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Abstract

This paper raises the question of a policy forflocinin the making for the EU : the
European Defense and Security Policy. After a lptegentation of our analytical method, we struetur
the paper in three axes. First, where does ESDFe doym and what are its main objectives ? Then,
what is European specificity in developing specditsis management tools, and how do theses tool
work and socialize the diplomatic and politico-taitly actors involved ? Last but not least, how does
ESDP interplay between Brussels and the membesstatVhat does ESDP change for them, and what
are its obvious and more pregnant limits up to n&8DP constitutes a way for the Europeans to exit
the world order of the Cold War and aims at pravidihe EU with a median way of crisis and conflict
management between the approaches developed Hiptrablinternational organizations as NATO, the
UNO or the OSCE. ESDP incarnates also the commitofahe three leading countries in defense and
security matters in Europe —France, Great Britaith @ermany- to overcome the shock of the Balkans
crisis where Europe had been characterized byivisiah and inability to act effectively to solved
conflict. Therefore the member states had built#igeorgans, tools and procedures in the framework
of ESDP. The originality and added value of the \Eith its crisis management policy as the heart of
ESDP is to propose an integrated approach combmitiary and civilian instruments. This however
raises several fundamental questions. ESDP sthslaross-pillar coherence, particularly regardhng
financing of ESDP operations. This also raisesaiestion of the interplay between Brussels and the
member states: deploying troops is still a natiawslereign decision and EU states keep on analyzing
situations in the light of their national securitierest. Yet ESDP combined with the new trends in
military socialization since the 80’s constituteteong incentive to reform both the armies andtaxi
education. Thus ESDP seems to be a hopeful wagw#ldping a European crisis management policy
putting into light the assets of the EU in thisaare

! Our communication is based on our PhD dissertatigmogress, which deals with the building of ieropean
Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) from the begigmif the 1990’s, and more precisely from the Fnenc
British turn in Saint-Malo in December 1998, andrilits Europeanization at the Cologne Summit ireJL899.
These decisions launched the development of a Earopapacity of defense “when NATO as a whole s no
engaged”. We patrticularly focus on the French-Germditary cooperation trying to identify the sokcénd
political processes and networks underlying théding of a “Europe of Defense” since the 1990’sr ®@nquiry
field is mostly based on qualitative interviewséow20) in Paris, Berlin and Brussels with Frenati &erman
officers, diplomats and political actors dealingy®ith this subject. Our general analytical claisrto
investigate the potentialities of an policy anadyisi terms of historical sociology in the studysath sectors of
the European integration, and to show that it exsabé to understand and explain a lot of the ahgdle and
blockades encountered by the European DefenseyPblare precisely, we address here the questidSiiP as
an emerging policy for conflict management for Enegopean Union and a challenge between Europearizat
even “Brusselsization” and national strategies.
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The European Union has long been — and still issfame authors (Maull, 2005 ;
Whitman, 2006)- associated with the image of alieiwvior normative power. Back to the
1970’s, the IR theory witnessed a debate opposig ttends regarding this subject : the
analysts who view the EC-and then EU- as a civipawer (Duchéne, 1973) versus the ones
that view the EC-EU as a potential superpower ((glt 1973). These two trends underlie two
different positions on the role of the Europeanddnin the world and in international affairs.
Francois Duchéne, leader of the « civilian powemalysts, used to analyze the European
Community as a civilian power characterized by tise of asoft power(in opposition to
military hard powe) anchored in its civilian tools on the benefit afcommunity of states
which have mutually given up the use of militarplence among them, and which encourage
other states to do as well (this is the idea ofrradivity) (Duchéne, 1973). Duchéne focuses on
the idea that a European foreign policy should airmpromoting democracy, human rights and
peaceful cooperation. The authors thinking in teohsivilian power (Maull, 1990 & 2000;
Smith, 2005; Linklater, 2005) actually draw themadytical inspiration from the German model
of foreign policy using mostly economical leversamdress some critical international issues
as environmental threats and favoring a free anehdpade (Smith, 2005). The notion of
civilian power also draws on the idea of “secuggmmunity” issue by Karl Deutsch in the
1950’s (Deusch, 1953): in the frame of a securitynmunity the member states do not
consider physical power —and by the way militarywpo as a legitimate means to solve
violence and political problems anymore. On the t@g these states rely on mutual
communication processes (cybernetic model) betwserial elites as well as between
populations. Karl Deutsch took the example of thle of the European integration process in
promoting mutual trust between the French and Genpagulations after WWII. Moreover in
Duchéne’s view, nuclear deterrence ligsfactoemptied out military power in Europe and
thus given a real added-value to civilian framesandiience and action: the leitmotiv is to
invest the economic and political channels to miilee EC a normative and civilian power
(Duchéne, 1973: 43). Other authors recently tabkaatage of historical sociology —and more
precisely Elias’Civilyzing Procesg1975)- to analyze European integration as anvedgnt
civliyzing process reefing to the devlopment off-seinstraint and its diffusion (Linklater,
2005). Robert Kagan also points out new civilizimgssions for the EU, rooted in the
discovery of perpetual peace by the Europeans (iKa2@04). On the other hand, a second
analytical trend used to analyze the EC as a petatiperpower (Galtung, 1973). And if some
authors still considered Europe as a civilian powed 998 regarding its incapacity to act
militarily in the Balkans (Whitman, 1998; Hill, 189 the evolution of the EU since the end of
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the Cold War seems to prove him right, the EU dmvely from 1999 on a common defense
policy (ESDP) backed on proper European militarg aon-military tools. We agree with
Karen Smith to analyze the raise of ESDP as theafritie civilian power Europe (Smith,
2005).

Thus, my paper aims at developing a reflectionhenESDP as a tool for the EU in its
external relations and on the international scanthe globalized world the EU is increasingly
facing the question of security, mostly outsidebitsders. But where does ESDP come from
and what are its aims ? To what extent does ESDBtitate a Europeanized or “Brusselsized”
social configuration and enables us to speak oti@ean crisis management policy in the
making ? What are the problems and blockades ete@ah? We will rely on this set of
questions to propose an analyses divided into tipaa¢s. Whereas the most part of the
literature on CFSP and ESDP relies on integratlwories (mostly intergovernmentalism,
institutionalism, functionalism) or IR, we chose ttely on policy analysis with a special
historical sociological focus. We tend to analyZDP as a specific social configuration in the
making, which enables to interplay between the mdevel of member states and the micro
level of the agents (officers, diplomats, politicgd. Such an analytical approach is not yet very
developed (Buchet de Neuilly, 2005; Mérand, 20@&)5) but still shows good potentialities to
analyze European integration more thinly (Chrige&m Jorgensen, Wiener, 1999;
Georgakakis, 2004; Guiraudon, 2000, 2606}hus partly rely on social constructivists ®ol
as discourse analysis but my use of these togjsiis instrumental. This special configuration
involves socializing processes and weighs on thado social practices of the actors involved,
but also interacts with the existing security arefedse national configurations, what can
explain some of the difficulties of ESDP’s develagrh
The first part of the paper will examine the gegsesi ESDP and try to put into light what
makes EU’s specificity in crisis management remaydhis genesis. The second will focus on
the functioning of the European crisis managemenihe making as a social configuration

implying socializing processes and new practicé® third part of the paper will

ESDP as a European way of exiting the Cold War and acting in the world

The end of the Cold War raised the global questiolBuropean and world security in a

challenged international context. New threats, rfewns of conflictuality (most of the

Z Sociological approaches are particularly usefulriderstand European integration because it hiséparialysts
look into something which is more then the EU duites: that is a European “sociality”.
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conflicts are today intra-state conflicts (Evan894: 3; Hassner, 2000: 15)) imply new
answers to the evolving security dileningecurity today doesn't only concern the military
aspects of conflicts but also economic, cultural ancial aspects. Thus the old instruments
created in a time of bipolar confrontation, ashuweth Atlantic Alliance, are not so appropriate
to deal with this new form of insecurity and inglig§pin the world. The fall of the Berlin Wall
and the end of the Cold War in the beginning oft880’s opened a policy window (Kingdon,
2003) for the EU to quit its status of “economiargi but political dwarf” so as to work at
becoming a global playérimplying a real foreign policy on the long runs Anud Jorgensen
points it, this lead to another world implying amet task for Europe’s armed forces
(Jorgensen, 1997: 3).

Lessons-learned from the Balkans: surfing on NATO new frame of referenceto

enable European action

After the fall of the Berlin Wall, NATO engaged &n strategic reform aiming at two main
objectives: enlargement to the Eastern Europeantdes (London Declaration, July"6.990)
and a new strategic concept (Rome Declaration, hbee &' 1990) based on a global security
approach and backed by rapid reaction forces coegpa$ multinational military rapidly
deployable units Thus the setting up of the Eurocorps and Eureletween 1992 and 1996
participate in this global reform context regardmdgitary action in Europe : from now on the
governments and military high leaders have staftetising on crisis management in an
international system characterized by the coextgtesf often competing intergovernmental
organizations and new risks linked with politicastability in lots of regions in the world. The
Petersberg Tasks launched at the WEU summit in 802 also played an important role
in the genesis of ESDP as a potential conflict rganmeent tool for Europfe there was
historically no European multilateral crisis managat. Most of European states have
conducted rescue tasks individually -against humgeXfrica for instance- or under ad hoc
coalitions — evacuation tasks (Jorgensen, 1997us-Tlas we will show it later- crisis
management in the EU is necessarily strongly degr@noh national traditions and practices in

this specific area (Jorgensen, 1997: 140). Thergleteg Tasks include three types of missions:

% This notion has been elaborated by J. Hertz arahmthat when a state reinforces its security, ihe w
automatically concern other states because ofrtaechic and competitive structure of internatics@dne.

* This aim is particularly materialized in the Frarierm « Europe-puissance », which belongs to libiead
representation of the EU as a real power in thddnas it shows in French political discourses andhestion.
® The document can be consulted on NATO websitep://www.nato.int/docu/fonda/b900706a.htm

® When we employ the term « Europe », is mosthhingense of the European Union, and not so muittein
geographical dimension of the word.
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humanitarian missions; peacekeeping missions ; epeacforcement and even armed
intervention. The Petersberg Tasks also focus otilateralism with NATO and the UN.
These Tasks provide the EU with a spectrum of actas they have been included in the

Amsterdam Treaty and are now part of the ESDP fvaonie

Policy window and advocacy coalitionsin the setting up of ESDP

This global reflection on security and crisis magragnt in Europe engaged within NATO
reform combined with the Balkans crisis to make Eweopean governments aware of how
badly equipped they were to cope with the new emgrgecurity challenges. The Yugoslav
crisis then the Balkans wars in the 1990’s showejgean dependence towards Washington
concerning military conflict management (PetiteyilR006: 71). As Richard Holbrooke, the
US Dayton negotiator, noted, Europeans had beeaepsig through the night” (Jorgensen,
1997: 4). This opened a policy window for smalttas of actors at the top of the states foreign
policy administrations, mostly French-German astfiracting as a transnational advocacy
coalition (Sabatier, Jenkins-Smith, 1997; 1999gntltelying on the Blair administration in
1998-1999 after the British political changeovelahhead the Labor party to power in Britain
in spring 1997. This advocacy coalition put thesjiom of constructing military instruments
for the EU on the European political agenda. Héee use of policy analysis with a more
sociological eye enables us to better understaadrdle of some leading policy actors in
France, Germany and Britain. The idea that Europeangn policy needs military instruments
is not so old: the failure of the European Defe@senmunity in 1954 had put defense matters
aside from the European integration process ovety fgears (Duke, 2000). And the
competition with NATO on this issue was clearedhat Alliance Summit in Copenhagen in
July 1991: for the first time, NATO —which includéd/ashington- recognized that the
European Community was legitimate to develop a pemo defense identity by admitting that
the Twelve are inclined to make necessary decissonas to express both a common foreign
and security policy and a military role for Euroffdaury, 1996 : 169). Thus NATO also
admitted in Rome in November 1991 that such a p®weas part of the Alliance’s renovation
(Guilhaudis, 1997: 73). There was then a politmaportunity for the Europeans to raise the
issue of a European instrument for conflict manag@mTherefore at Maastricht, under a

strong French-German impulsion based on the palitentrepreneurship (Kingdon, 2003)
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showed by Mitterrand and Kdhithe European member states issued an entireopahie
Treaty dedicated to the European Common ForeignSewlirity Policy (Title V), including
“the definition in the long run of a common defenmdicy, which could lead, on a suitable
time, to a common defense.” (Maastricht Treatyickrt].4-1). This opened the way for these
coalized French-German-British actors to launch Eoeopean Security and Defense Policy
later, at the Cologne summit in June 1999. Yetcti@sen formulation —voluntarily vague and
conditional- shows how controversial the subjecEafopean defense and security was and
still is among the European member states: if Fgastrongly supported by Germany, had
initiated the debate, there where numbers of stategpting it on the principle but in the
NATO framework (Britain, Netherlands, Portugal).n$® states even refused fundamentally
any military competence for the EU out off exclesidedication to NATO (Denmark) or out
off neutrality (Ireland). Thus, the articles of tMaastricht Treaty about European Foreign
Policy are a compromise in-between: CFSP shoulgectgshe commitments resulting from the
Washington Treaty for some states and stay conipatitth the defense and security policy
conducted in the NATO framework. In the beginningtlee 1990’s, European defense as
envisaged into two possible frames, linked by adtlirganization: the Western European
Union. Thus the WEU was both considered as the gaao pillar of NATO and the military
arm of the EU after the Maastricht ICG.

Britain crossed the “European Defense Rubicon’atSMalo in December 1998: over
night, a declaration was written by the close celors of the French and British Ministers of
Foreign Affairs, Head of state and Prime Ministeor the first time, The British have accepted
the principle of a European defense capacity auamus from NATO and the United States.
The document mentioned the need for “credible aryfiforces” for the EU, so as to enable the
European Community to act in case of internatianiais “where the Alliance as a whole is not
engaged” (Saint-Malo joint Declaration, in Rutte#001: 11§. This lead in June 1999 at
Cologne to the quick Europeanization of the Saialdvagreement and the launching of the
European Security and Defense Policy (Gnesotto4:2406). Thus the EU’s nature changed: it
was an exclusively civilian power, and with ESDie £EU has now a potentiality to become a

global player: the EU will then have a choice tep@nd crisis with a plurality of tools, from

" The two heads of state made large use of theipeaat common letters sent to the other Europeam@es so as
to insufflate the reflection on a European foredgnal defense policy in 1990-1991. They were paditythree
letters before the European Council in Dublin (Af890), in November 1990 and in October 1991. Tdss

letter opened the way to the creation of the Eunzso

® Yet Saint-Malo doesn’t mean a total turnaroundh@EnBritish side : Tony Blair claimed on May,"10999 in
theFinancial Timeghat NATO remained the cornerstone of any defeapadity and there was no question of a
European army.

D. Deschaux-Beaume, Panel lIl.4



GARNET Conference 2008 : « The EU in internaticaffdirs »

civilian and normative tools to military managemé@viitnners,2006). ESDP opened the way to

an emerging conflict management tool or the Eurnpéaion.

Towards a European conflict management method: is ESDP a “Brusselsized”
social configuration ?

ESDP is not, as the Common Agricultural Policy, gp-tiown methodical approach
emanating from the European institutions in Brussedn the contrary, ESDP is an
intergovernmental policy much more based on andtigel process consisting in definirag
haveanda can dobefore determining will (Dumoulin, Mathieu, Sarlet, 2003). ESDP evolves
to generate a conflict management tool for the Edoaling to thelessons-learnedand
feedbacks from the European operations. The noeélthe European Defense Policy when
comparing to the former projects is its searchpemanence. Indeed organs and procedures
for conflict and crisis management have been ctdeatethe European level. That's why we
rely on the concept of social configuration herdia& 1991y, where other authors use
Bourdieu’s notion of field (Mérand, 2003; 2006).€eTRuropean Defense Policy consists in a
rationalization process of creating a specific gurtion in the frame of the European
construction. This specific security configuratiomvns its own logics, concurrences and
induces some emerging socialization processestdombst committed actors (the French,
German, British and Belgian politico-military acéoii.e. diplomats, military officers, political

leaders).

From 1999 on, the member states committed thensdlvedevelop a large panel of
management conflict tools in this specific framekvaztombining civilian and military
instruments as well as judicial, political and emmcal means. Every IGC since Cologne
aimed at providing the EU with an autonomous cdpatti respond to international crisis
where off NATO is not engaged and within the prihes of the UN Charta (Chapter VII). The
major objectives of ESDP are not to militarize e but to solve other’s conflict and help
building a “secure Europe in a better wotfi{Solana, in Gnesotto, 2004: 6). This all process
leads to enormous changes in the EU: what is &essance Cologne is to go beyond a

rhetorical diplomacy.

° Elias defines a social configuration as a concsittation of interdependence between the indiglaathe
states (Elias, 1991: 158). The flexibility of thencept enables to use it either at a micro leweligiduals, and
more precisely here soldiers, diplomats and civiBaperts) or at a macro level (states, Europestesy world
system, social structure...).

1% This is the title of the European Security Strgtagnounced by EU High Representative Solana on the
European Council in Brussels on 12th December 2003.
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ESDP crisis management tools. a European method in the making

We chose here to analyze ESDP as c conflict managtetool for the EU by asking the
question of the specificity of European conflictmagement in the making.

ESDP organs and conflict management procedures

There are three main ESDP organs in Brussels: 8@, fFhe EUMC and the EUMS, which
where created at the Nice IGC in 2000 and effelstiget up in 2001. The Political and
Security Committee (PSC) is the king pin of ESDHM arisis management in the EU: under
authority of the Council, the PSC keeps track oDBSnd endorses the political and strategic
control of EU military operations and ESDP missiohke PSC works closely with the EU
Military Committee (EUMC), which is the highest ialky institution in the frame of the EU
Council. The EUMC provides military advice to th&® and directives to the EU Military
Staff (EUMS). Its role is also to provide militagxpertise to Javier Solana and monitor EU
military operations. Both organs are intergoverntakerstructures. In addition to them,
integrated structures are requested to manags anisioordination with the PSC and EUMC:
these are mostly the High Representative for CB&#Adr Solana) helped by a Policy Planning
and Early Warning Unit (PPEWU) and the EUMS backgdhe Politico-Military Group. The
EUMC’s main function is provide the PSC with stgateplanning, early warning and military
monitoring. A civil-military cell has more precisebeen created within the EUMS in 20b%
insure contingency planning and strategic planrand increase cross-pillar coordination in
ESDP. Moreover, the EU took over the WEU militaopls as the WEU was merged into the
EU framework by the end of 2000. Theses tools cbri a satellite center (Torrejon), and
Institute for Security Studies (Paris), which proes expert reports. In addition to these organs
a European Armament Agency has been launched i"266 as to help the coordination of
arm procurements in Europe and a European SeanityDefense College working in network

originated in 2005, under strong French-German cibmemt-.

" This cell is part of the Tervuren package, alsovkias « Chocolate Summit » on April, 29th 2003 leetw
France, Germany, Belgium and Luxemburg. Britainagmal the idea of creating this cell until Novemb@d3
because this was seen in London as a step foreamtds EU autonomy in defense matters. The EUotfelts
the core of the emerging EU operation center laedéh June 2007. Its status “withins the EUMS'hieipreted
on a twofold principle:

12 Joint Action 2004.551.CFSP.

'3 Joint action 2005.757.CFSP on 18.07.2005.
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These organs generated common conflict and crissmagement procedures in
Brussels, with a combination of permanent monigpria Crisis Management Concept used in
time of crisis, and the development of strategitans, evaluations and feedbacks. Concretely,
when an operation concept has been agreed betive@emeimber states, the main work in terms
of European crisis management takes place in theei@e Secretariat o the EU Council
between the EUMS and the GD E VIII (responsibletfa military aspects) and/ or the GD E
IX (responsible for the civilian aspects). The@hfiguration is based on permanent contacts
between the capitals and Brussels via the PSC awvidrJSolana and his team. On an intern
level in the member states, the Foreign officeslageones who decide to participate or not in a
European military operation or crisis managemesi,tan close coordination with the Defense
ministries and sometime the Head of state accortbnthe constitutional rules in force (in
France for instance, the President plays a majer negarding military operation decision-
making).

But what does ESDP and its crisis management eksmemanges ? Before ESDP, the
decision-making process used exclusively bilatd@mats in the sector of military
cooperation. With ESDP, the decision-making prodeggs now place between the actors
located in the capital and the permanent delegaitebe states and the European actors in
Brussels, who share a way of negotiating comprosnésel solution. Just to give an example,
the EU autonomous military operation in Congo imewer 2006 was politically assumed by
the diplomatic actors of the Political and Secu@iymity in Brussels, although the troops stay
in the hand of the nation-states. We share withni€dn Glarbo the assumption that “social
interaction is emerging as the natural historicaidpct of day-to-day practices of political
cooperation. Diplomats and national diplomaciesehaernalized, in particular, the formal
requirements of a Common Security and Foreign Pol{Glarbo, 1999, 649-650; see also
Pouliot, 2006). Thus one can consider ESDP ass& grianagement tool in the making on the
EU level as ESDP’s organs and procedural pracpitasas socializing agents for the military,
diplomatic and political actors involved, yet muctore for those working in Brussels as for
those working in the capitals as we will show lateour paper. ESDP tends to normalize, even

if still quite incrementally, diplomatic and potbt-military practices in Europe.

European specificity in managing crisis: a largenph of military and no-military means in
ESDP

What is at stake for the EU here is to underlireedpecificity of European crisis management
developed in the framework of ESDP. On the one lhadJN keeps incarnating the Kantian
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aspiration at equality among the nations ; NATCQlenother hand -though reformed in a more
political way and enlarged to the Eastern Europeamtries in the late 1990’s- symbolizes
much more pragmatism and search for efficiency thamality among nations and political

civil society. Thus ESDP’s claims lie in-betweersh two positions.

The first EU crisis management exercise took placg002 and aimed at testing ESDP’s
procedures in this area and coordinate the whaetspm of military and civilian tools. ESDP
consists in providing the EU with a global and aeimé capacity to prevent and manage crisis
on both military and civilian levels. This largerabination of instruments derives from EU’s
special civilian nature and offers an added vakgarding NATO crisis management frame
exclusively based on military elements. EU’s crigsianagement “package” is inspired by a
classical lecture of conflicts: pre-conflict phasenflict and post-conflict (Ramel, in Aligsakis,

2005 : 28). This explains a mix of military anditan tools at disposal in ESDP’s framework.

Military toolsfor crisis management in ESDP

Military capacities have quick become a very imaottaspect of ESDP : at the Helsinki IGC
in December 1999 the member states determined dliRe&o0al Helsinki Headline Goabr
HHC) : by 2003, the EU should be able to deploy 60 $ddiers within 60 days and sustain
them over a year ; this EU rapid reaction forceusthdoe able to accomplish the whole
spectrum of the Petersberg Tasks. ESDP’s operditiprieas be officialized at Laeken in
December 2001. The Headline Goal 2010 is even rapmrgitious: the decision to intervene
militarily should be taken at the latest 5 daysmatihe approval of a Crisis Management
Concept y the member states and the EU Councthatothe operation could be set up under
10 days. But this doesn’'t mean anyway that the Edinber states are willing to set up a
European army: deploying troops on a crisis theiatestill a national sovereign decision. In
June 2004, a further military instruments has beeated on the basis of the lessons-learned
fro operation Artemis in Democratic Republic of @orin 2003: theBattle Groups(or BG)**.
These Battle Groups are based on multinationatityare composed of 15000 soldiers, aiming
at providing the EU with a concrete rapid reactiapacity so as to respond a urgent crisis or
intervene under UN Security Council request. ThBs#tle Groups constitute a proactive
process in the frame of ESDP and developed in Ipamaith NATO Response Force (NRF).

1 The concept has been launched in June 2004 byrelFBritish-German initiative and deepened in 200
BG are requested to be ready for deployment underl® days, stay on the crisis theater at leasdBths and be
able to intervene up to 6000 kms away from Brus3éisy are backed up with naval and air capalslitieom
January 2007, they are 13 BGs registered, amongfwhare permanently in alert for 6 months.

10

D. Deschaux-Beaume, Panel lIl.4



GARNET Conference 2008 : « The EU in internaticaffdirs »

France proposed 12 000 men, Germany 13 5000 merBatain 12 500 men (Petiteville,
2006: 87). Yet the BGs also raise lots of questi@garding the persisting national analyzes
and red lines applied to national troop deployments

Thus EU already lead several military operatioms tvere conducted under the Berlin Plus
mechanism in Macedonia in 2003 (operati@oncordig and in Bosnia in 2004-2005
(operationAltheg™®. But this mechanism constitutes a critical liriéta for some authors, as it
seems impossible to imagine that NATO would put gegpacities at EU’s disposal if
Washington express an opposition (Dumoulin, 20@4t)2thus Berlin Plus is seen as a means
from the USA to limit European autonomy in crisiamagement and strategic planning
(Gnesotto, 2004: 26). But the two first really Eopgan operations not relying on NATO
capacities are the operatidmtemisin 2003° and the operatioBUFOR Congdn 2006, both
taking place in Democratic Republic of Congo. Arierfunctioned under the lead-nation
framework (France leading the OHQ and FHQ with to&course of soldiers from other
member states) and was typically a peace enfordetagk (Ramel, in Aligisakis, 2005 : 34),
whereas EUFOR Congo consisted in supervising teedemocratic elections held in Cofgo
1500 soldiers from 18 European nations (includingk&éy) were sent on the ground. EUFOR
can be considered as a premiére on several leveaks:the first military operation entirely
planed from Brussels ; it marked the return ofBo@deswehm Africa outside a UN mandate.
Even if the forces deployed have been nationallgnbput at EU’s disposal, the PSC was
politically responsible for the mission, while tH8UMC defined the OH& and FHQ's
mandate.

But the added value of European crisis managemetihod is its capacity to combine the
multiple facets of international action (Zorgbil2804 : 118). Thus several civilian instruments
also back ESDP.

A civilian crisis management concept

!> Berlin Plus is an agreement derived from the debatthe European Security and Defense Identityaén
1990’s and the notion of European pillar within N@TIt was agreed on 2002 that the EU could havacaass to
NATO common planning capacities in the case of @eration where NATO is not engaged. Berlin Plus is
compromise agreement named after the NATO Berlmnsit of 1996 which inaugured the concept of Comtine
Joint Task Forces (CJTF) so as to guarantee tloenaticity of access to NATO common capacities fiar t
Europeans in order not to reiterate such an impaiaration as in Bosnia.

1% Joint Action 2003/423/PESC.

7 A UN resolution was adopted on the 25.04.20060¥dhg the request addressed by the UN to the Ethen
27.12.2005. The operation was launched based ajotheAction 2006/319/PESC on the 27.04.2006.

'8 The OHQ was assumed by Germany and located iBittsatziihrungskommandio Potsdam under the
commandment of General Viereck, while the FHQ indkiasa was operated by the French General Damay
assisted by the German Admiral Bess.

11

D. Deschaux-Beaume, Panel lIl.4



GARNET Conference 2008 : « The EU in internaticaffdirs »

The member states also decided to develop thaarivdspects of crisis management in four
priority areas defined by the Feira European Cdunclune 2000: police, strengthening of the
rule of law, strengthening civilian administratiand civil protection (Nowak, 2006 : 19-23).
These civilian tools correspond to the historicallyilian nature of the EY. The specific
capabilities in these four fields could be usethancontext of EU-led autonomous missions, or
in the context of operations conducted by lead-aeigsn such as the UN. The member states
should have committed themselves to be capablamying out any police operation, from
advisory, assistance and training tasks to sulistttio local police forces by providing up to
5000 police officers by 2003, of whom up to 1 4@ ke deployed in under 30 days. They
have also undertaken to provide 200 experts inatiea of the rule of law, and up to 2000
experts potentially deployable on the ground tghebuild an administrative network, set up
education systems, etc. The Ministerial Civilians{dr Management Capability Conference
held on 19 November 2002 confirmed that the cdada&gets in the four priority areas had
been reached and even exceeded through Membes'Salientary commitments (Bagayoko,
Kovacs, 2007). The police area is right now the tna®s/eloped, aiming at extending the
military tool in the post-conflict phad¥Bagayoko, Kovacs, 2007 : 169). Police missions as
the operation Proxima in Macedonia or the EU MilitRolice Mission (EUMP) in Bosnia give
flesh to these capacities.

EU operations and the European Security Strategy:

a way of implementing the European integrated amigstic method of conflict
management and socializing the actors

According to these whole spectrum of civilian anditary capacities set up in the
framework of ESDP and implemented through more mode EU operations, one can assert
that ESDP effectively constitutes an emerging pdic conflict management for the European
Union. The military operations contribute to giweality to the EU as a global international
actor (Howorth, 2005: 192), even if these operasimnstill modest and mostly focused on soft
security (Hill & Smith, 2005: 402) These operati@ms moreover the global frame of ESDP’s
organs, tools and procedures impulses a socialigingess for the diplomatic and politico-

military actors from the member states in Brusselae can speak of an emerging

19 German foreign minister W. Steinmeier called theéa&« Ziviimacht mit Zahnen », i.e. a civilian paweith
teeth. Frank-Walter Steinmeier, « Zivilmacht mithaan » Siddeutsche Zeitun§/02/2007.

%0 See the European Police Action Plan adopted dtinepean Summit in Gothenburg in June 2001 (Rutten
2002 : 66-72).
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“Brusselsization” process (Bagayoko-Penone, 200862 One can understand this socializing
process as a convergence trend towards some comlemments in among the member states
concerning crisis management, as one can alsovabgen areas such as arms export controls
in Europe (Bauer, Remacle, 2004). Even if the fieserent remains national for the officers
particularly, the practice of the ESDP configuration Brussels joints another kind of
socialization for the soldiers: the socializing eetf of European operations of crisis
management Pajon, 2003) as multinationality liethatheart of European crisis management
approach. This kind of socializing processes endif#deemergence of an embryonic European
strategic culture incarnated in the European Sgc@irategy (ESS) issued by Solana on
December 12 2003 and entitled “A secure Europe in a betterldiothe ESS proposes an
holistic, multilateral and integrated approach Bt crisis management, thus responding to the
ad hoc ora la carteAmerican multilateralism under Bush administrat{@mscop, 2008). This
document has become a reference in the Europeeouds® on security and a cognitive tool
identifying global EU objectives in the long rundathe corresponding set of tools the EU has
at its disposal to solve the upcoming regional i€riFhe focus on multilateralism and
integration expresses the EU’s world view and hiogvEU sees itself in international relations
(Jorgensen, 2006). This integrated approach plays jaker for the EU on the international
scene as it combines unilateral, bilateral and ifatdtal strategies in EU’s foreign policy with
a differentiated approach depending on the seEtmopean crisis management can be military
help, trade, economic sanctions, administrative kgl advice, etc. But building a real
capacity of crisis management and conflict resotutn the EU also raises the question of the
interplay between Brussels and the member statdgat Wble do various foreign policy
strategies of EU member states play in shapingctiment of ESDP? What are the driving
forces of different approaches? If socializing gsses helps us understand the development of
a European Defense configuration, the conceptge aiteresting to clarify the still quite
diverging interpretations of the European Defensgept by the different states, both on macro

and micro level.

A Europeanized way of managing crisis?
Between coherence problems and national reflexes

ESDP and the European crisis management instrumieedp evolving through
compromises between the various foreign policy mmildary traditions of the member states

that confront in Brussels in the EU intergovernnaéntgans as the Council or the EU Military
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Comity, the EU Military Staff and the Political aigkcurity Comity. These organs play a role
of interface between Brussels and the capitalhénimcremental elaboration of a European
foreign and security policy. And yet one can nof Haat European security interests have
replaced national interests: it is more of an ineatal process through which members states
adjust some marginal parts of their foreign poicoeit keep a high hand on the deep core of
these policies. What they delegate to the ESDRjar® in Brussels is soft security and not
hard security: defense policies and troops deploynaee still fundamentally national. The
nation-state is an “obstinate” actor (Hoffman, 196% Sven Biscop notes: “If the member
states deploy their troops, there still is no casss on the deployment under the EU flag in

the crisis management area.” (Biscop, 2008%'35)

A recurrent coherence and leader ship problem

First of all, European crisis management approaahE&DP still suffers from important
lacks and coherence problems (Bagayoko, Kovacg;288cker, 2007). The absence of cross-
pillar synergy appears to be of particular impottaas it shows in the speech that we obtained
by the actors —both military and diplomatic actior8russels- which we interviewed between
2005 and 2007 (over 120 interviews. ESDP still stegry fragmented: the dialogue between
the Council and the Commission is far from evidemd this lies mostly in the lack of a unique
authority in the area of European foreign policgP’s structural framework even tends to
encourage some administrative rivalries in crissxagement on a European level: until ESDP
was effectively launched between 1999 and 2001,HEbeha no crisis management and
strategic culture at all; Thus the organs we preserarlier and which are the core of
European crisis management mechanisms within ESB®RPSC, the EUMC and the EUMS-
had largely been derived from the existing NATO eloaf organization and illustratestock
and pipeapproach which favors a relative airtightness leetwmilitary and civilians: the
political directors of the foreign ministries areed to the experimented NATO model and have
imported it into the EU without questioning its idatly for an exclusively civilian organization.
The UN model with a General Secretariat exercigim@uthority on every dimensions of UN
action may have probably best suited EU’s n&futiist an example her will make are words
clearer: the EUMC for instance tends to considsglfitnot as a forum to exchange pieces of

advice about multinational military actions amoig tmember states, but much more as a

2L Our translation.
22 |Interview in the GD E VIII, General Secretariattbé Council, Brussels, 15/11/2005.
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organ in confrontation with a political organ, tRSC : this illustrates a typical logic of
struggle between institutional territories (morengyally for CFSP, see Buchet de Neuilly,
1999; 2002; 2005a; 2005b) as it exists in the fonatg of “comitology” in the first pillar
policies. One can even speak of “symbolic strugglestween the different kind of actors
(Deschaux-Beaume, 2007; Mérand, 2688Jhe division of labor in ESDP doesn't allow real
coordination between the Council and the Commissianich are both responsible for the
coherence of EU’s external action and relationsis Tgroblem is more and more acute
regarding the growing commitments of the EU inftonmanagement and rebuilding. The
former constitutional Treaty proposed to fusion thections of the EU Commissioner with
those of the EU High Representative into a unigderaal action service (Nowak, 2006 : 139),
but the Lisbon Treaty is not as ambitious: it gilbposes a new European service for external
action, but no more fusiéh The only consistent link between the first ancosel pillar up to
date is the link existing between ESDP and the [Dgweent General Direction of the
Commission: ESDP aims at intervening in some reggighere the European Commission uses
its financial “carrot” (financing of peace keepiig Darfur for instance). Yet, some efforts
have been made by the member states to enhanceecodén European crisis management: a
first step in that direction consists in the nonima of two Commission representatives within
the civil-military cell, core of the future Europe®HQ in Brussels. What is innovating in this
effort is that these two representatives are ndeuthe authority of GD Relex; but this of the
EUMS™. Another tool has been created to help develogsepillar coherence: a civil-military
coordination concept (CMCO) exists since 2003 aad generated by the PSC, the EUMS and
the politico-military group so as to coordinate tBeiropean actors involved in crisis
management procedures. This concept aims botiti@asing cross-pillar coordination as well
as coherence within the second pillar (CFSP) (Bak@ayKovacs, 2007 : 181). Coherence also
means a need for synergy with other internationgamizations as NATO or the UN.
Therefore the British European Presidency developed 2005 a project entitled
“Comprehensive Planning8o as to better use the civil-military cell. Thestdl are lots of
doubts concerning these adjustments.

Behind this question of synergy between the Couaroil Commission, the question raised
by ESDP and a European way of managing conflithesone of the democratic control over

23 2 rationalités

%4 The Lisbon Treaty proposes the nomination of anHigh Representative for foreign affairs and sewguri
policy who would also be vice-president of the Cas®ion. This should enhance the coherence andlitisitf
EU external action if the Treaty is ratified andarned.

% Interview, EUMS, Brussels, 8/12/2005.
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European Defense Policy (Sinott, 1995 ; Wagner42@D05 et 2006 ; Wessels, 2002) : as
long as ESDP stays outside the control of the EraopParliament, it can not be closer
coordinated with the Commission action which iscagtable before the European Parliament.
The opposition between the most supranational co-Gommission” states as Germany and
the most intergovernmentalist or “pro-Council” sgtas France and Britain does not help to
solve the problem.

Another important question meeting the lack of e¢ehee is financing ESDP’s operation.
Civil crisis management operations are financedhieyCFSP budget (102,6 millions Euros in
2006), which is part of the Community budget runtbg Commission. But the use of this
budget line has to be decided by the Council becatBSP —from which ESDP is the
militarized dimension- is ruled by the intergovermtal principle. Military operations cannot
be financed by any line of Community budget. Thtre principle is the same as within
NATO: costs lie where they fall. Only a part of tbests involved by EU military operations
are pooled ; since 2004 the ATHENA mechanism ctsmsis a common financing of the
common costs of EU military operations under the of unanimity among the member states
: this offers a case by case possibility of hankibrr the states not wanting to take part in
some operations. Thus one does not pay for an tope@e does not want to launch.

This global lack of synergy also put into the lightack of leadership in the EU in the
foreign policy area: it is quite clear here tha¢ tihheoretic concept of Europeanization is of
limited use to analyze ESDP (lrondelle, 2008). Hnench-German partnership is therefore
particularly interesting in security and defensetera, as the French-German friendship has
long been considered as the cornerstone of theewgrocess of European integration. The two
countries try to provide a directional leadershiptihe EU, but are still characterized by
diverging conceptions of crisis management, forgigticy and the international role of the
EU. Thus the American leadership goes on dominatiagfactoin the management of
international conflicts. This leads us to a secaspect of the interplay between Brussels and

the member states in the area of crisis manageaneitnoreover within ESDP.

A tension between European crisis management and national security analyzes

Even if one can underline some trends to “Bruszai&in” in the social practices of the
soldiers and diplomats involved in ESDP as we daehrlier with the term of socializing

process, there still are very pregnant nationalisigcinterests analyzes. The development of a
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European way of managing crisis in thé'2&ntury combines with former trend inherited from
the transformation of the armies since the 197@selerated by the end if the Cold War.
Defense budget have globally declined in the Euaopmuntries who want to benefit from the
“peace dividends”. The structure of these budget &lgo evolved in favor of means to
accomplish the Petersberg Tasks. Almost every Bamgountry (except Germany) has now a
professional army and mass conventional armies Hheen replaced by professionalized,
deployable armies (Buffotot, 2005; Boéne, 2003)lithtly education also evolved in order to
better fit the new officers generation with the ergtives of multinationality and European
crisis management (Boéne, Haddad, Nogues, 200Ineséson, 2000; 2002).

Building a European crisis management approach ials@mentally shapes the decision-
making processes. It is true that the PSC took cside step in the European crisis
management decision-making: as a consensus maksedre the Twenty-Seven, the PSC
induces some incremental changes in the nationailida-making processes. Before its
creation all the negotiations in this specific ai@ak place bilaterally or multilaterally between
the capitals with a strong impulse of the embassibsreas today the action moves to Brussels
where more and more crisis are directly managedngntbe members of the permanent
representations of the states. ESDP and the enwrgeh a European way of crisis
management involves a changing power logic: the [B8@hselors have a double task of
assisting the national representative by the PSS regotiate in the first rank within the
working groups (about CFSP generally, see Buchélalelly, 2006). Soldiers, diplomats and
civil counselors that we interviewed admit shapingtructions because they can best assess
their room to maneuver as they know better thetjpos of the other national delegations on
the Brussels ground as the agents working in thiems ministrieé®. One can use the image
of double-edge diplomacyPutnam, Evans, Jacobson, 1993), even if this S&#lsization”
remains still incremental: the Europeanization gme@non keeps evolving quite marginally in
the defense sector. Defense remains a strongudérds state sovereignty, and as some authors
note, ESDP will long remain intergovernmental (Wagr2003): European “crisis management
policy is best understood as a fast co-ordinatiame in which member states react to
international crises under tight time pressure.nfrihis perspective, agreements are self-
enforcing and strong institutions are not requir@d/agner, 2003: 576) Others prefer to speak
of transgovernmentalism so as to integrate bothcérgrality of intergovernmental practices

leaving an important room for national analyzes®ecurity interests and the development of

%6 Most of the interviews we lead between fall 2008 winter 2007 by French and German soldiers and
diplomats in Brussels, Paris and Berlin tend toveoge on this point.
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socializing processes in Brussels which weigh @nattors practices and involve incremental
changes (Hill & Wallace, 1996: 12; Wallace & Waka”006: 351; Winn, 1997). We're more
convinced by this kind of approach, even if in giaw the added-value of our policy analysis
in terms of historical sociology offers a way ofiking even closer both macro and micro
levels, that is both levels of structure and adfée. are closer to an analysis in terms of role as
Lisbeth Aggestam proposes: a state foreign polgyacdtually strongly influenced by its
national conception of its international role aingstconception has been interiorized by its
diplomatic and politico-military actors (Aggestand( ; 2006).The role constitute a link
between the actor and the structure putting inghtliboth organizational factors and
internationality (we prefer the concept of natiomalbitus (Elias, 1991; Devin, 1995) or
socialization) in foreign policy decision-making.eWon’t develop further this reflection here
as the space for our purpose is limited.

What we want to point out here is that one cansagtthat European security interests have
replaced national interests: it is more of an ineatal process through which members states
adjust some marginal parts of their foreign pofidoit keep a high hand on the deep core of
these policies. There a historical sociologicalsl@embined with historical institutionalism
helps us understanding the difficulties encountebgd ESDP and the path dependency
phenomenon in the states’ analysis of their secumterests. The member states tend to act
collectively in crisis management when their ins¢seare congruent, what favors more a case
by case action and underlines the still very reactiature of ESDP as the Political Foreign
Cooperation already was in the 1970’s-1980’s: “thieis over, most government hesitate to
make additional commitment to achieve the soligdot which they call” (Winn, 1997: 125).
Our comparative study on French and Germans digkmsaldiers and civil counselors daily
involved in ESDP (backed by others comparativeistithvolving Britain (Aggestam, 2004 ;
Mérand, 2005) show that even if these actors arsaous to be part of a same security
community, they still keep having strong nationad rlines and confer slightly different
signification to ESDP and a European crisis managiway, which underlines a divergence
of conception of EU’s role in the world. There isteong dependence to the foreign policy path
and conceptions developed earlier (Pierson, 19804 To illustrate our French-German case
study, schematically, the European Defense Poéipyesents a means of counter-weighing the
American unilateralism in the French diplomats afftters’ representation. It is a opportunity
of creating a European leadership pole in secumigyters and thus bring the EU integration
process further towards a global political entityhwleadership potentialities in the long run.
What is at stake is not so much to compete withAtlantic Alliance than to reach a real
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autonomy for European crisis management policygssto enable EU to intervene in the world
as a global actor, mostly when American interestsiat incite the Americans to act (as in the
Balkans in the 1990’s). That is why the French acpush forward in favor a the creation of
European planning and military structures. ESDm ¢Bethe German diplomats, officers and
political leaders seems more seen as a way ofmegaa status of normality for Germany and
enable the Federal Republic to assume its intenmatiengagements in security matters. But
every single discourse —both official and informatderlines the vital necessity to stay clearly
in good standing and terms with NATO. Enforcing ardpean crisis management policy
would enable the Europeans to become attractitbareyes of the American partner and to
show Washington their reliability. For Britain, aufépean crisis management policy and
moreover ESDP is seen as a good way to exert arlgad in he EU in an area not risking to
strong integration, which is also a means of briggcloser Washington and NATO in a
division of labor concerning conflict managementha world.

But one of the most diverging questions betweerogeans is the question of the relationship
between EU and NATO, and the question of militapemtions. French politico-military
actors tend to advocate a strict differentiatiotwieen the EU and NATO, arguing that NATO
is a strictly military organization, whereas Gernaard British actors tend to be much more in
favor of a more political dimension of the Allianaad a division of labor between the EU and
NATO. Concerning EU military operations, the Freraiors tend to be very pushing for these
operations, whereas the German actors show slilictemce for operations other than
humanitarian or peace support. The big differeretgvéen them is the question of the use of
force. “ESDP is a shay focal point that brigs tbgetdifferent political representations of the
role of a state in international security” (Mérarz@06, 136). A good example for this is the
EUFOR operation in the Democratic Republic of Comgeummer 2006: to focus only on the
French-German case, the interpretations on what tegarding the Congo case diverged for a
while because of the pregnant weight of nationatlittons of conflict management and
security interests. Similarly, the European sthtage lived strong discord over the Iraq conflict
in 2003. This also raises the question of how Eeaopoperations and crisis management are
nationally legitimated in front of the national pbopinion (Jorgensen, 1997: 8). Thus one
can note that the actors and states involved inFESI tend to consider it as a strategic game
on a more or less self-interested way: the soamgiprocesses differ from state to state. And
the strategic use of European crisis managementn@tance in Africa for France) is enabled

by the lack of clear European strategic objectitbs: ESS is a good step towards such a

19

D. Deschaux-Beaume, Panel lIl.4



GARNET Conference 2008 : « The EU in internaticaffdirs »

definition but is still to vague and leave the stah room of interpreting the text in their own
view (Aggestam, 2006; Biscop, 2008).

Concluding remarks

As we shown in this paper, the EU is since sevgealrs developing a European Defense
Policy (ESDP) which mostly aims at managing othecsisis. This European crisis
management policy offers a first step towards thergence of a European strategic culture, as
the ESS illustrate this trend even if this documembains most symbolic (it was published
after the discord over Irag among the EuropeamstaVallace, 2006: 451). The ESS offers a
very global frame enabling the member states tavdram it only the elements which enter
into congruence with their own interests, both anacro level and on a micro organizational
level (diplomatic versus military ethos: DeschauweaBme, 2006; Mérand, 2008). ESDP and
its European crisis management aspect raises $ewgrartant questions as the relationship
between EU and NATO,; the lack of cross pillar-ceimee; the persisting national analysis of
foreign policy and security interests; the orgamntrsl and symbolic struggles among the
organs and plurality of actors involved. Thus Ewamp crisis management is today more a
reactive mechanism than a real proactive policy: idd not yet demonstrated its ability to
answer rapidly and efficiently a international e&ogus shock (Charillon, 2002). This
addresses the more general question of this carderabout the EU in international affairs.
The EU aims at becoming a global player in a giabdl world challenged by the sill very
pregnant foreign and defense policies of its mensbates. Some authors have defined four
criteria to recognize the status of internatioraba an effective legal recognition of his status
by other states, a legal authority able to actrivatonally, a relative autonomous decision-
making and a coherent set of management of itsreadteslations. This criteria are ideal-types
which the EU of course does not fulfill right nowtbtendencially takes as long term
objectives. The EU has not until lately traditidpabeen an international actor with well-
defined interests (Lucarelli, 1997) and this halpslerstanding the still important blockades
ESDP and the European crisis management methodutecs. Socialization also plays a
major role in defining states and actors prefergnoeoreign policy: one tends to follow —of
course with incremental adjustments- the path abparlier because of the increasing returns
it generates. Thus Washington still plays a magbe i international conflict management.
But whatever difficulties ESDP encounters in makitig an international actor able to answer

crisis, it incarnates the historical finality of iIBpean integration : the search for stability and
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peace. By developing its own way, the EU “serveacpewhich serves the [international]
institutions” (Devin, 2005 : 21J. As Washington uses force massively to solve asflthe
European method in the making is much more onenahdirect approach aiming at limiting
violence (Vennesson, 2005: 545). This all questimbernational identity raises theoretical
challenges for the social scientists, which enagesaus to cross the disciplinary borders to

adopt an approach mixing IR theory, policy analgsid political science.
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