the dominant dimension of global life, or at least that
other dimensions have emerged to challenge or offset the interac-
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lence in World Politics. A Theory of
Change and Continuity (New York:
Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1990).
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tions of nation-states.’31 All this has repercussions for our under-
standing of security. 

Turbulence means uncertainty and can lead to violent conflict
or war. The question is whether the use of force as a response to
turbulence will become more or less frequent. The answer depends
partly on the changing nature of conflict. Although there is a clear
trend towards a limitation on the use of violent coercion in the so-
called OECD ‘world’, this does not mean that the whole world is
heading for an era of perpetual peace. States will continue to main-
tain their ability to exert coercion and to wage war. However, this
will be a less viable and credible way of exercising control over
other actors, especially if they are non-state actors. 

In the paradigm of the ‘new security dilemma’, states are chal-
lenged much less by states than by social forces that act following
different rules and pursue multiple and competing objectives
within different time-frames, utilising a range of coercive
means.32 The fact remains that the mode of coercion that has
become predominant is intrastate, low-intensity conflict. For
example, in the year 2000, approximately 90 per cent of all wars
were intrastate wars, fought by regular and irregular armed
forces.33 The traditional security dilemma on the other hand is
based on interaction between states in search of one-sided secu-
rity, leading to a vicious circle of armament and counter-arma-
ment, thus undermining the initial goal of security. With the ‘new
security dilemma’ there is a greater division of benefits in a glob-
alised economy, and a declining possibility of states being able to
deal with defectors of all kinds within the international order.
There are many more incentives, especially for non-state actors, to
defect from international rules, norms, and values, which creates
insecurity. Cerny, however, points out that attempts to impose
security through intervention, ‘can create backlashes which inter-
act with complex globalisation processes to create new sources of
uncertainty: overlapping and competing cross-border networks of
power, shifting loyalties and identities, and new sources of
endemic low-level conflict.’34

Terrorism fits into the picture of low-intensity conflict. This
kind of violence has often been mentioned in the context of failed
states and societies. These are characterised by social fragmenta-
tion, violence and deprivation. Such a context is likely to be the
breeding ground, or offer a favourable environment, for terrorism.
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31. Ibid., p. 6.

32. See Philip G. Cerny, ‘The New
Security Dilemma: Divisibility, De-
fection and Disorder in the Global
Era’, Review of International Studies,
4/2000, pp. 623-46. See also
Hans-Georg Ehrhart, ‘Mil-
itärische Macht als Instrument der
Außenpolitik’, Streitkräfteamt,
Informations- und Medienzen-
trale der Bundeswehr (Ed.),
Reader Sicherheitspolitik, Ergänz-
ungslieferung 3/02.

33. See, for the definitions of war
and armed conflict and the statis-
tical data, www.sozialwiss.uni-
hamburg.de/Ipw/Akuf/kriege00
_text.htm.

34. Cerny, op. cit., p. 623.
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However, terrorism is not a new phenomenon. According to Mar-
tin van Crevelt, terrorism as a mode of low-intensity conflict is as
old as war itself. He highlights three principal characteristics of
present low-intensity conflicts: they
◗  tend to occur in underdeveloped countries;
◗  usually involve regular armies on one side and irregular forces on
the other, be they called guerrillas, bandits, terrorists or freedom
fighters;
◗  do not primarily rely on high-tech collective weapons, which are
‘the pride and joy of any modern armed force’35 but are not of
much use in low-intensity conflicts.36

What is new, however, is the perception of the ongoing privati-
sation of violence as a fundamental threat to international secu-
rity, and also the strength of international reaction to terrorist
acts. In November 2001 the United Nations Security Council
(UNSC) condemned acts of international terrorism for the first
time as ‘one of the most serious threats to international peace and
security in the twenty-first century’,37 recognising in this context
‘the inherent right of individual or collective self-defence in accor-
dance with the Charter’.38 NATO invoked Article 5 of the Wash-
ington Treaty for the first time in its history.39 The EU adopted
several common positions on combating terrorism.40 On 16 Janu-
ary 2002, the UNSC adopted, again for the first time in its history,
a resolution introducing extraterritorial sanctions against al-
Qaeda, a transnational non-state actor. 41

The rise of violent intrastate conflicts, as well as the use of new,
or seemingly new, forms of coercion as policy instruments, can be
interpreted as an expression of post-international politics. These
types of conflicts have not yet put at risk the existence of Western
states, however they have the potential to undermine regional sta-
bility. They can also threaten citizens’ and states’ interests and val-
ues, irrespective of whether they are directly or indirectly involved
in conflicts. The same applies to the basic norms of the national
and international order, as well as to the legitimacy of national
and international institutions. 

In consequence, states and international actors react by engag-
ing in intrastate violence or conflict more often than in the past.
Individuals, groups and transnational actors react similarly. In an
interdependent world, the formerly hallowed principle of sover-
eignty is increasingly called into question and security cannot
exclusively be provided on the national level. As one scholar has
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put it, we are witnessing ‘the development of a “common-risk”
society’.42 At the centre of new security thinking in post-interna-
tional politics is what UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan has
called ‘human security’. According to the statements of leading
politicians such as President Bill Clinton or Prime Minister Tony
Blair, made at the 54th UN General Assembly in Autumn 1999,
humanitarian intervention will be a central task of international
politics in this decade. 

Since the events of 11 September the fight against terrorism
has been identified as another crucial mission. Unfortunately, it
took the appalling terrorist attacks on the United States for the
international community to pay due attention to this kind of
transnational threat. However, one could get the impression that
the United States is acting once again following the traditional,
state-oriented approach. What started off as a war against the al-
Qaeda terrorist organisation quickly turned into a war against the
Taliban government of Afghanistan, with the potential to expand
against the ‘axis of evil’ states – Iran, Iraq and North Korea – in
future. On the one hand, the prospect of interstate war is a clear
mission that US forces could carry out. On the other, this kind of
traditional approach not only misses the initial goal but runs the
risk of causing further regional instability.43

It is widely recognised that there has been a radical change in
the nature of the international system since the end of the East-
West conflict. But the breakdown of the Soviet Union and its
empire is not so much the cause of this process as a symptom of a
complex change in world society. For some politicians it took
more than ten years to realise that the East-West conflict had defi-
nitely ended. Some of them are now trying to use the terrorist
attacks of 11 September to back their plea for more military hard-
ware of the traditional kind. However, these kinds of instruments
have only a limited impact in asymmetric conflicts against an
enemy who does not have a face and is neither a state, a govern-
ment nor an army. Three issues ought to be considered:
◗  the typical environment of failed states that serves as a breeding
ground for the emergence of a terrorist threat;44

◗  the possibility of coopting defectors through the increased avail-
ability of benefits; 
◗  the consequences of post-modern low-intensity conflicts for the
structure, equipping and doctrine of armed forces. 45 
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The controversial debate on humanitarian intervention or the
war on terrorism is outside the scope of this paper. What is impor-
tant is the fact that both issues are the expression of a much more
fundamental debate on the dynamics and character of violent
conflicts in our turbulent world. I would argue that the popular
rhetoric of ‘humanitarian intervention’ and the ‘war on terrorism’
only conceal the deep crisis in traditional defence and security
thinking. Without appropriate recognition and adaptation we
will not be able to deal adequately with the new security dilemma.
On the one hand the world is shrinking and becoming more vul-
nerable due to rapidly advancing technologically-driven interde-
pendence, but on the other hand it is characterised by deepening
cleavages between and within societies. If states are not able to sat-
isfy basic social needs such as those expected in the broadest sense
of ‘security’, they will (probably) be confronted with social frag-
mentation, politicisation of ethnicity and a destructive search for
group identity, which may end in a pathological path towards vio-
lence and destruction.46 

The new security dilemma cannot be dealt with through the
traditional approach of defence and security policy with clear-cut
definitions of interest and threat, and corresponding military
instruments. However, the challenges of the new environment
have to be dealt with because of the negative effects they might
have on regional and world order. The problem is that these effects
only become evident slowly and indirectly. They are diffuse and
often only perceived as relevant if a conflict leads to a high number
of atrocities and human rights violations being shown on TV
screens, or to what has been called ‘hyper-terrorism’.47 If these
cases arise, governments may come under intense public pressure
to ‘do something’, which may result in military activism, escalat-
ing costs and little in the way of positive results.

The security provider model

In the face of these challenges, I propose that the EU’s CFSP should
evolve following the model of what I term a ‘cooperative security
provider’. This model is based principally on the following five
ideas, derived from the changed international context and the new
security dilemma.
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NNoorrmmaattiivviissmm

The use of military power has to be checked by civilian norms as
defined in international public law. The main role of military
power in the post-modern, non-traditional understanding is to
transform conflicts from violent into non-violent forms of action,
to provide a minimum of deterrence as well as a sufficient defence
capability and ultimately to contribute to comprehensive security. 

AApppprroopprriiaatteenneessss 
External relations have to keep up with both the security-political
challenges of our troubled world and the expectations of its people.
Thus, security policy has to cope with the real challenges of world
society, which range from post-industrial interdependence, global-
isation and integration on the one hand to fragmentation, failing
states, the erosion of sovereignty and transnational threats on the
other. 

IInncclluussiivveenneessss
A policy dealing with complex challenges has to embrace all aspects
of power. The controversial debate on the use of civilian and mili-
tary power, and their interaction, basically reflects two different
approaches. However, it does not provide for a realistic and accept-
able model. On the one hand, a civilian power without military
means would lack an important instrument for keeping or shaping
international order. On the other hand, military means can only
cope with a limited range of these challenges. Thus the model has
to be inclusive and overcome the artificial assumption that civilian
and military approaches are exclusive. 

MMuullttii-lleevveell oorriieennttaattiioonn
The bifurcation of the post-international system into a world of
states and a world of sub-state actors has led to a proliferation of
actors who exert influence on a given situation. The complexity of
the security challenge renders non-state actors indispensable for
dealing effectively with problems that are essentially social in
nature. Thus these kinds of actors must be integrated into the
security approach. 

19

A guiding model – what for and which one?



1

Multilateralism

Coping with the new challenges to peace and security requires
intensive multilateral cooperation. Actors have to be sufficiently
strong and attractive to be able to contribute to the shaping of an
international order. At the same time, they have to cooperate
closely with international lead organisations in order to strengthen
regional and global norms and institutions. 

Taken together, these principles, which form the core of the
cooperative security provider model, represent a policy that aims
at what could be called ‘international security governance’. There
are, from my point of view, at least two compelling reasons for the
EU to follow the cooperative security model: first, it consists of a
wide range of policies and instruments and therefore allows for a
comprehensive response to the complexity of today’s security
environment; second, it corresponds to the EU’s own nature: the
EU itself is the prime example of multilateralism, a collective entity
with a body of law, built on cooperation and integration. At the
same time, EU member states have a strong preference for diplo-
macy over the use of military force. After a century of European
‘civil war’ this preference might be questioned to a certain degree,
but it seems deeply rooted in the collective memories of Europe’s
peoples and unlikely to disappear. Consequently, even if the EU
one day plays an important international role, it will certainly not
become a military superpower like the United States. The cooper-
ative security provider model therefore seems best suited to both
Europe’s specific needs and the new security challenges of the
twenty-first century.

However, the model itself will only play a guiding role for CFSP
if the CFSP fulfils three conditions: first, it needs to be defined
with reference to a specific historical and social context; second, it
will only gain relevance if both the normative and actual interpre-
tations of security policy correspond with one another – CFSP
must be socially accepted; third, it must be translated into maxims
for action whose purpose is the implementation of the model. For
the EU, five such maxims can be developed.
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1) Normative dimension

There needs to be an adequate set of norms and values which guide
the EU’s foreign policy actions, thereby enhancing international
stability and peace. If proclaimed norms and values and foreign
policy actions diverge, the process of identity building and interna-
tional credibility will be severely damaged.

2) Conflict prevention
The main emphasis should be on conflict prevention.48 Prevention
is always better than cure. Besides, such an approach gives rise to
lower political, financial, economic, moral and human ‘costs’ than
traditional approaches. 

3) Institutions and instruments
Adequate institutions and instruments should be developed. It
does not make any sense to declare good intentions that unfortu-
nately cannot be put into practice because of a lack of both func-
tioning institutions and appropriate civilian and military instru-
ments. These instruments are not a sufficient, but a necessary
condition for the forming and enforcing of the political will of EU
member states. 

4) Operational culture
A new operational culture needs to be created. The nature of con-
flict has changed, and with it the operational environment. There is
an urgent need for a re-think on civil-military relations. As James
Rosenau puts it, ‘The state-centric and the multi-centric world
need to be combined in a cooperative and efficient way.’ 

5) Cooperation with OSCE/UN
Cooperation with international lead organisations needs to be
intensified. A division of labour between the EU, OSCE and UN
should be developed. Furthermore, the tricky question of mandat-
ing has to be tackled. This is an extremely important issue because
it concerns international legitimacy and legality. 
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These maxims for action can serve as criteria to measure the
extent to which the EU already conforms to the model of a cooper-
ative security provider. What kind of international actor the EU
will become in reality has still to be determined. It is obvious that
the EU is much more than a nineteenth-century concert of powers,
each member state balancing the other through power politics
and shifting alliances. Nor is it a hierarchical state model. The EU
can be described as an evolving multilevel decision-making system
in which member states predominate in CFSP matters but are
increasingly tied by legal acts through common strategies, joint
actions and common positions, as well as by a trend towards fed-
eralism encouraged by the necessity of efficiency.49 In the next
chapter, the extent to which the EU complies with the above-men-
tioned criteria will be examined.
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Assessment and
recommendations

The normative dimension 

As discussed above, the concept of security is changing, driven by
the international environment. This is leading to a broader under-
standing of security beyond those interpretations that prevailed
during the period of the East-West conflict and which were prima-
rily focused on territorial defence and survival of the socio-political
system, including its values and norms. Today, two critical ques-
tions are: whose security are we talking about, and what are the val-
ues to be defended? The answers are – as they always have been –
normative. The crucial shift today is in regard to the beneficiary in
security matters. On the one hand, the beneficiary is no longer
exclusively the state but more and more the individual. On the
other hand, the values to be protected are increasingly connected
with human rights. The traditional role of the state as a sovereign
power is being challenged. The emergence of new security issues
and actors makes it increasingly difficult for the state acting alone
to control the course of events. Consequently it increasingly relies
on international cooperation and multifunctional or hybrid secu-
rity organisations that were designed to deal with varying security
challenges and tasks.

For instance, NATO has tried to adapt to the new circum-
stances by reforming its politico-military defence organisation
into a hybrid security organisation. NATO claims that it is a guar-
antor of stability beyond the borders of its member states by virtue
of cooperation and crisis management. At the same time the task
of guaranteeing the territorial integrity of its members states
remains the same for NATO as before.50 In parallel, the EU is
adapting to the new environment by deepening and widening its
structures, embracing inter alia the ESDP project in order to be able
to cope more effectively with challenges to peace and security.51

Another consequence of the declining role of states is a grow-
ing interest in strengthening the normative and legal dimension

23

What model for CFSP?

50. See, for the transformation
process of NATO, William Hop-
kinson, ‘Enlargement: a new
NATO’, Chaillot Paper 49 (Paris: In-
stitute for Security Studies of
WEU, 2001).

51. See, for the transatlantic di-
mension and the question of bur-
den sharing, Hans-Georg Ehrhart,
‘The Balkan Test Case for EU For-
eign Policy‘, Internationale Politik
Transatlantic Edition, September
2002.

2



2

of the ‘post-international’ system. International politics is becom-
ing more and more a system of rights and duties in which actions,
especially in the realm of security, need to be reasonable in terms of
any cost-benefit analysis and justifiable in international law if they
are to be considered legitimate. In this context the issue of human
rights is attaining increasing validity within an evolving system of
international law.52 It is obvious that human rights policy can
only be a part (albeit an important one) of foreign policy, and that
power politics and national interests will continue to matter in the
new international environment. However, the changing interna-
tional context requires a more enlightened interpretation of
national interest. 

Thus we can conclude that, in the new international context,
‘security policy increasingly becomes an instrument to uphold the
law rather than an instrument to defend self-interest in a system of
anarchy. Respect for democracy and human rights become condi-
tions for security.’53 Whether this view of the evolving post-inter-
national system will prevail and find widespread support depends
to a certain degree on how the EU and the CFSP develop. Whereas
this is also valid for NATO, European integration goes beyond
such a basis. The EU encompasses a broader area of responsibility,
which is mirrored by the three-pillar structure. Furthermore, it is a
more ambitious political endeavour. Despite the fact that it is
evolving slowly and without a common understanding of its final-
ité politique, it seems to be developing into a new, semi-federal actor
or entity.54

The primary condition for such a process is not only the com-
patibility of basic norms and values, but also mutual trust that has
to accumulate through common experience and actions as well as
through a certain symmetry of interdependence, politico-struc-
tural similarity and the existence of a variety of channels of coop-
eration and communication transcending the governmental level.
All these factors are valid for the EU member states. Additionally,
there has to be a purpose for the formation of a common identity
which is, for the EU, inter alia the establishment of a peaceful and
united Europe. 

This is especially the case if one bears in mind current chal-
lenges from both the forthcoming enlargement of the Union and
its repercussions, as well as the existing and potential conflicts
over the EU’s borders and beyond. From a historical perspective,
the creation of a peaceful community among the member coun-
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tries of the EU was the main purpose of the integration process.
The hubris of nationalism which led to two world wars and
tremendous human suffering and devastation, but also the threat
of nuclear annihilation during the Cold War, constitute a funda-
mental experience which had a deep impact on the forming of a
European identity and provided for a common sense of belonging
in terms of a community of values. 

Against this historical background, the EU has been widely
regarded as a model to overcome and resolve deeply rooted con-
flicts between its member states. It is classified as being a ‘demo-
cratic peace’, as international relations theorists have called it. To
encapsulate this approach, democracy is premised on a causal
relationship with peace. Democracy can be characterised by fea-
tures such as the separation of powers, pluralism, rule of law and
the protection of human rights. Consequently, democracy is not
only a system of rules but also a system of norms and, above all,
gives preference to peaceful change. However, whereas academics
have convincingly argued that wars among democracies are
unlikely, the concept of a causal relationship between democracy
and peace has empirically been proved wrong. Thus, democratic
states or coalitions of democratic states do not necessarily pursue
a peaceful and non-violent foreign policy.

Furthermore, the reasons for the recourse to military means by
democracies in the past have not been limited to self-defence. In
the 1950s, democratic states used military force in colonial wars,
and throughout the Cold War for the maintenance of spheres of
influence. Further examples of why democratic states employ mil-
itary action include the maintenance of international order, e.g.
the Gulf War; humanitarian reasons, e.g. Kosovo; or the fight
against terrorism. The first two of these contingencies are
excluded as policy options for the EU. However, the last three
might gain relevance within an evolving ESDP. Although Art. 17
TEU states that the CFSP ‘shall include all questions relating to
the security of the Union, including the progressive framing of a
common defence policy, which might lead to a common defence’,
it exclusively refers to the so-called ‘Petersberg tasks’ (Art 17.2), i.e.
humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks and tasks of
combat forces in crisis management, including peacemaking. 

The task of combating terrorism is not mentioned expressly.
Nevertheless the EU sees itself as ‘one of the leading partners of the
global coalition against terrorism’.55 Ten days after the 11 Sep-

25

Assessment and recommendations

55. External Relations, ‘11 Sep-
tember attacks: The European
Union’s broad response’,
www.europa.eu.int/comm./110
901.



2

tember attacks, the European Council declared that the fight
against terrorism would ‘be a priority of the European Union’.56 In
general, terrorism is perceived as a real challenge to the world and
to Europe. As to the specific attacks by al-Qaeda, these have been
condemned as ‘an assault on our open, democratic, tolerant and
multicultural societies’.57 Consequently the Union has called for
‘the broadest possible coalition against terrorism, under the aegis
of the United Nations’, the aim being ‘to defend our common val-
ues’.58 This approach is covered by the remit of the TEU.

If one looks closely at the normative dimension of the CFSP as
defined in Art. 11 TEU, the first two objectives are seen to be ‘to
safeguard the common values, fundamental interests, independ-
ence and integrity of the Union in accordance with the United
Nations Charter’, as well as ‘to strengthen the security of the
Union in all ways’. In other words, the security of member states
should be maintained against whatever threat, including terror-
ism, faces them. Moreover, the subsequent objectives relate not
only to stability in general but also to member states’ individual
security: ‘to preserve peace and strengthen international security,
in accordance with the principles of the United Nations Charter,
as well as the principles of the Helsinki Final Act and the objectives
of the Paris Charter, including those on external borders’, as well
as ‘to promote international cooperation’. Finally, according to
the Treaty, the CFSP will help ‘to develop and consolidate democ-
racy and the rule of law, and respect for human rights and funda-
mental freedoms.’ That means the EU seeks to export the norms of
its own peaceful order beyond its own borders in order to enhance
stability and peace. 

According to the preamble of the TEU, the whole CFSP endeav-
our has essentially two normative functions: the reinforcement of
European identity and independence, as well as the promotion of
peace, security and progress in Europe and the world. In other
words, CFSP is not confined to Europe, as some like to maintain,
but implies a global approach corresponding to universal values
and fundamental rights, and indeed to all the challenges and risks
attributed to the globalisation process.59 However, if only for geo-
graphical reasons, Europe remains at the centre of this approach.

The export of stability does include the use of force in line with
the principles of the UN Charter. The normative problems that
the EU member states are facing in this context are threefold. First,
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legitimacy and respect for national and international law is of
utmost importance to Western societies, but the existing legal
norms do not match the new challenges of internal and transna-
tional violent conflict.60 However, does it necessarily follow that
there is a right of pre-emptive military action, as favoured by the
Bush administration?61 And should the EU, as a British diplomat
recently suggested, adopt double standards and navigate, like the
United States already does, ‘between the postmodern and the pre-
modern world’?62 Second, opposing groups, bands or networks
largely adhere to other systems of norms, values and beliefs. Does
the fight against these forces justify violation of the most
entrenched principles of democracy and respect for human
rights? Third, the need to combat low-intensity conflict ‘will cause
regular forces to degenerate into police forces or, in case the strug-
gle lasts for very long, mere armed gangs’.63 How can the slide
down this slippery slope be halted? 

Recommendations

In sum, the EU has developed a comprehensive and consolidated
set of norms and values that are also reflected in the objectives and
guidelines of CFSP. This normative set is characterised by a broad
understanding of security that goes beyond the mere absence of
war. It aims in particular to embrace both the gradual export of the
EU’s system of peace to other European countries, through a
widening process, whose limits still have to be defined, and it also
comprises a declared intention to be engaged globally in order to
enhance peace, security, prosperity and development around the
world. However, the prospect of becoming engaged by using mili-
tary force raises normative questions that still have to be tackled. 

The EU is a strong advocate of human rights, and this is
reflected in a range of foreign policy actions. As a community
based in law, the EU’s foreign policy actions are restricted in prin-
ciple, although every country is free to interpret international law
and common values in practice. This relative freedom of manoeu-
vre might decline in the wake of the slow but ongoing rapproche-
ment of the different national security systems. This process
could, however, be furthered by observing the following recom-
mendations: 
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◗  The development of a ‘European White Book on Security and
Peace’ could mark an important step towards supporting the rap-
prochement of security cultures, although the difficulty of putting
abstract norms and values into practice in CFSP/ESDP will remain. 
◗  Another challenge is the problem of double standards, a perma-
nent threat to the internal and external credibility of any interna-
tional actor. The link, therefore, between values and norms as
regards specific foreign policy activities has to be stated in a con-
vincing manner.64 

◗  Coping with old and new threats in an adequate way without run-
ning the risk of damaging the EU’s basic values and norms will cer-
tainly be a challenge. The debate on US treatment of al-Qaeda pris-
oners in Guantanamo Bay is a good example. It hints at the general
problem of dealing with non-state actors who do not care about
rules of warfare and international law, instead following a totally
different ‘rationality’. However, one general guideline should be to
strengthen the rule of international law and implement it through
multilateral international agreements and actions.
◗  The EU should not participate in pre-emptive military actions
without the approval of the UN Security Council.
◗  The EU should not subordinate the international principles of
human rights to considerations of efficiency in its fight against ter-
rorism. It should continue to build a world of true human security
by highlighting the links between development, human rights and
democracy.65 

Conflict prevention 

Actors who evolve as security providers undoubtedly have to focus
on a policy of structural and acute conflict prevention. Structural,
early or long-term conflict prevention is directed against the root
causes of conflict, whereas acute, short-term, late, operational or
direct conflict prevention seeks to prevent an escalation of existing
crises into widespread violence.66 The challenge of the structural
approach lies in its broad policy scope, which involves a wide range
of actors necessitating close coordination and cooperation. The
fundamental problem of acute prevention is that it is more reactive
than proactive. Generally, prevention policy (preventive diplo-
macy) is designed to deal with external situations in which major
civil conflict has not yet broken out. The alternative to this
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approach would be to let conflicts escalate into violence and then
either stand aside and let things run their course or become
engaged later with the consequence of higher risks in using mili-
tary force. In this situation the term ‘crisis management’ is usually
applied, which the EU defines as ‘actions undertaken with the
main objective to prevent the vertical (intensification of violence)
or horizontal (territorial spread) escalation of existing violent con-
flicts.’67 In other words, crisis management is also prevention pol-
icy, though a belated one. As structural and acute prevention may
fail, the international community also needs to be able to take on
crisis management tasks.

There are at least four basic reasons for giving preference to pre-
vention over mere crisis management:
◗  The first reason concerns financial cost. The cost-benefit analysis
is a detached but convincing argument. Empirical studies have
shown that conflict prevention actually costs the international
community less, or would have cost much less, than the conflicts
themselves. In other words, conflict prevention is far more eco-
nomical.68 As I have mentioned earlier, the laissez-faire option for
dealing with regional security is not realistic, because of the risk of
regional spillover of conflict. In the case of internal violent conflict,
the interests of external powers are sooner or later affected. Refugee
aid, loss of economic opportunities, military expenditure and costs
for reconstruction and rehabilitation are common financial bur-
dens for external actors. Hence, from an economic point of view,
the international community needs to engage in conflict preven-
tion as early as possible.
◗  The second reason concerns domestic political costs. Here, the
financial factor plays a major role as well. Especially in democra-
cies, parliament and government are held responsible for expendi-
ture. Policy-makers are therefore well advised to spend their budget
effectively (i.e. on conflict prevention, rather than increasing
defence budgets). This is especially true if one considers that EU
member states themselves face ongoing social and political con-
straints that will make any significant rise in military expenditure
more difficult in the years to come. A further domestic aspect is
fragile public support for involvement in violent conflicts. On the
one hand, people do not like to see human suffering; on the other,
they do not accept failures of armed intervention. Finally, the
media and opposition parties can make it difficult for govern-
ments that fail in their attempts to deal with violent conflicts. 
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◗  The third reason for pursuing conflict prevention is external
security. Although the countries of the EU are not directly threat-
ened by internal conflicts, they hold a vested interest in regional
stability in their neighbourhood. For example, because of the risk
of horizontal escalation the EU needs to be engaged in the Balkans
in order to contain, transform, and resolve the crisis there. Another
argument for becoming engaged preventatively is the nature of
‘new’ conflicts and related risks such as warlordism, trafficking in
arms, drugs and people, terrorism or international crime. These are
rather diffuse security challenges that cannot in the first place be
met using the military’s traditional recipes. The later these security
challenges are dealt with the more difficult and dangerous the task
becomes. 
◗  The fourth and probably main reason concerns international
order and related norms. Both provide the indispensable frame-
work for regional and international stability, which is a necessary
precondition for investment and trade. This is especially valid in a
world characterised by globalisation; surely, it is not a single low-
intensity conflict that is going to destabilise the post-interna-
tional system? However, it is the sheer volume of low-intensity
conflicts and their effects that lead to an erosion of international
order. If the idea that brute force works gains currency, we risk
entering a process of de-civilisation that will endanger interna-
tional order.69

Since the beginning of the 1990s international awareness of
the necessity for new forms and methods of conflict prevention
has, at least in the rhetoric, gained significance. In many speeches,
high-ranking politicians have stressed the compelling logic of
conflict prevention. International institutions and gatherings
such as the November 1999 Presidential Statement of the UNSC
and the December 1999 meeting of the Group of Eight Industri-
alised Nations (G8) consistently highlight the need for preven-
tion. Nearly ten years after the UN Secretary-General’s Agenda for
Peace called for preventive diplomacy, such an approach to security
is beginning to take shape. Meanwhile, some appalling mass
killings, such as those in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Rwanda, have
led to much soul-searching about responsibility for this kind of
disaster and the implications both for the countries directly
involved and the international community as a whole. Experts,
practitioners and policy-makers have suggested that a ‘culture of
prevention’ needs to be developed.70 The events of 11 September
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prompted high-ranking officials to examine issues related to the
root causes of terrorism as well as the question of what could be
done in terms of preventive action.71

Despite these developments, as well as some initial achieve-
ments, conflict prevention is, as Michael Lund has rightly diag-
nosed, ‘still not a regular policy’.72 This failure can be explained
partly by three general problems: 
◗  The earlier prevention begins, the more difficult it is to identify its
special nature. If all politics is prevention-oriented, it will be diffi-
cult to tell the difference, and the very notion of prevention will run
the danger of becoming an ideological term.
◗  Structural prevention is a long-term task and therefore largely
incompatible with the functioning of modern democracies in our
media-oriented societies. Although there is no lack of early warn-
ing, politicians (and ordinary people) usually react only if they are
directly confronted. 
◗  Typically, few people notice if prevention policy has been suc-
cessful. Similarly, people are not able to recognise the link between
structural reforms and their preventive effects, because it is always
difficult to show the reasons why a conflict has not occurred.
Sometimes prevention needs to be pursued secretly, for example if
very sensitive minority questions are dealt with in the framework of
preventive diplomacy, but have to be concealed from the media in
order to avoid a possible worsening of the situation. 

The challenge of policies focused on prevention does not make
prevention an impossible task. On the contrary, one has to deal
with both the fundamental and practical challenges. There are,
among others, three practical problems that could be tackled suc-
cessfully. 
1.  There is conceptual confusion about the essence of the preven-
tive approach. Nowadays, conflict prevention often becomes
reduced to acute prevention and equated with reactive humanitar-
ian intervention in ongoing violent conflicts. Although this kind
of prevention is part of a crisis cycle, violent conflict does not occur
out of the blue but develops step by step. Disregard for this factor
would have tremendous practical implications for intervening
third parties, because the stage that a conflict has reached deter-
mines the appropriateness of the response and the definition of the
means. Thus, conflict prevention has to deal with both the root
causes of conflict by means of both structural and acute preven-
tion. In both cases a variety of political, economic, legal and mili-
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tary measures as well as different types of action will be appropri-
ate.73 It is important that the overall objective is not simply
restricted to avoidance of violence. Long-term structural aspects of
conflict, such as underdevelopment, inequitable distribution of
resources, weak social structures or undemocratic political sys-
tems, must be addressed. 
2. The focus is mainly on prevention without giving further
thought to the fact that first of all one has to diagnose a particular
conflict thoroughly in order to prescribe appropriate ‘remedies’.
Crisis prevention is not only about political will and action ‘but get-
ting effective action, or at a minimum “doing no harm” ’.74 The
techniques and instruments of the intervening third party need to
be deliberately responsive to specific local circumstances if they are
to be effective. Thus, conflict prevention needs above all to be based
on thorough, objective conflict analysis. 
3.  The relative failure of conflict prevention can be attributed to
deep-rooted organisational habits and associated vested interests.
Bureaucratic apparatuses usually act according to well-known pro-
cedures and strictly within their spheres of competence. They have
difficulties in changing direction and transcending their preserve,
especially if there is no discernible political impetus or pressure in
such a direction. If a culture of prevention is to be realised, interna-
tional players will need to assimilate the related know-how and
habits: there is no culture without customs. Thus, another conclu-
sion is that there has to be a deeper and wider analysis of conflict
prevention, i.e. regular and systematic consideration of what
effects every kind of activity regarding a region or country may have
in a given or potential conflict situation.

What role does conflict prevention play in the EU’s approach
to foreign policy? In the first chapter I mentioned the conflict-
transforming function of integration within the EU. The integra-
tion of young south European democracies such as Spain, Portu-
gal and Greece during the 1980s played a stabilising role.
Furthermore, the policy towards the African, Caribbean and
Pacific (ACP) countries, which was pursued in the framework of
the Yaoundé and Lomé agreements, can be interpreted as an
implicit contribution to regional stability. Finally, some CFSP
provisions defined in the Maastricht and Amsterdam treaties cor-
respond to the basic requirements of prevention. They include
objectives such as human rights, the strengthening of democracy
and the rule of law, and the incorporation of the Petersberg tasks. 
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However, it was only in the mid-1990s that the EU started to
deal explicitly with conflict prevention. In doing so it focused on
three areas. First, the Commission and the Council grappled with
Africa, using the Conclusions on ‘Preventive diplomacy, conflict
resolution and peacekeeping’ announced on 4 December 1995,
the adoption of a common position on ‘Conflict prevention and
resolution in Africa’ on 2 June 1997 and the Commission commu-
nication entitled ‘Cooperation with ACP countries involved in
armed conflicts’ as their starting point.75 Second, the EU
launched its first joint action by initiating the stability pact for
Central and Eastern Europe. This successful endeavour was
explicitly an act of preventive diplomacy and actions such as the
Royaumont Initiative and the Stability Pact for South Eastern
Europe followed.76 The whole EU enlargement process can be
interpreted as an act of structural prevention, especially since a
differentiated approach of ‘conditionality’ has been developed.
This is also true for the EU’s efforts in promoting regional cooper-
ation and integration on a global scale. Third, the EU has become
engaged in preventing and combating illicit trafficking in conven-
tional arms, and the spread of small arms and light weapons,
thereby furthering peace building regimes.77

A tentative conceptual basis for conflict prevention and man-
agement was laid down in a communication from the Commis-
sion to the Council several years ago.78 It is formulated in a four-
stage crisis response cycle. The cycle begins in time of peace, with
the main emphasis laid on conflict prevention by structural
means such as the promotion of democracy, the rule of law and
human rights. In the event of rising tension, short-term preventive
measures are then to be put in place in order to de-escalate the cri-
sis. These measures include political dialogue, sanctions, preven-
tive deployment and socio-political stabilisation measures. If con-
flict becomes violent, the objective becomes one of reducing
violence through coercive and non-coercive measures. Subse-
quently, a phase of post-conflict peace building begins. Instru-
ments such as demilitarisation, arms control, rehabilitation,
monitoring, political dialogue and institutional reforms are
brought into use. All these measures are aimed at the promotion
of structural stability as the ultimate goal.

This cycle set out by the Commission in regard to conflicts in
Africa has not, however, been translated into a general political
strategy for conflict prevention in the CFSP context – nor has it
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been implemented.79 One reason for this failure may be the fact
that the concept was the idea of the development ministers and
the DG VIII department of the Commission. In other words, it has
been seen as a low-profile topic. Another reason is the lack of
coherence and instruments required for such an approach.

There are several reasons why the EU has started to show an
interest in conflict prevention. There is a slow but growing aware-
ness that external violent conflict might have significant negative
effects on the EU members themselves. Further, as the EU is the
biggest world trading power and the world’s greatest donor of
humanitarian assistance and official development aid, crisis pre-
vention is a compatible focus. The Commission also has a bureau-
cratic interest in engaging in conflict prevention. Most instru-
ments come within its area of competence and justify the
significant role the Commission wants to play in the field of CFSP.
Crisis prevention is, additionally, a relatively cheap and non-con-
troversial policy field that is intended to give the CFSP a higher
profile. Finally, some member states have pushed this conflict-
prevention agenda for domestic reasons, such as the growing pres-
sure by NGOs and humanitarian organisations, or status-related
considerations in the case of the neutral EU member states.

Conflict prevention became more prominent when the ESDP
project started. The history of the Kosovo engagement has shown
once again that the international community did too little too late
to prevent the escalation of a conflict which had been evolving
over more than a decade. EU members in particular were con-
fronted with their own inability to act in military as well as non-
military conflict prevention and crisis management. At the begin-
ning of the debate on ESDP, however, countries such as the United
Kingdom and France were only interested in the military or
defence aspect, while the Scandinavian EU members especially
feared a militarisation of the EU. Germany adopted a mediating
role. While mentioned in the core documents of the European
Council of Cologne only in passing,80 the Helsinki Council elabo-
rated on the need to improve and make more effective use of
resources in civilian crisis management.81

As for the programmatic aspect, much progress has been made.
The joint report of the Secretary-General/High Representative
and the Commission, which was presented to the Nice European
Council, contains more than twenty recommendations dealing
with the improvement of coherence and effectiveness of the EU’s
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conflict prevention approach. The main tasks outlined were inter
alia the maintenance of conflict prevention as a fixed priority of
EU external action, the establishment and strengthening of prior-
ities in this field, and ‘to move the timescale for EU action forward,
becoming progressively more pro-active and less reactive’.82

The report, which was the first real effort by the EU to seek bet-
ter synergy in the field of conflict prevention, was followed by a
communication from the Commission containing a long list of
actual and potential instruments and suggesting possible future
activities in the field of conflict prevention.83 I will not go into
detail but will merely concentrate on two important ideas that
explain the main reasons for the failure of prevention policy. The
first is the notion that ‘there is an evident need for enhanced com-
mon analysis of root causes of conflict and of signs of emerging
conflict’. The second is based on ‘mainstreaming’. The Commis-
sion is taking steps in this direction by developing and integrating
conflict indicators in all country strategy papers, as well as using
practical programming tools such as a Conflict Prevention Hand-
book for mainstreaming conflict prevention measures being
developed.

The Göteborg European Council endorsed an EU Programme
for the Prevention of Violent Conflict intended to ‘improve the
Union’s capacity to undertake coherent early warning, analysis
and action.’ Conflict prevention was described as ‘one of the main
objectives of the Union’s external relations’ that ‘should be inte-
grated in all its relevant aspects, including the European Security
and Defence Policy, development and trade.’84 The Programme
drafted by the Permanent Representatives Committee
(COREPER) states that ‘in line with the fundamental values of the
EU, the highest political priority will be given to improving the
effectiveness and coherence of its external action in the field of
conflict prevention.’85 Furthermore, it contains an expression of
willingness ‘to set clear political priorities for preventive actions,
improve its early warning, action and policy coherence, enhance
its instruments for long- and short-time prevention, and build
effective partnership for prevention.’ Finally, steps to implement
these objectives are explained. It now remains to be seen if and how
they are put into practice.86

The same holds true for combating terrorism. The EU has
taken a firm position against terrorism, including states ‘abetting,
supporting or harbouring terrorists’ by applying ‘a coordinated
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and inter-disciplinary approach embracing all Union policies’.
However, it sees the development of a fair world system of security,
prosperity and improved development as a ‘condition for a strong
and sustainable community for combating terrorism’.87 In terms
of soft security the EU has a lot to contribute. It currently provides
55 per cent of the world’s development assistance and two thirds
of grant aid. According to Chris Patten, 11 September has shown
how important it is to support failed states and prevent them from
failing in the first place. Therefore the EU must tackle ‘the root
causes of terrorism and violence’.88 However, as structural preven-
tion could fail, the EU must also have the necessary ‘hard’ security
instruments to deal with states supporting terrorism as well as
transnational terrorism itself.89

Recommendations

In sum, I would conclude that the EU has started to pay increasing
attention to conflict prevention in its approach to foreign policy.
Although the issue has only been dealt with since the mid-1990s,
this approach has been gradually developed. Today conflict pre-
vention is – especially on the programmatic level – one of the main
policy objectives, and increasing effectiveness has a high priority.
At the same time, the EU is one of the most active supporters of pre-
vention. However, specific projects have to be examined to deter-
mine whether they have a positive or negative impact on the con-
flict situation. In the meantime, there is, in principle, consensus in
the Commission that there is an urgent need to incorporate pre-
vention activities into the context of its daily work. Conflict pre-
vention must be put into practice within all common policies, such
as environment, trade or agriculture. Moreover, these activities
have to be incorporated into the second pillar, since – as stated by
an insider – conflict prevention has to be ‘part of every relevant
aspect of the Union’s work’.90 Another weakness is the geographi-
cal and functional limitations influencing the EU’s prevention pol-
icy. There is no central entity capable of conducting a comprehen-
sive long-term assessment and evaluation of preventative
engagements. Finally, the main emphasis is, for the moment, on
acute prevention in the context of conflict management. This cri-
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tique notwithstanding, all in all the EU does comply with the sec-
ond criterion of being a cooperative security provider. However, it
remains to be seen to what extent the political commitment to con-
flict prevention will be fruitful, bearing in mind differing national
security priorities and the tricky problem of coherence.91 Never-
theless, the following steps could strengthen the EU’s conflict pre-
vention capability:
◗  A strong commitment with regard to conflict prevention as the
central CFSP objective should be envisaged in the context of the
TEU in 2004, giving a clear signal on institutionalising conflict
prevention. 
◗  In civilian preventive actions the application of Art. 27a TEU on
enhanced cooperation should be taken into account in the deci-
sion-making process.
◗  Although conflict prevention and crisis management are two
sides of the same coin, structural prevention is in any case the best
solution and should therefore be preferred to acute prevention. 
◗  The SG/HR and the External Relations Commissioner should
draw up a common yearly report on the EU’s conflict prevention
activities, including a list of examples of successful conflict preven-
tion. 
◗  Thought should be given to the question of how national and EU
civil servants can be better informed about prevention techniques. 
◗  The question of how to establish an institutional memory has to
be addressed. Three steps in this regard should be considered:

❙ The planning capacity of the Policy Planning and Early Warn-
ing Unit (PPEWU) should be increased drastically. 

❙ Much knowledge on conflict prevention has been gathered
during recent years, but it is diffuse and has not been systemati-
cally evaluated. Such a task could be carried out in various ways, by
revamping the PPEWU, by setting up an agency to act as a central
point for processing data on prevention addressed to desk officers
and units dealing with conflict and headquarters in the field.
Another method could be to merge the Commission and Council
Secretariat foreign policy staff.

❙ Continuing country and conflict analysis is a precondition
for an effective early warning system. Therefore, closer coopera-
tion with research institutes and academia should be envisaged.92
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Instruments and institutions

In order to be able to implement the various steps envisaged in the
crisis response cycle, the EU has to develop adequate means. The
lack of instruments for civilian and military tasks of crisis preven-
tion and management must be remedied. Furthermore, the insti-
tutions need to adapt to the new tasks. As for the civilian instru-
ments, the EU already has a variety of Community instruments for
structural prevention at its disposal, but few for acute prevention.
The military instruments of the member states had been in a state
of decline, and it was not envisaged that they would be employed in
an EU framework. Only the sudden evolution of the British posi-
tion, as expressed in the Franco-British St-Malo Declaration,
opened the way to the ESDP.93 The development of the ESDP made
institutional reforms absolutely necessary. Although the EU’s ten-
dency to focus overly on institutions is obvious, there are at least
three compelling reasons for reform. First, the existing institutions
were ineffective and ill-suited to the new tasks. Second, who else
other than the EU could provide a suitable framework for Euro-
pean conflict prevention and crisis management? Third, European
integration moves forward by means of common definition of
norms and institution building.94

New instruments

From the very beginning, the military aspect was found at the cen-
tre of the ESDP approach. The main reason was the Kosovo experi-
ence, from which it was possible to gain insights into the lack of
political structures and military capabilities among EU member
states. Furthermore, it was France and Britain that pushed the mil-
itary capabilities issue onto the European agenda in order to
reduce the growing capability gap within the Atlantic Alliance.95

Consequently, the European Council of Helsinki agreed on the
military headline goals. The Helsinki headline goal envisaged that
‘Member States must be able, by 2003, to deploy within 60 days and
sustain for at least 1 year military forces of up to 50,000-60,000 per-
sons capable of the full range of Petersberg tasks.’96 Furthermore,
the Council decided to develop collective capability goals in the
fields of command and control, intelligence and strategic trans-
port. A first capability commitment conference was held on 20
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November 2000. On that occasion, member states committed
more than 100,000 soldiers, 400 fighter aircraft, and 100 ships.
One day later, 15 European (but non-EU), states made their first
commitments. Currently, the quantitative implementation of the
headline goal is satisfactory. However, realisation of the qualitative
aspects such as mobility, logistics and C3I will be more demanding.
At the Göteborg summit deficits were identified and member
states committed themselves to ‘specific additional measures in
order to address the identified shortfalls’.97 However, they were not
able to adopt a detailed capability development mechanism at the
capability improvement conference that took place on 19 Novem-
ber 2001 in Brussels.98 They did agree on a European Capabilities
Action Plan (ECAP) based on the principles of enhanced effective-
ness and efficiency of European military efforts, a ‘bottom-up’
approach to European defence cooperation, coordination between
EU member states and cooperation with NATO, and the impor-
tance of broad public support.99 A report on the ECAP shows that
the member states have met only 104 of the 144 capability targets.
The reason for this is not a shortage of money: the EU countries
spend 180 billion on defence. The problem stems from the manner
in which the available money is being used. Moreover, member
states seem to be reluctant to engage in multilateral solutions.100

As to the impact of global terrorism, the SG/HR stated during
an informal meeting of EU defence ministers in October 2001 that
the fight against terrorism did not make the Petersberg tasks less
relevant. However, the ministers concluded the EU member states
ought to review their capabilities ‘to ensure that we take full
account of the terrorist threat to our forces when deployed on cri-
sis management operations.’ Javier Solana emphasised the impor-
tance of improving the information available to policy-makers.
This concerned ‘not just . . . the threats posed by terrorism itself,
but also [assisting] in the early warning process, giving advance
notice to harmful trends and potential causes of terrorism and
other threats to European interests.’ Consequently, he proposed a
greater capacity of the Secretariat-General to handle confidential
information.101 Finally, in its declaration on the contributions of
CFSP/ESDP in the fight against terrorism the European Council
took a firm and more detailed commitment with regard to action
and the development of related instruments.102

The decisions on military capabilities have been accompanied
by progress in the civilian dimension of ESDP. In order to imple-
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ment the goals being defined in the action plan of the Presidency
Report on non-military crisis management, an inventory of
national and collective resources was set up as a database. Fur-
thermore, a study of the lessons learned in past crises was made in
order to define clear future objectives for member states. On this
basis the EU identified four priorities among civilian aspects of
crisis management, on which it has gradually started to coordi-
nate its efforts.103

The first priority suggested was the provision of policing capa-
bilities. At the Feira summit member states committed themselves
to making available up to 5,000 police officers by 2003, 1,000 of
them to be deployable within 30 days.104 Procedures have now
been developed to meet this target, principles have been defined
and two concepts developed, based upon recent experiences in
conflict management, and the necessary capabilities identified.
The first concept concerns the strengthening of European capa-
bilities and the second the substitution of local police forces.105

Furthermore, a conference of national police commissioners on
police capabilities was held on 10 May 2001. Finally, a police
action plan has been drafted and partially implemented, criteria
for selection, training and equipping of police officers have been
developed, principles and modalities for the contributions of non-
EU states developed and an exercise programme for police forces
approved.106 A Police Capabilities Commitment Conference at
ministerial level took place on 19 November 2001 in order to draw
together national commitments to meet the police capabilities
goals defined by the European Council at Feira. At the conference
member states made quantitative and qualitative commitments
to build up an EU police capability. The quantitative goal of pro-
viding 5,000 police officers by 2003 has already been met, and the
Feira headline goal of providing up to 1,000 police officers within
thirty days has been exceeded by 400.107

Activities related to the strengthening of the rule of law were
made a second priority. The EU’s approach is aimed mainly at the
strengthening and restoration of local judicial and penal systems.
A specialist database has been compiled and first targets, such as
the contribution of up to 200 officials in order to support the
police in criminal justice operations by 2003, have been outlined.
Furthermore, common standards and modules for training have
been developed since 2001. Finally, in a Rule of Law Commitment
Conference held in Brussels on 16 May 2002, it was announced
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that the concrete targets set at Göthenburg had been exceeded.108

The two remaining priorities are concerned with civilian
administration and the protection of civil populations. In the
field of administration general objectives have been formulated,
related mainly to the strengthening of overall EU capabilities.
Establishing a pool of experts and a database, with capabilities for
training and assessment based on common standards and train-
ing modules, has achieved this. As far as the protection of the civil
population is concerned, quantitative targets have been defined.
These include the provision of 2-3 assessment and/or coordina-
tion teams consisting of 10 experts in all. The teams could be
engaged within 3-7 hours; civil protection intervention teams
consisting of up to 2,000 persons available at very short notice are
also envisaged, as are supplementary forces including non-gov-
ernmental organisations and other entities that could be dis-
patched within two to seven days. The deadline for meeting these
criteria is 2003.109

The EU is following a pragmatic approach, as the activities con-
cerning civilian aspects of crisis management outlined above indi-
cate. The Union is concentrating its efforts on operations that deal
with the consequences of crisis management, a notable weakness
in the past. An important lesson from these experiences is that
restoring public security in a volatile environment requires not
only soldiers but also police officers, at least rudimentary struc-
tures of a penal and judiciary system, and the build-up of local
administration. Hence the EU aims to obtain capabilities suffi-
cient to prevent the escalation of violent conflict as well as to sta-
bilise post-conflict situations. In this context it is a primary goal
and a most demanding challenge to ensure the coherence and syn-
ergy of military and civilian approaches. The main issue at present
is the short-term goal of ensuring security through acute crisis
prevention and management. The long-term goal of structural
conflict prevention can only be reached on that basis. 

The Helsinki European Council therefore called on the Com-
mission to set up a Rapid Reaction Mechanism (RRM) as part of
its formulation of the ESDP. Accordingly, the new RRM budget
was approved by the Council on 26 February 2001, and allocated
20 and 25 million for the years 2001 and 2002 respectively. The
RRM will enable the Commission to initiate worldwide short-
term interventions in a more effective way. It is an effort to over-
come the procedural, budgetary and geographical barriers that are

41

Assessment and recommendations

108. See European Council,
Seville, Presidency Report on Euro-
pean Security and Defence Policy,
10160/02 REV 2, Brussels, 22
June 2002, p. 4.

109. See European Council, Göte-
borg, Presidential Report, op. cit.,
pp. 14-18.



2

hindering the use of Community instruments for effective crisis
management. The new mechanism will speed up the capacity for
action in fields such as election monitoring, institution building,
media support, police training, civil emergency assistance, reha-
bilitation, mediation, etc. The main purpose is to act as rapid sta-
bilisers and lay the foundations for eventual long-term assis-
tance.110

The criticism has been made that the amount of money
involved in the RRM is too small compared with the expenditure
needed to meet the military headline goals.111 From a more posi-
tive viewpoint it has to be stated that this is the first EU budget
allocation for acute conflict prevention. The main problem the EU
experienced in the Balkans was not a lack of funds but the overly-
bureaucratised way of handling them. In some cases it took up to
eight years for aid to reach its addressee. Hopefully the recent
reform of the Commission and its instruments will have a positive
effect on this deplorable record. Nevertheless it did not really over-
come the general problem that the world is divided into three dis-
tinct types of external relations with different Commissioners and
Directorates-General. 

Naturally, it will always be possible to find things to criticise,
but three points need to be mentioned in this analysis. Some
objectives of the four priorities of civilian prevention and crisis
management still exist on paper only. So far, most improvements
have been made according to the first priority, i.e. arrangements
for police forces. One has to bear in mind, however, that the build-
up of civilian capabilities is still a work in progress. 

It is a general weakness that the process of creating civilian
instruments is based entirely on voluntary contributions from
member states. This might lead to free-riding and/or a clumsy
implementation of the proclaimed objectives. As in the military
field, there is no political will to bind oneself to constraining,
Maastricht-like, convergence criteria. It was only after a struggle
over the size of national contributions that the ministerial Police
Capabilities Commitment Conference on 19 November 2001
finally achieved positive results.112 Interestingly, this conference
took place at the same time as the ‘Capability Improvement Con-
ference’ on military aspects of conflict management, signalling
the comprehensive ESDP approach.

The problem of financing civilian operations still needs to be
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resolved. According to Art. 28.3 TEU, ‘operational expenditure . . .
shall also [as the administrative expenditures following Art. 28.2,
(H-GE)] be charged to the budget of the European Communities,
except for those expenditures arising from operations having mil-
itary or defence implications and cases where the Council acting
unanimously decides otherwise.’113 The expenditure could also be
‘charged to the Member States in accordance with the gross
national product scale, unless the Council acting unanimously
decides otherwise.’114

An important step towards finding a solution has been made in
the context of the proposed European Union Police Mission
(EUPM) for Bosnia that will start its operation on 1 January 2003.
While France and the United Kingdom in particular favoured the
creation of a special fund outside the community budget (not
least to sideline the European Parliament and the Commission),
to which each country would have to contribute according to its
GDP, Germany rejected such an approach for several reasons. Not
only would Berlin have had to pay the biggest share of the costs (22
per cent), but the financial planning of ‘Agenda 2000’, defined at
the European summit in Berlin in 1999, would have been under-
mined. The German treasury was also anxious to set a precedent
for the financing of future EU crisis management operations.
Berlin, which is traditionally more oriented towards integration,
favoured the procedure foreseen in the Treaty being used as a rule.
In the end, the member states agreed that the start-up costs of 14
million would be financed through the CFSP budget 2002. The 10
million shortfall needed to cover the annual costs of the opera-
tion, 38 million between 2003 and 2005, is supposed to be covered
by an increase in the CFSP budget (through regrouping within the
CFSP budget).115 In this way the member states were able to find
an ad hoc solution for the EUPM. However, they not yet agreed on
a general solution for the financing of civilian EU missions. 116

Institutional reforms

As far as institutional reform is concerned, it was stated above that
more progress had been made, although the main impediment to
an effective CFSP – the bifurcation of the EU’s foreign policy into
two institutional ‘tribes’ – has been reinforced.117 In order to
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strengthen the capacity to act, important provisions have been
introduced into the Amsterdam and Nice treaties. These provi-
sions relate to improved voting procedures such as the possibility
of constructive abstention and qualified majority voting – except,
in the case of the latter, for questions that have military or defence
implications (Art. 23 TEU) – and to the introduction of enhanced
cooperation (Art. 27). Furthermore, new political and military or
‘pol-mil’ structures were established, including the post of High
Representative for the CSFP (HR, Art. 26) and the setting up of a
Political and Security Committee (PSC, Art. 25). Moreover, several
subsidiary organs have been created, including the PPEWU (or Pol-
icy Unit), the Committee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Manage-
ment (CIVCOM), the Military Committee (EUMC), and the Mili-
tary Staff (EUMS). Simultaneously, the Commission has started a
reform process with the aim of coping better with the coordination
of crisis management tasks. 

The creation of the post of High Representative for the CFSP is
probably the most important innovation of the institutional
reforms. On 18 October 1999, Javier Solana was appointed the
first High Representative for the CFSP. The post is combined with
that of Secretary-General of the Council. Solana’s two main tasks
have been described as follows: he shall assist the Council in CFSP
matters through contributing to the formulation, preparation
and implementation of policy decisions, and he shall act on behalf
of the Council through political dialogue with third parties. As
Secretary-General, Mr Solana is responsible for preparation of the
meetings of the Council as well as of its subsidiary bodies. He
heads an administrative structure consisting of around 2,500 offi-
cials working in eight different Directorates-General. The Direc-
torate-General dealing with external economic relations and
CFSP (DG-E) has been reorganised recently in order to contribute
better to initiatives in the context of CFSP/ESDP. Directorates
dealing with ESDP (D-VII), Defence Issues (D-VIII) and Civilian
Crisis Management and Coordination (D-IX) have been estab-
lished. The SG/HR can also call upon the expertise of the EUMS.

The SG/HR is intended to give the CFSP both a voice and a face,
and possibly evolve into the person whose ‘telephone number’ for-
eign leaders can call, thwarting any further Kissinger-type com-
plaints. However, it will take some time to reach that goal. Initially,
Javier Solana’s focus has been on making the new structures fully
operational and developing his own line of approach. As far as
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support from member states is concerned, it can be said that the
bigger EU member states seem to favour granting him a more
important role. In their view, Mr Solana should be given the per-
manent chair of the PSC in order to enhance both the visibility and
continuity of the CFSP. This proposal has however been rejected
by other member states, who are concerned that the rotating 6-
month presidential system will be put at risk. They fear loss of
influence in an area where only the big countries lead the way.
Consequently, when a joint action for an operation is being for-
mulated the question of chairmanship will have to be decided on a
case-by-case basis.118 For the sake of both swift reaction and
enhancing the EU’s visibility in world affairs, governments would
be well advised to loosen the reins on Mr Solana. 

The SG/HR is supported by the PPEWU. This newly created
part of the Secretariat-General, also termed ‘Policy Unit’, was cre-
ated shortly after Javier Solana took office. In deliberately choos-
ing a less spectacular name, the SG/HR wanted to send a modest
signal. This was motivated partly by reservations some member
states had with regard to the functions of the SG/HR, as well as
suspicion regarding the small team working in this new unit
(which consists of around 24 administrators together with some
additional staff).

The Policy Unit’s crisis analysis department is officially called
the Situation Centre or Crisis Cell. One staff member is appointed
from the Commission, ensuring that the so-called ‘coordinating
mechanism for civilian crisis management’ – as defined in
Helsinki – is taken into account.119 The Situation Centre (SIT-
CEN) is a joint civilian-military crisis management centre formed
by members of the Policy Unit together with the EUMC, thus
guaranteeing interaction between the two structures. In a crisis
management situation the SITCEN supports the PSC and the
EUMC directly.120 Furthermore, the SITCEN is set up to maintain
contact with the situation centres in NATO, the OSCE and the
UN.

The Policy Unit has a broad mandate that includes the moni-
toring, analysis and assessment of international relations, early
warning and the drafting of policy options and recommenda-
tions. However, it is barely conceivable that the limited human
resources – its personnel strength represents roughly twenty per
cent of that of the EUMC – will be able to cope with all these tasks.
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Although it is located in the same building and mirrors the same
functions as the corresponding directorates of DG-E, it is a sepa-
rate structure of mainly seconded officials. Given its limited
capacities, the suggestion that ‘the unit is developing into an
extended personal Cabinet of Mr Solana, rather than having the
early warning function’, sounds plausible.121 Early warning and
sound analysis, however, are two essential aspects of conflict pre-
vention. Therefore, much more has to be done in this field.
Another aspect is the legal status of a majority of the officials. As
they are seconded by their national governments, their allegiance
is not necessarily to Europe in the first instance. 

The PSC was established on 22 January 2001 as a committee
comprising national officials, usually of ambassadorial rank, plus
a representative of the Commission.122 The PSC can be chaired by
the High Representative, with the agreement of the Presidency.
The Committee has the task of monitoring the international situ-
ation, delivering opinions and presenting options to the Council,
as well as monitoring the implementation of agreed policies. Fur-
thermore, the committee ‘shall exercise, under the responsibility
of the Council, political control and strategic direction of crisis
management operations.’123

The PSC is intended to play a central role in the area of crisis
management by being the pivot of the CFSP where all informa-
tion, proposals and initiatives concerning an emerging or actual
crisis are collated in order to be able to make a comprehensive
assessment of the situation. The PSC gives guidelines to the
EUMC and receives recommendations from it. The Chairman of
the EUMC takes part in PSC meetings if necessary. The PSC also
supervises discussions on CFSP in various working parties, to
which it may give guidelines. It is supported by the European cor-
respondents and the Commission, who coordinate daily on CFSP
business. The PSC provides a privileged forum for dialogue on
ESDP with other European and/or NATO partners. 

Given the PSC’s key role, it is appropriate that it coordinates
both civilian and military instruments. To do this effectively the
PSC receives information, recommendations and possible
options from the CIVCOM and lays down guidelines on matters
falling within the CFSP.124 During a crisis situation, the PSC has
to cooperate closely with the COREPER, a first-pillar body of the
principal intermediaries with foreign ministers that plays a deci-
sive role in regard to financial matters.125 To this end the Chair-
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man of the PSC can participate in COREPER meetings when nec-
essary but has no vote. In a crisis situation, however, the PSC is the
sole subsidiary committee with right of direct access to the Coun-
cil. If the PSC evolves as the linchpin of the EU’s foreign policy, it
will be important to strengthen its position in order to bind
together the two sides of foreign policy-making. This could be
done by operating at the intergovernmental level when it comes to
hard security issues and, on the basis of Commission proposals
and qualified majority voting in the Council, the usual Commu-
nity procedures should be applied when dealing with soft security
issues.126

The Committee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management was
formally established by a Council Decision of 16 June 2000. The
Committee is composed of one representative from each member
state and the Commission. Formally, it has to report to the
COREPER. In practice, however, the link with the PSC is more
important, as it provides information to, and receives guidance
from, the PSC. The task of CIVCOM is not to coordinate civil-mil-
itary relations within the EU crisis management system – which is
the task of the PSC – but to coordinate all the national agencies
related to civil crisis management tasks. For the time being, the
main task is to elaborate a framework for civilian crisis manage-
ment and submit advice to the PSC as well as to other Council bod-
ies. It is not yet clear whether CIVCOM will also assume opera-
tional functions, and, if it does, what these functions will be.
Should CIVCOM play an operational role, this will certainly cause
trouble with regard to the Commission, since – given CIVCOM’s
intergovernmental nature – it would be able to influence Commu-
nity affairs. 

The ongoing reform of the Commission is intended to con-
tribute to the EU’s capacity to act in the field of external relations.
On the one hand, coherence with the second pillar (CFSP) has to
be guaranteed, while on the other the instruments of the first pil-
lar (EC) have to be examined and adapted to the new challenges
resulting from CFSP. The complexity of this undertaking
becomes clear if one looks at the EU’s system of pillars, according
to which different instruments have to be applied following par-
ticular decision-making procedures. In theory, this problem could
be solved by either merging the intergovernmental pillars with the
first pillar, i.e. by ‘communitarisation’, or by re-transferring
responsibilities from the Community to member states. As these
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approaches cannot currently be envisaged, for political reasons, it
is particularly important to improve inter-institutional coopera-
tion.

The Commission is an indispensable partner for conflict pre-
vention and management for several reasons. Firstly, it has at its
disposal the vast majority of the civilian instruments for dealing
with potential root causes of conflict. Secondly, the Commission
manages financial resources. While the CFSP budget amounts to
only 38 million, the Commission has billions of euros at its dis-
posal. As the Commission is one of the main providers of develop-
ment aid, it has a significant role to play in conflict prevention.127

Thirdly, it has the manpower. The number of Commission per-
sonnel who could contribute to crisis prevention tasks amount to
over 20,000 (15,000 in Brussels), plus those working in 111 dele-
gations (in addition to 17 offices) throughout the world. If there is
an international crisis the Commission is usually already at the
scene. 

According to Art. 27 TEU, the Commission shall be fully asso-
ciated with the work carried out in the CFSP. Consequently it has
sought to adapt its work to the new tasks. A first step in the Com-
mission’s reform process was the restructuring of external rela-
tions. The current Commissioner for External Relations, Chris
Patten, has to coordinate his portfolio with other relevant portfo-
lios. The main idea is to improve the quality of projects, speed up
their implementation, simplify contract procedures and end
delays in payment. Moreover, Mr Patten interacts with the SG/HR
and the Council, and is intended to guarantee that the Commis-
sion pursues a coherent foreign policy. He is supported by the
Directorate-General for External Relations (RELEX), which com-
prises the units responsible for security policy and Conflict Pre-
vention and Crisis Management within the CFSP directorate.
RELEX plays an important role in dealing with conflict preven-
tion within the Commission, notably through the drafting of
Country Strategy Papers. In addition a crisis coordination centre
was created in mid-2002 that is to coordinate the Commission
services in a crisis situation. This new centre could significantly
speed up Community action in the event of a crisis.

Another reform aims at improving the management of exter-
nal aid and support. At the beginning of 2001 the new EuropeAid
Cooperation Office was created to handle the greater part of the
aid and assistance projects. The main function of EuropeAid is to
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dovetail short- and long-term conflict management measures
more efficiently. It is supervised by a board chaired by the Com-
missioner for External Relations. The membership of the board
includes the Commissioner for Development and Humanitarian
Aid, who acts as the Chief Executive, as well as the Commissioners
for Enlargement, Trade, and Economic and Monetary Affairs
respectively. EuropeAid does not deal with short-term humanitar-
ian assistance, which is the task of the European Community
Humanitarian Office (ECHO).

Recommendations

In conclusion, the new instruments and institutional reforms are a
sign of the political will of member states and the Commission to
improve the EU’s potential for conflict prevention and crisis man-
agement. The new structure as a whole, however, does not simplify
the already complicated institutional landscape of the EU system,
in fact quite the contrary. The new institutional bodies of the sec-
ond pillar are composed for the most part of national delegates
who bring with them special bureaucratic interests from their
national ministries. The controversial debate on ‘Mr CFSP’ several
years ago, as well as the current definition of Mr Solana’s role,
underline the slow and difficult learning process of member states,
who are all too eager to safeguard their sovereignty, in particular
when it comes to security policy. After some quarrels about their
respective areas of responsibility, the Commissioner for External
Relations and the High Representative for the CFSP have estab-
lished a good working relationship. However, much energy has to
be devoted to the task of coordination. 

All in all, the EU has laid down an important foundation for
fulfilling the third criterion. As for the necessary capabilities, ini-
tially the main political focus has been on the shortage of military
instruments. The task of direct conflict prevention and post-con-
flict peace building, however, has also revealed tremendous short-
falls with regard to civilian instruments. As a result, the EU is cur-
rently focusing on developing civilian and military means of
grappling with situations where violent conflict is either immi-
nent, or has just ended, in order to be able to create a stable envi-
ronment. As for the military means, governments will have diffi-
culty in meeting the headline goals and at the same time
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respecting the limit on budget deficit laid down in the Stability
and Growth Pact of 1997. Consequently, the HG force will proba-
bly not become fully operational by 2003. At the same time the
question has been raised whether the Petersberg tasks are overly
restricted, bearing in mind the decisions taken by the European
Council (21 September 2001) as regards European policy on com-
bating terrorism. By contrast, civilian headline goals with regard
to policing, the rule of law, administration and civil protection
could be implemented on time because the costs are much lower.
Additionally, however, the following steps should be undertaken:
◗  In order to meet the ECAP capability targets the EU should strive
for more multilateral solutions. The ‘big three’ in particular should
take the lead in more multilateral projects.
◗  Military expenditure should be channelled towards the most
urgent military shortfalls. 
◗  Military structures should be streamlined and reorganised in
order to cope more adequately with post-modern, low-intensity
conflicts. 
◗  The fight against international terrorism should be included in
the Petersberg tasks, and the military headline goals should be
adapted to this new requirement (e.g. special forces and related
equipment). 
◗  Additional civilian crisis management capabilities should be
developed such as pools of experts for democratisation, mediation,
reconciliation, disarmament, demobilisation and freedom of the
media. 
◗  The problem of free-riding should be eased by the introduction of
binding commitments based on some formulation of ‘convergence
criteria’. 
◗  The question of financing the operational costs of civilian crisis
management should be resolved in generic terms. The general rule
should be to cover all expenses related to start-up costs, travel, com-
mon costs and per diems by the CFSP budget. The states should
cover the remaining costs.

European institutional reform is an ongoing but ever more dif-
ficult process, as the recent intergovernmental conferences of
Amsterdam and Nice have shown. Whether the Convention will be
successful in promoting radical reforms for the IGC in 2004
remains to be seen. The creation of new institutions is always the
result of a political compromise between member states, who are
usually unenthusiastic when it comes to sharing sovereignty, in
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particular as far as security issues are concerned. Nevertheless, cer-
tain events have led to the creation of new or adapted institutions
in the framework of ESDP, of which some parts are already learn-
ing from action while others are still in the process of reform. With
the SG/HR (and the new format of the Troika) the external visibil-
ity of the EU has been enhanced, but without improving its effi-
ciency. As European diplomacy remains limited for structural rea-
sons, the position of the SG/HR has to be upgraded. 
◗  A first step in this direction would be to institutionalise his role
as chairman of the PSC. 
◗  Furthermore, the question of the appropriateness of the current
Troika has to be addressed. In view of the six-monthly rotation of
the presidency, it would make more sense if the Troika, as a first
step, were headed by the SG/HR. As a second step the role of exter-
nal representation should be delegated to the SG/HR. This would
allow the rotating Council presidency to focus on the chairing of
the GAC or the future Foreign Affairs Council. 
◗  The SG/HR should be given the right to take initiatives in foreign
policy.
◗  The creation of the post of Deputy SG/HR should be considered,
in order to accomplish different tasks relating to the post in an effi-
cient way. This would include chairing the PSC while, in a crisis sit-
uation, conducting shuttle diplomacy. 
◗  At the IGC in 2004, the EU should reverse its decision to create a
separate structure for CFSP, which is sidelining the Commission,
and merge the functions of the External Relations Commissioner
with those of the SG/HR. This would bring the main branches of
the EU’s foreign policy together.128 The SG/HR would then have
both the authority and the means coterminous with the EU’s ambi-
tions in the sphere of external relations. 
◗  Compared with this proposal, it seems almost modest to request
a considerable increase in the staffing of the PPEWU and the Direc-
torate-General. This is a prerequisite for the functions of early
warning, planing and analysis, but it means that the CFSP budget
has to be increased. 
◗  A unit for intelligence and counter-terrorism should be created
within the PPEWU to act as a focal point for information provided
by member states. It should keep in close touch with the EUMS’s
intelligence branch and with the Europol anti-terrorist task force
that was created after 11 September. 
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◗  Special consideration should be given to the use of personnel
who specialise in civilian crisis management. The participation of
more experts from the Commission should also be considered. 
◗  Finally, the PPEWU’s future members should be European civil
servants. The advantages of this include the fact that they would
not represent an ‘alien’ element within the Council Secretariat,
their allegiance would be more European than national and it
would guarantee continuity. 

The Commission is undergoing a reform process that is in part
due to past events, including certain cases of mismanagement and
inefficiency.129 As to the Commission’s role in external relations,
it has started to consider improved inter- and intra-pillar rela-
tions, which has already resulted in the implementation of some
reform. The Commission has produced many good ideas and
blueprints in the field of conflict prevention, but neither struc-
tural nor acute prevention can be guaranteed merely through pro-
grammes for democracy and human rights. What is still lacking is
an integrated strategy.
◗  That will necessitate, firstly, detailed steps to be taken covering
the whole range of conflict prevention and crisis management,
which have to be prioritised according to a clear strategic direction. 
◗  The Commission’s new crisis coordination centre should lead to
greater synergy within the first pillar througha comprehensive pol-
icy based on mainstreaming conflict prevention. 
◗  Reform of the internal structure should aim at the establishment
of an integrated external service involving all external relations
DGs, all external relations departments and all delegations. 
◗  The Commission’s delegations in third countries and interna-
tional organisations should be transformed into EU embassies
which should be entrusted with following through CFSP actions.
◗  The main task remains improvement of the coherence of the poli-
cies of all three pillars. A process of ‘cross-pillarisation’ has slowly
begun,130 but further consideration should be given to the ques-
tion of how the Commission could be more closely associated with
defence-related issues. Of course, due to the reluctance of most
member states European defence will remain primarily an inter-
governmental matter for the time being. But given the possible
implementation of the ‘double hatting’ proposal mentioned
above, it would make sense to look for a greater level of synergy
because then the EU would be able to use its unique advantage of
having at its disposal the full range of means for dealing with crises. 
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◗  To begin with, the Commission and the Council should imple-
ment the EP’s proposal to draw up a comprehensive common
strategy on combating terrorism.131

Operational culture

Returning to the new quality of the post-international system (as
described in the first chapter) one effect of the bifurcation into a
world of states and a world of sub-state actors in the area of conflict
prevention and crisis management is the changing nature of the
operational environment. As the character of conflict has changed,
so have the operations that are intended to deal with them. Conse-
quently, the relation within and between military forces, and the
relation between the military and the civilian sphere, are altering as
well. As to the former, I confine myself to mentioning only a few
characteristics, which are in no way exhaustive. 

The end of the mass armies of the industrialised age arrived in
the 1990s. A new kind of armed forces is now emerging that has
been dubbed ‘postmodern military’.132 This process is charac-
terised by a trend towards smaller, more sophisticated, highly pro-
fessional armed forces. Operations are increasingly combined and
joint. While military multilateralism is not a new phenomenon,
today’s multilateral crisis management (NATO uses the term
peace support operations (PSO)), is characterised by the number
of participating states, its normative base and its complexity.
Finally, civil-military relations are changing in two ways. First, the
military is becoming ‘civilianised’ through the integration of typi-
cally civil perceptions, tasks and attitudes in its performance. Sec-
ond, because of the shifting nature of typical missions the relation
between military and civil actors in conflict prevention and con-
flict management operations is also changing.133 As this last
aspect is of great importance in qualifying the EU as a cooperative
security provider I will further elaborate. 

If we take the traditional security policy approach, there is a
clear distinction between military forces with their instruments
and civil actors in the field, such as the international and national
non-governmental organisations (INGO/NGO), local govern-
mental actors and commercial actors. The military is usually sub-
ordinated to the political. Traditional warfare has not normally
included a common civilian-military approach: strategies, tactics,
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missions, logistics and communications have not been coordi-
nated with civilian actors. Today’s conflict prevention and con-
flict management, however, have nothing in common with tradi-
tional warfare. The objectives are totally different because there is
no enemy to attack134 and no territory to conquer, but rather a
safe environment to be established and guaranteed, human beings
to protect, an infrastructure to be fixed and a security sector to be
restructured. Not all of these tasks are in themselves military, and
this is one reason why civil-military cooperation (CIMIC) is
becoming a central element of peace operations. Another reason is
the considerable scale of civilian involvement in complex emer-
gencies, which for instance can include more than several hundred
NGOs. Experience gained in the Balkans and elsewhere shows that
CIMIC is a very important component of conflict prevention and
the management of crises.135

There exist, however, some challenges to effective CIMIC. One
of these challenges relates to the fact that there is no common
understanding of what CIMIC is. The term formerly meant
national support for NATO forces and the coordination of opera-
tions with civilian authorities. Today the spectrum of civil-mili-
tary cooperation is much broader. It includes liaison with civilian
organisations and authorities and their support, as well as the
support of military units and military commanders. There are
overlapping activities, which lead to a mingling with civilian
humanitarian engagement that may jeopardise a whole mission.
Therefore, NATO has built up a CIMIC Centre in Brussels, and has
developed ‘CIMIC 2000’, which aims to back up NATO forces
using civilian actors in the field. Specific tasks include, for exam-
ple, information gathering and assessment of the civil situation;
activities designed to increase acceptance of the armed forces, the
establishment of liaison offices, and the support of civilian activi-
ties such as reconstruction. The NATO CIMIC structure com-
prises departments for public affairs, civil infrastructure, econ-
omy and trade, humanitarian assistance, and cultural affairs.136

For NATO, the main purpose of CIMIC is to support military
operations. However, this may conflict with the principles of
humanitarian agencies defined by the Geneva Convention and
Protocols. Civilian actors, especially from NGOs, therefore view
the institutionalisation of CIMIC in military structures with some
suspicion. They fear military domination. And, more importantly,
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they are concerned that their impartiality could be questioned,
which could in turn represent a threat to their security as well as to
their humanitarian mission.

Another problem lies in the different institutional cultures.
First, the military is a hierarchical organisation that works on the
principle of command, while the structure of NGOs is basically
horizontal. The military is also a static bureaucracy while NGOs
are much more flexible, plus the military is an organisation con-
trolled by the state, while NGOs or commercial actors are fairly
independent. It follows that armed forces can be seen as being con-
sumed by the pursuit of national interests while civilian actors are
much guided more by humanitarian causes. Finally, the objective
of armed forces in crisis management is oriented towards the
short-term, whereas NGOs often focus on long-term effects.
Admittedly, this is a rather crude sketch of both military and civil-
ian structures, but it highlights some important differences with
regard to the institutional and operational cultures in the area of
crisis prevention and management.137

Given this background, it is hardly surprising that the percep-
tion each has of the other may be too simplistic. Even though this
problem is becoming much better understood by each party,
mainly as a result of shared experience in dealing with crises dur-
ing the last decade, there are shortcomings on both sides that have
to be tackled. As far as the civilian sector is concerned, the lack of
regulation, a poor assessment of needs, duplication of effort and
the quest for publicity in order to get new funds should be men-
tioned. On the military side there is a tendency to control and
direct all activities while disregarding the different approach of
NGOs. Furthermore, soldiers have an understandable desire to
help the local population in the context of an immediate violent
crisis without being trained to deal with civilian needs. There is
also a desire by governments to promote a positive image of their
armed forces engaged in peacekeeping, and they therefore some-
times follow a political agenda that is different from the official
humanitarian cause.138

Notwithstanding the different operational cultures and per-
ceptions, the need for civil-military cooperation is unquestion-
able. Much progress has been made towards the institutionalisa-
tion of CIMIC. Civilian agencies and NGOs are fully aware of the
fact that their job can only be done if the environment is made safe
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by external military and police forces. International coordination
and agency collaboration have increased, and so has the profes-
sionalism of NGOs. The added value of CIMIC for NGOs lies first
of all in logistical assistance, and in return they are able to give
advice on procedures and standards regarding relief work. The
politico-military side also has advantages in devising CIMIC
frameworks and institutionalising civil-military cooperation, but
civilian actors should be consulted at an early stage. Finally, inten-
sive information exchange is indispensable in order for the various
actors to function coherently, although this issue is extremely sen-
sitive. 

From 2001, CIMIC was considered within the framework of
ESDP in 2001. The WEU Concept on CIMIC, adopted by the WEU
Council of Ministers on 23 November 1999, serves as an appropri-
ate preliminary basis. The third revision of this detailed concept
was presented to a Council meeting on 15 May 2001.139 CIMIC
has, however, neither been a topic in recent ESDP documents nor
mentioned in the relatively detailed exercise programme of the
Presidency Report on the ESDP of the Göteborg European Coun-
cil. The latter does, however, contain provisions on specific EU
exercises concerning civil crisis management and the combined
use of civilian and military instruments. In this context it is also
stated that ‘EU exercises should as appropriate be open for partic-
ipation and observation by other international organisations and
appropriate NGOs.’140 The subsequent Belgian presidency pre-
sented a catalogue of questions concerning CIMIC that has been
forwarded to the MC and the CIVCOM.

The EU has to tackle CIMIC at two different levels. First and
foremost CIMIC has to deal with intra-pillar relations (civil-civil
coordination), with the question of coherence between military
and civil instruments (civil-military coordination) and between
military instruments and forces belonging to member states act-
ing within the EU framework (military-military coordination). I
would describe these relationships as internal CIMIC. The four
priorities defined for civilian aspects of crisis prevention and man-
agement – civilian police, rule of law, civilian administration, civil
protection – will first have to be integrated in a comprehensive
civil-military EU approach. Then, the same will apply for national
military instruments. Hence the EU’s approach to CIMIC is much
broader than the traditional NATO one. There has to be overall
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coordination, necessitating intensive collaboration between the
Council, the Commission and member states. With the creation of
the PSC and several interfaces, especially between the first and the
second pillars, important institutional preconditions have been
established. However, a detailed explanation of what the internal
EU CIMIC will be and how it can be implemented has yet to be
given. According to an expert from the Policy Unit, clarification is
necessary, for instance, concerning the role of the CIVCOM, the
Coordinating Mechanism and the crisis management proce-
dures.141 This could be done through exercises, once the proce-
dures and arrangements have been properly developed. Moreover,
the establishment of a CIMIC mechanism for the preparation and
implementation of policy options should be considered.142

The second level of CIMIC relates to relations between EU mil-
itary-civilian activities and external civil actors. A broad, two-level
concept of CIMIC has to be elaborated143 that takes into account
the inherent problems of civil-military cooperation as well as the
special requirements with regard to the primacy of the civilian
approach. As to the latter, this means that, in contrast to NATO’s
approach, the military cannot be the hub of the external CIMIC
structure unless the situation on the ground makes enforcement
measures necessary.144 However, in this case the possibility of
external civil-military cooperation is rather problematic because
humanitarian organisations are required to remain impartial. It
will be difficult enough to convince warring parties that ECHO –
although it is part of the EU – is a purely humanitarian organisa-
tion and not a party to the conflict. As a consequence, it is not fea-
sible to envisage the model of an integrated external CIMIC
approach turning military Combined Joint Task Forces into Com-
bined Integrated Joint Task Forces, with NGOs on board.145

One can assume that the smaller the security threat, the less
controversial external civil-military cooperation will be. Neverthe-
less, there will be a strong need for coordination. One option is the
‘lead agency’ concept envisaged by the UNHCR.146 This concept,
however, has the disadvantage that it functions on the basis of
consensus, thus implying that every actor can block the coordina-
tion efforts. The other option is a lead agency with command
authority, as exercised by the UNHCR between 1994 and 1996 in
Rwanda. However, in these examples the aim was to coordinate the
work of humanitarian organisations among themselves.147 The
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UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs
(OCHA), founded in 1998, could serve as a blueprint for coordina-
tion including military assets.148

It is conceivable that the military could be part of a similar sys-
tem headed at the strategic level by the PSC, with the EUMC and
CIVCOM providing military and civilian advice. It is exactly this
combination of civilian leadership and military advice which is
the ‘prerequisite for improving civil-military relations in peace-
keeping operations’.149 At the operational level, an EU High Rep-
resentative with a mandate for CIMIC in a crisis, supported by ade-
quate staff, would give political guidance to military
commanders. Standing operating procedures (SOPs) would have
to be developed which should include information on the role,
function and structure of coordination mechanisms. Further-
more, CIMIC centres and points of contact should be set up in
order to establish direct and effective communication between all
actors. A special office for NGOs could promote closer relations.

Whatever external CIMIC structures are developed by the EU,
‘areas of cooperation should be narrowly defined, in order to avoid
the militarisation of humanitarian aid.’150 This would be the case
if humanitarian assistance were under the control of the military.
That is why it is of the utmost importance that a clear distinction
be made between respective areas of responsibility. The evolving
EU concept of CIMIC must be developed with the early participa-
tion of humanitarian agencies and NGOs, because their input
may be crucial to the smooth functioning of any future CIMIC sys-
tem. Leading humanitarian agencies and NGOs should also be
involved in joint planning and exercises at an early stage. In this
context, the Commission could fall back on its largely developed
network of contacts with NGOs. 

It is clear that the primary task currently being undertaken is
aimed at ensuring civil-military coordination within the EU. The
Spanish presidency was mandated to work out the practical
details.151 As to internal CIMIC, the EU carried out its first exer-
cise of crisis management (CME 02) at the end of May 2002.152

Regarding external CIMIC, the MC adopted two papers in Spring
2002. One is a military concept called ‘CIMIC concept for EU led
crisis management operations’, the other ‘CIMIC functional plan-
ning guide’, which deals with strategic-operational questions.153

The PSC has noted both papers. Now it is CIVCOM’s task to pro-
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vide civilian input.154 The result of this process will be a compre-
hensive EU CIMIC concept that may be approved by the Council
in the near future.

Recommendations

The difficulties as well as the significance of CIMIC have been
acknowledged, however, given its early state of development, no
evaluation is feasible yet. Nevertheless, there is a discernible
attempt to address the challenge of CIMIC, and there is therefore
hope that the fourth criterion will be met soon. Several important
general aspects, however, should be considered:
◗  The EU has to develop a comprehensive approach to CIMIC at
two levels. The first level relates to the internal dimension of CIMIC
between the different institutional and operational actors and the
internal structures, procedures and modalities. The second level
concerns CIMIC established with external partners such as IGOs
and NGOs.
◗  As to internal CIMIC, the role of the CIVCOM and the Coordi-
nating Mechanism should be clarified and – together with crisis
management procedures – tested through exercises. A special
CIMIC mechanism for the preparation and implementation of
policy options should be established. 
◗  The complexity of post-international conflict and the necessity
to deal with a variety of civil actors in the conflict zone makes the
creation of an EU concept for external CIMIC necessary. Coopera-
tion between military and civilian actors should ensure added
value for all participants. 
◗  As to external CIMIC, military and civilian actors have a different
operational culture, which should be known and accepted by both. 
◗  There should be neither an integrated CIMIC approach subordi-
nating civilian actors to military command nor informal domina-
tion by the military. 
◗  A clear distinction should be made between respective areas of
responsibility.
◗  Civilian actors should be consulted at a very early stage when it
comes to institutionalising CIMIC.
◗  As no CIMIC operation can be effective without the participation
of military reserve personnel, the role of these civilian specialists
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with their unique skills for CIMIC tasks in the field should be con-
sidered and integrated in an EU-wide policy on reserves.155 

◗  There should be joint planning and joint exercises with major
civilian actors, including NGOs. 

Cooperation with OSCE/UN

International organisations have become increasingly important
actors in today’s conflict prevention and crisis management after
the demise of superpower rivalry. This development is also a result
of increased international and transnational interaction. Dealing
with world turbulence obviously necessitates international coordi-
nation mechanisms and organisations.156 Against this back-
ground the OSCE and the UN have a special role to play. First, they
are collective security organisations that can provide their mem-
bers with a mandate for international action. Second, they are
hybrid security organisations that follow a comprehensive security
approach. Third, they can provide added value through their spe-
cial expertise in dealing with conflict prevention and crisis man-
agement, especially if crisis prevention and post-conflict peace
building are required. As the EU represents a community of values
and law, it should develop strong ties with both organisations.157

In this respect, I will focus in this section on the relationships
between the EU and both the OSCE and UN, which is the fifth cri-
terion for the EU becoming a cooperative security provider, as
defined in the first chapter. 

As far as the relation between the EU and the OSCE is con-
cerned, it has been critically asked whether the evolving ESDP is
designed to support or to sideline the OSCE.158 The OSCE’s 1999
Charter for European Security defined its role as a ‘regional
arrangement’ under Chapter VIII of the UN Charter, and as such is
defined as ‘a primary organization for the peaceful settlement of
disputes within its region and as a key instrument for early warn-
ing, conflict prevention, crisis management and post-conflict
rehabilitation’.159 At the same time, the OSCE is the embodiment
of the commonly recognised norms of European ordre public as
agreed in the Helsinki Final Act, the Paris Charter and the Helsinki
Document of 1992.

Even before the CFSP was conceived, the CSCE/OSCE offered
a promising framework for concerted EU action, and that is still
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the case today. Moreover, there have been many concerted actions
at the strategic level – the stability pacts for Europe and for South
Eastern Europe to mention just two – and at the operational level,
such as the monitoring of elections or cooperation between
ECMM and OSCE observers in the Balkans.160 On the other hand,
the EU is creating ‘soft’ security instruments that seem to dupli-
cate OSCE efforts. These relate, for instance, to measures that were
decided at the OSCE’s 1999 Istanbul summit, such as the creation
of Rapid Expert Assistance and Cooperation Teams (REACT), the
development of the ability to carry out police-related activities in
order to assist in maintaining the rule of law, or the establishment
of operation centres. As the EU already plays a decisive role in
shaping European security using non-military means, the new
instruments are both complementary and, depending on the
political situation, exclusive. In any event, in Istanbul, at the ini-
tiative of some EU members, the OSCE participating states
adopted a Platform for Cooperative Security whose goal is ‘to
strengthen the mutually reinforcing nature of the relationship
between those organizations and institutions concerned with the
promotion of comprehensive security within the OSCE area’.161

There is indeed a stronger relationship between CFSP and the
OSCE than between other international organisations. The
weekly meetings of the Permanent Council are commonly pre-
pared by permanent representatives of the Fifteen in Vienna, at
sessions chaired by the EU presidency. Furthermore, there is an
OSCE working group in the Council Secretariat and the member
state holding the EU presidency usually submits a common posi-
tion to the Permanent Council with which the future member
countries are often associated. The President of the Commission
and the External Relations Commissioner participate in summits
and ministerial councils of the OSCE. EU members contribute
two-thirds of the OSCE budget and the EU gives considerable sup-
port to the field activities of the OSCE through the EU budget. 

Against this background the EU is a crucial – if not the most
important – actor for the OSCE. It goes without saying, however,
that it is sometimes difficult to reach agreement among the Fif-
teen. Should a member state disagree with the common position,
it is entitled to present its own position. Inter-pillar rivalry can be
a reason for such disagreement. For instance, during the last Ger-
man presidency the Commission claimed the right to speak for
the Economic Forum, causing some discontent on the German
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side. Nevertheless, the OSCE is in theory and practice an impor-
tant organisation when it comes to conflict prevention and crisis
management within the geographic area from Vancouver to Vladi-
vostok. It is the only all-European organisation in which the
United States and Russia cooperate on an equal basis, having a
special potential, ‘which will become all the more important, the
more countries join the European Union’.162

The OSCE is therefore regarded by the EU as an international
lead organisation that could benefit from the ESDP project. On
the military side, the added value can be seen in the context of mis-
sions under Chapter VI of the UN Charter, for example in the pro-
vision of peacekeeping contingents for trouble spots like
Nagorno-Karabakh.163 On the civilian side, the new capabilities
are expressly designed ‘to meet the requests of other lead organisa-
tions: they would be able to count – on a more systematic basis – on
a sizeable quantitative and qualitative contribution, which would
represent the nucleus of some of their missions.’164 According to
the Göteborg Presidency Report on ESDP, the OSCE is ‘a key part-
ner for the EU in civilian crisis management. The REACT system,
training standards and OSCE procedures for rapid reaction are
particularly important for the developing EU capacity in this
field.’165 Since the Commission has an important role to play in
this area, it maintains a permanent dialogue with the OSCE Chair-
man-in-Office and with the OSCE Secretariat. It participates in
joint programmes and projects, and has started detailed discus-
sions with the OSCE Conflict Prevention Centre concerning
information exchange, the REACT system and training standards.
The OSCE is also seen as a broader multilateral platform for com-
bating terrorism. Accordingly, the Commission and the Presi-
dency participated in the OSCE meeting of 4 December 2001, dur-
ing which a broad Action Plan on counter-terrorism measures was
adopted.166

As far as the EU’s relationship with the UN is concerned, links
have only recently been intensified regarding conflict prevention
and crisis management projects. The EC has had a delegation to
the UN since 1974, and it has observer status at the UN General
Assembly and at most of the UN’s specialised agencies. Further-
more, the EC is party to over 50 UN multilateral agreements and
conventions as the only non-state participant. The UN, as the
world body with primary responsibility for the maintenance of
international peace and security, is increasingly seen as a key part-
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ner in conflict prevention and crisis management. The EU has a
genuine interest in backing the UN’s critical role in the framework
for multilateralism and international order, and the EU ‘recog-
nises its responsibility to support and strengthen the UN in order
to protect the organisation’s role in seeking multilateral solutions
to global problems on the basis of its charter.’167 The pressure that
the EU can bring to bear within the UN is not negligible. France
and the UK are permanent members of the Security Council, and
EU member states contribute approximately 37 per cent of the UN
budget, 40 per cent of the cost of UN peacekeeping operations and
50 per cent of all member states’ contributions to UN pro-
grammes and funds. 

The peacebuilding approach outlined in the UNSG’s ‘Brahimi
Report’, is one to which the EU fully subscribes and inspired the
Commission’s Rapid Reaction Mechanism.168 There has also
been some division of labour in recent operations in Kosovo and
East Timor. The same is true for the Union’s actions in
Afghanistan. For example, it encouraged the deployment of the
International Security Assistance Force for Afghanistan (ISAF),
which was mandated by UNSC Resolution 1386. The EU is coop-
erating closely with the UNSC’s Committee on Counter-Terror-
ism,169 and it is the biggest donor of humanitarian aid for
Afghanistan, which is distributed inter alia by the UNHCR, the
WFP and the ICRC. The EU has appointed a special representative
for Afghanistan under the authority of the SG/HR, who has close
working relations with the UN special representative in order to
coordinate international rehabilitation and reconstruction
efforts.170

Both organisations have agreed to work together on the basis
of complementarity and have, in this respect, started regular dis-
cussions on cooperation in peace building operations. A concrete
example is the EU’s promotion within the UN of the elaboration
of an interim legal framework based on public international law
for actors participating in crisis management missions in failed
states.171 Further steps towards closer cooperation include the
EC/UN framework agreement of 1999, the EU’s plan to support
the Trust Fund for Preventative Action and its offer to exchange its
Country Strategy Papers with the UN Common Country Assess-
ment. The Commission has already entered into a structured dia-
logue with other UN agencies, and is seeking to establish further
contacts with further UN agencies, funds and programmes.172
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The Göteborg European Council confirmed that the EU-UN
partnership would be further strengthened by mutually reinforc-
ing approaches to conflict prevention and by ensuring that the
EU’s evolving military and civilian capacities could provide real
added value for UN crisis management. The Council designated
the Western Balkans, the Middle East and Africa as the highest pri-
ority regions for this reinforced cooperation.173 Finally, the Coun-
cil Conclusions on EU-UN Cooperation in Conflict Prevention
and Crisis Management were adopted outlining three themes, as
well as different areas of cooperation:174

◗ Conflict prevention: exchange of information and analysis con-
cerning ongoing crises; cooperation on fact-finding; coordination
of diplomatic activity and messages, including consultation
between special representatives; field coordination and training;
increased coordination in electoral assistance and election moni-
toring.
◗ Civilian and military aspects of crisis management: enhanced
compatibility of training standards for civilian crisis management
personnel; exchange of information on questions related to the
planning and implementation of crisis management; coordination
in the field.
◗ Particular regional issues as mentioned above.

These conclusions also mention future arrangements for
intensified cooperation, which is to take place on four levels: 
◗ EU ministerial meetings, where appropriate in Troika format,
with the UNSG.175

◗ Meetings between the SG/HR and the External Relations Com-
missioner with the UNSG and his deputy.176

◗ Meetings between the PSC and the UNSG and his deputy.177

◗ Contacts between the Council Secretariat and the Commission
services and the UN Secretariat at the appropriate level.

The EU has a number of reasons for intensifying cooperation
with the UN, as already suggested above. First, the world body has
primary responsibility when it comes to peace enforcement. The
use of force is legitimate only under two conditions: either the
UNSC decides so, or in the case of self-defence. Second, the UN has
a lot of field experience in the area of conflict prevention and crisis
management. Third, it follows a comprehensive security approach
similar to that of the EU. Fourth, cooperation offers the possibil-
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ity of task sharing and promoting synergy, thus reducing costs
and increasing efficiency. Fifth, both organisations are promoting
regional and subregional integration as a path to peace building
and conflict prevention. 

Finally, the profile of ESDP would be enhanced and so would
the EU’s identity as a cooperative security provider. The compre-
hensive approach of the ESDP can be understood as the EU’s
response to the Brahimi Report, which represents a detailed and
thorough examination of the requirements of peace operations in
the twenty-first century. The Report has been widely cited in
recent statements, and the Union is generally prepared to offer all
its new capacities, arising from the framework of ESDP, to the UN.
The latter is strongly dependent on support from regional organi-
sations in the area of conflict prevention and crisis management.
Once civilian and military goals have been implemented, the EU
could become the most important regional partner of the UN with
regard to acute prevention. At the same time it could emerge as an
example for other regional integration processes. As the EU is not
a military alliance but a regional organisation sui generis which will
one day comprise over thirty states, unilateral and unauthorised
military operations like NATO’s action in Kosovo will be
unlikely.178

However, the main difficulties of both lead organisations,
OSCE and UN, are threefold: lack of resources, lack of compliance
by members and their lack of homogeneity. In contrast, the EU
and its member states have a variety of resources at their disposal,
including those being created for the ESDP. The EU is also a com-
paratively cohesive regional community. Actions by EU member
states relating to conflict prevention and crisis management
within the framework of other international organisations have to
be coordinated to the extent that a common position is reached, as
laid down in Art. 19 TEU. Although member states do not always
comply with this provision, there is an increasing awareness that
Europe will only be able to have a say in world affairs if it speaks
with one voice. That is why they have decided to develop a crisis
management capability and to intensify cooperation with inter-
national organisations. This cooperation refers, in particular, to
the OSCE and the UN, guided by the principles of added value,
interoperability, visibility and decision-making autonomy.179
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Recommendations

To sum up this section, one can conclude that the EU is taking a
strong cooperative approach towards the leading international
organisations, not only in political rhetoric but also in concrete
actions, even though these actions have to be intensified consider-
ably in order to build up and sustain mutually reinforcing, and
above all effective, partnerships. While the EPC/CFSP approach
towards the OSCE can build on a long record, cooperation with the
UN can clearly be improved. The reasons for closer cooperation
with both organisations are compelling. The EU is in itself an
expression of advanced multilateralism that has led to the develop-
ment of federal structures. It is well placed in both organisations to
exert significant influence and shape the world order if it speaks
with one voice. It is in the EU’s own interest to back international
multilateralism in general, and these two leading organisations in
particular, and to refrain from the temptation succumbed to by the
United States of cherry- picking the good things and leaving most
of the rest.180 Cooperation on conflict prevention and crisis man-
agement should be strengthened in the civilian and military fields.
The following aspects should be considered in particular:
◗  The EU should offer stand-by agreements to the OSCE and the
UN, covering the whole range of its prevention and crisis manage-
ment capabilities.181

◗  Joint training and exercise programmes should be developed. 
◗ Common standards for cooperating in conflict prevention and
crisis management should be defined.
◗  There has to be enhanced information exchange at all levels.
◗  The appointment of a special EU representative to New York for
CFSP/ESDP matters should be considered, as well as the creation
of a hotline between the EU’s pol-mil structures and the UN
Department for Peacekeeping Operations. 
◗  Joint analysis and mission planning should be envisaged.
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Conclusions

In this paper the principal question has been what guiding model
(Leitbild) the EU should adopt with regard to CFSP/ESDP. A public
discussion on this question is indispensable because of the increas-
ing indifference shown by Europeans towards the EU and the secu-
rity challenges that it has been facing since the end of the East-West
conflict in general, and following the dramatic events of 11 Sep-
tember 2001 in particular. 

In the first chapter I have sought to present the political rele-
vance of models as both abstract descriptions of reality and pre-
scriptive formulas of policy objectives that represent basic values,
norms and interests, thus contributing to the forming of an exter-
nal EU identity. One of the findings is that none of the three mod-
els – the EU as a civilian, a military or a normative power – which
have been constructed since the 1970s in different historical envi-
ronments is adequate given the changing international back-
ground, characterised by the various facets of globalisation. I have
therefore proposed that the EU’s external activities should be
based on a ‘cooperative security provider’ model, embracing civil-
ian, military and normative characteristics in a comprehensive
approach to peace and security. This approach starts from the
premise that traditional defence and security policy, with its rela-
tively clear definitions of interstate-oriented interests and threats,
does not address the new security dilemma in an adequate way. A
different kind of strategic thinking is necessary to cope with the
tremendous complexity of post-international violent conflicts. As
these conflicts undermine international order and regional stabil-
ity as well as threatening the values, norms and lives of citizens, the
EU and its member states must be actively engaged in a variety of
ways and with a large range of instruments. Against this back-
ground, five basic ideas – normative-focus, appropriateness, inclu-
siveness, multi-level orientation and multilateralism – are relevant
for a cooperative security provider. These have been presented and
translated in the paper into maxims of action. 
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Any model for the EU’s foreign policy has to be underpinned by
appropriate institutions if it is to be valid. For this purpose, the
institution, i.e. the EU, has to perform several functions. It must
contribute to the formation of a distinct context of action, to
which is attributed a clear rationale leading to some kind of stan-
dardisation of perceptions and assessments as well as contribut-
ing to effective action.182 If we look at the five criteria, a prelimi-
nary conclusion is that the EU is well on the road to becoming a
cooperative security provider. With the recent developments in
CFSP/ESDP and the comprehensive approach to security, it has
defined a distinct context of action that is now in the process of
refinement. The prevailing rationale is without doubt coopera-
tive, and prevention-oriented, notwithstanding many shortcom-
ings. The standardisation of perceptions and assessments is a
long-term task that will improve only gradually with ongoing
cooperation within the new ESDP structures. 

As to effectiveness of operations, there is a lot to criticise, which
eventually boils down to both the divisions among member states
and the problem of EU coherence. The recent reforms regarding
the EU’s foreign policy apparatus notwithstanding, the remaining
divisions among the EU institutions remain a severe impediment
to the EU becoming an effective international actor. The EU must
therefore ensure that its various policies are to be linked to its for-
eign policy objectives. 

In 1998 a German diplomat described the CFSP as ‘Much
diplomacy, quite respectable amounts of money, but no sol-
diers’.183 Since then a lot has happened. The same diplomat also
made it clear that a realistic evaluation of the CFSP was not feasi-
ble if we used the United States as a benchmark, but only if we took
as a point of comparison what the situation would be with every
country acting on its own and the non-existence of the CFSP.
From this perspective the CFSP can only be evaluated in a positive
way. EU members act together where they see the need to take
common decisions and actions; when this is not the case they pur-
sue a national aproach. In other words, they are still performing
what was called ‘assembled foreign policy’ twenty years ago, i.e.
trying to benefit from EC, CFSP and national resources.184 Chris
Patten himself has rightly said that foreign policy ‘cannot be con-
fined to one pillar of the Treaty’, but must integrate national poli-
cies, community policies, and CFSP itself.185
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Antonio Missiroli is right to conclude that ‘the EU has not yet
completed its transition from a purely and genuinely “civilian
power” . . . to a fully-fledged international actor in its own right
that aims to project security beyond its borders. The completion
of such transition is still open-ended and hardly a foregone con-
clusion: the ‘S’ of European security policy lies at a critical juncture
along the way.’186 The decisive questions remain; what kind of ‘S’
do we really need? This it worth debating during the Convention
on the Future of Europe particularly, as the head of the Conven-
tion has put it, when ‘today’s world lacks a strong, united and
peaceful Europe’.187

Could the hyper-terrorism of 11 September 2001 turn out as a
new menace fédératrice that could change EU member states’
security priorities?188 The first reactions of the big EU countries
have caused some criticism with regard to their inclination to
enter a national ‘beauty contest’ instead of accepting the proposal
of the Belgian presidency to pool European resources.189 This
reaction showed clearly that CFSP is still in its infancy, and that
the European dilemma – how to conserve national sovereignty
while there is an urgent need for more cooperation and integra-
tion in the field of security – remains unresolved.190

Meanwhile, however, there is a clear trend towards intensified
cooperation in the field of justice and home affairs.191 In the face
of the threat of hyper-terrorism, the notion of ‘homeland defence’
is becoming topical again, yet in a completely changed interna-
tional context and with a new meaning. The borders between
external and internal security are becoming blurred, necessitating
a new trade-off between projection and protection.

As to the projection of stability, the European Council stated at
its extraordinary session after 11 September that ‘[it] is by devel-
oping the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and by
making the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) opera-
tional at the earliest opportunity that the Union will be most effec-
tive.’ But this will not be sufficient. The role of ESDP in combating
terrorism has to be discussed. What kind of adjustments related to
force structures, doctrine and equipment are necessary? Are mem-
ber states ready to bear the costs of the necessary innovations?
How can national intelligence capabilities be pooled? How can the
synergies of the three pillars be furthered in the fight against ter-
rorism? 
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The European Council has adopted an action plan to combat
terrorism by enhancing inter alia police and judicial cooperation,
developing international legal instruments and strengthening
transport security. Other important steps have been taken, such as
greater anti-terrorist cooperation among member states and the
creation of a task force on anti-terrorism within Europol. The
European Council has also underlined that ‘the integration of all
countries into a fair world system of security, prosperity and
improved development is the condition for a strong and sustain-
able community for combating terrorism.’192 In other words, the
EU is also pleading for ‘structural prevention’, but what will that
mean in practical terms? Are the EU and its members willing to
invest the resources necessary for a long-term commitment, the
outcome of which is uncertain? In the face of an increasing pri-
vatisation of violence – be it in the form of warlordism, interna-
tional crime or transnational terrorism – how can security be
organised in our highly vulnerable and complex industrial soci-
eties? 

The EU’s reaction to 11 September displays a post-modern
understanding of security that was again emphasised by Chris
Patten when he criticised the ‘dangerous instinct’ of the United
States, ‘that the projection of military power is the only basis of
true security.’ Patten alternatively emphasised the notion of secu-
rity as a wider concept that necessitated doing ‘all we can to bolster
weak or failing states and prevent them falling into the clutches of
the bin Ladens of the world’.193 Today’s intrastate and transna-
tional conflicts cannot be solved by way of simplistic policy. That
is not to say that military means have no role to play in the fight
against terrorism. However, as the related problems are of a com-
plex, social nature, the response has to be differentiated in accor-
dance with precepts of international security governance.194 

In the Laeken Declaration, heads of state and government
stressed that ‘Europe needs to shoulder its responsibilities in the
governance of globalisation’. They also raised the question of ‘how
to develop the Union into a stabilising factor and model in the
new, multipolar world?’195 Some suggested answers to this ques-
tion have been outlined in this paper. The development of certain
capabilities and their inclusion in a comprehensive conflict pre-
vention and crisis management strategy is essential to ensure

70

What model for CFSP?

192. European Council, Conclu-
sions and Plan of Action of the Extraor-
dinary European Council Meeting on
21 September 2001, SN 140/01.

193. Interview with Chris Patten in
the Financial Times, 15 February
2002.

194. From a neorealist point of
view the post-modern under-
standing of security displays
merely a lack of military power.
See Robert Kagan, ‘Power and
Weakness‘, Policy Review, no. 113,
www.policyreview.org/JUN02/
kagan_print.html.

195. See Laeken European Coun-
cil, Laeken Declaration, op. cit.,
pp. 4 and 5.



international stability and security in the age of globalisation.
Therefore the EU and its member states should intensify efforts
already made to follow a comprehensive security approach that
integrates civilian and military instruments in a CFSP charac-
terised by cooperation and prevention. It is exactly this task of
integrating policies and means in a normative political project
that will finally determine whether the model of the EU as a coop-
erative security provider is accepted, in turn creating a distinctive
European security identity.

71

Conclusions



72

a1annexes
Abbreviations 

ACP Africa(n), Caribbean and Pacific
C3I Command, Control, Communications and Intelligence
CFSP Common Foreign and Security Policy
CIMIC Civil-Military Cooperation
CIVCOM Committee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management
CIVPOL Civil Police
COPS Comité de politique et de sécurité (see PSC below)
COREPER Permanent Representatives Committee 
CSCE Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
DG Directorate-General
EC European Communities
ECAP European Capability Action Plan 
ECHO European Community Humanitarian Office
ECMM European Community Monitoring Mission (in former Yugoslavia)
EMU Economic and Monetary Union
EP European Parliament
EPC European Political Cooperation
ESDP European Security and Defence Policy
EU European Union
EUMC European Union Military Committee
EUMS European Union Military Staff
EUPM European Union Police Mission
Europol European Police Office
G-8 Group of Eight leading industrialised nations
GAC General Affairs Council
HG Headline Goals
HQ Headquarters
ICRC International Committee of the Red Cross
ICC International Criminal Court
IGC Intergovernmental Conference
IGO Intergovernmental Organisation
INGO International NGO
IPTF International Police Task Force
ISAF International Security Assistance Force for Afghanistan
NGO Non-Governmental Organisation
NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
OCHA Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 
OECD Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
OSCE Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe
PPEWU Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit
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PKO Peacekeeping Operation(s)
PSC Political and Security Committee (COPS in French)
PSO Peace Support Operation
PPEWU Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit
REACT Rapid Expert Assistance and Cooperation Teams
RELEX External Relations Directorate General
RRM Rapid Reaction Mechanism
SG/HR Secretary-General and High Representative
SITCEN Situation Centre
SOP Standing Operating Procedure 
SWP Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik
TEU Treaty on European Union
UK United Kingdom
UN United Nations
UNHCRs United Nations High Commission for Refugees
UNSC United Nations Security Council
UNSG United Nations Secretary-General
WEU Western European Union
WFP World Food Programme
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The principal question of this Chaillot Paper is what guiding model
(Leitbild) the EU should adopt with regard to CFSP. Facing the chal-
lenges of the post-post-Cold War era, the traditional models – the EU
as a civilian, a military or a normative power – no longer seem appro-
priated. This paper suggests that the EU’s external activities should
be based on a ‘cooperative security provider’ model, embracing civi-
lian, military and normative elements in a comprehensive approach
to peace and security.

With the development of ESDP as part of CFSP and its compre-
hensive approach to security, the EU has defined its own specific fra-
mework for external action that is now in the process of refinement.
The prevailing rationale of CFSP is without doubt cooperative and
prevention-oriented but many shortfalls persist. Harmonisation of
perceptions and common assessments in particular are indispen-
sable, but will only be achieved step by step through ongoing coope-
ration within the new structures. As to the effectiveness of opera-
tions, lack of coherence is still the most important weakness of CFSP.
Divergences between member states and the complexity of decision-
making structures both remain major obstacles to be overcome if the
EU is to become a serious international actor. 

To contribute effectively to international stability and security in
the age of globalisation, the EU needs to develop its various policies
on the basis of a commonly agreed global vision. The Union and its
member states should therefore enhance their efforts to follow a
comprehensive security approach that combines civilian and military
instruments, and focuses on cooperation and prevention. Only if the
EU manages to integrate its policies and its means into a common
project based on internationally accepted norms and values will the
cooperative security provider model be able to create a distinctive
European security identity.
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