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s by reviewing the theoretical approaches to the emergenc
pefore addressing the factors which drove the Unijon tota
rity challenges. It then examines the implications for inte
relations of the EU’s overseas interventions, both mm. a 3. .m.% and as 3 civil
ment entrepreneur. Finally, it assesses the implications of the Lisb
pean Global Strategy (EGS) (European Union 2016) for ¢
development of Europe’s security and defence uo_._n<. in the context of ne
curity threats in its Southern and Eastern neighbourhoods. It offerg
e implications of Brexit for European security.
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Introduction; EU security and defence in the Context
of international relations

The Union’s competence in matters of common foreign and security policy shall cover
all areas of foreign policy and all questions relating to the Union's security, including the
progressive framing of a common defence policy that might lead to a common defence,

(Article 24/1, Treaty on European Union)

On paper, the terms of the Lisbon Treaty, which entered into force on 1 December
2009, seem both clear cut and very ambitious. Foreign policy, security policy, and,
eventually, defence policy are, it appears, 10 be progressively coordinated and even
integrated. Of the 62 amendments to the existing treaties that were introduced by
Lisbon, no fewer than 25 concern the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)
and the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP). All of themn were designed to
strengthen EU coordination. Indeed under Lisbon, ESDP is rebranded as the Com-
mon Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), further underscoring the stated objective
of commonality in the EU's approach to international relations. The major innovi-
tions of Lisbon were the creation of two senior EU positions: President of the Euro-
pean Council and High Representative (HRVP) for Foreign Affairs and Security
Policy, the latter post doubling up as Vice President of the European Commission
The first incumbents, respectively Belgium’s Herman Van Rompuy and the UK’ Cath-
erine Ashton, ultimately failed to exercise clear authority in the teeth of opposition
[rom the member states, Van Rompuy's successor, former Polish prime minister Dor-
ald Tusk, fared no better, whereas the new HRVP, Italy’s former foreign minister Fed:
erica Mogherini, immersed herself energetically in the challenging task of devising?
global strategy for the EU. We will evaluate her performance at the end of this chap-
ter. This ongoing tension between the collective interests of the EU on the inem®
tional stage and the specific interests of a handful of (essentially large) member sU®
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utes the great puzzle behind the CESP and (he CSDP. Why did the b
¢ember

nstit K ) .
© s go 1o the wouble of creating high-profile European oficigls 4ng pursui
g . o . ing
w ional commonality of objectives if they remain determineq to exercise their mm
no ov-

e rights over foreign mua%mn_ﬂ_.:w _oo_.wem
The notion of a CFSP émm irst floated in February 1990, The EU, since the early
19705, had been n:na,_u.::m 0 generaie a common foreign policy—mainly in the
i of European wo:.:nm_ ,noo@m_,.m:o.u (Nuttall 1992). The Western European
w__aon (WEU), which, since L5 creation in 1955, had lain almost dormant, had been
yeactivated’ in the 1980s Awn_mrﬁos H.ood. Its Ministerial Council asserted in Octo-
ber 1967 that ‘the no:mpamn:o: of an integrated Europe will be incomplete as long as
1 does not include security and defence’. The main institutions of WEy (the Coun-
ol and the Secretariat) were relocated in 1992 from Londop to Brussels to enhance
woordination with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). Some European
%ﬁ.\_r_.o:mr the WEU—sought 1o create a European Security and Defence Iden-
ity from inside NATO, but any notion of an autonomous EU role in the field of
security (let alone defence) remained virtually unthinkable for most of the 1990s.
And yet, beginning in 1999, after the groundbreaking Franco-British summit in
saint-Malo,' the EU progressively sought to develop an autonomous capacity in
security and even—at least on paper—defence policy. This involved the creation of
an entirely new set of Brussels-based institutions and an intensive political quest for
greater and more usable EU military and civilian capacity for deployment in overseas
crisis-management missions. Between 2003 and 2016, the EU engaged in no fewer
than 36 overseas missions (as we shall see). This seemed to portend a revolution in
the trajectory of CSDP. The aim of this chapter is to place the overall impact of these
missions not only in the context of changes within the EU and the international
arena, but also in the context of thinking about security and defence policies in In-
ternational Relations (IR) more generally. It begins with a review of the ways in
which IR theory might approach the reality of and the questions raised by CSDP.
Next, it explores the continuing challenges facing EU security and defence policies
interms of resources and institutions, particularly in the context of tensions between
Brussels and the national capitals. It also explores the prospects for operational im-
plementation of an EU security and defence policy. Finally, the chapter tumns its at-
tention to the longer term, and to the elaboration of a strategic vision for the EU.

European security and defence in theoretical
Pérspective

“M role of the EU as an international actor on the global stage over the past 15 years
) v».noa.n one of the most widely analysed of all the EU’s policy areas. From a situ-
on in the early decades of Furopean integration in which foreign policy was
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lation of European studies, we have witnessed the burgeop;
of a vast international laboratory of research and writing that seeks to sheg :m_“_“m

< important policy area. Scholars of i have begun to mon:m. more n_omm_w on w,
this E%,q“. d as a unique type of international actor and behaviour. 2
ive | academic theories, of both international relations and Europeap i
gration, have had difficulty in explaining the existence of nm_.um Most theoriss, 5_”._
most schools, have long suggested that, ,<r.m~m<mn oﬁ_._.nq policy areas might ope day
come under the aegis of European ::m.mqmco:. security and defence woylg not b
among them. Indeed, what most theorists over the years have focused opn and ‘e,
plained’is the absence of CSDP (Ojanen 2006, 58-60; Howorth 2014, 190-3). Tnthe
case of IR theory, none of the existing schools seems to come close to anBanm the
‘«CSDP effect’. Structural realism, so long the dominant force in US IR H:noé (Waltz
1979: Mearsheimer 2001), has no convincing explanation for the Phenomengy
whereby sovereign state actors pool their sovereignty and, apparently ignoring the
rules of the Westphalian system, elect to intervene in the internal affairs of neigh-
bouring—or even in some cases quite distant—sovereign countries. For struciyr
realists, state actors alone can engage in security and defence—that is, military—a.
tivities, either individually or as part of a military alliance. A body such as the U, i
this conception, is theoretically incapable of engaging in security and defence policy.
Indeed, Mearsheimer (2001, 392-6), gives litle credence to European integration
and tends to assume, on the contrary, that the EU, as a result of the end of the Cold
War, will go ‘back to the future’ and revert to the type of nationalist rivalry we sawin
the 19th and early 20th centuries. CSDP is, in any case, little studied by structural
realists for the simple reason that it does not fit into their vision of things. The prin-
cipal explanation offered for the EU’s behaviour—that it is ‘balancing’ against US
dominance (Walt 2005; Posen 2006)—is not hard to refute (Howorth and Menon
2009).

Other scholars from within the realist family tend to see European integration 2
a standard process of interstate bargaining with a view to furthering the national in-
terests of member states. This school, among scholars of European integration, is
known as intergovernmentalism. Stanley Hoffmann argued 50 years ago that int-
gration could only take place in policy areas where state gains constantly outweighed
losses. This, he predicted, would not and could not be the case in the area of ‘high
politics’, of which defence was the ultimate example (Hoffmann 1966). This ap-
proach was taken to its ultimate theoretical conclusion by Andrew Moravesik (1998,
who argued that although actors other than just states—social actors of awa.
types—can bargain at the international level for more rational policy SS&EE..;
ultimately, key decisions will always be taken by states. Once again, foreign. %E:aw
and defence policy is regarded as the prime policy area where coordination (let N_%n_
integration) will not happen. Recently, a new theoretical approach has been ﬂoﬁw
that seeks to explain why states are prepared to bargain with one another over E__z
such as security and defence policy while keeping the supranational .Em:E._oﬁ__W%
the EU at armrs length. This ‘new intergovernmentalism’ (Bickerton: Hods®™

regarded as the poor rel

is perce
Traditiona
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Puetter 2015a) H.m:mnm. changes in the way national preference formation b
red in the post-Maastricht era. While governments are increasing] o

king at EU level, they resist m:.a\ further delegation of powe
jonal jnstitutions. Moreover, the traditional institutions of Supranat;
e, have by and large accepted the dominance of intergovern
M_%Em practices. This approach can help .QG_M_:._ the (nevertheless si]] strictly lim-
ed) vr«:oim:on of ﬁm_u.vm The other main school of European integration theory,
=mo.m==n:o=m=m5. no:mn_ocm_w excluded from its key processes of spillover the m:“
(ire field of foreign and security policy—considered as the Jast bastions of sover-
cignty (Haas 1958). . .

Neo-liberalism, with its emphasis on trade and economics as the wwin pillars of
interdependence and soft power (Keohane and Nye 1972, 1977) while offering use-
fulinterpretations of the purely civilian actor the EU used to be, has its work cut out
trying to explain why the EU chose to don the accoutrements of military power.
Neo-liberal approaches are, at one level, geared 10 explaining the absence of war and
the presence of peace in complex multilateral settings. Their focus on soft power is
informed by a belief that military instruments have been over-analysed in IR and that
the significant aspects of the present are the features of attractiveness and exempla-
rity of which the EU is a model (Nye 2004). These approaches appear to lend them-
selves awkwardly to the analysis of CSDP, a policy area which at first glance seems to
run against the grain of neo-liberal theory. On the other hand, supranationalists are
also hard put to come to terms with a European reality in which the main actor in
their integrationist system—the European Commission—has little more than a bit
part to play in CSDP (Stone Sweet, Sandholtz, and Fligstein 2001). As with the real-
ists, neo-liberals and supranationalists have tended to neglect or eschew analysis of

this key policy area, whose very existence poses a challenge to the bases of their
theoretical approach.

and
occt

_uozaﬂ_m

y drawn into
T 10 suprana-
1onalism, it is
mental policy-

To the extent to which the recent wave of constructivism has addressed these is-
sues, it has been to suggest that international relations can be understood in more
value-based or normative terms (rather than as a simple clash of interests), and that
in this sense EU security integration is theoretically unproblematic. Where neo-
realists and neo-liberals insist that states have more or less fixed preferences dictated
by unchanging factors such as the international system or national interests, con-
stuctivists have insisted that those preferences are in fact socially constructed
through forces such as identity, ideas, normative beliefs, and socialization—which
Areinastate of constant evolution. Initially, constructivists seemed, for the most part,
Somewhat ill at ease with the EU. Two of the major tomes of constructivist theory
a@nn:ﬂm: 1996; Wendt 1999) fail even to look at the EU as such. Constructivism
MMNN “:Mw\ the mid-1990s, succeeded in broadening national concepts of mme:.ma.‘

» Waever, and de Wilde 1998), with the result that there has been some meas
”“Mﬁ””_”oaﬁ_.mm:nw between neo-realist and :no.gmﬁ_ m__u?omaﬂnw.ou ;M.”_ MMM M_M__“.M
s wam_”w_wﬂ. sociologically derived theories of international re E_o_mm e

00). The past decade has seen a veritable outpouring ol construc
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CSDP which has finally begun to offer valuable theoreticy]
pon

insj|
erenskoetter 2005; Tofte 2005; Giegerich, NM”M

wn—goww_.m.—.: . . a (B
into this méma_osmow_mwmwﬁm%mu Cross 2011; Kurowska and Breuer 2012, Sjur
Meyer 2006; Mera "4l 2015: M. Smith, Keukeleire, and Vanhoonacker 201¢), o
2012b; Jergensen M:nm.ﬁ <tudies of CSDP.1 coined the concept of ‘Supranationg)
In one of Ew @, (Howorth 2000, 36 and 84). By that 1 meant the phep,
wEm:wH._o: of agencies of intergovernmentalism take root in Brygg

intey.
me;
governm Nop

els ang

whereby a pro. i . . , \

hro N&Momso and socialization processes, reaction to ‘events', and a hos; of othey
throug

d ics, gradually create 2 tendency for policy to ,Um.psm:osnmm. HoE.E_mE_. and
e ve from within that city. This is close to the idea of ‘Brusselsizatigy' used
even driven, entalors (Nuttall 2000; Allen 2004). Governments, ofien againg,
by .omﬁ,q:ncnw_.n constantly being forced in directions they had not anticipateq, Fu.
their imﬁ%mnwan: even the most powerful, have demonstrated repeatedly thy p,.
%vnmmmmaps:onm. are inadequate to the task of driving forward a coherent mcavg
H“.Mnmn to the external environment. Zmé. European imﬂ.:wsodm and agencies have
recently popped up like mushrooms to E,~ the gap (Davis Cross 2010; Howorg
2010, 2012; M.E. Smith 2017). Policy _nmmn_nm. and .En?ﬂmznnmlﬁ.m extent to which,
long-standing approaches remain valid—are likewise factors .8 which even the mog
powerful statesmen have been forced to submit. Above m:ﬂn:wnow_.mnl.,rn ability
change preferences by altering actors’ perceptions ‘Ew.n_ articulation of the available
options—has proven to be a powerful factor in driving forward the CSDP process
(Howorth 2004; Schmidt 2008, 2010). Policy preferences which, only a few years
previously, would have seemed unimaginable to many a leading actor have in recent
years and in this crucial policy area rapidly been embraced, developed, and inte-
grated into the mainstream. However, the specific trajectory taken by CSDP has been
overwhelmingly attributable to ‘events’. Since November 1989, and especially since
9/11, ‘events’ have run ahead of the capacity of politicians and statesmen—even
strong ones—to determine their precise course. In the area of security and defence,

events have also ridden roughshod over most of the established theories of European
integration.

From foreign policy coordination to a European
security and defence policy

By the turn of the 215t century, the EU had begun to ride roughshod not only overk
theory, but—more importantly—over its own previous diffidence in the field of w_
curity and defence. 1t now sought to generate a European security and %anﬁoﬂ
icy, which, as it arose from the Saint-Malo declaration of December 1998, ca__n__m
called for the ‘capacity for autonomous action, backed up by credible military FEH
Two important explanatory sets of variables underlie the EU's move 0%
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ing 4 security and defence remit. The first sel—exogenous factors—deri
am__a_:n (hifting tectonic plates of the international syste erives
from

M in the aftermath of the

Cold War The second wﬁlnsmomn:osm factors—derives from (he internal dynam.-
o?_dw European project.

am

when the Berlin Wall fell on 9 November 1989, ic brought down with it a Euro-
< reading of international relations that had beep unquestioned since the

Tty of Westphalia in 1648. The very mmnmw_.ﬁa of IR was built aroy
Furopean conflicts. All oH_ that came to E.F end in 1989, For the USA and for much of
he restof the world, ﬁ.:m dawn & peace in Europe’ (Mandelbaum 1996) shifted the
continent to the margins .om the international :s._m:. screen where it featured as little
more than @ blip. _s.ﬂm_.:nc_wﬁ _‘rm focus of policymakers and military planners in
washington, DC meﬁpnvma to Asia, to ;,..m Gulf, to the Middle East (Clinton 2011).
Furope, for the time being at least, was simply no longer a problem. The corollary to
(his realization was that tens of thousands of US troops were not optimally employed
sitting around in bases in Germany preparing for a war that would never happen.
The security of the European continent should logically be delivered through
Europe’s OWN Tesources. This was the earliest affirmation of CSDP as 2 subset of the
international system. Why was this so problematic? The new crisis management
missions of the 21st century required specific kinds of assets, especially force projec-
tion. The USA possessed them; the Europeans did not. Europe suffered from a ‘capa-
bilities gap (Hill 1993a). While the Europeans discussed ways to convert their Cold
War, defensive militaries into useful—projectable—instruments, it seemed sensible
that they should seek access, through NATO, to available US assets that would allow
them—temporarily—to plug the capabilities gaps between their past and their fu-
ture. This would take the pressure off US forces more urgently needed elsewhere,
and would allow EU forces, pending their professionalization and modernization, to
take over peacekeeping missions in areas such as the Balkans where the USA had no
identifiable interests. Two powerful exogenous forces then combined to galvanize
that seriousness of EU purpose: the prospect of US military disengagement from
Europe and the re-emergence of insecurity and instability on the EUs periphery.
From the Balkans to North Africa and from the Caucasus to Ukraine, not to mention

the Arctic, the 1990s and 2000s seemed to pose a succession of major security chal-
lenges to the EU.

centri

nd analysis of

The second set of explanatory variables behind CSDP stems from the dynamic
Processes unleashed within the EU itself by the developments of the late 1980s and
early 1990s. However long delayed may have been the Union’s embrace of ‘actor-
ness), there was never any doubt that the European project was a political project. Its
fundamenta] objective was the resolution of a double conundrum: how to bind to-
ether the fates of Europe’s core nations in a way that would both render intra-Euro-
Pean war unthinkable and maximize European influence in the outside world. As
mevnE._ integration gathered speed in the late 1980s, impelled by the single Swnrmp
Project, by plans for a single currency, and by the Schengen process, the domestic

forceg behingd monn__ms policy convergence meshed with those suggesting the need [or
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y. These dynamics were intensified after

. licy autonom ) the fy)
greater m.nnﬁwc_\_ _..._W MR growing awareness of the strategic challenges Huoma_ MM
the Berlin Wa " ountries of Central and Eastern Europe. Y

th .
ms_ﬁwwm@aq”“%ma Furopean security challenge in the 1990s was twofold.
e im

inki e complex relationship between the
tionally, it ~=<o~<mmw~n_.~w.ﬁ—wm=w~wr_uw ﬁ_._nm.:ﬂ B M“h
which several member Saies. ns), the WEU (which was too small and ; .
in security or defence discussions), . . :QQ@S?
ins y in membership to be effective), and NATO (which many analys; wer
MM. _M”M_Mw: oribund if not obsolete). Z:E»E% it involved mm,@wmw:m a serioy mm

. ty that would allow the Union to assume responsibility for crigis man.
miltary cpIety ing in Petersberg, near Bonn, in June 1992, (he WE
agement tasks. At a meeting 1n Felcr 1 tacks: N ' U hag
defined three such tasks: ‘humanitarian E.,_ Rmo_c.m ; ﬁmun_o .nmvsm tasks; tasks
of combat forces in crisis management, including nm»nm_.:nr_:m, The latter Mighy
even include war fighting such as the Kosovo operation of Eoolprw: is, ‘high-enq
Petersberg tasks. The EUs initial m:m_..__?. to Enﬁ these o—.,m:m_..mﬁ involved using
the good offices of the WEU to work with Z>.._.,O in generating European Combineq
Joint Task Forces (Terriff 2003, 39-59) drawing on mmswm%a.a NATO troops (How.
orth and Keeler 2003). This involved the so-called wn_”_S_ Plus’ arrangemenys
whereby the EU could enjoy ‘assured access 1o NATO planning), ‘presumed access o
NATO assets and capabilities’, and a pre-designated Europeans-only chain of com-
mand. This awkward process proved unsatisfactory in mm<.m_.m_ ways. First, the WEy
was 100 insignificant a body to be entrusted with the major political responsibility
for oversight of European military operations. Second, the unresolved nature of the
political relationship between the EU and WEU failed to demonstrate who owned
the process. Third, the mechanics of Berlin Plus proved extremely difficult to nail
down. .

By the spring of 1998 (as the Kosovo crisis began to erupt), Tony Blair, whose mﬁ
year in office had been dominated by domestic politics, began to look mnn.mozm_z s,s
security issues. A group of senior officials in Whitehall, liaising with their opposite
numbers in Paris, had come up with a solution to the EU-WEU-NATO ‘trilemma
(Howorth 2004). Since the inadequacies of WEU were clearly a large part of the
problem, they suggested that that organization, whose 50-year treaty base was up for
renewal in 1998, should be scrapped. The EU should take on direct political respon-
sibility for deciding on and overseeing military operations. And, in the hypothesis
(which the experience of Kosovo rendered increasingly likely) of an mc.on_uw opera-
tion in which the USA wanted no part, it should develop autonomous forces in order
to escape dependence on complex borrowing arrangements such as mﬁ_:.., Plus. That
was the rubicon crossed by Tony Blair al the historic summit meeting ﬁﬁamﬁ%m
Chirac in Saint-Malo in December 1998. CSDP appeared to be emerging as &l i
creasingly autonomous subset of the international system. . Jihe

Saint-Malo raised a number of challenges with which the EU collectively E._ "
member states individually have been grappling ever since. The institutiondl _Jvo_
cations were rapidly resolved and the EU successfully implanted in Brusselsa @ t

52::.
Gn_m n:._
?nSmE
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" Jies—the HR for the CFSP (HR-CFSP: Javier Sol
2 the Political and Security Committee (PSC) ¢,
ber state’s permanent representation in Bryss
formally made up of the Chiefs of the Defence Syaff
1ee wilitary Staff (EUMS) comprising some 150 sen
Mﬂos. This Eszﬂ._oﬁ.am_ nexus. E.n.x_m:nn_ fargely on NATO, rapidly demonstrated
s ability © work relatively well cuﬁ_aqm 2013; M.E. Smith 2017).
i More vqow_nam;n was the resolution of the EU’s working relationship with N ATO
and In particular the involvement m.: CSbp o.m non-EU NATO members such as ,EL
\ey and Norway ._,Erﬂ. was particularly disturbed by the cspp project for two
ain 1€asons: First, while Turkey had been fully involved ip intra-European security
jiscussions s an associate member of the WEU from 1992, under CSDP it was
abruptly excluded. Second, this was all the more unpalatable for the Turks in that
most scenarios for armed conflict and crisis management in the European theatre
were situated in the south-eastern parts of the continent, which Turkey regarded as
its own backyard. In particular, Ankara feared the use of CSDP military assets to in-
iervene in Cyprus in support of Greece. Turkey therefore decided, in spring 2000, to
block the entire process by threatening to veto the transfer to the EU of those indis-
_unam_u_q NATO assets without which the EU could hardly embark on any military
operation. It took almost 3 years of high-level negoliations to reach an agreement
acceptable both to Ankara and to Athens (Haine 2003, 136-40; Tofte 2003). On 16
December 2002, the EU and NATO issued a ‘declaration on [C]SDP, announcing
their strategic partnership and asserting that, while the EU would ensure ‘the fullest
possible involvement of non-EU European members of NATO within [CIsDP,
NATO, for its part, would guarantee the EU ‘assured access to NATO's planning ca-
pabilities’. These arrangements are often referred to as ‘Berlin Plus. However, in
practice, they remained something of a dead letter, and relations between CSDP and
NATO remain essentially dysfunctional (Howorth 2009). This did not prevent the
EU [rom embarking on its first military missions in 2003, when CSDP came of age.

new

ana) and his advisory Policy
Units

Mprising ambassadors from
els; the EY Military Commiy.
of all member states; and the
1or officers from across the

European military operations and capacity:
the rhetoric and the reality

2003: The EU becomes a ‘military’ actor

The CSDP is best understood not in terms of institutions or of capacity, but in terms
of what it does. Between January 2003 and mid-2016, the EU engaged in no fewer
than 36 overseas ‘crisis management’ missions. That is what CSDP does and, ipso
facto, what it is. That broad generalization conceals a complex pattern of military
nd civilian deployments, the balance of which has shifted significantly over time in
avour of the latter. In 2003, the EU embarked on its first four overseas missions,
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police missions and two military missions and in 2004 la
ry mission, Operation EU Force Althea (EUFOR Altheq
three of the first five missions were military mjg
statistic gave a misleading impression of the real footprint of CSD
ctly military missions were mounted wmgmnz 2004 and 201
9 missions which, while not being 100 per cent ‘civi]
Ty Geographically, no fewer than seven of the ¢
have been in the former Yugoslavia, and 18 in Africa. Of the Temaining 1}, classeq
‘other’, five have been on the EUs Eastern border (three in Georgia and (wy, N
Ukraine and/or Moldova). Two have been in the Palestinian Au thority, for Which F_Hz
EU assumed special responsibility decades ago. The final three miss; ¢
‘one-offs—a police mission in Afghanistan, and a rule-of-law training misgjqy, o
tvaq. both symbolic f the EU's solidarity with the USA after 9/11, anq 4 brief vSnM
monitoring mission in Indonesia (Grevi, Helly, and Keohane 2009), Any objectiye
mnomEEsB_ analysis of these missions would _._m<.n to conclude that the overwhelp.
ing majority of them have been in the EUs immediate neighbourhood and Afric, T
this extent, it is clear that the EU is a regional actor, but one which frames Tegiong|
conflicts and destabilization in a broader globalizing context.

The launch date of these missions also tells an interesting story (see Table 15.1)
Fourteen of the total number of CSDP missions were launched in the first 3 ﬁ»m
(2003-5). A [urther 12 missions were starled in the following 3 years (2006-8).
Only one—rather minor—rmission was launched between 2009 and 2011, whereg
eight new missions were mounted between 2012 and 2014. All but one of thos
more recent missions were in Africa, the other being an advisory mission in Ukraine,
The initial emphasis on the Balkans was both obvious and correct, given the need 1o
stabilize a sizeable geographical area situated inside the borders of the EU itself, an
area, moreover, which had been formally declared in June 2003 as being destined
eventually to join the Union (Prifti 2013). The emphasis on the Democratic Repub-
lic of Congo (DRC), which has attracted six missions, is easily understood in that
that country is probably the least stable and the most violence prone of any in Alrica.
It was in a state of continuous civil and interstate war from 1996 to 2003 and has
been riven ever since with insurgency and conflict. It is estimated that as many as 5.4
million people may have died (Prunier 2009; Autesserre 2010).

The absence of new initiatives at the turn of the decade is easily explained in terms
of the onset of ‘mission fatigue’ around the time of the ratification of the Lisbon
Treaty. By then, the EU had launched 26 missions in 5 years, and many member
states were also involved in Alghanistan and Iraq. It is significant that, since 2012,
the Sahel has become the dominant focus for CSDP missions. It has become thenew
stomping ground for al-Qaeda whose activities (hostage-taking—mainly of Europe-
ans—assassinations, trafficking in people, drugs, and weapons, and terrorism) were
affecting societies and politics from Mauritania to Chad (Chivvis 2016). In 2015,EU
Naval Force Mediterranean (EUNAVFOR Med) was launched, a naval military ms
sion to tackle human trafficking of African migrants across the Mediterranean. The

\INcheq j
) In Bogy,
Slons, .:E
P Only five
.o, COMpareg
AN, were all

including two
biggest ever milita
and Herzegovina. Thus,
early
further strt
with a total of 2
basically ‘non-milita

ons haye been

nunn No. Balkans Africa Oth
o 4  3(BiH+FYROM=-2) 1(DRC) 0 |
BiH) 0 _
200 2 1(Bi 1 (Georgia)
3 -
e 8 0 (DRC - 2 + Darfur) 5 {Iraq; Aceh: Palest:
Georgia; Uk !
w6 8 2 (FYROM + Kosovo) 1 (DRC) 1 (Pale e
stine)
1
2007 2 0 v {DRC) 1 (Afghanistan)
1 :nOmO<O 4 (DRC; Ch d,
008 6 Bissal _
Guinée-Bissay: Somalia) (Georga
w9 0 0 ° 0
1 0 1 (Somalia) 0
a0 0 0 0
o2 3 0 3 (Niger, Horn; Sudan) 0
M 2 0 2 (Mali; Libya) 0
s 3 0 2 (Mal & CAR) 1 (Ukraine)
w5 1 0 1 (EUNAVFOR Med)
06 1 0 1 (EUTM-RCA)
Towsls 37 7 18 2

threat to the EU from recent developments in Africa has grown considerably since
the Arab Spring.

However, the biggest weakness of CSDP as a defence actor has been its failure 1o
deliver on its promise of ‘autonomy’. Despite the existence of 36 CSDP ‘missions’
whenever there has been a serious destabilization threat on the EU's borders—in E«H
Balkans, in North Africa or the Mediterranean, in the former Soviet space, including
Georgia, Ukraine, and Crimea, or, potentially, in the Baltic Sea area—the EU has re-
peatedly turned to the USA and to NATO for security.

Indeed, the EU's ‘CSDP mission profile’ has emerged as overwhelmingly civilian in
iture, with a somewhat rhetorical emphasis on synergies between civilian and mili-
_.“_5. Instruments (the ‘comprehensive approach’). The typical ‘mission’ involves the

eployment of small numbers of EU personnel—from a handful to around 100—
Mﬂo_,.‘.& in various types of stabilization, reconstruction, and ‘nation-building’
SQMWM. (Nowak 2006). Missions generally last less than one year. Throughout the
st +1he EU progressively defined a complex set of objectives in terms of civilian

Management, seeking to identify and deliver key civilian enablers: planning
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ns and illustrative scenarios [or mEE:Nuaow ma.a. Teconstrucyjq
s ey st i) s e
chortfalls. In November 2007, :.-wmn PO Viaa ‘civiliay heagj,
goal 20 10" which set tselfl mag.:ocm oEnn:ﬁmﬁ_E WHE.m of Improving Qualiy, e
hancing availability, developing Em.:_,:dn:am_ and ac ,_n<5m Synergies wih o:z_q
tors. as well as drawing up a surategic inventory of m<m:.mv_m personnel, concenyy
\ at retirees from the civilian sector who can rapidly be retrained iy, the g
priate nation-building skills. Zo_.noé.ﬁ in August 2007, a new structyge was aﬂw
lished in Brussels, the Civilian Planning and Conduct nmnm_gmq (CpCey with 6
stafl seconded from the Council m:a,:dm ﬁ”_n_d_unq stales i:.: overal] EEEE_E
for the planning and conduct of civilian missions, under a civilian OPeTations cgy,
mander. The CPCC has been in overall charge of the 25 essentially civilian MWission,
undertaken since its inception.

It wook several years before analysts began 1o assess the reality and the lessons of
these civilian missions. When they did, the verdicts varied widely. A Major assess.
ment concluded gloomily that ‘ten years after the creation of _n_mum most
missions remain small, lacking in ambition and strategically irrelevany and hy
such missions are ‘woefully ill prepared to deal with threats to their owp securiy
(Korski and Gowan 2009, 11). The disparities between member-state capacity ang
willingness to recruit civilian experts (judges, accountants, auditors, customs
officials, penitentiary officers, etc.) is enormous and the EU sulffers from chao.
cally divergent recruitment practices. However, another comprehensive analysis
concluded that

assumptio ™ Misgign

tificag,,

€n.
ac-
EW
onrece

the EU has managed to make valuable civilian contributions in conflict and post-conflict
environments, especially when they are close to Europe. Although the EU has often
fallen short of its own goals, especially when it comes to staffing, and has encountered
frequent logistical and planning problems, the general trend is positive. Provided that
ian capa es, the EU can be
expected to make a growing contribution in the years ahead.

European states continue to invest in developing ¢

(Chivvis 2010)

The challenges remain significant. It is far more difficult to deploy overseas police-
men, judges, tax lawyers, auditors, customs officers, and the like, all of whom are
invariably volunteers.

Spending patterns, defence budgets, and deployability

It should be borne in mind that none of the activities subsumed under ‘crisis mar-
agement intervention’, whether military or civilian, has anything to do with Euro-
pean defence per se. Collective defence remains, in all official discourst, the
responsibility of NATO, The EU28, in 2015, nevertheless spent US$227 billion o7
defence’ (see Table 15.2). That is a considerable sum. 1t is, however, less than 8.3
cent of the US defence budget for that year (~$598 billion) (see Table 15.3) and it#

{he European Union's Security and Defence Policy: The Quest for p
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Defence expenditure (2015): EU m

with the USA ember states compareg

country US$m USS per capita % of GDP
——— P8 hofGOp |
e 597,503 1,859 333
b 56,244 878 205
France 46,751 702 193
o Tm W
' 1
e 10,754 223 088
Netherands 8.901 625 119
gweden 5,261 537 109
oot 4,729 439 245
Belgium 3,980 351 0.87
Denmark 3.450 618 119
Finland 2,989 546 130
Romania 2,621 16 144
Portugal 2176 201 110
Austria 2,051 237 0.55
Czech Rep. 1,776 167 0.97
Ireland 993 203 0.44
Slovakia 924 170 1.07
Hungary 879 89 0.74
Croatia 674 151 138
Bulgaria 600 83 1.27
Lithuania 474 164 1.14
Estonia 449 355 1.96
Slovenia 447 225 1.05
Cyprus 355 298 1.83
Latvia 266 134 0.96
Luixembourg 215 376 037
Malta 56 135 061
EU-28Totals 226,634
Norway 6,850 1,455 137
Turkey 8,347 108 116
| 5900 Intemational nstitute for Strategic Studlies (2016, 484-90), OTaylor & Francs, www1andfonine.com
_l,,rllllll




354 Jolyon How!

orth

military expenditure 2015

TABLE 15.3 World

mxem_.a.m_s::o:m $ per capita % of aop
597503 1,859 333
- e S0 145,832 106 128
e 81,853 2,949 1295
3, Saudi Arabia o o -
¢ 51,605 362 418
5. Russia 17055 s y
e 46,751 702 193
; Tm:n” 41,013 323 100
M Mm.“ﬂm:«_ 36,686 454 109
10. South Korea 33,460 681 2.40
11. Brazil 24,260 19 135
12. Australia 22,764 1,001 183
13. haly 21,552 348 118
14. Irag 21,100 569 12.78
15. Israel 18,597 2,310 6.22
16. Iran 15,862 196 381
17 Canada 14,007 399 0.89
18. Poland 10,308 267 214
19. Taiwan 10,257 438 198
20. Spain 10,754 223 0.88
21. Netherlands 8,901 525 1.19
22. Norway 5,510 1,058 139
23. Sweden 5,261 537 1.09
24. Greece 4,729 439 245
Source: Interanonal Institute for Strategrc Studies (2016, 484-90), ®Taylor & Francis, www.tandfoniine.com

falling. In 2008, the collective EU defence budget was equivalent to the noa_us,&
defence budgets of the eight next biggest defence spenders (China, Japan, w_.ﬁm._m.
Saudi Arabia, India, Brazil, South Korea, and Australia: ~$289 billion), which in-
clude all the ‘rising powers’. In 2015, it was dwarfed by those powers, China and
Saudi Arabia alone spending more than all EU member states put together. The EU
gets verylittle bang for its euros. Out of that considerable overall ‘defence’ outlay, the

The European Union’s Security and Defence Policy:Tpe Quest for pyrp
Ose

been attempting to fund 28 separate armies, 24 air [o
ave just three countries in the EU (France, the yg
for over 60 per cent of the combined EU28 &m—m
added to the :.8..3.» four nations alone contribute Over 70 per cent of the

defence expenditure. The only one of the neyw accession states with an

Jitary clout is Poland, which has tripled its defence budget in the y

and ranks (at ~$10 billion) in m._mw_ place out of the EU28, Many Ennw“w“

s (and N0t just the smallest o:mn.& are simply cheap riders. The average ‘defence’
@ aditure of the 15 _oin.m,-%ms ng EU Emn&.nq states (who collectively account
expe Lely 3 per cent of the ‘EU budget’) comes to just $822 million. That is less than
ﬁa_wa—%nm budget of the Ivory Coast. One might ask exactly whay those nation
the a_um_mnﬁ they are buying with their money. In the view of one leading expert
- of the money the EU spends each year on defence ‘is simply wasted’ (Witne ‘
a%ﬂ NATO's benchmark for defence expenditure is 2.0 per cent of gross n_oinmnm
Mmpﬁ (GDP). Only the UK, Poland, Greece, Estonia, France, and Cyprus ap-
p ched or exceeded that mark in 2015. The overwhelming majority of EU NATO
proé bers are devoting between one-half and one-quarter of thay target. The case for
am”_%_n»acn is overwhelming and long overdue.
aw_am progress has been made. Emerging out of the Cold War, the first practical
pecessity for most EU member states swmm to abolish conscription and organize pro-
fessional military forces capable of being usefully deployed (Gilroy and Williams
2007). In 2005, when the first edition of this book was published, of the armed
forces of the EU27, only seven were fully professionalized, the others relying to vary-
ing extents on conscripts. By 2015, that picture had changed significantly, with only
it EU member states (Austria, Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, and Greece)
continuing to Tetain conscription for specific political-cultural or geostrategic rea-
sons, There are almost 1.9 million European troops ‘in uniform’ Of that number,
about 10 per cent (190,000) are adequately trained for serious peacekeeping mis-
sions, and of those probably a maximum of 50,000 could be used for high intensity
conflict. Factoring in the requirements of rotation, the number falls 10 a maximum
020,000 who, at any given moment, are genuinely usable in serious military mis-
sions {Venusberg Group 2004, 27). In 2007, only 64,134 military personnel from the
EUs 27 member states were deployed on missions—a total of 3 per cent of the avail-
able manpower (Giegerich and Nicoll 2008). By 2013, that number had dropped to
3,000. Clearly, at a time when serious threats continue to accumulate around the
EUS periphery, CSDP remains a project that is seriously suboptimal.

rces, and 21 nayjes,
and Germany) 1o-
nce budgets; and if

The generation of European military capacity

& the EU has progressively mounted a range of overseas missions, the need for
greater diversity in the Petersberg tasks has been recognized. The Lisbon Treaty,
under Article 43(1), saw the CSDP missions as henceforth covering; fjoint disarma-
"entoperations, humanitarian and rescue tasks, military advice and assistance tasks,

e
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ention and peacekeeping tasks, _m-.:: tasks of combat forceg unde

ment, including peace-making and post-conflict stabilizqg, __mrmg

in italics). How has the Union set about the ), o—w_“_ (ex.
TNergy,

conflict prev
for crisis manage
panded Petersberg tasks

ing military capacity? blished at the E
The Helsinki Headline Goal (HHG), establis e European Cg,

December 1999, was conceived as a broad ‘force catalogue’
m_nr_m:__u drawn appropriate Tesources for a range of hypothetica] Europes
MM“” EMEn_Em the original three levels of mﬁm_.mvmﬂm tasks. The foree E.M_M.: ”
n:éw.m& 60,000 troops, 100 ships, and 400 aircraft, mn.n_ovﬁ_u_n within g e msm
sustainable for one year under the EU flag. By 2004, it ,.<mm already clear that g
HHG was simply not being met. At the mﬁo_u.mnw Council on 17 Jupe 2004, »:q“_
target—headline goal 2010—was adopted. Building on the IIOA_ ..rm headling ol
2010 committed the Union to be able by 2010 to respond to a crisis with Tapid ang
decisive action applying a fully coherent approach to the whole speciryp, of erigig.
management operations covered by En Treaty on the European Union, Significar,
steps were taken, including the establishment of the European Defence Agency
oﬂ,rm:_m.

neilin Hel.
from Whigy

3004, and the designation of force packages at high readiness based
group’ units of around 2,000 soldiers, capable ol high-intensity warfare i, d

) esery,
jungle, or mountain environments (Lindstrom 2007). Although the battle-

- group
{ormations (many of them multi national) were drawn up and have since 2007 been

on standby for their 6-month stint, to date none has been deployed on a single ms.
sion. This reflects a serious inability among the EU’s member states 1o agree op
sending soldiers into combat missions (Henrion 2010). The European Councils
‘Declaration on Strengthening Capabilities’ of 11 December 2008 stated tha the U
should develop the capability of mounting a number of missions m._Ez_Eano&?
two major stabilization and reconstruction operations; two rapid response opera.
tions of limited duration; an emergency operation for the evacuation of European
nationals; a maritime or air surveillance/interdiction mission; a nm.i:mzlaasa_
humanitarian assistance operation lasting up to 90 days; plus about a dozen CSDp
civilian missions of varying formats. Since those targets were set, the EU has in real.
ity come nowhere close to meeting them, despite the growing threats around its
periphery. One innovation introduced by the Lisbon Treaty was permanent struc-
tured cooperation, a procedure designed to encourage member states to coordinaie
their military capacity in a variety of ways. Article 42(6) calls {or: ‘Those Member
States whose military capabilities fulfil higher criteria and which have made more
binding commitments to one another in this area with a view to the most demand-
ing missions shall establish permanent structured cooperation within the Union
framework’ (Biscop 2008). To date, however, this clause has never been invoked.
Indeed, progress remained so slow that a special European Council was convened
in December 2013, under the banner of ‘European Defence Matters’. The HRVP was
charged with reporting back 10 the Council in June 2015 on the challenges and op-
portunities facing the Union in foreign and security policy, and this report (Mis-
siroli 2015) led directly to the preparation of the EGS of June 2016. We will return
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in the Conclusion. Meanwhile, a number of co

nst
Jace in parallel. ructive develop.

ration, planning, and intelligence
CooP .
Justers approact

e’ . .
Th ber qates, En_:%zm.:_n. large ones, accept the necessity of rationalization
mm harings and specialization (Maulny and Libertj 2008). One promising am‘

jas been cooperation among geographically close and like-minded merm.-
olten referred to as the ‘clusters approach’. On 2 November 2010, France
e UK 8:&.&& a Treaty on U&n:nm.nsﬁ_ Security Cooperation s_:n_.._ under-
el recognition in both London and E..:w that these two would-be global players
«0 manent members of the UN Security Council could only continue to aspire
_Nw»_ player status if :.:J.. combined _..raw. military efforts in a number of highly
0 wa (¢ sectors: aircraft carriers, transport aircralt, nuclear submarines, military sat-
4ira m_nm::o_omx unmanned aerial vehicles, expeditionary forces, ang eventually
_gag@_maam (Jones 2011; Menon 2011). In recent years, there has also been in-
nno“zn cooperation between Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, and Sweden, five
,aa_iﬁ with very different relations to NATO and the EU (Bailes 2006).° The Nor-
e Defence Cooperation has also been extended 1o the three Baltic countries, which
pave created an integrated naval minesweeping force, the Baltic Naval Squadron
(BALTRON), and which are dependent on allied support for the control of their
airspace (Molder 2011).

A third example is offered by the Benelux countries which have a long tradition of
coss-border cooperation. The Belgian and Dutch navies share an integrated com-
nand and feature common training and maintenance operations. At the level of
governance, education, training, control of the Benelux airspace and other matters,
woperation has been successful. This particular cluster of countries is also deeply
merested in extending cooperation to both France and Germany (Biscop et al.
013).

A fourth example of a cooperative cluster is that of the Visegrad countries (Po-
lind, Hungary, the Czech Republic, and Slovakia). While the driver of this experi-
ment is probably as much NATO as the EU (these countries wish to demonstrate
their loyalty as US allies), the range and variety of cooperation projects is encourag-
ing, In June 2012, a broader grouping of Austria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Hun-
gary, Slovakia, and Slovenia formed the Central European Defence Cooperation
mitative (Kurowska and Németh 2013). It is unclear how coherent this grouping
might prove to be given the rather different agendas of the Czech Republic, which
locuses massively on NATO, and Austria, which clings to its neutrality. Finally, there
smuch ongoing cooperation between France, Germany, and Poland in the context
of the ‘Weimar Triangle’ (Adebahr 2011) and also, increasingly, between Portugal
and Spain (Joint Statement 2013).

and
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Operational planning . bili )
The absence of any significant EU planning Q%mvﬂ ity and in Particul;
d Operational Headquarters (OHQ) has long been >e€N & a major
nmzm +lopment of CSDP (Biava 2009). France has consistently soyg}y, ,
“”Mr s facility i the name of empowering and AUIonOMIzing CSDP) ang
equally consistently opposed it (arguing that n._:.a,. «.,qo_.__m @wvrnm_.m, exisit
facilities at NATO, and that CSDP w_ﬂ_ocr.,_ prioritize cuvilian .ﬁ_msazm Where j,
add valu). Germany has hidden behind thisStand-of (0 2v0id taking gy e 1
conscious that it has misgivings about _uq.m:nm > 3::&% ambitions for the EUang
its own different reasons, ot unsupportive of the UK’s somewhat n__.m._:mn::o:m a.es
port of civilian planning (Simon 2010). By carly summer 2011, 2 significany :éozv.
of EU member states was determined to forge ahead. A ‘status repory oy Cspp, SM
taining a proposal on the OHQ, was put by the HRVP to P.rm Foreign Affairs nossnzsw
18 July, but the measure was angrily <w8@& ,n.,< UK ﬁ...oﬂn_m: Secretary Williap, Hagye
A year later, a group of 11 foreign ministers, :..nEn_,Em those from a]] the w:mm coun,
tries except the UK, issued a report in which, alluding darkly to the OHQ issue, they
called openly for ‘more majority decisions in &»‘m.mm._u sphere [...] 1o Prevent o
single member state from being able to obstruct initiatives’ (Future of Europe Grou
2012). In mid-November 2012, the ‘Weimar Five’, citing the launch of several pey,
CSDP missions in Africa, including one planned for Mali, wrote “We are Convinceg
that the EU must set up [...] true civilian-military structures to plan anq condug
missions and operations’ (Waterfield 2012). The issue remained blocked as Jg;e P
summer 2016.

fa degj.
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Intelligence

Intelligence is a domain that goes to the very core of state sovereignty. Attempts 1
develop some formal EU intelligence-sharing agency (or even procedures) have heep
bedevilled with suspicion and mistrust (Muller-Wille 2004). Small states with ng
intelligence-gathering facilities of their own resent their dependence on the large
states, Large EU states that do gather their own national intelligence are reluctant 1o
share it fully either with one another or (still less) with smaller states. The result is
that the EU has to make do with whatever scraps of intelligence its member states are
prepared to give it. There are two main intelligence operations in the EU, the Inte-
ligence Analysis Centre, which is a branch of the European External Action Service
(EEAS), and the EUMS’s Intelligence Division (Duke 2014). The former involves 70
to 80 analysts from all member states, working 24/7. 1t feeds intelligence, garnered
from agencies around the world, to the Council, via the PSC. The Intelligence Divi-
sion, which is the largest single component of the EUMS, involves several dozen
senior officers working in three main branches: Policy, Requirements, and Produc-
tion, supplying focused intelligence reports for the purposes of operational planning
and early warning (Antunes 2007). These agencies liaise with and receive data from
the EUS Satellite Centre in Torrejon, Spain.
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=WN_H—N=G are N—.—ﬂOﬂ—.ﬁmw—um. —U:._, —.D_.. :.-ﬁ mc (4] £enerate a serious
art ) o1 i Vi
_ ering —.m.n _—._h% ol 1ts own EOﬁ—& —,ﬁn_:..:.m two major Qm 1 :
{ (< Opments
ﬂ—.cot HTmmn own ntellj

The nr:.ﬂa_.:

ce-gat
_=_a__q_mmwso uld be for the large member states (ha
,—.7& 1T

n__Enm5mm_‘nnBvoo_:samz_ﬁamnoi re mﬂz?
%_rﬂmmwo:_ d be a huge step forward (Walsh 2009), ._._wa ”MM__._,M ”.”M_MMEWES_
,.”&. jically to revise its intimate relationship with s intelligence. The py; ¢ om the
UK ﬂ: s a US-imposed prohibition from sharing mos; data with Ey wwn ce of this
n_m_ﬂm bhe an even greater leap forward and, after Brexit, seems ::?zﬂmvwnm, ot
,.28% Clark 2012). Pt
s cebruary 2015, many of these developments were Yeviewed in a major pgl

_h_. from the Centre for European Policy Studies (CEps 201 o

: 3) which called for the
__wﬁ ol s ‘European Defence Union'—a project thay had first been floated in
M%u. The main recommendations of this report by a panel of top-level former off;.

Jsand politicians covered nrw need [or a strategic upgrade, reform of institutions
d cedures and funding, the introduction of a ‘European semester for Eﬂ.:cmm
Fes defence budgets, and a mm_ﬁ_”_ﬁu:o: of industrial and technological capacity.
s lea ds logically to the n_smz.,osu What are the political ambitions of the EU
under csDP? To what extent, and in what ways, does the ElJ aspire to the third of
qur editors’ perspectives: the attributes of power?

pro

Development of strategic vision

The 2003 European Security Strategy and its sequel

The European Security Strategy (ESS), approved by the European Council on 12

December 2003 (European Council 2003), was an initial attempt to think through

the broader political objectives behind CSDP It aimed to harmonize the different

views of the member states without falling into lowest-common-denominator rheto-

ric. The document, entitled A Secure Europe in a Better World', identified five key

threats: terrorism, weapons of mass destruction, failed states, organized crime, and
regional conflicts. 1t drew attention to the root causes of world poverty and global
sullering, and stressed the ‘complex’ causes behind contemporary international ter-
rorism. It recalled the destabilizing effects of regional conflicts such as Kashmir, the
Great Lakes, and the Korean peninsula, all of which feed into the eycle of terrorism,
weapons of mass destruction, state failure, and even international criminality. The
very complexity of these issues, the document asserted calls for ‘an effective multilat-
eral system leading to a fairer, safer and more united world’ (Biscop 2005; Dann-
reuther and Peterson 2006 Biscop and Andersson 2008). However, the 2003
document was hardly a statement of the EUSs strategic purpose. It focused on re-
sponding to security challenges posed by ‘new’ threats and saw the EU response over-
i_n_aim:_ interms of crisis management, international institutions, multilateralism,
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evelopment aid. An attempt to update the dggy,

my
n the EU's overall approach (Biscop 200 w”: in
T Reop,

governance, and devel
d no real change 1
erich 2009).
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The European Global Strategy and Brexit

| the special European Council Emmp._dm in December 2013
caMogherini, was charged with dralting a new EGS documeng "
| remit specifically asked her o ‘assess the impact of chan, Is-
d to report to the Council on ‘challenges ang owvo-n_w

It was not unti
new HRVPE, Federi
siroli 2015). The Councl

viT nt’ an

mn —Tm W—OUN— environme! .
isi u 1 — ontext. Uﬂm@.mm ..

—.:..ﬁmnm. for the mc arising from ﬁTm.F mT_.—. ng g obal ¢ i i _

some argas about the political value of a document &B all EU member slates cqy,
find it possible Lo sign {Menon 2012), _._..m way Mogherini went about this tas) offers
some reason for optimism. The most important factor was that she appeareq be
asking the correct questions. Not, ‘How do we export our <_mEnm to the Southern and
Eastern neighbourhoods?’, but, ‘What can the EU realistically hope 10 achieye in
these _._emzucﬁroo& given the massive changes they have recently undergoney
The EGS document was published as this volume was being prepared for publig.
tion and it coincided with the UK Brexit decision to leave the EU. Time and space
allow for only the briefest assessment of these two potentially game-changing
developments.

The EGS differs in several respects from the 2003 ESS. Where the ESS was bolg,
confident, and even occasionally hubristic, the EGS is realistic, modest, and con.
structive. 1t offers useful guidelines to the implementation of key policy preferences,
Space allows me to focus on only two of them: strategic autonomy and regional in-
volvement. Strategic autonomy is arguably the central key phrase in the EGS. It ap-
pears no fewer than seven times in the text. This echoes the message from Washington
that has remained constant for a decade: Europeans must take over greater leadership
in their own neighbourhood. The significance of the EGS is that this issue, first raised
at Saint-Malo, is being kick-started all over again—at precisely the moment when the
Warsaw summit of NATO (July 2016) announced a ‘new impetus and new substance
10 the NATO-EU strategic partnership’ (NATO 2016). The implication is clear: the
EU will acquire autonomy through and via NATO rather than in competition withiL
At the same time, a more realistic approach to the Eastern and Southern neighbour-
hoods is announced. Instead of bold assertions about ‘normative power’ and the
‘export of European values’ 1o Africa, the Middle East, and Eurasia, we learn of the
need to generate ‘resilience’ among the states of the neighbourhood. The enhancement
of ‘resilience’ emerges as the main statement of the EU's responsibility in the neigh-
bourhood—which has been extended all the way into Central Asia and Central Al
rica. There is also a clear recognition that regional regimes (African Union, Arab
League, the Sahel G-5, Economic Community of West African States) are probably
more significant partners and actors in their own parts of the world than the EUit-
sell. They understand the regional dynamics more closely than does Brussels.

hat tp,
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is in order. Indeed, the EGS explicitly states that ‘We will
y ], but rather seek reciprocal inspiration from different re
Union 2016, 32). The EGS offers a ‘global' ambition
onally. 1t will serve as the foundational text for s

notstrive 1o export
gional experiences’
both Wmcmnmv—:nm_;
DP over the coming

de- L
deca; mentators o0 the security implications of Brexit offered rad

For one, the departure of the UK would make no difference 1o CsSbp
y because Britain has progressively taken a back seat in this poli pre-

i i Cy area si
risis and because CSDP is of little strategic significance (Heisbourg NEMMN M”m
. For

i will remain a k
player 11 European security via NATO (Menon 2016). For yet another, it would N

nally allow csppio no_Bn into its own (Bruxelles 2 2016). One thing is certain. The
security challenges facing :.S mc.«ﬁ__ .:op change as a result of Brexit. Whar will have
ange is the EUS relationship with the UK. The nature and direction of that
will have massive bearing on the future of CSDP.

nm:% D—u—uown&

o chi
change

Conclusion

(SDP is a strange political phenomenon. Traditional IR theorists have difficulty un-
derstanding the acquisition, by a grouping of sovereign nation states in an interna-
ional subsystem, of the accoutrements of collective decision-making over security
and defence policy. Constructivist scholarship helps explain the phenomeneon in
«erms of identity, ideas, and discourse, but it fails to pay due account to the powerful
historical forces that have driven the new policy area since the end of the Cold War.
Those forces derive from a new strategic focus on the part of the USA, from a reasser-
live Russia, and from the generalized chaos that has struck the Middle East and
North Africa since 2011. They also stem from a new globalized international order
mwhich failed states are more problematic than powerful ones, human security is as
significant as state security, underdevelopment in the Global South is a source of
direct concern for the well-being of the industrialized north, the deployment of
naked military power is increasingly perceived as being of limited usefulness, and in
which the major challenges concern environmental harmony, regional stabilization,
crisis management, conflict prevention, counterterrorism and counterproliferation.
The most appropriate instruments with which to address these challenges are of the
softer” type—multilateral bargaining, institutional capacity, the forces of interna-
tonal law, civilian na tion-building assets, humanitarian relief. The EU possesses
these attributes in abundance and, once it begins to think strategically (as opposed
o zwn:sﬁ_ﬁ about its long-term objectives in an emerging multipolar world and the
HHH_H Hu__:nr it can deploy its considerable assets to help meet those objectives, it
e to bring much to the collective table.
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NOTES
he ESDF the predece

This summit constitutes the birthplace of t > ssor of CSpp

1 i _z._m Saint-Malo declaration of 4 December 1998 is published, along with E—Hmﬁ_,mx

Documents of ESDF in Rutten (2001, 8-9) org

2 In fact. the decision 10 introduce these features was taken at the European Coundi

Amsterdam (1997)
3 Norway and Iceland are members of NATO but not of the EU, Sweden and Finland arg
members of the EU, but not of NATO; Denmark is a member of both organizations, by has

an opt-out from CSDP

4 Report on the Implementation of the European Security Strategy, Brussels 11 Decemper
2008 https:/fwww.consilium.europa mc...cmooom_.namiomHm.\noom\usmmng&mz\ﬂmg@

104630 pdf

There has been a huge literature on ESDP/CSDP since the first edition of this book
appeared in 2005. The annual volumes of Core Documents produced by the European
Union Institute for Security Studies (EUISS), as part of their Chaillot Papers series (htip:f/
www iss.europa.eu/publications/chaillot-papers/), are an invaluable source. Nine volumes
have been preduced, the last one being Chaillot 117 (Gligre 2009). In addition, in 2009, the
EUISS produced two major books to mark the tenth anniversary of ESDP: Grevi, Helly, and
Keohane (2009) and de Vasconcelos (2009).
Three major overviews, offering quite different perspectives, are to be found in Howorth
(2014), Jones (2007), and Mérand (2008). On the ESS, see Biscop (2005) and Biscop and
Andersson (2008). On the EGS, see Missiroli (2015) and a special issue of the Intemational
Spectator (Tonne 2016). Good constructivist accounts, offering insights into both secunty
culture and institutions are Meyer (2006), Giegerich (2006), and Davis Cross (2011). Onthe
development of military capacity, see Giegerich and Nicoll (2008).
On the changing international role of the EU as a security actor, see Ganzle and Sens
(2007), Tardy (2009), and Gross (2009). A volume of theoretical articles was publishedas?
special issue of the Journal of Common Market Studies (Bickerton, Irondelle, and Menon
201).
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I Summary

3\ M__“w@“mh”“ mﬂhﬂmmﬂo_a War, the internal-external security nexus, namely the links
rlations, has cmoo:_m_m:n” oo:.omua under the Westphalian approach to international ,“_
tbe extrnal dimension :”“mmm_A:mZ relevant. This chapter reviews the development of
product of European o cmz.nm.m:a _._ow..m Affairs (JHA) that has evolved from a side
Athough since s L Moo:o..:_n integration to a complex and dynamic policy area. : o
15 internal and mx»mq_m ”u:#mm_z the European Union (EU) has considerably expanded
Wis area is o :mn security En.._w and moavmﬁm:nmm. the EU’s global influence in
langes. The ranid o :._w _c< normative, :m:.o:m_, institutional, policy, and legal chal-
migrant and rap, volution of global .a.vmnc_.;< challenges—such as counterterrorism,
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