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CAN THE WESTERN EUROPEAN UNION REPLACE NATO AS MILITARY ARM OF THE EUROPEAN COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY?

By Max Larrain
      CONTENT
1. Introduction

2. The Western European Union

2.1 Origins of the WEU

2.2 The WEU from 1955 to 1984

2.3 The reactivation of WEU (1984-1989)

The Rome Declaration
The Hague Platform

3. European Common Foreign and Security Policy

4. The operational role of the WEU

4.1 Actions in the Gulf (1988-1990)

4.2 Operations in the Balkans

CFSP’s failed test in Yugoslavia

The war in Bosnia. The United States step-in

5. The Amsterdam Treaty Reforms

6. Reforming and enlarging NATO

7. The European Security and Defense Identity
8. The new Common Policy on Security and Defense

9. Conclusions     
1. 
Introduction.

The emergence of the European Union as a global economic power inevitable raises questions about its potential as a political and military power, able to defend its political and security interests with the same level of commitment and unity that it brings to the economic sphere.

In the aftermath of the collapse of communism, many saw the possibility of Europe to become the master of its own strategic destiny, thus diminishing its dependence on the United States in security and defense matters.

The Maastricht Treaty established the Common Foreign and Security Policy as the second pillar of the EU and called for the creation of a European Security and Defense Identity.

As we know, an intense debate took place in the last decade among member states of the EU regarding the scope of the WEU as the military arm of the CFSP and its relations to NATO. France has always advocated for more independent policies from NATO in Security and Defense matters, where Britain has traditionally remained more committed to the North Atlantic Alliance. Other member states have different positions in between. 
However, after the reforms consented in the Amsterdam Treaty, it seems that some changes have occurred regarding these positions. These are issues we would like to address during this investigation.
In the present work we would like to answer the question whether there is a European political will and capability to develop an effective defense structure able to replace the present North Atlantic Alliance.

2. 
The Western European Union.

2.1
Origins of WEU.

The WEU was created by the Treaty on Economic, Social and Cultural Collaboration and Collective Self-Defense signed at Brussels on 17 March 1948 (the Brussels Treaty), as amended by the Protocol signed at Paris on 23 October 1954, which modified and completed it. The Treaty was signed by Belgium, France, Luxemburg, The Netherlands and the United Kingdom. Conceived largely as a response to Soviet moves to impose control over the countries of Central Europe, the Treaty represented the first attempt to translate into practical arrangements some of the ideals of the European movement. Its main feature was the commitment to mutual defense should any of the signatories be the victim of an armed attack in Europe. A plan for common defense was adopted, involving the integration of air defenses and a joint command organization. In September 1948 the five formed a Western Union Defense Organization to coordinate military planning.

One objective of the Brussels Treaty was to create a collective European framework that would encourage the United States to take a more active role in European security, but it also served as a possible fallback against American disengagement. The United States had withdrawn most of its troops from Europe after World War II and initially had no plans to depart from its long tradition of “no entangling alliances”. However, as the Cold War deepened, Washington shifted its views. In April 1949 the United States, Canada and nine European countries signed the Washington Treaty establishing the North Atlantic Alliance.

The key provision of the treaty was article 5, which stated that an attack on one or more signatory states “shall be considered an attack against them all”.

On June 1950, North Korean troops attacked the South.  This led to three further developments that shaped the security order in Europe. First, fearing that war in Europe was imminent, the United States decided to rearm West Germany and to include it in some way in the Western alliance. Second, the alliance established the permanent peace time command structure that became known as the integrated NATO military command and that took over the responsibilities of the Western Union Defense Organization. Third, in order to deter against a possible soviet attack, the United States dramatically increased its military presence in Western Europe. General Dwight D. Eisenhower was appointed the first allied supreme commander and by 1952 the United States had raised its troop strength in Europe to 346,000 from a postwar low of 145,000.

In May 1952 the six countries of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) signed a treaty establishing the European Defense Community (EDC) and a European army. It soon became apparent, however, that the EDC was too ambitious for the Europe of the 1950s. Misgivings about the plan arose in all of the signatory states, but were strongest in France, where the Gaullists on the right and the communists on the left opposed submerging their national army in a supranational organization. In August 1954 the French National Assembly voted not to ratify the EDC treaty, effectively killing the project.
 

But, it was not until this failure to create an EDC, that West Germany and Italy were invited to join the Western security system.

The Paris Agreements signed in October 1954 amended the Brussels Treaty. It provided for the Federal Republic of Germany and Italy to join and created the Western European Union (WEU) as a new international organization. The WEU thus served as a legal mechanism for integrating West Germany into Western security structures.

2.2
The WEU from 1955 to 1984.

Three main objectives in the preamble to the modified Brussels Treaty were clearly stated by the signatories of the Paris Agreements:

(1) To create in Western Europe a firm basis for European economic recovery. 

(2) To afford assistance to each other in resisting any policy of aggression.

(3) To promote the unity and encourage the progressive integration of Europe.

From 1954 to 1973, WEU played an important role by promoting the development of consultation and cooperation in Western Europe, in the aftermath of the Second World War. It permitted:

(1) The integration of the Federal Republic of Germany into the Atlantic Alliance;

(2) The restoration of the confidence among Western European countries by assuming responsibilities for arms control;

(3) Settlement of the Saar problem;

(4) Consultation between the European Community founding member States and the United Kingdom. Situation that ended in 1973 when the UK joined the European Community.

Except for the integration of West Germany to the Western Alliance, and depending on expectations one could qualify these achievements as rather modest.

Scarred by their experience with the EDC, the founding members steered clear of foreign and defense matters in the treaties of 1957. Indeed, Article 223 of the Treaty of Rome specifically exempted production and trade in arms, munitions, and war material from the strictures of the common market.

Between 1973 and 1984, WEU’s activities as an intergovernmental organization gradually slowed down. It lost its original operational significance. The West European powers effectively abandoned their efforts to create a distinctly European military organization with a European military force. Military integration went ahead under NATO rather than European auspices, with the dominant role played by the United States.

The West European states pursued rather different foreign policies, especially after de Gaulle’s return to power in 1958. France became critical of American policy toward Europe and the global economy, and eventually withdrew from the NATO integrated command in 1966. West Germany and the other member states continued to align their foreign policies more closely with that of the United States.

The Community and its member states saw that an anomalous situation was developing in the international forum: while within economic international organizations the European Community spoke with one voice, in others the member countries went in different directions. A lack of a common foreign policy stance became apparent, in order to have influence in the global stage.

In the wake of de Gaulle’s departure from politics and as the Community looked toward its first enlargement a prospect for foreign policy cooperation arose in the late 1960’s. At the Hague summit in December 1969 the leaders of the six asked the Community foreign ministers to prepare a report on progress towards “political unification”. The ministers recommended the launch of what became known as European Political Cooperation (EPC).

EPC took place outside the federal structures and institutions of the Community. The member states agreed as sovereign states to consult and if possible to arrive at common positions. They did not agree to pool sovereignty or to delegate decision-making authority to supranational institutions. Countries such as West Germany, the Netherlands, and, after its accession in 1973, the United Kingdom were staunchly Atlanticist and worried about any assertion of a European security identity to be misconstrued in Washington that could lead to a weakening of NATO.

2.3
The Reactivation of WEU (1984-1989).

The Rome Declaration.

The early 1980s witnessed a revival of the debate on European security. European Political Cooperation (EPC) showed disappointing results in many ways and could not be extended beyond the economic aspects of security issues. Moreover, major international crisis confirmed that Europe remained divided over foreign policy matters. In the Arab-Israeli war of October 1973 and the ensuing Arab oil embargo, the Europeans states could not reach a common position and each country acted according to their particular interests. A similar result occurred in 1979 when Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan. Only West Germany followed the United States lead in boycotting the 1980 Moscow Olympics.

In view of these unsatisfactory results of EPC, the EC foreign ministers at their meeting in London in October 1981 called for EPC to become more anticipatory in its approach in order to shape the international environment in desired directions rather than to react to crisis after their occurrence. They also agreed to extend the subject of EPC to “certain important foreign policy questions bearing on the political aspects of security”. This very cautious step into what traditionally had been the exclusive domain of NATO reflected a growing sense that Europe needed to take greater responsibility for its own security.

One major development of the 1980s was the partial revival of the WEU as a framework of consultation on security and defense matters. In fact, a preliminary joint meeting of the Foreign and Defense Ministers within the WEU framework was held in Rome on 26 and 27 October 1984. The “Rome Declaration” was then the founding text of WEU’s reactivation. On the occasion  Ministers recognized the “continuing necessity to strengthen western security, and that better utilization of WEU would not only contribute to the security of Western Europe but also to an improvement in the common defense of all the countries of the Atlantic Alliance”.
The Rome Declaration reaffirmed that the WEU Council could -pursuant to Article VIII (3) of the modified Brussels Treaty- consider the implications for Europe of crises in other regions of the world.

The Hague Platform.

The negotiations between the United States and the USSR on the withdrawal of intermediate nuclear forces highlighted the need for even closer European consultation on defense.

In October 1987 the WEU adopted the Hague Platform on European Security Interest. This Platform also set out general guidelines for future program of work of the WEU. Its preamble stated:

“We recall our commitment to build a European Union in accordance with the Single European Act, which we all signed as Members of the European Community. We are convinced that the construction of an integrated Europe will remain incomplete as long as it does not include security and defense”.

Portugal and Spain opened negotiations at this meeting to accede to the modified Brussels Treaty, formally becoming full members of the WEU on March 1990, strengthening its Mediterranean dimension and making WEU and EC membership nearly coterminous.

After Greece announced its decision to join in 1992, Denmark and neutral Ireland were the only EC members that were not also members of the WEU.

3.
European Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP).
A sense of dissatisfaction remained among the member states of the EC in spite of the developments in EPC and the WEU. The level of cooperation was still low in the realm of foreign and security policy. The weaknesses of the EC in these areas prevented it to try to shape the changes that were occurring in Eastern Europe at the end of the 1980s. Foreign policy cooperation thus was high on the agenda of the 1991 Inter-governmental Conference (IGC) on political union.

There were diverse positions regarding the direction and depth the foreign and security cooperation policy should take. For example, France favored radical reforms in order to allow the proposed Union to act independently of the United States if it so desired. Britain was satisfied with the level of foreign policy cooperation mandated in the Single European Act (SEA) and was opposed to any “Europeanizing” of security that might offend the United States and damage NATO. Germany tended to lean toward the French position, although like Britain it was cautious about damaging NATO and offending the United States.

The Maastricht Treaty signed on 7 February 1992 abolished EPC and replaced it with the CFSP, which became the second pillar of the new European Union. CFSP in turn was linked to the European Security and Defense Identity (ESDI) and a new and formal relationship between the EU and the WEU.

The Treaty specified five very general objectives for the CFSP:

(1) To safeguard the common values and interests of the Union.

(2) To preserve peace through strengthening international security in accordance with the principles of the UN Charter.

(3) To promote international cooperation.

(4) To develop and consolidate democracy and the rule of law.

(5) To promote respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms. 

Although decision-making in the second pillar remained largely as an intergovernmental question, the new treaty gave the central institutions of the Union a more important role in foreign policy. The Commission was given the right to suggest actions under CFSP, yet not a sole right of initiative as in the first pillar. The European Council was charged with formulating general guidelines for the CFSP. On the basis of the guidelines, the Council of Ministers was expected to take decisions on concrete actions, generally by consensus.

The Maastricht Treaty thus built upon the provisions on EPC in the SEA, but it created a stronger legal commitment on the part of the member states to develop a common foreign policy.

In what was potentially its most far-reaching change, the Maastricht Treaty stipulated that the CFSP “shall include all questions related to the security of the Union, including the eventual framing of a common defense policy, which might in time lead to a common defense”. “The Union requests the Western European Union (WEU), which is an integral part of the development of the Union, to elaborate and implement decisions and actions of the Union which have defense implications”.

In a separate “Declaration of the Western European Union”, the member states identified specific ways in which the WEU would work with the EU and with NATO and outlined concrete steps that the WEU would take to upgrade its operational capabilities, including the establishment of a WEU planning cell, a European armaments agency, establishment or designation of military units answerable to the WEU, and possible establishment of a European Security and Defense Academy.

In June 1992 the WEU Council of Ministers met in Petersberg, Germany. On that occasion the Ministers reaffirmed the role of the WEU as the defense component of the EU and as the strengthened European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance. They called for further practical steps to improve coordination among WEU, EU and NATO, and declared that the WEU would be prepared to make forces available for conflict prevention or crisis management, such as peacekeeping activities of the UN or the CSCE.

Military measures including peacekeeping, rescue, and humanitarian relief missions, subsequently became known as the “Petersberg tasks”, and were designated as an area in which Europe should be prepared to take full responsibility, if necessary without assistance from the United States.

Step by step the EU was acquiring, through the WEU, its own defense identity and structures.

4.
The operational role of the WEU.
4.1
Actions in the Gulf (1988-1990).

Joint WEU actions in the Gulf were undertaken in accordance with Article VII (3) of the modified Brussels Treaty, which states that “At the request of any of the High Contracting Parties the Council shall be immediately convened in order to permit them to consult with regard to any situation which may constitute a threat to peace, in whatever area this threat should arise, or a danger to economic stability”.

In 1987 and 1988, following the laying of mines in the Persian Gulf during the Iran-Iraq war, member states of the WEU reacted together to this threat to freedom of navigation.

Mine-sweeping operations were carried out by WEU countries in order to secure free movement in international waters. “Operation Cleansweep” helped to complete the clearance of a 300-mile sea lane from the Strait of Hormuz, and was the first instance of a concerted action in WEU.

In order to implement and enforce UN Resolution 661 during the Gulf War, WEU ministers decided to coordinate their operations with the forces of other friendly countries in the region, including those of the United States.

After the cessation of hostilities, WEU continued its mission of coordinating mine- clearance operations in Gulf waters. It also contributed to the humanitarian actions for Kurdish refugees in Northern Iraq.

4.2
Operations in the Balkans.

CFSP failed test in Yugoslavia.
Policy toward the former Yugoslavia was the first major test for the CFSP. But, according to most European political leaders this test failed.

The crisis erupted in June 1991 when two of the six Yugoslav republics, Slovenia and Croatia, declared independence from the Serbian-dominated federation. The Yugoslav army moved into Slovenia. Austria, which shares common borders with Slovenia, called for the then Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) intervention.

In the summer of 1991 the EC seized the initiative on Yugoslav crisis, jointly convening with the UN the Hague conference on Yugoslavia to discuss a negotiated ceasefire and a compromise peace plan for an association of sovereign Yugoslav republics. At the request of the European Council, the WEU began drawing up plans for a possible peace-keeping operation involving European troops. The United States supported these efforts, but it was unwilling to become involved directly in the crisis.

Having failed to impose a peace settlement and at times unable to maintain its own unity in the face of the escalating conflict during several years, the now EU emerged from the Yugoslavia crisis with its self-confidence damaged, its credibility as a foreign policy actor eroded and with a diminished image of  a decisive factor in resolving international crisis.

As tensions mounted, the international community agreed to establish the UN Protection Force (UNPROFOR) to help in peace-keeping operations and to provide security for the increasing number of refugees. The EU provided half of the UNPROFOR’s 25.000 soldiers, mostly supplied by France and Britain. The United States did not commit ground forces, which soon became a point of contention within the Atlantic Alliance.

In July 1992, the WEU Ministerial Council decided that naval forces would participate in monitoring the embargo against former Yugoslavia in the Adriatic. NATO was also conducting its own operation at the time.

On 8 June 1993, the WEU and NATO Councils met to approve a combined concept for a joint operation in support of the UN Security Council Resolution 820. The agreement established a unified command for “Operation Sharp Guard”. In the course of this operation, WEU deployed four ships and some six maritime patrol and early warning aircraft. 

The war in Bosnia. The United States step-in.
When stability returned to Croatia and Slovenia during 1992, the focus of the conflict shifted to Bosnia-Herzegovina, the most ethnically and religiously diverse of the six former Yugoslav republics. 

After Bosnia declared independence from Yugoslavia in March 1992, the Serbian minority in the country declared its independence from Bosnia and formed its own mini-state, they named it Republic of Srpska. The Bosnian Serbs then started a program of “ethnic cleansing” in which thousands of non-Serbian citizens were killed or driven out of their villages.

The EU countries along with the United States recognized Bosnia in April 1992, even as they continued to press for a diplomatic solution to the conflict among the Serbs, Croats, and Muslims living in Bosnia.

In January 1993 the EU and UN mediators, David Owen and Cyrus Vance, put forward a peace plan based on a confederate solution. This plan was rejected by all parties and the war continued.

In May 1995 NATO aircraft, acting under UN Security Council mandate, struck Bosnian Serb targets in an attempt to halt an offensive. The Bosnian Serbs took UN soldiers hostage and chained them to likely military targets as a defense against further air strikes. The UN had established six safe areas where civilians could seek refuge from the conflict, but UNPROFOR was unable to protect the zones. As the war dragged on, UNPROFOR was increasingly discredited.

Prompted by the continued fighting and convinced that only decisive U.S. action would end the conflict, the United States, acting through NATO, finally became more directly involved. During the two-week period from August 30 to September 17, NATO planes flew some 800 combat missions against Bosnian Serbs targets. The United States also became more involved in efforts to find a diplomatic solution.

After three weeks of intense discussions, a U.S. team led by Assistant Secretary of State for Europe Richard Holbrooke managed to broker a settlement that was signed by the presidents of Serbia, Croatia and Bosnia in a ceremony in Paris the following month. All parties recognized that Bosnia would remain a unified state, but it was to be composed of two distinct entities, The Bosnian-Croat Federation and the Republic of Srpska, the former with 51 percent, the latter with 49 percent, of the country’s territory.

UNPROFOR forces were withdrawn, and replaced by a new Implementation Force (IFOR) under NATO command that was charged with enforcing the peace agreement. IFOR’s 60.000 troops included units from the United States, Western Europe, Central and Eastern Europe, Russia and Ukraine. IFOR was supposed to be withdrawn after a year, but it was replaced by a smaller Stabilization Force (SFOR) that was seen as necessary to preserving the peace.

5.
The Amsterdam Treaty Reforms.
The failure of the EU to deal with the crisis in the Balkans disclosed the weaknesses of the CFSP and led to increasing pressures for reform as the post-Maastricht IGC approached.

In response to these weaknesses, the Treaty of Amsterdam, signed on October 1997, introduced several organizational reforms in the second pillar. Although the Treaty did not bring about the merger of the EU and the WEU, it strengthened the links between the two organizations and reemphasized the latter’s role as the operational arm of the Union in CFSP.

The European Council was formally given the right to establish policy guidelines for the WEU. All member states agreed to participate as necessary in EU and WEU military actions relating to humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping, and crisis management or peacemaking operations.

The most significant reform was the introduction of a mechanism aimed to stop the near paralysis of decision making on some foreign and security issues. Although still respecting the unanimity procedures of the Council of Ministers in the CFSP, member states were allowed to abstain without preventing a measure from being carried. A state that abstains cannot be forced to apply the decision –for example, to supply troops or equipment to a particular military mission. However, it must recognize the Union’s commitment to the decision and is obliged, “in a spirit of mutual solidarity”, to refrain from steps that conflict with or impede action by the Union. This new procedure should make it possible for the EU to act in crisis situations by sidestepping the unanimity problem that has long complicated decision-making in this area.

To address the problem of weak and disparate voices articulating the CFSP, the Amsterdam Treaty established a new post, High Representative for the CFSP, to be exercised by the secretary-general of the Council. The High Representative is to function as the EU counterpart to the secretary-general of NATO or the UN.

In June 1999, a month after the Amsterdam Treaty went into effect, the member state governments selected Javier Solana, the then Secretary-General of NATO, to become the first CFSP High Representative. Solana assumed his post in October of that year. In the fall of 1999 he also was named the new Secretary-General of the WEU, a move that presaged the expected merger of that organization with the EU.

6.
Reforming and Enlarging NATO.
One of the major points of contention at Maastricht was how far the EU should go in creating a defense identity that might be seen as an alternative to NATO. This debate was followed by another discussion about whether NATO should enlarge –and if so to which countries- and how the enlargement of NATO should relate to that of the EU.

The West European states were intent on preserving their more than forty-year-old alliance with the United States and Canada, therefore unanimously rejected a proposition by the then falling apart Soviet Union in order to dissolve both NATO and the Warsaw Pact. But even they had differences among themselves about the role of NATO once the Soviet threat had disappeared. France preferred to see a drastic downgrading of NATO’s role relative to the EU and the WEU, while Britain took the opposite position. For its part, the United States was determined to preserve NATO through reform, adaptation, and ultimately expansion. As has been seen, the failure of the EU to cope with the Yugoslav crisis during the 1990s and the desire of the central and east European states to join NATO as insurance against a possible resurgence of Russian power helped to preserve the political centrality of NATO. 
Nevertheless, a reform of NATO began at the June 1990 London summit, when the leaders of the alliance declared to be prepared to extend a hand of friendship to their former enemies. At the November 1991 Rome summit the members of the alliance agreed to a new strategy document which eliminated all references to a specific enemy in the east and identified instability as the new danger confronting the alliance.
Although the United States supported a stronger European foreign and security policy, it opposed the formation of a European caucus within NATO that would present the United States with a unified European position. Europeans found this position self-contradictory.
Anyway, tensions between the EU and the United States, especially between Paris and Washington, ran high in the early 1990s. But the Yugoslavia crisis helped to defuse these tensions.

“The prolonged and bloody impasse with Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic convinced the European powers that they needed more rather than less U.S. involvement in the security affairs of the continent, while it helped to convince the United States of the advantages of a stronger European security organization that could take responsibility for crisis in Europe in which the United States might not want to become involved”.

In 1994 the United States proposed a Partnership for Peace program as a kind of substitute for full NATO membership of central and east European countries. But under pressure from domestic lobbies and leaders such as Vaclav Havel and Lech Walesa, the United States being the leading power in the alliance gradually moved toward a full membership for at least certain former Warsaw Pact countries. This decision provoked controversy in Europe and the United States, especially regarding the timing and sequencing of EU and NATO enlargements. However, the American decision was strongly supported in Germany, especially the integration of Poland and the Czech Republic, which would mean that the United States would guarantee Germany’s eastern neighbors, thereby ending once and for all the front-line status occupied by Germany during the Cold War.
At the 1997 Madrid summit the sixteen NATO members invited Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic to negotiate treaties of accession to the alliance. These countries formally acceded to the Washington Treaty in March 1999, becoming full NATO members.
7.
The European Security and Defense Identity (ESDI).
The ESDI has become synonymous of an envisioned defense arm of the EU, to be constructed through successive phases by the WEU.

The progress toward ESDI has been painfully slow mainly as a result of three factors:

(1) Lingering differences among the EU and WEU member states about the role of the NATO and cooperation with the United States and about how far Europe should go in asserting an identity separate from the United States. (2) Differences among the member states about the use of force in international politics –in effect different views about the fundamental rationale for a defense identity; and (3) limited financial and material resources to actually give substance to an ESDI.
The first two of these obstacles have diminished during the 1990s. The third one remains as large as ever at the end of the decade, as European countries continued to cut military expenditures and to miss out on the high-technology “revolution in military affairs” underway in the United States.

Addressing to this problem that directly affects the present and future European military forces, the Secretary-General of NATO expressed:

“I am therefore redoubling my clarion call of ‘capabilities, capabilities, capabilities’. This will not make me popular in some capitals. I hope it will, nonetheless, be listened to, especially by Finance Ministers”.
“Yet the United States must do much more too. Not in terms of soldiers on the ground or aircraft in the air. But in facilitating the process of European defense modernization. By easing unnecessary restrictions on technology transfer and industrial cooperation, Washington can improve the quality of the capabilities available, and diminish any problems our forces have in working together”.

As for the first obstacle, the differences among countries have narrowed during the 1990s. France has moderated its position pointing to diminish NATO’s role and U.S. influence on the continent, while the United States has supported a stronger and more autonomous European defense identity. Most importantly, the British government under Prime Minister Tony Blair modified its previous position on ESDI, coming to accept a strong European defense component as important for British national interests and compatible with a strong NATO.
Among the European countries there is a persistence of different traditions regarding the use of force in international affairs. Countries with a past as colonial powers, like Britain and France, are more likely to use military forces in international relations. But most of the other European countries have faced stronger domestic constraints on their ability to use the force as an instrument of foreign policy. In Germany, several of the major political parties long took the view that the Federal Republic’s constitution, adopted after the World War II to ensure a peaceful Germany, banned the deployment of German troops outside the country. In December 1996 the German parliament finally broke the taboo on Bundeswehr participation in out-of-area operations by voting overwhelmingly to contribute 3.000 German troops to the NATO led stabilization force in Bosnia. About two years later, Germany was a major contributor to the 1999 NATO war in Yugoslavia, as German Tornado aircraft joined those of France, the UK, and the United States in attacking targets in Serbia and Kosovo.
As we have seen, the crisis in the former Yugoslavia highlighted Western Europe’s military weaknesses and demonstrated that without U.S. help the EU could not mount large-scale military operations even in its own backyard, much less in more distant regions such as the Persian Gulf.
Still, EU countries spend too little on defense. In the late 1990s the EU member states had over 2.4 million personnel in their armed forces compared with some 1.45 million in the United States. Collectively they allocated some $173 billion each year to defense, or about 60 percent of the U.S. total.

It is clear that the military situation of Europe has changed dramatically since the end of the Cold War. The defense was relatively stationary directed against the threat from the Warsaw Pact. Today challenges come from other directions and in a more diversified manner. To respond to these new challenges and to give Europe a capability to act independently of the United States, the European powers need to invest in reconnaissance satellites, strategic airlift, and other capabilities that either were not needed or were provided by the United States.

The reduced perception of threat from the east and the concentration on meeting the EMU criteria for budgetary discipline have contributed to the decline in defense spending by the governments of the EU. 

8. The new Common Policy on Security and Defense (CPSD).
During the last three years a new momentum has been produced in order to strengthen CFSP with a real security component. Prime Minister Tony Blair called for “fresh thinking” on European defense cooperation and mentioned different institutional options, including possible full merger of the WEU into the EU, a long-awaited British shift on CFSP. In a joint declaration with President Chirac in St. Malo in December 1998 they stated that the EU “must have the capacity for autonomous action, backed up by credible military forces, the means to decide to use them and a readiness to do so in order to respond to international crises”.

The European Council welcomed the “Declaration on European Defense” of St. Malo and called upon the Council of the EU to develop specific proposals aimed to implement the provisions of the Treaty of Amsterdam regarding closer EU-WEU cooperation, to be examined at the Cologne summit in June 1999.
The Cologne European Council adopted the report prepared by the foreign ministers, endorsing the general goal of abolishing the WEU by the end of 2000 and transferring its capabilities to the EU.
With the WEU set to disappear, NATO also began to define itself more directly in relation to the EU. NATO declared its readiness to “define and adopt the necessary arrangements for access by the EU to the collective assets and capabilities of the Alliance, for operations in which the Alliance as a whole is not engaged militarily as an Alliance”.

The United States supported the developments in the EU, but there was lingering concern about a too-independent European defense stance, its possible effects on NATO and on its non-EU members such as Norway and Turkey.

At the December 1999 Helsinki summit the European Council adopted a report by the Finnish presidency calling for the establishment of a 50.000-60.000 person military force that would be able, by 2003, to deploy within sixty days and be sustained for at least one year, capable of carrying out the full range of Petersberg tasks.

At Helsinki and in subsequent declarations, the EU and its member states emphasized that the new Common Policy on Security and Defense (CPSD), which replaced the old ESDI, was not a threat to NATO –that military operations led by the EU in response to international crises would be launched only when NATO as a whole was not engaged, that unnecessary duplication of forces would be avoided, and that modalities would be developed for full consultation and cooperation between the EU and NATO.               
9. Conclusions.

In the present paper we have made a review of only some of the many different elements that compose the European Common Foreign and Security Policy, namely those related to Security and Defense matters.
We started with a resumed History of the Western European Union from its creation to its reactivation in the period 1984-1989; followed by a description of the origin and essential features of the Common Foreign and Security Policy presented in paragraph 3.
In paragraph 4 a recount was made of the operational role of the WEU in the Gulf and in the Balkans. We made a short review of the reforms contained in the Amsterdam Treaty that affected the second pillar, followed by a brief description of the reforms and enlargements that took place in the NATO Alliance in 1999. In paragraph 7 we made a description of the European Security and Defense Identity (ESDI) and the factors which made this policy to progress so slowly.
Finally, we made an allusion to the new Common Policy on Security and Defense (CPSD) as a replacement of the old ESDI.

Coming back to the question that motivated this investigation, one can conclude that although the political will in the EU seems to aim to the implementation of an independent, credible and capable military force in the future, it could take a long time before this force will develop itself according to the size and importance of the EU as an economic world power. 
For example, the lack of airlift capabilities or up-to-date technological elements for Command, Control and Communications (a.k.a. C3) -to name two of the most prominent deficiencies- would spend many years to be solved. Therefore in order to protect European interests, in our opinion, it is not possible to think of a military alternative autonomous to NATO in the foreseeable future.
Regarding the capability of the EU to construct a military power, some European leaders have argued that by consolidating defense industry on a European level and  making it more efficient and cost effective, Europe may be able to achieve economies of scale that will result in greater defense capabilities at current or only modestly increased levels of funding.
That capability may be there, but if defense spending continues to fall as it did during the 1990s, it is difficult to see how defense industry will be able to secure the necessary level of orders needed to sustain R&D and production capabilities for military equipment.
In fact, perhaps the most important obstacle to Europe’s developing a serious defense community with autonomous capabilities is its low level of defense spending, especially as it relates to procurement as well as research and development. 

While in the 1980s the European members of NATO devoted an average of 3 percent of GDP to defense, the United States allocated 6.5 percent of its GDP to the same purpose. 
In the 1990s, as Soviet military threat was over, the defense spending diminished in the European NATO member states. By 1998, spending as a share of GDP decreased to 2 percent, and even to 1.5 percent in the case of Germany.
There are at least two factors working against a shift toward substantially higher military expenditure. One external, in that the EU does not face a direct military threat comparable to that posed by the Warsaw Pact during the Cold War, and one internal which has to do with the budgetary constraints associated with the requirements to a balanced finance demanded by the EMU.

Moreover, in a Europe bound to rationalize the spending on welfare and where a considerable portion of its citizens feel strong pacifist and anti-militarist sentiments, it would be very difficult for politicians to advocate for increments in defense budgets. 
However, what may lie in the background is the confidence harbored in many Europeans that the United States is still (and will remain in the future) willing to pay for the security and defense of Europe. Personally, I am not so sure.
May, 2002
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