
The United States will not depend on individu-
als in key positions to ensure that ESDP does
not split the Alliance. It will want to establish
institutions and processes that will lock the
European effort into a transatlantic framework.

Stanley R. Sloan, Congressional Research Service 
April 20001

INTRODUCTION

European defence entity came a step closer to
reality in December 1999 at the conclusion of

the European Council in Helsinki when
European Union (EU) members agreed to

set up a decision making and military
planning capacity on security and defence in the
Union, and to create a joint readiness force for crisis
response operations. In the so-called ‘Headline Goal’,
they pledged to construct within three years a
European military crisis management force of some
60,000 troops with a rapid response and sustainability

capacity, covering the spectrum of operations known as
the Petersberg Tasks.

Though European states are already employing military
personnel that are nearly that size in KFOR, Europe will
have to make substantial military, budgetary, and structural
innovations to build a robust Corps-level force with a
reaction capacity of 60 days and sustainability for up to
one year. The Union outlined several capabilities as pri-
orities to help achieve the Headline Goal.2 The challenge
of developing these capabilities such as command and
control, interoperability, a reliable logistics chain, air
and sea lift, and intelligence is complicated by declining
defence budgets and a great deal of divergence among
European capabilities. European Union member govern-
ments spend approximately half the amount of money on
defence and a third of the amount on military R&D as do
the Americans.3 Several defence analysts have pointed
out “how little military and security value the Europeans
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get for the money they spend.”4 Some report that only
two percent of the personnel under arms in Europe are
available for deployment on missions such as KFOR and
that European defence budgets get low effective return
(as low as 10 percent) on their dollars.5

By and large, European militaries are still over-
staffed and under-equipped for modern operations,
though the British and French who are leading the ini-
tiative are the most advanced. European Union members
depend on NATO command and control, and American
assistance in sophisticated intelligence, air transport,
logistics, and power projection capability to undertake
crisis response operations, including the more demand-
ing possibilities of peace enforcement. European mili-

taries must rationalize, restructure and specialize, using
both the capacity of the larger states and the value-
added of smaller member states to prepare a common
military crisis management capacity. Arguably, this will
be one of the most difficult tasks the Union has under-
taken. European governments briefly considered but
then rejected so-called ‘convergence criteria’ in defence
spending and common priorities similar to what was
used during the formation of the Euro. Instead, individ-
ual governments at various conferences are to pledge
resources, guided loosely by a sense of peer review and
common commitment. 

The new initiative will put pressure on rationalizing
the defence industry in the European Union. European

Union leaders have expressed their determination “to
foster the restructuring of the European defense indus-
tries”, and “seek further progress in the harmonization
of military requirements”.6 The globalization of the
armaments market is pushing the European members
towards consolidating their arms industry and pooling
their military resources. Despite last year’s merger
announcements between British Aerospace and GEC
Marconi, and between DaimlerChrysler Aerospace and
Aerospatiale Matra, consolidation will take time and its
effects will not be known for a long time.7

Europe’s defence industry reform will no doubt be
complicated by the ‘dawning realization’ on the part of
the Americans that Europe will likely buy fewer American

weapons in the future as a result.8 In
terms of specialization and cost-savings,
transatlantic mergers may be more
rational than some intra-European merg-
ers. However, given that American com-
panies will be in a position to dominate
such partnerships, political sensitivities
will slow down the process. One of the
barriers to ‘industrial bridge-building
across the Atlantic’ is the continuation
of rigid export controls on defence
industry products by the United States
(US).9 Realizing that such controls will
increasingly hinder American companies
in their attempt to supply European mil-
itaries with new equipment proposed
both in the Defence Capabilities
Initiative in NATO and in the Headline
Goal requirements in the Union,
Secretary of State Madeline Albright
announced at the Foreign Ministers’
meeting in Florence in May 2000 a
package of seventeen specific steps to
reduce these controls.10 These steps aim
“to streamline the US Defense export

control licensing process and forge closer industrial link-
ages between US and allied defense suppliers”.11

Despite the high military threshold and political
uncertainty, the Union is seriously committed and will
find a way to reach the Headline Goal. I believe the
European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) will come
out as a substantive move forward in the development of
more European ‘say and do’ in military affairs, not
because all the military pieces of the puzzle are falling
into place but because the fundamental conditions for a
European Union advance in this area are now present. 

First, the three great powers agree on it. The British
move to join its European crisis management plans to the
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European Union/NATO cooperation in action within SFOR. German, Australian and Canadian officers
meet with European Union representative at the opening of a school in Glamoc, Bosnia.



French in St. Malo in December 1998 augured in a trilater-
al (Britain, France, Germany) approach, bringing London
into both ‘the Atlantic and European houses’.12 In terms of
initiative and capability, the British are leading the EU in
close harmony with the French. In the lead-up to Helsinki,
the Germans did not take an active role, perhaps because
they face the most difficult budgetary and military restruc-
turing questions of the three large states. Yet, they support
the initiative and are not insisting on a more federalist
approach to a common security and defence capacity.13

The Weizsäcker Report on military reform released
in late May 2000 might spell a breakthrough in German
military policy, calling for a halt in defence spending
reductions and a fundamental restructuring of the armed
forces. Building on a broad European consensus found at
Helsinki—a necessary context for German military
restructuring—the report calls for large reductions in the
overall armed forces to generate savings to be used for a
40,000 all-professional projection force. If adopted by
the German government, the new measures would put
Germany at par with the existing capabilities of Britain
and France and would ipso facto guarantee a credible
European force.14

Second, the European Union has its own manifest
destiny or finalité politique and has agreed that ESDP
is its decisive mission after the launch of the Euro. The
decision machinery will essentially be intergovern-
mental and will be comprised of additions to Pillar
Two. The General Affairs Council (with Defence
Ministers when appropriate) will be the decision-mak-
ing body. There will be a Political and Security
Committee with permanent representatives similar to
the North Atlantic Council to formulate options, while
planning and military staff functions (both a Military
Staff and Military Committee) will be added to the
Council Secretariat under the foreign policy High
Representative Javier Solana. These bodies will advise
the Political and Security Committee. The role of the
Commission and Parliament will be consultative and
advisory, though the Union has also agreed to enhance
its civilian (non-military) crisis management capacity
in which the Commission plays a substantive role.
Since 1 March 2000, these bodies have begun to func-
tion in an interim format. 

Third, the United States supports the ‘autonomous
capacity project’ in principle and is committed to
explore means whereby it can function effectively
with NATO. Fourth, the members of the European
Union have begun, during the Portuguese Presidency
in the first half of 2000, to make concrete steps
towards welcoming the participation of European
NATO allies that are not members of the European

Union. Finally, European publics support a European
military capacity as long as it does not constitute an
excessive financial burden.

As a politico-military objective, the Headline Goal
of 60,000 troops has considerable flexibility. The point
is that even if limited progress is made within three
years on the most difficult categories such as strategic
lift, command and control, and intelligence – a likely
scenario – other aspects of the crisis response capacity
can be achieved and the European Union can set addi-
tional dates for more military enhancement. 

THE POLITICAL CHALLENGE

Besides budgetary, planning and military capability
challenges, European Union members face the crucial

task of arranging a constructive, complementary and trans-
parent relationship with the Atlantic Alliance, the
European NATO allies that are not members of the EU, and
especially with the United States. While the American
administration supports the development of a militarily
enhanced European pillar in NATO, it and several other
NATO states such as Turkey and Norway that are not
members of the European Union, since last summer have
expressed concern about the political relationship between
NATO and Europe’s new Security and Defence Policy. 

NATO foreign ministers in Florence in May 2000
called for: 

…means to ensure the development of effective
mutual consultation, co-operation and trans-
parency, building on the mechanisms existing
between NATO and the WEU; participation of
non-EU European Allies; as well as practical
arrangements for assured EU access to NATO
planning capabilities and for ready EU access to
NATO collective assets and capabilities on a
case-by-case basis and by consensus.15
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Capping the need for modalities for NATO-EU con-
sultation and cooperation, and practical arrangements
for assured EU access to NATO planning and ready
access to NATO assets, is the overall need for a
‘Political Arrangement’.16

It may be tempting to downplay the political side of
ESDP as most European Union members are also NATO
allies, and as the Western democracies have been
through thick and thin together and essentially share the
same values and interests. However, in light of the expe-
rience in the 1990s, it should be clear that the political
relationship between NATO and the European Union
requires careful thought and management. Assistant
Secretary of State for European Affairs, Marc
Grossman, stated before the Senate in March 2000:

Our goal is simple: we want to get ESDI right.
That’s because we want ESDI to succeed. If we
and our Allies and partners in Europe can get it
right, and I think we can if we pay attention,
ESDI will be good for the Alliance, good for US
interests, and good for the US-European relation-
ship. More European military capacity will make
the Alliance stronger, lift some of the burden we
now have to act in every crisis, and make the US-
European relationship more of a partnership.17

RECENT CONTEXT

Political problems between the United States and the
emerging European defence identity are usually

downplayed. In 1991, optimists said that “transparency
and complementarity among ‘interlocking institutions’ ”
would be sufficient to maintain political unity. Instead,
in the early 1990s, there was a good deal of competition
and suspicion over NATO reform on the one hand and
the mandate of a Common Foreign and Security Policy
of the European Union on the other. At that time, the
Bush administration was worried that Franco-German
initiatives floated in Europe’s intergovernmental confer-
ence on political union would undermine NATO’s mili-
tary structure and pre-empt NATO’s function as the
essential forum for consultation and the venue for
transatlantic decision-making on security and defence.18

There was bad blood between the United States on
one side, and France and Germany on the other about
the configuration of forces envisaged in the Eurocorps.
This problem was solved with a memorandum between
the states involved and NATO’s Supreme Commander.
This was followed by separate (US and European)
approaches to conflict in Croatia and Bosnia, culminat-
ing in tense disputes about ‘lift and strike’ in 1993 and
1994. There were several occasions, such as in

Operation “Sharp Guard” in the Adriatic Sea, where
Western European Union and NATO operations over-
lapped for political reasons. 

In the 1994 to 1996 period it was hoped that the
European Security and Defence Identity would blend
smoothly into a reformed command system inside
NATO. The Brussels Summit of January 1994 followed
by the Berlin Ministerial of July 1996 laid the founda-
tion for what was called the Berlin Model.19 Separable-
but-not-separate forces and multi-purpose Combined
Joint Task Forces would cement the political and mili-
tary needs of this new arrangement. 

Though French President Jacques Chirac wanted
France to work closely in NATO, France also wanted a
radically new dualist NATO with more flexibility in
how to deal with non-Article 5 tasks. The French design
for WEU Combined Joint Task Forces would have divid-
ed NATO’s military structure in two. The Article 5 (col-
lective defence clause) sub-structure would be the con-
tinuation of NATO’s traditional structure under the
Supreme Allied Commander (always an American) in
Europe. A second military sub-structure, under a
European commander with a direct role for the North
Atlantic Council and the Military Committee, would set
up a European command and control structure in case of
a non-Article 5 crisis response operation that the
Alliance as a whole might decide should be conducted
by a European task force. This European commander
would in fact take over NATO’s command during such a
contingency and he would be supported, if needed, by
NATO and US national assets. The informal understand-
ing was that the European command would rotate among
Britain, France and Germany for these non-Article 5 cri-
sis response operations.20

The American military leadership balked at the
notion of creating dual structures. In Washington’s
view, the new force arrangements would be command-
ed and controlled in a streamlined NATO where one
single system of Combined Joint Task Forces for both
Article 5 and non-Article 5 operations would be set up.
In this way, NATO proper could use them or NATO in
alliance with partner countries from Central and
Eastern Europe, or NATO could delegate them to an
operation under the auspices of the Western European
Union. In the latter case, the Deputy Supreme Allied
Commander in Europe (always a European) could direct
an operation set up within the defence planning and
command arrangements in NATO in a predictable
arrangement so that, in the words of Charles Barry, “the
task-force lines of command lead back clearly to the
Major NATO Command responsible for Article 5
defence in the region concerned...”21
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It was due to these different visions of NATO reform
that France ultimately did not join NATO’s integrated
military command. Closely related is the fact that the
Combined Joint Task Force concept has not resolved if
and when NATO would make its assets (and which assets)
available to WEU operations. The importance of resolv-
ing these questions was apparent in the crisis manage-
ment exercise conducted by NATO and the WEU in
February 2000.22

ESDP: BEYOND ESDI

There was little American or NATO concern about the
Amsterdam Treaty revisions on the Common Foreign

and Security Policy completed in 1997 because most of
the changes were incremental, involving
decision making and joint implementation
provisions.23 EU governments agreed on
‘constructive abstention’ so that the Union
can undertake joint actions with coalitions
of the willing. They agreed on a friendly
take-over of Western European Union func-
tions in the area of military crisis manage-
ment without disbanding the Western
European Union or incorporating its collec-
tive defence article into the European
Union. The EU agreed to undertake the so-
called Petersberg Tasks formulated by the
WEU in 1992, which comprise humanitarian
and rescue tasks, peacekeeping, and crisis
management including peacemaking. A pol-
icy planning and early warning unit was
added to the Council Secretariat.

The most visible change at Amsterdam
came in the form of a Secretary General and High
Representative for the Union on Common Foreign and
Security Policy. Though it took two years to fill the
post, the choice announced in the fall of 1999 of former
NATO Secretary General Javier Solana lent immediate
weight to the position and eased American concerns.
Solana also assumed the post of Secretary-General of
the Western European Union. 

The breakthrough in European defence that led to
the agreements in Helsinki on ESDP and the Headline
Goal came at the Anglo-French summit in St. Malo in
late 1998 when the British Government confirmed a
major change in its position.24 Its agreement to put hard
military security and defence squarely inside the
European Union and to create, with other Union mem-
bers, a robust intervention capacity was a substantial
change from the post-Cold War British position of pos-
ing the Western European Union as the bridge between
the Union and the Alliance.

The crisis in Kosovo essentially sped up the
European initiative. Consensus built quickly that
Europe must  prepare to undertake such crisis
response actions without complete dependence on the
United States. Some have suggested that Britain felt
that Europe had to develop a real military capacity to
keep the United States interested in NATO.25 In other
words, the British move was not so much an attempt
to shift security and defence to Europe for the sake of
creating European rather than NATO defence capabil-
ity, as a move to avoid losing American interest in
the Alliance due to its weakness or due to more
pressing areas of military concern for the United
States. It is also clear that defence, in contrast to
economic or monetary policy, is the key area in

Europe where Britain can lead, and where its leader-
ship in conjunction with the French is a win-win sit-
uation for all involved.   

The European Council Conclusions at Cologne in
June 1999 accepted and elaborated the Anglo-French
plans on the Union’s role in defence. But there was at
least one phrase (in Annex III) that caused an
American reaction:

…the Union must have the capacity for
autonomous action, backed up by credible mili-
tary forces, the means to decide to use them,
and a readiness to do so, in order to respond to
international crises without prejudice to actions
by NATO.26

The American government argued that “without
prejudice to actions by NATO” was unacceptable for it
left the impression that crisis management would be the
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prerogative of the Union and, thus, by implication boxed
NATO into Article 5 operations only.27 The St. Malo
Declaration between France and Britain had defined the
need for a capacity for autonomous European action: 

In order for the European Union to take deci-
sions and approve military action where the
Alliance as a whole is not engaged...28

From Washington’s point of view, the Cologne
Summit had strayed from this phrase which had been care-
fully repeated in the Washington Summit Communiqué.29

On the eve of the Helsinki European Council
Summit, the Americans intervened ‘at the highest level’
by calling on Prime Minister Blair to persuade President
Chirac to insert “where the Alliance as a whole is not
engaged” into the European Union Council Conclusion.
With some difficulty, the British were able to persuade
the French to include the phrase. Given that the French
had already agreed to it at St. Malo, there was no con-

vincing case to keep it out.30 This is not a debate about
semantics as the phrase cuts to the core of what is meant
by ‘autonomy’. 

Strictly speaking, the question is whether or not
‘autonomy’ includes EU political will to launch mili-
tary action in cases where the United States explicitly
disagrees with such action. The British do not like this
definition but strongly favour the phrase “where NATO
as a whole is not engaged” because it would mean in
practice that the United States has already given its
agreement. The French want to be prepared for both
contingencies. 

The Helsinki Conclusions also implied that the EU
was preparing for at least two types of capabilities and
operations: its own operations without the use of NATO
assets and capabilities, and European Union-led opera-
tions with NATO assets and capabilities. The apparent
dual purpose of this new EU capacity put into question
the agreement the Alliance had affirmed in Washington,
namely “our commitment to building the ESDI within
the Alliance”.31

ESDP thus moves beyond ESDI as it has been
defined and used since 1994. In the arrangements
between the WEU and NATO on Combined Joint Task
Forces, the Alliance not only decides on what assets
the WEU can borrow but will also monitor these assets
and can technically recall them. The ESDP definition
of ‘autonomous action’ includes a much greater degree
of its own mission and control over decision making
and NATO assets once they have been assigned to the
EU operation by the Alliance. Therefore, it is not pos-
sible for NATO simply to replace the references to the
WEU with EU. The view that it is legally, institution-
ally and politically impossible for the EU to be the
European pillar of NATO is held by many European
governments.32

Logically, American officials are probing the terms
used in the new ESDP terminology, such as
‘autonomous action’, (rather than “separable but not
separate forces”), and “unnecessary duplication” (rather
than “no duplication”). As the Union is not simply going
to take over the Western European Union crisis manage-
ment functions, which had been defined in the ESDI-in-
NATO construct, all the arrangements may have to be
renegotiated.

The Europeans have tried to calm the waters with-
out diminishing or slowing down the momentum for a
genuine EU military capacity. Lord Robertson argued
that the new European initiative would maintain the
“indivisibility” of the transatlantic link, “improve”
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European capabilities, and be “inclusive of all the
allies”. German Defence Minister Rudolf Scharping
wrote that the problem with NATO was not too much
America but too little Europe.33 The British clarified
further that they had no intention of creating an inde-
pendent European army or a standing force, and that
they did not seek strategic independence for Europe.34

A NATO-EU POLITICAL AGREEMENT 
ON ESDP

The groundwork for EU consultation with European
NATO allies that are not EU mem-

bers appears to be coming in place
with the provision for regular ambas-
sadorial and ministerial meetings.35

Also, these allies “will participate, if
they so wish” when NATO assets are
used, and “will be invited upon deci-
sion by the EU” even when the opera-
tion does not draw on NATO assets.36

But there is no sign yet of a frame-
work agreement between NATO and
the EU.   Solana and his successor at
NATO, Lord Robertson, have started
the convention of weekly breakfasts
to  faci l i ta te  smooth communicat ion
between the two organizations. But a
formal agreement is not yet in place as
of this writing and may not come until
after the conclusion of the French
Presidency in December 2000. Talks
on mechanisms for political consultation and practical
cooperation and arrangements that will provide access
to NATO planning capabilities and other assets are con-
tinuing. However, in a rather exasperated comment, the
American ambassador to NATO revealed a lack of over-
all progress. He commented that attempts by the US to
conclude “a marriage of equal, sovereign partners”
between the EU and NATO are received in Europe
“with the same enthusiasm as receiving the ‘Love Bug’
message on their email”.37

There is a clear American interest in building up
European military capabilities for crisis management
in Europe and, eventually, for crises beyond Europe.
This might reduce Congressional criticism that the US
is forced to carry too much of the defence burden. It
may also help neutral countries to participate and thus
bring them closer to NATO.38

The US would like to keep NATO as the key forum
for consultation and decision making as the Alliance pro-
vides Washington with the best political position to

influence the development of Europe’s security and
defence dimension. The American government also
wants to make sure that the command and control
resources in NATO, in which they have invested signifi-
cantly, are not diminished or put to use in ways that do
not serve US interests. NATO’s defence planning process
is a proven method. Given NATO’s extensive reforms
and the experience of several crises in the 1990s from
the Persian Gulf (without an official NATO role) to
Kosovo, the US view is that it must be enforced not
diversified. Finally, Americans do not want new layers
of membership inside the Alliance (EU versus non-EU)

that might complicate Alliance solidarity or cause institution-
al proliferation without adding genuine military capacity. 

Though there is no unified European position on a
EU-NATO Security relationship, most EU members
want more EU decision-making power, planning capaci-
ty and operational capability for military crisis manage-
ment in Europe. With such capacity comes more
European influence to determine the strategy and means
of military crisis management, including in NATO.
Also, a common military ability will help define
stronger shared national priorities in security and
defence. With this view, ESDP fortifies NATO while
strengthening the EU. For most Europeans, these two
goals are not contradictory. 

There are two ingredients to enable a NATO-EU
politico-military relationship that address both American
concerns and European demands: 

● synchronized decision making; and
● connected military structures.
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SYNCHRONIZATION

When a crisis breaks, the national capitals will be
in immediate and continual contact. Since there

will likely be diversity of opinion in the EU as well as
within NATO, the risk of European caucusing is low.
The ‘Quad’ in NATO (US, Britain, France and
Germany), an informal ‘Quad’ in the European Union
(Britain, France, Germany, Italy) or any other arrange-
ment will reach an early conclusion on how to deal
with the crisis. Either way, it is crucial that a formal
decision on whether and how to respond comes through
the Atlantic Alliance very early. There must be an
explicit NATO decision on the crisis in all scenarios
for two reasons even when NATO as a whole does not
want to be involved. First, to clarify that the response
will be an autonomous European action with which the
American administration agrees but in which it does
not want to participate directly. Second, to make a sub-
sequent request for NATO assets by the European
states constructive and compelling. As much as possi-
ble, such a request must be rendered as a technical
rather than a political issue.

There cannot be a formal ‘right of first refusal’ for
NATO as demanded by the US Senate in late 1999.39 A
formal and strict sense of ‘sequencing’ is ‘not on’ as it
would ipso facto make the Union a subordinate organi-
zation to the Atlantic Alliance. Instead, an understand-
ing on synchronizing EU and NATO decisions which
produces an unambiguous NATO decision on whether or
not to be involved must remain entirely informal while
at the same time be widely understood and supported.
Synchronization can take place without prejudicing the
Union’s decision-making autonomy or bypassing its
own single institutional framework.

CONNECTED MILITARY STRUCTURES

The Allies must avoid a repetition of the divisive bat-
tles waged between 1994 and 1997 on NATO trans-

formation, full French integration into NATO’s military
command and how to configure European-led Combined
Joint Task Forces. A rigid separation between a
European ‘Headline Force’ Commander and SACEUR,
as well as between various national and multinational
European command nuclei on the one hand and NATO
command on the other goes beyond autonomy. Even
with a European Headline Force, it is likely that most
Allies will want to tackle most crises through a com-
bined ESDP-NATO effort or with NATO’s active partic-
ipation. Yet, there may arise situations where the EU
will make the case that it can conduct the operation by
itself.  Therefore, two conditions should guide the
development of the ESDP crisis management capacity.

Even in autonomous EU actions, it is in everyone’s
interest to have a ready line of command back to the
Strategic NATO Command in the area of operations and,
thus, ultimately to SACEUR.  There can be a command
and control capacity that is not per se controlled and dom-
inated by the American-led command structure, but that
nevertheless leads seamlessly back into American partici-
pation and American-led command arrangements in case
the operation runs into heavy weather. Therefore, the first
condition is that the strategic planning and military staff
capacity in ESDP should maintain a close connection to
the NATO planning and command structure. ‘Autonomous
action’ does not require and should not mean complete
‘autonomous capability’ (despite the French version of the
St. Malo Declaration which said, “une capacité autonome
d’action”). At the same time, connectedness to NATO’s
command and control does not have to mean NATO or
American control of the EU’s strategic planning. 

The Union must develop its own planning and
military guidance capacity in order for the European
Union to make fully informed decisions on whether
and how to launch autonomous actions. However, if
the decision will always be synchronized with NATO,
it would be unnecessary to build in the Union proper
a command and control capability that exists in NATO
and that extends into common defence. Instead, the
command and control capacity in NATO should be
built out to connect with the planning and guidance
work in the Union for crisis management. The Union
should set up genuine planning and decision capacity,
but when it comes to operations, connect that capaci-
ty into NATO’s existing command and control struc-
ture in which DSACEUR (always a European) plays a
key role.

The same applies to NATO’s defence planning
process. There can be an umbrella of NATO defence plan-
ning under which ESDP can develop certain aspects with-
out NATO or American control or domination of that part
of the defence planning process. Connecting ESDP strate-
gic and defence planning into the overall NATO structure
provides the best of both worlds, as it will provide the EU
with decision and military staff capacity while avoiding
institutional drifting. Finally, if the command and control
assets are fully interconnected, the EU borrowing other
NATO assets will be greatly simplified. It may well prove
the sina qua non for the use of other assets.

CANADIAN INTERESTS

During the preparations for WEU-led operations in
NATO, Canada made it clear that it wanted the

option to participate in such operations, but that ‘modali-
ties’ would need to be agreed on to allow Canada a rele-
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vant role in the political and operational control of such
operations. In the case of autonomous EU operations bor-
rowing NATO assets, Canada maintains a similar position:

For EU-led operations involving the use of NATO
assets and capabilities, modalities will need to be
agreed if Canada chooses to participate.40

The Canadian government appears set to keep its
options open to participate even in autonomous EU
operations without a NATO role or assets and has
already opened this discussion with EU officials at the
highest levels.41 Yet, this may be an idealistic approach
and unlikely to be relevant or productive. There will be
few Canadian interests in doing so apart from the search
and rescue missions of Canadian nationals. In the
Helsinki scheme of relations with non-EU members, the
EU’s political priority is to invite European NATO allies
and aspiring EU members. Canada would find itself in a
category with Ukraine and, frankly, on the bottom of the
list of those to be invited. Even if it were invited,
Canada would have a difficult time in the institutional
scheme to get its point across the EU table.42

The annex of the EU Presidency Conclusions in Fiera,
Portugal outlines the involvement of non-European NATO
countries and candidate (for EU membership) countries as
well as other ‘interested states’ in EU crisis management.
During ‘routine phase’ (i.e., non-crisis) there will be reg-
ular consultations. In the event of a crisis, the European
Union will make a decision as to whether or not to launch
a military or civilian operation. Once the deci-
sion is made to commit forces, an ad hoc
Committee of Contributors is to be set up.43

During the ‘operational phase’ of a crisis,
the non-EU members that have confirmed their
wish to participate “will have the same rights
and obligations as the EU participating Member
States in the day to day conduct of the opera-
tions.”44 However, the newly formed Political
and Security Committee of the Council “will be
responsible for the political control and strate-
gic direction of the operation.”45 When asked
whether the terms of the Committee of Ad Hoc
Contributors as presently known would satisfy a
potential contributor nation like Canada (identi-
fied as “an interested state”46), a senior Foreign
Affairs official in Ottawa answered “that it cer-
tainly would not”.47 The decision to terminate
any operation is taken by the EU “after consult-
ing with participating states”.48

It may be Canada’s first reaction to view EU securi-
ty and defence autonomy as a new multilateral opportu-

nity to pursue soft security objectives, especially as it is
not dominated by the Americans. However, Canada
shares a fundamental national interest with NATO col-
leagues who are not EU members (such as Norway,
Turkey and Poland) to support the American position by
applying diplomatic pressure to ensure that the EU and
NATO come to a political agreement linking the ESDP
and NATO in terms of decision making, command and
control, and defence planning.

Rather than emphasizing a ‘freelance’ soft security
relationship with the European Union, Canada should be
much more clear about its stake in NATO. Throughout
most of the 1990s, too many Canadian officials empha-
sized practical cooperation in various Balkan efforts and
downplayed ESDI debates in NATO. This has unnecessar-
ily weakened Canada’s political position in the current
debate on ESDP. It is therefore encouraging to see a
stronger position taken recently by current NATO ambas-
sador David Wright. In his address to the Transatlantic
Forum in May, he underscored the “unity of the Alliance,”
the need for NATO to remain the “organization of first
choice,”  while calling for “close institutional links” and
“permanent and effective consultative mechanisms”.49

However, it appears that the Department of Foreign
Affairs and the Department of National Defence are
emphasizing different approaches to the new European
initiative in security and defence. While Foreign Affairs
officials have approached the EU presidency about
Canadian participation in ‘autonomous actions’,

Defence officials have emphasized a NATO primacy
position as illustrated by Ambassador Wright’s com-
ments above. It is not clear whether or not the
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A Harrier fighter takes off from a Spanish aircraft carrier off the coast of Portugal dur-
ing Exercise “Linked Seas” 2000.



Europeans are listening to Foreign Affairs or to
Defence, and who, ultimately, they believe.

In my view, Canada should welcome ESDP, but
have no obvious interest in encouraging an overly
autonomous European military capability. More crucial
for Canada’s overall security in the world is the over-
riding concern for the United States to continue to lead
interoperable Western coalitions. The American public
has a much better acceptance level for coalition inter-

ventions than the US acting alone. Therefore, the
greater interest for Canada in the ESDP-NATO develop-
ment is to keep the transatlantic connection unambigu-
ously based on NATO. Canada should ensure that it
maintains modern military capability itself and should
act more assertively to keep the US-European approach
to security indivisible. Canada could help design a new
overall security regime between NATO and ESDP.
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