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ABSTRACT 

 The internal and external debate rages on as to the E.U.’s role on the global security stage.  

Traditionally recognized as a normative, civilian, post-modern, soft power, the E.U. has demonstrated a 

new actorness in global affairs of late.  Indeed, its ambitions and its rhetoric indicate a willingness to 

assume a greater role, taking upon its rightful share of the global security burden, along with NATO and 

the U.S., traditionally recognized as more classical power projectors.  But does the E.U. really have the 

potential to project its power in a more classical sense, outside its borders?   

 

 Using Raymond Aron’s theory on power projection, where he maintains that a political entity’s 

potential for power projection depends on the political will that is driving it, on the capabilities 

available to be used, and on the environment in which it will be applied, the E.U.’s potential for power 

projection, in a more classical sense, was assessed. 

 

 Overall, it has been demonstrated that without being, and perhaps without becoming a traditional 

power in the stricter sense of the term such as the U.S. or NATO, the E.U. seems to be endowing itself 

with an ambition; the will, and the power projection capabilities which exceed those, in large part, the 

notions of normative or post-modern power for which it has generally been associated with.  Its use of 

power projection seems to be gradually evolving from a typical low risk soft power, uniquely normative 

and civilian approach, towards a hybrid power approach, not exclusive of military power, which 

projects injunction and coercion by military means if required, synergistically with other more civilian 

means, in order to influence its immediate environment. 

 

 This analysis will contribute to the growing body of research on the E.U. as a projector of a 

rather unique form of power and has also put forth interesting questions pertaining to the E.U.’s future.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 The international political scene has seen significant change in the global order since the 

implosion of the Soviet Union in 1991.  The relative world stability brought by the de facto “duo-pole”1 

was then replaced by the hegemonic hyper-power of the U.S..  At last, Europe and the rest of the world 

were poised to cash-in on the peace-dividend brought by the end of the Cold War which was to remain 

elusive, even non-existent.  Instead, the equilibrium upon which the world’s structures and institutions 

rested upon was shattered.  Indeed, in the aftermath of 9/11, the American led war in Iraq revealed new 

fissures in global society in general, as well as a reassertion of American unilateralism and disregard for 

the rules of collective security upheld by the United Nations.2   Hence, given these cases of U.S. 

unilateralism and interventionism, the world began to view American projection of power as mostly 

militaristic, even imperialistic and thus regarded by theorists as the classical form of power projection.  

 

 More recently, a multitude of factors including those related to globalization, demographics, 

instability in the Middle-East, the global economic crisis, and the rise of emerging powers, have caused 

the premise of U.S. hegemonic power to be cast in doubt.  Indeed, the dawn of a more multi-polar world 

seems to be rising according to certain experts.3  Amidst these new actors stepping onto the global 

power scene is the European Union (E.U.).  Although in existence in some form or another since 1951 

                                                 
1 Jean-Marie Le Breton, "Les États-désunis d'Europe dans le monde d'aujourd'hui et demain," Défense Nationale 63, 

no. 7 (2007): 105. 
 
2 Ibid., 106. Indeed the principles of multilateralism and the U.N.’s authority was discredited and marginalised by 

the US strategy. Gérard Claude, "Bilan et perspective de la PESD au premier 1998-2008," Défense Nationale 64, no. 8 
(2008): 16. 

 
3 Benoit d'Aboville, "L'Occident, l'Europe face aux nouveaux défis," Défense Nationale 63, no. 3 (2007): 27. 

Illustrating this is the fact that emerging powers are now consuming half of the world’s energy supplies.  Moreover, they 
were responsible for four fifths of the increase in global petroleum demand for the last five years and hold seventy percent of 
the world’s monetary reserves. 
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as the European Coal and Steal Community, the E.U. has developed and risen, over time, as a global 

economic superpower.4  With the advent of globalization, the E.U., as a Federation of nation-states, has 

enabled its individual Member States to compete successfully and negotiate competitively with the rise 

of other emerging powers such as China and India.5  Today, the economic success story of the E.U. 

seems so natural that younger European generations seem to have forgotten just how far it has come 

since the end of World War II.6    Nonetheless, it appears that European aspirations, instead of 

remaining within the realm of internal economic integration, are becoming more diversified on a wider 

global perspective and focused on external issues affecting them.7  

 
 

 Indeed, it seems that Europe is on the cusp of something bigger than just a regional power and 

more than just an economic power.8  Moreover, analysts are proposing that perhaps the E.U. is in the 

midst of a shift towards a more global power approach.9  Given globalization, and the current state of 

mutation in the world power scheme, the E.U. clearly has an opportunity to become a global power in a 

                                                 
4 Visuel Interactif, “La situation économique des 27,” Le monde, (23 April 2009) [newspaper on-line]; available 

from http://www.lemonde.fr/electionseuropéennes/visuel/2009/04/23/la-situation-economique-des-vingt-
sept_1184601_1168667.html; Internet; accessed 10 January 2010. 

 
5 Le Breton, "Les États-désunis d'Europe dans le monde d'aujourd'hui et demain,". . ., 107. 
 
6 Catherine Colonna, "L'Europe dans la mondialisation," Défense Nationale 63, no. 3 (2007): 5. Catherine Colonna, 

the current French Ambassador to the UNESCO, represents a portion of the European population, national leaders and other 
experts’ views when she reminds Europeans that they should never forget that such prosperity should not be taken for granted 
and should be sturdily defended. 

 
7 Timothy Garton Ash, "Europe's Shape Must Not Be Dictated by Unelected Newspaper Proprietors," The 

Guardian, (5 April 2007) [newspaper on-line] http://www.theguardian.org_e.html; Internet; accessed 13 January 2010.  
Timothy Garton Ash supports this statement as he wrote: “Where the main achievements of Europe in the past 50 years have 
been inside Europe, the challenge of the next fifty will be mainly external.  For its first half-century, the European project 
was mainly about what Europeans did to ourselves.  For the next half, it will mainly be about Europe in a non-European 
world.”  

 
8 Colonna, "L'Europe dans la mondialisation,". . ., 5. 
 
9 James Rogers, "From Civilian Power to Global Power: Explicating the European Union's Grand Strategy through 

the Articulation of Discourse Theory," Journal of Common Markets Studies 47, no. 4 (2009): 837. and Colonna, "L'Europe 
Dans La Mondialisation,". . ., 5. 
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world which is no longer bi-polar, nor hegemonically uni-polar.  Consequently, some experts even 

exhort that it must assume its role as a leader, amongst others, in defining the rules of the game in this 

globalization era.10 

  

 The E.U. as a power projector  has been the subject of great debate as its model is quite unique 

and novel in the world.11  The dominating trends in the debate of the E.U.’s global role have been 

predominantly centered on two main “soft power”12 schools of thought.  The first school of thought, 

labels it as a normative power, whereby other nations seek to emulate its integrating policies.13  The 

second school of thought labels the E.U. as a civilian power through its efforts in civilizing its 

neighbour’s, even foreign states’ internal policies through civilian efforts vice military efforts in 

exchange for the promise of integration in its common market.14  

  

 Truth be told however, there has been recent debate with regards to the E.U.’s less traditional 

and more classical approach towards global power.  The debate is centered on whether Europeans are 

instigating the inception of a possible European “security culture” or a “strategic culture” or even a 
                                                 

10 Colonna, "L'Europe dans la mondialisation,". . ., 5. She synthesizes their thoughts when she states that    
“spontaneously [when speaking of global issues] the world turns its head, waiting, to hear Europe’s voice.” and Le Breton, 
"Les États-désunis d'Europe dans le monde d'aujourd'hui et demain,". . ., 105. 

 
11 Rogers, "From Civilian Power to Global Power: Explicating the European Union's Grand Strategy through the 

Articulation of Discourse Theory,". . ., 832. 
 
12 Joseph S. Jr Nye, "Soft Power," Foreign Policy 80, no.1 (Autumn 1990): 153. 
 
13 Adrian Hyde-Price, European Security in the Twenty-First Century: The Challenge of Multipolarity (New York: 

Routledge, 2007), 107.  and Rogers, “From Civilian Power to Global Power: Explicating the European Union's Grand 
Strategy through the Articulation of Discourse Theory,”. . ., 832.  Interestingly, Dario Battistella maintains that it is the dual 
factors of Europe’s lack of military capabilities as well as a lack of EU Member State consensus, which brought Europe’s call 
for U.S. intervention in Ex-Yugoslavia, which explains the E.U.’s retreat into its charming ways or seduction operations of 
normative power projection.  He defines normative power as a foreign policy which involves the use of multilateral pacific 
means in order to seduce other states into doing what they would not have done otherwise.  Dario Battistella, "Le concept de 
puissance: Manuel d'études stratégiques" (manuscrit en cours de publication), 28. 

 
14 Rogers, "From Civilian Power to Global Power: Explicating the European Union's Grand Strategy through the 

Articulation of Discourse Theory,". . ., 832. and K.E. Smith, “European Foreign Policy in a Changing World,”. . ., 28. 
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“military culture.”15  This culture would in fact be quite in contrast to the previous qualifiers of 

normative and civilian power used to describe the E.U. and its foreign policy.  This culture would 

actually be spawning or gaining traction from recent events such as 9/11, the attacks on London and 

Madrid as well as the Afghanistan and Iraq wars.16  This new culture, regardless of what it is labelled, 

has lead to the emergence of a E.U. foreign and security policy which engages the E.U. in what James 

Rogers would call “high politics”17 and has also brought the construction of a possible European “grand 

strategy.”18  Indeed, a wide range of experts and E.U. statesmen and stateswomen, such as Javier 

Solana,19 and Benita Ferrero-Waldner,20 claimed that the E.U., while exercising a more global power 

role, will be forced to use the full range of its power: economic, normative, civilian, [and] military 

amongst others.  In other words, what they call “full instrumental power”21 in order to deal with threats 

and challenges.  

 

                                                 
15 Rogers, “From Civilian Power to Global Power: Explicating the European Union's Grand Strategy through the 

Articulation of Discourse Theory,”. . ., 832. 
 
16 Ibid. 
 
17 Ibid. 
 
18 I. B. Neumann and H. Heikka, "Grand Strategy, Strategic Culture, Practice: The Social Roots of Nordic Practice," 

Co-Operation and Conflict: Journal of the Nordic Studies Association, Vol 40, no. 1 (2005): 5. and Barry Posen, “The 
European Security Strategy: Practical Implications,”  Oxford Journal on Good Governance, Vol 1, no.1 (2004): 35. 
According to these references, A grand strategy can be best conceived as a theory about how to achieve security.  Security, as 
a concept, encompasses safety, sovereignty, territorial integrity and power position of states.  A grand strategy identifies and 
prioritizes threats to a state’s security, and similarly identifies appropriate political and military remedies.  These remedies 
consist of chains of inter-connected political and military means and ends, including military forces, intelligence capabilities, 
alliances, defence industry, foreign aid programmes etc.  In other words, the grand strategy, as interpreted by Posen , is a way 
in which to identify, protect from and respond to certain threats and challenges.  Therefore, a E.U. Security Strategy, which 
would qualify as a grand strategy as identified by Posen, would logically identify threats and challenges and submit ways to 
protect from and deal with them 

 
19 When he was the High Representative of the Common Foreign Security Policy 
 
20 The European Commissioner for External Relations 
 
21 Rogers, "From Civilian Power to Global Power: Explicating the European Union's Grand Strategy through the 

Articulation of Discourse Theory,". . ., 839. 
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 It is definitely granted that the E.U. is an economic power, maybe even a normative or civilian 

power.  However, can the E.U. exercise a more classical global role and project its full instrumental 

power, including military power, outside of the European continent? Does it have the military 

capabilities to do so?  Does it have the will to do so? Has it done so in the past? Could it do so in the 

future? 

 

 While the E.U. is mostly renowned for its more “civilian normative approach”22 in employing its 

full instrumental power in its foreign policy actions, this paper will focus on the E.U.’s military power.  

More specifically, it will assess the E.U.’s potential in projecting its power, in a more classical sense, 

outside of Europe’s boundaries. 

  

 In fact, it will be argued that without being, and even perhaps without becoming a traditional 

power in the stricter sense of the term, the E.U. seems to be endowing itself with an ambition and the 

power projection capabilities which exceed those, in large part, of the notions of Normative or Post-

Modern power for which it has generally been associated to.  Its use of power projection seems to be 

gradually shifting from a typical soft power, uniquely normative and civilian, towards a political entity 

which is increasingly willing to resort, only if necessary, to a form of hybrid power which also includes 

injunction and coercion by military means in order to influence others. 

 

 The results of this study will first contribute to the already existing body of research which 

indicates clear signals that the E.U. is attempting to play a much more active role in global security.  

Second and more specifically, it will provide an assessment of the E.U.’s potential for military power 

                                                 
22 Eva Gross, EU and the Comprehensive Approach, DIIS - Danish Institute for International Studies, (2008): 4. 
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projection, a more classical aspect of power, which has remained more or less a taboo for most 

Europeans and has been cause for much debate and controversy in Europe and around the world.  

 

 The E.U.’s potential for classical power projection will be analyzed through a series of logical 

steps.  As a precursor to the analysis, it will be established how the term power projection will be 

interpreted from a uniquely European perspective.   Using [this] understanding of European power 

projection, a framework for analysis, proposed by Raymond Aron, an international power theorist from 

a more classical perspective, will be put forward.  The analysis will then be conducted, using the three 

submitted elements of power as described in Raymond Aron’s classical power projection model. Briefly, 

Raymond Aron maintains that a political entity’s potential for power projection is something which is 

tremendously complex to measure, but if attempted should be based on three broad inter-related and 

traditionally mutually supporting elements of power.  These three elements of power according to Aron, 

of will, capability and environment, are factors that have stood the test of time in the analysis of great 

powers.  Hence, it can be logically deduced that if the E.U., in the analysis of its elements of power 

according to Aron, demonstrates that it has the will to project its power, the capacity to do so and the 

environment which permits it to do it, then it will have been demonstrated that the E.U. has the potential 

to project its power in a more classical sense. 
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FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS 

 Power Projection: The E.U.’s Perspective 

 

 In order to assess if the E.U. has the potential to project its power in a more classical sense, it is 

critical to understand what is in fact power projection?  It is a term holding different meaning depending 

on which political entity is employing it.  From the American perspective, the foremost projectors of 

military power throughout the world, it is defined as the ability of a nation to apply its primary element 

of national power; its military power to rapidly and effectively deploy and sustain forces in and from 

multiple dispersed locations to respond to crises, to contribute to deterrence, and to enhance regional 

stability.23  Indeed, from Aron’s point of view, power projection on the international scene is a political 

entity’s capacity to impose its will on others.24  It is important to raise a critical nuance before analysis 

begins.  As stated by Jean-Paul Baquiast, a prominent European thinker from a European perspective, 

not wanting to paint the U.S. as Imperialists, power does not have to be projected in an imperialistic 

manner, but could be accomplished in a more humanistic manner.25  It is from this perspective, a more 

humanistic approach, that the E.U.’s potential for power projection will be analyzed.  As such, in order 

to properly analyse the question of power projection from a E.U. perspective, it will be necessary to 

explore the E.U.’s Security Strategy, which attempts to clarify what kind of actor or power the E.U. 

wants to be, as well as the E.U. Security and Defence Policy which looks at the will and capacity to have 

a credible and useful intervention mechanism.  Both of these will be developed and analysed in the 

following chapters. 

                                                 
23 U.S. Department of Defense, ed., Publication 1-02DoD, Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, (ed. Joint: 

19 August 2009), 59. 
 
24 Dario Battistella, "Le concept de puissance: Manuel d'études stratégiques" (manuscrit en cours de publication), 12.  
 
25 Jean-Paul Baquiast, "Les peuples européens s'interdisent la puissance," Europesolidaire, [journal on-line]; 

http://www.europesolidaire.eu/article.php?article_id=82; Internet; accessed 1 Jan 2010. 
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Analysis Model: Raymond Aron’s Elements of Power 

 

 In order to demonstrate that the E.U. has the potential to project its power outside of Europe, and 

considering the definition of power projection in the paragraph above, analysis will be conducted from 

the perspective on power and international relations proposed by Raymond Aron a prominent 

international relations theorist.  It is paradoxical that Raymond Aron’s theory is so applicable in this 

case.  Paradoxical, first, because Aron’s realist thoughts at the time, in the early 1960’s, came far before 

the advent of the E.U. as an emerging global power.  Furthermore, they were conceptualized during the 

Vietnam War era, which was a classical example, although disastrous for the U.S., of American power 

projection against the expansion of Communism.26  Paradoxical, second, is the fact that Aron certainly 

did not foresee such important developments in the E.U. project of late. 27  Notwithstanding, Aron’s 

model is ideal for analysis as it focuses predominantly on the classical military aspects of power 

projection.28  Furthermore, it is not unjustly biased for the E.U., as Aron mainly focuses his analysis on 

other powers such as the U.S., Russia, Germany and Japan and the elements which enabled them to 

project their power.  Moreover, his model is quite applicable for analysis, as he had already given some 

thought, although not in great detail, on Europe’s future from a 1960’s perspective.29 

 

                                                 
26 Raymond Aron, Paix et guerre entre les nations, 6e revue et corrigée ed. (Paris: Calmann-Lévy, 1962), 12. 
 
27 Ibid., 732-733. In fact, he expected that the European Common Market would never achieve the status of a 

federation, nor would it ever achieve a global power status as he understood it, because it was strictly based on economic and 
administrative treaties, without any unified military capabilities, or will to use them, and therefore would be unable to project 
its power 

 
28 Christian Malis, "Raymond Aron et le concept de puissance," Institut de Stratégie Comparée, Commission 

francaise d'histoire militaire, Institut d'histoire des conflits contemporains, [journal on-line]; available from  
http://www.stratisc.org/act/Malis_POWERII.htnl; Internet; accessed 10 August 2009.  

 
29 Aron, Paix et guerre entre les nations. . ., 732-733. 
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 From Aron’s perspective, power is the ability of a political entity to impose its will on others.  

Aron’s theory on power and international relations focuses on the fact that power is a means and not an 

end in itself; a human relation, which is much more difficult to measure or quantify than military force 

itself.30  The centrality of Aron’s theory is that power is relative because it depends on the political 

will that is driving it, on the means available to be used, and on the environment in which it will be 

applied. 31   

 
 In Aron’s development of his theory, he also considers ideas from other prominent thinkers of 

international relations and power such as Spykman, Morgenthau and Steinmetz.32  Aron admits that the 

elements of power raised by these thinkers, definitely contributed to a political entity’s force, but that 

those lists were too specific, were too mathematical and not of general applicability, constantly through 

time.33  On the contrary, Aron’s elements of power, while not exactly measurable, are strong indicators 

of a political entity’s potential for imposing its will on others.  He also believes that these elements of 

power are timeless in their applicability and interrelated, mutually affecting each other.34  Hence, it is 

from these three elements of power that the E.U.’s potential for power projection will be analysed. 

 

In Aron’s terms, his first element of power is the political entity’s capacity for collective action.  

This element of power, according to Aron, encompasses a political entity’s will to project it power.35   

                                                 
30Aron, Paix et guerre entre les nations. . ., 59. 
 
31 Ibid., 59. 
 
32 Ibid., 63. In order to see a list of those he considered and what elements of power they had taken into account in 

their writings, consult the reference. 
 
33 Ibid. 
 
34  Aron, Paix et guerre entre les nations . . ., 64. Indeed, Battistella confirms Aron’s intent, when he writes that 

according to his interpretation of Aron’s theory, power projection on the international scene will see the triumph of a political 
entity’s will over another’s.  Dario Battistella, "Le concept de puissance: Manuel d'études stratégiques,". . ., 12.  
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From this perspective, it is necessary to examine the E.U.’s internal organisations, strategies, plans, 

treaties and policies which would affect and demonstrate its will to project its power.  Furthermore, 

previous instances of E.U. power projection will also be gauges of its will to project power.   

 

Aron’s second element of power is resources, which he describes as a political entity’s materiel 

resources and the knowledge required to transform and use them.36  As such, resources will be 

interpreted as the E.U.’s broad capabilities.  In this sense it would be important to examine the initial 

capabilities, the current status of E.U. capabilities for classical power projection, and its development of 

future capabilities and their progress.   

 

Lastly, Aron’s third element of power is a political entity’s milieu.  He describes it as the space 

occupied by the political entity or as the space where the action is taking place.37  Therefore, milieu will 

be interpreted in its narrower sense as the E.U.’s immediate environment.  The analysis of this element 

of power will be conducted first more extrospectively, by examining external forces affecting the E.U.’s 

potential to project its power and second by examining, more introspectively, how the E.U. is attempting 

to affect its immediate environment.   

 

Consequently, these three elements of power, which will be used to analyse the E.U.’s potential 

for power projection, even in their larger interpretation, remain consistent with Aron’s principle that:  

                                                                                                                                                                         
35  Aron, Paix et guerre entre les nations . . ., 65. 
 
36 Ibid. 
 
37 Ibid. 
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. . . the power of a political entity is based on the scene of its action, and 
the capacity and will to use the materiel and human resources that are 
provided to it.38   

 

It is important to note at this point that some factors raised within the examination of these elements of 

power could be strongly demonstrative of a political entity’s will to project its power, as well as a strong 

indicator of its capability to do so. As such, a factor listed below within a particular part such as the will 

of the E.U., could also later be described as an element of a political entity’s capabilities in another part.  

Hence, these occurrences should not be construed as repetition but as continued analysis from a different 

angle. 

 

 Let us now begin the analysis of the E.U.’s potential for power projection.  The first element of 

power to be examined will be the E.U.’s will to project its power.    

 

PART  I – THE E.U.’S WILL TO PROJECT POWER 

 

 The E.U.’s will to project its power will be examined through four complementary angles.  

Hence, the first chapter will examine the three real power brokers of E.U. power projection.39  The 

analysis of the will of these power brokers and the interrelations within the principal triad of European 

power projection, will serve to evaluate  if the E.U., has the collective will to project its power outside of 

Europe.  Subsequently, the second chapter will look at the development of the emerging European 

                                                 
38  Aron, Paix et guerre entre les nations . . ., 65.  
 
39 The use of  the three power brokers to evaluate European  Union will is very much a realist perspective and would 

certainly not be endorsed by the believers of a true transnational dynamic within the E.U. (liberals and transnationalists).  
Hence, the will of the E.U. will also be examined from other angles, in subsequent chapters, which speak of this potential 
E.U. transnational dynamic. 
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Security Culture embodied by the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP)40 and the European 

Security Strategy (ESS).  These policies and strategies are reflections of the collective will of the 

European people.  Hence their inherent messages, their objectives and implementation logically 

represent the will of the people as well.  It will be evaluated if the emerging European Security Culture, 

if there is indeed one, through the ESDP and the ESS, carries a message which corroborates that the 

E.U. has the intent to play a much more classical role in the global security arena.  In the same vein, the 

third chapter will analyze the E.U.’s decision-making, politico-institutional framework, which 

enables it to decide to project its power.  The ability to collectively decide to project power is inevitably 

linked to a political entity’s will to project power, thus if demonstrated, it would contribute positively to 

the argument that the E.U. has the will to project its power outside of Europe.  Finally, the next chapter 

will examine E.U. operations which have been undertaken.  Hence, these will be examined to 

determine if they are in fact instances, tangible demonstrations, of E.U. will in projecting its power in a 

more classical sense, outside of its boundaries.  

  

Chapter 1.  The Three E.U. Power Brokers 

 

 In examining the E.U.’s will to project its power, in a more classical way, as a collective it is 

critical to first look at the real power brokers of E.U. power projection, what their stance is on the 

subject and how they are influencing it.  The analysis will focus, from a politico/military perspective on 

France, the U.K. and Germany.  Indeed, up to a recent past, all three were major international powers 

which played significant roles in world history and continue to play major roles on the global security 

                                                 
40 The acronym ESDP has been recently changed to the Common Security and Defence Policy the (CSDP).  Having 

said this the term ESDP is still widely recognized and will be used throughout this analysis. 
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scene to this day, comparatively to other E.U. Member States.41  Furthermore the trio have the largest 

and arguably the most modern armed forces within the E.U.42 and all three are considered the main 

“moteurs”; the main engines of the European defence project.43  They also play pivotal roles within the 

greater E.U. integration project as well as with other interregional security and economic actors and 

alliances.44 .   

 

1.1. United Kingdom 

 

 Although a definite power broker, the United Kingdom (U.K.) has been sending mixed signals 

with regards to its support for the European defence and security project, especially when E.U. 

relationships with NATO or the U.S. are concerned.  The U.K.’s rhetoric of support for the E.U. defence 

and security project has ebbed and flowed depending on the approval or disapproval of the U.S. for 

specific initiatives.45  At first, although it recognized the requirement for a stronger European security 

culture, stemming from earlier European failures in Ex Yugoslavia, the U.K. seemed reluctant to fully 

                                                 
41 See Figure 1. for a list of European Union Member States. 
 
42 Jolyon Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007), 

100-101. Table 4.2. Of significant note with regards to capabilities of the trio, both France and the U.K. possess nuclear 
weapons and the means to deliver them. 

 
43 Jean-Dominique Giuliani, "L'Europe de la défense a l'aube de la présidence française De l'UE," Défense Nationale 

64, no. 7 (2008): 92. 
 
44 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union. . ., 5. Germany, France, and the U.K., are all three 

members of NATO, and the G8, and France and the U.K. hold permanent seats in the United Nations Security Council.  Of 
note, the E.U. has the privileges and obligations of membership of the G8, but does not host/chair summits. It is represented 
by the Commission and Council Presidents. Further justifying the use of the “Big Three”in the assessment of EU will to 
project power, the Franco-British Summit in Saint-Malo brought on the birth of the E.U. as a security actor.  Although the 
European integration project began in 1947 with defence as its main pillar, it is only after the St-Malo Summit, in December 
1998, that France, the U.K. and Germany edged the E.U. into bestowing upon itself the wherewithal to become a credible and 
autonomous security actor. 

 
45 Gérard Claude, "Bilan et perspectives de la PESD (1998-2008)," Défense Nationale 64, no. 8 (2008): 18. 
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commit both resources and personnel to the European defence project.46  Case in point, the U.K. 

maintained a more Atlantist approach rather than a European one to global security and stability when it 

sided with the Americans for the invasion of Iraq in 2003 despite strong protest from the other two 

power brokers.47  However, a few months later, Prime Minister Tony Blair48 advocated for the creation 

of a European Planning Headquarters, independent of the Atlantic Alliance in order to enhance the 

E.U.’s capabilities in crisis management.49  Indeed, with the ensuing U.S. hegemony after the fall of the 

Berlin Wall and as Europe ceases to be the “epicentre of U.S. security policy”50 as American strategists 

and policy makers shift their focus from the oriental borders of Europe to the Middle-East and Asia, 

U.K. government officials of the Blair administration felt that it was increasingly likely that the E.U. 

would be asked to assume a greater share of the burden for regional and global stability.51  Taking this 

perspective into account, it is possible that the U.K. will progressively align itself more and more with 

the E.U. approach to defence and security as it has recently demonstrated in its move to lead and 

actively contribute to the E.U.’s anti-piracy mission Atalanta off the coasts of Somalia.52  The U.K.’s 

recent agreement with other European states to purchase a combined Strategic Airlift Capability with the 

A400 aircraft is testimony to the UK’s increasing will to play a more active role in the E.U. defence and 

                                                 
46 Ibid., 18. 
 
47 Ibid., 18. 
 
48 Tony Blair was initially considered as a candidate for the E.U. Council Presidency in 2009. 
 
49 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union . . ., 39. Coincidentally or not, American support 

for the increase in European defence and security capabilities followed suite shortly thereafter. 
 
50 Ibid., 5. 
 
51 Dirk Peters, Constrained Balancing: The UK, Germany, and ESDP (Mainz Germany: 2007): 27. and Howorth, 

Security and Defence Policy in the European Union . . ., 143.  Some experts also claim that U.K. shift from scepticism to 
support for the ESDP is mostly due to constrained balancing of U.S. global influence. 

 
52 Council of the European Union, "EUNAVFOR Somalia," 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/showPage.aspx?id=1518&lang=en; Internet; accessed 20 January 2010. 
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security project.53  Furthermore, the U.K. has pledged troop contributions and the use of its operational 

headquarters, the British Provisional Joint Headquarters, for the rapid intervention European 

Battlegroups54, as well as playing a major role in convincing the more “Atlanticist-leaning new 

accession members from Central and Eastern European States to embrace this concept”55 and participate 

actively in the manning of these high readiness units, thus demonstrating British will to play a more 

important role in the European defence and security project.  However, the current British Prime 

Minister Gordon Brown has remained aloof of the European defence and security project since public 

support at home has dwindled for British military operations in general, perhaps an aftermath of heavy 

demands on U.K.’s national treasure, in lives and money, for operations in Afghanistan and Iraq and the 

crippling effects of defence budgetary constraints brought by the global economic crisis.56  Of 

significant concern to Europeans and proponents of a more conciliatory U.K. in European security 

affairs, David Cameron, the current leader of the Conservative Party and the country’s likely next Prime 

Minister, has made it part of his political platform that he will attempt to pass a series of bills that would 

curtail the further transfer of authorities from London to Brussels and would allow the U.K. to opt out of 

E.U. rules concerning certain elements of social, judicial and employment policies.57  Cameron’s 

proposals highlight a central issue to the whole E.U. debate which can be extrapolated to the premise 

proposed by this thesis in which the Member State’s willingness plays a central role in its embracing of 

European integration or its focus on national prerogatives.   
                                                 

53 U.K. Foreign and Commonwealth Service Office, "Franco-British Summit: Strengthening European Cooperation 
in Security and Defense," Defense-Aerospace, [journal on-line] available from http://www.defense-aerospace.com/article-
view/verbatim/29324/defense-declaration-from-french_uk-summit.html; Internet; accessed 25 January 2010. 

 
54 The term Battlegroup will be further examined in the capabilities part of the analysis. 
 
55 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union. . ., 148. 
 
56 Bastien Irondelle et Ronja Kempin, "La coopération Franco-Allemande a l'épreuve," Défense Nationale 64, no. 8 

(2008): 29. What seems paradoxical is that both these operations were held well outside of the ESDP. 
 
57 Anthony Gardner Luzzato, Stuart E. Eizenstat and Idrisss AL Rifai, "New Treaty, New Influence: Europe's 

Chance to Pucnh its Weight," Foreign Affairs 89, no. 2 (2010): 104. 
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1.2. France 

 

 It is safe to say that France is a strong if not the strongest proponent of the European defence and 

security project.58  France desperately wants to create a “Europe that can act in response to today’s 

challenges”59 which will not only be recognized for its institutional quarrelling and growing pains, but 

for its actions.  France has clearly demonstrated its will to enhance the European defence and security 

project when its President Nicholas Sarkozy assumed the rotating presidency of the E.U. in 2008.  The 

president ensured that the “relance”60 of the ESDP was the top priority in his work programme for his 

term at the helm of the E.U. 61   Furthermore, France has recently re-joined the ranks of NATO, a move 

seen by many as one which will reinforce the E.U. defence and security project and dissipate any 

thoughts that the E.U. is trying to compete or rival with the Atlantic Alliance’s military capabilities.62  In 

fact, many seem to think that France’s decision to re-join NATO was a move to “Europeanize”63 the 

Alliance by which Europe would assume much more of the burden for its own security.  In the context 

of a Europe which is long overdue to impose itself onto the international scene as a full fledged power, 

France is trying to make the rest of Europe understand that there can be no common E.U. foreign policy 

                                                 
58 Hervé Morin, "Penser l'europe de demain," Défense Nationale 64, no. 7 (2008): 23. 
 
59 Irondelle and Kempin, "La Coopération Franco-Allemande a l'épreuve,". . ., 29. 
 
60 Ibid., 29. 
 
61 François Fillon, "Une Europe souveraine et influente," Défense Nationale 64, no. 7 (2008): 17. For example, 

France was the strongest proponent of the Lisbon Treaty and a catalyst with regards to European mobilization for its 
ratification.  The treaty, when it comes into force in January 2010, will potentially give more teeth to the E.U. when it comes 
to external intervention. However, given that it is so early in its coming into force, it is virtually impossible to assess how it 
will affect the E.U.’s potential for power projection.  Hence, the Lisbon Treaty will not be a part of this analysis. 

 
62 Catherine Hoeffler, "L'Union Européenne et l'OTAN dans le Livre Blanc," Défense Nationale 64, no. 7 (2008): 

146.  and Jean-Dominique Giulianni, “L’Europe de la défense a l’aube de la présidence francaise de l’UE,” Défense 
Nationale 64, no.7 (2008): 93.  This is quite contrary to what previous French governments were proposing.  In fact, De 
Gaulle and Chirac’s governments viewed the European security and defence project as an alternative to NATO. 

 
63 Camille Grand, "Sarkozy's 3-Way NATO Bet," The Moscow Times, sec. Opinion, 25 January 2010, [newspaper 

on-line] available from http://www.themoscowtimes.com_e_html.; Internet; accessed 4 February 2010.  
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without a credible E.U. defence.64  According to France in fact, in order to respond to common 

European threats and challenges, a strong European defence is a strategic necessity.65  Not only must 

this defence capability be credible, but it must also be autonomous and complimentary to NATO’s 

military capabilities.  

 

 France has not only demonstrated its will on a diplomatic or political level with regards to the 

European defence and security project.  More concretely, France has led the charge for review of and 

increase of military capabilities.  It was an active leader in the European A400 Strategic Airlift Project, 

in the construction of a European Naval Task Group as well as in the creation of a European Strategic 

Transport Command for both air and sea capabilities.66  It also lead the way for a review of the 2003 

ESS, in order to ensure that it still responded to the widening of the Petersburg Tasks brought by the 

Lisbon Treaty.  France was also a pioneer in the project for revitalisation of the European defence 

industry in order to ensure it remained competitive globally and a leader in research and development.67  

France was a major contributor to the Erasmus programme which encourages cooperative military 

training and exchanges of ideas for E.U. officers.68  With regards to troop contributions and planning 

capabilities, France has contributed to E.U. Battlegroups and has volunteered the use one of its 

operational headquarters for E.U. operational planning.  It has led E.U. operations in Chad and Congo 

and it is an active contributor in manpower, financial and materiel resources, in other E.U. missions. 

 

                                                 
64 Claude, "Bilan et perspectives de la PESD (1998-2008),". . ., 14. 
 
65 Ibid. These common threats and challenges will be covered in Part III. 
 
66 Morin, "Penser l'Europe de demain,". . ., 25. 
 
67 Ibid. 
 
68 Ibid.  
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 Finally, France’s zeal in pushing forward the European security and defence project has not only 

had positive effects.  It has also engendered some level of scepticism of France’s motivations from 

Germany and the U.K.69  This scepticism tended to cool relations between the three engines of the E.U. 

during the recent French presidency of the E.U. Council.  Nonetheless, France maintains that it used its 

presidency of the European Council to dispel any misperceptions and stereotypes about its intentions for 

ESDP.  Furthermore, with France’s reinsertion within NATO, Germany has found a new ally in its effort 

to prevent NATO enlargement to its neighbours, Ukraine and Georgia, as well as curtailing a Global 

NATO.70  In the end however, it seems that France’s true intent with regards to its reinsertion within 

NATO and its motivations behind its élan for the ESDP, have been sufficiently muddied to cause 

prudence and hesitance by the other two power brokers.71 

 

1.3. Germany 

  

 When analyzing Germany as a E.U. defence and security power broker, it would appear at first 

glance that it is strongly committed to making this project work.  It has been a strong vocal supporter of 

the ESDP..72  It also endorsed the ambitious aims set out by the 2004 Headline Goal 201073 to overcome 

                                                 
69 Irondelle et Kempin, "La coopération Franco-Allemande a l'épreuve,". . ., 34. Indeed with France’s re-instatement 

within NATO, there is belief within the U.K. leadership that this is but another French strategy to marginalize the U.K.’s role 
within NATO, and that France is ultimately vying for the status of preferred European partner with the U.S.  It is maintained 
that this feeling is shared by Germany.  Furthermore, there is belief within Germany that France’s motivation for ESDP is to 
get other European States to pay for its agenda in Africa.  An agenda which is not shared in Germany which is much more 
focused on its orient and less to its south.. 

 
70 Ibid., 35 
 
71 Ibid., 36 
 
72 Franz-Josef Meiers, "Dossier Security and Defence: Germany is the ESDP's Reluctant Third Musketeer," Europe's 

World (2007), [journal on-line] available from 
http://www.europesworld.org/NewEnglish/Home/Article/tabid/191/ArticleType/ArticleView/ArticleID/20671/Default.aspx; 
Internet; accessed 10 February 2010. In fact Germany stood ready to commit a contingent of up to eighteen thousand soldiers 
to the E.U.’s fifty to sixty thousand strong Rapid Reaction Force  
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identified deficiencies in E.U. military preparedness, effectiveness, deployability, interoperability and 

sustainability.  Moreover, it was part of a tri-partite initiative, with the other two power brokers, to 

create a European Planning Cell within the European Military Staff back in 2003.  Most indicative of its 

apparent support was its efforts in driving for the creation of thirteen rapid reaction Battlegroups.  

Indeed, more concretely, Germany will contribute fifteen hundred troops for one Battlegroup of its own 

and contribute to three other multinational Battlegroups in the years to come.  Of significant note, 

Germany was the lead nation in the E.U.’s mission to Kinshasa (EU RD Congo) in 2006 and has been 

involved in Operation ALTHEA in Ex-Yugoslavia.  

 

 Notwithstanding, a second look will reveal glaring gaps in Germany’s commitment to the 

European defence and security project.74  The first gap is Germany’s defence spending when compared 

to the other two power brokers who have committed to greater defence spending.  For example, if 

Germany were to follow guidelines established by NATO for defence spending, it would have to boost 

its current defence spending by fifty percent.75  The 1.3 percent earmarked for German defence spending 

in 2007 was a demonstration that this trend, of lower than expected defence spending, would be 

perpetuated in the near future.  In fact, the German White Paper on security policy and the future of the 

Bundeswehr of October 2007 stated that “the tense relationship between defence requirements and 

financial needs for other state tasks will continue in the future.”76  The second gap is based on German 

forces capabilities.  There are clear limitations to German capabilities in strategic transport, global 

reconnaissance and advanced communications which are all key aspects, capabilities wise, for the 
                                                                                                                                                                         

73 The Headline Goal 2010 will be covered in Part II. 
 
74 Franz-Josef Meiers, "Dossier Security and Defence: Germany is the ESDP's Reluctant Third Musketeer," Europe's 

World (2007). . .    
 
75 Ibid. 
 
76 Ibid. 
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projection of power.  Having said this, Germany has supported the European project for the acquisition 

of a strategic lift capability like the A400 transport aircraft.  Given that no budgetary provisions have 

been made for the actual acquisition of these aircraft by Germany, and that its defence budget will in all 

likelihood not increase dramatically over the next few years, it is doubtful that it will be able to keep its 

commitments to such projects.  The third gap is that the German force’s capabilities, with approximately 

seventy-five hundred troops deployed abroad are largely exhausted.  Truth be told, Germany’s Defence 

Minister wanted to use its E.U. mission in Kinshasa, a four month deployment of merely 780 troops with 

limited range, as they were confined to the capital, as a model for the use of German forces.77   

 

 Although Germany may have demonstrated an elevated level of international diplomatic will to 

participate in the European defence and security project, it is quite unlikely that it will be successful, at 

least in the short term, to fill the abovementioned gaps.  These gaps will render it difficult to transform 

current German forces into more expeditionary forces. 

 

 Furthermore, Germany’s “culture of reticence”78 will almost certainly impede on the rapid 

transformation of the Bundeswehr into an expeditionary force capable of future involvement in 

multinational military missions.  Germany’s national strategic culture is another significant domestic 

limitation to Germany’s participation in the European defence and security project. This aspect will be 

analysed later in this chapter as the strategic cultures of all three power brokers will be compared with 

each other.  Furthermore, Germany’s increasing assertiveness in foreign policy and sometimes 

unwillingness to subordinate its national interests to those of the E.U. may continue to complicate the 

                                                 
77 Franz-Josef Meiers, "Dossier Security and Defence: Germany is the ESDP's Reluctant Third Musketeer," Europe's 

World (2007). . .   
 
78 Ibid. 
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search for consensus among E.U. members, especially on issues of particular concern to Germany such 

as energy security and relations with Russia.79 This would be further exacerbated by Croatia’s and 

Macedonia’s accession to the E.U. as they would probably be closely aligned with German divergences.   

 

1.4. Strategic Cultures of the Power Brokers 

 

 There are fundamental differences in the strategic cultures of the three E.U. power brokers.  To 

start with, there is the divisive issue of the use of military power.  The U.K. and France are of those who 

think that military power plays a vital role in sound coercive diplomacy.80  They favour a proactive 

global defence and security policy which includes robust military intervention in extreme circumstances. 

Of note, both countries already possess modern expeditionary forces and have in the past adopted a 

more interventionist approach (Falklands, Indochina, Algeria).  Germany on the other hand is of those 

who see the E.U. as primarily “a civilian actor with a clear preference for non-military solutions.”81  

According to Germany, the E.U. represents its commitment to “institutionalized multilateralism”82, the 

supremacy of international law, the central role of the United Nations Security Council and the need for 

non-military preventative engagement.  Despite this, Germany has made significant military 

contributions in Afghanistan and Lebanon, as well as ensuring progress in the development of the ESDP 

during its E.U. presidency in 2007.   

 

                                                 
79 Gardner Luzzato, Eizenstat and AL Rifai, "New Treaty, New Influence: Europe's Chance to Pucnh its Weight,". . 

., 110. EU relations with Russia will be covered in Part III.  
 
80 Meiers, "Dossier Security and Defence: Germany is the ESDP's Reluctant Third Musketeer,". . . 
 
81 Ibid. 
 
82 Ibid. 
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 There are other numerous distinctions in the strategic cultures of the three power brokers, such as 

conscription in Germany.  The German government maintains that conscription binds together the army 

to society and the citizen to the state.83  It also feels that a citizen’s army is a good safeguard against 

military interventionism around the world.  This aspect ties into Germany’s efforts in ensuring that the 

E.U.’s use of military force is primarily as a supportive element of a “comprehensive approach”84 to a 

civilian led engagement in international or intranational conflicts.  Germany, contrarily to France and the 

U.K., de-emphasizes the use of the military as an instrument of foreign and security policy.   Germany 

maintains that military force should only be used in precisely defined circumstances and then only as a 

last resort and as a result of rule-based decisions emanating from the United Nations Security Council 

for more humanitarian causes than imperialistic ones.  France and the U.K. are generally supportive of 

the German argument, especially with regards to the comprehensive approach, the humanistic value of 

intervention and the respect for the rule of law.  However, they also believe that Europe should be able 

to decide for itself, where, when, why and how it will intervene in order to deal with global threats and 

challenges.  Although the U.K. has tended to be more ambiguous on that specific question. 

 

 The U.K. is also perceived as the more “Atlantist” of the three, as it seems hesitant to align itself 

with Europe rather than with the U.S. and NATO.  France and Germany on the other hand seem to be 

more aligned with the E.U.’s defence and security project. 

 

                                                 
83 Meiers, "Dossier Security and Defence: Germany is the ESDP's Reluctant Third Musketeer,". . . 
 
84 Jean-Pierre Tiffou, "Le merveilleux destin de la politique de sécurité et de défense commune," Défense Nationale 

64, no. 7 (2008): 36. and Dirk Peters, Constrained Balancing: The UK, Germany, and ESDP (Mainz Germany: 2007): 27. 
For instance, German caveats to NATO in the employment of its troops in Afghanistan are a prime example. 
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 Notwithstanding, all three E.U. power brokers, even other emerging ones such as Italy, Spain, 

and Poland are painfully aware that nothing good has come out of a disunited Europe.85  The European 

paralysis during the Balkan wars, where the power brokers did not take the initiative to prevent the 

crisis, as well as the cleavages caused by the rift over European support for the Iraq war, are clear signs, 

read by all, that nationalistic primacy over European collective good is a dangerous game to play.  

Hence, especially concerning the European defence and security project of late, E.U. power brokers are 

seemingly using their differences in strategic cultures less as ways to paralyze or impede the 

development process, but more as ways to ensure it develops, slowly but surely, in the right direction.  

As such all three power brokers are quite active in the development and refinement of the ESDP as well 

as the ESS. 

 

1.5. Assessment – Do the Power Brokers Have the Will? 

 

 It has been demonstrated that the three E.U. power brokers, France, U.K. and Germany have 

made significant, tangible contributions to the E.U. defence and security project.  All three have led or 

been involved in E.U. military operations outside of Europe, and have contributed personnel, materiel, 

funds and capabilities in order to allow the E.U. to project its military power outside of Europe.   

 

 Furthermore, it has been demonstrated that all three power brokers have made significant 

diplomatic and financial commitments with regards to defence and security capability enhancement 

projects as well as to policy and decisional architecture advancements.  These projects will facilitate the 

development of European power projection capabilities whether from a planning, from a strategic 

                                                 
85 Le Breton, "Les États-Désunis d'Europe dans le monde d'aujourd'Hui et demain,". . ., 110. 
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transport and movements, or from a collective training perspective.  These capabilities will be developed 

in greater detail in chapter two. 

 

 It has also been demonstrated that all three power brokers are generally supportive of the 

development of the European defence and security project.  However, it has also been demonstrated that 

differences in strategic cultures are omnipresent between the three power brokers.  These strategic 

culture differences are focused mostly on the divergence in emphasis on the use of military force as a 

means of foreign and security policy.  Although all three power brokers agree that the use of military 

power should be as a means of last resort, within the rule of law and for humanistic causes, France and 

the U.K. seem less risk averse than Germany when it comes to more forceful use of their militaries 

especially in high intensity conflicts.  More so than Germany it seems, France and the U.K. feel that 

Europe should be able to decide what are the threats and challenges it faces and act on them, militarily if 

necessary. 

 

 In summary, it has been demonstrated that France, the U.K. and Germany, when it comes to the 

E.U. defence and security project, have demonstrated different levels of  will to project their power 

outside of Europe.  In general all three have demonstrated a certain level of commitment to the European 

security and defence project.  However, it seems that opposing visions with regards to strategic cultures 

such as the actual employment of a nation’s military forces will constrain the employment of E.U. 

military forces to more humanistic type missions, in a more comprehensive approach to foreign and 

security policy.  Moreover, it seems that other factors, such as American support for a particular E.U. 
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mission, national considerations, and even purely economic factors may limit or hamper the E.U.’s 

ability to project its power outside of Europe to more “lowest common denominator”86 type solutions.  

Figure 1.  The E.U. Member States87 

 

 

 

Chapter 2. The Emerging European Security Culture 

 

 The second aspect which will be used to assess the E.U.’s will to project its power outside of 

Europe will be the analysis of the emergence of a European security culture which is embodied, from a 

policy perspective, by the ESDP and the ESS.  The messages contained in these policies and strategies 

as well as their implementation should be a reasonable reflection of the will of the European people and 

                                                 
86 Daniel C. Thomas, "Explaining the Negotiation of EU Foreign Policy: Normative Institutionalism and Alternative 

Approaches," International Politics 46, no. 4 (2009): 350. 
 
87 Steven Everts and Heather Grabbe, "Why does the E.U. Need a Security Strategy," Centre for European Reform, 

[journal on-line]; available from http://www.cer.org.uk/pdf/briefing_security_everts_grabbe.pdf; Internet; accessed 23 
February 2010. 
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the E.U. as a collective entity.88  Hence, it will be assessed, in the analysis of the messages contained in 

these policies and their implementation, if Europeans want to play a more global role in facing their 

challenges and threats and have henceforth, the will to project E.U. power outside of Europe. 

  

 Traditionally, elements of security and defence were more identified with and perceived as 

national prerogatives.89  In the last decade or so, there has been a significant change in the lens from 

which most Europeans view these same issues. This lens, which composes the Strategic Culture of the 

citizens of Europe, seems to have shifted from a nationalistic shade to a more European shade.90  But 

really, what is a European Strategic Culture?  Christopher Meyer, ex British ambassador to the U.S. and 

theorist of Strategic Culture offers a definition, shared in essence by other experts.91  For the sake of 

demonstration, European Strategic Culture will be seen as: 

. . . the socially transmitted, identity-derived norms, ideas, and patterns of 
behaviour that are shared among a broad majority of actors and social 
groups within a given security community, which help to shape a ranked 
set of options for a community’s pursuit of security and defence goals.92 

 

                                                 
88 Henri Bentégeat, "Défense et sécurité européennes," Défense Nationale 65, no. 2 (2009): 143. In fact Europeans 

are calling for it.  Henri Bentégéat writes that “Europe needs not only a common vision of its challenges and stakes of its 
environment, but it also needs a clear conscience of what she is  and what she can be.”   

 
89 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union . . ., 178. 
 
90 Christopher O. Meyer, The Quest for a European Strategic Culture: Changing Norms on Security and Defence in 

the E.U. (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006), 528. and Nicole Gnessoto, "EU, US: Visions of the World, Visions of the 
Other," in Shift Or Rift: Assessing US-EU Relations After Iraq, ed. Gustav Lindstrom (Paris: Institute for Security Studies 
European Union, 2003), 18. and Henri Bentégeat, "Défense et sécurité européennes," Défense Nationale 65, no. 2 (2009): 
143. 

 
91 Nicole Gnessoto, "EU, US: Visions of the World, Visions of the Other,". . ., 18. and Christopher O. Meyer, The 

Quest for a European Strategic Culture: Changing Norms on Security and Defence in the E.U. . . ., 520. 
 
92 Meyer, The Quest for a European Strategic Culture: Changing Norms on Security and Defence in the E.U. . . .., 

500. and Nicole Gnessoto, "EU, US: Visions of the World, Visions of the Other,". . ., 18. 
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 Importantly for this chapter, Jolyon Howorth in his book, Security and Defence Policy in the 

E.U., uses the term Strategic Culture to describe the “collective mindset”93 that seems to be taking shape 

in the E.U..  In fact, he confirms that the ESS of 2003, A Secure Europe in a Better World, contains the 

essential ingredients of the term: Strategic Culture.94  Moreover, he and other experts also claim that, 

even though the ESDP has generated much debate over whether it is or is not generating the 

development of a clear trans-European identity, it definitely has demonstrated significant signs of a 

steady, pan-European convergence towards a European Strategic Culture.95 

 

 Hence, both of these above-mentioned policies and their inherent messages, understanding that 

they are the embodiment of an emerging European Strategic Culture96, will be analysed in the 

demonstration of the E.U.’s will to project its power outside of Europe. 

 

2.1. The European Security and Defence Policy 

 

 The fundamental debate amongst Europeans with regards to the ESDP remains if it is aligned 

with its foreign policy’s Normative Power framework97, which uses primarily civilian instruments to 

deal with threats and challenges, or is it tending more towards a Global Power perspective with a robust 

                                                 
93 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union . . .,178.  
 
94 Ibid.  
 
95 Gnessoto, "EU, US: Visions of the World, Visions of the Other,". . ., 18. 
 
96 Ibid. Which constitutes the aim and the means by which are incited “common thinking, compatible reactions, and 

coherent analysis and action.”  
 
97 Meyer, "The Quest for a European Strategic Culture: Changing Norms on Security and Defence in the E.U.,". . ., 

500. 
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intervention policy with capacities at the highest possible end of military technology.98  Others, more 

moderate, wish that the E.U. would limit its emergent security culture, through its policy arm, to a form 

of peacekeeping with limited military involvement, which would require international approval, and 

maintain a prevailing dominance of civilian means.  The reality is, although it is continuously in 

evolution, and given that a unified security culture seems to be emerging, the ESDP has developed into a 

mix of these approaches.99  The root cause of this is that the E.U. “does not wish or intend to become a 

coercive power of a classical type.”100  In fact, facing the same threats and challenges as more traditional 

powers, the E.U. is using significantly different instruments in an entirely different manner, in dealing 

with them.101  It is therefore no revelation that evaluations of the E.U. Defence and Security Policy by 

more traditionalist visions are cynical.102   

 

 Despite this rhetoric, experts claim that the ESDP has made significant progress in areas central 

to trans-European convergence on key aspects of security and defence such as capability, reliability and 

legitimacy, civil-military integration and a mutually accepting relationship with the Northern Atlantic 

                                                 
98 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union . . ., 181. 
 
99 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union. . ., 181. and Fabien Terpan, "La PESD au second 

semestre 2008," Défense Nationale 65, no. 2 (2009): 34. 
 
100 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union. . ., 182. We can therefore ask ourselves if the 

EUdoes not want to become a projector of power in the classical sense or perhaps should we ask ourselves if it does not want 
to be perceived as a classical power projector, but indeed has the will to increasingly project some form of power which 
encompasses civilian means in coordination with more classical means, such as military power, if required. 

 
101 Everts and Grabbe, Why does the E.U. Need a Security Strategy. . ., 2. and Howorth, Security and Defence Policy 

in the European Union . . ., 182.  
 
102 Julian Lindley-French, "The Revolution in Security Affairs: Hard and Soft Security Dynamics in the 21st 

Century," European Security 13 (2009): 10. and Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union . . ., 182. For 
example, For Neo-realsists such as Julian Lindley-French the divisions over Iraq have demonstrated a fractured Europe and 
that Europe is faced with a dilemma : “either it gets real about the role of justifiable coercion in international relations and 
builds structures accordingly or it admits that its concept of security is a sham and that the U.S. will decide by right and by 
might  when and how to apply power.”  
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Treaty Organisation.103  In fact, far from a stagnating development, the European Council in a formal 

declaration in December 2008 has determined that Europe needed to strengthen its ESDP.104  Expert 

interpretations of this recent declaration propose that it is a formal announcement or reminder of the 

E.U.’s will to advance its position as a global, independent actor in matters of foreign policy, defence 

and security within and outside of Europe.105  Pragmatically, this declaration also calls for the 

corresponding or enabling increase in its capacities to act using the full spectrum of European 

intervention options, including “robust, interoperable and flexible military capabilities.”106 Pursuant, the 

European Council has listed a series of concrete objectives so that in the years to come, the E.U. will be 

able to assume, simultaneously, outside of its territory, a series of civilian and military missions of 

varying scope, which correspond to the most probable scenarios of employment.  Although, this 

declaration is a significant demonstration of a European will to project power outside of Europe, it is 

also a significant commitment to E.U. power projection capability development.  Hence, the E.U. seems 

to want to have the means commensurate with its ambitions.  This aspect will be covered later in the 

paper.  

 

 On a more practical note, which will be covered in more depth later, the fact that the E.U. has 

deployed multi-national forces under E.U. banner in a wide range of different types of missions in 

response to crisis around the world offers clear evidence that the ESDP is not an intangible; shrouded in 
                                                 

103 Paul Cornish and Geoffrey Edwards, "Beyond the NATO-EU Dychotomy: The Beginnings of a European 
Strategic Culture," International Affairs 77, no. 3 (2001): 587. and Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European 
Union . . ., 187. 

 
104 Conseil Franco-Espagnol de défense et de sécurité 2009, "Déclaration du Conseil Franco-Espagnol de défense et 

de sécurité 2009," available from  http://www.ambafrance-es.org/france_espagne/IMG/pdf/Declaration_CFEDS_fr.pdf; 
Internet; accessed 27 February 2010. 

 
105 Jean-Marie Bockel, "Les Avancées De l'Europe De La Défense Et De La Sécurité," Défense Nationale 65, no. 1 

(2009): 8. 
 
106 Conseil de l'union européenne, Rapport de fin de présidence, (2008) (accessed 10 March 2010). 
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illusions and unrealizable expectations.107  Instead, European countries have found that the changing 

security environment has produced a range of pressures on their national strategic cultures, which have 

implied the need for a necessary convergence to a more influential and more credible European Strategic 

Culture, which possesses the policy arm in its ESDP, to decide upon collective action.108   This capacity 

for common collective action, the will as Aron would define it, has been the result of the collision of 

passive and active forces.109  These forces have resulted in the adoption and implementation of a 

complex mix of policy instruments, some derived from realism110, some from liberal internationalism,111 

and some from universalism,112 which when combined together give the E.U. a capacity for 

intervention, unparalleled by any other nation or alliance.113  Furthermore, the ESDP, driven by constant 

interaction between its members and the adoption of collective norms has brought a more activist 

interpretation of European goals regarding humanitarian external intervention, and correspondingly 

increasing support for the role of the Union on the world stage as a military actor.114  The above-

mentioned European goals, embodied by the ESDP, when it comes to E.U. power projection, hinge on 

the broad tenets upheld by Europe’s politico-military strategy framework the ESS.  Let us now examine 

this facet of the E.U.’s will to project its power outside of Europe. 
                                                 

107 Bentégeat, "Défense et sécurité européennes," . . ., 137. As of 2009 the ESDP had deployed over twenty missions 
since 2003.  Bentégeat claims that when the international situation requires Europe’s intervention, the twenty seven countries 
can come together and act. 

 
108 Giegrich Bastian and William Wallace, "Not such a Soft Power: The External Deployment of European Forces," 

Survival 46, no. 2 (2004): 164. 
 
109 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union . . ., 199. 
 
110 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union . . .,199. For example, the E.U.’s high readiness 

Battlegroups, sanctions and a hypothetical nuclear deterrent.  
 
111 Ibid.  Such as development aid, commercial incentives, and civilian assistance.  
 
112 Ibid.   Such as conflict prevention, crisis management, nation building.  
 
113 Ibid.  
 
114 Meyer, "The Quest for a European Strategic Culture: Changing Norms on Security and Defence in the E.U.," . . ., 

27. 
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2.2. The European Security Strategy 

 

 The ESS indeed calls for the development of a convergent European Strategic Culture.115  

Conversely, the growth of the European Strategic Culture depends on the Union’s ability to maintain a 

coherent strategy discourse.116   Hence, amidst the international rift caused by the predominantly absent 

Europe in the American lead Iraq war of 2003, and as an afterthought to its inability to intervene in its 

own backyard in the Ex-Yugoslavia, the European Council, through its Political Security Committee117, 

demanded that an ESS be devised, outlining how the E.U. viewed itself and how it viewed the world.118  

The concepts behind this ESS will be assessed to determine if they are congruent with Europe’s apparent 

increasing ambition to  project its power outside of Europe.  The ESS indeed reflects the comprehensive 

approach to crisis management that has been a trademark of the overall normative power approach of the 

E.U.   However, it does not limit itself to intervention by civilian means alone.  Hence it goes further in 

calling for robust military intervention if required.   Indeed, the first concept inherent to the ESS is that 

of comprehensive security.119  In this context, security is interpreted as being “indivisible” and that 

                                                 
115 Gnessoto, "EU, US: Visions of the World, Visions of the Other," . . ., 21. 
 
116 Vivien A. Schmidt and Claudio Radaelli, "Conceptual and Methodological Issues in Policy Change in Europe," 

West European Politics 27, no. 4 (2004): 27. 
 
117 European Council, "Europa: Glossary," available from  

http://europa.eu/scadplus/glossary/political_security_committee_en.htm; Internet; accessed 23 March 2010. The PSC is the 
permanent EU structure responsible for foreign policy and security.  Its members are the ministers of each member’s foreign 
affairs ministries. Under the responsibility of the Council, the Committee exercises political control and strategic direction of 
crisis management operations. It may thus be authorised by the Council to take decisions on the practical management of a 
crisis. It is assisted by a Politico-Military Group, a Committee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management, and the Military 
Committee (MC) and Military Staff (MS).  Following the entry into force of the Treaty of Amsterdam, establishment of the 
Committee was agreed in principle at the Helsinki European Council in December 1999.  The Committee was originally 
temporary but became a standing body after the Nice European Council in December 2000. 

 
118 Everts and Grabbe, "Why does the E.U. Need a Security Strategy," . . ., 2. Indeed, one of the main reasons behind 

the EU’s divisions over Iraq was the lack of a common shared threat assessment.  Each country first formed its own national 
viewpoint and then tried half-heartedly to find a common stance with its European neighbours.  

 
119 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union . . ., 200. 
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Europe cannot be secure if its neighbours remain unsecure.120  The second concept intrinsic to the ESS 

is that of cooperative security.  In this context, , the security concept addresses basic human rights, 

fundamental freedoms, economic and environmental cooperation as well as peace and stability.  It thus 

underlines that security is “multi-dimensional”121 in character.  Hence, contrary to what some critics of 

the ESS have written, it is apparent that the ESS does not shone away from the employment of military 

power.122  Case in point, these notions of comprehensive security and cooperative security are intricately 

linked to the United Nations’ term “human security”123.  The protection of these freedoms entails “the 

appropriate use of force”124 as detailed in the ESS.  It also calls for a response force, which includes 

military forces, dedicated to protecting human security when required.  Moreover, in establishing its 

strategic objectives, the ESS stresses that none of the threats it faces are purely military, nor will they be 

manageable through purely military means.  However, it does underline the fact that its “first line of 

defence will often be abroad, via conflict prevention, using the full spectrum of intervention in conflict 

resolution.”125  It also qualifies its intervention capabilities by stating that the ESS will nourish a 

                                                 
120 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union . . ., 200.   
 
121 Pierre Pahlavi, "Sécurité Et Projet d'Union Méditerranéenne: Vers Une Autre Rupture," Diplomatie 31, no. mars-

avril 2008.  and  Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union. . ., 200. This aspect was part of initial ESDP 
discussions between Member States at the 1999 Helsinki European Council meeting; hence it has been a principal at the heart 
of the ESDP and central to the development of the 2003 ESS. 

 
122 Richard G. Whitman, "Road Map for a Route March?: De-Civilianizing through the EU's Security Strategy," 

European Foreign Affairs Review 11 (2006): 14. Critics like Whitman claim that the EU is still mostly a civilian power but in 
the slow process of transforming itself into a more global power  

 
123 Shahrbanou Tadjbakhsh, "Human Security: 60 Minutes to Convince" (Paris, France, UNESCO - Center for Peace 

and Conflict Resolution Sciences, 14 Sep 2005) (accessed March 2010). This has been defined as the freedom from fear and 
the freedom from want.  It is also important to note and it is widely accepted by international relations thinkers that the E.U. 
has had a tendency to legitimize its military interventions or joint actions by associating them with commensurate UNSCRs 

 
124 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union. . . , 201. 
 
125 Pahlavi, Sécurité Et Projet d'Union Méditerranéenne: Vers Une Autre Rupture… and Howorth, Security and 

Defence Policy in the European Union . . ., 203. 
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European Strategic Culture which fosters “early, rapid and where necessary, robust intervention.”126  It 

is with this mobilization of panoply of policy instruments, which include politico-military elements that 

the E.U. hopes to contribute to “an effective multilateral system, which will lead to a fairer, safer and 

more united world.”127   . 

 

2.3. Strategic Culture and Will for Power Projection 

 

 Through the analysis of the emerging E.U. Security Culture and its policy and strategy aspects, it 

has been demonstrated that the E.U. has endowed itself with the policy and strategy architecture which 

can enable and indeed calls for it to project European power outside of Europe, in a more classical sense, 

if required.   Having said this, European power projection would involve a more comprehensive 

approach, by which classical military means would serve to complement civilian means in attaining 

synergies on the ground.  This architecture or armature constitutes in itself the E.U.’s will.128 Having 

said this, one must also consider the comments made earlier proposing that European aspects of security 

and defence have long been considered through national lenses.  Hence, the emergence of the ESDP and 

the ESS have caused some European states, to have to undertake major reengineering of their armed 

forces, not only capability wise, but also from a mindset perspective in the spirit of convergence.  For 

example, the German Government’s 2006 decision to accept that German forces can and indeed must 

participate in crisis management operations to right humanitarian wrongs and correct flagrant 

imbalances of power, not between states but between leaders and their people, has been a major victory 

for the European defence and security project and a demonstration of the European convergence towards 

                                                 
126 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union. . ., 203. 
 
127 Ibid.  
 
128 Claude, "Bilan Et Perspectives De La PESD (1998-2008),". . ., 22. 
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power projection outside of Europe.  However, this situation also brings to the forefront that underlying 

divergences in national strategic cultures and subtle, or not so subtle differences in projection of 

European power, such as the actual employment of a nation’s military forces in certain roles, will 

inevitably constrain the employment of E.U. military forces, or elements of them, to more humanistic 

type missions, in a more comprehensive approach.  This, in itself, is commensurate with the perceived 

European foreign policy of late. 

 

Chapter 3.  The Political/Military Decisional Framework 

 

 Soon after the ratification of the ESDP and a few years prior to the development of the ESS, the 

E.U., in order to ensure that it  could fully assume its responsibilities for crisis management, as an 

aspiring global power, in other words to ensure it could enact the converging ideology behind its will, 

the European Council, at the treaty of Nice in December 2000,129 decided to establish permanent 

political and military structures at the supra-national level.  As such, the assessment of the E.U.’s 

Political/Military decisional framework is the third element which will be used to evaluate if the E.U. 

has the will to project its power outside of Europe.  This framework will be examined hierarchically 

from top to bottom in five parts as depicted in Figure 2.  Hence, first, it will examine the Political and 

Security Committee.  Second, it will examine the E.U. Military Committee.  Third it will examine the 

Committee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management.  Fourth, based on the analysis of the three 

aforementioned sections, it will determine if the E.U.’s political/military decisional framework is 

congruent with European will to project power in a more classical sense. 

                                                 
129 European Council, "Rapid Press Release: A Summary of the Nice Treaty," Europa, available from, 

http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=MEMO/03/23&format=HTML&aged=0&language=EN&guiLangu
age=en; Internet; accessed 24 March 2010. 
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Figure 2. The E.U. Political Military Decisional Framework130 

 

  

3.1. The Political and Security Committee (PSC) 

 

 The PSC’s main functions are to keep track of the international situation, and to help in defining 

policies within Europe’s foreign and security policy which includes the ESDP.131  In more simple terms, 

the PSC prepares a coherent E.U. response to a crisis and exercises political control and provides 

strategic direction in the event of a crisis.  Hence, the PSC is the strategic politico/military level body, a 

single institutional framework, which deals with crisis situations and examines all the options that might 

                                                 
130 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union. . ., 69. A depiction of the CFSP and ESDP 

Structures. 
 
131 European Council, Europa: Glossary, 15. Also known as the COPS (the French abbreviation) the PSC is 

comprised of ambassadors.  Ambassadors, in most cases, are political appointments made by a member state’s government in 
power. Hence, logically, the political will of these individual member states is garnered in one institution, the PSC. The PSC 
serves as a preparatory body for the Council of the E.U. through its Committee of Permanent Representatives (COREPER).  
COREPER is responsible for preparing the work of the Council of the E.U.. It consists of the Member States' ambassadors to 
the E.U. ("Permanent Representatives") and is chaired by the Member State which holds the Council Presidency 
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be considered for a E.U. response.  In fact, in order to prepare the E.U.'s response to a crisis or to pre-

emptively prevent one, it is for the PSC to propose to the Council the political objectives to be pursued 

by the Union and to recommend a cohesive set of options aimed at contributing to the settlement of the 

situation.  In particular, it can recommend to the Council that it adopt a “joint action”132, which may 

translate in military missions or operations.  Hence, the PSC also exercises “political control and 

strategic direction”133 of the military aspects within a response to a crisis.  Case in point, the PSC met 

urgently in August 2008 in response to the Georgian Crisis to determine the E.U.'s response to Russia's 

failure to comply fully with the ceasefire mediated by the E.U.’s President Nicolas Sarkozy earlier that 

month.134  Hence it seems that the E.U. through its PSC which acts as a strategic enabler for military 

intervention, amongst other intervention mechanisms, to a particular crisis, has endowed itself with an 

institution which can enable it to project its power.  Having said this, it is important to remember that 

since members of the PSC are representing their individual Member States’ national objectives, these 

undoubtedly could slow down decision-making and inevitably create recommendations based on lowest 

common denominator responses.  Nonetheless, it has also been demonstrated that these same national 

imperatives are in the process of converging more towards a collective European outlook on security 

and defence. 

 

                                                 
132 European Council, Europa: Glossary. . ., 38. Joint action, which is a legal instrument under Title V of the Treaty 

on E.U. (common foreign and security policy, CFSP), means coordinated action by the Member States whereby all kinds of 
resources (human resources, know-how, financing, equipment, etc.) are mobilised in order to attain specific objectives set by 
the Council, on the basis of general guidelines from the European Council. 

 
133 Council Decision of 22 January 2001 - Setting Up the PSC, 2001/78/CFSP, (22 January 2001, 2001): 2. 
 
134 Mark Latham, "Member States Discuss Agenda Fo Crisis Summit," European Voice (2008), Journal on-line; 

available from  http://www.europeanvoice.com/article/2529august/member-states-discuss-agenda-for-crisis-
summit/62044.aspx; Internet, accessed 10 March 2010. 
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 To that end, on the basis of the opinions and recommendations of the Military Committee, which 

will be examined next,  the PSC evaluates the essential elements (strategic military options including the 

chain of command, operation concept, operation plan) to be submitted to the Council.135 

 

3.2. The E.U. Military Committee (EUMC) 

 

 The EUMC, an organization comparable to the NATO military committee, is the highest military 

body within the Council.  The EUMC is composed of  the Chiefs of Defence of the Member States, who 

are regularly represented by their permanent representatives.  Paradoxically, these same representatives 

in many cases, represent their state at both the EUMC and the NATO Military Committee thus 

demonstrating that European nations are seemingly devoting as much attention to both organisations 

which involves the projection of more classical military power.136  The EUMC provides the PSC with 

advice and recommendations on all military matters within the E.U..137  In fact, it is [the] forum for 

military consultation and cooperation between the E.U.’s Member States in the field of conflict 

prevention and crisis management.  Hence, for questions involving the military projection of force, 

Member States refer to the EUMC as a discussion and policy forum.  As such, it provides military 

advice and makes recommendations to the PSC, acting within guidelines forwarded by the PSC, 

particularly with regard to elements such as the ones depicted in the following table. 

 

                                                 
135 European Council, Council Decision of 22 January 2001 - Setting Up the PSC. . ., 3. 
 
136 The Chiefs of defence, in most cases of member states, are nominated by the government in power, and are 

subservient to the political leadership of their country.  Hence, by default, they officially represent the views and opinions of 
their people, their will. 

 
137 European Council, "CSDP Structures and Instruments," Journal on-line; available from 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/showPage.aspx?id=279&lang=EN; Internet; accessed 10 March 2010. 
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Table 1. EUMC Responsibilities138 

The E.U. Military Committee and its Responsibilities 

- The development of the overall concept of crisis management in its military aspects  
 
- The military aspects relating to the political control and strategic direction of crisis management 

operations and situations  
 

- The risk assessment of potential crises  
 

- The military dimension of a crisis situation and its implications  
 

- The elaboration, the assessment and the review of capability objectives according to agreed 
procedures  

 
- The E.U.'s military relationship with non-EU European NATO Members, the other candidates 

for accession to the E.U., other States and other organisations, including NATO  
 

- The financial estimation for operations and exercises 
 

 In crisis management situations, upon the PSC's request, the EUMC issues Initiating Directives 

to the Director General of the E.U. Military Staff (DGEUMS) to draw up and present strategic military 

options.  Then it evaluates the strategic military options developed by the EUMS and forwards them to 

the PSC together with its evaluation and military advice.  On the basis of the military option selected by 

the Council, it authorises an Initial Planning Directive for the Operation Commander.  Furthermore, 

based upon the EUMS evaluation, it provides advice and recommendations to the PSC on the Concept 

of Operations (CONOPS) and on the Operation Plan (OPLAN) developed by the Operation 

Commander.  Finally, the EUMC gives advice to the PSC on the termination option for an operation.  

Once the operation or mission is underway the EUMC monitors the undertaking of the operation to 

                                                 
 
138 Council Decision of 22 January 2001: Setting Up of the Military Committee of the European Union, 

2001/79/CFSP, (22 January 2001, 2001): 4. 
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ensure proper execution.139  Hence it is demonstrated that the E.U. possesses a sophisticated Military 

Committee capable of recommending, analyzing, directing and possibly controlling the projection of 

power in a more classical sense.  Indeed, it seems that the architecture, which has allowed a typically 

military focused organization such as NATO to project its power in a classical sense, is being replicated 

or at least attempted to be replicated within the E.U. through its EUMC.  Having said this, there is a 

twist to the E.U. crisis management apparatus, which demarks it from NATO.  Indeed, in parallel with 

the EUMC, as demonstrated in Figure 2., the PSC is advised by a committee of experts from the civilian 

perspective of crisis management. 140  

 

3.3. Committee on Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management (CIVCOM) 

 

 On civilian issues, the PSC is provided with recommendations and advice by the CIVCOM, a 

working group at expert level.141  This committee provides information, drafts recommendations, and 

gives its opinion to the PSC on civilian aspects of crisis management.  As described earlier, the ESDP 

endeavours to ensure that the E.U. uses all available means to respond coherently to the whole spectrum 

of crisis management tasks.142  Hence, the CIVCOM could advise the PSC on matters of crisis 

management from a civilian perspective such as policing tasks, strengthening rule of law tasks, civilian 

administration tasks, civil protection tasks, and monitoring tasks.143  For instance, in December 2009, 

                                                 
139 Council Decision of 22 January 2001: Setting Up of the Military Committee of the European Union, 

2001/79/CFSP, (22 January 2001, 2001): 4. 
 
140 European Council, CSDP Structures and Instruments, 1. These functions do not occur independently, they are 

integrated and occur simultaneously.   
 
141 European Council, European Security and Defence Policy: The Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management,(2009) 

(accessed March 2010). 
 
142 Ibid. 
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representatives of the EUMC and the CIVCOM, through their E.U. Military Staff (EUMS) and their 

Civilian Planning Conduct Capability (CPCC), met with U.S. and NATO officials to further develop a 

civilian aid strategy for Afghanistan, with emphasis placed on coordination of aid in general and on 

agriculture.144  Hence, it is apparent that the E.U. has put in place a politico/military decisional structure 

which can enable it to project some kind of hybrid form of power, a mix of both civilian normative and 

military power bringing synergies on the ground through a comprehensive approach.  One thing for sure 

is that this organization, which could also be considered as a unique E.U. capability enhancing potential 

for power projection, is a demonstration of an increasing European will to project power in a very 

different manner than the classical version of power projection, but indeed includes military power if 

required. 

 

3.4.  A Political/Military Decisional Framework Which Enables E.U. Will 

 

It has been demonstrated through the examination of the E.U.’s political/military decisional 

framework, that the E.U. has put in place a framework which should enable, through an official and 

sophisticated decision-making apparatus, tangible actions on the ground, whether they be from a 

civilian, or military perspective, or both, in a hybrid fashion.  Logically speaking, decision making, from 

a conceptual stand-point, should always involve will.  From this perspective, by empowering itself with 

a permanent, proven decision-making framework, and by allowing it to yield significant executive 

powers, the E.U. is demonstrating its resolve, its will to be able to project its power congruent with its 

                                                                                                                                                                         
143 European Council, European Security and Defence Policy: The Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management,(2009) 

(accessed March 2010). 
 
144 Andrew Gardner, "EU and US Working on Civilian Strategy," European Voice (2009), Journal on-line; available 
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ambitions.  Then why are experts asking themselves “why does the E.U. seem so constrained in its 

shaping and taking of decisions when it comes to defence and security questions?”145  This complexity 

and these constraints derive predominantly from the “complex politico/institutional relations between 

the member states and the E.U. itself.”146   Consequently, critics of the E.U.’s decisional framework 

from a security and defence perspective have based their analysis on principles of a nation-state, a more 

realist perspective, when in fact the E.U. is more like “a system of governance, without government.”147  

. 

 When considering the ensemble of the E.U. political/military decisional framework, it is quite 

unlike a federal system such as the U.S.148  In contrast, the ultimate bases of political authority and 

legitimacy in the E.U. system of governance are the parts, not the centre.  Hence, this places real limits, 

as will be demonstrated more concretely in the next section when we analyse E.U. operations, on the 

Union’s political/military decisional framework.  In fact, it places real tensions, although surmountable, 

between the effectiveness of the E.U.’s Security and Defence Policy and its increasingly visible need to 

be coherent, when the “center remains, at the member’s states’ will, not as strong as the parts.”149  

Therefore, eventhough a recommendation for joint action or a policy initiative may be pushed through 

the decisional framework, it will still only be accepted if it is packaged in a favourable manner for the 

member states.  Logically then, the ESDP is not an area where a single country or a single type of 

approach can impose its will on others.  In short, what emerges from the analysis of the E.U.’s political 

military decisional framework, besides the fact that it is a complex system, is the conclusion that the 
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decisions emanating from it reflect the will of its member states.  Furthermore, although at the mercy of 

the Member State’s will, there are signs of the development of a spreading spirit of convergence.  

  

 Indeed, the E.U. has used this decisional framework in the past to lead such operations and 

missions which will be examined in the next section.  However, before we proceed into the examination 

of these operations, it is important to note that although the decisional framework is formally in place 

and seems to be working, it is also a work in progress.  As a matter of fact, much development is still 

required from a decision-making perspective, especially at the Military Operational Headquarters level, 

where the lack of this capability has negatively impacted the effectiveness of E.U. operations in some 

cases.150   Having said this, on a more positive note, such developments are occurring of late, and will 

undoubtedly have positive effects on the overall effectiveness of E.U. operations.151  This aspect will be 

examined in the next part.   

 

 

 

 

Chapter 4.  European Security and Defence Policy Operations 

                                                 
150 Assembly of the WEU, "EU Operational Chains of Command," http://www.assembly-

weu.org/en/documents/sessions_ordinaires/rpt/2008/2009.php#P121_8287; Internet; accessed 13 February 2010. For 
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considerable gap (almost three months) between the Union's decision in principle and the designation of a military chain of 
command and in particular of an OHQ, which prevented military planning being conducted sufficiently in advance. The 
EUMC also noted difficulties in force generation due to the late designation of the OHQ. Force generation is inextricably 
linked to the force engagement plan, the responsibility for which falls to the Operation Commander (the OHQ Chief of Staff): 
the two processes must be undertaken simultaneously, which means that there has to be an OHQ while the force generation 
conferences are being held between the member states prior to the political decision to engage.  Other examples are listed 
within this reference. 
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 The fourth element which will be used to assess if the E.U. has the will to project its power in a 

more classical sense outside of Europe will be the consideration of past and ongoing operations of the 

E.U.  It is important to understand, from the get go, that these operations should be tangible reflections 

or outcomes of Europe’s emerging strategic culture embodied by its ESDP and its ESS as well as the 

logical outcome of the E.U.’s politico-military decision making process.  These mechanisms, as 

demonstrated in the previous chapters, are intrinsically linked and proportional to the will of Europeans.  

Hence the operations themselves, undertaken under the mandate of these architectures, should also, by 

default, be concrete demonstrations of European will. 

 

 Only in 2003, after a four-year period of institution building, strategic considerations and 

civil/military capability development did the ESDP undertake in Bosnia and Herzegovina its first field 

mission.152  Ten years after the official inception of the ESDP, the significant increase in the number of 

ongoing crisis management missions is commensurate with the growing ambition of the E.U. to become 

a more global actor.153    Through time, the Union seems to have understood, either through its own 

experiences, or from others’ experiences, the critical link between security and all other dimensions of 

its “external actions.”154  Correspondingly, the E.U. has undertaken twenty-seven missions to date, 

ranging from military, to civil-military, to purely civilian, to police missions, to border control missions 

and military technical assistance to peace monitoring and judicial training missions.  Its missions have 

had a global outreach.  Indeed, ESDP missions have been undertaken and some are currently on-going in 
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eastern and western regions of Africa, in the Balkans, in the Caucasus, in the far-eastern and central 

regions of Asia, the Middle-East as well as on the fringe borders of Europe and Asia.155  These 

European initiatives, have confirmed the evolution of the E.U. as an emerging actor on the global crisis 

management scene working along side, in its own unique way, with NATO and the United Nations.156 

 

 For the purpose of analysis, this chapter will focus primarily on the military operations of the 

E.U..  First, it will focus on the military operations in the Balkans as they are where the E.U. made its 

debut as a security and defence actor.  Operations in the Balkans have included Operation Concordia in 

Macedonia in 2003, and Operation Althea in Bosnia, which began in December 2004 and is on-going 

today.  Second, E.U. operations in Africa will be examined.  Operations in Africa included the six 

month Operation Artemis in the Democratic Republic of Congo in 2003, Operation EUFOR-DR Congo 

in 2006, Operation EUFOR-Chad/CAR which began in March 2008 and is still on-going and finally the 

latest E.U. mission, Operation Atalanta off the coasts of Somalia.  Without delving too deeply in other 

types of missions, follow-on missions or complimentary missions, tied to the ones previously mentioned 

will also be briefly examined.  

 

4.1. E.U. Operations in the Balkans 

 

 Prior to commencing analysis, it is important to understand the setting in which the E.U. 

embarked on its first ESDP missions in 2003.  The Union had just wiped its bloody nose over the 
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“foreign policy debacle caused by the discord over the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq.”157  Considering these 

fresh open fissures amongst its member states, the E.U. had sustained a major head blow in its quest for 

a united voice in its foreign policy, and it seemed at first glance that it would not be able to recover and 

realize its relatively young ambition of becoming a coherent and influential global actor.158  

Furthermore, since 1999, France and the U.K. were becoming increasingly concerned over the apparent 

lack of European military capacities and difficulties in achieving European consensus to deal with a 

backyard crisis such as the one in Ex Yugoslavia.159  These two factors, instead of setting back 

aspirations for a more global E.U., triggered as Jeffrey Lewis states: 

. . . a normative reframing of security and defence policy and renewed a 
commitment to consensus decision-making . . . which tends to produce 
median promises rather than lowest common denominator outcomes.160 

 

 These rebounds and the E.U.’s desire to demonstrate that it could agree internally and act 

convincingly on the global security and defence scene led to its first military mission in the Balkans. 

 

4.1.1. Operation Concordia.  

 

The Western Balkans remained at the centre of the E.U.’s focus for action in 2003, due to their 

geographical proximity and omnipresent crisis potential.  Indeed, the E.U. Member States felt they were 
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unquestionably responsible for the events which had been unfolding in the region owing to their 

incapacity to act militarily.161  Hence, with a mixture of guilt and resolve, the E.U. embarked on its first 

military mission.  The mission in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) would also 

use NATO’s assets in accordance with the Berlin Plus agreements162 between the former and the 

E.U..163  The E.U. mission took over from the NATO’s operation Allied Harmony on the thirty first of 

March 2003, with a mandate to contribute to a stable, secure environment so as to allow the FYROM 

government to implement the Ohrid Framework Agreement.164  The E.U. deployed a modest four 

hundred soldiers, with participation from all E.U. member states except Ireland and Denmark.  Hence, 

the E.U.’s first mission, was demonstrative of its will to intervene but paradoxically also demonstrated 

the limited military means it deployed to manage the crisis.  Nonetheless, in this small mountainous 

country the E.U. was successful at keeping the peace between bands of lightly armed irregulars and the 

Macedonian Army.165  Following a request from the Macedonian authorities, given that the security 
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situation remained fragile in July 2003, it was agreed to extend the operation from October 2003 to mid 

December 2003.  

  

 By the end of the Concordia mission, it was by then clear to the E.U. that the problem no longer 

lay in armed conflict but in criminality.166  Instead of packing up and heading home, given that their 

military mission mandate had been accomplished, the E.U. demonstrated flexibility in its approach to 

crisis management and will to commit for the longer run to peace and stability.167  On twenty-nine 

September 2003, E.U. Foreign Ministers agreed to deploy some two hundred police officers to the 

FYROM as part of Operation Proxima.  The mandate of this complimentary, follow-on mission was to: 

consolidate the rule of law and order; reform the Ministry of the Interior and Police; promote better 

border management and in particular border policing; and build confidence between the local police and 

the population, including the Albanian minorities. The mission was therefore not one of executive 

policing but was rather an exercise in security sector reform and capacity building in which E.U. police 

experts would monitor, mentor and advise. This was reflected in the operation's codename, which was 

intended to convey the notion of proximity policing.168  This follow-on operation was not deemed a 

success due to “inter-agency battles and competing mandates between other international bodies”169 and 

the E.U. was asked to terminate its mission by the FYROM government in fear that its presence would 

compromise the country’s chances of accelerated progress towards E.U. membership.170  Hence it is 

apparent that the limited means deployed by the E.U. in its first mission only engendered limited 
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mission success on the ground.  It begs to be asked then, if these limited means deployed for crisis 

management are in fact commensurate with limited E.U. will?   

 

4.1.2. Operation EUFOR Althea.   

 

Next to Operation PROXIMA, the E.U. also launched another Western Balkans military 

operation, EUFOR ALTHEA in Bosnia-Herzegovina, in which it took over NATO’s stabilisation tasks 

which until then had been carried out by the SFOR.171  In this operation, with its up to seven thousand 

E.U. soldiers and recourse to NATO’s capabilities,172 the E.U. has undertaken a significantly ambitious 

military operation.173  In fact, the E.U., with twenty-two contributing member states, has provided since 

December 2004 an active contribution to the further stabilisation of the Western Balkans.174  According 

to experts, Operation EUFOR Althea has effectively “secured the peace and stability of the Dayton-Paris 

Peace Accords.”175  It is no coincidence then that the E.U. decided in Brussels on the fifteenth of 

February 2010 to reduce EUFOR's size, but to keep an appropriate robust military presence as part of its 

overall engagement in BiH, contributing to the maintenance of a safe and secure environment.176  

According to press releases, EUFOR will reconfigure progressively, but will also maintain the capacity 
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to reverse the effects of the force reduction and to re-establish a more robust military presence if needed.  

Indeed, under the transition plan, EUFOR will retain approximately 2,500 troops in BiH, able to respond 

should the security situation require it.177  

 

 Overall, Operation Althea marked the transition of the E.U. into a new phase of its development, 

as it did not just relieve in place NATO, or deploy a small military capability but in fact furthered BiH’s 

transfer from a stabilization phase into a consolidation phase by deploying significant military forces 

complemented by a civilian component enabling typically European crisis management.178  The E.U. 

mission seems to be a success as it works harmoniously with all other E.U. agencies in BiH, as well as 

with the BiH authorities as they have adopted a holistic approach to solving the remaining barriers to 

reform.179  Furthermore, the means deployed by the E.U. seem to match its will in projecting its power 

in the region.  However, the E.U.’s intervention did not only involve classical military means but a 

combination of civilian and military means.  Indeed, the E.U. Council is currently considering the 

possible evolution of Operation ALTHEA towards a non-executive capacity building mission with an 

additional training mandate.180   

 

4.1.3. Other Balkans Missions   
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Although the previous paragraphs covered the main military missions in the Balkans, it is 

important to mention the other missions undertaken by the E.U. in order to demonstrate its steadfast 

willingness to seriously commit to peace and stability in the region, as well as to demonstrate its unique 

comprehensive approach, perhaps hybrid approach, which involves a mix of civilian and military means 

and effects to crisis management and power projection. 

 

 For instance, in January 2003, prior to its first military missions, the E.U. launched the Police 

Mission EUPM in Bosnia and Herzegovina which took over from the United Nations mission UN-IPTF.  

This mission involved a wide range of  member states and deployed an initial force of five hundred 

police officers, with a security sector reform mandate.  Despite mixed readings on its initial 

effectiveness,181 on 8 December 2009, the Council of the E.U. has decided to extend the operation until 

thirty-one December 2011.  Today, the operation consists of 166 international police officers, 35 

international civilian staff and 220 BiH staff and its expanded mandate seeks to establish effective 

policing arrangements under BiH ownership in accordance with the best European and international 

practice. EUPM aims through mentoring, monitoring, and inspecting to establish a sustainable, 

professional and multiethnic police service in BiH.182  It is now widely felt that the withdrawal of the 

EUPM out of BiH would have a negative impact on the political and criminal situation in the country,183 

as well as for all of Europe as most of the drug traffic coming from Afghanistan and Pakistan, destined 

for Europe, is funnelled through the “Balkan Route.”184  Some would object claiming that these follow-
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on missions are simply police missions and are in fact another form of European disengagement, 

therefore not showing any real European  will or any real capabilities for power projection in a classical 

sense.  Having said this, I would argue to the contrary, that these follow-on missions are part of the 

E.U.’s projection of a hybrid form of power, a rather unique form of power projection, which involves a 

combination of military and civilian means.  

 

 Another E.U. mission in the region was the successor to another police mission previously 

mentioned, Operation Proxima, which terminated on 14 December 2005.  The E.U. Police Advisory 

Team (EUPAT) mission in the FYROM aimed at furthering support to the development of an efficient 

and professional police service based on European standards of policing. 185  

 

 More recently, in December 2008 the E.U. launched its largest ever civilian mission named 

EULEX Kosovo with seventeen hundred personnel. This operation, with an executive mandate, is a rule 

of law mission which aimed at coaching Kosovo police, justice and customs institutions.  The aim of the 

mission is to ensure that war crimes, terrorism, organised crime, corruption, ethnic crimes and other 

grave infractions will not escape justice and is composed of international police officers, judges, 

prosecutors and customs officials and approximately one thousand local staff deployed Kosovo wide.186  

While the handover from the United Nations’ mission UNMIK is still not finalised, the mission is still 
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too young to be fully assessed.187  The mission has had to face several obstacles concerning firstly the 

definition of its mandate and lately its actual deployment in the field. Serbian opposition to deal with the 

E.U. mission and to permit EULEX to operate in the Serb enclaves in Kosovo has only recently been 

overcome and the mission has only reached its full operational capability on the sixth of April 2009.188  

Furthermore, the takeover of capacities from UNMIK cannot be completed, as the United Nations 

mission maintains its presence in the field and exercises its authority on the autonomous police force 

established in Serb-majority areas.189  Moreover, the E.U. has committed with Serbian authorities to 

remain neutral on the question of Kosovo’s independent status, thus contributing to forming a negative 

image of EULEX among the population.190  Hence, in order to allow the implementation of its mandate, 

the EU mission is now called to engage in a series of outreach actions to gain the trust of both the civil 

society and the Kosovar government.191 

 

 In all evidence, E.U. missions in the Balkans have note clearly demonstrated European power 

projection, in the classical sense, comparable to the U.S. in other theatres of operations.  However, the 

E.U. has demonstrated an evolution in its willingness to project a hybrid form of power which involves 

synergistic effects of both military and civilian capabilities in the same theatre of operations focussing 

on different but complementary areas of crisis management.   Indeed, in its own backyard, the E.U. has 

gone from no significant intervention at all to significant intervention in multiple domains, bringing 

stability and security to a very instable region, with potential for overspill into the heart of Europe.  
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4.2. E.U. Operations in Africa 

 

 This section will now assess whether the E.U. has demonstrated the will to project its power in a 

more classical sense, well outside of Europe, on a different continent, using Africa as an example.   

 

 How did the E.U. get involved in Africa, besides the fact that its main engines when it comes to 

security and defence, were major colonial powers, one might ask?  The journey began much earlier than 

2003, the year of the E.U.’s first mission in Africa.  Indeed, it began with the incipience of the ESDP 

which was covered previously.  Additionally, the Le Touquet summit in February 2003, involving 

France and the U.K., expressed E.U. will very clearly: “The scope of the ESDP should match the E.U.’s 

worldwide ambitions and help in promoting its external policy objectives of promoting democracy, 

human rights, good governance and reform.”192  A propos, the summit’s resultant declaration 

recommended that the E.U. should examine how it can contribute to conflict prevention and 

peacekeeping in Africa, including through E.U. autonomous operations, in close cooperation with the 

United Nations.193  This declaration created the expectation from the United Nations Secretary General, 

Kofi Annan, that the E.U. would fulfill its commitment.194  Indeed, Operation Artemis and subsequent 

E.U. involvement in Africa was forged amidst this self-generated pressure, as well as from the strain of 

internal demands from member states such as France, Germany, Luxembourg and Belgium which 

insisted for the mounting of autonomous E.U. missions.195  Operation Artemis was also a means to 
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restore the E.U.’s global image as well as a Band-Aid to mend the wounds inflicted by the divisions over 

the U.S.-led Iraq war.196   

 

4.2.1. Operation Artemis   

 

 Only two months after the E.U. had launched Operation Concordia in April 2003, its first 

military mission, in FYROM, it launched Operation Artemis, in June 2003, in the Democratic Republic 

of the Congo (DRC).  Of significance for analysis, this military mission differed considerably from its 

first military mission in the Balkans.  First, even though the E.U. was militarily involved in the Western 

Balkans, its mission in the DRC was its first ever peace-enforcing mission.197  Hence, a rapprochement 

of the E.U. towards a more classical version of power projection.  Second, Artemis would be involved in 

a geographical region far more removed from the European Continent than the Balkans region.  Third, it 

differed in the sense that it would be the first E.U. independent mission, mobilized through exclusively 

European means.  Fourth, it demonstrated that the E.U. could mount an operation through a crisis 

management cooperative framework it now shared with the United Nations, outside of the Euro-Atlantic 

framework.198  

 

 Operation ARTEMIS’ aim was to stabilize the security situation in the crisis-ridden Ituri 

province in the DRC and improve the humanitarian situation in and around the main town of Bunia.199  
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France was the first member state which accepted the call for assistance from the United Nations who 

had lost control over the security situation, and played the central diplomatic role within the E.U. to 

cultivate support for a E.U. endorsement.200  France also agreed to serve as the Framework nation.  

Hence, organizationally and militarily, France played the central role.201  It also provided the main air 

strike capabilities, which were utilized from the outset of the operation, demonstrating the level of 

intensity of the combat operations undertaken by the E.U. and an evolution its its willingness to project 

its power in a more classical sense in higher intensity operations.202. In addition, Germany provided 

approximately 350 troops, who remained stationed in Uganda, and who provided medical and logistical 

assistance to the main peacekeeping force. These troops were not deployed to Bunia, hence, confirming 

the German reticence in deploying its forces in a higher intensity combat role and it’s unconfirmed 

willingness to support, concretely, the evolution of the E.U. into a more classical power projector.   

 

 Given that the majority of the EU’s commitment was mostly from France, and that most other 

contributing nations, with the exception of Sweden, the U.K., and, to a lesser extent, Belgium, were not 

willing to take any serious military risks in the DRC and kept their troops away from the violence, some 

experts seem sceptical as to whether this mission was in fact a “real” E.U. mission.203  These experts 

claim that the wide disparity in troop and military contributions to the operation suggests quite different 
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cost/benefit determinations from E.U. members on the national security interests at stake in the DRC.204  

For example, Germany, which originally questioned E.U. endorsement of Artemis, later changed its 

view upon diplomatic pressure from France and the UK. German government officials later explained 

their eventual acquiescence by stating that since France and the U.K. actively sought E.U. endorsement 

for Operation Artemis, Germany was more willing to back the mission.  However, even after it agreed to 

endorse Artemis within the E.U., it remained reluctant to identify precisely how it would contribute 

militarily to the mission205  Having said this, one should be careful not to brand Artemis as a French 

mission disguised as a E.U. mission, as most of the force generation and employment challenges in 

multinational operations noted above are also quite present within NATO.206  Furthermore, even when 

NATO missions are in certain cases mostly resourced by Americans, they are still considered to be 

Alliance missions and not American missions.  Hence, in the case of this particular mission, one cannot 

conclude that E.U. interests were divergent from France’s interests.  

 

 Operation Artemis was strictly regarded as a transition mission, which would allow the United 

Nations to assemble a more permanent force.  Assessments of the mission, which involved the rapid 

projection of E.U. forces to a distance of 6500 kilometres into unknown and non-permissive terrain was 

deemed a success by experts.207  It demonstrated E.U. will to project its power well outside of its 

borders from a number of perspectives.  First, it demonstrated E.U. will and determination in consensus 

based decision making as Artemis forces deployed within seven days of the United Nations Security 
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Council Resolution.208  Second, it demonstrated E.U. will as it assumed its own command of the 

operation through its own operational level headquarters and used its own logistical assets for 

mobilization and deployment.209  Third, it demonstrated E.U. will to project power in a more classical 

sense, as it engaged in an operation which involved the higher intensity levels of combat operations 

therefore assuming, for the first time, the higher level Petersburg tasks.210  Fourth, and last, it 

demonstrated E.U. will as it demonstrated its willingness to assume its global role outside of NATO 

framework, by cooperating with the United Nations as its legitimizing partner for operations in 

Africa.211 

 

4.2.2. EUFOR RD Congo mission   

 

 The second military mission the E.U. launched on the African continent was a follow-on mission 

to the EUPOL Kinshasa Police mission, which had begun in March of 2005 and the EUSEC RD Congo, 

a military technical assistance mission, which had begun in June of 2005.212  EUFOR RD Congo was 

launched, with full authority from the Congolese government and the United Nations Security Council, 

in June 2006.  Furthermore, the EUFOR RD Congo mission was launched only six months after the E.U. 

had declared it was embarking upon a long term strategic partnership with Africa in order to “mutually 

ensure a peaceful, democratic, and prosperous future for all their people.”213   Amidst this new European 
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élan towards Africa214 the EUFOR RD Congo, although a temporary mission, would assist the MONUC 

during the critical period encompassing the general elections of the democratic republic, from July to 

October 2006.  The mission, using the same model as Artemis, an entirely autonomous E.U. mission 

under a United Nations Chapter VII mandate, was led by a German operational commander, using a 

German operational headquarters in Potsdam Germany, leading two thousand troops two thirds of which 

came from Germany and France and the other third came from sixteen other E.U. countries, thus 

demonstrating that not only France could lead the E.U. on significant missions in Africa.215  Its main 

tasks were to support and provide security to MONUC personnel, ensure airport protection in Kinshasa, 

contribute to the protection of civilians under imminent threat of physical violence, and evacuation 

operations in case of emergency.216 

 

 In a Security Defence Agenda discussion paper, Richard Gowan217 states that the E.U.’s mission 

EUFOR RD Congo “demonstrated the political will and military means of the E.U. to handle major 

crisis.”218  Having said this, although EUFOR RD Congo was successful from his perspective, he also 

felt that the Artemis mission was a much more complicated one.219  Other experts also claim that the 
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E.U.’s lengthy response time to the United Nation’s request for assistance, was due to internal 

divergences.  Some of the major ones were mostly from the U.K. who was apparently hesitant in getting 

involved as it was already heavily invested in the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and another was the 

apparent reluctance of Germany, feeling pressured by France to demonstrate that the Franco-German 

partnership was still alive, to lead the mission.220  It is becoming apparent that the three main power 

brokers are indeed the main engines of European Security and Defence, but on the contrary can also 

become the main brakes to E.U. engagement.  Having said this, the spirit of convergence within the E.U. 

seems to gaining more ground than actual divergence when it comes to external intervention, and the 

truth remains that the operation did take place and that its mission was successfully completed, and that 

the Congolese elections were held without major incidents.  Furthermore, it has also been demonstrated 

that the mission was part of a greater E.U. comprehensive approach to crisis management in Africa, and 

judging by the declarations in the E.U./Africa strategic partnership, this engagement seems to be for the 

longer term. 

 

4.2.3. EUFOR Chad/RCA mission   

 

 The projection of E.U. power in Africa has not been limited to the DRC.  On 28 January 2008, 

and acting in accordance with the mandate set out in the UNSC, the military bridging operation EUFOR 

Tchad/RCA in eastern Chad and the north-east of the Central African Republic was launched.  EUFOR 

Tchad/RCA had the following objectives: to contribute to protecting civilians in danger, particularly 

refugees and displaced persons, to facilitate the delivery of humanitarian aid and the free movement of 
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Kinshasa – forces that, although limited in reach and unpopular with the public, were still in control. 

 
220 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union, 238. 



60 

humanitarian personnel by helping to improve security in the area of operations, and to contribute to 

protecting United Nations personnel, facilities installations and equipment and to ensuring the security 

and freedom of movement of its own staff, United Nations staff and associated personnel.221  Figure 3 

below provides a better geographical depiction of where the mission was situated and its strategic 

location vis-à-vis the Darfur region of Sudan. 

Figure 3. The EUFOR Chad/RCA Mission222 

 

 Of significant note, it has been the largest, most multinational E.U. operation in Africa to-date, 

involving the deployment of 3,700 troops.  As an entirely independent European mission, twenty- three 

E.U. member states were represented in the Operational Headquarters, which was located at Mont 
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Valérien (France), and nineteen states were represented in the theatre itself.223  The mission was 

commanded by an Irish General and comprised of significant contributions, either from a soldier or 

capability perspective, from France which provided the bulk of the troops (2500), Ireland (500), Poland 

(400), Sweden (202), and Austria (210).224 

 

 In conducting this operation the E.U. stepped up its longstanding action in support of efforts to 

tackle the crisis in Darfur as part of a regional approach to that crisis.225  In fact, the establishment of 

EUFOR Chad/RCA formed part of a comprehensive package of enhanced E.U. commitment to a 

solution of the crisis in Darfur, which involved the application of the classical power projection tool of 

military power.226  Hence, all E.U. instruments diplomatic, political, financial and military were 

mobilised in support of this effort.  In other words the E.U. has in one more instance projected a more 

hybrid form of power, which includes both military and civilian means.  The main components of this 

comprehensive approach comprised: increased support for A.U. and U.N. efforts to revitalise the 

political process with a view to finding a lasting solution, speeding up establishment of UNAMID227 in 

Darfur, increased mobilisation to finance humanitarian aid, but also to secure humanitarian aid access.228   
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 On fourteen January 2009, the United Nations Security Council unanimously approved the 

deployment of MINURCAT, a United Nations police force which would take over from the European 

military force as planned.  Two months later, Operation EUFOR Chad/RCA was transferred to the 

MINURCAT, which benefited from good conditions of deployment, for example, a military presence in 

the field since one year, existing infrastructure and a stable, efficient logistics line of operation.229   

 

 In May 2009, the United Nations Security Council underlined the exemplary cooperation at all 

levels between the E.U. and the United Nations.  In parallel, in line with its comprehensive approach, the 

E.U. reinforced that although its military mission had ended, it still remained active at a political and 

diplomatic level and in the field of humanitarian and development activities in Chad, in the Central 

African Republic and especially in Sudan.230  

 

 Although the mission was beneficial for the E.U. and the United Nations from the perspective of 

enhancing their cooperation and reinforcing the fact that both organizations can work effectively in a 

mutually reinforcing role, the E.U. mission was also successful in securing the aid operations of over 

eighty humanitarian organisations which are operating in the region.231  EUFOR's presence, regular 

patrolling and its planned targeted operations have contributed to a greater "sense of security" in its area 

of operation.232   
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 Notwithstanding the successes of the EUFOR Tchad/RCA mission, it was a demanding 

operation in particular with respect to the E.U.’s force generation for the actual mission which delayed 

its deployment, to the volatile situation on the ground, to the vast area to be covered233 and to the 

logistical constraints related to the support infrastructure in the region.   Expectedly, MINURCAT is 

now facing the same challenges as it is currently only manned at fifty percent of its established 

strength.234  Just to make matters worse for MINURCAT and a testimony to the difficult complex 

situation at hand, the Chadian official, General Oky Dagache, has asked the United Nations not to renew 

its mandate.235  

 

 The mission has also been critiqued for the slowness of its response to the United Nation’s 

request for assistance and for its effectiveness in the field.236  It took six months for the E.U. to generate 

its force, deploy and declare its initial operating capability.  This is partly explained by the difficulty the 

E.U. had in force generating enough troops for the mission, and the amount of planning and preparation 

required to sustain such a large force in such a difficult area of operations.237  Furthermore, the E.U. had 

to marshal the contributions from twenty-three contributing nations, which adds to the complexity, but 

can also be considered as a better apportionment of the E.U.’s power projection burden.238 Having said 
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this, MINURCAT is also experiencing the same issues, therefore demonstrating the complexity of the 

situation.  The volatility of the conflict, the seemingly lack of will for conflict resolution by the African 

national governments involved and the support bill associated to operations in that region make it 

extremely difficult to sustain a prolonged effort in the region.239  

 

 Overall, the EUFOR Chad/CAR mission has demonstrated that the E.U. has had the will to 

provide a significant military contribution, on its own, to a difficult, volatile and complex situation far 

removed from its borders.  Consistently, the E.U. has combined its military efforts with other elements 

of its comprehensive approach to crisis management.  Furthermore, it has been demonstrated once more, 

that it is capable of working in cooperation and in transition with the United Nations in crisis 

management and that its will to project its power seems dependent on the will of its three main power 

brokers.  It has also been demonstrated that it is capable of generating support, although a lengthy 

process in this case, from a wider range of member states within the Union for military contributions 

which, in the past, had been predominantly assumed by the same nations.  Furthermore, it has also been 

demonstrated that the E.U. is also capable of generating support from Russia, a Eurasian partner in this 

instance, which is not traditionally associated to the E.U. and its operations. 

 

4.2.4. EU NAVFOR – Operation Atalanta    

 

 This is the latest military operation of the E.U. which was launched in December 2008.  This 

mission, which was stood-up to help deter, prevent and repress acts of piracy and armed robbery off the 

coast of Somalia, actually saw its beginning in the creation of a E.U. coordination cell baptised EU 

NAVCO in September 2008 which had a mandate to coordinate the efforts of member states and certain 
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other tier states engaged in the fight against piracy off the coasts of Somalia.240  Hence demonstrating 

another evolution in the E.U.’s will to project its power as it began to play a leading role for other 

regional active partners in global security.  The mission itself consists of protecting World Food 

Programme ships which are delivering critical aid to displaced persons in Somalia, as well as protecting 

any other vulnerable ships such as commercial carriers.  The mission, which had been originally 

mandated for a period of twelve months, has recently been extended until December 2010.241  

Furthermore, the E.U., which actively participates in an International Contact Group on piracy, 

involving all the major nations and NATO “has established cooperative frameworks and arrangements 

to enable Operation Atalanta to cooperate effectively with other naval forces and assets deployed in the 

region.”242  Demonstrating its will to contribute militarily, amongst other means, to crisis management 

in the region, the E.U. took the leading role, through EUNAVFOR-Atalanta, in the coordination 

between the multinational, national and regional naval forces operating in the area to ensure de-

confliction, shared awareness and coordination in the disruption of piracy.243  

 

 Of note, as mentioned previously when assessing the main power brokers of the E.U., the 

mission is led by the U.K. from its operational headquarters in Northwood and it is in fact the first time 

that an independent E.U. mission has been led by the U.K..244  The mission comprises ten contributing 
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nations which will provide a total of six to seven ships and three maritime patrol aircraft at any one 

time.245  

 

 The EU has mobilised rapidly its maritime capabilities in order to address the rise of piracy and 

has acquired high visibility at the international level for this accomplishment.246  EU NAVFOR has also 

established effective cooperation mechanisms with other operations in the area, including the U.S.’ 

Combined Task Force 151 and NATO Operation Allied Protector, and with other regional tier States.247  

However, the real impact of the EU’s comprehensive approach still remains to be tested ashore, “where 

more effective interventions are needed to build institutional capacities and restore stability in the 

Somali territory.”248  The main problem remaining for all involved in counter piracy tasks is the legal 

aspect of the mission with regards to the actual detention of pirates.  Having said this, the EU is in the 

process of establishing arrangements with the regional countries to address this challenge.249   

 

 Overall, the EU NAVFOR mission is significantly contributing to secure international 

commercial shipping lanes250 and to ensure that critical aid can be delivered to that region, thus 

demonstrating that the E.U. is becoming an important global actor as its operations in that area are 
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having a beneficial impact on a global trade perspective .  Furthermore, it seems that the U.K. is 

reaffirming itself as a European actor and a major player inside the ESDP.251  As Rear Admiral Phil 

Jones, commander of the EU NAVFOR Atalanta stated:  

. . . This initiative clearly demonstrates the EU’s determination to combat 
these criminal acts.  It is also something of a privilege for the U.K. to lead 
such a milestone operation and it is an important step in securing 
international shipping and showing the international shipping community 
that something is being done. . . The EU mission to tackle piracy off the 
coast of Somalia is the latest example of the progress in European Defence 
in the last ten years and evidence of UK’s commitment to ESDP. . . The 
EU has a powerful set of resources, civilian expertise, military forces, 
economic might and the most extensive diplomatic network in the world, 
as well as being the biggest donor of development funding in the world.  
This makes it uniquely placed to respond to instability.252 
 

 
 With regards to the E.U.’s comprehensive approach to the area, it is still too early to assess the 

E.U.’s effectiveness.   

 

4.3. Other E.U. Missions  

 

 The missions in the Balkans and Africa were used to demonstrate in detail, that the E.U. has 

projected its power outside of Europe in the form of military missions, as well as other types of missions 

as part of a uniquely European comprehensive approach, conclusively demonstrating an evolution of the 

European will towards the projection of a hybrid form of power, employing a combination of civilian 

and military means to create synergies on the ground.  Having demonstrated this, it is also important to 

underline that the E.U. has also projected its power in other regions of the globe, as far removed as 
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Afghanistan and Indonesia.  Figure 4 provides a snapshot of E.U. missions all over the world, whether 

they are civilian missions or military missions. 

 
Figure 4.  Overview of the E.U. Missions and Operations – Jan 2010253 
 

 
 

 These E.U. operations that have been conducted and that are on-going today tell us much about 

the E.U.'s new “actorness” in the area of international crisis management and one can logically 

extrapolate, given its demonstrated evolution, on what the Europe Union will continue to develop into; 

an increasingly global projector of E.U. hybrid power through its ESDP.254  Indeed, experts claim that: 
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. . . In the light of its increasing experience and self-confidence in the area 
of operative action, the EU has expanded its action field in security policy 
by including global deployment: its initial geographical focus on the 
European continent has been extended to comprise also global missions. If 
the Balkans still represents the most important region for ESDP both 
quantitatively and qualitatively, the Middle East and particularly Africa 
are becoming increasingly important key regions for future ESDP 
operations. The operative readiness of the E.U. to intervene in traditional 
and new scenarios has allowed it to achieve worldwide recognition as a 
security actor.255 

 
 
 From a purely operational perspective if “a positive evolution” is measured by the pure diversity, 

geographical spread of operations, and increasing intensity of operations in which the E.U. has been 

involved in, then an undoubtedly positive overall assessment can be made of the operative ESDP actions 

having taken place until now.256  Furthermore, no other security actor has the potential to provide 

security in a way as comprehensive as the E.U., due to the wide range of civil and military instruments 

at its disposal.257  On the other hand, however, the trends and developments which have been outlined 

earlier clearly point out that there are important challenges which must be dealt with if the E.U. still 

wants to reach its strategic objectives outlined in the ESS and not get a bad name by pursuing a “show 

the flag” policy.258  Indeed, the E.U. will have difficulty in increasing its already admitted influential 

power, in the Western Balkans and in the Middle East and Africa, as long as the limitations of the 

operations which have been described earlier remain unresolved.259  
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Chapter 5.  A Summary of the E.U.’s Will to Project Power 

 
 In keeping with Aron’s first element of power, the preceding analysis was conducted from the 

perspective of four complementary facets which were deemed to be dependent of, and reflective of the 

will of the E.U. to project its power in a more classical sense.  In summary, the examination of these 

four facets was unable to provide a definitive yes or a definitive no to the question of does the E.U. have 

the will to project its power in a more classical sense.  Indeed, it is apparent that the only credible 

answer which can be derived from the analysis is that more and more yes and less and less no.  What is 

clearly demonstrated throughout these four facets is an evolution towards a Europe which is increasingly 

willing to project a form of hybrid power which includes civilian normative power as well as military 

power working together to achieve synergies in the field when required. 

 

 In fact, at first look, in analyzing the three power brokers of the E.U. when it comes to classical 

power projection, it seems that as much as the big three can be the engines for E.U. intervention, they 

can also be the brakes, when their national self-interests and strategic cultures are divergent.  Indeed it is 

apparent that while Germany seems to be sitting on the fence when it comes to classical power 

projection, France’s ambitions of an assertive Europe, similar to the U.S. and NATO, seem to be 

cancelled out by British Atlanticism and overall scepticism of Franco/German military cooperation. 

Having said this, there seems to be a swell of European convergence of late when it comes to defence 

and security and all three have recently led or are currently leading E.U. military operations. 

 

 The analysis of the emergence of a European Security Culture did not elucidate the great debate 

of whether the E.U. now possesses a security culture such as the U.S. or not.  However, through its 

ESDP and its ESS, it has been clearly demonstrated that there has been a shift, an evolution, even within 
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the last decade, of an increasing E.U. will to become a more active global security actor.  Perhaps 

not in a classical sense as we know it, but perhaps more as a projector of a hybrid form of power 

which involves a synergistic combination of civilian and military means. 

 

 The analysis of the E.U.’s politico/military decisional framework demonstrated that the E.U. had 

endowed itself with a sophisticated decisional apparatus capable of systemically enabling its ambitions 

contained in its ESS and through its ESDP.  However, the dichotomy in the relationship between the 

Member States and the politico/military decisional framework was also demonstrated in the sense that 

although the framework is the central forum for decision making, the real power seems to still lie with 

the parts, the Member States.  Hence, quite contrary to a classical power projector such as the U.S., it 

is the sum of the parts, not the center, which enables, and can also disable E.U. power projection. 

 

 Finally, E.U. operations around the globe were analyzed, more specifically those in the Balkans 

and Africa. These operations when considered as a whole, demonstrated all at once E.U. resolve and 

indecisiveness, rapid reaction and laborious force generation, strength and weakness.  However, what 

was clearly demonstrated was an evolution of the E.U.’s will to take on increasingly higher intensity 

operations with greater risk, usually associated to more classical forms of power projection.  It was 

also apparent that the E.U.’s approach to power projection was a comprehensive one, projecting a form 

of hybrid power which could in some demonstrated cases project a robust military capability if required. 

 

 What remains to be seen now is if E.U. will is reflected in its capabilities indeed allowing it to 

project its will; its power outside of its boundaries. 
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PART II – THE E.U.’S CAPABILITIES TO PROJECT POWER 

 

 As discussed earlier, the end of the cold war, and conflicts in the Balkans on Europe’s borders 

brought much change from the perspective of its security and defence.  More specifically, these 

significant changes and events, gave impetus to increased European military cooperation.260  Hence, the 

ESDP developed rapidly as an offspring of the European constitutional project.  The E.U.’s evolution 

into a more prominent global security actor, reflective of its increasing will to project a hybrid form of 

power, has been examined in the previous chapter; looking at its main power brokers, its strategic 

culture, its security and defence policy and its security strategy, and its politico/military decision-making 

framework.  What has not been examined or assessed yet, but what should be tightly knitted with the 

E.U.’s will to project power, according to Aron, is the E.U.’s capabilities to project power in a more 

classical sense.  

 

 According to Battistella, an analyst and corroborator of Aron’s theory on international relations, 

a political entity’s ability to coerce another one, or make it do something that it would otherwise not 

have done rests first and foremost with its military capabilities.261  Indeed, according to Aron, even 

though power projection is a human relation, a political entity’s potential to act is based on its 

capabilities.262  Accordingly, in order to examine the E.U.’s potential for power projection in a more 

classical sense, it is essential, consistent with the model proposed by Aron, to analyse its resources.  As 

described earlier in the proposed analytical framework, a political entity’s will to project power, needs to 

be supported by, and integrated with, a second element of power, which is its resources.  Aron describes 

                                                 
260 EUobserver.com, 2009, http://euobserver.com/13/28451. 
 
261 Battistella, Le Concept De Puissance: Manuel d'Études Stratégiques, 25. 
 
262 EUobserver.com, 2009, http://euobserver.com/13/28451. 



73 

this element of power as a political entity’s materiel resources and the knowledge required to transform 

and use them.263  As such, resources will be interpreted in this chapter as the E.U.’s broad capabilities.  

More specifically, it will predominantly focus on the E.U.’s military capabilities in relation to the 

projection of its power in a more classical sense, outside of Europe’s borders.   

 

 Hence, in order to analyse and assess the E.U.’s capabilities in projecting its power in a more 

classical sense outside of Europe, this chapter will first examine the European Defence Agency (EDA), 

its creation, roles and responsibilities, achievements and challenges.  One could ask why the EDA was 

not examined along with the other institutions such as the PSC or the EUMC in the first part of this 

analysis.  Indeed, similarly, the creation of the EDA, and the responsibilities bestowed upon it are in a 

sense demonstrations of European will to pursue the development of its necessary capabilities in order to 

project its power.  However, its analysis will occur in this part on capabilities, as it plays a central role 

in E.U. capability development.  Hence, the analysis of the EDA thus serves as a bridge; a transition, 

between the two parts.  Second, it will examine the member states’ contributions as well as the 

development of E.U. capabilities through its Headline Goals, its Capability Development Plan and 

Structured Cooperation initiatives.  Finally, it will examine the improvements in E.U. military 

capabilities themselves and make an assessment of these capabilities and determine if they are 

congruent, or not with the E.U.’s will to project power outside of Europe. 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 6.  The European Defence Agency (EDA) 
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 The statement in the European Constitution, which underlines that “Member States shall 

undertake progressively to improve their military capabilities,” was a catalyst for the establishment of 

the EDA. 264  Hence, in relation to the previous part of this analysis, which assessed the E.U.’s will to 

project its power, it could be said that the EDA is also a tangible sign, a corollary of European evolution 

and will.  However, in its analysis of the EDA, this chapter will concentrate on assessing the more 

concrete development of E.U. capabilities, enabling its power projection in a more classical sense.  

Indeed, since its creation, the EDA has played a central role in European military capability 

development.  The EDA was institutionalized in 2004 through pan-European recognition that such an 

agency was a pre-requisite, even a necessity, for a credible foreign policy.265  In fact, Javier Solana, 

High Representative of the Common Foreign Security Policy and first Head of the EDA stated with high 

hopes that: 

. . . The need to bolster Europe’s military capabilities to match our 
aspirations is more urgent than ever.  And so, too, is the need for us to 
respond better to the challenges facing our defence industries.  This 
Agency can make a huge difference.266 

 

Still, the creation of the EDA was met with some scepticism, as previous attempts at fostering European 

cooperation on arms production and procurement had not yielded significant results.267  Indeed, the 

EDA was an evolution of the questionably successful Western European Armaments Organization 
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(WEAO) and of the Western European Armaments Group (WEAG).  Hence, the EDA is a 

demonstration of European evolution in its efforts in developing its capabilities to project its power. 

 

6.1.Aim of the European Defence Agency 

 

 The EDA aims at developing military capabilities in the fields of crisis management and to 

promote and enhance European armaments cooperation.  It also aims at strengthening the European 

industrial and technological base, in the field of defence, to create a competitive European Defence 

Equipment Market (EDEM) and promote research.268   In this sense, the EDA attempts to fulfill the 

same role, although on a much smaller scale, as the United States Joint Forces Command (USJFCOM) 

in trying to integrate the efforts of the other U.S. services towards capability development. Worth noting 

is the fact that prior to the EDA, armaments cooperation between Member States had taken place outside 

of the E.U. framework, if it happened at all, thus demonstrating a positive evolution in E.U. cooperation 

from a capabilities perspective.269   

 

6.2. Mission of the European Defence Agency 

 

 The EDA’s mission is to support the European Council and the member states in their efforts to 

improve the E.U.’s defence capabilities and to sustain the ESDP.270  Particularly from a E.U. 

perspective, its mission is critical and urgent given that increasingly, for myriad reasons, there is a 
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requirement for linkages between the Union’s military capabilities and its means to produce them.271  

This urgency was reflected by the fact that although the Constitutional Treaty had not been ratified by 

all member states, the European Council, which represents the political will of the member states, pre-

emptively authorised the creation of the EDA.  Alexander Weis, current Chief Executive of the EDA, 

claims in the EDA’s latest 2010 bulletin as he looks forward: 

. . . The coming years will pose additional problems under the impact of 
global economic crisis.  Defence budgets will not escape from the wider 
government expenditure cuts . . . investment is likely to suffer most from 
budget cuts in the short term.  The need to combine efforts and invest 
together, through collaborative Research and Technology and armaments 
cooperation, will further grow in these circumstances.  Rather than falling 
back [on] national solutions, European cooperation should be the road to 
take.272 

 

 Hence, in this sense, it is foreseen that European cooperation in this field should continue to 

evolve positively, based on external factors which will tend to accelerate and amplify it.273  Clearly it is 

demonstrated that there seems to be an evolution process, or at least a perceived will, for increased 

cooperation in military capability development from the perspective of the EDA.  

 

6.3. Objectives of the European Defence Agency 

 

 The EDA’s objectives are directly linked to E.U. military capabilities as demonstrated in the 

following table.  As such, it can be interpreted that the EDA is an essential capability in itself, if it is 

assumed that capabilities usually generate effects, contributing to operational effectiveness.  Of note, 
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there is no similar all encompassing agency, responsible for the development of military capabilities, 

dealing with such a multitude of nation states, demonstrating once again a level of uniqueness in the 

E.U.’s security and defence project and also demonstrating an evolution in multi-national cooperation 

from a military capabilities perspective. 

Table 2. Objectives of the European Defence Agency. 274 

Objectives of the European Defence Agency 
Contribute  to identifying the Member States’ military capabilities objectives and evaluating 

observance of the capability commitments given by the member states 
Promote Harmonization of operational needs and adoption of effective compatible procurement 

methods 
Propose Multilateral projects to fulfil the objectives in terms of military capabilities, ensure 

coordination of the programmes implemented by the Member States and management of 
specific cooperation programmes 

Support Defence technology research, and coordinate and plan joint research activities and the 
study of technical solutions meeting future operational needs 

Contribute To identifying and if necessary implementing any useful measure for strengthening the 
industrial and technological base of the defence sector and for improving the 
effectiveness of military expenditure 

 

6.4. Accomplishments of the European Defence Agency 

 

 Having looked at the EDA’s aim, its mission and its objectives it is visible that the E.U. has 

endowed itself with an institution which could potentially enable the development of its defence 

planning, military capability objectives and armaments coordination in line with the tasks it wants to 

assume.275   Indeed, the EDA has had many successes (see Annex A) and has been one of the key 

elements in efforts to bring about more coherence and integration in defence cooperation among E.U. 

member states.276   
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 One of its major accomplishments is the creation of a Capability Development Plan (CDP) which 

will be analysed later in this chapter.277  Briefly however, since its inception in 2008, the CDP has been 

recognized by the Member-States and is being used more and more as a significant driver in their 

national plans, thus demonstrating once more that the E.U. is evolving towards increased cooperation 

and integration from a military capabilities perspective.278  Other significant achievements have been in 

the establishment of codes of conduct for member states when it comes to defence procurement and 

supply chain management.  These codes of conduct “mark a breakthrough for changing nationally 

protected equipment markets and procurement policies to opening up a truly European Defence 

Equipment Market (EDEM).”279  For consideration when assessing the EDA’s impact on the 

development of E.U. military capabilities, the EDA has produced a list of achievements since its 

inception, and these have been included at Annex A.  These achievements, when weighed collectively, 

clearly demonstrate an evolution in the level of cooperation between E.U. member states in fields that 

have a significant impact on the E.U.’s operational effectiveness.  In order to quickly examine a few for 

instance, the creation of a European Helicopter Training Programme (HTP) is a first in innovation at the 

European level.  The HTP will deliver up-to-date training “for real world requirements”280 to the 

participating Member States.  This is an example where capability development did not necessarily 

require major equipment procurement.  From a major capability perspective, the advances in the 
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European Air Transport Fleet (EATF) are moving along positively with the signatures by fourteen 

Ministers of Defence of a letter of intent in November 2009, which established a network for sharing; 

indeed a pool of European airlift assets.281  Advances in the Maritime Surveillance domain with 

MARSUR, has significantly improved data sharing and decision making from a Maritime Surveillance 

perspective amongst participating Member States.282  Finally, the EDA has been gathering defence data 

since its inception and is now in a position to identify trends in European defence spending and make 

extrapolations for the future.  Using this data, the EDA is now capable of better effectiveness 

measurement towards the achievement of benchmarks it has established for itself, as well as for Member 

States.283  Some of these statistics will be raised in the sections to come demonstrating some of these 

evolving trends in increased cooperation.  Hence, from the EDA’s perspective, it is focussed on 

capabilities into being, in other words in their development phase.  Thus, the EDA itself and the 

capabilities mentioned above, although demonstrative of an evolution towards increased capabilities and 

increased effectiveness, are not indicative of a current, clear-cut capability to project power in a more 

classical sense.  Having said this, there are clear indicators of an increased cooperation between some 

member states and of an evolution towards the development of capabilities for more classical power 

projection. 
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6.5. The European Defence Agency – An enhancement to E.U. Capabilities? 

 

 Although it has been demonstrated previously that the E.U. has been increasingly active in crisis 

management operations around the globe, the recognized levels of cooperation in the defence domain 

within the E.U. remains a subject of debate.284  This debate revolves around the perception that 

diverging national interests, in the field of military cooperation, have been barriers, hampering the 

development of E.U. capabilities.285   Indeed, the EDA works in a policy area traditionally marred by 

elevated divergence amongst actors regarding fundamental notions of what level of integration and 

which principles of interaction in the defence domain are appropriate for each Member State within the 

E.U., which countries should participate in defence cooperation, and what coordination and cooperation 

mechanisms and instruments should be used.286  In all these dimensions, the EDA has been a 

“centripetal force trying to amalgamate different visions of how various aspects of defence integration in 

the E.U. should be organised”287, but the truth remains that it is up to the “owners of the Agency”, the 

Member States, to decide what initiatives will be taken.288  Hence demonstrating once more an evolution 

in the development or should we say an emergence of more classical means of power projection within 

the E.U. but also the limitations related to Member State divergences in the establishment of capability 

development priorities and to commitments of financial resources. 
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 Indeed, there are obvious tensions between the logic of supranational regulation and the logic of 

intergovernmental networking; between the logic of defence sovereignty and the logic of pooled defence 

resources; between the Europeanist and the Euro-Atlanticist logic; and finally between the logics of 

liberalisation and Europeanization of the defence market.289  In fact, while the former logic provides for 

the emergence of synergic effects in the E.U.’s defence industrial sector, for economies of scale and for 

competition driven reduction in equipment prices, the latter logic limits competition by limiting market 

access of non-European producers.290 The challenge here is that in a number of areas the most advanced 

military technologies are in fact developed and produced outside the E.U., mostly in the U.S..  Hence, in 

the short to medium term, the logic of Europeanization of the defence market negatively affects the 

EDA’s ability to attain its overarching goal of profoundly improving the military technological 

capacities of E.U. forces.291 

 

 Another recurrent criticism of the E.U.’s efforts in the field of security and defence is related to 

the overlapping and inefficiency of member states defence capabilities. This has usually been justified 

by the securitisation of national defence industries, an essential feature for the survival of the European 

nation-states.292  Nonetheless, recent steps in both the economic (large number of mergers and 

acquisitions within the European defence industry sector) and the political (security and defence 

integration measures within the E.U.) arenas have contributed to changes in recent rhetoric. In fact, 

experts are now extrapolating that E.U. member states’ plans will evolve more towards the EDA’s 
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proposed framework and less towards national-only-centric plans, which have proven inefficient and to 

a certain degree ineffective.293  

 

Overall, it has been demonstrated that the EDA is in fact an enhancement to E.U. capabilities in 

power projection.  It seems, based on the analysis presented that it will allow for the evolution in the 

development of the E.U.’s military capabilities to continue.  It has been demonstrated that the EDA is 

indeed a bridge between E.U. will and capabilities.  Having said this, although it is a clear indicator of 

increased cooperation amongst Member States and an enhancement to overall military capability 

development, its effectiveness can also be limited by the Member State divergences.  Finally looking at 

its accomplishments at Annex A, and based on the analysis herein, it seems at first look that European 

capabilities, traditionally associated to more classical power projection, are on the right track for coming 

into being.  In other words, they remain at their infancy stage, but are growing. 

 

Chapter 7.  E.U. Military Capabilities – The Beginning 

 

 In order to assess if the E.U. has the potential to project its power outside of the E.U. from a 

capabilities perspective it is important to understand how the E.U. began in its assembly of military 

capabilities, where it is today and where it seems to be going in the future. 

 

 Since the Petersburg meetings in 1992, the E.U. had been slowly moving towards the creation of 

a military capability, which would mainly focus on peacekeeping missions.  The process of creating 
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such a capability gathered steam after it was officially launched with the ESDP in 1999.294  The Cologne 

European Council meetings of June 1999 ended with a clearly stated determination that: 

. . . the E.U. shall play its full role on the international stage.  To that end, we intend to 
give the E.U. the necessary means and capabilities to assume its responsibilities regarding 
common European policy on security and defence . . . the Union must have the capacity 
for autonomous action, backed by credible military forces, the means to decide to use 
them, and the readiness to do so, in order to respond to international crises. . . .295 

 

Indeed  detractors will claim that even in European military capability development, Europe is still at the 

stage where it can only express its will to project a classical form of power.  Nonetheless, this 

determination is one of the early signs of a European evolution towards the development of a military 

capability to project its power in a more classical sense, outside of Europe.  

 

7.1. Initial E.U. Capabilities and the Helsinki Headline Goal 

 

 The determination which was highlighted previously translated into a more tangible target being 

established, a “Headline Goal”, at the Helsinki conference in December 1999.296  This target involved 

the establishment of E.U. military capabilities, to deal with the “Petersburg Tasks,”297 by 2003.  What 

became known as the Helsinki Headline Goal of 2003 (HHG) involved the full range of the Petersburg 

tasks and also involved the rapid deployment and sustainment of approximately fifteen brigades 
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(roughly fifty to sixty thousand troops), which needed to be self-reliant; in other words, not dependant 

on U.S.’ assets, as well as deployable at full strength within sixty days for a period of one year.  By 

November 2000 the first Force Generation Conference produced the first E.U. Forces Catalogue298 

which contained the initial contributions of military capabilities by the participating Member States.  

Annex B contains the initial contributions by the Member States.   

 

 The determination of the Cologne European Council meetings also engendered the creation of 

the Political and Security Committee (PSC), the E.U. Military Committee (EUMC) and Staff (EUMS) 

which have been assessed earlier from Aron’s perspective of a political entity’s will to project its power.  

In response to the detractor’s argument raised earlier, from Aron’s perspective of capability, it can also 

be argued that these politico/military decisional armatures are in fact capabilities as well, as they have 

been essential to the implementation of the new policy.299  Having said this, it is considered that these 

structures have already been assessed and will not be covered again in this section. 

 

 Of significant note, looking at the initial contributions by the member states is the fact that 

predominantly, these forces were not construed as [new] forces within a state’s arsenal.  These forces 

were dual purposed as they were earmarked for both their state’s contribution to NATO, as well as to the 

E.U..300  Obviously one can denote the potential for friction or at least the potential for slowness in the 

decision making process in the event where the NATO and the E.U. might disagree on the employment 

of forces, as well as the potential for one organization to have reciprocal influence on the other through 
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these said commitments.301  In the event of such a crisis, state governments would decide where, and 

under which banner, they would deploy their forces, with potentially disastrous consequences to the 

perception of unity of either organisation.302  Hence, a state’s commitment to the Helsinki Forces 

Catalogue did not equate to a guarantee that its capabilities would be made available in the event of 

a crisis.  Notwithstanding, the May 2003 General Affairs and External Relations (GAERC) meeting 

declared that the deadline for contributions had been met and that “the E.U. now [had] the operational 

capability across the full range of Petersburg Tasks, only limited and constrained by recognized 

shortfalls.”303  Although the GAERC was quick to proclaim success it still remains unclear if the 

capabilities brought forward by the HHG are solid indications of European capabilities for classical 

power projection.  Having said this, the fact that the E.U. had by 2006 engaged in sixteen missions, in as 

many countries, on three continents, adds a degree of credibility to the GAERC’s statement.304 

 

 In assessing and analyzing the HHG what is clear is that these initial goals in military capability 

development were primarily focused on quantity vice capability and quality.  Also, the nature of the 

operations which the E.U. aimed to mount was still unclear at the time, thus making it difficult to assess 

in any way and also making it very difficult to determine what capabilities would be required.  

Nonetheless, the HHG did underline shortfalls in strategic systems which would enable effective power 

projection if remedied.  The main areas of strategic deficiency which were noted were in air-to-air 

refuelling, combat search and rescue, planning and mission headquarters, nuclear biological and 
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chemical defences, special operations forces, theatre ballistic missile defence, unmanned aerial vehicles, 

strategic airlift, space, and interoperability.305  

 

7.2. The Headline Goal – 2010 (HLG 2010) 

 

 The HHG was portrayed as having solved the E.U.’s military capabilities challenge from a 

quantitative perspective.  However, the E.U. soon realized that in order to meet the ambitions set in its 

European Security Strategy (ESS) of 2003, it would need to assemble more “highly-trained, rapidly 

deployable, and effectively sustainable forces to meet the objectives of the revised Petersburg Tasks” 

than what it had in its current Helsinki Forces Catalogue.306 Although the HLG 2010 was officially 

endorsed in 2004, considering the reductions of European forces and qualitative aspects of those forces, 

the challenges at hand were quite considerable and evidently demonstrated when one browses the Table 

of European Armed Forces of 2004 at Annex C.  The E.U. has been striving to achieve those objectives 

laid out in the HLG 2010 to this day.  Hence, although the HLG 2010 is very much a work-in-

progress, it is another demonstrated evolution in the E.U.’s more classical power projection 

capabilities.  It also demonstrates that from a capabilities perspective, it is becoming clearer and clearer 

that the E.U. is a power projector of some form, coming into being, but is not quite there yet. 

 

 The process by which the HLG 2010 would achieve its objectives was quite thorough.  First, it 

established five scenarios which encompassed the full range of military operations.307  From these 
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scenarios, the EUMS developed templated military options308, from which were deduced requisite 

capabilities that the E.U. would need.  Furthermore, generic force packages were compiled which 

identified the predicted force groupings that the E.U. would require to solve a crisis.  The amalgamation 

of this information led to the creation of a Requirements Catalogue, which listed the actual types of 

units, resources and assets required in order to fulfill the E.U.’s needs.309 

 

 With a realistic Requirements Catalogue in hand, and an educated idea of what the Member 

States could contribute310 (European Forces Catalogue), the E.U. was now able to properly assess its 

shortfalls and begin with the process of addressing them (Progress Catalogue).311  One of these shortfalls 

identified by the HLG 2010 was the absence of an organization such as the EDA which was covered 

earlier.  Hence, the EDA is a clear by product of the European evolution and a catalyst towards 

military capabilities traditionally associated to more classical ways of projecting power. Indeed the 

EDA works hand in glove with the EUMS, the EUMC, and of course the Member States, to bridge the 

gaps between the Member States’ “haves” and the European “needs”.312 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                         
countries; conflict prevention; evacuation operation; and assistance to humanitarian operations. EU Council Secretariat, 
Background, Development of European Military Capabilities 

 
308 From a European perspective of course – Hence these included significant civilian capabilities as well. 
 
309 European Council Secretariat, Report on the Development of European Military Capabilities-Forces Catalogue, 

(2006). 
 
310 Ibid. The member states needed to complete a capacity questionnaire (HLG Questionnaire) to determine which 

capabilities they could and wanted to provide based on the requirements catalogue.  
 
311 Ibid. 
 
312 European Council, Report on the Development of European  Military Capabilities, (2009). 
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7.3.  The Capability Development Plan (CDP) 

 

 The aim of the CDP, a cooperative effort between the EDA, the EUMC and the Member States, 

is to provide the latter with information which could facilitate their decision-making in the context of 

national capability choices, stimulate their cooperation and facilitate the launching of new joint 

programmes which overcome present and future E.U. shortfalls.  It aims at providing guidelines for 

future work in the fields of research and technology, armament and industry and forms the cornerstone 

of EDA's activities.313  Hence, although it is facilitated by the EDA, the CDP is not a supranational plan.  

In fact, it is created by and for the Member States.314  Hence, the Member States are the lynchpin 

when it comes to military capability development.  As some experts maintain, the Member States 

“just need to seize the opportunity.”315  One can now see the obvious critical link between E.U. 

capability development and the Member States’ will to buy into the ESS and its views on Europe’s 

interests and roles in global security.316 

 

 When looking at specific military capabilities, the CDP is based on the goals identified in the 

HLG 2010, and in particular on the conclusions of the 2007 Progress Catalogue.317 The CDP also 

                                                 
313 Jean-René Le Goff, "Le plan de développement des capacités: Un outil révolutionnaire," Défense Nationale 64, 

no. 7 (2008), 40. 
 
314 European Council, Report on the Development of European Military Capabilities…, 6. 
 
315 Jean-René Le Goff, "Le plan de développement des capacités: Un outil révolutionnaire…, 40. and Fillon, Une 

Europe Souveraine Et Influente, 21. and Morin, Penser l'Europe De Demain, 25. 
 
316 Ibid. 
 
317 European Council, Report on the Development of European Military Capabilities…, 6. The Progress Catalogue 

identifies quantitative and qualitative military capability shortfalls on the basis of the requirements set out in the 
Requirements Catalogue 2005 and the contributions compiled in the Force Catalogue 2007. It analyses their potential 
implications for military tasks to be carried out in crisis management operations. The Force Catalogue not only provided the 
basis for identifying the EU's shortfalls but also the potential operational risks arising from not filling these requirements. 
This analysis resulted in the Progress Catalogue, approved by the Council in November 2007, which sets out 
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considers other information that is useful for decision-making concerning the management of shortfalls, 

such as existing NATO capabilities and assets and future developments, an estimate of the capability 

required in 2025, on the basis of research into foreseeable developments, available technology and 

potential threats, current plans and programmes announced by the Member States, and lessons learned 

from current operations with regard to capabilities.318  Hence, the CDP is a significant component of a 

long-term E.U. objective of becoming a more active global security actor, as it is a catalyst to the 

convergence of Member States' military capabilities towards a more coordinated and unified 

approach.  The capability development process can be best depicted by Figure 5 at the end of this 

section. 

 

 As a means of demonstrating the evolution in E.U.’s inter-state cooperation in the enhancement 

of its military capabilities it is important to note that in July 2008, the EDA Steering Board approved the 

general conclusions of the 2007 Progress Catalogue and initiated work on an initial group of twelve 

capability areas in the initial CDP.319  These twelve prioritized actions relate to approximately fifty 

percent of the capability shortfalls contained in the critical group of the initial CDP.320   

                                                                                                                                                                         
recommendations to the Member States on managing shortfalls. The Progress Catalogue, together with the EUMC's 
subsequent work on prioritising the shortfalls, is a key contribution to the Capability Development Plan drawn up by the 
Member States via the EDA and the EUMC. An analysis of the new contributions made by Member States in the Force 
Catalogue 2009 will enable to assess whether these new contributions have significantly impacted on the identified military 
shortfalls in the HLG 2010 process. This analysis is to be finalised and reported by October 2009. It will provide a basis for a 
possible update of the Capability Development Plan by mid 2010. 

 
318 Ibid. 
 
319 European Council, Report on the Development of European Military Capabilities…, 6. The initial tranche of 12 

selected actions included: Measures to counter man-portable air defence systems, Computer network operations, Mine 
counter-measures in littoral sea areas, Comprehensive approach - military implications, Military human intelligence and 
cultural/language training, Intelligence, surveillance, target acquisition and reconnaissance architecture, Medical support, 
Chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear defence, Third party logistic support, Measures to counter improvised 
explosive devices, Increased availability of helicopters, and Network-enabled capability (NEC). 

 
320 European Council, Report on the Development of European Military Capabilities. . .,  6. Of note, the CDP, which 

is a living document, can be continuously updated to account for various new inputs and lays emphasis on the need to ensure 
the best possible coordination with similar work carried out by the North American Treaty Organization. Additionally, in 
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 It can thus be said that the CDP is an enhancement to European military capabilities as it 

contributes positively to the development of military capabilities and therefore the E.U.’s potential for 

power projection in a more classical sense.  Its creation in itself is yet another demonstration of the 

E.U.’s evolution towards being a more serious and more effective global security actor.  Although 

the CDP is but a prospective tool to reveal obvious deficiencies and establish strategies to mitigate these, 

the more it is bought into and adhered to by the Member States, the better the E.U. will be equipped to 

deal with crisis management.321  To paraphrase Jean-René Le Goff: “The EDA is the orchestra 

conductor, his baguette is the CDP, let’s just hope there are enough willing musicians; the member 

states.”322  Hence the analysis of the CDP is also another element contributing to the idea that from a 

capabilities perspective, the E.U. is in the process of endowing itself with the capabilities 

traditionally associated to a more classical form of power projection.  Analysis also indicates more 

and more conclusively that its military capabilities for classical power projection are in becoming but 

not quite there yet. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                         
cooperation with the EUMS, the EDA has performed a programme of bilateral or multilateral meetings with Member States 
to make the CDP known outside the circle of Defence Ministries, by presenting it to other national bodies such as national 
armament or research and technology agencies. Cooperation between the EUMC and the EDA also takes place within 
integrated development and EDA project teams intended to support Member States in their efforts to make good the shortfalls 
identified.  

 
321 Le Goff, Le Plan De Développement Des Capacités: Un Outil Révolutionnaire, 42. 
 
322 Ibid., 45. 
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Figure 5. The E.U.’s Capability Development Process 323 

 

 

7.4.  Challenges in Addressing the Gap: The CDP and Permanent Structured Cooperation 

 

 The previous sections in this chapter focused predominantly on the mechanisms, created by 

Europeans, to identify and address capability shortfalls within E.U. military capabilities such as the 

EDA, the HHG, the HLG 2010, and the CDP.  This section will look at how the capability gaps, 

identified through these mechanisms, will be addressed. 

 

 At first, the inefficiency of Europe’s armed forces was well recognized through blatant inaction 

in the field, such as the early stages of the crisis in Ex-Yugoslavia, and through the organizations or 

mechanisms previously mentioned.  They were also evidenced, from a personnel perspective, by the 

contents of Annex C, and from a capabilities perspective, by the gaps identified in the CDP.  The fact 

that the twenty-seven E.U. Member States spend collectively in approximation of two hundred billion 
                                                 

323 European Council, Report on the Development of Europea Military Capabilities. . .,  6. 
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Euros per year on defence and that out of their approximately two million European men and women in 

uniform, only ten to fifteen percent were estimated to be deployable was a consequence of these 

inefficiencies.324  There were numerous causes such as the maintenance of a plethora of small scale 

capabilities, unnecessary intra-E.U. duplication and overlap, large numbers of quasi non-deployable 

conscripts, capability gaps in terms of enablers such as strategic transport, command, control and 

communications, as well as the slow realization by the member states that they were now required to 

shift their mindset from territorial defence, a vestige of the Cold War, to more expeditionary-type 

tasks.325  Hence, deficiencies in European military capabilities and tardiness in remedying these 

were not necessarily due to the lack of European political will contrary to some detractors’ beliefs. 

 

 Of course, E.U. Member States, as demonstrated earlier, by their collective will and relatively 

new mechanisms such as the EDA, the HLG 2010 and the CDP, are now attempting to address these 

inefficiencies thus demonstrating an evolution towards a E.U. which is equipped to satisfy its 

ambition of playing a greater global security role.  Although most E.U. Member States share great 

interest in solving inefficiencies, unsurprisingly, some Member States have mobilized greater will, and 

greater resources than others to address the capability gaps.326  “Permanent Structured Cooperation”327 

                                                 
324 Daniel Kehoane, "European Military Capabilities: Sharing the Burden," ESDP Newsletter 6, no. July 2008 

(2008), 26. and Sven Dir Biscop, E Pluribus Unum? Military Integration in the European Union: Egmont Paper, Royal 
Institute for International Relations (Brussels: Academia Press, 2005), 3. 

 
325 Sven Dir Biscop, E Pluribus Unum? Military Integration in the European Union: Egmont Paper, Royal Institute 

for International Relations (Brussels: Academia Press, 2005), 3. 
 
326 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union, 107. 
 
327 Sven Dir Biscop, E Pluribus Unum? Military Integration in the European Union: Egmont Paper, Royal Institute 

for International Relations (Brussels: Academia Press, 2005), 3. and European Parliament Resolution of 10 March 2010 on 
the Implementation of the European Security Strategy and the Common Security and Defence Policy (2009/2198(INI)), 
2009/2198, (10 Mar 2010, 2010) .  Member States willing to take part in Permanent Structured Cooperation would commit to 
agreeing on levels of investment in defence equipments, to bringing their defence apparatus into line with each other as much 
as possible by harmonizing military needs, to pooling and specialization, to enhancing their forces availability, 
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would allow those countries of the Union that wish to continue to work more closely together and to 

assume a more assertive role in capability development, to do so, while respecting the single 

institutional framework of the Union.328  However, although Permanent Structured Cooperation seems 

to be endorsed by the majority of the member states, it has yet to be enforced and operationalized and is 

not considered a “silver bullet which will solve all problems of Europe’s military.”329  Furthermore, it 

also comprises a level of risk, especially when one considers its inclusiveness.  In other words, if one 

can participate with its existing capabilities, without enhancing its levels of deployable forces and 

equipment, then Permanent Structured Cooperation brings no real value added to the CDP.  Hence there 

must be a balance between the inclusiveness of Permanent Structured Cooperation and Member State 

commitment.330   Of note, the European Parliament in one of its latest sessions in early March 2010 has 

officially recommended that Permanent Structured Cooperation be put in place in a more formal manner 

in order to allow for the swifter development of European military capabilities.331  Having said this, the 

Chief Executive of the European Defence Agency (EDA), Alexander Weis, believes the idea of 

Permanent Structured Cooperation, may already be redundant due to the work of his organisation. “I 

wouldn’t say it was outdated, but it has maybe been overtaken by the creation of the European Defence 

                                                                                                                                                                         
interoperability, flexibility and deployability, to addressing the shortfalls identified by the CDP, and finally to taking part in 
equipment development programmes in the context of the EDA 

 
328 European Council, Europa: Glossary, 1. 
 
329 European Parliament Resolution of 10 March 2010 on the Implementation of the European Security Strategy and 

the Common Security and Defence Policy (2009/2198(INI)), 2009/2198, (10 Mar 2010, 2010): . 
 
330 Sven Dir Biscop, E Pluribus Unum? Military Integration in the European Union: Egmont Paper, Royal Institute 

for International Relations (Brussels: Academia Press, 2005), 6. 
 
331 European Parliament Resolution of 10 March 2010 on the Implementation of the European Security Strategy and 

the Common Security and Defence Policy (2009/2198(INI)), 2009/2198, (10 Mar 2010, 2010).  The Parliament also stresses 
the urgent need to put in place permanent structured cooperation based on the most inclusive criteria possible, which should 
enable the Member States to increase their commitments under the CSDP. 
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Agency.”332  Nonetheless, what remains evident is that the E.U. Member States will remain the 

lynchpins for bridging the capability gaps and the main incentive for such cooperation is what will 

appeal to national finance ministers; in other words, the potential for increasing the efficiency of their 

defence budgets.333   

 

Chapter 8.  Are E.U. Capabilities Reflective of European Will to Project Power? 

  

 As stated previously, the HLG 2010 endorsed in 2004, moved away from the raw-numbers 

quantitative aspects of the HHG and focused on qualitative criteria.  Based on the political and military 

objectives of the ESS, the E.U. entered “a new stage”334 in the development of European military 

capabilities with the stand-up of the EDA and the creation of the Civil-Military Planning Cell (CMPC) 

in 2004, both of which are uniquely European capabilities in their comprehensive approach to crisis 

management and capability development.  This new stage has in fact been evolving over the last six 

years.  Indeed, shortly thereafter in 2005, the European Defence Ministers approved the creation of the 

European Capabilities Action Plan (ECAP) Road Map and the “Single Progress Report”335 to help in 

monitoring progress in all areas of capabilities.  The ECAP handed-in its final report in 2007 and its 

responsibilities for capability development have been absorbed by the EDA.  The work of the ECAP has 

translated into the CDP 2025 a key planning milestone for European capability development and 
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European defence industry.336  Hence, another demonstrated evolution towards European military 

capabilities in becoming. 

 

8.1. The E.U. Battle-Group Concept 

 

 The E.U. has since built upon the HHG and the HLG 2010 and committed to be able to respond 

to crisis with rapid and decisive action with the creation of the E.U. Battle-Group Concept as part of a 

larger “E.U. Military Rapid Response Concept (MRRC)”337, a potentially effective response to the 

whole spectrum of crisis-management operations.338  The figure below depicts the impressive breadth of 

participating Member States and their contributions to the E.U. Battle-Group Concept. Member States’ 

buy-in, contributions and commitment to this concept have allowed the E.U. to have, on high-readiness 

stand-by, two battle-groups on a rotational basis until 2011.  The MRRC although primarily land-

centric, will soon be complemented, in a joint fashion, with similar rapid response concepts from the air 

and maritime perspectives.339  Although, the E.U. battle-group concept has maintained great interest and 

involvement from participating Member States, and is a clear demonstration of a positive evolution 
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towards a more classical European power projection capability, the fact remains that it has yet to 

have been deployed.  The question therefore needs to be asked; why were the battle-groups not 

employed as part of the Force Generation concept for the EUFOR Chad/CAR mission?  Would their 

rapid employment as the core element of a European Task Force have made the European response 

significantly timelier, thus more effective?  Hence, there is building scepticism with regards to if these 

innovative units are indeed a real capability enhancement to European military capabilities and an 

example of military integration or just numbers used for show.340  However this debate is not uniquely 

of concern to the E.U..  Indeed, NATO is dealing with the same debate with its NATO Rapid Reaction 

Force (NRRF).  Nonetheless, these evolutions are definite improvements in European military 

capabilities, especially evident since the turn of the millennium. 

Figure 6.  E.U. Battlegroups341 

 

                                                 
340 Pirozzi and Sandawi, Military and Civilian ESDP Missions: Ever Growing and Effective?, 17. and Giji Gya and 

Johann Herz, "ESDP and EU Mission Update - March 2009," European Security Review 43, no. March 2009 (2009), 
http://www.isis-europe.org/pdf/2009_artrel_253_esr43-esdp-mission-update.pdf and Howorth, Security and Defence Policy 
in the European Union, 115.  

 
341 European Council, Single Progress Report on the Development of European Military Capabilities, Brussels 

http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/09/st08/st08715.en09.pdf ; Internet; accessed 15 Mar 2010. 
 



97 

8.2.  Strategic Airlift 

 

 Accordingly, the E.U.’s military capabilities have continued to develop especially from a 

qualitative perspective.  For example, the E.U. Heads of State and Government agreed at their informal 

meeting at Hampton Court in 2005 that Strategic lift was indeed a key capability gap, if not the most 

critical one for power projection, identified by the CDP, and should therefore be one of their capability 

improvement priorities.342  Since then various multinational initiatives have been undertaken in order to 

secure the availability of assets or to use available assets in a more efficient manner including the 

“Strategic Airlift Interim Solution” (SALIS)343 contract, the “Strategic Airlift Capability (SAC)”344, the 

establishment of the “Movement Coordination Centre Europe (MCCE)”345 and the build up of the 

“European Air Transport Command (EATC).”346  The EDA Steering Board in February 2008 

                                                 
342 Morin, Penser l'Europe de demain. . ., 23. 
 
343 European Council, Single Progress Report on the Development of European Military Capabilities. . . .  Quick 

access to Russia and Ukraine owned AN-124-100 aircraft for the airlift of heavy equipment and/or outsized cargo. Contract 
signed by Belgium, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Luxembourg, 
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Turkey and UK. 

 
344Ibid.and Daniel Michaels, "Airbus A400M Transporter Plane Nears Takeoff," EU Digest (2009), http://www.eu-

digest.com/labels/A400%20military%20transport%20aircraft.html Consortium for an initial capability which involves the 
fielding of three C-17. The participating nations are Bulgaria, Estonia, Finland, Hungary, Lithuania, Netherlands, Norway, 
Poland, Romania, Slovenia and Sweden.  This project also includes a longer term European objective which involves the 
A400 Strategic Lift Project.  An agreement was reached in principle in February 2010 between the seven nations in the 
project and EADS the parent company of A400M manufacturer Airbus.  EADS had been struggling with regards to the 
financing of the project due to the global economic crisis but came to an agreement with the seven customers - Belgium, 
Britain, France, Germany, Luxembourg, Spain and Turkey - which ordered 180 of the turboprop transports.  The program is 
almost four years behind schedule, but should start delivering aircraft this summer.  The deal is a 20 billion euro one and 
involves an additional aid rescue package of 3.5 billion euros to ensure the aircraft will be delivered without further delays.  
The EDA is striving to pool many of these aircraft for the E.U 

 
345 Ibid. The MCCE is a multi-national organisation established in July 2007 with the main purpose to coordinate 

and optimise on a global basis the use of airlift, sealift and land movement assets owned or leased by national militaries of 
the member Nations. Twenty one nations are presently member of MCCE. 

 
346 Ibid. EATC is to take over operational control of the transport fleet of following countries: Belgium, France, 

Germany, Luxemburg and The Netherlands. The EATC will also attempt to integrate a civilian contracted capability (with 
assured access clauses within the actual contract) which would give robustness to the strategic deployment capability of the 
EU. 
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determined that the capability deficiencies had not quite been compensated for and decided to establish a 

European Air Transport Fleet (EATF).  The EATF is a European framework for enhanced cooperation 

in military air transport, which aims at the common employment and efficient usage of all present and 

future military air transport assets that are available, regardless of type or origin such as the C-130 and 

the upcoming A-400 fleets. This would be an opportunity for Europe to optimise its assets and hopefully 

promote further acquisitions to address critical European airlift shortfalls.347   The EATF in its full 

swing would be an enhanced and much more comprehensive version of the current C-17 support 

concept between the U.S., U.K. and Canada. 

 

 This is but one capability, yet a critical one, under development, which will undoubtedly help 

develop concrete solutions for meeting E.U. operational requirements and clearly demonstrates an 

evolution in the development of E.U. capabilities required for power projection in a more classical 

sense.348  One could therefore argue that this is an indicator that the E.U. seems to be developing its 

capabilities, in order for them to correspond to its increasing will to project its power outside of 

Europe. 

 

8.3.  Civilian Capabilities for Power Projection 

 

 It is impossible to provide an assessment of E.U. military capabilities without at least skimming 

over its civilian capabilities as these two apparently go hand-in-hand when it come to crisis intervention 

from a uniquely European perspective.   
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 Indeed, the E.U. has been developing the civilian aspects of crisis management in its four priority 

areas of civilian action as defined by the Feira (Portugal) European Council in June 2000.349  The areas 

of civilian action are: police, strengthening the rule of law, strengthening civilian administration, and 

civil protection. Of note, the initial targets in the four priority areas, set by the Feira Council have now 

been reached and even exceeded.  Member States’ voluntary commitments, as expressed at the 

December 2004 civilian capability commitment conference, have been significant, thus demonstrating 

clear buy-in by the Member States and also demonstrating the widespread Pan-European understanding 

that military power projection in the classical sense, is not sufficient, by itself in crisis management.  For 

instance, in the police domain, the E.U. aims to be capable of carrying out any police operation, from 

advisory, assistance and training tasks to substituting to local police forces.  Member states have 

undertaken to provide more than five thousand police officers (5761), of whom up to fourteen hundred 

can be deployed in less than thirty days. From a strengthening the rule of law perspective, Member 

States now realize that efforts deployed on an international scale to reinforce and if necessary restore 

credible local police forces can only be successful if a properly functioning judicial and penitentiary 

system backs up the police forces.  Hence, Member States have undertaken to provide 631 officers in 

charge of crisis management operations in strengthening the rule of law (prosecutors, judges, prison 

officers).  From a civilian administration perspective, a pool of experts has been created, capable of 

accepting civilian administration missions in the context of crisis-management operations, and if 

necessary, being deployed at very short notice.  Member states have pledged a total of 565 staff.   

Finally, from a civil protection perspective, the initial objectives consisted of fielding two to three 

assessment and/or coordination teams, capable of being mobilized around the clock; the fielding of 

intervention teams of up to two thousand persons for deployment at short notice; as well as additional or 
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more specialised means which could be dispatched within two to seven days depending on the particular 

needs of each crisis.  Member states have committed to provide 579 civil protection experts and 4445 

staff for intervention teams.  Monitoring is also one of the civilian ESDP priority areas, identified by the 

December 2004 European Council.  The monitoring capability aims to provide a generic tool for conflict 

prevention/resolution and/or crisis management and/or peace-building.  An important function of the 

monitoring missions is to contribute to “prevention/deterrence by presence.”350  From a political and 

international relations perspective, the monitoring missions also enhance E.U. visibility on the ground, 

demonstrating its engagement and commitment to a crisis or region. Member states have committed 505 

personnel.351  Overall, when assessing the E.U.’s capabilities from a civilian perspective, it is clear that 

it has evolved significantly and its capabilities are effectively quite unique.  Indeed, the projection of 

the combination of these means, Europe’s civilian capabilities, along with its developing military 

capabilities, demonstrates a form of hybrid power, where both means bring synergies on the 

ground. 

 

 However, much like the E.U.’s military capabilities, there are limits and challenges with regards 

to its civilian capabilities for crisis management.  One of these limits, mentioned earlier from a military 

perspective, was the qualitative aspects of the capabilities developed in the framework of ESDP.  In 

fact, the civilian capabilities for crisis management also need further improvement in order to enhance 

the ability of the E.U. to deploy, at short notice, well-trained personnel and adequate assets responding 

to appropriate interoperability and sustainability standards.  Only by meeting these improved qualitative 
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requirements will the E.U. be able to cover the full spectrum of tasks it is called to perform in crisis 

responses, in connection with increasingly complex interventions.352  

 

8.4. The E.U. Permanent Planning Center 

 

 More recently, in March 2010, the European Parliament put forward a motion to re-consider the 

creation of a permanent, multi-national E.U. military planning center fully integrated with the CPCC, 

completely independent of NATO as well as the reconsideration that Permanent Structured Cooperation 

should be fully implemented.353   According to some experts, the E.U. cannot be serious about military 

capability development and crisis management until it develops its own independent, permanent 

planning and evaluation center; in other words a planning center which is independent of NATO, as well 

as independent from the Member States.354  Hence this demonstrates that the E.U.’s ambition to 

establish such an important planning and command and control capability is not waning and that it is 

constantly evolving into a more serious global security actor.   It can therefore be said that European 

military capabilities are still in wanting and not quite into being. 
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 As a positive viewpoint, overall, considering the development of European capabilities and 

synergies in strategic airlift, and the potential establishment of a permanent planning headquarters, it 

seems that these advances coincide with Jean-Marie Bockel’s “triple logic”, where he explains that 

Europe requires first and foremost a certain autonomy when it comes to strategic and operational 

planning, deploying and sustaining of forces, second it requires to develop its defence industry and third, 

it requires an increased level of interoperability between Member State armed forces.355 

 

8.5. A Financial Outlook to Capability Development 

 

 From a financial analysis perspective of the E.U., with regards to its potential impact on military 

capabilities development, the participating Member States spent collectively two hundred billion Euros 

on defence in 2008.  A figure, which some analysts claim, “has yielded little bang for the buck.”356  

Although European defence expenditures have stayed level, in nominal terms, for the last three years, in 

real terms, defence expenditures decreased by 4.3 percent in 2008.  This is a significant sum, and in 

terms of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP), percentage wise, defence expenditures have been steadily 

declining, from 1.78 percent in 2006 to the February 2010 level of 1.63 percent of Europe’s twelve point 

two trillion Euros economy.  When defence expenditures are examined as a proportion of the total 

European Government expenditure, the fall is even steeper than that compared with GDP, standing at 

3.78 percent in 2006 and at 3.51 percent in 2008.  Moreover, this occurred during a period of 

                                                 
 
355 Bockel, Les avancées de l'Europe de la défense et de la sécurité, 12. 
356 Fillon, Une Europe Souveraine Et Influente, 21. and Jolyon Howorth, "Une Nouvelle Pensée Stratégique Pour 

l'Europe," Défense Nationale 64, no. 7 (2008), 101.  Fillon maintains that EU Member States spend 40% of the US defence 
budget per year and yet this yields little bang for their buck.  Howorth explains this by the fact that the EU, with this 
significant budget, must field twenty-five armies, twenty-one air forces and eighteen navies for no reason which is any longer 
clear or obvious.  He also specifies that just three countries in the EU, France, UK and Germany, spend 65% of the combined 
defence budgets. 
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considerable economic growth, before the impact of the global economic crisis in the second half of 

2008 became visible. Hence, one could extrapolate that defence expenditures will most likely be even 

more constrained for the near future.  Case in point, according to the European Commission, Europe’s 

economy contracted by -4.0 percent in 2009. The 2010 forecast is for GDP to fall -0.1 percent and the 

Government deficit as a percentage of GDP is forecast to be -7.3 percent of GDP. With this economic 

landscape and the bleak-looking clouds on the horizon, the prospects for investing more in military 

capability development does not look very promising, for certain defence sectors, such as research and 

development and technologies, already showing disquieting indicators of sliding trends over the past 

three years.357   

 

 Nonetheless, there are some positives aspects in certain crucial areas of European capability 

development such as total investment in procurement, which has increased from 38.80 billion Euros in 

2006 to 41.91 billion Euros in 2008. This figure now represents a substantial 20.9 percent of total 

European defence expenditure.358 Another positive trend is that the participating Member States are 

increasingly collaborating in the fields of common defence expenditures; perhaps by necessity more 

than choice.   Even so, European collaborative defence equipment procurement,359 as a percentage of 

total equipment procurement has increased from 20.9 percent in 2006 to 21.2 percent in 2008. These 

figures can be interpreted as promising signs that collaboration has been recognised by participating 

Member States as an important method to make more efficient the necessary business of developing 

European military capabilities.  Even more promising is the increase in European collaborative research 

and technology (R&T) spending.  The percentage of total R&T investment has increased from 9.6 

                                                 
357 Horrocks, The Relevance of the Agency's Defence Data, 27. 
 
358 Ibid. The collective benchmark agreed by participating Member States in the HLG 2010 and its CDP is 20%.  
 
359 Meaning between at least two Member States. 
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percent in 2006 to 16.5 percent in 2008.  This trend is in line with the EDA’s call to spend more, but 

also more together, in Europe on R&T and it marks excellent progress in the direction of realising the 

collective 20% benchmark, agreed by European Defence Ministers in November 2007.360  It also 

demonstrates the recognition that money spent collaboratively will increase economies of scale and 

reduce duplication between European countries, giving Ministries of Defence more bang for their buck 

from a technology perspective.   

 

 Overall, since its inception, the EDA has seen an increasing share of this collaborative R&T 

come through its doors and endeavours to ensure that the funds are spent in the most efficient and 

expeditious manner in order to ensure that capabilities are delivered to participating Member States and 

ultimately the E.U..361  Overall, from a financial perspective, the EDA claims that:  

. . . the twin pressures of static budgets and growing operational demands 
mean that the E.U. governments have little choice but to  pool more of 
their military resources in the future.  If E.U. defence ministers managed 
to share more resources, those benefiting would include not only their 
armed forces, who would get badly needed military equipment, but also 
European taxpayers, who would get better value for money.362 

 

 Hence, from a financial perspective, there are clear indicators that the evolution towards 

enhanced European cooperation for the development of military capabilities, which will allow the E.U. 

to project its power in a more classical sense, if required, will continue, and that Member States will be 

drawn, perhaps by necessity, more towards the European approach to capability development than by 

the Nation-centric approach of the past. 
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Chapter 9.  Summary of the E.U.’s Capabilities to Project Power 

 

 This part assessed E.U. capabilities for power projection from the perspective of the EDA as an 

umbrella organization responsible for their development, as well as through the assessment of the 

Member States contributions and the subsequent development initiatives undertaken.  Furthermore, it 

attempted to assess if E.U. capabilities were congruent with E.U. will to project power in a more hybrid 

form, which is not exclusive of more classical means of military power. 

 

 Reflecting on Part I and how the EDA bridges both parts, it seems that the tasks the E.U. wants 

to undertake on the global security stage are clear as embodied by the Petersburg Tasks.  The political 

and military ambitions of the ESS also seem clear.  However the Petersburg tasks and the ESS say 

nothing with regards to the scale of operations.  From a quantitative perspective, the ESDP is still 

limited by the HHG of 1999.363  Hence there is an obvious missing link between the ESS and its 

inherent political objectives and capability development goals from a quantitative perspective as 

described in the HHG 1999 and the HLG 2010.364  However, this missing link is partially solved by 

elements of the HLG 2010 such as the high readiness Battlegroups and the forthcoming air and maritime 

high readiness assets.  Nonetheless, an evolution in European military capabilities is definitely 

visible.365  It is even more clearly visible through Europe’s development of a hybrid power approach.  

 

                                                 
363 Sven Dir Biscop, Permanent Structured Cooperation and the Future of ESDP (Brussels: Academia Press for 

Egmont - The Royal Institute for International Relations,[2008]) (accessed 28-01-2010), 17. Which states that the EU must 
be able to project and sustain 60 000 troops for a period of one year.  

 
364 Kehoane, Europan Military Capabilities: Sharing the Burden, 27. 
365 Remacle, De l'Euro à La PESC, d'Amsterdam à Helsinki: Les Balbutiements d'Un Acteur International, 498. 
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 Although this part highlighted positive developments in E.U. military capabilities, it also 

highlighted significant challenges, especially from a global economic perspective and from a national 

securitisation of defence perspective.  All in all, this part did demonstrate a clear evolution in the 

E.U.’s capabilities, in a quantitative perspective, but especially in a qualitative perspective, where 

developments in key strategic military capabilities will definitely improve the E.U.’s potential to project 

its power, in its unique European way.   

 

 Having said this, although the E.U.’s military capabilities are into becoming and are of those 

traditionally associated to a more classical form of power projection, it seems that the E.U. intends to 

use these, if required, to project a more hybrid form of power, by which it combines both civilian 

and military means to achieve synergies on the ground.  

 

 Nonetheless, it is apparent that the development of E.U. military capabilities hinges on the 

Member States’ will, Aron’s first element of power.  Hence, in military parlance, the will of the 

Member States seems to be the center-of-gravity in the development of military capabilities.  

Furthermore, as maintained by certain European experts, it could also be said, but remains to be seen, 

that the development of European capabilities will edge the E.U. more towards a typical NATO 

approach to crisis management.366 

 

 The fact that the E.U. is able to act only in “tailored”367 crises for which the limited instruments 

and capabilities at its disposal are adequate and sufficient, shows that the ambitions and realities of the 
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E.U. as a globally active security provider still do not go hand in hand.  Indeed, together with the 

quantitative and qualitative limitations as stated above, the tensions will remain between the articulated 

ambitions of a rising world power on the one hand, and the scarce allocated resources on the other.368   

Furthermore, the threats for Europe, as assessed in the ESS of 2003 and reiterated in its ESS 

Implementation Report of 2008369 make it apparent that the nature of the risks at hand do not allow for 

any clear-cut geographical priorities to be set.  These risks are “borderless”370, in terms of their impact 

beyond their immediate area of origin as well as in terms of the multitude and diversity of potential 

crisis areas.  Hence, it can be said, therefore, that without strong Member State will to advance the 

idea of a powerful and autonomous ESDP with efficient E.U. institutions and a wide range of 

effective instruments at its disposal, the E.U. runs the risk of losing its spirit as an important and 

distinguished global security actor.371 

 

 

 

 

  

PART III – THE E.U.’S ENVIRONMENT 
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 The assessment of the E.U.’s potential for power projection, will now continue through the third 

part of the proposed analytical framework. Raymond Aron’s third element of power is what he terms as 

a political entity’s “milieu” where he describes it as the space it occupies or the space where the action is 

taking place.372  As stated earlier in the proposed analytical framework, Aron’s milieu is interpreted 

herein in its narrower sense as the E.U. and its immediate environment.  It has been a deliberate 

decision to not approach Aron’s third element of power from a global perspective as this would have 

required a much greater scope of research and would have diluted the opportunity for analysis and 

assessment.  Instead Aron’s milieu will be assessed from an intrinsic and extrinsic perspective. Indeed, 

focussing on the most important determinants whether because of their influence or power as 

organisations, as states or as regions due to their geostrategic value and proximity.  In this sense, this 

part will examine how major powers such as NATO and the United States (U.S.) affect the E.U.’s 

potential to project its power in a more classical sense, outside of its immediate environment.  

Subsequently, this part will look at how the E.U. is attempting to influence its immediate environment 

with its European Neighbourhood Policy; thus projecting its power upon its neighbours.  Finally, this 

part will examine the E.U.’s actions on its fringes in the region of the Black Sea, a critical region from 

an energy security perspective and arguably the most critical region for Europe’s subsistence.   

 

The previous two parts demonstrated an evolution in the E.U.’s collective will and capabilities to 

project its power in a more classical sense, outside of Europe.  Both parts also indicated that the E.U.’s 

Member States were the lynchpins in both domains.  In evaluating the environment of the E.U., and its 

effects on Europe’s potential for power projection, it will also be assessed if the Member States still play 

such a critical role in this third element of power.  Most importantly, both parts indicated that the E.U. 
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seemed to want to project a hybrid form of power, through which it creates synergies on the ground by 

employing in a somewhat coordinated fashion both civilian and military means in crisis management. 

 

 

 

Chapter 10.  The E.U. and NATO 

 

In the 1990’s, both the Alliance and the Union were forced to assume new roles and new 

responsibilities in a transformed security context even though they shared similar values and the same 

resources.373  From that point on, the Alliance went from a collective defence perspective in response to 

the Cold War to a more global collective security perspective after the fall of the Berlin Wall, deploying 

its forces, within the E.U.’s immediate environment, in Bosnia in 1994 and in Kosovo in 1999.  The 

events of 9/11 also led to even greater NATO transformation with the deployment of NATO forces in 

Afghanistan, and its declaration of war on terror.374  The Union also undertook significant 

transformation in the same timeframe, in terms of acting within its immediate environment, albeit from a 

totally different angle.  Indeed, as an aftermath of the Balkans crisis in its own backyard, the Union re-

launched the concept of “European Defence” at the Saint-Malo Summit of 1998, beginning its evolution 

from a purely economical and political union to a more complete one encompassing a diplomatic and a 

defence and security apparatus.375   
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Despite significant developments by NATO and the E.U. from the perspective of their roles as 

global security actors, attempts by NATO and the U.S. at containing the E.U. and its security and 

defence policy to a more regional role have been unfruitful as the E.U. has deployed on twenty-seven 

missions since 2003, many of which have been well outside the European continent, in Africa, Indonesia 

and the Near and Middle East.376  Today, although still embryonic, the E.U. possesses a ESDP 

somewhat independent of its relations with NATO.377   

 

 One could certainly not have foreseen this in the late 1990s. As a matter of fact, only three days 

after Saint-Malo and the Union’s overt claim for an autonomous operational level planning center, 

Madeleine Albright, U.S. Secretary of State, rebutted with the principle of the three Ds: no transatlantic 

decoupling (NATO must remain the instrument of choice for questions of defence and security), no 

duplication (of NATO capabilities) and no discrimination (towards NATO members who are not 

members of the E.U.).378  Hence, there was clearly discernible NATO and U.S. reticence in supporting 

the idea of a E.U. which could eventually project its power outside of its immediate environment.  

Nonetheless, the burgeoning ambitions of both organisations as global security actors did not lead to a 

symmetric development of their defence and security apparatus, neither to a convergence of their 

identities.379  Hence, the E.U. is not reducible to its defence and security dimension, whereas NATO has 

specialized in this very domain.  In fact, as mentioned in previous chapters, the E.U.’s instruments of 
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power projection are significantly different than NATO’s.380  Indeed, reflecting on the more 

complementary nature of the EU/NATO interrelationship during the E.U.’s infancy stage as a security 

actor, the E.U. was incapable of independent, large scale, military centric, high intensity operations 

without NATO’s planning capabilities, and without U.S.’ politico-military means attached to it.381  

Commonly recognized, the E.U.’s strengths lay in its multi-lateral, more inclusive, multi-dimensional 

comprehensive approach as it bases its external interventions on myriad civilian means, supporting its 

diplomacy with a credible military force.  These differences in approaches are at the very crux of the 

NATO/E.U. relationship.382  

 

 It has been demonstrated in the previous chapter that E.U. capabilities have evolved and are 

continuously evolving for the better, making the E.U. a much more effective global security actor and 

capable of much more effective power projection abroad than before. Furthermore, with recent 

developments from a capabilities perspective with the progress in the advancement of the A400 project 

and the European Parliament’s re-invoking of the requirement for an autonomous permanent planning 

center, it seems that the E.U. wants to move even further towards its ESS ambitions.  Furthermore, the 
                                                 

 
380 Bentégeat, L'Alliance Et l'Union, 17. 
 
381 Scheek, Des Trois D Aux Trois C: L'Interdépendance Ouverte Du Rapport UE-OTAN, 129. These are all 

elements included in the Berlin Plus agreements between NATO and the EU of 2003.  Indeed the EU, with its Berlin Plus 
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compensate for its structural and capability deficiencies in order to act upon its ambitions as laid out in its ESS of 2003, 
which allowed NATO to become a structuring element of the EU’s security and defence apparatus.  

 
382 Bentégeat, L'Alliance Et l'Union, 17. According to Bentégeat, the Union and the Alliance cannot be the same as 

their capabilities are different, the interests they defend are not completely similar, and their ways of intervening are 
incomparable.  He states that the Alliance is a military strategic organisation, while the Union is a political and economical 
organisation, by which both organisations use completely different means to deal with crisis management.  Of note, NATO 
and the U.S. are realizing with their operations in Afghanistan and Iraq that a comprehensive approach, involving political, 
economic, civil and military actions, is a pre-requisite to successful crisis management. Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, p. 116. When 
commenting on the value of NATO/EU cooperation on strategic airlift, he stated that neither organisation can now fully 
accomplish its role without the other one.  Indeed he adds that the advances of one organisation are of the interest of the other 
and vice-versa.  The increasing interconnectedness of both organisations makes the development of the ESDP inevitable and 
in fact desirable for both. 
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E.U.’s quest for autonomy is ever present, having mounted more independent missions than those 

requiring the enactment of the Berlin Plus Agreements.  It is even doubtful that the E.U. will ever have 

systematic recourse to NATO capabilities again.383  Hence it is clearly visible that there is convergence 

between Aron’s first element of power, European will and its relations in this context with NATO.  

Therefore, it seems that European will, will indeed determine its relationship with environment.  Also, 

the E.U. has clearly unobserved the Atlanticist principle of NATO’s first right of refusal for 

intervention, to the point where NATO is no longer the principle forum for dialogue between the E.U. 

and the U.S. when it comes to security matters and terrorism.  In truth, direct accords between Brussels 

and Washington have been numerous, even more so since 2003.384   

 

 Consequently, the NATO/E.U. relationship as of today seems much less based on the principles 

of the three Ds of the immediate post Saint-Malo period.  Indeed, it seems more focused on the three Cs, 

as proposed by Laurent Scheeck a prominent specialist in European Affairs, of cooperation (from a 

strictly military and the Berlin Plus perspectives)385, competition (for the same resources as put forth by 

the Member States (of which membership in many cases is overlapping - see figure 7))386 , and 

complementarity (by the fact that both organisations are actively engaged in global security and present 

in the field).387  Hence, it seems that both organisations can develop without being a detriment to the 
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other.  However, and somewhat of a paradox, their relationship today seems to depend less on the 

official agreements such as the Berlin Plus Agreements or official declarations such as the joint 

NATO/E.U. declaration on ESDP of 2002, but more on the international context of the day, 

geographical locations of interventions, and mostly on the political will of their Member States.388  Thus 

the NATO/E.U. relationship remains volatile and Member State alignment, for the most part, remains 

unpredictable.  Indeed, there has been a multiplication of possible interactions between Member States.  

Case in point, a Member State, which is part of both organisations, and assuming that it would not have 

the means to intervene by itself, may choose to intervene externally as part of a NATO mission, or as 

part of a E.U. mission, which is supported by NATO through the Berlin Plus Agreement, or as part of a 

stand alone, E.U. mission, using one of the operational level headquarters volunteered by a few more 

militarily capable Member States.   Hence the question can be asked: if interaction between NATO and 

the E.U. depends above all on the distinct will of the Member States, can there still be a power 

projection dynamic which belongs distinctly and independently to the European Union as a whole? 

Nevertheless, experts are calling for increased cooperation and perhaps coordination to a certain level 

between the two organisations in order to alleviate the costs of unprofitable competition, undermining 

each organisation’s credibility, authority and effectiveness.389  Trust, transparency and confidence seem 

to be the words of the day in those circles.  Indeed, they are calling for the dropping of unfounded fears 

of NATO military power choking the development of E.U. military capabilities.  Recent cooperation 

between both organization’s military staffs and committees has demonstrated a willingness to progress 

in this relationship which will only flourish once both NATO and the E.U. fully understand and accept 
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each others role in achieving global stability.390  It can also be maintained that each organisation needs 

to fully understand what its own role is prior to any such undertaking, or even the realization that they 

might be shaping each others views of themselves.391  

 

For the years to come, it is maintained by many experts that Europe will still require NATO’s 

protection in the case of a major threat which would endanger the European continent itself.392  Having 

said this, the new Lisbon Treaty calls for European mutual assistance, from a military capabilities 

perspective, in the event of natural disasters, terrorist attacks, or even detected terrorist threats, thus 

demonstrating yet again an evolution in the European security and defence project towards further 

autonomy from NATO.393  Nonetheless, NATO needs a stable and prosper Europe, capable of ensuring 

more and more of its own security and capable of playing an increasingly important role on the global 

stage.  Furthermore, they seem to be considering their mutual relationship from a more pragmatic 

perspective, seemingly aligning themselves from a capability development perspective, as well as from a 

foreign policy perspective.394  Leaders are realizing and publicly stating that both organisations cannot 

afford to limit their political dialogue to the Berlin Plus Agreements any longer and must seek increased 
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cooperation.395  Hence it seems that both NATO and the E.U. are mutually and fundamentally seeking a 

Europe capable of projecting its power outside of Europe.396 However, although NATO seems to have 

appropriated itself with a global remit, this should not imply that the E.U. Member States will 

automatically step into line where ever the U.S. administration wishes to deploy NATO forces in 

support of its foreign policy.  The E.U. is very unlikely to support an external intervention without a 

United Nations mandate.   

 

Also, compatibility issues between the NATO Rapid Reaction Force (NRRF) and the European 

Rapid Reaction Force (ERRF) will continue to define the relationship between NATO and the E.U..  

Reinforcing the precept that both organisations are somewhat in competition, NATO and the E.U. will 

be drawing from the same force reservoir397, might be sharing the same Command and Control 

elements, depending if the mission is a Berlin Plus one or not, for the time being, will be dealing with 

the realities of working with the big kid on the block with U.S. troops and capabilities as part of the 

equation, and will be dealing with legacy issues such as NATO’s perceived right of first refusal. 

 

E.U. relationships with both the U.S. and NATO are forcibly similar in many aspects and cannot 

be divided in many facets.  Hence, the conclusions of this section will tie into the conclusions of the next 

one as it covers U.S. and E.U. relations and how these affect the E.U.’s potential for power projection.   
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Figure 7.  NATO and E.U. Membership 

 

 

Chapter 11.  The European Union and the United States of America 

 

 It is only logical to cover the relations between the E.U. and the U.S. immediately after the 

section which covers relations between the E.U. and NATO as they both consist of key elements of the 

transatlantic relationship.  They could have been covered in the same section, but the relationship 

between both these actors, especially since the 1998 Saint-Malo Summit is so complex and evolving that 

it requires an analysis by its own.   
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 In order to set the table, let us begin with the dynamic of mutual suspicion between these two 

actors.  It is widely maintained in some European circles that NATO is but another instrument to further 

U.S. grand strategy.398  Indeed, it is the famous Trojan Horse concept reinforced by Wolfwowitz in the 

early 1990’s whereby the U.S. should attempt to prevent at all costs the emergence of rival powers and 

revived by the Bush doctrine. This suspicion was also reciprocal.  U.S. fears about the ESDP were based 

on suspicions of any French initiatives, which were assumed to be systematically threatening to U.S. 

global leadership.  Hence, the suspicions of any French involvement in the E.U.’s potential for power 

projection were complicating for transatlantic relations.   Furthermore, the U.S. feared that an 

autonomous permanent planning center for the E.U. might tempt Europeans to get involved in military 

adventures for which they were ill-prepared for, thus forcing the U.S. to intervene, at a moment that was 

not theirs to decide if conditions deteriorated.  From this perspective, Europeans maintained that the 

U.S. simply had difficulty coming to terms with a E.U. which could now strike a balance between its 

rhetoric and reality on the ground.399  Furthermore, the U.S. was suspicious that the E.U. might one day 

come to compete with NATO or its own U.S. security policy.  

 

 Hence, amidst this climate of mutual suspicion, initial U.S. reaction to the ESDP was one of 

overall reticence.  In fact, the call for an autonomous permanent planning center by the E.U. was as 

divisive for the U.S. from an internal perspective as the Iraq war was divisive for Europe from a foreign 

policy perspective.400  Indeed, U.S. reaction to the European project ranged from the conditional “Yes 

but…” which characterized the Bush Presidency and the rhetoric by the Secretary of State Madeleine 

                                                 
398 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union, 135. 
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Albright, to the apparent enthusiastic relief of “Yes please!” to the inquisitive yet sceptical “Oh yeah ?” 

and of course to the unconditional opposition of “No way !”401   

 

 Since the end of the Cold War, U.S. interests have shifted away from the European Continent, 

towards the Middle-East and its Gulf States as well as towards Asia.  Hence Europe’s place in U.S. 

foreign policy seemed in a state of uncertainty which made one side uncomfortable, and the other left 

searching for its role in its own security arena, if it indeed had one.  As the E.U. embarked on its security 

and defence project in the late nineties early two-thousands, the future of this transatlantic relationship 

seemed quite unclear.  The U.S. stance gradually shifted from reluctance to officially welcoming 

Europe’s sharing of its security burden, while remaining fearful of potential E.U. challenges to its global 

leadership as well as its effects on U.S. Grand Strategy and on NATO.402  Reciprocally, although Europe 

was enthusiastic for its new security and defence project, it still remained fearful of precipitated U.S. 

abandonment.  Furthermore, and adding to this sense of mistrust, there was much speculation in 

Washington that the new European security and defence project was aiming more at European 

integration than at the actual fielding of military capabilities.403  Hence, it is clearly demonstrated that 

there was an element of mistrust on behalf of both sides, mutual misunderstanding of each others’ intent 

and fear of the unknown.   

 
 

 Much diplomatic effort on behalf of the E.U. was put forth early on to dispel any misgivings by 

the U.S. and to reassure them that the ESDP would in fact enhance and strengthen the Alliance rather 
                                                 

 
401 Ibid. 
402 Indeed the U.S. remained fearful that the new European security and defence project would drive a wedge 

between the E.U. and NATO.  It has also been suggested that the U.S. encouraged Turkey’s accession to the EU in order to 
slow down the development of the ESDP. 

 
403 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union, 141. 



119 

than weaken and undermine it.  Even the NATO Secretary General at the time, a former U.K. Defence 

Secretary, countered the U.S.’ three D’s with his own three I’s which meant “improvement in Europe’s 

military capabilities, inclusiveness of all NATO allies and indivisibility of transatlantic security.”404  

The E.U.’s charm operation continued well into the next U.S. administration’s mandate as it sent notable 

heads of state such as the U.K.’s Tony Blair in 2001 to speak with the new U.S. administration.   Despite 

Europe’s efforts, the U.S. position remained the same throughout the early stages of the new millennium 

as demonstrated by President Bush’s speech to NATO heads of state in Brussels in 2002, where he 

stated that the U.S. would welcome a capable European force, properly integrated [into] NATO that 

provided new options for handling crisis [when NATO chose not to lead].405  Hence, ESDP was 

acceptable, as long as it did not constitute a challenge to the U.S. or to NATO.  This stance was, from 

that point on, shared by a limited number of capitals in Europe, especially by London in the early 

millennium and by those new NATO accession Member States, mostly ex-Republics of the U.S.S.R. 

who were now newly dependent on NATO for security against Russia, and anxious to find a security 

umbrella, relatively easy to accede to.406  This view was never generally accepted across the E.U..  This 

aspect of a division within the E.U., between Atlanticist and Europeanist would be put to even more 

evidence with the unilaterally U.S. led coalition of the willing invasion of Iraq in 2003. 

 

 Interestingly, since the U.S. has become deeply involved in Iraq and Afghanistan, the 

predominantly reticent U.S. views of the ESDP have tended to give way to more overt expressions of 

support.   This shift was also notable within the E.U.. Indeed, looking back, the U.S. led Iraq war, 
                                                 

404 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union, 135. The UK Defence Secretary was George 
Robertson. 
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406 Donald Rumsfeld, U.S. Secretary of Defence in 2003 refered to this dichotomy as Old and New Europe, referring 

to the European states which supported the U.S. invasion of Iraq.  His comments raised much debate within the U.S. and the 
E.U., especially in France, and Germany. 
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independent of the United Nations’ banner of legitimacy, independent of traditional allies within NATO, 

and independent of key E.U. members such as France and Germany, had a significant negative impact 

on the United Nations, on NATO and on the E.U. in 2003.  In fact, it divided the E.U. and NATO into 

Atlanticist and Europeanist sides.  Hence demonstrating once more the central role played by the E.U. 

Member States and the negative impact they can have when their interests are divergent.  It is also 

demonstrated that they are extremely sensitive, some more than others, to the whims of the U.S..  There 

is therefore more proof to the hypothesis that the E.U. is perhaps dependant on the good will and 

perhaps even faith of its Member States. 

 

 From the Atlanticist perspective, the U.K. has been consistently the most Atlanticist of the major 

European partners, even before the Iraq war.407 In hindsight, explaining this is the fact that the U.K. has 

remained fearful that any serious European efforts to become autonomous from NATO would encourage 

U.S. isolationism or withdrawal from Europe.  In its belief, the U.K. was backed by the Netherlands, 

Portugal, Norway, Germany to a certain extent at the time, and the new E.U. Accession States.408  The 

U.K. endorsed the 1998 Saint-Malo project because it realized that only a strong Europe, capable of 

acting militarily and capable of carrying its share of its own security burden, would ensure continued 

U.S. support to the Alliance.  Congruently, the U.K. and its Prime Minister Tony Blair managed to 

convince the other Atlanticist Member States that the ESDP was [the] way to save the Alliance.409  

                                                 
407 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union, 141. 
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before the advent of the Iraq war in 2003.  
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Hence as the Iraq war dragged on, Atlanticist Member States learned to “balance their traditional 

institutional preference for NATO with increasing commitment to and support for the ESDP.”410  

Additionally, as mentioned previously in the Part I, where the engines of Europe were analyzed, it was 

the U.K. which convinced the latest accession members in 2004-2005, who were more Atlanticist than 

Europeanist, to actively embrace the European battle-group concept and participate actively in the 

European security and defence project.  This was indeed a watershed in the Atlanticist realization that 

the ESDP would not exist or develop without this critical capability.  It was, according to European 

experts “a pragmatic acceptance of a strategic reality.”411  Indeed, newer E.U. accession members such 

as Poland412 who had also traditionally aligned themselves with NATO demonstrated an evolving 

trajectory, a shift towards the ESDP. Truth be told, Poland participated actively in the 2008 EUFOR 

Chad/RCA mission with a significant contribution to E.U. efforts with four hundred troops and key 

capabilities such as tactical helicopters.  This therefore demonstrates that although the U.S. led Iraq war 

temporarily damaged both NATO and the E.U.; it in fact caused many Atlanticist Member States to 

engage more seriously in their support for the ESDP.   

 

 On the other end of the spectrum Finland and Ireland have traditionally refused to be aligned 

with NATO and have preferred to participate in ESDP missions.  France, Germany since 2003, Belgium 

and Luxembourg have traditionally been the more Europeanist Member States.  Some also maintain that 

with France’s reinsertion into the NATO structure, it will work as a balancer between the two 

organisations and be the honest broker within NATO with regards to the U.S. grand strategy.  Hence, an 

                                                                                                                                                                         
409 However, Denmark did not buy the sales pitch and firmly opted out of the ESDP, considering that NATO was the 

only security actor it wished to be associated to.   
410 Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union, 148. 
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interesting paradox comes to light where the integration of traditionally Atlantist Member States, such as 

Poland, into the ESDP, far from weakening it, have contributed to its reinforcement.  On the other hand, 

France’s reinsertion into the NATO, far from weakening the ESDP, might in the end prove to be 

beneficial to it. 

 

 Hence it has been demonstrated that there has been an evolution in the U.S. and E.U. 

relationship.  This evolution has seen a shift from clear suspicion and reluctance to greater acceptance, 

even support for a E.U. capable of projecting its power outside of and within its immediate environment.  

However, at the core of the problems which underpin the entire relationship between the E.U. and the 

U.S. is the fact that the latter has privileged and prioritized intervention through military instruments 

over civilian instruments, unilateral approaches over multilateral ones, war-fighting over nation-building 

and ad hoc forming of coalitions of the willing over alliance nurturing.413  As a result, no matter their 

common long terms interests and proximate values that would tend to bind them together; the U.S. and 

the E.U. currently find themselves in very different places when it comes to their apparatus and strategy 

for crisis management.414 Hence, the E.U. will remain cautious when it comes to its relationship with the 

U.S. especially from a political foreign policy perspective, and therefore also with NATO.  Why 

NATO? One might ask.  The E.U. will remain cautious of an organisation which is transforming itself 

from one whose original explicit purpose was to deliver U.S. engagement in the cause of European 

security, into one whose unspoken purpose seems to be to deliver increasingly capable European 

engagement in the cause of U.S. global strategy.415  
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 From a purely military perspective, the relationship with the U.S. has become a second order 

priority as the E.U. tends to focus more on the development of its own internal military capabilities 

through its own common European defence industry and armaments market.  Nevertheless, this is not 

the case from a foreign policy perspective, nor from an economic perspective.  The E.U. will want to 

continue in the establishment of a strong relationship with the U.S. with a view to, what European 

foreign policy experts are increasingly calling for, shaping its own environment.416  The E.U. does not 

seem to want to deviate from its own principles of the primacy of legitimacy through the United 

Nations, dialogue amongst nations, multilateral efforts and primacy of civilian means over military 

means.  This will indeed continue to be one of the main differences between U.S. classical power 

projection and the projection of European power. Hence the E.U. needs to, increasingly and much more 

actively, begin to shape its environment by influencing other powers to adopt views similar or 

complimentary to those of the E.U..  The Member States of the E.U. will be likely to achieve far more in 

key areas if they operate as one single actor.  Hence, given the current economic crisis, as well as grim 

forecasts in budget allocations for defence, European unity, vis-à-vis the U.S. from a defence industry 

and armaments markets perspective will be even more critical. 

  

Chapter 12.  The E.U. and its Neighbourhood Policy 
 

 In analyzing the E.U.’s environment, its transatlantic relationships, with both NATO and the 

U.S., have been looked at to determine how these relationships might affect its potential to project its 

power outside of its immediate environment.  However, given its geographical positioning, the 

transatlantic relationship is not the only one which has bearing on the E.U. from many perspectives.   
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 Indeed, the European Commission has been well aware of this fact, and has developed in 2004 a 

European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), reflective of the objectives of the December 2003 ESS.  The 

ENP aims at avoiding the emergence of new dividing lines between the enlarged E.U. and its neighbours 

and instead strives to strengthen the prosperity, stability and security of all concerned.417  Hence the 

ENP emerges from the principle that the E.U. is not secure, unless its neighbours are secure. 

 

 Clearly, the ENP sets out in concrete terms how the E.U. proposes to work more closely with its 

neighbours.  The ENP, although much wider in scope is quite similar to what NATO’s Partnership For 

Peace (PfP) is trying to accomplish from a purely military perspective.  Hence the ENP although not 

exclusively military focused, encompasses the same aspects covered by a more classical form of power 

projection.  Indeed, the E.U. offers its neighbours a privileged relationship, building upon a mutual 

commitment to common values such as democracy and human rights, rule of law, good governance, 

market economy principles and sustainable development.  In fact, the ENP goes beyond existing 

relationships to offer a deeper political relationship and economic integration with the E.U., but not 

within it. The trade-off is that the level of ambition of the relationship depends on the extent to which 

these values are shared by the courted state, hence demonstrating the normative power of the E.U. and 

also the central role played by the courted states in the effectiveness of the ENP.  This normative aspect 

of the E.U. also allows it to contemplate more actively the projection of its power from a more classical 

sense, since as it has been demonstrated by the European integration project that economic and political 

integration can lead to increased integration from a foreign policy and security perspective.418  In fact, it 
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is maintained that the E.U. uses enlargement as a means of “locking its neighbours into stable and 

democratic transition.”419  Hence, in order to realise the vision of building an increasingly closer 

relationship with its neighbours, and a zone of stability, security and prosperity for all, the E.U. and each 

ENP partner reach agreement on reform objectives across a wide range of fields “such as cooperation on 

political and security issues, to economic and trade matters, mobility, environment, integration of 

transport and energy networks or scientific and cultural cooperation.”420  The E.U. can thus provide the 

full range of its comprehensive approach, which includes military, to support the implementation of 

these objectives, in support of their partners’ own efforts. 

 

 Of note, the ENP remains distinct from the process of enlargement although it does not prejudge, 

for European neighbours, how their relationship with the E.U. may develop in the future. 

 

 The ENP applies to its immediate neighbours, who border Europe by land or sea.421  The central 

element of the ENP is the bilateral ENP Action Plans agreed between the E.U. and each partner.  These 

ENP Action Plans set out an agenda of political and economic reforms with short and medium-term 

priorities422 and are based on the country’s needs and capacities, as well as the E.U.’s interests.423  They 
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cover security and conflicts, political dialogue and reform, economic and social cooperation and 

development, trade-related issues, market and regulatory reform, cooperation in justice and home affairs, 

societal sectors such as transport, energy, information, environment, research and development and 

human dimensions such as people-to-people contacts with civil and military leaders, business, 

education, public health.  The incentives on offer, in return for progress on relevant reforms, are greater 

integration into European programmes and networks, increased assistance and enhanced market access.  

 

 How does the ENP affect the E.U.’s potential to project its power outside of Europe?  The ENP 

definitely enhances the E.U.’s projection of power, as it is a power projection tool in itself.424  Not 

necessarily from a classical sense of solely-military power projection, although it does facilitate and 

complement it, in the sense that it does seem to secure the E.U.’s immediate environment, but more 

from a typically European concept of power projection.  For instance, the ENP’s objective of spreading 

peace and prosperity across the borders of the E.U. does prevent artificial divisions and does create 

benefits for the ENP partners and for the Union alike.425  Hence, the ENP is a concrete example of E.U. 

power projection which involves not only civilian means, but also military means, a type of hybrid 

power, which is not mutually exclusive in its employment of both facets. 

 

 What is really at stake, and the real reason why the ENP has been put in place, is the E.U.’s 

ability to develop an external policy complimentary to its enlargement which is effective at promoting 
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security and of course transformation and reform.426  In other words, considering its environment, the 

E.U. is using its ENP to project its power, its interests really, outside of Europe.  Case in point, the E.U., 

much like NATO today, has always been faced with the dilemma of inclusion vs. exclusion.  In other 

words, how far should it stretch its borders?427 According to its Treaty, European borders are quite fluid 

and any European country can be considered as a potential candidate for membership.  Hence, 

translating such notions into coherent E.U. foreign, defence and security policies is an extremely 

complex endeavour.  Accordingly, the E.U. cannot afford to weaken its successful integration process by 

enlarging without thought and evaluation of the impacts of offering membership to new states.  Neither 

can it afford to set explicit discriminatory limits either.428  Therefore, the ENP is Europe’s response to 

this inclusion, exclusion dilemma and is thus another example of the E.U.’s evolving nature as an 

international actor in view of the profound changes that currently characterise its external relations with 

its neighbours.429 

 

 A clear-cut example of how the E.U. uses the ENP to further its power projection potential is the 

way it is tackling what it terms “Frozen Conflicts.”430  The number of Frozen Conflicts in Europe’s 

neighbourhood remains high, too high for the Union’s comfort in fact.431  Transnistria, Abkhazia, South 

Ossetia, Nagorno-Karabakh, the Middle East and Western Sahara remain of major concern to the E.U. 
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and its ENP partners. The EU has a direct interest in working with its partners to promote their 

resolution.432  Of course, the E.U. is already active in preventing and resolving conflicts but it remains 

convinced that more should be done through ESDP measures that have recently been launched.  

Furthermore, E.U. Special Representatives have been appointed and police, border control and border 

assistance missions are developing their activities in the regions of those Frozen Conflicts.  These are all 

positive actions accomplished by the E.U., however, it maintains that these actions need to be planned 

and coordinated with longer-term European Commission policies which address the overall institutional 

and governance context and thus favour stabilisation. The deployment of the full gamut of tools, would 

increase E.U. influence and avoid the limitations of military only solutions or short-term crisis 

management.  The E.U. remains convinced that the ENP will foster convergence between political, 

economic and legal systems, enabling greater social inclusion and contributing to confidence building 

and most of all stability and security. The example of the E.U. Border Assistance Mission to Ukraine 

and the Republic of Moldova integrate the European Commission and the Foreign and Security Policy 

instruments in one effective comprehensive approach demonstrating how this can work.433   Another 

example is its participation as an observer in the Joint Control Commission for South Ossetia.  

 

 Indeed, given the E.U.’s history of peace and stability through regional integration, it has added 

value to bring to the efforts of individual Member States in solving these Frozen Conflicts and it seems 

to be prepared to assume a greater role in the resolution of conflicts in its neighbourhood.434  This 
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demonstrates that Aron’s first element of power, the will of the E.U. also determines its involvement in 

its milieu; its immediate environment. 

 

 Conflicts will always be a key focus of political dialogue with ENP partners. The E.U. ensures 

that the conflicts remain on the agenda of dialogues with relevant international organisations and third 

countries.  The Commission stands ready to develop, together with the Council, further proposals in the 

field of conflict resolution, using both Community and non-Community instruments such as NATO and 

other regional security apparatus such as the African Union.  Hence, the E.U. is committed to ensure that 

the potential offered by political dialogue is fully exploited for other issues, such as fighting terrorism, 

combating the drug trade, controlling migratory flows, ensuring civil protection, and especially 

instituting good governance.  This demonstrates a comprehensive approach to security whereby the 

whole apparatus of the E.U. comes to bare in securing its environment.  This process is in a sense a 

projection of power of some sorts, outside of Europe’s borders, within its immediate environment.  

Hence, it has been demonstrated that through its ENP, the E.U. is indeed enhancing its ability to project 

its power outside of Europe in order to promote stability and security, notably through the sustained 

promotion of democracy, human rights and the rule of law.  This type of power projection does not 

exclude military power.  Indeed it seems that Europe’s hybrid power approach includes the more 

traditional tools involved in classical power projection.  Case in point are the missions covered in Part I. 

But more specifically applicable to this part is the European missions in the Balkans, where the E.U. is 

projecting its power using its unique European means, which involve classical power projection tools 

such as military power. 
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 It has been demonstrated that the E.U. uses its ENP as a means of projecting its power, in a 

typically European way, which is a hybrid form of power projection, in its immediate environment.  

Having said this, E.U. enlargement and its ENP are not the only means by which the E.U. tries to project 

its hybrid form of power.  Indeed, Aron’s interpretation of the “milieu” of a particular power also 

focused on the space where the action in question was taking place. In this sense, it makes complete 

sense for the E.U. to be particularly interested in the Black Sea region.  From an energy security 

perspective, for the E.U., the Black Sea region is indeed where the action is taking place.  The E.U.’s 

regional initiative termed the “Black Sea Synergy”435 will be used as a means to analyze E.U. actions in 

the Black Sea region and how these affect or demonstrate the potential for power projection by the E.U..  

Also, given that Russia is a key strategic player in the Black Sea region, a major purveyor of energy to 

Europe and the rogue partner of the bilateral E.U./Russia Strategic Partnership, relations between Russia 

and the E.U. will also be examined.  

 

Chapter 13. The E.U. and the Black Sea Synergy 
 
  
 Energy dependence is today at the heart of European preoccupations and it will be increasingly 

so if the figures proposed by the International Energy Agency are correct, by which it states that Europe 

will grow increasingly dependent on energy, from fifty percent in 2000 to seventy percent in 2030.436  

Indeed, in 2006 the E.U. was made painfully aware of the fragility of its energy supply from Russia, as 

well as of the importance of a common external energy policy for its twenty-seven Member States.437  

Hence, since then, the E.U. has been greatly focusing its power projection efforts on elements of energy 
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security.438  As a demonstration of typical E.U. power projection outside of Europe’s traditionally 

recognized borders, but within its immediate environment, there are three E.U. policies that are relevant 

in the context of the Black Sea Synergy.  First, the pre-accession process in the case of Turkey; second, 

the ENP which has five eastern European partners active in Black Sea cooperation; and third, the 

Strategic Partnership with the Russian Federation. 

 

 Indeed, on 1 January 2007, two Black Sea littoral states, Bulgaria and Romania, joined the E.U..  

Hence, more than ever before, the E.U. had reason to focus on the prosperity, stability and security of 

the region around the Black Sea.  The Black Sea region, as depicted at Figure 8, is crucial to Europe 

principally because of its location at the juncture of Europe, Central Asia, and the Middle-East and the 

transit of oil and gas.439   It is, however, also a region with unresolved Frozen Conflicts, with many 

environmental problems and insufficient border controls thus encouraging arms trafficking, terrorism, 

illegal migration and organised crime which, if uncontrolled, spill into Europe.440  In spite of significant 

positive developments in the last years, differences still remain in the pace of economic reforms and the 

quality of governance among the different countries of the region. It is in this sense that the E.U. has 

significant impetus in projecting its power in the region.  Of significant note, speaking of acting, Europe 

is acting purely in its own interest, without the legitimacy of United Nations Security Council 

Resolutions, nor under the NATO umbrella, nor for a humanitarian cause which has drawn sympathy 
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from the around the globe.  Hence demonstrating a shift in European projection of power, where it is 

now capable of standing on its own legs, without the backing of organizations such as the United 

Nations, nor NATO.  Having said this, Europe’s dynamic regional response to the problematic issues 

can also greatly benefit the citizens of the countries concerned as well as contribute to the overall 

prosperity, stability and security in Europe.  The E.U. has already made major efforts to stimulate 

democratic and economic reforms, to project stability and to support development in the Black Sea area 

through wide-ranging cooperation programmes.441 Given the confluence of cultures in the Black Sea 

area, growing regional cooperation could also have beneficial effects beyond the region itself.442 

 

 It is important to understand that it is not the E.U.’s intention to propose an independent Black 

Sea strategy, since the broad E.U. policy towards the region is already set out in the pre-accession 

strategy with Turkey, the ENP and the Strategic Partnership with Russia.  Hence, the Black Sea Synergy 

is an initiative complementary to these policies that “focuses political attention at the regional level and 

invigorates ongoing cooperation processes.”443  The cooperation process, although strongly encouraged 

by the E.U., still remains a prerogative of the concerned states.  The states remain the principal 

interlocutors in cooperation; hence the E.U. is more of a catalyst, creating synergies between inter-state 

initiatives.  Therefore, again, the E.U. is very much dependent on the will of the states involved in this 

process.444  Consequently, the E.U. has enhanced its role through increased political involvement, even 

                                                 
441 Fabrizio Tassinari, Black Sea Synergy : Strategies for Europe’s New Frontier…, 1. 
 
442Fabrizio Tassinari, Black Sea Synergy : Strategies for Europe’s New Frontier…, 4. The scope of actions of this 

regional initiative could extend beyond the region itself, since many activities remain strongly linked to neighbouring 
regions, notably to the Caspian Sea, to Central Asia and to South-Eastern Europe. There would definitely be a close link 
between the Black Sea approach and a E.U. Strategy for Central Asian resources. Black Sea cooperation thus includes 
substantial interregional elements. 

 
443 Ibid. 
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military involvement in ongoing efforts to address the Frozen Conflicts in the region such as 

Transnistria, Abkhazia, Nagorno-Karabakh and the not so Frozen-Conflict in South Ossetia and has 

proposed, to the concerned states, that it should also look at ways of enhancing its participation in 

monitoring these through increasingly significant military monitoring missions.445  Hence, it is again 

apparent that the European Model for power projection does not exclude more classical means, and that 

these means are used as normative enablers in shaping its immediate environment.  It maintains that 

special attention must be paid to promoting confidence-building measures in the regions affected, 

including cooperation programmes specifically designed to bring the otherwise divided parties together.  

Hence, it seems once-gain that in this particular context that the E.U.’s ability to project its power is 

dependant on the relations it maintains with the states at hand and their national political will to 

cooperate. 

 

 As mentioned previously, the Black Sea region is a production and transmission area of strategic 

importance for E.U. energy supply.  It offers significant potential for energy supply diversification and it 

is therefore an important component of the E.U.’s external energy strategy, thus a key element in its 

foreign and security policy.  Energy supply security and diversification is in the interest of its partners in 

the region, as well as in the interest of the E.U. itself.  Given the security challenges inherent to the 

region, the potential for necessary military intervention, in the region, by the E.U. is elevated.  It is 

believed that through the Black Sea Synergy and its more civilian components, enhancing regional 

cooperation, significant military intervention will be avoided, but if required, facilitated by these inter-
                                                                                                                                                                         

444 Fondation pour l'innovation politique, "Indépendance énergétique de l'UE: L'Enjeu de la Mer Noire,"…, 74. 
Those states are Bulgaria and Romania (new EU mbrs since 2007), their accession has facilitated the EU’s involvement in the 
region, Turkey (a potential accession state, which will definitely have a priviledged relationship), Russia, Ukraine, Central 
Asia.  

 
445European Commission, Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament: Black 

Sea Synergy - A New Regional Cooperation Initiative… .   
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dependencies and cooperative agreements already in place.446  Consequently, the E.U. continues to 

enhance its relations with energy producers, transit countries and consumers in a dialogue on energy 

security.  This dialogue promotes legal and regulatory harmonization through official initiatives, in the 

framework of the ENP, in the framework for accession of states like Turkey and for the EU-Russia 

Strategic Partnership and Energy Dialogue.  

 

 The complementary E.U. Black Sea regional initiative aims at a comprehensive approach, which 

does not rule out military intervention if necessary and includes all countries in the region.  Hence, 

Europe’s ENP and its complementary Black Sea Synergy aim at gaining leverage with the states in the 

region.447  Therefore the close ties the E.U. maintains with the Black Sea states and the Organisation of 

the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC)448 could substantially contribute to the success of the 

Black Sea Synergy.  These dialogues will be very important from a geostrategic perspective, as Russia 

seems to be reasserting itself in the region.449   

 

Chapter 14. The E.U. and Russia 

 

                                                 
446 Fabrizio Tassinari, Black Sea Synergy : Strategies for Europe’s New Frontier…, 3. 
447 Fabrizio Tassinari, Black Sea Synergy : Strategies for Europe’s New Frontier…, 1. 
 
448 European Commission, Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament: 

Black Sea Synergy - A New Regional Cooperation Initiative… .   At present seven E.U. Member States have observer status 
with BSEC and the E.U. plans to obtain observer status as well in the near future. (The Czech Republic, Germany, France, 
Italy, Austria, Poland and Slovakia) The fact that Russia and Turkey are its founding members, is a decisive advantage. 

 
449 Fabrizio Tassinari, Black Sea Synergy : Strategies for Europe’s New Frontier…, 1. President Putin commented in 

2007 that Russia “is returning to the region.” 
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 Experts around the globe are claiming that the Black Sea region is an area of future power 

projection by the global powers.450  Indeed, considering Russia’s standing in the region, it is claimed 

that the E.U. driven Black Sea Synergy is indeed a Black Sea Strategy aimed at consolidating its recent 

enlargement and promoting stability and security on its borders and in this region of strategic 

importance for European subsistence.451 

 

 It is clear that the relationship with Russia, a major Black Sea power, is rather uncomfortable 

nowadays.452  Indeed, even though the European strategy in the region is independent from NATO and 

the U.S., Europe seems to be willing to tackle the Russian problem in-step with the U.S.453  Long gone 

are the days of 2005 when Russia and the E.U. seemed mutually fervent to pursue cooperation; a 

Strategic Partnership between each other on key issues such as security, economy, science, culture and 

economy.454  Indeed, since Medvedev’s coming into power as President, Russia has invaded Georgia, 

and has cut Ukrainian and European gas deliveries intermittently amongst panoply of other irritants, thus 

making the E.U. wonder if it still wants a strategic partnership with Russia or just a relationship.455  The 

E.U. now questions Russia’s reliability as a partner in pan-European security, when it has “flouted the 

principles of international law in Georgia.”456  Case in point, the “Putin-Medvedev” doctrine of Russia 

                                                 
450 Ibid. 
451 Fabrizio Tassinari, Black Sea Synergy : Strategies for Europe’s New Frontier…, 1. 
 
452 Ibid. 
 
453 Ibid. Is this perhaps due to its current lack of power projection capabilities from a military perspective ? 
 
454 Radio free europe - radio liberty, 20 May 2009, 2009, 

http://www.rferl.org/content/EURussia__A_Not_So_Strategic_Partnership/1735977.html. At the same time recent 
developments tend to demonstrate that the cooling of relations is not irreversible. 

 
455 European Parliament, "Thoughts on a Strategic Partnership with Russia," 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/expert/infopress_page/030-48801-040-02-07-903-20090209IPR48762-09-02-2009-
2009-false/default_en.htm (accessed 03/12, 2010). 

 
456 Ibid. 
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defending the rights of its citizens, wherever they are and by whatever means necessary, as in Abkhasia, 

is causing concern within the European Parliament.457  It is also seemingly causing concern within Black 

Sea states as a new found “élan” is noticeable in their willingness to cooperate between each other and 

with the E.U..458  Apart from Russian pressure in Georgia and Ukraine, the deterioration of links is best 

exemplified by the growing dysfunctionality of the commercial heart of the E.U.-Russia partnership, 

exemplified by their energy trade.459 

 

 Hence, overall, when considering E.U. and Russian relations from the perspective of the Black 

Sea and energy security, there seems to be a paradigm shift and the development of an interesting 

dichotomy, where the E.U. and Russia are demonstrating that they both have the will to be more 

assertive in the region, but that they are also mutually dependent on each other.460  They both maintain a 

rhetoric which seeks greater cooperation and partnership, but their actions do not coincide with it.  Truth 

be told, relations between Russia and the E.U. should remain at the forefront when it comes to energy 

security, or for any thought of E.U. expansion eastwards for that matter.  It is therefore safe to say that 

the projection of E.U. power in the region will remain predominantly economic, perhaps even civilian in 

nature, with on-going border control and police missions, maybe even limited military observer 

                                                 
 
457 Radio free europe - radio liberty, 20 May 2009, 2009, 

http://www.rferl.org/content/EURussia__A_Not_So_Strategic_Partnership/1735977.html. and Alain Lamassoure, "L'Union 
éeuropéenne existe: Moscou et Washington l'ont rencontrée," Défense Nationale 65, no. 2 (2009), 27.  This was also 
reminded to Russia upon its invasion of Georgia.  Russia was convinced, by the President of the European Council at the 
time that it had much to lose by alienating all of Europe in its actions non congruent with a modern democratic country. 

 
458 European Parliament, "Thoughts on a Strategic Partnership with Russia,"  
 
459 Radio free europe - radio liberty... . The EU has spent years trying to get Russia to abide by the provisions of the 

Energy Charter, which aspire to provide transparent and market based rules for international energy cooperation.  As such it 
would oblige Russia to open up the development of its hydro-carbon reserves and the running of its pipelines to foreign 
commercial involvement.  Russia wants to scrap the Energy Charter and replace it with a new one which would strengthen its 
hand as the EU’s principal external energy provider. 

 
460 Ibid. 
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missions.  However, until, the E.U. can muster the more classical military power projection capabilities 

to match Russian ones, as well as significantly diversify its energy supply, to the point where it is no 

longer dependant on Russian energy, the E.U. will have to pursue its current policy in the Black Sea 

region.  Indeed, Europe’s hybrid power approach by which it projects the full gamut of its power 

projection tools, in a comprehensive approach, including classical ones such as its military power, seems 

the most effective one for the Black Sea region.  Is this driven by the geostrategic context in question or 

by pure European will to project this type of power?  It would be logical, according to Aron’s theory, to 

conclude that the answer would be yes to both as they go hand-in-hand.  

 
Figure 8. The Black Sea Region461 
 

 
 
Chapter 15. A Summary of the E.U.’s Environment 

 

                                                 
461 Fabrizio Tassinari, Black Sea Synergy : Strategies for Europe’s New Frontier…, 2. 
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 In the analysis of the E.U.’s environment, a narrower approach was chosen vis-à-vis Aron’s 

theory.  Indeed, the main determinants to European power projection in a more classical sense, based on 

influence, power, geostrategic importance and proximity, were analyzed.  The analysis itself was 

conducted from both an extrinsic and intrinsic perspective.  As such, intrinsically, it was assessed how 

NATO and the U.S. affected the E.U.’s potential for power projection.  Subsequently, extrinsically, the 

E.U.’s ENP, its Black Sea Synergy and its relations with Russia were analysed. 

 

 From the NATO and the U.S. perspective, it was demonstrated that both officially supported and 

had much to gain from a Europe which could assume its share of the global security burden.  However, 

they both remained concerned that a stronger E.U. would entail a weaker NATO and entail a new 

competitor to U.S. military dominance.  It was also brought to the forefront that the main differences 

between the E.U. and NATO and the U.S. was the E.U.’s comprehensive approach, by which it 

projected a hybrid form of power, not exclusive of classical means such as military power, thus creating 

synergies on the ground enabling effective crisis management.  Overall, although both the U.S. and 

NATO had initial negative effects on the development of the ESDP and European power projection, it is 

now apparent that the E.U. will increasingly be more and more capable of standing on its own feet, 

when it will come to projecting its power in a more classical sense.  Finally, it seems that recent U.S. 

and NATO actions have caused a European convergence towards its ESDP and its own form of hybrid 

power projection. 

 

 From the perspective of the E.U.’s ENP, its Black Sea Synergy and its relations with Russia, it is 

apparent that these means are indeed a uniquely European form of hybrid power projection.  They are 

power projection tools of themselves, encompassing all of Europe’s projection means, including 
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classical military power, as part of a comprehensive approach to shape and frame the E.U.’s immediate 

environment.  Indeed, they have been normative enablers, allowing the E.U. to stabilize and promote 

security on its borders, as well as solve its inclusion, exclusion and even perhaps east-expansion 

dilemma.  Having said this, Europe’s energy dilemma is another story all together and could affect the 

stability of the region.  Indeed, experts are calling for more power projection in the region in the future, 

by the great powers due to Russia’s recent assertiveness in South Ossetia and its current hold of energy 

resources so crucial to Europe’s subsistence.  In the end, until Europe sufficiently develops its classical 

force projection military capabilities, and sufficiently diversifies its energy supply and suppliers, it 

should pursue the same strategy as it has of late in this geostrategic region. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

 Using the framework proposed by Raymond Aron, in which he maintained that a political 

entity’s potential for power projection depends on the political will that is driving it, on the means 

available to be used, and on the environment in which it will be applied, this analysis attempted to 

assess the E.U.’s potential for projecting its power, in a more classical sense, outside of Europe’s 

boundaries. 

  

 Considering the breadth of information available, its relative subjectivity, and the findings 

proposed in the three parts inherent to this analysis, it is evident, and congruent with Aron’s theory, that 

attempting to assess a political entity’s potential for power projection is a complex undertaking and 

extremely difficult.  Especially when that political entity, the E.U., is a complicated one at best and not 

very typical of a nation-state, and is more often than not, torn between its parts and its whole, while both 
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of those are still struggling with exactly what role they want to play, individually and collectively, on the 

global security stage.  

 

 Overall, it indeed can be argued and has been demonstrated that without being, and even perhaps 

without becoming a traditional power in the stricter sense of the term as we know it, the E.U. seems to 

be endowing itself with an ambition; the will, and the power projection capabilities which exceed those, 

in large part, the notions of Normative or Post-Modern power for which it has generally been associated 

with.  Its use of power projection seems to be gradually shifting from a typical low risk soft power, 

uniquely normative and civilian approach, towards a political entity which is increasingly willing to 

resort to a form of hybrid power which is not exclusive of military power and includes injunction and 

coercion by military means in order to influence others. Given the current state of global affairs, it also 

seems that both NATO and the U.S. who apparently have they hands full, will encourage the E.U.’s new 

actorness in assuming its share of the security burden.  The E.U.’s ENP, its recent Black Sea Synergy, 

and its dealings with Russia are also demonstrations that it is increasingly willing and capable of getting 

seriously involved in the security of its immediate environment, using its hybrid form of power 

projection.  

 

 In conducting the analysis, three broad issues have surfaced consistently, which should be 

examined more closely in any further assessment of the E.U.’s potential for power projection.   

 

 First is the pivotal role played by the Member States of the E.U. in all three elements of power 

as proposed by Aron.  As demonstrated by the recent swell in European convergence for security and 

defence matters, the Member States can be enablers for E.U. power projection.  However, it has also 
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been demonstrated that they can be the brakes as well, mostly when their strategic cultures diverge or 

when they are influenced by external factors which hold political sway with their national governments.  

This dichotomy, between nationalistic needs and E.U. wants, begs the question if the findings herein on 

the European will, capabilities and environment, as proposed in this analysis, are really based upon a 

European transnational dynamic or if they are driven by a handful of willing states, some more 

than others, coaxing and even perhaps strong-arming the others along with them.  Considering this, the 

E.U. will continue to be torn between inclusion and exclusion, expansion and consolidation.  Each 

one needs to be carefully studied as they will have significant impacts, on the E.U.’s potential for power 

projection, even if it maintains its hybrid power approach to the subject. 

 

 Second, in all three elements of power as proposed by Aron, it was clear that the E.U. was not a 

traditional power projector in the classical sense comparable to the U.S. or NATO.  Indeed, it was 

demonstrated in the fundamentals of its will, in the capabilities it was developing, and in the strategy for 

its immediate environment, elements resembling those of a more classical version of power projection, 

but the difference lay in the purpose, the multiplicity and in the synergistic employment of these means, 

along with more soft power mechanisms, in framing, containing and shaping its environment.  As the 

E.U.’s classical power projection military capabilities increase in scope, will it maintain its hybrid 

power projection approach to its immediate environment or will it be edged towards more NATO or 

even U.S.-like interventions in the name of securing its energy and economic lifelines, masked as 

securing a “better future” for its immediate neighbours?   

 

 Third, only time will tell how the E.U. and its ESDP will pursue its ambitions [and] deal with its 

threats in the future. However, it has been clearly demonstrated that the E.U. has evolved significantly 
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in its role on the global security stage.  Driven by its will, it seems that the E.U. has gone from a 

paralysed bystander, stunned by problems in its own back yard and caught in a post Cold War 

hibernation state related to an appearance of absence of threat, absence of consensus and 

mismanagement of inadequate resources to an active leader in strategic high risk trouble spots around 

the globe.  It seems to be evolving in all the elements of power raised by Aron as it is actively 

developing its more classical military power projection capabilities, within its very own and 

unique hybrid power approach and is actively engaged in shaping and stabilizing its immediate 

geostrategic environment around its borders as well as extended areas which impact its security. 

 

 Interestingly, it seems that the E.U.’s future, as a power projector of a hybrid form of power, 

inclusive of military power in a more classical sense, will also be determined by the elements of 

power raised by Raymond Aron.  Whether it be its will, through convergence or divergence of its 

Member States, its capabilities through global economic crisis or through major technological 

breakthroughs or partnerships, or whether it be through its immediate environment, through thawing of 

frozen conflicts on or within its borders, or through major diplomatic breakthroughs or political change, 

it thus seems that Aron’s elements of power are indeed timeless, although very realist-like, in the 

assessment of a political entity’s potential for power projection.     
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Source : Howorth book, p. 100. 
 

European Armed Forces, 2005 
Professional or Conscript Number of Personnel 

  Army Navy Air Force Total in 2004 Total 1988 %Reduction 
Austria Conscript 33200 6700 39900 54700 -27 
Belgium Professional since 1994 24800 2450 10250 39200 88300 -56 
Cyprus Conscript 10000  10000 13000 -23 
Czech Rep Professional since 2005 16663 5609 22272 197000 -89 
Denmark Conscript 12500 3800 4200 21180 29300 -28 
Estonia Conscript 3429 331 193 4934 n/a n/a 
Finland Conscript 20500 5000 2800 28300 35200 -20 
France Professional since 2001 133500 43995 63600 254895 457000 -44 
Germany Conscript 191350 25650 67500 284500 489000 -42 
Greece Conscript 110000 19250 23000 163850 214000 -23 
Hungary Professional since 2004 23950 7500 32300 99000 -67 
Ireland Professional 8500 1100 860 10460 13200 -21 
Italy Professional since 2005 112000 34000 45875 191875 386000 -50 
Latvia Professional since 2006 1817 685 255 5238 n/a n/a 
Lithuania Conscript 11600 710 1200 13510 n/a n/a 
Luxembourg Professional since 1967 900  900 800 +12 
Malta Professional 2237 (joint) (joint) 2237 1200 +86 
Netherlands Professional since 1996 23150 12130 11050 53130 102200 -48 
Poland Conscript 89000 14300 30000 141500 406000 -65 
Portugal Professional since 2003 26700 10950 7250 44900 73900 -39 
Slovakia Professional since 2006 12860 5160 20195 n/a n/a 
Slovenia Professional since 2004 6550 (530) 6550 n/a n/a 
Spain Professional since 2001 95600 19455 22750 147255 309500 -52 
Sweden Conscript 13800 7900 5900 27600 67000 -59 
UK Professional since 1963 116760 40630 48500 205890 316700 -35 
Norway Conscript 14700 6180 5000 25800 35800 -28 
Turkey Conscript 402000 52750 60100 514850 635300 -19 
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Source : Howorth book, p. 100. 
 

Notes: Countries in bold are the original 15 EU member states prior to 2004.  Six of the EU-15 (members prior to EU-enlargement) 
still field conscripted armies.  Half of the EU Accession States (those who became members in 2004) retain conscripted forces, but 
one of these, (Latvia) plans to end conscription in 2006.  In some cases overall numbers are in excess of the sum of the three armed 
forces because paramilitaries and other forces are included in the official tallies. Norway and Turkey are included here although they 
are not EU members, because Norway participates in ESDP through NATO and the Berlin Plus Agreements, participates in EU Joint 
Actions, and has pledged personnel and equipement to the ESDP Rapid Reaction Force.  Turkey is included because it has a complex 
agreement with the EU through the EU-NATO Partnership and, if it joined the EU, it would become by far the largest armed force in 
the Union. (Source: the military balance 2005-2006, p 45-150)  
 


