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Introduction  

  

This paper looks at the question of whether there is a distinct and institutionalised European 
strategic culture, particularly in view of the 2008 European Security Strategy review [2008 
ESS review] of the 2003 European Security Strategy [2003 ESS]. It does so by considering 
the implications of a significantly enlarged EU on this issue of deepening of ESDP.[1] Did, in 
other words, the significant widening of the EU – from 15 to 27 member states between 2004 
and 2007 – make the deepening of ESDP harder? Did such a big-bang enlargement 
significantly divert the ESDP from its previous course in any clearly visible way? Did such a 
major enlargement challenge the emergence of a common European strategic culture? Or has 
Europeanization of defence and security continued despite this significant expansion of the 
EU, offering important evidence of the resilience of a European strategic culture? In 
answering these questions we naturally relied primarily on material developed by the 
CONSENT network, complemented by other relevant sources. 

A sufficient number of years have passed to make an academic as well as an official review of 
ESDP worth while. Still, given the gradualist nature of the politics of European integration, 
and the coincidence of the person ultimately responsible both for the 2003 ESS and the 2008 
ESS review – the EU High Representative for ESDP, Javier Solana – it will come as no 
surprise to find this paper arguing that the 2008 ESS review did not represent a fundamental 
break with ESDP past. On the contrary, the latter reaffirmed the original Solana doctrine. Still 
the 2008 review is not irrelevant in analysing ESDP, because it clarified and made explicit 
some of the basic assumptions of the 2003 ESS – particularly the notion of human security. It 
also added some new elements to the existing EU strategic concept – most importantly, 
energy security and the vital threat of climate change. And even more importantly, it officially 
acknowledged a number of important problems regarding the implementation gap of key aims 
of the 2003 ESS. 

*** 
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The core arguments of this paper are: 

1. there is a distinct European strategic culture that finds a paradigmatic discursive 
expression in these core ESDP doctrinal documents; 

2. widening the EU to 27 has not significantly affected deepening of ESDP. Contrary to 
many expectations the latter has progressed, at least more than the sceptics predicated 
at the point of departure of ESDP in 1999, even if less than its apologists might have 
wished for. 

Why has deepening of ESDP and the emergence of a distinctive European strategic culture 
not been fundamentally affected by such a significant enlargement? For three main reasons:  

1. because any significant progress in ESDP is fundamentally dependant upon changes 
in policy and agreements between at least two of the three biggest EU Member States 
– above all Britain, France but also Germany;  

2. because the emerging European strategic culture is an additional bridging level to 
existing national strategic traditions, it adds to them, it tries to glue them together, it 
does not seek to compete and suppress them; 

3. because the main dividing lines relevant for the future of ESDP in terms of main types 
of national strategic cultures and defence policies were already present among the EU 
15. 

This paper also concurs with those claiming that, despite all the practical and political 
difficulties, a European strategic culture is indeed emerging and is well expressed and has 
found an important focal point in official ESDP doctrine like the ESS and institutions like the 
High Representative and his office. [2]  

The nature of this EU strategic culture is synthesised in the title: Europeans are from Athens. 
But what does it mean that strategically Europeans are from Athens?  

Athens is a place dedicated to the goddess Athena a wise and just warrior symbolised by the 
howl of smart power and the helmet, spear and shield of just war. Contrary to what an 
American strategist famously claimed, Europeans are not from Venus, because they are not, 
at least for the most part, hardcore pacifists.[3] Europeans naturally feel at home in Athens 
because they are committed to a multilateral, collective, normative, comprehensive approach 
to security problems. Europeans, and their official security doctrine makes clear, emphasise 
comprehensive political as well as military solutions, prefers to act through international 
institutions and in accordance with a certain interpretation of international norms. 

How is this paper structured to make that case? The first section will discuss what is distinct 
about ESDP. What, in other words, does the European in ESDP stand for? This discussion of 
what makes or breaks European security is impossible without also addressing the question of 
the nature of ESDP relationship with the US and NATO, but also with the UN. The second 
section will look at the issue of Europeanization of security and defence, particularly in terms 
of whether there have been convergent European-wide lessons learned from security missions 
abroad. Both these sections discuss the impact on those matters of the 2004/2007 
Enlargement. The third section looks at the current state of affairs in ESDP and its likely 
future, taking into account the Solana 2008 review, and it offers concrete policy advice on 
how to make it more effective in light of present and most likely future security challenges. 
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.  

1 

What makes European security?  

  

This is a defining question if ever there was one. Security is European simply because it is 
related to the EU? Or does ESDP embody a distinct approach to security problems and crisis 
management? Moreover, should only EU missions be considered European; or should the 
definition of European missions apply to all crisis management situations involving European 
forces in whatever institutional framework? In which case it is worth underlining that in 
recent years, and under different frameworks, more than 60.000 European troops – more than 
the official EU level of ambition, the Helsinki Headline goal – have been deployed abroad. [4] 

In the name of rigor we should start by discussing the more fundamental issue of whether it is 
legitimate even to qualify simply as European all things that have to do with the process of 
European integration culminating in the EU. After all, there are some important and very 
large European countries –Switzerland, Norway, Ukraine, Russia – which are not part of the 
EU. The problem of this traditional attribution is no more and no less pertinent or simpler 
than the appropriation of the adjective American by the US. Of course, the EU does represent 
more European territory than the US does of the Americas, thanks to the EU’s progressive 
widening by successive enlargements adding to the founding Six. Accepting this flaw as 
unsolvable – at least until the EU manages to widen to include all countries commonly 
qualified as European. The more relevant question for the matter at hand remains – should 
missions with a (partly) European component, but outside of the institutional framework of 
the EU, be qualified as European? 

In fact, can we even make a meaningful analyses of European Security strictly in the context 
of EU missions while ignoring arguably more vital missions for European security, involving 
more European troops, but done in the institutional framework of UN and NATO missions in 
places like Lebanon or Afghanistan? In answering this it is important to realise that at least in 
some cases, namely Lebanon, a UN rather than a EU banner seems to have been favoured 
because this was strategically useful, being more inclusive of non-Western Islamic countries. 
And things get greyer when we add UN missions with a strong European contribution of 
troops, who are working alongside an institutionalised EU/European Pillar for State building, 
as was the case during a decade in Kosovo.[4 bis]  

The best way to answer this question seems to be that, in thinking about lessons learned on 
the ground by European armies all missions overseas with an important European 
participation should be considered, whether under the EU flag or not. The action of European 
forces in countries like Iraq or Afghanistan may offer important guidance to the potential risks 
and capabilities of any similar EU-only missions in the future. It may also have an impact on 
the development of a European strategic culture by European forces working in close contact 
and facing the same threats. However, when thinking in terms of a growing European 
actorness in the field of international security, and of deepening of ESDP – creating a 
credible, robust, and institutionally consolidated European security identity – then only EU 
missions proper really matter. 
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This complexity may be somewhat awkward in terms of definitional clarity, but it is a useful 
reminder of how complex developing a security dimension within the EU is, because Europe 
suffers and/or benefits from security institutions overcrowding – ESDP, NATO/Partnership 
for Peace, UN and arguably also the OSCE being the main ones. 

This foundational question points to the more difficult issue of whether Europeans and EU 
crisis management is distinct enough from that of other states or alliances so as to be seen as 
part of a peculiar EU/European strategic doctrine and culture. Is there really a European way 
in war and crisis management?[5] Are Europeans really from Athens as this paper claims, or 
indeed from Venus as others have claimed, but from a certain distinct place in strategic terms 
other than, for instance, their Martial American “cousins”? 

This question points most obviously to the importance of the relationship between the EU 
and, traditionally US-dominated NATO, but no less important is the relationship with the UN, 
given its central role in terms of setting international security norms. Are Europeans really 
that different from Americans, namely because they conceive of security in more normative 
terms, they adhere more to UN security norms? And if so does this mean a necessarily 
competitive or possibly complementary European defence identity vis-à-vis the US? Is the 
emergence of ESDP a competing, parallel or a complementary effort to these two major 
institutions in terms of international security: NATO and the UN?  

  

1.1. New and Old Europe Still an Exemplary Normative Power?  

The European strategic doctrine makes very clear and the 2007 joint EU-UN declaration on 
development reaffirms that the EU external action aims to be closely aligned with the UN.[6] 
Indeed, the 2003 European Security Strategy [ESS] leaves no room for doubt about the EU 
wanting to be a normatively exemplar international security actor. The EU is:  

committed to upholding and developing International Law. The 
fundamental framework for international relations is the United Nations 
Charter. The United Nations Security Council has the primary responsibility 
for the maintenance of international peace and security. Strengthening the 
United Nations, equipping it to fulfil its responsibilities and to act 
effectively, is a European priority. We want international organisations, 
regimes and treaties to be effective in confronting threats to international 
peace and security, and must therefore be ready to act when their rules are 
broken.[7]  

The 2008 ESS Review more succinctly but even more boldly states that “The UN stands at 
the apex of the international system”; and then goes on to confidently underlines the 
normative Athenian dimension of ESDP by saying, with significant exaggeration that 
“everything the EU has done in the field of security has been linked to UN objectives.” [8] 

Reference by EU strategic doctrine to this common law of mankind and to UN authority is not 
simply a pro forma. It has important implications in terms of EU internal politics, namely in 
achieving political support and the required consensual approval of ESDP aims and missions 
by all EU Member countries; particularly by those EU members which are not part of NATO 
and traditionally have a strategic culture marked by neutrality. A paradigmatic example of this 
is Ireland. 
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The Dublin government states in its strategic doctrine that it remains “firmly committed to 
maintaining Irish neutrality and opposing any changes to the triple lock […].” Therefore 
“participation by the Defence Forces in any overseas peace support missions continues to be 
based on the triple-lock mechanism of UN mandate, Government and Dáil approval.”[9] An 
explicit EU guarantee of this has been necessary to secure a second Irish referendum on the 
Lisbon Treaty. 

The Irish example also helps to illustrate a key fact for one of the core arguments of this paper 
– the basic dividing lines in terms of national strategic cultures with an impact on ESDP were 
already present among the EU 15 before the latest widening of the EU to the East and to the 
South, namely this crucial division between Neutrals and Atlanticists. This also exemplifies 
the vital political importance of the normative Athenian axis in creating the conditions of 
possibility for the emergence of a European-wide strategic culture. Europeans are from 
Athens, because this is the trait that allowed the EU to emerge as an international security 
actor. Europe is an Athenian power because it is around this axis that the necessary consensus 
between those two main groups was made possible.  

Another important implication of this Athenian security dimension of the EU regards the 
relationship between two of the most commonly used qualifications of the European polity – 
as a normative and as a civilian power. An Athenian ESDP means that EU as a normative 
power can be conceived in terms other than those of civilian power Europe. This Athenian 
approach to security is politically necessary in Europe because it creates the political 
consensus within the EU necessary for the development of a European military dimension by 
ensuring that the ESDP will not break with a discourse of the EU as an exemplary normative 
actor, but rather will complement it by using military force as tool in the service of 
international norms. Force can be used in a normative way, if it is used in accordance with a 
strategic culture based on respect for international law.[10] 

The same cannot be said of other major strategic actors like the US or China, where UN 
approval can become, instead, the cause of important domestic political contention, being 
perceived by many according to American and Chinese national strategic cultures as a 
negative sign respectively of subordination to either an un-elected Parliament of Mankind or 
to a Western-controlled organization.[11] 

The EU Athenian strategic culture is therefore both distinct and politically central enough in 
making or breaking ESDP to be seen as its most essential most distinctive characteristic. Of 
course, others, possibly the US under Obama, may move towards Athens, this will, however, 
make them more “European” – not an unheard accusation in the US – without fundamentally 
affecting our argument. [12] 

But what about new Member States – from the former Eastern Soviet dominated Bloc like 
Poland or the Baltic States? Are they not still overwhelmingly concerned with their effective 
territorial security and deterrence of more or less close traditional State threat, namely an 
obsessive fear of Russia. Is the strategic culture of new member states therefore not the big 
exception from this EU-wide Athenian rule? Does enlargement consequently not threaten the 
deepening of ESDP and the emergence of EU security culture, and even the future viability of 
the whole ESDP project? 

Because of their past experiences, in new Easter Member States, probably most visibly in 
Polish, security culture is very marked by the wish for effective security alliances. However, it 
would be wrong to simply deduce from there that this makes then enemies or ineffective 
partners in ESDP, as the presence of a large Polish 700 strong contingent in the ESDP Chad 
mission should make abundantly clear. 
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Also any in-depth analysis quickly reveals very significant nuances in their attitudes towards 
Russia – a controversial and very critical study of EU attitudes towards Russia by the 
European Council on Foreign Relations, nonetheless illustrates this, by dividing new member 
States between a number of different groups alongside older member States from warm 
pragmatics to new cold warriors. 

Even if Poland and Lithuania are alone in the latter group, and all new member States seem 
quite keen on traditional hard security and membership of NATO as a guarantee of it. They 
are also, and again particularly Poland, nonetheless – because of their recent experience of 
oppressive political regimes – arguably among the most normatively committed member of 
the EU. Moreover, they seem uncertain about future commitments to Europe of the US and 
the nature of its future Russian policy, and in this respect Obama’s victory increased their 
uncertainty.  

ESDP therefore offers post-2007 EU members both a normative dimension and an additional 
security if the US fails to remain engaged, one that seems increasingly necessary to the new 
Eastern members. The 2004/2007 enlargement therefore arguably does not mean pressure for 
less ESDP, even less does it mean pressure for a less normative ESDP. New member States 
instead pressure for ESDP to remain normative while also being increasingly effective. This 
means pressure for a truly Athenian ESDP – because Athena is not just a wise goddess, she is 
also a strong warrior. 

Above all this does not change the fundamental political dynamic that makes the existence of 
ESDP conditional upon a strong normative dimension. In so much as the new member States 
want ESDP – as this paper argues – as an additional security guarantee, they will not be able 
to object to its Athenian normative dimension indispensable for its existence, even if, which is 
far from clear, they would be inclined to dispute it publicly. A country like Poland is 
traditionally fearful of ineffective collective security norms, but at the same time also has 
been showing in recent years a very strong normative bent in its foreign policy, and the same 
could be said of the Czech Republic.[13] 

But what will the doctrinal implications of this be? Human Security has been proposed as the 
best way for the EU to square the circle of making sure its military actions are in accordance 
with UN normative principles. This notion had influenced the 2003 ESS, but it was only 
explicitly adopted in the 2008 ESS review when it states that “we have worked to build 
human security, by reducing poverty and inequality, promoting good governance and human 
rights, assisting development, and addressing the root causes of conflict and insecurity.” And 
goes on to affirm that “We need to continue mainstreaming human rights issues in all 
activities in this field, including ESDP missions, through a people-based approach coherent 
with the concept of human security.” This was not exactly unexpected given the fact that one 
of the main advocates of the concept of Human Security, Mary Kaldor, presided over a 
committee charged by Javier Solana of studying ways to promote a European strategic 
culture. It is nonetheless significant, further underlining the centrality of this Athenian 
dimension of ESDP.[14] 

According to the 2003 ESS and even more clearly its 2008 review the EU aims to pursue 
different security aims in a different way from Nation-States. The EU is not a State pursuing 
national security, but a normative multilateral actor promoting multilateralism as the 
normatively desirable way towards the no less desirable aim of human security, replacing the 
Realpolitik of traditional State security. In order to do this, to really promote the security of 
people in crisis situations, ESDP seeks to embody a comprehensive approach to security, with 
a military but also a civilian dimensions, committed to State building and using minimum 
force, and reducing collateral damages. Also ESDP would seek preventive comprehensive 
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crisis management not pre-emptive war – as in the 2002 US National Security Strategy – as 
its preferred tool to deal with today’s threats coming primarily from fragile and failing 
States.[15] 

The fact that this Athenian dimension of ESDP is important in terms of making it acceptable 
for European domestic politics, however, does not necessarily make it strategically effective. 
In principle it sounds like a perfect solution. And principles are important in building 
consensus in such a widened EU. But in practice the requirements of European security may 
be more complex and challenging than this normative recipe would allow. No doubt there are 
very well argued cases for the need for military intervention in the service of normative 
imperatives, like stopping genocide or taking the bottom billion living in absolute poverty out 
of the conflict trap.[16] Still is this Athenian normative approach to security always possible 
and effective?  

For instance, where do we then place securing European borders by FRONTEX, the EU 
treatment of migrants as a potential threat to the integrity of the EU? FRONTEX is surely 
central in thinking about the reality of European security today and has a growing external 
dimension.[17] What about pursuing strategically vital policies – according to both the 2003 
ESS and the 2008 ESS review – like counter-terrorism by engaging in cooperation with 
regimes in the Maghreb, the Middle East and Southeast Asia with less than perfect human 
rights records in the name of fighting more effectively common enemies?[18] Does energy 
security, rightly seen as a major strategic priority according to the 2008 ESS review, not 
imply an extremely robust military intervention capability – in fact much more ambitious than 
the 60.000 headline goal –so that the EU can credibly secure by direct intervention if 
necessary and by deterrence if possible vital strategic resources like oil and gas in extremely 
unstable regions of the globe like the Middle East?  

The points raised in the previous paragraphs lead us to one crucial question: is the EU really 
able to simply do away with traditional security concerns, even if now conceived in a wider 
aggregate scale of a Union of 27? The answer is probably no, at least not entirely. Globalized 
economies and societies face global challenges to their security, no doubt. But this does not 
mean that local threats across the borders of the EU have become irrelevant. As the 2003 ESS 
wisely states “even in an era of globalisation, geography is still important.” It is because of 
this that “it is in the European interest that countries on our borders are well-governed.”[19] 
Europe remains wisely and understandably focused, in the 2003 ESS, and even more 
explicitly in the 2008 review, on its borders and bordering countries. The ever-present 
neighbourhood is strategically central for the EU’s external action, it will be the crucial test of 
its credibility and success, and this surely takes us back to the heart of the matter of traditional 
territorial security.[20]  

What is relevant to underline in terms of change, however, is how Europeanised concerns 
with border security have become. Bulgaria offers a particularly good example of this, 
because it is one of the newest EU Member States. Still its most recent strategic document 
states that “Bulgaria views its security and defence in unity with the regional, European and 
Euro Atlantic systems of security and defence”.[21]  

This centrality of borders and the near-abroad in EU strategy and external action with their 
consequent Europeanization therefore require at least revising and in my view questioning the 
notion that territorial defence is somehow a sign of lack of Europeaness in defence matters 
characteristic of new Central and Eastern Member States of the EU. Therefore “de-
prioritization of territorial defence” would be an important sign of “normative convergence” 
in the Europeanization of defence.[22] But is it more obvious that Britain is less concerned 
with its border security than Poland? Furthermore, especilly after the enlargement of 
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Schengen, is borders that really matter are increasingly EU borders, no longer primarily 
national borders within the EU. 

In fact, border security may be a higher concern in border countries of more recent EU 
membership, but it is a more widespread concern throughout the EU. Moreover, now this 
concern with border security tends to be, very significantly, focused on securing the external 
borders of the Union. This is an attitude often criticized as an egotistical defensive Europe-
Fortress kind of vision of the EU in the world. But whether this is true or not, whether we like 
this kind of vision or not is irrelevant in recognizing its relevance as evidence of the 
Europeanization of concerns with border security. 

It is true that the EU tries to secure the borders of Europe not simply by using traditional 
deterrence and coercion, but also by proactively engaging and cooperating with neighbouring 
States so as to make them as stable and benign as possible, and also, if possible, prosperous 
and well governed. Still, many see this as simply Western imperialism under a contemporary 
normative disguise. This perception may be unfair, but it is surely strategically relevant; and it 
has roots in past history of informal but real European domination over nominally 
independent countries, especially in the Middle East.[23] 

The EU as a security actor may be in principle more normative than other international actors. 
Yet in practice and in extremis it may seem to merely choose to frame its actions in a 
normative way, in a fashion that does not force Europeans to act (or not to act) against their 
vital security interests because of UN norms and institutions. This points to the important 
problem of the EU itself defining the norms it wants to obey as a normative security actor, 
making it much closer to a traditional imperialist civilizing power – who often in history act 
using some kind of normative argument, some universal manifest destiny but according to 
norms of their own choosing.[25]  

It is also important to recognise that there are some – even if relatively minor – signs of 
tension regarding the translation of this normative European wish for alignment with the UN 
into practice. Namely, there are statements of those in charge of peace-keeping at the UN 
level expressing concern with an excessive “regionalization” of “security”, which “has 
encouraged an ‘only in my backward’ approach that spells trouble for regions that lack the 
necessary capacities”; and also underlining that “no other organization retains the universal 
legitimacy of the UN”.[24]  

However, it seems clear that the deepening of ESDP is perceived as in accordance with an 
Athenian principle, i.e. it is seen within the EU as being in normative accordance with core 
normative principals of the UN Charter, particularly Chapter VIII, which emphasises the 
importance of regional organizations developing an ability to be security providers in their 
own areas, even if under the coordination and ultimate authority of the UN Security Council. 

The central role of the Kosovo crisis of 1998-1999 in the emergence of ESDP helps to 
underline both the importance and the limits of the normative commitment of EU Member 
States. European intervention in Kosovo underlines an important limitation of the predictive 
power of the conception of the EU as a normative power if this is understood as always 
requiring an explicit ruling of the UN Security Council authorising European military actions. 
This is certainly seen as desirable by all EU member states in all situations, if possible. But 
the Kosovo crisis also shows that – even before the 2004/2007 enlargement – many EU 
countries could feel forced to act in defence of their vital security interests in the near abroad, 
even in the absence of an explicit UN mandate. And yet, it is no less important to remember 
that intervention in Kosovo was still framed in Athenian terms, i.e. in the name of UN 
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principles, particularly of the international norm forbidding genocide and requiring States to 
do all that is in their power to make sure it never happens again.  

Crucial for the future of ESDP will be its ability to reconcile the vital geopolitical Realpolitik 
priority of securing itself, its neighbourhood, and its main suppliers of resources and the 
routes linking it to them with its principled concern with global security threats in the context 
of a strong universal normative Athenian commitment essential to legitimise ESDP within the 
EU. 

Yet the Kosovo crisis in 1998-1999, unquestionably essential to the birth of ESDP, strictly 
speaking gave birth to a NATO, not a EU mission. In fact, it was NATO’s first real war, even 
if, for some, it was largely a virtual one for the West.[26] What then can be said of the 
connection of ESDP with NATO? 

  

  

  

1.2. ESDP and NATO: to be or not to be European Defence  

The potential competition between NATO and ESDP is a recurrent question in analysis of the 
latter, which suggests both the importance of this issue and some difficulty in answering it 
once and for all. This is strange because all major political statements from both institutions 
have repeatedly stated their firm commitment to working in close cooperation.[27] 

But couldn’t ESDP live a parallel existence to NATO? No, both have as their core aim to 
achieve and maintain security and peace in Europe and the surrounding region. This is evident 
in the case of ESDP. It is perhaps less obvious in the case of NATO. Yet there can be no 
doubt about it. The 1999 NATO Strategic Concept states clearly in point 6 that “the Alliance 
has striven since its inception to secure a just and lasting peaceful order in Europe.” It goes on 
to add in point 7 that “the Alliance embodies the transatlantic link by which the security of 
North America is permanently tied to the security of Europe.” This umbilical link between 
NATO and the EU is made clear by the role of the US in the early stages of European 
integration, and the fact that 21 of the 27 Member States of the EU 27 are also members of 
NATO.[28] 

The 2008 ESS review did not, as expected, result in any changes in this mandatory Atlantic 
security link. Furthermore, the fact that France has announced its intention to reintegrate the 
military structure of NATO signals the end of any French attempts to effect a major review of 
the principle of transatlantic cooperation governing ESDP. This French volte-face – 
particularly significant because it came from a nominally, at least Gaullist French President, 
Nicholas Sarkozy – is indeed seen primarily as a way to dispel any suspicions regarding Paris 
determination of pursuing further deepening of ESDP as a way to compete with and 
undermine the Atlantic Alliance. This could mean, however, at least this seems to be 
Sarkozy’s expectation, that as an informal trade-off the UK and the US would not block 
further deepening of ESDP, on the contrary, they would support it.[29] This is obviously an 
important but untested proposition. 

Despite the clear principle of transatlantic cooperation in all the official statements, the notion 
that ESDP will de facto result in growing European autonomy and capabilities in the field of 
defence relative to the US deserves some consideration. The notion that ESDP represents a 
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form of soft balancing of the US – hard balancing being out of the question for the foreseeable 
future – is defended by authors like Robert Art. The latter claims “regional security concerns 
were not the only driving factor behind ESDP […] Although the British did insist the ESDP 
be NATO friendly […] they had another objective in mind: they wanted Europe to enhance its 
military capability […] they are working steadily and deliberately to pool and integrate their 
resources and to fashion a more effective Europe-wide military force. […] A European Union 
that can act autonomously in its own region and that can provide its own security is an EU 
that will be less under the United States’ thumb”.[30] Steps already taken or likely to be taken 
in the context of ESDP do seem to make greater autonomy, and even some competition or 
friction with the US, possible in the future, namely the intention to invest more in European 
defence industry via projects coordinated by the European Defence Agency (EDA); and the 
possible future creation of a fully operational EU military HQ. 

However, for the most part and for the moment, it does seems times are relatively hard for 
soft balancing of the US via ESDP, since EU policies in the field of foreign policy and 
security seem to be constrained by the need not to contradict or confront the US in any way, 
and the US is still very much the dominant military power in Europe acting and being 
perceived as the ultimate guarantor of its security. Saint-Malo and the subsequent 
development of ESDP do seem to show that progress within the EU, particularly in this area 
of defence and security, is very difficult if not impossible against NATO and the US. 

This may well seem paradoxical in light of the fact that external shock caused by the Kosovo 
crisis of 1998-1999 was decisive in pushing more reluctant members of the EU towards 
acceptance of the need to develop ESDP. British Prime Minister Tony Blair leaves no room 
for doubt about this in his famous Chicago foreign policy speech of April 1999 when he 
states: “If anything Americans are too ready to see no need to get involved in affairs of the 
rest of the world. […] We understand that this is something that we have no right to take for 
granted, and must match with our own efforts. That is the basis for the recent initiative I took 
with President Chirac of France to improve Europe’s own defence capabilities.”[31] The 
Balkanic origins of ESDP are also confirmed in the 2003 ESS itself, which states that “the 
outbreak of conflict in the Balkans was a reminder that war has not disappeared from our 
continent.”[32]  

However, if the central role of the Kosovo crisis of 1998-1999 seems clearly established as 
the traumatic founding event of the ESDP leading to the emergence of doctrine and 
institutions of European security, its implications are not necessarily as obvious.  

That the Kosovo crisis of 1998-1999 and the need to respond to ethnic cleansing might lead to 
an Athenian doctrine of human security seems only natural – the Serbian State was, in this 
case, the causer of the violence not the provider of it. But Kosovo also seemed to show 
dramatically the potential problems in practice of the principle of subordination of European 
security not only to the UN but also to close cooperation with the US in the context of NATO. 
Kosovo made clear, as Blair’s speech just cited shows, that the American Administration and 
European Governments– even those of close allies like Britain – might not have the same 
threat perception regarding an on-going crisis. Americans and Europeans might, therefore, 
disagree on the level of commitment to crisis management required by any given crisis.  

Yet the implications drawn from this crisis were clearly different for different members of the 
EU. Some EU members, namely the UK, seem to have wanted as a consequence to developed 
ESDP but then quickly put it in a state of frozen embryo, its development stopped by a NATO 
refrigerator in the shape of the Berlin Plus rules, until a news crisis comes when ESDP would 
be needed because US and NATO would not be available. Others, namely France but also 
other EU-firsters like Finland, see ESDP as the way to develop a permanent fully autonomous 
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European defence capability that would dispense with most if not all of EU dependence upon 
US/NATO for crisis management, even at its very doorstep, as was so clearly demonstrated in 
Kosovo. Most EU members are somewhere in the middle. 

Still, the Berlin agreement on ESDP and NATO obviously continues to be seen as politically 
indispensable by Washington and some European capitals, not just London. But it is 
important to underline in particular the conditions under which this is done – of an 
asymmetrical relationship of subordination of ESDP to NATO. The 1999 NATO strategic 
concept states in point 17 that “the development of a common foreign and security policy 
(CFSP)” by the EU “would be compatible with the common security and defence policy 
established within the framework of the Washington Treaty.” It goes on to reinforce this 
subordination of ESDP to NATO in point 18 by reaffirming explicitly the Berlin Plus 
compromise of 1996 to the effect that “the Alliance fully supports the development of the 
European Security and Defence Identity within the Alliance” The 2008 ESS Review again 
confirms this subordination of ESDP to NATO by stating that “the transatlantic relationship is 
irreplaceable” and even, somewhat incredibly, that Berlin Plus adds to the operational 
capability of the EU. Again very revealing is the Athenian touch given in the 2008 ESS 
review to the Transatlantic relationship arguing that “acting together, the European Union and 
the United States can be a formidable force for good in the world.” Significantly the 2008 
review refers that “our aim should be an effective and balanced partnership with the USA”, 
implicitly conceding this is not currently the case, and concludes from this that “this is an 
additional reason for the EU to build up further its capabilities and increase its 
coherence.”[33]  

NATO has unquestionably been the deciding and decisive factor in shaping the current form 
of ESDP, regardless of whether this is seen as a positive or negative thing. This paper argues 
that this ESDP-NATO relationship has, in fact, had both positive and negative implications. 
On the positive side two aspects deserve to be highlighted. The first one is the fact that NATO 
provided its European members, which are by far the largest contributors to ESDP, with many 
years of experience of joint doctrinal development and training exercises at the tactical and 
operational level, which might not have been possible except for US leadership and powerful 
incentives in the shape of military aid. More recently, NATO out-of-area missions have given 
Europeans experience of jointness on the ground in dealing together with the most serious 
security problems arising today from fighting terrorism and insurgencies to dealing with 
failing States.  

The best proof of the dominance of NATO is the fact that, very logically and pragmatically, 
NATO armament, doctrine and training standards have been tacitly adopted by ESDP, even 
by traditionally neutral EU countries which are not part of NATO like Sweden or Ireland. The 
latter have, post-1991, cooperated with NATO it in the context of the Partnership for Peace. 
PP and then NATO membership have obviously been very important in accelerating the 
Westernisation of defence and security of Central and Eastern European countries.[34] This 
has dispensed a great deal of effort in terms of integrating different European militaries at the 
tactical and operational level. The apparent gap in European operational doctrine – so far EU 
doctrine has only been strategic – is de facto filled-in by NATO doctrine. 

The second positive point is that, crucially, NATO has continued to be seen as the primary 
means of guaranteeing the security of Europe; as well as the main conduit for the US and 
Europe to deal with major crises requiring robust military interventions. Not without 
justification in reality on the ground NATO continues to be perceived as the ultimate 
European defence, thus shielding ESDP. If it wasn’t for NATO, the ESDP would now look 
not as a success but as a dangerously weak way of securing Europe. This subordination to 
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NATO allowed the EU not to try to do too much too soon on its own in the dangerous field of 
defence and crisis management. 

But if this subordination of ESDP to NATO has protected the EU, it has also very much 
constrained its full development. NATO is now – alongside budgetary constraints – an 
important obstacle to the deepening of ESDP in accordance with the stated 2003 ESS aim of 
providing the EU with robust autonomous actorness in international crisis management.[35] 
Mandatory cooperation of ESDP with NATO in operational terms has become the crucial 
limitation to further deepening of European defence. In its place NATO operational resources 
are to be utilized by the EU in accordance with the so-called Berlin-plus framework. The 
concern with avoiding overlaps between the two organizations has in fact meant that the 
development of a fully autonomous fully operational EU HQ or real-life EU military exercises 
has been impossible so far. 

The Berlin Plus agreement of 1996 between the EU and NATO is consequently a misnomer, 
it should be called Berlin Minus because it creates artificial red-lines in the development of a 
fully capable, credible and autonomous European security dimension. It institutionalises a 
situation of fundamental asymmetry between the two sides. On the one hand, we have NATO 
with a case by case necessarily consensual decision of whether to cooperate with ESDP – this 
means among other things that Turkey has a veto on ESDP, and it has used it to pressure the 
EU to enlarge to include it. On the other hand, we have the EU constrained by a mandatory 
principle of cooperation with NATO. 

NATO has therefore been both necessary for ESDP, and an obstacle to its transformation into 
a really autonomous, credible and robust security actor, according to the aims stated in the 
2003 ESS. That and, of course, the lack of clear political will to deepen ESDP, especially if it 
means more defence expenditure, from many European leaders. ESDP cannot build a real 
partnership with NATO – something much to be desired – since it is so obviously 
subordinated to it. 

*  

What is very important to underline is that this subordination of ESDP to NATO was present 
at the creation of the former in 1999, and therefore evidently precedes the EU enlargement of 
2004/2007. NATO and the US continue to be seen as the ultimate guarantors of European 
security not just by the new EU Member Countries or “New Europe” as some have called it, 
but also by many in “Old Europe”, not least Britain.  

It is clear that there are some specific traits in a converging European security culture 
recognisable in the 2003 ESS but even more so in the 2008 ESS review, which have been 
characterised in this paper as Athenian. Again this shows that the 2004/2007 enlargement did 
not fundamentally affect or divert the emergence of a European strategic culture embodied in 
the main doctrinal texts of ESDP.  

The problem may be that this human security doctrine is perhaps too perfect to be completely 
true as a practical solution for very real security problems. It certainly does not solve the 
impasse in ESDP-NATO relations. But if there is an EU strategic culture, how does it relate to 
ongoing and past experiences of European engagement in crisis management? 
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2 

Towards a European Doctrine of Crisis Management 

  

Does it make sense to pay a great deal of attention to the European Security Strategy and to its 
revisions? Is a European doctrine really that relevant as guide to effective crisis management? 
We believe so, but there are important objections to this view that need to be addressed in 
introducing this issue.  

The first and most basic objection derives from a position of generic scepticism relative to all 
doctrine, national or European, strategic or otherwise. This position can be summarised in 
terms of doctrine being merely declaratory, political, and having no real impact. What really 
matters are facts and actors on the ground. Equally radical in its criticism is the contention 
that European Security Strategy as it now stands is not really strategic at all, because it takes 
too much on board for political reasons. [35 bis] 

A second major objection, that can be seen as a variation of a wider Euro-sceptic argument 
argues that in core aspects of traditional State sovereignty it is very difficult if not impossible 
to Europeanize policies, it is also not desirable to do so. This would be the case, obviously, of 
security and defence. The EU in this view is simply not, and should not attempt to be, a 
strategic actor because it is not a state. Moreover, European States are too different in their 
size and capabilities, in their geopolitical context and their traditional security priorities to be 
able to reach any kind of significant strategic convergence with doctrinal expression.[36]  

It should be underlined that the fact that this argument can be seen as a security variation of a 
sceptical argument about the EU, does not signify that only those hostile to the EU adhere to 
it. Authors like Stanley Hoffmann, by no means a priori hostile to European integration, can 
also be found arguing that “in areas of key importance to the national interest, nations prefer 
the certainty, or the self-controlled uncertainty, of national self-reliance, to the uncontrolled 
uncertainty of the untested blender”.[37] If indeed only states can be strategic actors, this is a 
logical if not even tautological conclusion.  

Why then do we believe that a European strategic doctrine in security and defence, and its 
revisions, deserve attention when discussing EU crisis management despite these objections? 
Because doctrine in general serves at least three very important functions:  

1. It has a declaratory function, but as an authoritative official policy statement;  
2. It sets priorities, establishing what the security forces are about;  
3. It is an authoritative bridge between lessons learned, present concerns and most likely 

future missions.  

Given these main functions of strategic doctrine, in response to the first objection I would 
argue that it makes little sense – as a rule at least – to oppose formal doctrine to informal 
practical lessons learned on the ground. Both are necessary and even if some décalage is 
inevitable between doctrinal principles and actual practice, especially at the higher – strategic 
– level, The three functions set above are indispensable, and a medium term periodic revision 
to take into account developments in the international context should be more than enough to 
guarantee its usefulness in setting meaningful long-term security goals. As Michael Howard 
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aptly puts it: “I am tempted to declare that whatever doctrine the Armed Forces are working 
on, they have got it wrong. I am also tempted to declare that it does not matter […]. What 
does matter is their capacity to get it right quickly when the moment arrives. It is the task of 
military science in an age of peace to prevent it from being too badly wrong.”[38] 

Regarding the second objection, certainly a widened EU of 27 presents challenges of strategic 
coordination. However, at the same time, factors that point towards convergence around 
ESDP should also be duly considered. Namely, because of their relative position in the world, 
convergent political cultures – not least because of Europeanization in other areas driven by 
EU membership – it is clear that at least some systemic geopolitical, bureaucratic and political 
pressures will be relatively similar across Europe and converge towards making ESDP a 
necessity. In particular threats being faced and the means needed (and lack thereof) are 
arguably relatively similar across Europe. Polls certainly show some convergence in security 
concern among Europeans despite divisions of the political elites over things like the 2003 
Iraq war. Namely the Eurobarometer shows “two-thirds of European citizens are of the view 
that belonging to the European Union has positive effects on their country’s security (66%) 
and on their country’s influence in the world (65%), affirming the widespread support that 
exists for the Union’s common security and defence and foreign policies”.[39] This level of 
support has remained consistent in the latest polls showing the highest level of support for 
more joint EU decision-making precisely on fighting terrorism and the third highest for 
security and defence cooperation.[40] The big question of course is – are ordinary Europeans 
and their respective political elites of the same mind on this issue? Moreover are Europeans 
from different countries thinking of the same thing when they express support to ESDP? 
These are crucial points that do need further research, not least by Eurobarometer. 

This section focus on whether different EU Member Countries are learning the same things 
from this decade of ESDP and from other missions overseas. Do they perceive the same kind 
of threats and, if so, are they converging on the same kind of responses to deal more 
effectively and more cooperatively with them through ESDP? The answer is a qualified yes, 
as the following pages will show.  

  

  

2.1. Enlargement means Widening of Divisions?  

Our answer to this question is that despite the differences between the 27, institutional 
learning at the level of ESDP has been good. But while Europeanization of Defence is real 
enough, regardless or even because of enlargement, it still is insufficient and has not 
happened at the same rate in all EU Member Countries.  

Probably the most surprising and one of the most interesting signs of the pulling force of 
Europe as a meeting place for solving practical military problems are the periodic meetings of 
the heads of the European navies of Countries part of EU and of NATO known as CHENS. 
This is all the more significant because the meetings were initiated by the First Sea Lord, the 
head of the British Royal Navy. This shows that thinking in European terms in defence 
matters makes strategic sense, even in the case of the traditionally guarded British military. 
Yet, at the same time, CHENS also shows the limits of this process of Europeanization of 
Defence. This is an informal meeting outside of the formal scope of ESDP. It seems very 
likely that this is how the British initiators wanted CHENS to be, because of likely domestic 
British political problems that would be caused by a more formal EU initiative. Still, the EU – 
but also the US Navy and NATO – are invited as observers.[41] 
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Further evidence of Europeanization can also be seen in traditionally Atlanticist countries – 
like Portugal, or the Netherlands – in the growing visibility in official military doctrine of the 
European dimension as a new test case of their ability to be effective internationally. Perhaps 
most significant of all concerning this Europeanization of defence is Denmark, precisely 
because it has opted-out of it, primarily because of concerns over national sovereignty. Not 
only is there a growing consensus, among the Danish political elite at least, that Danes should 
opt-out of the opt-out; but even more importantly, in terms of doctrine, despite of this “an eye 
is still kept on EU standards” by the Danish Military.[42]  

Another sign of change and convergence towards a stronger ESDP between different strategic 
cultures as a result of Europeanization is an open letter – in the context of cooperation in the 
EU Presidency trio – by the defence ministers of tamed power Germany and Atlanticist 
Portugal arguing for more and better European defence cooperation. This letter offers a shared 
vision for the future of ESDP as a particularly able provider of global security because of its 
comprehensive approach including both civilian State-building and military expeditionary 
capabilities.[43] 

Certainly there are differences in terms of priority areas for ESDP. In the new Central and 
Eastern European Member Countries of the EU like the Czech Republic “missions in the 
Balkans are preferred (Kosovo, Bosnia and Herzegovina), deeper involvement in Iraq and 
Afghanistan is feared, while Africa is entirely absent”. Still significantly, as a result of the 
unpopularity of the intervention in Iraq alongside the US, there is more willingness in these 
newer EU Member Countries to see ESDP more positively, even if this is not necessarily 
equally true for all parties in their respective political spectrum – some of the more right-wing 
parties still tend to be more pro-NATO and/or more reserved regarding ESDP. There are 
unquestionably limits to Europeanization as has been pointed out by a number of authors.[44] 

Still, despite these complexities, limits and nuances, there is a growing will translated in 
troops on the ground overseas from these news EU Member Countries, as part of their effort 
to become fully accepted participants in the EU and the West. There is certainly no 
convincing evidence that an Eastern concern with territorial defence – in any case shared, 
even after 1989, by at least some countries of the EU 15, like Greece and Finland – has made 
them less willing to deploy forces overseas. In fact, the case of Finland and its commitment to 
multilateral missions since 1958 would seem to show that these two concerns can be 
reconciled precisely in the context an Athenian security culture, where self-defence in the 
near abroad and global human security both have a place. 

Again one of the two youngest Members of the EU, Bulgaria, offers a good example of this 
with 80% of the military expressing “their support and willingness to take part in a military 
mission abroad” and the general public showing equal support for NATO and EU overseas 
missions (64% acceptance) with 30% strongly opposing them, and only 19% expressing 
strong opposition to participation in ESDP battle-groups.[45] This is telling of the crucial fact 
that most new Member States have, if anything, been more willing than at least some of the 
EU 15, to contribute and participate actively in European overseas missions.  

Very importantly, also, new and older members of the EU seem to be drawing very similar 
lessons from these crises management efforts.  

The ESDP dimension with its strong Athenian normative discourse has also been important in 
allowing traditionally neutral countries to start to include in their strategic doctrines 
references to a commitment to European solidarity in security matters.  
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2.2. Main Divisions within ESDP 

What then are the main division in terms of strategic culture within the EU? Regarding the 
role of the EU (and the US) there are:  

� EU-firsters like France, Germany, Belgium or Finland;  
� Atlanticists in large numbers, like Britain, Portugal, the Netherlands and now Central 

and Eastern countries;  

In terms of national sovereignty in defence matters there are:  

� Multilateralists in large numbers  
� Stricter Neutrals and Sovereignits in smaller numbers, like Austria, Ireland and to 

some degree the UK.  

In terms of the willingness to intervene forcefully overseas there are:  

� Former Colonial powers most willing to do so, like the UK, France, Netherlands, 
Spain, Portugal  

� Countries with no colonial power and tamed powers like Germany, or the Nordic 
countries.  

One last element that might also be considered is the relative size and military capacities of 
EU State: bigger States with a higher level of ambition versus smaller States with a lower 
level of ambition. Still, in practice, this is probably the least predictive division – bigger 
States can have a great deal of reservations about using their bigger forces, as is the case of 
Germany, and smaller states, like the Netherlands or Denmark, can be much more willing to 
do so. 

These lines of division, of course, are ideal types, and in practice they are not completely rigid 
and there can be some degree of overlapping between them. They may also evolved in 
different ways and at different rates during the decade of existence ESDP and in the future. 

Europeanization of defence and security is, indeed, not happening at the same rate across the 
EU and is far from complete. It is also still uncertain whether the bridging exercises between 
different national strategic cultures represented by the 2003 ESS and the 2008 ESS Review 
will result in the medium to long term in an effective convergence between these national 
strategic cultures; or will the latter instead eventually create clashing expectations regarding 
ESDP.  

EU-firsters like France, Germany, Finland or Belgium but also new member states like 
Poland may become frustrated because ESDP does not become more robust and autonomous. 
Britain seems to be concerned with effectiveness but mostly in the sense of ESDP being an 
effective complement of NATO and US-led missions. Neutral countries like Ireland or 
Austria or even tamed power Germany seem to want to make sure that everything is done in a 
normatively exemplary way and with few or no casualties among local civilians and their own 
forces. And yet an Athenian strategic culture centred on human security may well require 
more risks and more casualties for European forces engaged overseas in order to minimise 
them among local civilians. [46] 

Still it seems safe to say that in general we can see a trend towards some Europeanising 
convergence. More and more Atlanticist countries which had initial reservations concerning 
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ESDP like Portugal, Netherlands seem to have become, if not less pro-US, then certainly 
more pro-ESDP.  

In terms of the multilateral dimension and overseas intervention, at least some neutral 
countries have shown a willingness to move towards the direction of convergence with the 
perceptions and options of most other EU Member countries. For instance in the case of 
Ireland it is stated in the EU 25/27 Watch that “As any expansion of the Petersberg tasks to 
include disarmament, military advice, conflict prevention and post-conflict stabilisation is 
consistent with the principles of the UN, this is not problematic from an Irish perspective” as 
long as it is based on intergovernmental consensus.[47]  

The post-colonial linkage is probably an important indicator both of the strength of the 
connection with areas outside of Europe and a willingness, born of vast past experiences of 
overseas warfare, to deploy forces. Still many new Eastern Member Countries seem to be 
willing enough to send forces overseas – is this a temporary thing, born of an attempt to show 
they are really important members of the EU and NATO? The fact is that these and other lines 
of the division seem to have become increasingly blurred. The few more extreme exceptions 
in terms of national security cultures have tended to move towards greater convergence with 
the EU mainstream.  

This trend towards Europeanization will seem most doubtful in the case of Britain, for good 
reason. And yet it could be true to some degree even of that more insular case, not least 
because its relatively guarded participation in ESDP discussions and deployments have still 
been significant because of the high quality of British strategic thinking and military 
capabilities. Also a strong British legalistic tradition in military affairs would make it a priori 
likely to be receptive and also very able to contribute significantly to the formulation of an 
effective Athenian European strategic culture; if, that is, British domestic politics and a 
concern with preserving a special relationship with the US does not preclude it. 

What does seem very clear is that the important divisions in traditional national strategic 
cultures within the EU existed before the latest enlargement of 2004/2007 and were not 
significantly altered by it. 

What also seems clear is that the emerging European strategic doctrine has so far been above 
all a bridging exercise between different national strategic traditions. A new Athenian layer of 
strategic culture and doctrine has been added to existing national ones and has been trying to 
glue them together.  

The importance of the linkage between identity and security culture has often been explored 
in recent studies of national doctrinal development. Namely in the introduction to an 
important collective volume of these studies, Jepperson, Wendt and Katzenstein postulate 
that: ‘norms are collective expectations about proper behaviour for a given identity.’[48] This 
is no less pertinent in the analysis of European strategic documents. The crucial point in this 
respect is to realise that ESDP doctrine reflects the composite aggregate nature of European 
citizenship and identity.[49] This means that in the field of security, traditional national 
security cultures have to recognise themselves minimally in this additional aggregated 
doctrinal layer represented by a shared European security doctrine. This explains the perhaps 
exasperating but also rather inevitable slowness of the development of ESDP and, possibly, 
some of the insufficiencies and gaps in its strategic doctrine in the original 2003 formulation 
and, now, in the 2008 review. Slow and steady, pragmatism and gradualism are well-
established means of achieving things in terms of the politics of European integration.  
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2.3. Shared Lessons from ESDP Missions? 

More than 20 ESDP missions since ESDP was declared operational in 2003 would prima 
facies seem to be a promising sign for the practical salience of European Strategic Culture 
based on shared lessons from shared experiences. This is certainly the view taken by the 2008 
ESS Review when it states that as a result of this broad range of missions ESDP “has grown 
in experience and capability”. It also confidently states that “these achievements are the 
results of a distinctive European approach to foreign and security policy.”[50] In other words, 
ESDP made a difference and was made differently; it reflected a distinctly European way in 
security and defence, with an especially apt comprehensive civil-military approach to crisis 
management and resolution.  

It is certainly true that there have been no clear cases of failure in ESDP missions. This 
optimism has to be qualified, however, by the fact that ESDP missions so far have been very 
modest both in resources mobilised and in aims – nine of them being very small indeed, 
involving less than 200 people. The European edge in the shape of a truely comprehensive 
approach, moreover, has been less than obvious in what have been for the most part non-
military missions. No less evident is the reactive nature of these missions, many of them 
emerged in response to outside requests. 

These features are in stark contrast with the robust, proactive, preventive and strategic aims 
for ESDP stated in the 2003 ESS, and even more strongly in its 2008 review.  

Furthermore it would be facile to conclude that from a growing participation and interaction 
of Member States in these ESDP missions, and even in other missions, the European 
militaries are automatically becoming more integrated and better able to work together in a 
strategically effective way. After all, one of the reasons why strategic culture is seen as so 
important is precisely because these basic norms about the role of force in international 
politics and the best ways in war and peace tend to work as lenses that condition in different 
ways what is actually seen and learned by military institutions from the same crisis.[51]  

Still, before moving on to a more specific analysis, some generic lessons of these ten years of 
ESDP should be underline. They may be relatively obvious but are nonetheless very 
important.  

The first generic lessons is that, justifying the optimism of the 2008 Review, the institutional 
coordination between the Council, the Commission and the Member States represented in 
COPS worked well. Yet this was true in the context of modest ESDP Missions. The vital 
follow-up question is if an effective institutional coordination of ESDP will be possible with 
the existing EU institutions if more difficult and more demanding missions are attempted? Is 
this socialization and institutionalization process of Europeanization of defence and security, 
in other words, robust enough to face serious crisis management challenges?  

A second key generic lesson of this decade of ESDP follows from the first – likely success 
and low risk of failure, modesty of aims and resources were vital in building support among 
EU Members States. In this risky area of strict intergovernmental cooperation it was clearly 
seen as prudent for ESDP not to try to do too much too soon. The crucial follow up question 
is if this was indeed a prudent initial stage, or is it all that ESDP will be able to muster in 
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building security for the EU and the world? If it is then it would be appropriate to say ESDP 
was a case of much ado about nothing, or very little. 

The reforms in ESDP in the Lisbon Treaty seem to provide an important answer to the 
questions just raised. They seem to show a converging lesson of the European political elites 
that more coordination and more autonomous direction, namely in the shape of a new double-
hated High Representative for ESDP, are necessary for the next stage of ESDP envisioned in 
the 2008 Review.  

Stronger, more institutionalised coordination would indeed be vital for timelier, more 
coherent, more visible and more strategic ESDP actorness. However, going back to a point 
mentioned in the 2008 Review, the big question is if ESDP and its further institutionalization 
in the Lisbon Treaty have the support of public opinion in the Member States. The pending 
ratification of the Lisbon Treaty will provide a crucial answer to this question. So even at the 
level of EU institutions ESDP is still very much a work in progress, and one limited by the 
pending ratification of the Lisbon Treaty.  

In terms of a more detailed analysis of the impact of these ten years of ESDP in the Member 
States, few if any specialists would confidently state that the different strategic cultures within 
the EU – namely in terms of the willingness to use force and project it abroad, questions of 
neutrality and national sovereignty, relationship with NATO and the US – have been 
fundamentally altered by ten years of ESDP.[52]  

A recent in-depth study by Bastian Giegerich shows that there are important mismatches and 
insufficiencies regarding crisis management in key countries for the process of building an 
effective ESDP. Significantly he chooses to illustrate this argument by focusing on three cases 
from “Old Europe” – Austria, Britain, and Germany. His paper shows that the fundamental 
divides that have to be bridge for significant further deepening ESDP depend upon changes in 
the EU 15, namely by countries like tamed-power Germany, hardcore Atlanticist Britain, the 
main example of the problems of the enlargement… of 1973, and paradigmatically neutral 
Austria. Giegerich goes on to further illustrate this problem of diverging aims regarding the 
level of ambition and the effective commitment of forces to ESDP on ten other EU Member 
States.[53]  

It is therefore important to underline this paper is not arguing that differences between EU 
countries are now insignificant. But it is arguing is that the 2004/2007 widening of the EU 
has not fundamentally changed the nature of the divisions in strategic culture that need to be 
addressed, of the bridges that have to be built or the changes that have to be made in order to 
make ESDP more effective.  

This paper is above all also arguing that these differences, so far, have not blocked some 
convergence towards an additional, EU layer of security in the shape of ESDP, with its 
institutions, missions and an Athenian strategic doctrine. 

In terms of lessons drawn from ESDP missions and other missions overseas a number of 
common points seem clear enough across the EU.  

In terms of establishing the main threats to European security there is a clear convergence in 
including:  

� Terrorism and other forms of transnational organised crime;  
� Failing or Failed States in particular in the near abroad;  
� Energy security; 
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� Proliferation of WMDs;  

Lessons in terms of modus operandi would include:  

� Need for a comprehensive approach 
� Importance of close linkage between internal and external security  
� Need to increase expeditionary and stabilization/counterinsurgency capabilities;  
� Importance of timely action to prevent and respond effectively to complex 

emergencies;  
� Importance of State building and more generally of non-military capabilities and of 

training locals (capacity building; security sector reform)  

There is therefore some convergence at the level of threats and of what is needed to face 
them, translated in official ESDP documents and other EU documents, as well as national 
security documents. These shared concerns are clear in most recent national white books, and 
find some reference in the 2008 ESS review.[54] What is not very clear is how far deeds will 
follow words.  

  

 

 

2.4. From Words to Deeds in ESDP?  

The key lesson of a decade of ESDP is that its main problem does not lie in excessive 
differences in strategic culture between the 27, nor in a lack of a broad strategic vision; it lies 
on the fact that an Athenian strategic culture is not enough in the absence of greater 
capabilities and the political will to use them effectively through more integrated joint 
institutions. Simple intergovernmental coordination does not seem to be enough to promote 
European security in terms, for instance, of sustained operational capabilities for military 
intervention or effective anti-terrorism.[55]  

The subordination of ESDP to NATO and the US, to which we have referred, reflects not only 
political constraints, but also a very real dependence of Europe on the US in terms of 
operational institutions and military capabilities.  

However, as Seth Jones rightly points out, the capabilities gap between the US and the EU is 
due less to a structural European deficit in technological know-how, and more to a deficit of 
European investment in Research and Development in very expensive defence hardware.[56]  

Lack of effective joint EU operational security institutions is, of course, not be a problem in 
terms of funding required; they are a problem of political capital not of economic capital.  

The realization of these twin problems at the EU level led to the creation of the European 
Defence Agency (EDA) in 2004 “to support the Member States and the Council in their effort 
to improve European defence capabilities in the field of crisis management and to sustain the 
ESDP as it stands now and develops in the future.”[57] However, the practical results so far, 
even if not completely negative – there are some ongoing projects in vital areas – are far from 
significant enough to allow us to say that the basic material problem facing a credible robust 
European defence is clearly being solved. Even such an important and positive development 
as the A400 transport plan, a key tool for solving some of Europe’s strategic airlift problems, 
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is facing technical problems apparently not unconnected with the need to split the project 
across different EU Member States.[58]  

Above all there has been no major increase in investment in defence measured as a percentage 
of GDP by EU countries, nor are there any guarantees that they will be translated in a clear 
European-wide pooling of resources, because narrow national economic interests and 
preferential relationships outside of the EU often prevail. The level of defence expenditure 
has in fact remained relatively low in most EU countries. With the notable exceptions of 
Britain, France, Greece and Bulgaria it is bellow 2% of GDP. And there is no clear trend 
across Europe towards an increase, in fact the average defence expenditure in the EU has 
fallen from 1.78% to 1.69%.[59]  

In this context a serious test in the shape a major crisis was probably wisely avoided by 
ESDP. But are we not asking for the militarization of Europe because we confuse credible 
international actorness with traditional State actorness in Tilly’s terms of the State making 
war and war making the State?[60]  

The EU may want to be an Athenian power, not a militarised Martian power. Yet for the EU 
to be true to this Athenian approach linking security and development, it needs a truly 
comprehensive civil-military rapida response capability, and this requires a more effectively 
deployable European military dimension. It is incredible that with almost 500 million people, 
and c.2 million European soldiers, not even 60.000 are readily available for action in crisis 
management. The average number of in principle deployable land forces has remained more 
or less stable at 24% of the total. The modesty of accomplishments of ESDP is clear in terms 
of the aims set by EU countries themselves in the 2003 ESS and not yet met.  

The most important question in terms of closing the capabilities and implementation gap is if 
what is required for doing so would be acceptable politically by public opinion in the different 
EU Member States. Polls seem to indicate that this would be the case. But in fact a key 
question has not been clearly asked by Eurobarometer or other polls and should be in the 
future: would Europeans be willing to invest more together in defence and security? Would 
they be willing to create operational joint EU security institutions?  

The possibility of structured cooperation in ESDP inserted in the Lisbon Treaty is a clear 
indication that the possibility of serious divisions in this very delicate area where decisions 
can cost not only large amounts money but also lives is seen as real by the top Europeans 
policy-makers. Decision-makers have sought to overcome them by using this new method of 
cooperation. 

The key point to be made is that the major constraints on ESDP in terms of progress towards 
an effective, robust, autonomous European defence and security actorness is not the result of a 
lack of a degree of progress in Europeanization of the sphere of security and defence and 
emergence of a distinct Athenian security culture after only five years since ESDP has been 
declared operational. The major problems faced by ESDP are a lack of expeditionary 
capabilities, a lack of effective autonomous operational joint crisis management at EU level, 
and a lack of political will by the EU Member States to do more and invest more. 

The European capabilities gap is indeed so clear and consensual that it is an official 
convergent lesson learned in these years, expressed in key European doctrinal texts. The 2003 
ESS already pointed to the need to pool resources and promote joint investment in European-
wide defence industry. The 2008 ESS review again emphasis this.  
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More investment in greater expeditionary capabilities will indeed be the crucial test of 
whether European doctrinal documents and this emerging European security culture have a 
significant impact on the ground, in terms of hard power, which is still very much necessary 
in guaranteeing security in today’s world.  

Possibly less clear and certainly less consensual is the gap in ESDP operational institutions. In 
fact, it is not unusual to oppose more Europe military capabilities, Pwhat the ESDP really 
lacks, and more European integration and institutions, as a false ideological aim not really 
necessary for progress in ESDP. However, this is not true. More operational institutions and 
more operational capabilities both are and will be indispensable in producing a clear will and 
an effective way for the EU to really count in the sphere of defence and security. 

  

  

  

3 

The future of European security doctrine  

  

Any discussion of the future of European security doctrine has to start by acknowledging the 
great complexity of the current global strategic situation ESDP.[61] Security in this new 
century comes in multiple, partly overlapping, partly clashing levels that are no longer 
satisfactorily described by the traditional cosy distinction between civil domestic security and 
military external defence.  

There is a growing complexity in the field of security with highly disputed implications, even 
in terms of core concepts like security, defence, strategy or alliance. This makes the 
development of effective doctrine and military capabilities more challenging, but also more 
important; more challenging because of the new and often unpredictable nature of threats; 
more important because in this fog of (so-called) new wars good strategic and operational 
guidance is even more necessary, and requires more frequent revisions. 

A second layer of complexity more specific to ESDP comes from the difficulty of defining the 
Europe that is being secured. This complexity comes, first, from the difficulty in defining the 
final borders of the EU, and then also because of the large number of important actors 
participating ESDP – 26 member-states with different institutions, plus the High 
Representative, the Council Secretariat, the EU Commission, the European Parliament. In this 
latter sense, the great expansion of the number of member-states would a priori make 
decision-making in any field of EU policy more difficult. Yet as we have seen it seems 
doubtful that this widening of the EU from its traditional Western core was a significant 
obstacle to deepening of ESDP. A number of points regarding this argument have already 
been address. But even in geopolitical terms, the detail of the Eastern and Southern border of 
the EU did change after the 2004/2007 enlargement, but not the main focus of strategic 
interests. Russia, the Ukraine, the Southern Mediterranean were always seen as vital 
neighbours to EU security, even before it had enlarged to 27. 
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There is also, but again independently from the 2004/2007 enlargement, a growing number of 
neighbouring States with some kind of association or even likely future membership of the 
EU. This poses challenges in terms of reconciling flexibility, efficacy and solidarity in 
developing ESDP and articulating it with the other aspects of the European external action, 
namely the Neighbourhood Policy and future Enlargement of the EU.  

Adding to this specific complexity of European security is the potential novelty in 
institutional terms brought by the Lisbon Treaty, which brings potentially very important 
institutional novelties, particularly in the context of CFSP and ESDP. Yet they are shadowed 
by doubts, not only regarding the ratification of the Treaty, but also what these reforms will 
really meant when applied, and even about the real implications in terms of reform of ESDP 
in the event of a failure of ratification of the Lisbon Treaty. Will these reforms be pushed 
ahead regardless of the rejection of Lisbon because they are seen by the European political 
elites as too vital? Or will there be a real crisis in the always problematic international 
actorness of the EU? A crisis that would confirm the scepticism of those who see State 
sovereignty as irreplaceable and strategy as necessarily an attribute of States, making ESDP 
even harder to sell, for instance in Britain in the eve of parliamentary elections.  

Europe does have an important edge in its State building capacity, in its aid budget and 
personnel, in its institutional reconstruction experience. But military expeditionary 
capabilities are essential in addressing security challenges overseas. The factors just 
enumerated make the further development of a European Common Security and Defence 
policy particularly complex and difficult to predict but also particularly urgent and necessary. 
Nonetheless, to point to routes for a further development of ESDP will be what we will try to 
do in the following paragraphs; first by addressing the question of the future of ESDP in more 
generic and analytical terms; second by offering concrete policy advice on how to improve it.  

  

3.1. Athenian widening and deepening, or frozen embryo?  

The ESDP has been successful – not least in so far as it has avoided any clear failure – by 
being realistic about what it could and could not do, and by being relatively fuzzy in defining 
the aim of its missions. But after ten years one question has to asked: is an effective European 
actorness in the vital sphere of security an impossibility? Is the modest progress in these first 
ten years evidence of an embryonic stage of slow but steady development? Are these years the 
first step in a deepening process leading up to a much more robust and credibly autonomous 
ESDP? Or are they all that the ESDP has to offer, and this most recent child of European 
integration will remain frozen in this embryonic stage? 

The crucial open question in this respect as in others regarding the ESDP is the level of 
effective commitment to a European defence of neutral and more hardcore Atlanticist EU 
Member Countries, and not by new post-2004 EU Member countries per se. 

The future position of the UK, which possesses one of the most experienced and successful 
militaries in Europe, and arguably its most developed defence industry, is particularly vital 
and particularly difficult to predict with coming parliamentary elections that could mean a 
change in government and an even stronger Euro-sceptic policies, potentially even risking EU 
Membership, at least in its present form. One of the fundamental problems faced by any 
attempt to think in terms of the deepening of the ESDP is that it can hardly be done without 
Britain, but it can hardly be done with Britain either.  
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An effective defence partnership between the three main European powers – Britain, France 
and Germany – provides an understandably attractive short-cut in alternative to the more 
difficult effort of developing an effective ESDP in a EU of 27. [61 bis] But it has probably 
been even less possible politically than a significant deepening of ESDP. Germany’s 
commitment to multilateralism in defence matters would most likely make her want to 
include the rest of the EU. France’s wish to lead the rest of the EU would point in the same 
direction, if for different reasons. 

It is therefore difficult to offer a clear answer to this very important question. The best that 
can be done is to point out that the EU will most likely be a new kind of international actor in 
the security sphere, as it already clearly is in the economic sphere, alongside states but not 
really replacing them.  

The difficulties of European states in justifying increased investment in defence will probably 
remain unless there are clear signs they being part of a joint effort for more rationale pooling 
of funds and joint investment in European defence projects. The real possibility of a more 
reticent US global security role, because of the lessons of Iraq and the growing financial 
crisis, also would seem to points to a likely deepening of ESDP based on the necessity to 
effectively pool defence resources at a European level. It is with these starting points in mind 
that the following policy recipes for a more effective deepening of the ESDP are offered. 

  

3.2. Policy implications for the future of ESDP  

But how then, more specifically could and should a deepening of ESDP be pursued? We will 
start by pointing to changes in the broader political context that determines ESDP, and then 
move on to more specific doctrinal points.  

  

  

1. The heavily constrained EU-NATO relationship affects both the perception and the 
reality of the declared aim of the ESS to build an autonomous, robust and therefore credible 
European defence.  

� Berlin Plus is a fundamental obstacle to the deepening of ESDP that has to be 
eliminated. It should be replaced by a real EU-US Atlantic Community with periodic 
meetings and a broader agenda.  

� The new US Administration should change American policies, which since Maastricht 
have been to tried, de facto, to limit the development of ESDP. The US cannot hope to 
have more military capable European allies while, in areas that are largely depend 
from Washington, it is stopping it from becoming so.  

� The ban on EU operational military and civil-military HQ and real-life ESDP military 
should be completely lifted;  

� The EU should take seriously its commitment to accept Turkey as a Member State 
while making clear that its behaviour on NATO-EU relations is not acceptable. In 
exchange for a more Athenian Turkish behaviour, EU-Turkey security cooperation in 
line with the priority of 2008 ESS Review for capability building and security sector 
reform should be pursued and improved.  
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� Britain should stop perceiving ESDP as a secondary security tool only to be used as a 
complement to NATO or as a replacement to it, if, and only if, NATO and the US are 
not available. This is a dangerous game, because it can mean that if the US is 
unavailable, ESDP will also be unable to deal with a major crisis vital for European 
security.  

� The British government should profit from current circumstances, with Obama and 
Sarkozy in power, to bolster its status as a real strategic bridge between the US and 
the EU by promoting the changes necessary to make ESDP more effective and taking 
a leading role in it. Politically risky as this may be for the current British government, 
it takes great risks to reach great profits, and it should not be impossible to explain to 
the British public that a real Transatlantic bridge has to go both ways.  

� France should profit from its publicly unconditional re-integration into NATO military 
structure to pressure the US and the UK to move ESDP-NATO relationship beyond 
Berlin Plus towards a more effective partnership.  

� Germany should revise its defence posture in order to make a more effective 
contribution to ESDP, thus preserving its central role in all aspects of European 
integration, and act as the bridge between the bigger EU Member States and the 
smaller ones.  

� Governments of smaller EU countries – from new and older Member States, but 
particularly those of a more neutralist tradition – should be committed to convincing 
their citizens of the need to spend more in a greater commitment to ESDP by 
highlighting the advantages of this EU-wide pooling for a more rational usage of 
defence resources, and of the EU as an Athenian power, a force for normative good in 
a world full of threats to ordinary people, with its civil-military crisis management 
capacity. It should also be made clear that if ESDP fails any likely alternative will 
almost certainly provide smaller EU countries with less of a voice in their own and 
global security. 

  

2. People and States – even in the allegedly post-modern and therefore post-border, EU 
polity – need external limits to feel secure. It is not possible to ask, even in the context of 
so-called post-modern polity as the EU, for European citizens and political leaders, 
particularly from Eastern and Central Europe because of its recent past but also more 
generally, to regard security of external borders as unimportant. This is very clear in the 
European priority given to a securitization of its borders, even if not necessarily always within 
ESDP:  

� The key positive move regarding borders should therefore be, more realistically, a 
continuation of their Europeanization.  

� The Near Abroad of the EU will be the crucial test of ESDP. Border security should 
continue to be done by increased cooperation in all fields with border-States and their 
civil socieites, and not just in terms of EU security concerns. 

� A more Athenian border security has to include a more explicit and more satisfactory 
mandatory minimum standard of humane treatment of illegal migrants.  

� A more Athenian border security has to include a more realistic policy of migration, 
including the unquestionable need in European labour markets for some low-wage 
low-education migrants to come and work legally in the EU.  

� A more Athenian border security would also include a program to complement 
repatriation with efforts to identify areas of origin of migrants linked with urgent 
revision and reinforcement of cooperation programs and even, when possible and 
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necessary, military intervention including other regional players to deal with the root 
problems in their place of origin.  

  

3. Some vital strategic problems have emerged or have been significantly intensified 
since 2003. The following seem to us of particular importance: the reality of cyber-warfare by 
Russia against the Baltic States; the increased possibility of the militarization of space not 
least with a recent Chinese destruction of a redundant satellite; the intensified dispute for 
strategic resources, particularly related to energy, in a context of growing State-led resource 
nationalism and climatic changes; the emergence of insurgency as a major military challenge 
to western intervention; the growing menace of nuclear proliferation particularly in a very 
sensitive area like the Middle East, adding to nuclear-armed Israel the possibility of nuclear-
armed Iran and of an intensified Arab-Israeli conflict; the threat of mass terrorism – including 
nuclear – with the survival of the Al-Qaeda leadership in Afghanistan-Pakistan and its 
enduring appeal as model for radicals elsewhere. Of these threats, some like terrorism, climate 
change and energy security have been clearly addressed by the ESS and other EU documents, 
but not necessarily taking into account their full implications. Here are some further measures 
on how best to fill these security gaps:  

� An EU Cyber-War Agency and adequate resources and doctrine should be made 
available to deal with this new threat to such vital infrastructures of the modern 
information-age economy;  

� The militarization of space should be actively opposed by the EU. Concomitantly 
defensive countermeasures should be studied in the context of an effort to develop 
ESA and EDA programmes to protect European space infrastructures. The ambiguity 
of the latter should provide additional leverage in any negotiations. Adequate doctrine 
should be developed as a guideline to deal with these problems.  

� A well-funded well-developed EU Counter-Terrorism Agency is essential, not an 
almost powerless coordinator, to provide effective action across the EU to deal in 
close cooperation with national institutions with this security priority for all 
Europeans, one with increasingly trans-national ramifications.  

� The EU needs to pursue in a coordinated way a strategy of energy integration and 
diversification. Infrastructures aiming at this and an increased capacity for jointly 
managed strategic reserves are a security priority and should be funded accordingly.  

� Energy efficiency should be a priority in all future EDA projects for European military 
capabilities. 

� The EU should pursue mutual security agreements with vital energy providers and 
transit countries.  

� There should be a joint EU strategy for dealing with foreign-State owned companies 
and sovereign funds in terms of reciprocity. 

� EU Intelligence is vital if ESDP is to prevent and deal in a timely and effective way 
with deadly complex emergencies in failing states. In an initial stage and to counter 
political backlash this intelligence dimension should be included as a section of a new 
Operational EU-HQ, it could also initially continue to be limited to collecting open 
source intelligence, with reliance on covert information from the Member States, even 
if this has some practical disadvantages.  

� The EU needs a nuclear strategy. This should be an Athenian strategy of ambitious 
nuclear disarmament for the existing nuclear powers – including, naturally, EU 
members; and support for measures to fight nuclear proliferation more effectively, 
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namely by giving more powers and more means to the IAEA and revising NPT in 
2010.  

� Even if French and British nuclear arsenals cannot be immediately eliminated, their 
gradual and partial Europeanization should start as soon as possible – namely using 
the current British debate on review of its Americanized nuclear deterrent – in terms 
both of doctrine and of funding. This would be crucial for the EU to be able to deter 
credibly new and existing nuclear threats.  

� The EU should commit as a strategic priority to a comprehensive regional solution for 
peace in the Middle East. This would include: the freezing of the Iranian nuclear 
program against guarantees for their national security; a final agreement on a two State 
solution for Israel/Palestin and a treaty resolving Israel/Syria/Lebanon border disputes; 
and a regional peace-agreement between Arab States, Iran and Israel. 

� A more operationally-able ESDP, after the revision of Berlin Plus, should be able to 
make it a strategic priority to deal effectively with the al-Qaeda threat in Afghanistan-
Pakistan by pursuing an active engagement with the region in terms of increased 
diplomatic, development and military presence in the region. The EU should also 
engage actively with the US in a on-going follow-up and review of the strategic 
options to deal with the problem.  

� A comprehensive approach to the problem of counterinsurgency in particular and 
stabilization operations in general is potentially a great strategic edge of the EU. But 
for it be truly comprehensive it cannot be, in practice, almost exclusively a civilian 
crisis response capability. It requires also a robust military and security dimension. 
This implies a clear EU commitment to make good as a minimum level of ambition 
the 60.000 rapid reaction force headline goal. It also requires a clear priority for this 
mission in future EU investments in military capabilities.  

  

4. The reforms contained in the Lisbon Treaty are arguably nowhere more important than 
in the ESDP dimension. It clearly aims at creating improved actorness, greater cohesion and 
coherence. Changes brought by the new Treaty, if it is ratified, will create a bureaucratic drive 
for upgrading ESDP and showing its effectiveness. But more could be done in terms of these 
very important institutional and financial dynamics.  

� The new High Representative should push forward for a real permanent EU 
Operational Military HQ as a condition for doing his job and be able to pursue an 
Athenian comprehensive approach.  

� Budgetary constraints born of the current economic crisis should be actively used by 
EU governments, the Commission, and the High Representative to push aside national 
bureaucratic resistances and move towards increased pooling of military expenditure 
using the EDA 

� It is vital to create in the EU budgetary review a new Security Solidarity Fund to 
partly support ESDP missions. This funding should come from cuts in CAP.  

� Also using the current crisis, there should be a determined push forward in creating 
standing joint EU forces in key logistical areas, which are traditionally seen as not 
very prestigious by the existing national armies – namely transport planes and ships, or 
tactical support planes. This could significantly increase the airlift and sealift 
expeditionary ability of the EU.  

  

5. The mandate given to the High Representative by the European Council in December 
2007 was for a limited review of the implementation of the existing ESS, this should be 
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changed in the future. It may simply result from to the permanence of EU strategic aims. 
But it may also signify an unwillingness or inability to review the existing strategy in view of 
new and more urgent problems, or at least to do so explicitly and with the approval of the 
widened EU of 27.  

� There should be a principle of strategic review every five years. Periodic medium-term 
revisions of strategy are necessary to guarantee ESDP doctrine will not become 
doctrinaire, comfortably ignoring lessons learned, gaps detected, new challenges 
emerging in a very fluid international context.  

� Review of implementation should continue to be done in yearly reports by the High 
Representative and EU Presidency. They should be presented every year to the 
Council and European Parliament, with a clear indication of concrete steps taken on 
dealing with gaps and difficulties detected in order to make the ESS more effective. If 
ESDP is to have a white book it should be a slim, clearly focused, amply debated 
annual one.  

  

***   

  

From an analytical point of view some of these policy recommendations are too ambitious to 
be realistically in the next few years. They are, nonetheless, important indicators of the 
significant limitations not in the deepening of ESDP per se, but on a deepening of it that goes 
deep enough to create a really robust and completely autonomous credible EU security 
actorness. They also show how little new EU Member States per se affected the course of 
ESDP past, present and future. In future revisions and more partial strategic documents, 
however, at least some of the gaps identified in this section should be filled if ESDP wants to 
preserve some momentum and effectiveness. Namely by looking more into hard security 
concerns which an Athenian strategic culture seems to hesitate to address, but are nonetheless 
essential for a really comprehensive European security persona to emerge.  

  

  

  

  

4. Conclusion : A Bridging Exercise  

  

  

Developing a European Strategy is necessarily a bridging exercise between different national 
security strategies. This reality sometimes seems to be missed by more demanding analysts of 
ESDP and its strategic documents. Seen in those terms the 2003 ESS and the 2008 Review 
can hardly be classified as a failure. These documents work well as bridging exercises. And 
they are relatively pertinent in offering a joint vision of what are some of the crucial security 
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threats faced by Europe and how to face them They perform the difficult trick of doing so 
without fundamentally betraying a normative Athenian dimension that is necessary not only 
for ethical reasons, but also for practical political ones, that have to do with the need to 
legitimise ESDP before EU audiences, in order for it to have more chances of success in 
mobilising sustained support for ESDP missions within the EU.  

The European Athenian strategic approach to security problems and its concern with crisis 
prevention, legitimacy and civil-military comprehensive interventions is in many ways more 
adequate to the current era of failing States and asymmetric threats than was an American 
strategy under George W. Bush of unilateralism and preventive war.  

This is ironic, because the EU has often being portrayed as endemically erratic and divided, so 
“it could not really be expected to possess a strategy”. Yet it enormously powerful – 
especially in military terms – US, who apparently feels the need to increasingly move in the 
direction of Europe, and more specifically of Athens and its smart power. [62] This was true 
even before the Obama presidency – just compare the more unilateral 2002 and the more 
multilateral 2006 US.[63]  

The development of a European strategic doctrine is more challenging than the development 
of doctrine within states, but it is also more indispensable. The kind of integrating role that 
doctrine always plays is even more important in the more diverse, polycentric context of the 
EU.  

European strategic doctrine, despite the many failings of the EU in terms of implementation, 
capabilities and gaps, is an essential starting point in the deepening ESDP. And as far as 
strategic doctrines go, despite important gaps which are widely shared globally, European 
strategic doctrine cannot be seen as failure. What is fundamentally needed in terms of further 
deepening of ESDP is not fundamentally new doctrine. It is for to fill-in some of gaps, but 
above all to fill in the implementation and capabilities gap, to which we would add the 
operational institutions gap.  

Of course, the emerging European strategic culture has not only advantages it also has some 
limitations. This Athenian strategic culture may provide for a comprehensive civil-military 
approach to crisis management so important to answer the current security challenges arising 
from complex emergencies. Yet it may also set unrealistically high expectations regarding the 
level of force needed to terminate complex conflicts and the degree of local cooperation in 
solving the problems arising from collapsing non-Western polities. Also it sometimes seems 
to ignore important hard security dimensions that do not easily fit into the exemplary 
normative EU model of human security. Despite our criticism of Kagan’s designation of 
European strategic culture as Venusian it still has to be acknowledged that his point about 
someone with a hammer seeing nails everywhere and vice-versa is very apt.  

And yet, in the current strategic environment it is important to remember that there is nothing 
worse than trying to kill an annoying mosquito with a hammer – you often destroy a lot of 
things trying to do so in vain. The most vital strategic problem of the EU – and the West in 
general – is that in this era of liberal wars of choice in failing states it obviously only makes 
sense to stop the violence if this is done at an acceptable low cost in terms of the lives of the 
very civilians whose security is the prime motive for Western military intervention. However, 
this may well set such a high standard for outside intervention that it is impossible to meet by 
Europeans or anyone else.[64]  

Can outside intervention work without a significant measure of violence? Is it realistic to 
think that an outside intervention has to be concerned from the beginning with bottom up 
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local ownership? Will this really work in a crisis situation that most often arises precisely 
because locals are killing each other? The very fact that a forceful outside intervention is 
needed would seem to point towards the impossibility of anything else other than the 
imposition on warring locals of a provisional international administration, but to what degree 
and for how long? This civilian side of State Building seems to be, in fact, one of the key 
advantages of the EU in the field of security. Doesn’t a strict human security doctrine point to 
a dangerous return to the early 1990s and the proven inadequacy – for instance in Bosnia – of 
constraining international intervening forces with a peacekeeping military doctrine that 
mandated impartiality and consent of the parties, which were impossible to obtain in the 
context of a civil war? Isn’t this bottom up approach, in practice, denied by the European 
practice of governance in Bosnia by an all-powerful High Representative?  

But it would be as unrealistic to think that human security is a panacea that will solve all the 
political and practical problems in developing a truly European security doctrine, as it would 
be to claim that the European Security Strategy in its present shape and future revisions could 
ignore the fact that doctrine is the formal expression of a politically acceptable response to 
perceived threats. 

The problems of effectiveness created by the bridging nature of ESDP doctrine should not be 
ignored but neither should the potential tensions arising from a faster integration or more 
ambitious clearer guidelines. Ultimately, in fact, as the 2008 Review pointedly reminds us, 
and obviously European political elites are well aware of, in order to be effective ESDP 
missions have to be accepted by national public opinions. ESDP has to be sold in terms of a 
jointly agreed effective security strategy but also in light of longstanding national security 
traditions.  

Further deepening ESDP would therefore require some improvement in strategic doctrine so 
as to address missing vital threats; but also and perhaps above all more integration leading to 
the institutionalization of EU operational capabilities. This is evidently more important than 
the often mentioned possibility of the EU developing – in the model of most national defence 
establishments – a white book detailing some more concrete answer on how to address vital 
threats and strategic priorities.  

An ESDP white book could in theory help to identity gaps in approaches to security within a 
EU widened to 27. However, this is unlikely in an official document. The institutional 
dynamics of creating a really operational EU military HQ – coordinating real exercises and 
leading real operations and learning lessons from them – seem much more promising in terms 
of effective deepening of ESDP and of promoting further Europeanization of national defence 
bureaucracies.  

This should not be read, however, as a statement that the best way to deal with the currently 
prevailing strategic uncertainty is to refuse doctrine. In order to control effectively such 
complex and hierarchical organization as the security forces there have to be clear guidelines, 
they are the best option in providing some strategic direction in a dangerously unbalanced and 
therefore instable world, particularly at the level of ESDP in a EU of 27 member states. Still, 
if effective deepening of ESDP is the aim, a white book would not replace the creation of an 
operational HQ. But an operational HQ, naturally with a doctrinal department based on 
lessons learned from ESDP missions could well replace a white book. Deeds and institutions 
more than words in new doctrinal texts is what the ESDP now seems to need most urgently.  

There are three main conclusions with which we finalise this paper.  
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The first  one is that the future of EU doctrine is certainly one of necessary revision. This is 
the one thing we can be sure about doctrine: it always needs revisions, and this paper has 
already made clear where this should take place.  

The second main conclusion of this paper is that the Enlargement of the EU to 27 has not 
made deepening of ESDP significantly more difficult. Certainly there are limitations to this 
process of social bonding and mutual learning in the field of defence and security across the 
EU, but mostly because of a lack of real-life exercises and an operational EU-HQ collecting 
lessons and coordinating training and command. However, the concern with further divisions 
in strategic cultures within the EU introduced by Eastern and Central European new Member 
States and their supposed blind allegiance to the US and NATO seem mostly misplaced. The 
crucial diving lines regarding ESDP were already present before 2004. If we want to blame 
enlargement for important divisions regarding security and defence then we would have to go 
back to 1995 or even to 1973. The 2004/2007 enlargement increased or decreased the 
relative weight of countries with certain security concerns and strategic options but did not 
significantly change pre-existing divisions. As a result the EU 27 has, if anything, become less 
“neutral” and less tamed power than before. Therefore there could even be an argument for 
saying that Enlargement has contributed positively to future deepening of ESDP in terms of 
tge will and capabilities of the new member States to engage in European security tasks. 

The third  main conclusion is that the existence of other formal and informal means of 
coordination between European States in the field of security – particularly NATO – means 
that making the ESDP more effective, deepening it, has been less a vital existential problem 
and more an institutional and actorness problem for EU countries. However, in the uncertain 
post-Cold War world in which we live, in a context of deepening economic crisis, it is unclear 
for how long the US will continue to be willing and able to remain Europe’s ultimate security 
guarantor. It is highly unlikely that Washington would consider the survival of a friendly 
Europe indifferent to its vital interests, but it is also unclear that it would be willing to secure 
it in the measure and in the way Europeans might wish for. There is no safer security than the 
one that we are able to provide for ourselves. 
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