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1. Introduction

The Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) amérgence of the European
Security and Defence Policy (now the Common Segcuaihd Defence policy,

CSDP/ESDP) came to existence at the beginningi®ftiilennium. Two events led
European governments to rethink the way in whioctytikonceptualised European

defence policy and capability as well as their commant to it.

The first one was the Balkan wars, which underlinkdt the US had “superior
intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance tassglentiful precision-guided
munitions, massive air and sealift resources, alid kgistics” (Van Ham 2000:220).
The European Union’s frustration caused by its laickapability to act resulted in the
creation of a more efficient EU defence policy.eThitiative was taken by France and
the United Kingdom. Although the origins of ESDB[QP were not necessarily anti-
American, French motives were fuelled by the deswrecounter-balance the US

influence on Europe and to create an autonomous EU.

The second event that was significant in stimugatile EU’s common security policy
was the British change in government in 1997. TBHair's Labour government was
determined to demonstrate the UK’s central rol&umope and took the “initiative on
restructuring European defence cooperation pactlgdmpensate for Britain’'s self-
chosen exclusion from other major European projéatish as European Monetary
Union)” (Van Ham 2000: 215). Tony Blair soughtsitow the US European readiness

to bear a bigger share in the common security urdéhe EU wanted to create a



crisis management capacity that would enable itetict to crises such as those in

Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo without Amergapport.

At a meeting at Saint-Malo in December 1998, Pertidlacques Chirac and Prime
Minister Tony Blair called for the EU’s “capacitprf autonomous action, backed by
credible military forces, the means to decide te tiem, and a readiness to do so, in
order to respond to international crises” (Maafgaten. 2001. From St-Malo to Nice:
European Defence: core documents, Chaillot Paper4ido pp 8-9 in Neuhold
2004:111). NATO’s Washington summit of April 199%hsically supported the
tendency toward a more pronounced and forceful i@an defence capability. The
summit communiqué acknowledged “the resolve of Eketo have the capacity for
autonomous action so it can take decisions andoappmilitary action where the

Alliance as a whole is not engaged” (Van Ham 2Q().

French and British initiatives to create a Europ8acurity and Defence Policy were
translated into the “Headline Goal” adopted by Ewopean Council at the Helsinki
summit in December 1999. It was agreed that theMaUld be able to deploy the so-
called Rapid Response Force of about 60,000 treogsn 60 days to perform the

Petersberg tasks

A year later, the civilian dimension of ESDP/CSD&swdefined at the Feira European
Council. The Union decided to develop civilian ess of crisis management in four
priority areas: police, strengthening of rule ofw]a strengthening civilian

administrations and civil protection. Across tberfdimensions, emphasis was put on

! petersberg tasks adopted at the 1992 summit megftithg Western European Union (WEU) comprise
humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tés$is of combat forces in crisis management,
including peacemaking. The EU took over the Petng Tasks in May 1999 under the Treaty of
Amsterdam. Today they form a core component ofG8&P.



the ability to react quickly by deploying at shoxtice and on the requirement for
Member States to pre-select relevant officials xqregts in the four priority areas and
adequately train them. Police deployment was ifledtas central to civilian crisis

management missions. At Feira, Member States ctigumihemselves to strengthen
their capabilities in this domain and make 5000qgobfficers available on a voluntary
basis by 2003, 1,400 of whom should be deployaliieim30 days (Santa Maria Feira

European Council Conclusions 19 and 20 June 2000).

Civilian missions, however, have since then begiayed in post-crisis, post-conflict
and potential crisis environments. There are atiyeight civilian missions deployed
on the ground: in Afghanistan, Iraq, Georgia, theeBtinian territories, Kosovo,
Bosnia and Herzegovina and the Democratic Republihe Congo. Despite such a
great geographical variety of missions, insuffitiattention has been paid to them.
The civilian dimension is crucial for current csishanagement and peacebuilding and
yet remains marginalised, while significantly higlagtention has been devoted to the

military operations.

Civilian capabilities started to develop quite esigely between 2003 and 2004. In
2003 the first ESDP/CSDP mission was deployed ia Ydestern Balkans and
important lessons have been drawn from the serbtadenges that occurred in its
planning and conduct phase. A second cornerst@setive adoption of the European
Security Strategy (ESS) in December 2003. The B8S become the reference
document for successive developments of CSDP, aviibcus on synergy among all
EU instruments, unity of command and the develogménelevant capabilities — the
so-called “comprehensive approach”. It mainly amcates on effective

multilateralism, international law and the enhanceld of international institutions
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and tribunals. The ESS formulated the so-called [@ower” that was in opposition to
the robust proactive policy of the former Ameriganesident G. W. Bush. Third, the
Civilian Headline Goal adopted by the EU in 2004oatlefined concrete targets of
civilian ESDP/CSDP. The ultimate objective wasspeed up deployment of civilian
personnel and enable the EU to conduct severagrdiit long term missions in
parallel. Targets have been agreed in the follgvainority sectors: civilian police and
rule of law, civil administration, civil protectiommonitoring missions and support for
EU special representatives (Civilian Headline Ga@08). Fourth, in 2004 the EU
expanded to 25 Member States. The largest pefideUoenlargement to date, this
brought not only additional capabilities but aldstidctive experience and expertise,
as the new Member States had just completed aporgess of political reform and

institution-building (Grevi, Keohane, in Grevi 20091).

Drawing from the European Security Strategy, dwilicrisis management under
ESDP/CSDP was presented as a key component of Ednak policy. However,
CSDP is not a stand-alone instrument (MartinelliMerlingen, 2008: 111). “The
trilogy of peace, security and development, reicéor by the imperative of good
governance, is a principle enunciated in variougiaf documents, notably the EU
Security Strategy, which states that the EU isobal actor and as such must be ready

to take responsibility for international securitydefor a better world” (ESS 2003).

The balance between hard and soft components ofddurity policy has become
clearer. As member states have increasingly canredognize that security implies
far more than force and coercion, they are striviagimprove coordination and
coherence between the hard and soft tools at disgosal (Grevi, Keohane, in Grevi

2009: 101).



The Lisbon Treaty has changed the institutionah&aork of the EU, including the
CFSP and CSDP, by establishing the European Extéxoton Service (EEAS)
headed by the High Representative for Foreign Adfand Security Policy. In
November 2009, the European Council appointed GatheAshton as High
Representative who is assisted by the EEAS. In dwible-hatted role as a
chairperson of the Foreign Affairs Council and asevPresident of the European
Commission she aims at ensuring consistency andlic@tion of EU external action.
The Rotating Presidency of Member States in thesmdmas only functioned in a
supporting role since the Lisbon Treaty. Thus Member States, particularly the
medium and small sized ones, have lost the oppbyttm represent the EU in the
international arena. The EEAS staff members oaiginfrom the European
Commission, the General Secretariat of the Cowmal the Diplomatic Services of EU
Member States. The role of the EEAS is still ifoemative phase and this process
depends on Member States. At the beginning offutetioning it attempted to
establish its own role as the"?Blember State gwrimusinter pares. According to the
Lisbon Treaty, however, CFSP and CSDP remain saldlyin the competences of
Member States. Moreover, there should be an exteflsw of information between
the EEAS and the Member States. So far the EEABsh@aportant information only

with the largest Member States: Germany, France #ma United Kingdom.

2 In accordance with Articles 18 and 27 of the Tyem the European Union, the High Representative:
~conducts the Union's Common Foreign and Secumticl? (CFSP); contributes by her proposals to the
development of that policy, which she will carrytoas mandated by the Council, and ensures
implementation of the decisions adopted in thilfipresides over the Foreign Affairs Council; i®eo

of the Vice-Presidents of the Commission. She assthie consistency of the Union's external action.
She is responsible within the Commission for resgalities incumbent on it in external relationsdan
for coordinating other aspects of the Union's exdkraction. She represents the Union in matters
relating to the Common Foreign and Security Polaynducts political dialogue with third parties on
the Union's behalf and expresses the Union's pasiti international organisations and at intermatlo
conferences. She also exercises authority oveEtiepean External Action Service (EEAS) and over
the Union delegations in third countries and aerimational organisations.” (Treaty of the European
Union 2009).



Therefore, there is a danger that creation of tBAE will gradually and significantly

increase the power the ‘Big 3' Member States at#teiment of the others.

CSDP activities should be derived from the commenadninator of geopolitical and
geostrategic interests of Member States and shooidbe the isolated action of a
single leading Member State with others toleratingeU Member States should take
into account the lessons learned from their expeds of missions deployed during
the past ten years. CSDP missions are more thegudar foreign policy: they are an
embodiment of direct operational engagement throtingh deployment of the EU
personnel on the ground. Geopolitical perspectiveuld be taken into account. For
some Member States Northern Africa is not a pgaedgion, but the EU as an entity is
naturally interested in Africa due to its proximignd economic ties, issues with
migration etc. Each individual Member State shagddess future and current actions
not only from the national point of view but alsmrh the European geopolitical
perspective It is essential to overcome short-sighted naligeographical perception
and see reality through an EU lens. In particuleountries without colonial
backgrounds and former communist countries do roessary take this view. In the
case of the latter, the surrounding environmentgragiiously been more or less out of

their reach.

Political geography of the EU should determine sréa which its experts are

deployed. Although the European Security Stratexgpphasised its role as a global
actor, the Union should focus on its prioritiesSEP missions are a test case of the
credibility of the European Union and thereforeeefiveness is the main target. At

this stage the EU does not possess the capadaditypioy at any location in the world
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and sustain its delivery over a longer period. tThavhy priority areas or the so-called

“Grand area” should be determined.

This research will contribute to the knowledge bakgolitical science and political
geography as it evaluates civilian CSDP missiordstae EU’s role in global politics
from a geopolitical perspective. As CSDP is anrgagernmental policy its areas of
activities stem from the priorities of individualdvhber States. The main research
question is whether or not CSDP constitutes a ptioje of the priorities of three
leading Member States, i.e. France, Germany antiiited Kingdom. The aim is to
present a juxtaposition of the national priorit@fsthe “Big 3" Member States and
CSDP activity areas. Current practices demonsttete without consensus of these
countries, there is no CSDP. How is it that theggess the largest leverage in the
civilian CSDP, even though none of them is thedatgontributor in terms of numbers

of personnel? What is it that constitutes “civilipower”?

The first part of this paper focuses on the analgéithe National Security Strategies
of Germany, France and the United Kingdom in order identify the main
geographical priorities of each country. It isazléhat not all Security Strategies are

focused geographically, however priority areas lmamentified.

Following this identification of the priorities othe “Big 3", the second part
concentrates on the analysis of the ongoing CSD#3iams. This section determines
which priority areas are set within the EU's ge@dniaal and geopolitical
environment, as well as explaining why other noioily areas should be disregarded
in terms of CSDP activities. The core areas foDB&ctions should be based on these
priorities because they can ensure that there th Biee ambition and required

consensus among the Member States. There are benwh additional associated
11



research issues that follow in accordance with thésis’ research problem. These
include the analysis of conflict or crisis situaoin the geographical areas that have
led to the deployment of particular civilian migsso This research sets out the main
criteria for future civilian missions accordingwich the missions should be assessed
and appraised. The criteria are as follows: 1) gkegraphical proximity of the
conflict or crisis; 2) the acceptance of EU stafftbe local population and authorities
(in line with local ownership); and 3) the strategriority or security threat for

majority of Member states, particularly the leadorgs.

“Geography and geopolitics have often been neggeot the Common Foreign and
Security Policy. This is a mistake. The risingveos of the twenty first century have
already begun to integrate their homelands morecti¥ely and chart the regions
where their own geographic and geopolitics lay.e BU’s future is dependent on the
adoption of a truly comprehensive and preventatipproach, which fuses together
civilian and military assets for permanent powejg@etion into the regions most vital
to the maintenance of European Prosperity and ¢éimeodratic way of life.” (Rogers,

2011: 25)

Regions forming the “Grand Area” should be placetha heart of CSDP (see Annex
1). Therefore, the structure of this research weillect such an approach; it analyses
the security strategies of the largest Member Stad@d identifies common
denominators among their priority areas. It theesents parallels with current civilian

CSDP mission and assesses if these areas showdthrdma focus of CSDP.

The basic methodology that is used is the empiaaalytical approach and systematic
assessment of the CSDP missions according to 8pexiferia mentioned above.

These criteria help to define the geographical rityicareas for the future CSDP
12



missions and policies. Another important aspe¢hefmethodology is the comparison
of different CSDP missions and of the geograph&rahs set out in German, French

and British Security Strategies respectively.

The thesis will analyse primary sources such asdBtuments related to the civilian
missions including Council Joint Actions and Faetdls, the national strategies of
Germany, France and the United Kingdom and WhigePaof the Governments and
Constitutions. These are original sources whiclcite current political thinking and

EU planning in a real way. Concerning the secondaurces, the focus will be on the
analyses and assessments of the CSDP civiliananssiuch as An Implementation
Perspective of European Security and Defence Pblicpichael Merlingen and Rasa
Ostrauskaité, EU Institute for Security Studies kbam European Security and
Defence Policy — its First Ten Years (1999-2009) &t Conflict Prevention and

Crisis Management by Eva Gross and Ana E. JunDo® to my area of responsibility
at the Representation of the Czech Republic tdEtdemuch of the information used
comes from daily contacts with EU and EEAS offisjainterviews and from the

sessions of the Council working group Civilian Astse of Crisis Management

(CIVCOM) of which | cover as a national delegate.
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2. Terminology

Common Security and Defence Policy

This thesis uses the term Common Security and Bef@wlicy as it stems from the
Lisbon Treaty. However, this is not an accuraténde®n because unlike in other
areas (such as the Common Agriculture Policy) tleeufity and Defence Policy
remains intergovernmental. In other words, as spgoto other common policies,
Member States have no shared competences undenc@$DP. Member States can
exercise competence in areas where the Union has do. For instance, in the
Democratic Republic of the Congo the United Kingdishaving its own project in
security sector reform next to the CSDP mission BUPRDC. Therefore the
definition “common” that is used in other areashrsas Common Agriculture Policy is
highly misleading; Security and Defence Policy lereained a European policy where
competences of Member states are decisive onghedé competences are transferred
to a higher authority such as the EEAS it can kderdental to CSDP. It is Member
States’ interests that should remain the drivingdoof the EU foreign policy. On the
other hand, however, a clear strategy with objestifor the Security and Defence
Policy has to be set out. The translation of Men8iates’ interests into priority areas

is essential for effective EU action in the field.

The origins of the security and defence architectirEurope can be found in the post-
World War Il situation. Starting in the late 194@snumber of initiatives set the stage
for increased cooperation across Europe. Exangdléisis include the signing of the

Brussels Treaty (1948), which was an important tep stone towards a Western
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European Union, and the creation of the Europeaad @ud Steel Community in 1951
which placed strategic resources under a supraratauthority. It was in the late
1960s that the European Economic Community (EE@jtest to explore ways in
which to harmonise members’ foreign policies. Hague Summit held in December
1969 was particularly significant, as European ¢gadinstructed their respective
foreign ministers to examine possibilities for @ospolitical integration. In the
Davignon Report of October 1970, the foreign manstresponded by introducing the
idea of European Political Cooperation (EPC). ®hgctives of EPC were defined as
the harmonisation of positions, consultation andemvappropriate, common actions.
The report also presented EPC procedures, inclusingnonthly meetings of the
Foreign Affairs Ministers and quarterly meetingsttod Political Directors forming the
Political Committee. The overall purpose of EPCswa facilitate the consultation
process among EEC Member States. It was Europediticéd Cooperation that
served as the foundation for the Common Foreign Sexclrity Policy introduced in
the Maastricht Treaty. With its entry into forcea @ November 1993, the Treaty
created a single institutional framework, the Ee@p Union, based on three pillars —
the second of which was labelled Common Foreign &adurity Policy. CFSP is
broader and further-reaching than European Pdlit@@operation; for example, it
breaks new ground via its Article J.4 which statest CFSP includes “all questions
related to the security of the Union, including tieentual framing of a common
defence policy, which might in time lead to a conmaefence.” (Consolidated version
of Treaty of the European Union 2010). The Europé&mion set out a range of
ambitious external security and defence objectiiesugh the Maastricht Treaty, but
it was not until the late 1990s, in the aftermathttee Balkan Wars, that tangible

provisions were introduced to give the EU real isrimanagement capabilities.
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Following the St. Malo Declaration in 1998, numeyoduropean Council summit
meetings identified the military and civilian capaies needed to fulfil the Petersberg
tasks. With the entry into force of the Lisbon digeon 1 December 2009, ESDP was
renamed Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDE)DP Handbook).
However, at this stage the policy is not commore thisbon Treaty aimed at
highlighting the goal to create a Common Securitgt Befence of the EU. As Article
42 of the Treaty of the European Union states,@&®OP “will lead to a common
defence, when the European Council, acting unarsigpeo decides, in which case it
shall recommend to the Member States the adopticguch decision in accordance
with their respective constitutional requirement®hly the formal decision-making
process would require unanimity twice: at the Eeap Council, and afterwards,
through the unanimous endorsement of that agreema¢reast until the probable
amendment of the Treaty. This would in fact betaamount to opening a second
constitutional process within the Union, includimgiumber of national referenda. For
the time being, the wisdom of initiating such aqass, bearing in mind the experience

of last years, is somewhat questionable (Lashérals2©10: 7).

Civilian missions

As stated in the introduction, “civilian” refers fmlice, strengthening of rule of law,
strengthening civilian administrations and civibfgction activities. Civilian missions
stem from the peacekeeping concept of the opematdomd peacebuilding that was

defined by the United Nations.

Peacekeeping has proven to be one of the mostieédools available to the UN to
assist host countries in navigating the difficudittp from conflict to peace. The

peacebuilding concept was introduced by the forlEr Secretary General Boutrus
16



Boutrus Ghali in 1992 in the Agenda for Peace. alta is to prevent post-conflict
societies from relapsing into chaos, which is aadde by measures designed to
consolidate peace and prevent the recurrence lefnde. Because peacebuilding must
begin as quickly as possible after the end of amedr conflict, modern peace
operations combine peacekeeping measures with ipeitdiag elements. The crucial
aspect of this complex and time consuming procgsscal ownership, meaning that
all actions need to be coordinated with internatioactors as well as with local
partners. That is why local ownership constitudas of the three criteria set out in

assessment of the civilian missions in this thesis.

Peacekeeping has unique strengths, including meadty, burden sharing, and an
ability to deploy and sustain troops and policerfraround the globe, integrating them
with civilian peacekeepers to advance multidimemsionandates. UN Peacekeepers
provide security and support the political and pdadding process to help countries
make the difficult early transition from confliad peace. UN Peacekeeping is guided

by three basic principles:

» Consent of the parties,

e Impartiality,

* Non-use of force except in self-defence and defefitke mandate.

Peacekeeping operations are flexible and over @&t pvo decades have been
deployed in many configurations. There are curyeritb UN peace operations
deployed on four continents. Today's multidimenalopeacekeeping operations are
called upon not only to maintain peace and secguity also to facilitate the political

process, protect civilians, assist in the disarmmam@emobilization and reintegration
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of former combatants, support the organization lettens, protect and promote
human rights and assist in restoring the rule wf I&U civilian missions focus on the
same areas concerning the civilian dimension; hémegdo not include the protection
of civilians®. However, a comprehensive approach involving-chilitary cooperation
is essential in certain geographic areas. Exampfdéhkis include operations in the
Democratic Republic of the Congo and EUPOL coojpamnavith EUSEC RDC, which

is a military mission of the EU.

Success is never guaranteed, because UN Peacekedmiost by definition goes to
the most physically and politically difficult eneinments. However, a demonstrable
record of success was built up over 60 years ofJiN& existence, including winning

the Nobel Peace Prize.

By May 2010, UN Peacekeeping operations had moaa 24,000 military and
civilian staff. Since then UN Peacekeeping hasrext a phase of consolidation. The
numbers have, for the first time in a decade, etiatb decline slightly, with the
reduction of troops in the UN Organization Staltian Mission in the Democratic
Republic of the Congo (MONUSCO) and the withdraefdUN Mission in the Central

African Republic and Chad (MINURCAT) at the end26¥10.

However, this by no means indicates that the chg#le faced by the UN are
diminishing. While the numbers of military peaceiees may be decreasing, the
demand for field missions is expected to remair hand peacekeeping will continue
to be one of the UN’s most complex operational saskMoreover, the political

complexity facing peacekeeping operations and tlopes of their mandates, including

3 EU civilian missions do not include protectionodfilians as such but some missions are involved i
protection of civilians indirectly. EU Monitorinilission in Georgia participates on improving the
circumstances of Internally Displaced Persons, EURDC addresses the problem of sexual violence.

18



on the civilian side, remain very broad. There am®ng indications that certain
specialized capabilities — including police — vii# in especially high demand over the

coming years (UN DPKO website).

The term “peacekeeping” was originally used to dbscthe deployment of unarmed
military observers or lightly armed peacekeepingds (“blue helmets”) to support a
ceasefire or peace agreement. Although this ivgiy the UN’s best known
instrument, it is not actually defined in the UNa&Cter. The precedent on which all
subsequent peacekeeping operations were basechevddNEF deployed during the
Suez crisis of 1956. Since then, the peacekedpsgexperienced quantitative and
gualitative changes. It grew in terms of the nundfamissions, as well as broadening
its spectrum of tasks and increasing the speciaisaf its personnel. In order to
reflect these developments and draw a distinctiomftraditional peacekeeping, the
term “peace operations” is more commonly used todBgace operations have gone
through four phases in development, from firstdorth generation — from traditional
through to multidimensional peacekeeping startimghie late 1980s to the current
robust peacekeeping that uses force to defend atsdate and possesses temporary

executive powers.

As discussed above, the peacekeeping and peadafuidsks of the UN share main
objectives with the civilian CSDP. Cooperationvoetn the two and “mutualisation”
of experts have been developed by recent initiatared meetings between UN and EU
staff (Further Possibilities for enhancing EU CSB&pport to UN peacekeeping

operations 2011).
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Financing of the CSDP missions

There are three types of financing for CSDP missiaadministrative expenditure
comes from the CFSP budget (part of Union budgetjsonnel are financed by the
Member States, as most of them are seconded; ajet{w that for important elements
of certain missions are funded by the European Cissiam, such as the Instrument
for Stability. The administrative expenditure dfetinstitutions arising from the
implementation of CSDP is for civilian missions odred to the budget of the European
Union (CFSP budget). The same applies to operaxpgnditure, except in cases
where the Council — acting unanimously — deciddsemtise, or for expenditure
arising from operations having military or deferemlications? If expenditure is not
charged to the Union budget, it will be generalhaged to the Member States in
accordance with their gross national product, tntee Council unanimously decides
otherwise. Mission personnel, which are for in hases seconded, are paid by the

Member States.

A new aspect of mission financing, which was introgld by the Treaty of Lisbon, is
the creation of a so-called start-up fund. Thisdfus, however, applicable only to
military operations. Preparatory activities foe ttasks referred to in Article 42(1) and
Article 43 of the Treaty which are not chargedhe tUnion budget will be financed by
a start-up fund made up of Member States' contdhat The Council will then

authorise the High Representative to allocate thd$. The High Representative

reports to the Council on the implementation of tiemit (CSDP Handbook).

4 Military operations are financed through Athenechianism (see Council Decision 2007/384/CFSP of
14 May).
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Local ownership

The concept of local ownership, also known as “ewgyment” of “participatory

development” has a long history. It has becomeemmingly important in peace
operations since 1990s as missions have expendédptbacebuilding role. Local
ownership describes the goal as well as the prooésgradual transference of
responsibility to local actors, which is a fundanarprecondition for sustainable
peacebuilding and therefore a central componenthefexit strategy of any peace
operation. In civilian CSDP context, local owrtepsalso relates to the invitation by
the host country (as legal basis for the missio political support throughout the

conduct of the mission and in relation to the ineohent of the local authorities.
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3. Political geography of the European Union

Institutionalising the relations between Membert&aand the elimination of any
possibility of military conflict between them hadn central to the aims of the
European Community until very recently (Duchene2,91@73 in Rogers 2011: 13).
Because geopolitics is something that increasimgp@aan integration was expected to
move beyond and, within Europe at least, rendgelgrirrelevant, the importance of
geopolitics has often been played down by conteargoEuropeans. However, the
continual deepening of European integration has tedjuestioning of this low
estimation of the significance of geopolitics, leadto the argument that it has now
become “possible and necessary to see Europeagratiem through a geopolitical
lens” (Rogers and Simon, 2009:5-6). A superioraxsthnding the possibilities and
constraints faced by contemporary Europeans maydieed through geopolitical
analysis of the European Union’s geographical positas well as better informed
decision making in terms of foreign policy. It che seen that the geopolitical lens is
highly important for improving the process of pgliecnaking by considering the
geographical situation of Europe: “The Europearioreds not so much a continent
than a peninsula which protrudes out of the Eunasiger continent into the Atlantic
Ocean, thus providing Europeans with a primarilyritmae geography” (Rogers
2011:13). It is therefore vital that current CSPBiRilian missions be assessed and

future decisions be made in accordance with a diigpbperspective.

The key differences between land and sea powerschwhre referred to as

“tellurocracy” and “thalassocracy” respectivelyeaidentified in a useful analysis
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provided by the Dutch-American geostrategist NiaBalohn Spykmen. This analysis

focuses particularly on the ways in which these types of power expand:

“Their differing conceptions of the conquest ofase indicated one of the
outstanding differences between land and sea powesea power conquers a
large space by leaping lightly from point to poiafjjusting itself to existing
political relationships wherever possible, and mfteot establishing its legal
control until its factual domination has long betacitly recognised. An
expanding land power moves slowly and methodictdiyvard, forced by the
nature of its terrain to establish its control step step and so preserve the
mobility of its forces. Thus a land power thinksterms of continuous surfaces
surrounding a central point of control, whereasea power thinks in terms of
points and connecting lines dominating an immemesetary” (1938b p. 224 in
Rogers 2011:14).

It is entirely clear that the approach to enlargenaelopted by the European Union is a
continental “land” approach rather than a maritireea” one. However, in terms of
the external dimension the EU demonstrates a mmritapproach to an increasing
degree by taking its Member States overseas teestinto account. The EU currently
stretches over nearly the whole of the EuropearinBela, with its neighbourhood
reaching across from the Black Sea to the Atlantie Baltic Sea and the
Mediterranean. The Union’s eastern land border noay be considered quite short at
just 5,460 kilometres. Only five countries toubistborder: Russia, Belarus, Ukraine,
Moldova and Turkey. The EU’'s geographical locationEurasia’s western tip, along
with its size and resources, have led to it beefgrred to as “the world’s axial super
continent” or the “World Island”, which serves t@mopound the EU’s maritime
orientation (Brzezinski 1997: 50, Mackinder 1904)Considered geopolitically,
therefore, it seems that a dominant Eurasian paweid be able to exert its command
over the Middle East, Africa and the seas thatosund them in virtue of its proximity

(Brzezinski 1997:50 in Rogers 2011).

“Given the position of the European peninsula omaBia’'s western promontory,
the sea becomes necessary to reach other partsurai& Indeed, until
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Europeans developed sailing vessels capable afrairenting Africa, the eastern
hemisphere remained largely cut off, isolated ankihown. While aeroplanes,
railways and energy transmission pipelines havégatid this problem to some
extent, commercial activity still moves between dpgans and Asians primarily
through the maritime domain, making the communacatine running from the
Suez canal to the City of Shanghai particulariysigant.” (Rogers 2011).

This demonstrates that the European Union showldrfrorate behaviour as a power
of the sea into its attributes, especially whemrdimes to considerations regarding
CFSP and CSDP. Therefore Member States should mmewend the limitations of

logic rooted in the perspective of national intesesd instead consider the world from
the European maritime point of view, in accordawtd which CSDP actions that are
most beneficial for the EU should be undertakerucMof the EU’s economy is based
upon the export of high-tech manufactured produasswell as financial services.
Because Europeans are among the world’s most ttegendant people, with in the
region of ninety per cent of imported and exporgeadds being transported by sea,
there is a clear need to increase and extend Esrqgmditical and economic

bargaining power and influence in neighbouring ¢oaa (European Commission,

2006: 1-2 in Rogers 2011:21).

A problem faced by Europeans in the area of impartd exports is the particular
vulnerability to long term and short term disruptiof seaborne transportation due to
the “just in time” approach of container shippingmpanies (Willet 2008 in Rogers
2011:21). Taking into account that certain powerge entrenched themselves in key
regions to their own advantage, yet often to ottdissdvantage, it is vital that the EU
makes efforts to determine the minimum geographieaaneeded for its own
continuing and sustained economic expansion. Rd@&11:21) proposes that from a

geopolitical perspective, such a zone would needdet the following five criteria:
24



* “It would have to hold all the basic resources eeey to fuel European
manufacturing needs and future industrial requirgs)e

» Contain all the key trade routes, especially eng¢rggsmission pipelines and
maritime shipping routes, from other regions toEweopean homeland,

» Have the fewest possible geopolitical afflictiohattcould lead to the areas’
disintegration and thereby harm future economietgment,

» Show the least likelihood of significant encroachiney powerful foreign
actors, relative to its importance to the Europeaanomy and geopolitical
interest,

* Represent an area the EU can work towards defendogj cost-effectively
through the expansion of the CSDP — in other wondjout mandating an
excessive and draining defence effort.” (Rogers1221).

The Eastern Neighbourhood, the Caucasus, muchmfaésia, the northern half of
Africa and the entire Middle East should all belinied in the Grand Area (for further
illustration see Annex 1). The Grand Area shouwdhf an integrated zone that is
beneficial to the relationships among all of easitthat exist within it. In addition, the
EU must aim to further and enhance the strategim@eaships that it has with smaller
powers in the Grand Area, particularly with Georghaerbaijan, Turkmenistan, Iraq,
and other energy suppliers and transit nationsrttet feed or host the Nabucco gas
pipeline. Furthermore, integration and succesthefGrand Area in the future will
depend to a significant degree on high levels ofdad US collaboration in these areas

(Rogers 2011: 4).
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4. Sources of power in international relations

As was previously outlined, the main research goesf this paper is whether or not
CSDP constitutes a projection of the prioritiestiwfee leading Member States, i.e.
France, Germany and the United Kingdom. In ordeproperly analyse this it is

necessary to look at the sources of power in combeany international relations and
in the European Union. Current practices dematestthat without the consensus of
these countries, there is no CSDP. Why do theggussthe largest leverage in the
civilian CSDP despite the fact that none of therthis largest contributor in terms of

numbers of personnel? What is it that constitutdglian power”?

Two dominant approaches to the analysis of poweértarnational relations have been
identified by David Baldwin (Baldwin in Carlsnae®@). The first of these is the
‘elements of national powedpproach. This presents the view that a stateigpoan
be understood as equivalent to its possessionemiif§presources; the combined sum
of all important resources owned by a state deteerits overall aggregate power. The
types of resources most commonly considered asatulis of national power include
the level of military expenditure, gross nationedguct, size of the armed forces, size
of territory and population. While these kindgafigible material resources are nearly
always recognised as important when assessingnaatpmwer, some scholars have
suggested that certain intangible elements shoigldl lae considered, including the
quality of the state’s leadership, the effectivened its administration, type of

government, ideology, social cohesion, internatisogport and bargaining power.
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Germany, the United Kingdom and France are theefrget contributors to the EU
budget, as shown in the annex 2. Budget for awilCSDP missions, which is part of
the Union budget, amounted to roughly 300 mil. ElbR2011 and this amount is
planned to increase to 406 mil. EUR by 2013 (Euamp€ommission 2011). Thus
proportionally, the leading Member States are #isomajor contributors to the CSDP
missions despite the fact none of the leading psugcontributing highest number of
personnel. As shown in the corresponding tabie Romania followed by Italy and
then by Germany which are the largest three cartils in terms of numbers of

civilian personnel (see Annex3)

Whichever tangible and intangible power resources racognised as important or
relevant, the elements of national power approaaipgses that combining and
measuring them will be indicative of a state’s &ggte power. This approach may be
viewed as a presenting a “lump concept of powerchaissumes that all elements of

power can be combined into one general indicaBrizzini 2002:55).

One difficulty with the elements of national powagproach, however, is to do with
power conversion. This concept refers to “the capacity to conyartiential power, as
measured by resources, to realized power, as neshdyrthe changed behaviour of
others” (Nye 2003:59). The issue here is that itat only the possession of resources
that is significant in terms of power, but also étlity to convert resources into actual
influence. Another problem is the difficulty of tdemining the relative values of the
various components of national power or how they mainterchanged. The fact that

a state possesses a particular type of power @saaes not necessarily mean that it

5 France, however, decreased its contribution tgcén June 2011) withdrawing almost all its
gendarmerie forces.
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can be used to gain a particular benefit or toteixdluence over other actors. An
example of this is the possession of nuclear wegbis will surely be recognised as
a significant power resource, but may not be uskfulgaining influence in an area
such as trade. Because the elements of natiowedrpapproach is based around a
“lump concept of power” it makes the assumptiont thawer is fungible. The
accuracy of this assumption is difficult to demoats, leading critics of the elements

of national power approach to suggest that it irceptually flawed.

An alternative to the power as resources approathe ‘relational power’ approach,
which was formulated by the behavioural-orientetiotar Robert Dahl during the
1950s and 1960s. According to this approach, “é awer over B to the extent that
he can get B to do something that B would not atier do” (Dahl 1957: 202). Thus,
power is considered in terms of the ability to aathe outcomes of behaviour. The
relational power approach sees power as a prodessecaction through which one
state is able to exert influence over the actiohsrwther; as such, power as the
ownership of material resources is viewed as bemgh less significant than the

ability of an actor to change the behaviour of heofctor.

One of the motivating reasons for the developméttis relational approach to power
was to address the fungibility problem faced byltmep concept of power. Where the
elements of national power approach takes powebeasg a “one size fits all”

category, the relational approach instead breaksctincept of power down into
component parts so as to offer an explanation of ih@ exercised in particular issue
areas. The aspects of power typically recognisettis approach include “its scope
(the objectives of an attempt to gain influencéiuence over which issue), its domain

(the target of the influence attempt), its weighe(quantity of resources), and its cost
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(opportunity costs of forgoing a relation).” (Guzai 1993:453). Those who support
this relational concept of power argue that it\ecdhe investigation of how influence
and control is achieved in various particular sgi and issue areas. Because the
relational approach equates power with outcomes,aim of analysis is to identify

how an actor is able to cause another to behasadn a way as they otherwise would

not. (Schmidt et al 2011).

In the European Union, particularly in Brusselstitn§ons, the primary source of
power is information. Information, be it about mh@d events, documents, or
meetings, is a tool of power. Information regagdupcoming strategies is always
discussed in advance with the leading Member Statesll the institutions are
understand that they have the capacity to blocksaey that is not favourable to their
interests. Information is also linked to the regargation of particular nationals in key
positions. This “vicious circle” is very difficufior smaller or new Member States to
break. In the crisis management institutions (@ieilian Planning and Conduct
Capability and the Crisis Management Planning Doextes), the United Kingdom,
France and Germany occupy key positions and haydicitnagreement regarding

implementation.

By contrast, new Member States are underrepreseamtddtheir attempts at higher
nominations have not been successful. Concerhiagey civilian missions such as
EULEX Kosovo or EUMM Georgia, a “gentleman’s agresnti among the “Big 3”

has been implemented regarding the Head of Mis&leputy Head of Mission, Head

of Operations and Administration positions.

It is the case that in both large and small Mem®&tes, governments regularly

experience frustration and successes as they @gdgmmanoeuvre the final outcome
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of decision-making in the direction that they fakoi&ven very small countries such as
Luxembourg may experience this kind of process.r iRstance, while the Grand
Duchy was mostly successful in blocking attemptidomonise capital taxation across
Member States, it was unable to stop advancesercdordination of indirect taxes
(Genschel, 2002). This raises a theoretically irigpa question as to why a Member
State can block an important decision in one doméimost single-handedly, yet may
be unable to do the same with similarly key decisim other areas? So far, models of
EU decision making are unable to explain whethegdiaing power, the importance
of an issue or simply luck account for such divegs. Furthermore, the international
relations literature has not reached agreementdegahow bargaining power affects

the relative outcomes for each of the parties veolin negotiations.

According to William Zartman and Jeffrey Rubin, tbespute would be settled ‘if
popular discussions did not leave them surroundgechisleading common places and
folk wisdom and if the various disciplinary attemmpb provide answers were not
incomplete and contradictory’. Although the deaisioaking processes within the EU
have received increased scholarly attention withm past few years, we are still a
long way from possessing a convincing set of syatemand empirically grounded

explanations (Thomson et al., 2006 in SchneidefR01

Bargaining approaches have been quite successfkptaining negotiations within
the European Union. However, for the most partdlstadies have just focused on the
intergovernmental meetings of the European Couiitcif not yet understood what

type of bargaining resource will be of most valoghe case of the decision-making
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processes of the Council of Ministers, which ishags the EU’s most significant actor

in terms of legislation (Schneider 2010).

In the area of CFSP and CSDP in particular, deassiare taken on the basis of
consensus. Tangible sources therefore providess lor a tool for exercising power
in terms of blocking decisions. However, such steave to be based on an adequate
amount of background information and sufficientbmgelling supporting arguments.
Bargaining power is also a highly important factor, instance, Germany, the United
Kingdom and France will often exchange their viemasimportant matters informally

in order bargain for each other’s support.
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5. Priority areas - in line with interests of the indvidual Member
States, particularly of the “Big 3” — France, Germay and the

United Kingdom

Following the hypothesis that without consensughef “Big 3” there is no CSDP
action, this section will analyse the national sigustrategies of those individual
countries with the aim of identifying their prioes. The Grand Area of CSPD action
should be based on the common denominator of tbgrgphical areas that are most
important for these countries. It is importantnote that only France presents its
priority areas geographically, while Germany anel tmited Kingdom leave room for
geographical interpretation depending on the locatof particular threats. As
terrorism can no longer be identified geographycathese countries do not focus on
specific geographical regions. Considering that BU cannot act “globally” in real
terms, neither can the United Kingdom and Germdfoydito ignore geostrategic and
geopolitical interests. Germany, in this respestt| avoids taking into account of
geopolitics as a result of mid-2@entury events that may be perceived as highly
discrediting to such a discipline. However, ih@wv time to move forward, analyse the
delivery of CSDP and focus the effective deploymehtivilian experts to certain

areas of the World.

France

In August 2007, President Sarkozy set up a Comanssitrusted with the crafting of
a new White Paper on Defence and National SecuAtythe outcome of the process

in 2008, the Paper redefined strategy in a 15-gespective, embracing both defence
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and national security. It included foreign segurind domestic security, military

means and civilian tools. Some of its key findimggolve the following:

 The world has changed and as a consequence Eungp&rance are more
vulnerable than before. “As we look to the 2025izan, France and Europe
will fall within the range of ballistic missiles deloped by new powers; new
risks have appeared, be it intentional in the ocalseyber-attacks or non-
intentional, such as health-related or environnieatses amplified by the

deterioration of the biosphere.”

* Knowledge and anticipation represent a new stratkgiction as the world is

characterised by uncertainly and instability.

* Protection of both the French population and tenyiis at the very heart of the

strategy.

* As regards the conflict prevention and interventiapabilities, the Paper
provides for the concentration on a priority gepdpiaal axis from the Atlantic
to the Mediterranean, the Arab-Persian Gulf anditidgan Ocean. This axis
corresponds to the areas where the risks relatintpe strategic interests of
France and Europe are the highest. The Paper salossint of the growing
importance of Asia for national security but at §zene time action capabilities

should remain on the Western and Eastern seabobAdsca.

* Nuclear deterrence remains an essential instruoferdtional security. France
is particularly active in the fight against the Ifeyation of chemical,
biological and nuclear weapons as well as the dalimissiles. It also took the

initiative in the area of nuclear disarmament.
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» The European ambition stands as a priority for éganin the White Paper

several goals are proposed for European deferite iooming years:

= Set up an overall intervention capability of 60,086ldiers,
deployable for one year in a distant theatre wlid necessary

air and naval forces.

= Achieve the capability to deploy for a significahiration two
or three peacekeeping or peace-enforcement opesa@md

several civilian operations of lesser scope in spdheatres.

* Increase the European planning and operationalbdapaoth

military and civilian.

» The White Paper also emphasises that the EU anNdlté& Atlantic Alliance
are complementary. France in 2009 decided to fpdisticipate again in the
military structures of NATO. Since 1966 when Gehete Gaulle decided to
withdraw French forces from the NATO, integratedlitasy command in
NATO has changed considerably. However there fameetconditions of its
full participation: “complete independence of nagléorces, French authorities
must retain full freedom of assessment which ingpliee absence of automatic
military commitment and maintenance of assets afigwfor strategic
autonomy in particular by increasing intelligencapabilities. And lastly,
permanent freedom of decision which means that remdh forces shall be
permanently placed under NATO command in peace.tifide French White

Paper on defence and national security).
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The main strategic axis : from atlantic to the indian ocean

llllllllll

Source: The French White Paper on defence andnadsecurity 2008

In geographical terms, four areas are singled autbeing critical with major

implications for the security of France and Europe:

» “the arc of crisis from the Atlantic to the Indian Ocean characterized by a
combination of instability, multiple sources of enistate and non-state
violence, the prospect of proliferation and the camiration of energy
resources, against the backdrop of new and disigirbonnections between
the crisis-points of the region.

» the Sub-Saharan Africa where the existing problems of development are
increasingly overshadowed by the combination ofesfiead state-failure, the
scramble for raw materials drawing in new playeusaway urbanization and
the consequences of climate change.

* the situation in th&astern part of the European Continentwith the ongoing
guest for stabilization in the Balkans but also ttmnsequences of the
domestic evolution of Russia and the assertiontsopolitical, strategic and
economic role in Eurasia with knock-on-effects &isis its European
neighbours.

» the prospect of major conflict iAsia, the key role of which in the global
economy has not yet been matched by the emergencebost regional
institutions to mitigate and defuse the causedrafegic tensions in South and
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East Asia. As the world’s strategic centre of @yais shifting to Asia any
conflict in the region would have vast consequerfoesour own prosperity
and security”. (The French White Paper on deferm@ m@ational security
2008).

All of the main priorities confirm the areas thaem set as the EU priorities. The
Middle East is covered by the arc from the Atlariticthe Indian Ocean, with only
Asia being defined quite broadly. Although thes@iprospect of the rising importance

of Asia as a whole, for civilian CSDP South andtEesa do not represent a priority.

Germany

Weissbuch on German Security Policy and the Fubfithe Bundeswehr from 2006
focus firstly on new threats and emphasise mudtiEdt engagements. One of the
primary goals of German security policy is the sgthening of the European area of
stability through the consolidation and developnaEuropean integration, including
the European Union’s active neighbourhood policthwie states of Eastern Europe,
the southern Caucasus, Central Asia, and the Medliigan region. Equally important
for Germany are the development and reinforcemeatdurable and resilient security
partnership with Russia. Russia is important inmte of bilateral and multilateral

aspects of foreign policy.

“Russia takes a special place in this bilateralpeoation, this being due to the
formative experiences in the course of our commistoty and that country’s

special role as a prominent partner of NATO andBheopean Union, its size and
potential. For many European nations, Russia isngortant energy supplier and
economic partner. Without Russia, security, stghilntegration and prosperity in
Europe cannot therefore be guaranteed. It is irm@ey’s special interest that
Russia’s modernisation is supported by intensifigdlitical, economic and

societal cooperation. Germany therefore promdiesirhprovement of Russia’s
political, economic and cultural cooperation withet European Union and
supports an even closer cooperation with the Nattantic Alliance.” (German

National Security Strategy 2006).

Moreover, peace and stability in the Western Badkare important prerequisites for

Europe’s security and are in Germany’s specialréstedue to its proximity to the
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region. To contain future conflicts it is also aesary to resolve the dichotomy
between the national state principle and ethnierdity. This can only be achieved,
with any modicum of success, through reconciliatiord integration into the Euro-

Atlantic structures.

“The South Caucasus and Central Asia are locatethatinterface between

Europe, the broader Middle East and Asia. The i@eAsian region also plays

an important role in the field of security poliayet least in the supply operations
for the International Security Assistance ForcéAfipin Afghanistan. The main

goal there is to create sustainable stability bynmting democracy, the rule of
law, economic development and regional cooperatas),well as to expand

cooperation in the fight against international deem, organised crime and
international drug trafficking.” (German Nationa&irity Strategy 2006).

Moreover, the Middle East is a very significantaafer Germany. The broader Middle
East has become a hotspot for international psliige to its historical development,
political-religious and cultural differences, itscgetal and social problems associated
with modernisation, the political and military ueplictability of individual states, and
its rich energy sources. The potential for cohfatready present in the region is
increased by the involvement of parts of the regiorinternational terrorism, the
striving for the possession of weapons of massraigtgin and the development of

long-range means of delivery.

“It is crucial for the international community toigport the parties concerned in
seeking ways to resolve the key conflict betweenelsand the Palestinians, to
stabilise Iraq and to convince Iran to work towaadsonstructive solution to the
nuclear conflict. A preventive and comprehensivétipal approach is needed to
support the modernisation of the Islamic societind thus also cut the ground
from under the feet of fundamentalist terrorismeri@an-Israeli relations take on
a special duality against the background of outohys Germany has maintained
diplomatic relations with Israel for 40 years andidg this time has developed a
dense network of political, societal, economictu@l and even politico-military
contacts. The cultivation of these contacts isuashakeable component of
German politics, and Germany will continue to stam for Israel's right to
existence.” (German National Security Strategy 2006
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Lastly, in the past few years, the rapid econongicetbpment of states in the Asian-
Pacific area has led to an intensification of tbétigcal and economic relations of that
area with Germany and Europe. In the field of s&cpolicy, too, the Asian-Pacific
area has become increasingly important for Germafyypolitical-strategic dialogue

with key states in the region is therefore required

Compared to France, Germany is highly focused an Eastern neighbourhood.
Together with the Western Balkans and the MiddlstBhese are the most highlighted
priority areas. The main reason for engaging abiieahe security of Germany and
the European continent as a whole. This emphast®nnected to the fact that the
German Constitution (Article 87a Establishment @uodvers of the Armed Forcés)

states that the army can only be deployed in aafsgsfence.

This is one of the reasons why Germany was noingilto deploy either to Iraq or
Libya. In Libya, there was little in terms of atheic dimension to the violence, no
genocide, no claim for national secession and nmtcpdar historical complexity in

comparison with Eastern Europe.

® (1) The Federation shall establish Armed ForcedDiefense purposes. Their numerical strength and
general organizational structure shall be shownh& budget. (2) Apart from Defense, the Armed
Forces may only be used insofar as explicitly pgadiby this Basic Law. (3) While a state of Defen

or a state of tension exists, the Armed Forcesl| $tzale the power to protect civilian property and
discharge functions of traffic control insofar &sstis necessary for the performance of their Defen
mission. Moreover, the Armed Forces may, whenatestf Defense or a state of tension exists, be
entrusted with the protection of civilian propeghlgo in support of police measures; in this evast t
Armed Forces shall cooperate with the competertitaaities. (4) In order to avert any imminent dange
to the existence or to the free democratic basaeroof the Federation or a Land, the Federal
Government may, should conditions as envisagedairagoaph (2) of Article 91 obtain and the police
forces and the Federal Border Guard be inadequa¢ethe Armed Forces to support the police and the
Federal Border Guard in the protection of civiligmperty and in combating organized and militantly
armed insurgents. Any such use of the Armed Fosha$l be discontinued whenever the Bundestag or
the Bundesrat so demands. (German Constitution).
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United Kingdom

The United Kingdom published its new National Sagustrategy in 2010 and it was
presented by the Coalition government led by neam@&Minister David Cameron and
his deputy Nick Clegg. It firstly emphasised Birita place in the world, as any
strategy for national security must begin with th& Britain wants to play globally.
Britain is an open, outward-facing nation that dejs®e on trade and has numerous
nations around it. As one in ten British citizemsw live permanently overseas,
Britain is country whose political, economic andteral authority far exceeds its size.
In particularly the strong economy is a vital basisits security. “Our location and
our time zone position us as a link between theecuc centres of Asia and America,
as well as forming part of the European single miarkWe have a global reach
disproportionate to our size. This brings tremersdopportunities for trade, building
relationships, and working with partners. We hat®ng historical and economic
links with emerging markets in Asia, Africa and tMiddle East as well as an
unparalleled transatlantic relationship with NoAmerica. London is a world city,
acting as a second home for the decision-makensaofy countries. This provides an
unrivalled opportunity for informal influence ofdatkind that matters in the networked
world.” (Britain’s National Security Strategy 201P1). The National Security then
emphasises the role of the English language whigksghe British the ability to share
ideas with millions — perhaps billions — of peopled to build networks around the

world.

“We are also connected to many parts of the woHbugh our diverse
population. This includes large communities whesienic origin derives from
many countries; and a range of family links to pgeayf British heritage in parts
of the Commonwealth, a network spanning 54 countaied the US.” (British
National Security Strategy 2010).
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Some commentators refer to this open communityhas‘the Anglosphere”. It is a
broader term than Anglo-Saxon civilisation (whidfers to countries of Anglo-Saxon
descendents) as it includes all English-speakinmitis that were influenced by the
British Empire and the Commonwealth of Nations. elhbraces populations of
countries that have much in common — languageuland values, democratic
traditions and political and legal institutions, ialh enable them to form some sort of
closer association (Fullilove 2004:58). Advocatéshe Anglosphere, such as Robert
Conquest or James Bennett, differ in the exacbfishe included countries, but most
of them consider the United States and the Uniteagdom as its ‘nodes’. The
Anglophone regions of Canada, Australia, New Zehlameland and South Africa are
its ‘outliers’ and the educated English-speakinguations of the Caribbean, Oceania,
Africa and India constitute its ‘frontiers’ (BentheR000). Anglospherists have
differing views on the form of the association. nGaest suggests it is ‘weaker than a
federation, but stronger than an alliance’ (ConguesBlack 1999). Bennett (2000)
envisages an open and non-exclusive arrangemeed @lNetwork Commonwealth’.
Conrad Black (1999) proposes formalising the Anglese, by suggesting that the
United Kingdom should withdraw from the Europearnidsinand instead join NAFTA.
The Anglosphere is, however, not a new concepenBinston Churchill referred to
a ‘fraternal association of the English-speakingitges’ (Churchill in: Fullilove
2004: 58). But in the aftermath of the Cold Waiistassociation has become even
more important. It has re-emerged because of dlok bf an agreed organising
principle for the international system (Fullilov@@: 58). This re-emergence is also

linked to its fundamental principles:
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“The Anglosphere requires adherence to the fundtahenstoms and values that
form the core of English-speaking, [Common Law owsi... These include
individualism, rule of law, honouring contracts atmvenants, and the elevation
of freedom to the first rank of political and culibvalues.” (Bennett 2001).

The existence of Anglosphere is pertinent in evaspect of British relationships,
particularly with its overseas partners. Intellige relationships are deeply rooted and
will further develop with the US, and the “Five Eyecooperation with the US,

Australia, Canada and New Zealand (British Natidedurity Strategy, 2010: 42).

Concerning the intelligence arrangements, the Uy most dependable allies in
the global war on terror have been committed téaadardization program for more
than half a century. Known as ABCA (for the armiéAmerica, Britain, Canada and
Australia, with New Zealand as an associate memb@s) standardization program is
changing in response to new threats. Like the U8ed Forces, ABCA is undergoing
radical transformation as comprehensive requiresnéot combat interoperability
emerge. The ABCA armies have been deployed in tdesnsuch as Kosovo and
Somalia. British and Australian forces were inggprart to Operation Iragi Freedom,
while troops from Canada and New Zealand sharethubh#gens in Operation Enduring
Freedom. The original ABCA program was establishitti the 1947 signing of the
Plan to Effect Standardization among the Ameridaritish, and Canadian armies.
One of the first standardisation agreements coromgof the 1947 program was a
standard thread pattern for nuts and bolts, theafled “unified American-British-
Canadian screw thread”. The 1947 plan was repldoedeveral versions of the
Tripartite Armies’ Standardization Agreement ud9l64. The current agreement, The
Basic Standardization Agreement among the Armieghef United States, United

Kingdom, Canada and Australia, 1964, became e¥iean October 1, almost a year
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after Australia joined the program. New Zealandnegd associate membership

through Australian sponsorship in 1965 (Maginni®266).

The main objective of the ABCA is to reach as mudalition effectiveness as
possible based on member army budgets. The newgmnoig established to maintain
contact with the transformation revolution put imtton by US Secretary of Defense
Donald Ramsfeld. The transformation revolutiorgisunded in the conclusion that
the threat requires the US land force to becontedigand more lethal and be able to
move quickly to combat zones. Transformation s&idct from modernisation, which
focuses on equipment. ABCA members were interopernablrag primarily because
of shared procedural measures, liaison officers doctrinal compatibility. It is
therefore necessary to keep transforming whiletifighthe war on terror. As British
former ABCA Head of Delegation said, ABCA is abdimteroperability of the spirit
and the mind” and this represents chafigaginnis 2003:57). That is why the allied
forces are so effective. This proves the bond amamglo-Saxon countries through

their interconnection and close relationship.

Strategically, the top priority of Britain’s NatiahSecurity Strategy is to counter the
threat from terrorism at home and abroad. Thetkéhis is using the trade networks
with partners abroad for securing the country. HBimtegy also stresses the most
important aspect which should be taken seriouslyth®y European Union and its

Member States:

“A Strategy must be based on creative insight ey best to achieve our own
objectives and prevent adversaries from achievirgrs. It must balance the
ends, ways and means. The ways and means by wieickeek to achieve our
objectives must be appropriate and sufficient dmel dbjectives must also be
realistic in light of the means available.” (BritidNational Security Strategy
2010:14)
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Specifically, the UK is targeting Al Qaeda in Afghistan but also at home residual
terrorist groups linked to Northern Ireland. Agagds to the changing world, the UK
has strategic and economic imperatives to buildesidies with the new economic
powers. “The balance of geopolitical power wiladually change over the coming
decades. The world of 2030 will be increasing ipalar, with power distributed

more widely than in the last two decades... To redpsa need to enhance our reach
and influence.” (British National Security StrateB910: 14). The reinforcement of
existing institutions (EU, G 20, NATO) will be key multilateral forums, while the

bilateral relationship with US will remain centfalt it can be expected to evolve.

While the UK’s Security Strategy addresses evoltwgnatic trends, such as strategy,
demographics and climate, it does not specify ggaiycal interests. This is probably
linked to its colonial past and global influenc®eployment of civilian or military

personnel is, however, based on thorough assessamhtdelivery capability.

Regarding the identification and prioritisation thireats, Britain has developed the
National Security Risk Assessment. “A Truly stgateapproach to national security
requires us to go further than just assessing dieneisil emergencies ... We have
conducted the NSRA to assess and prioritise albrajeas of national security risk —
domestic and overseas.” (British National Secusitrategy 2010: 14). The process of
evaluation and the so-called “benchmarking” is higtalued in British policy in every

aspect. Also, in EU civilian CSDP it is the UK themphasizes benchmarking or

criteria for assessment and measuring progress.
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Comparison of the Security Strategies of Germany, iance and the United

Kingdom

Following the analysis of the three countries siégstrategies, it is quite apparent that
all of them share similar priority areas. Each tbém, however, has its own
preferences and arranges the areas according tovitsperception of their order of
importance. France clearly puts its axis of geplgyaabove other areas, with the key
remaining the Mediterranean and the sub-Saharamre@Germany, on the other hand,
prioritises the Eastern dimension and the relalignsvith Russia. The key is the
security of the mainland and Europe as a wholes thlll the actions are directed
towards such goal. The United Kingdom, on the i@yt focuses on its trade and
economy. Security is connected to the maintenaioeconomic links that Britain
established hundreds of years ago. This openddagiproach towards the world and
the emphasis placed on transatlantic relationsndisishes Britain from the others. Its
National Security Strategy also emphasises thdasBrialues that Britain needs to
promote further, as well as its distinctive rolehe world in terms of bonds with other

Anglo-Saxon countries and those who promote itseshealues.

To summarise, the priorities which are shared ley“Big 3" EU Member States are

the geographical proximity areas, such as the We&alkans, the Eastern dimension
and the Middle East that are considered by allheint to be vital strategic areas.
Afghanistan embodies the fight against terrorism arganised crime that is so crucial
to Europe’s security, which is why it is necess@arpursue the efforts to establish rule
of law and stability in that area. The core afeasCSDP actions should be based on

these priorities because they can ensure that thdseth the ambition and required
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consensus among the Member States, as well adicagutly enhancing efforts for

successful delivery and effectiveness.
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6. Analytical assessment of the current missions in pority areas

“In the last decade European forces have been ylehlabroad in places as
distant as Afghanistan, East Timor and the DemmcRépublic of the Congo.

The increasing convergence of European interestshanstrengthening of mutual
solidarity of the EU makes us a more credible difectve actor. Europe should
be ready to share in the responsibility for globedurity and in building a better
world.” (ESS 2003: 1).

The 2003 European Security Strategy titled “A sedtmrope in a better world” clearly
separates the two main areas of security challengest, in a new era of international
relations there are new threats that are no lolgéed to states, but instead become
global threats. Terrorism and organized crime oate fought as they were in the
past and are no longer associated only with indaidstates, but with networks of
groups whose cells are very difficult to define. résponse to these challenges, the EU
deployed forces and experts in remote places ligi#nistan; a country that after the
11th September 2001 is a primary security focusrfost countries in the international

community.

Besides these threats, however, immediate or mstand neighbourhoods still occupy
a position of primary importance. The priority afliical or security crises occurring
in close geographical proximity always outweighs@ccurring in more distant areas.
The Western Balkans and the EU neighbourhood daotestihe priority areas of
interest for most EU Member States, therefore wdfisturbances occur in these areas,
the EU should be the first responsive entity. Hesve due to issues with the EU’s
inability to act, this objective has not been fidfi on several occasions. It was the
Balkan crisis that caused the emergence of thedearo Security and Defence Policy

(now the Common Security and Defence Policy).
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Therefore, the following section focuses firstly Western Balkans and evaluates why
this area is so vitally important that a total @t sperations/missions have been
deployed. The subsequent parts concentrate orE#stern Neighbourhood, the

Middle East and Afghanistan and evaluate how reletlaese areas are vis-a-vis the
above outlined criteria. Furthermore, the particuiéerests of the leading nations, that

is, France, Germany and the United Kingdom, wibabe looked at.

The Western Balkans

In the wake of the violent conflicts that markee trecent history of the Western
Balkans region, the EU considers it a priority torpote the development of peace,
stability, prosperity and freedom in the South EastEuropean countries of Croatia,
Serbia, Montenegro, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Madadoflbania and Kosovo

(EEAS official website). In the early 1990s, Eweofailed to prevent and stop the
violent conflicts and related atrocities in the \fées Balkans after the dissolution of
Yugoslavia. That failure led to some 250,000 chmsaand the biggest wave of
refugees in Europe since the Second World War. cbindicts had come too early for
the newly emerging international security playkrthe Maastricht Treaty of 1991, the
EU had just taken the step from a mainly economsgoaiation in the form of the

European Community to a still nascent politicalamiincluding a CFSP. With good

intentions, the EU started many mediation initiesiv

“However, at that time, it did not yet have anyledlive means to underpin its
aims, and it thus remained rather toothless vigséhe parties to the conflicts.
What was left for the Union after the US-led intamtion to end the war was to
invest massively in post-conflict reconstructiordaupport the development of
the new states in the regions.” (Muehlmann in Ngein 2008, p.43).
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Following the break-up of Yugoslavia, the EU estdtdd the Stability Pact for South
Eastern Europe to stimulate economic and politieédrm in the Western Balkans,
Bulgaria, Romania and Moldova. At the ThessaloBkidiopean Council of June 2003
all of the countries that comprise the Western Batkwere considered as potential
future EU Members States. Since this time theyeharied in their levels of progress
regarding integration with the EU. For instante, status of “candidate country” has
already been given to the former Yugoslav Reputidlacedonia and Montenegro,
while the other countries remain as potential cdeugis. The relations between the EU
and Croatia, which finished accession negotiatmms30 June 2011, are based upon
Stabilisation and Association Agreements. Theseegents establish free trade areas
with the EU and between the countries of the WadBadkans. Under UN Resolution
1244, Kosovo has a special status; it has notigeed Stabilisation and Association
Agreement, but is engaged with the Union nonetBedassthe EU currently operates a

rule of law and a policing mission there (EEAS a#i website).

According to the 2009-2010 Enlargement Strategy wes published on 14 October
2009, the European Union's current enlargementegsocs taking place against the
backdrop of a deep and widespread recession, hathinancial and economic crises
affecting both the EU and the enlargement counttiesnselves (EEAS official

website).

7 European Union institutions and Member Statemdehe "Western Balkans" as Albania and the
former Yugoslavia, minus Slovenia. The Europeankan Reconstruction and Development uses
"Western Balkans" to refer to the above statesumi®roatia. Today Western Balkans is more of a
political than geographic definition for the regiohSoutheast Europe that is not yet in the Europea
Union.
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In December 2010, the Council restated the EU'sliness to facilitate a process of
dialogue between Pristina and Belgrade, which wadcamed by UN General
Assembly Resolution 64/298. “The aim is to promobd@peration, achieve progress
on the path to the EU and improve the lives of peopThe Council welcomed
Kosovo’s and Serbia’s commitment to engage on Ilaisis and called on them to
display a constructive spirit.” (CFSP Report 2010espite some recent troubles, the

EU facilitator Robert Cooper is optimistic and etefrmined to pursue the dialog.

The following section will focus on the assessmehthe civilian missions in the

Western Balkans, the EU Police Mission in Bosnid Berzegovina (EUPM) and the
EU Rule of Law Mission in Kosovo (EULEX). They avery different from each

other as BiH has progressed very significantlyha teform of its law enforcement
agencies since the launch of the mission in 2008e EUPM has achieved its major
aims in terms of crisis management and has consdygushifted towards other EU

instruments such as the Instrument for Pre-Accasgissistance (IPA) led by the
European Commission as of July 2012. Kosovo, heweis a different case and
recent incidents demonstrate that the continuedsepie of the international
community and even an international military preserare vital for the peaceful
settlement of disputes. EULEX Kosovo, the largeéSDP civilian mission, is certain

to remain important for at least several more years

Bosnia and Herzegovina (EUPM Bosnia and Herzegoviha

Due to its recent history, Bosnia appeared to beleal candidate for the deployment
of the first ever EU crisis management mission|a@pg the UN International Police
Task Force (UN-IPTF) which had led internationdbdf to reform the local police

since 1995. At the invitation of the Bosnian auities and with the approval of the
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UN SC as well as the Peace Implementation CouRd{) Steering Board, the EU
launched the EU Police Mission in Bosnia on JandaB003. It began with a three
year mandate, which has subsequently been extefuteturther period with its

mandate refocused to concentrate on police restingt as well as combating

corruption and organised crime (Muehlmann in Meggin 2008, p.43).
Background

The war in Bosnia, which had started in 1992, erafeat three years with the Dayton
Peace Agreement which shaped the political comistituand practices of the new
country. The governance structure was primarilgigleed to ensure that the three
main ethnic communities in Bosnia — the Bosniak-huos, the Bosnian-Serbs and the
Bosnian-Croats — could live peacefully togethetheathan being focused on efficient
policy-making (Solioz 2001:14). A High Represeivat(OHRY was appointed to

oversee the implementation of the civilian aspettthe peace settlement. In 1997,
the Steering Board of the PIC endowed far-reaclexecutive powers on the OHR;
these so called “Bonn” powers included the powedigmiss officials and impose

laws. This has allowed the OHR, who has beendouble-hatted role as EU Special
Representative (EUSR) since 2002, to persuadesymesind force an often-reluctant
political elite to reform the country in accordangith EU requirements (Muehlmann

in Merlingen 2008, p.43).

“The overall effect of these contradictory tendescis that the country remains
ethnically polarized and internationally mandatetbrms have been obstructed
and undermined by local actors at every opportun{iMerlingen in Grevi 2009,
p. 163).

8 Office of High Representative OHR needs to bérdjsished from the current High Representative of
the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Poli¢yR/VP C. Ashton)
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Furthermore, this structure was supported by a iveassternational presence on the
ground, incorporating not only the EU civilian m@s but also the executive military
operation EUFOR Althea. The Dayton Peace Agreerhadtthe effect of bringing
about a complex, costly, multi-level and fragmentpdlitical order and this
fragmentation was reproduced in the area of pdicirFirst, the Republika Srpska,
being the more centralised police entity, develojp¢d one unified police body with
regional subdivisions. Second, the fragmented Bos@roat Federation formed
eleven distinct, independent police forces: tentar@al police apparatuses and one
Federation police designed to deal with cross-caitorime. Third, the Bko district
which had been placed under international supenvisad police of its own. Each of
these law enforcement agencies differed considgialdize and each operated under

different rules and regulations (Muehlmann in Megén 2008: 44).

Since the Dayton Peace Agreement was signed in rbleare 1995, Bosnia and
Herzegovina's (BiH) multiple, disjointed police ¢es have been a major obstacle to
their implementation and consequently to the cgtsprogress toward integration
into the European Union. Police reform has perlagen the last major policy issue
that needs to be dealt with in order that the maBonal community can begin to scale
down or look towards ending its decade-long engagerm Bosnia. Furthermore, it
has been made explicitly clear by the EU that pofieform is a crucial precondition
for Bosnia's negotiations regarding a Stabilisatod Association Agreement (SAA).
A challenging issue in this area relates to the flaat police forms a key leverage in
terms of governmental power and this is somethimf the Republika Srpska in
particular was unwilling to give up. Strongly backwith support from Belgrade,

Republika Srpska politicians have sought to negmtine annexing of the police by
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way of compensation for Kosovo; they have claintet the police reform sought by
the international community should not take plandl® grounds that it constitutes an

infringement on “sovereignty” (ICG Report on Bosarad Herzegovina 2005).

“In the aftermath of the October 2006 elections,olhreaffirmed the grip of

nationalist politicians on the electorate, the foxdi climate in the country
deteriorated, making a fundamental overhaul ofgmadi even more difficult. It

required strong pressure by the HR/EUSR and thed&an Commission to get
the coalition government at state level to agreelfff to move ahead with police
restructuring in order to meet the last outstandaiogdition for signing the SAA.

The Mostar Declaration on police reform was followep, in April 2008, by the

approval of two new police laws by the country’slianentary assembly. The
adoption of the laws paved the way for Bosnia tmdhe SAA with the EU in

June 2008.” (Muehlmann in Merlingen 2008:44).

In November 2008, opposing parties (SNDS of MiloEzatik and HDZ) produced a
joint statement expressing their willingness to eota a political compromise on
particular issues facing the country. This processtributed significantly to the
progress that followed with regards to meetingfthe objectives and two conditions
that the PIC Steering Board set out in February8200This progress may now be
guestioned to some extent, however, as the ongpaligical crisis since the last
elections in 2010 has been the deepest in the aimistory; state institutions have
been under attack from all sides and there has beegovernment formation. The
authorities of the Federation were formed contrsiadlly in March and are disputed by
Croats who have created a parallel Croat Natiosakefbly. Republika Srpska called

for a referendum on laws created by OHR and whicblct have yielded to its

® The so-called 5+2: five objectives — acceptancel anstainable resolution of the issue of
apportionment of property between the state andrdévels of government, acceptable and sustainable
resolution of defense property, completion of thek® Final Award, fiscal sustainability, entrenchrhe

of rule of law. Two conditions — signing the SAAdapositive assessment of the situation in BiH k& th
PIC Steering Board on full compliance with Dayt®atis Peace Agreement.
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autonomy (ICG Report on Bosnia). However, aftema@rvention by HR Ashton, this

referendum was ultimately called off.
The mandate and challenges

The mandate of the EUPM has evolved graduallyitsliirst years (2003-2005), the
mission had a broad mandate with the strength ef 600 international personnel. It
aimed at establishing sustainable policing arrareggmin line with best European and
international practices. However, this catalogdebest practice was not clearly
defined even within the EU. The EUPM engaged iarage of mentoring, monitoring

and advising activities, but usefully applying thesults of these inspections was
problematic as the mission did not dispose of lmcate executive powers. Particular

problems then arose when EUFOR Althea was putaoeplvith its executive mandate.

“What followed had not been anticipated, neithepblicy makers in Brussels nor
by the EUPM leadership. Interpreting its mandéterélly, Althea drew on its

own armed police force (Integrated Police Unitsjvadl as regular troops to carry
out anti-organized crime operations, often withauborming either the local

police or the EUPM. This resulted in confusion bwththe EU family and among
Bosnian authorities over who was in charge of impg local law enforcement.

(Merlingen in Grevi, 2009: 164).

This confusion led to a bad relationship between I#adership of Althea and the
EUPM. From the perspective of the EUPM, the exeewtpproach of the military had
an undermining effect on its goal of capacity buigdbased on local ownership. An
agreement between the two ESDP/CSDP missions sésvexbolve this problematic
situation, and both later adjusted their mandateading to the EUPM being

designated as the leader on this issue (Merling&révi 2009: 164).

The mission also experienced difficulties in itglyayears in matters to do with

coordinating with other EU and international actorsthe ground. Due to political
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sensitivities of police restructuring relating te connection to governmental powers,
the EUPM'’s influence in the matter was limited. &sesult, the OHR then took the
political lead with the EUPM acting in a technisalpport role. For instance, the head
of mission contributed to the deliberation of thaige restructuring commission as a
full member and EUPM staff served in the commissi@ecretariat. In that capacity
they provided technical advice when requested, al &s supporting the media
campaign that followed the release of the commissioeport. In addition, the
EUPM became involved with the police trade uniam®ider to present the case for
police restructuring. Despite its involvement liiese activities, the strategic potential
of the EUPM as a means to offer neutral, experethalvice to Bosnian politicians

and interested parties was never fully utilised.

“This was due to the policy of the OHR to sidelthe mission as well as mistakes
by the latter such as the lack of internal commationy and the failure of the
leadership to mobilize the right expertise withie tmission for the task. Hence,
the EUPM missed the opportunity to make use ofcddocation structure to
explain to local police officers the advantagespofice restructuring. Had it
played a more active role, the mission could halpdd the OHR avoid some of
the mistakes it made in this long and difficult gees” (Muehlmann in Merlingen
2008: 52).

Subsequent revisions to the EUPM’s mandate hawecuséd the mission to some
extent and have slimmed down the workforce to ak2@@ international police
officers. The focus of the EUPM has been on coatibn and assisting in the fight
against organised crime and corruption, as wedlcedributing to police reform. The
inclusion of the task of police reform in the mateda&as based on the expectation that
the necessary laws would be passed by the parltanyeassembly; such new laws
were passed in April 2008, but this was much I#tan had been anticipated (Council

Joint Action of 17 February 2005 on the EUPM, 2043/CFSP).
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Policing in Bosnia was characterised by instituslofragmentation, ethno-political
interference and a dysfunctional organisationatucal which led to security issues
beneficial to criminals. Organised crime was pnése many facets; in this respect,
the country was very similar to others in the regioBecause of its geographic
location, the Western Balkans has traditionallyilitated the trafficking of narcotics
form the Middle East, human trafficking from CehtEaurope and in recent years the
trafficking of arms, which are a leftover from thecent conflicts.Serbia and Bosnia
and Herzegovina are source countries for arms amduaition for criminal groups in

the EU(OCTA Report 2011).

The current EUPM’s mandate until the end of 201du$®s on providing strategic
advice to Bosnia’s law enforcement agencies and haé&s a presence in the field.
Strategic advising, which is the mission’s primaaym, is achieved through a
coordination mechanism designed to facilitate aeqadte flow of information

between all of the entities involved. The Stateebtigation and Protection Agency
(SIPA) was successfully transformed into an openratli police agency and was given
enhanced executive powers to fight organised cantecorruption. Furthermore, the
Directorate for Police Coordination was establisaedhe state level with the aim of
developing further local ownership police reformihe latest mandate of the EUPM,
which will start in January and expire by the eridlone 2012, should focus on the

delivery and sustainability of these recent achiemets (Factsheets EUPM 2011).

The development of strategic issues was limitedtdube political situation following

the October 2010 general elections which led teadtbck on government formation.
The sharp rhetoric from Republika Srpska officiatsmtinued to question the State
level law enforcement and judiciary system, whigotpacted the work of the EUPM
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(ICG Policy Briefing 2011). On the other hand, tbeuncil of the EU’s decision to
lift the visa requirement for citizens of BosniadaHerzegovina to make short-term
stays in the Schengen area was very well receivéitki country and has had a positive
effect on the Mission’s work. The emergence ofutag operational cooperation
among senior law enforcement officials has also teedangible positive results as
numerous cases of corruption and deliberate crieme be successfully dealt with.
The main reason for this was the increase in olveagability that resulted from
domestic efforts as well as EU and internationaistsnce that have occurred over the
last decade. Despite such progress and resulesvachin its law enforcement system,
BiH remains insufficient in terms of cohesivenessl as still subject to political
pressure. Firstly, therefore, it is important ttiee momentum which has been gained
is not lost, and secondly, that conditions are se@&nough to ensure that forward-
moving existing processes cannot be reversed (feats EUPM, EEAS official
website). The year 2012 will be an example of anditional period; the Police
Mission will be phasing out and an Instrument foe-Rccession Assistance (IPA)
project led by the European Commission, togethéh wn enhanced team of EUSR
focusing on police restructuring and coordinatiwill be phased in. The decision on
future of the Mission took a considerable amourtiroé as the three leading countries
were divided on the issue. The UK, Italy, Poland athers were keen on extending
the mandate of the Mission for another full mandate year). Their main arguments
concern the political crisis putting the resultstloé Mission in jeopardy. The UK in
particular favours maintaining its presence in BiRkluding the military presence
(EUFOR Althea and its executive mandate). On tleroband, Germany and France
are determined to close the Mission as soon ashp@ssd transfer some of its tasks

to the IPA project and EUSR office.
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This analysis demonstrates that Bosnia and Heraegads moving along the path to
European integration, although due to unusual mstances after the civil war it is to
be considered as a special case; as such, it esggpecial treatment and assistance to
be given by the EU. The CSDP mission is currecdithging as the crisis management
tasks which were its core objectives have beeriviedpwhile the structural, technical
and political assistance will continue even afterhsa lengthy presence in the country.
The aim of this is to ensure the irreversibility tbe many significant achievements

that have been attained.

Assessment Criteria

EUPM proved its effectiveness particularly at tinel ®f its mandate. All the criteria,
such as proximity, local acceptance (despite tle¢oric of Republika Srbska leaders)
and also the strategic importance were fulfilldebtential conflicts or disorder in the
Balkans can negatively affect the stability of Bld, which is a matter of great priority
to all EU Member States, particularly the threedieg ones; the external and internal
aspects of security are in this case evident. Hbeshould in this regard set up a legal
basis for a general framework for cooperation betwéhe CSDP and Justice and
Home Affairs domain. Despite a first analysis atnhe important steps being taken
on this issue, certain member states (particul@dymany and Spain) are hesitant due

to concerns about the potential misuse of Forejityfor internal aims.

Moreover, lessons learned from the functioning bk tMission need to be
acknowledged and acted upon, such as the requitdorelpetter coordination among
EU actors (the EU family) on certain projects busoawith local authorities.

Furthermore, the planning phase of the mission nedsadequately accomplished and
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as in other missions Member States did not proeideugh qualified police officers

and other civilian experts.

Kosovo (EULEX Kosovo)

The launching of the EU Rule of Law Mission in Kgso(EULEX Kosovo) was
agreed by the Member States on 4 February 2008h BWO00 staff, EULEX is the
biggest civilian mission to date under the ESDP/@SDFollowing the unilateral
declaration of independence of Kosovo authoritiesld February 2008, the Mission
deployed and entered its operational phase undgrdificult conditions (Asseburg

2009: 30).

Background

“The Milosevic regime abolished the autonomousustatf the Kosovo province
within Serbia in 1989 and implemented discriminatgrolicies against the
Albanian majority in Kosovo. With no political sgion in sight, simmering
tensions broke out into civil war between the Kasdvberation Army and the
then Yugoslav army in 1998.” (Grevi in Grevi 200853.

KFOR is the NATO-based international peacekeepirggion in Kosovo, to which 39
countries contribute. KFOR's mandate comes fragnMilitary Technical Agreement
that was signed in June 1999 by NATO and Yugostavroand as well as from UN
Security Council Resolution 1244, which was onlprwyed after the air campaign in

1999.

The bombings lasted for 78 days and broke after fitlere of negotiations in
Rambouillet to provide autonomy for Kosovo, thedesship of the Federal Republic
of Yugoslavia and Kosovo under the supervisiorhef Contact Group. Acting mainly

according to the initiative of France and BritaMATO commenced aerial strikes

58



against Yugoslavia March 1999, primarily conceiigaibn military targets. Because
of the Alliance’s awareness that Russia and Chioaldvveto the decision to launch
these air strikes, the attacks were not grantedS3élurity Council approval. The
initial attacks did not cause Slobodan Milosevicstorender as quickly as had been
anticipated, therefore at the end of March civiliangets were also included in the

bombing raids.

The military attack was justified in the followingay: international law evolves and
military action directed against a sovereign stzd@ be justified on humanitarian
grounds and the fight against ethnic cleansing. TRA decision to intervene in
Kosovo was indicative of a fundamental change | wWay Western powers may
respond to ethnic cleansing within a sovereigrestiatintroduced the principle of the
supremacy of such interventions over the previousiguestioned sovereignty of law

and respect for its territorial integrity.

Those who supported NATO argued that ethnic clegnsiust not be tolerated and the
spirit of the UN Charter calls for such interventi@rticle 53, Chapter VIII enable the

legal basis for military involvement of regionabanizations such as NATO). Those
who opposed NATQO’s actions claimed that such aiagkainst a sovereign state had
poor legal basis, that they had terrible conseqggnthat a new of rules had been
created to serve the purposes of NATO or some fmembers, and also that

international law had been ignored.

NATO'’s actions in Kosovo also had ramificationsatelg to international law due to
the fact that NATO had for the first time engagedconflict outside its security
perimeter as defined by Article 5 Washington Treafye crisis in Kosovo crisis also

led to the defining of new goals and a new directio the Alliance's crisis
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management priorities, i.e. fight against ethnieaoking and opposition to those

dictators whose actions may threaten the safetiyeoNorth Atlantic region.

On 10 June 1999, UN Security Council (UNSC) Resmufi244 established that an
international civilian and security presence wobodéddeployed in the Kosovo territory
under the support and protection of the UN. NAT@0000 strong-KFOR operation
took over the area of military security, which Istdmains on the ground today in a
scaled back capacity of around 6,000 personnele UN Interim Administration of
the UN Secretary General (SRSG) was mandated ® aakr the interim civilian

administration of Kosovo (Grevi in Grevi 2009: 355)

The mandate of United Nations Interim Administratidission on Kosovo (UNMIK)
was aimed at advancing regional stability in thesWe Balkans and ensuring that
conditions were in place for all inhabitants of Kws to live a normal, peaceful life.
This extended not only to the promotion of substhmiutonomy and self-government
in Kosovo, but also to performing basic civiliannadistrative functions and to
maintaining law and order. Furthermore, the mamdatiuded the aim of facilitating
the political process designed to determine Kosovyoture status. UNMIK remains
headed by the Special Representative of the Segi@tneral, who has civilian
executive power granted to him by the Security @dutihrough Resolution 1244

(1999) (UNMIK website).

Despite the Mission having greatest authority am ghound, the sovereignty and the
territorial integrity of the then Federal Repub&€ Yugoslavia was not questioned
from a legal standpoint. During its time in KospwdNMIK has set up provisional

institutions of self-government and gradually sdughtransfer competences to them.

Since 2002, these reform efforts have been driyethé so-called “standards-before-
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status” approach that has generated some prognesslid not replace the need for a
political perspective on the future of Kosovo. Tdiesence of self-government meant
that real local ownership of reforms could not aceamd was also detrimental to

achieving sustainable progress (Oisin 2009).

In November 2005, in an attempt to unlock the malt stalemate, the UN SG
presented former Finnish President Martti Ahtisaarth the task of exploring
available options that could settle the futureustaif Kosovo and producing a report
on his findings. The subsequent mandate initi@dwo year process of intensive
negotiations under the overall guidance of the @anGroup that included France,
Germany, Italy, Russia, Great Britain and the WEDecember 2005, at the same time
as this process was starting, the Council of theneltomed a joint report by the HR
Solana and Commissioner Rehn on the future EUantecontribution in Kosovo that
envisaged, among many other measures, the negéparp for a possible integrated
ESDP/CSDP mission in Kosovo in the field of rulelafv (Communication from the
Commission 2005). An EU Planning Team intended tepare the way for this
mission was set up in the Kosovo capital Pristm&pril 2006 Council Joint Action

2006/304/CFSp

The Ahtisaari package was presented in March 200he Report recommended
“supervised independence” as the only possibilitly Kosovo and also presented a
“comprehensive proposal for the Kosovo status esettht” which outlined the main
principles relating to Kosovo’s independence areddtiuctures that should be in place
to supervise it (Letter from the UN SG to Presidaithe SC, UN doc S/2008/168, 26
March 2007). Crucial to this plan was the role tbe International Civilian

Representative (ICR) functioning in a double-hattedpacity as EU Special
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Representative (EUSR); their purpose was to superthie implementation of the
settlement agreement and also to hold “strong ctivieepowers” to assist them in that
purpose, similar to the way the OHR operates imigoslt was also envisaged that an
ESDP/CSDP mission would be put in place to memtamitor and advice on all areas
related to the rule of law in Kosovo and would Ipeeg limited executive authority in

the fields of justice, police and borders.

These recommendations faced constant opposition 8erbia and Russia threatened
to veto any UN SC attempt to endorse them. By whyesponse to this difficult
situation, a US-EU-Russia diplomatic troika led &grman Ambassador Wolfang
Ischinger was send by the UN SC in order to trgraw the parties into an agreement
by the end of 2007. The troika failed to leadhte hegotiation of a mutual agreement,
however, which led towards the unilateral declaratof Kosovo independence by

Pristina on 17 February 2008.

On 4 February, the EU Council had adopted the Jaation establishing EULEX
Kosovo and had appointed the senior Dutch dipldeneter Feith as EUSR in Kosovo
(Council Joint Action 2008/124/CFSP). On the daljofnving Kosovo's declaration of
independence, the Council stated that each EU Me@tage should decide on their
relations with Kosovo in accordance with internaéiblaw and also with their own
national practices (External Relations Council nmggtBrussels, 18 February 2008).
While consensus could be achieved within the Unionlaunch an ESDP/CSDP
mission mandated to reform and support Kosovo's afllaw institutions, there was
divergence among Member States when it came tognésiog Kosovo as an

independent state.
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The International Court of Justice then examineé tosovo declaration of
independence and on July 2010 reached the vehditittdid not violate international
law. This conclusion was based on the grounds tteatdeclaration had not been
issued by the Assembly of Kosovo, the Provisionatitutions of Self-Government, or
any other official body and thus the authors, wamad themselves “representatives
of the people of Kosovo” were not bound by the GQitutsonal Framework
(promulgated by UNMIK) or by UNSCR 1244, which iddaessed only to United
Nations Member States and organs of the UnitedoNsti(International Court of

Justice Ruling, 2010).

To date, almost 80 countries have recognized Kasaltbough five EU Member
States, namely Cyprus, Greece, Romania, SlovakiaSpain, have not. Russia used
its Security Council veto to block a new resolutitat would have legitimised
changes in the international community’s presenteKosovo. As a result, SC

Resolution 1244 remains in place until such tima asw resolution can be passed.

Mandate

The eventual adoption of EULEX’s mandate came ibr&ary 2008. The mandate is
quite vast; it sets out that the central aim of EMLis to assist the Kosovo institutions,
judicial authorities and law enforcement agencies their progress towards
sustainability and accountability and in furtherveleping and strengthening an
independent multi-ethnic justice system and mutine police and customs service.
It is explicitly stated that the Mission in no waiyns to govern or rule in Kosovo. The
Mission’s key priorities include the addressing infmediate concerns relating to
corruption, the fight against organised crime, draund financial crime and ensuring

that all cases of serious crime cases, including evanes, are investigated and
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prosecuted in a proper manner (Council Jéiction 2008/124/CFSP on the EULEX
Kosovo). EULEX is characterised primarily as ahtd@cal mission that functions by
monitoring, mentoring and advising. Some limitece@itive powers are retained,
however, particularly in the judicial field. Theseclude carrying out sensitive
investigations, conducting prosecution and runniras, as well as overruling where
necessary the decisions of local authorities. Thandate is ambitious, and the
success of the Mission in implementing it is dearido a large extent on favourable
political circumstances, which has in many instanoet been what EULEX has

encountered.

The final phase of negotiations concerning the ustabf Kosovo had been
postponement for around a year, concluding in Falpri2008 with the unilateral
declaration of independence of Pristina that turnsahy of the original planning
assumptions on their heads. The declaration oépaddence stressed its “full
accordance” with the Ahtisaari plan and the comraiitrto its implementation. Such
a plan, however, had not been endorsed by the UN&Cindependence of Kosovo
was firmly opposed by Serbia and Russia (among®thand the Serbian minority in
Kosovo, who form around six percent of the popuolatof two million, rejected the
declaration of independence. Kosovo Serbs ceasgalticipate in public services and
started to establish their own structures for gelfernment. The region to the north of
the Ibar River, where half of the Kosovo Serbs liveas a key area where this
occurred. The new state of play had five mainselp interrelated implications for

EULEX which at the same time created serious chgée for the Mission.

Challenges
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First, the expectations that EULEX would assumeaasibility for security sector
reform and institution building in the area of rofilaw within the wider context of the
implementation of the Ahtisaari plan was undermindte comprehensive proposal
indicated a transitional period of 120 days for thew Constitution and relevant
legislation to be adopted by the Kosovo AssemBlyhile the new Constitution did
come into force on 15 June with a range of legmtatadopted alongside it, Kosovo
Serb municipalities rejected these new laws andctraprehensive proposal itself
became a matter of dispute at the internation&lle8econd, it had been expected that
EULEX would be able to deploy all across Kosovot aufirst this proved not to be
possible. In the area North of the Ibar River, tlas Serbs attacked and destroyed two
border points, gates 1 and 31 (these kind of astackurred a number of times, with
the last such incident occurring in July 2011) amdviarch 2008 occupied the UN
courthouse building in Northern Mitrovica, which deathe exercise of jurisdiction in
the North as well as customs collection temporaritypossible. This resulted in a
dilemma for EULEX; whether to deploy only in somargs of Kosovo, running the
risk of paving the way towards the eventual sglihe country along ethnic divides, or
instead to hold out for an improvement in the jpudit situation and then deploy
Kosovo-wide. The result was that EULEX entereceaqal of operational hibernation
until December 2008, when initial operational cajigbwas finally declared. The
lengthy path that led to this turning point genedaé considerable sense of ambiguity
regarding the Mission. Despite the fact that dyrihe years 2010 and 2011 law
enforcement presence in the North increased camdityedue to new Task Force
Mitrovica (which is able to exercise certain degreé executive power), the North
remains an econ grey area with limited jurisdictiobinless a robust agreement is

reached between Pristina and Belgrade, it seeraly ltkat the North of Kosovo will
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remain a gateway for illegal activities such as gghing of goods and trafficking of

arms, humans and drugs.

Third, this political fragmentation led to considble confusion regarding the
applicable laws in police, judicial and customsdioes, among other public services.
Kosovo Serb authorities insisted on applying theated UNMIK law; that is, the

legislation adopted under the rule of the SRSG betw1999 and 2007, or earlier
Yugoslav codes and regulations. The new Kosové#noaies, on the other hand,
implemented fresh legislation across a range nurobéelds which were intended to

be applied country-wide (Grevi in Grevi 2009: 359).

One symbol that is representative of the divisitret exist in Kosovo, not only of
ethnicity but also of property and legal dispuieghe industrial complex Trepca that
was once among the most significant mining cerdféle former Yugoslavia. During
the war it was quite severely damaged and has semained functionless. A solution
to this issue, and to the revival of a healthy @ooy, would be its privatisation.
However, neither the authorities in Pristina nortNern Kosovo are willing to enable
this to happen. The reason for this is as follatlve: authorities of Northern Kosovo
consider UNMIK to be the decisive institution whithok over competences from
KFOR, while Pristina claims that EULEX, or the Kaeso Property Claims
Commission, should now be considered the prin@pilinority. Both sides would like
benefit from the potential profit that the miningneplex offers, with Pristina being
rightly concerned about the negative consequetmeggparallel structures may bring to

financial resources.

Furthermore, the anticipated transition of autlyoribformation, equipment, vehicles

and buildings from UNMIK to EULEX failed to occur.The two missions were
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uncomfortable in their side-by-side co-existenceirdu the course of 2008, with
UNMIK unable to scale down as fast as envisaged BAddEX unable to deploy
according to the planned schedule, which led teiiable frictions; it is said that these

tensions persist to the present day.

Finally “...the political impasse squeezed the nevsifimn of the double-hatted
ICR/EUSR and complicated its relations with EULEXOn 28 February, the EUSR
Pieter Feith was appointed International CiviliagplResentative, heading the ICO by a
group of 25 like-minded countries (the InternatioS8teering Group). The ICR was
supposed to assist the Kosovo government with itigleimentation of Ahtisaari’s
comprehensive proposal. However, the legality degitimacy of the ICO are
guestioned by Serbia and Russia and the UNSGhsdiles no reference to this office
in his reports on the situation in Kosovo. As EU®R the other hand, Feith could
continue to hold and develop contacts with theigarthat do not recognize the ICR

authority”. (Grevi in Grevi 2009, p. 359)

At the current moment, Peter Feith remains onl\CIR as an EUSR and a new interim

EUSR, Fernando Gentilini, was nominated in May 2011

In his June 2008 report on UNMIK, the UNSG recogdithe need for a “recalibrated
international presence” to confront the “new reailit Kosovo”. Due to the stalemate
in the UNSC regarding the question of Kosovo'sustahowever, he did not go further
than acknowledging that the EU would perform anagwled operational role in the
field of rule of law under the framework of resatut 1244 (1999) and the overall
authority of the UN (UN SC, Report of the SG on UMM S/2008/354, 12 June
2008). The “reconfiguration” of UNMIK, which was ifact a scaling down, was

initiated on 26 June 2008. It was not until theS3Ms UNMIK report in November
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that he was able to confirm that the reconfiguratid the international presence in
Kosovo, along with the consequent operational afl&EULEX throughout Kosovo,
had been accepted by all parties. Along with rgptins acceptance, it was emphasised
once again that EULEX would function in accordamgi¢h UN Security Council
Resolution 1244 and would “operate under the olersthority and within the status
neutral framework of the United Nations” (UN SG,pee& on UNMIK, S/2008/692,

24 November 2008, Para 21-29 and 48-51) (Grevirgvi2009: 359).

In summary, Resolution 1244 formally remained tegal framework of a mission
originally envisaged to assist in the implementatd the comprehensive proposal that
would succeed the Resolution itself. This was sbenewhat paradoxical political
situation that enabled the launch of EULEX, howewkrring the Mission’s mandate

this paradox had detrimental effects on its efiectess.

Unigue mission

EULEX Kosovo may be considered as a unique mis$iahhas indicated a significant
shift forward in the level of ambition seen in d@an ESDP/CSDP, particularly
because of its unprecedented scale. The work efEfd Planning Team that was
launched to set up the Mission produced a realestianation of the mission strength
required if EULEX was to fulfil its broad mandat&hree possible options concerning
the scope and size of the Mission were outline&éptember 2006 and, somewhat
reluctantly, Member States came to endorse the mdestanding one. It was
concluded that, when at full strength, EULEX shooatshmprise of 1,900 international
and 1,100 local staff. As of September 2011, theshMn staff number at 1,590
international and 1,186 locals; at present the tgumaking the largest contribution

with 202 staff is Romania. EULEX is also uniqueténms of the composition of the
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Mission staff, as it is the first ESDP/CSDP ciwilianission that has included US
personnel among other contributions by third caastr American civilian police and
judges have been placed under EU command for tingopeis of the Mission. It
should be noted that in many cases the contribsitioade by Third countries are
larger than those made by EU Member States; faiamee, Turkey and the US
contribute 81 and 64 personnel respectively, witiéee Czech Republic by comparison

contributes 30 at most (EEAS Information).

Second, as was emphasised above, EULEX has a segg Bnd in many ways
unprecedented mandate in the context of civiiaDBE&SDP. For example, based on
previous operational experience it had been thotingtita clear-cut distinction between
the fields of police and judicial affairs was urdete. However, EULEX is a fully
integrated rule of law mission that spans the aoéasvil and criminal justice, police
and customs and as such may be considered andrgheffits kind. Furthermore,
EULEX is the first civilian mission mandated notlpnvith the traditional tasks of
monitoring, mentoring and advising but also withke thower to perform limited
executive tasks, as were detailed above. In additdo this, EULEX is the first
ESDP/CSDP mission to include a customs componditis is a highly important
element of the work done by EULEX, because apprata@hy two thirds of Kosovo's

revenue is related to the collection of custom#eguiGrevi in Grevi 2009: 365).

Third, EULEX has centralised a wide range of impotthorizontal tasks at its
headquarters in Pristina, which is a significartie@eement considering the size of the
Mission and the consequent management requirenrettte field. These centralised
tasks include the following areas: training andt pgactices, programming approach,
procurement, personnel, counselling (which is redttyeated at the horizontal level in
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the EU but for CSDP staff it is indispensable), lamntights and gender policies, the
anti-corruption unit and the bodies responsiblecfimmunication and outreach to civil
society and NGOs. Fourth, EULEX may be considaredjue on the basis of the
thorough programmatic approach designed by the geam Union Planning Team
(EUPT) which was devised in accordance with theresged aims and objectives of
the Mission (EULEX Programme Strategy). Brieflynsued up, the approach taken
consisted of a detailed set of programme activiaResompanied by performance
indicators designed for the police, justice andt@mus sectors. Considering these
indicators and working in cooperation with theiresant counterparts, EULEX
officials undertake a process of assessing theopeance of Kosovo’s institutions
over successive periods of six-months. The goathisf is to enable EULEX and
Kosovo's institutions to adjust their activities @ flexible manner based on the
conclusions of each six-month report. Utilisingsthpproach, the first six months of
the mission were dedicated to a major stocktakiegase aiming to identify specific

priorities for future action (Grevi in Grevi, 200865).

Despite the array of challenges that were mentiopexViously, the Mission has

achieved a number of positive results. Withinpbéce sector, as Kosovar authorities
have improved, the Mission has chosen to restrediursuch a way as to focus on
operational, rather than functional, MMA. EULEXshmcreased its activities in the
North by giving Task Force North executive powerghe areas of justice, customs
and police. It is also launching a Task Forcetfa investigation of Senator Dick
Marty’s report on the trafficking of human organdowever, it has proven difficult to

attain prosecution for crimes due to the lack oéqdite witness protection; the

Mission has a unit for this, but it is insufficignstaffed and unable to ensure that the

70



required level of protection is provided for alltm@sses. If this problem is to be
resolved, Member States must provide more polifieest that could be trained by the
Mission for witness protection or, alternativelyedome involved in the witness
protection programme through Europol and offergxtion in their own territory. The
EEAS has already begun a process of implementiagetecooperation between areas
of the EU’s former second and third pillars, bueda certain legal complications this

is proving difficult to achieve.

Incidents that occurred in July 2011, however, hpveved that EULEX remains
trapped in difficult circumstances. In contrast KEOR, the Mission refused to
become involved in the implementation of an embanguich Kosovars and Serbs
imposed on commercial products. The EU responaedhis matter with legal
statement claiming that the embargo was an illegalwhich violated the CEFTA
rules. KFOR, on the other hand, held a differgrhion and assisted Kosovo police
and customs in moving towards the North of Koso®a. a result several disturbances
occurred, resulting in one casualty. The parad@esb tensions facing EULEX can
only be resolved if there are fundamental changethé wider diplomatic picture,
including a decision of principle in the Securitpucil on the question of Kosovo's
independence and the international presence thereéhe short to medium term, at
least, the chances of this occurring appear tolibe s However, the EU has been
facilitating dialog between Belgrade and Pristinkick is a highly significant and
successful step forward. It should be hoped, ttwat, recent negative incidents will

not prevent these dialogs from progressing in digesvay.

The EU faces the challenge of findingnadus vivendi for EULEX that provides
greater proactive options for the EU both in teraisthe strategic political and
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operational levels. When it comes to the stratggidtical level, the priority for the
EU must be to widen its available options regardimg open questions of justice,
customs and policing by aiming at swift conclusiafghe talks with Belgrade. This
would allow the EU to politically strengthen thechaical approach of EULEX
through clear political decisions on the open quoastof the mandate, such as those
concerning the applicable law. Although from Baldg’s perspective the talks may be
seen as a way to revitalise status negotiationssiply resulting in it to be resistant
towards a pragmatic approach by EULEX — all partreslved recognise that the
process of Kosovo becoming an independent stateovs irreversible. As such,
despite the EU’s official position of neutrality iespect of Kosovo’s status, in reality
it is effectively impossible for the Mission to apée in status-neutral manner (setting
aside the question of what the details of a staktiement between Pristina and
Belgrade will actually be in international law).h@se realities being clearly accepted
by states that do not recognise Kosovo’s indepetelevould give greater political
weight to EULEX, because these states would incetbe acknowledging the role of
the Mission in the process of building a constitoél justice, police and customs
system. This may however require a certain amoticareful diplomatic balancing
within the EU in order to avoid the matter of theafity of the EULEX’s activities.

(Asseburg 2009: 45).

On the practical operational level this would opgnan opportunity for EULEX to

apply political pressure on the national actorakifig into account the difficulties that
have occurred to date with regards to establishig of law, the EU must surely
understand that there are usually political intisres the root of persistent “technical”

difficulties. The Mission must be capable of appdypolitical pressure swiftly when
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required and be able to reach the highest politieaél, as well as not leaving
measures for discipline or restructuring solelyhi@ hands of the local institutions; this
is in accordance with the cooperative MMA approatthe majority of the EULEX’s

activities. If local authorities fail to cooperate do so only superficial, the EU should
also use its own hierarchy to put the Kosovars updessure to justify or reform their
actions with the threat of sanctions, such as thkdwawal of financial support, or

public naming and shaming. In particular, the @group (Germany, France, Great
Britain, Italy and the US) and the “Big 3” shoulthy an active role in this process.
EULEX is an excellent instrument for such an apphoas it embodies the power
projection of the leading countries in terms of d@mmposition. Since the Mission’s
inception France has held the Head of Mission osifYves de Kermabon, Xavier
Bout de Marnhac), the United Kingdom occupies tbst mf Deputy HoM, Germany

Head of Operations, Italy Head of Justice and thédd Kingdom Head of Customs.
This composition has been created by the implgieament which allows the leading

“3” to influence EULEX’s role and development.

Furthermore, EULEX and EU states should keep indntire incentives offered by the
EU (Stabilisation and Association Agreements, viheralisation) and the
corresponding (Copenhagen) criteria, and not belypweluctant when it comes to
expressing open criticism of the Kosovo elites wiad to comply with their
obligations in justice reform. It is also necegdar reduce the gap between the large
structural deficits that exist within Kosovo’s jieg#t system and the comparatively
minor capacity of EULEX to deal with these deficitsing qualitatively and

guantitatively enhanced intervention. The prospeift successfully establishing a
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functioning policing system are good enough that EXl can consider the possibility

of reassigning resources in a medium term timefréksseburg 2009: 45).

In terms of ESDP/CSDP, the EU can draw importasgdes from its experiences with
EULEX about the design, implementation and deplaymef civilian missions.

Dependency on actors outside its sphere of infledmes turned out to be a crucial
weakness in the structure of the EULEX mission, greht care should be taken to

minimise this in future (Asseburg 2009: 45).
Assessment Criteria

Regarding the criteria of effectiveness, EULEX ifalthis particularly in the aspects of
proximity and strategic interest. However, accepgaby local population could be
improved. There is very clearly a difference betwdiow EULEX is perceived by
Kosovo Albanians and by Kosovo Serbs. Kosovo Aldyas view the mission with
mistrust and in his public speeches Premier Thaly mentions EULEX and its
activities. On the other hand, the Serbian pomrats appreciative of the EU’s
neutral role. However, recent incidents have destrated that Mission with its
neutral status is not adequately able to respormnérontations. It is thus crucial to
move towards achieving agreements through polittialogue which will have a

significantly positive impact on the successfulidly of the Mission.

Eastern Neighbourhood

This section deals with Eastern Neighbourhood, Wwhsécanother priority region for
the EU and of particular concern for the Central Bastern European Member States.
Successive enlargements have brought the EU closEastern European countries,

resulting in these countries’ security, stabilitydaprosperity becoming increasingly
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important in terms of the impact they have on tméod. The potential these countries

offer for diversifying the EU’s energy suppliesoise example.

To varying degrees, all of these Eastern Europeantdes are carrying out political,
social and economic reforms and have expressedibpe of becoming closer to the
EU. The vulnerability that they can face was magparent by the August 2008
conflict in Georgia, which also provided a cleaaewle of how the EU’s security

begins outside of its borders.

The European Commission put forward concrete iddasenhancing our
relationship with the following countries: Armeni#@zerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia,
Moldova and the Ukraine within its scope of compege The new association
agreements that this implies are quite extensnduding comprehensive free trade
agreements with those countries willing and ablerigage deeply and move towards
gradual integration into the EU economy. Easiavel within the EU would also be
gained through gradual visa liberalisation, accamgzh by measures to tackle illegal

immigration.

These partnerships offer other positive effectshsas promotion of democracy and
good governance, strengthening energy securitgmeting security sector reform and
environment protection, encouraging people to peapintacts, supporting economic
and social development as well as offering addiiofunds for projects aimed at

reducing socio-economic imbalances and increadatglisy (EEAS official website).

Georgia (EUMM Georgia)
Relations between the EU and Georgia were initiaed992 shortly after Georgia

regained its sovereignty following the break-uptloé Soviet Union. EU-Georgia
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relations they have developed further since theseRRevolution" of 2003 from which
a new Georgian administration came to power, bniggi commitment to the pursuit

of an ambitious programme of political and econoraforms.

EU-Georgia bilateral relations are regulated by ®ertnership and Cooperation
Agreement (PCA) which entered into force on 1 J1899. On 14 November 2006,
the EU-Georgia Cooperation Council endorsed theoggan Neighbourhood Policy
(ENP) Action Plan, which covers a period of fiveagge The aim of the Action Plan is
to fulfil the provisions of the PCA and to develagloser relationship with Georgia,
particularly focusing on building a significant deg of economic integration and

deepening political co-operation (EEAS website).

Of all of the “new” neighbours of the EU, Georgsgadne of those demonstrating the
highest enthusiasm in developing closer ties tolthsn. It has long made clear its
interest in joining the EU and has, in comparisorother partners in the ENP made
significant progress in undertaking political arambeomic reforms. However, within

its own territory Georgia is involved in frozen dlcts.

Since Georgia gained its independence in 1991rdag®mns of Abkhazia and South
Ossetia have become contested territory betweemng@eavhich is a former republic

of the Soviet Union, and the Russian Federatiommes Russian military personnel
are continuously present in these regions, whictevemce considered the industrial
heartland of the South Caucasus, and have beerasing in number. These tensions
have had a serious impact on the political and @won stability of Georgia, which in

turn has hindered the reform process. From the Hidispective, the region has
become of increased interest in recent times duth@osuccessive energy “crisis”

between Russia and Ukraine in 2007 and 2008, amd Western European
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governments’ recognition of the urgent need to wife their energy supplies.
Although Georgia is strategically important as angit country for gas from Central
Asia, the EU has previously been lacking a cohepaticy towards Georgia and
showed great reluctance to involving itself in attempt to settle the frozen conflicts.
In 2004, for example, the Russian Federation vethedextension of the mandate of
the OSCE Border Monitoring Mission in Georgia. THEE subsequently received a
request from the Georgian government to assumeraioot the mission. France,
Spain, Italy, Greece and Germany cautioned ag#iesEU involving itself in such a

capacity and as a result the mission was discoedinu

In 2005, however, having recognised the need teldpva stronger partnership with
the South Caucasus, the EU’s heads of state andrrgoent decided to include
Georgia, alongside Azerbaijan and Armenia, in @&rENP. While the provisions of
the ENP were originally directed at political andoeomic reform in the EU’s
neighbourhood, the inclusion of the South Caucadosthe policy led to new security
provisions being incorporated, including crisis m@ament and conflict resolution
(Bosse in Gross 2011, p. 133). This is an indicatf the gradual movement towards
coherent policy relating to all instruments that Ea$ at its disposal; such coherence is

in accordance with the approach prescribed by ibleon Treaty.

The development of the European Security Strat&gyS{ was another significant
factor in the shift that occurred, primarily inres of rhetoric, within the ENP. The
ESS identified “Building Security in our Neighboodd” as one of three key
challenges facing the Union’s external relationsrahe coming decades (Council of
the EU 2003d). The ESS document stated that wiaenflict occurring around its
borders was one of the major problems confrontingope. Strategic priorities
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emphasised by the ESS included extending econondcpalitical cooperation and
attempting to resolve the Arabl/lsraeli conflict, a&ll as highlighting continued
engagement with the Mediterranean partners throbghding more effective
cooperation in economic, security and cultural eratwithin the Barcelona Process.
The conflicts in the South Caucasus were, howawetr,explicitly mentioned in the

ESS (Bosse in Gross 2011: 133)

Nevertheless, the EU has made encouraging, if stitegeneral, progress towards
civilian crisis management in Georgia. In July 20@he Council appointed the
Finnish diplomat H. Talvitie as the first EUSR ftve South Caucasus. The EU Rule
for Law mission (EUJUST THEMIS) was launched onanfater, in July 2004. The
mission’s main aims were the reforming of the cnatijustice sector and legislative
reform in Georgia. The team that was formed tolé@ment these objectives consisted
of thirteen experts contributed by various EU Mem®&tates (although not the Czech

Republic) and also from Georgia (Bosse in Grosd 2AR®b).

In August 2008, the frozen conflict in South Osseléveloped into a large-scale open
conflict with the Russian Federation. This eveuts hbeen identified by many
commentators as a pivotal point for the EU’s sgigtevith some claiming that the
Russo-Georgian War shook the “foundations of th&-@mwld War security order” and
“constituted an impetus for more soul-searching rgnthe main European security
actors” (Popescu 2009:1 in Bosse in Gross 2011). 1@thers were more negative in
their appraisal of the EU in relation to the cartflhowever, claiming that: “for years,
the EU has neglected the region and there is n@mtgng strategy for it. It only paid

attention after the war had broken out, promptingnEh President Sarkozy, on behalf
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of the EU presidency, to embark on a frantic shutilssion”. (Vogel 2009:2, in Bosse

in Gross 2011: 132).

Over the course of five days the violence spreatitlgwhroughout other areas of
Georgia. A report produced by the EU’s Fact iRigdMission on the Conflict in
Georgia claims that around 850 people lost thegsliin the conflict, including over
200 civilians, and a further 1747 people were waahd 100,000 civilians fled their

homes, of which 35,000 remain unable to returnMEG 2011).

At first, the response to the outbreak of the R«@eorgian War by the EU27 was
divided and varied; at the centre of disagreemientsis matter were questions about
relations with the Russian Federation. On the amé & the spectrum, the British

government argued that it was necessary for thet&EuWnpose heavy sanctions on
Russia, including temporary exclusion from the G8ime Minister Gordon Brown

stated that “the EU should review — root and branabur relationship with Russia

(Brown, quoted in The Guardian 2008). Similar sewere expressed by the
governments of the new EU member states in CeatrdlEastern Europe, as well as
the Baltic states. At the other end of the scthe, French, German and Italian
governments were resistant to the idea of the Bplementing any strong sanctions
which, they argued, would be likely to provoke fRRessian government and result in
further escalation of the conflict. The HR JavB®lana, the French EU presidency
and the Commission each issued separate statememsponse to the escalation of

the conflict in South Ossetia on 7 and 8 Auguspeetively.

“These first reactions demonstrated that the ENP rdit immediately offer a new

platform for coherent conflict management. Instehd,lack of a unified EU response
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to the escalation of the conflict in South Ossédi&tlosed the incongruence between

the positions of the member states”. (Bosse in &84 1, p. 135)

Using the capacity of its EU Presidency, the Fregmyernment proceeded to cover up
these inconsistencies before responding to théscriBernard Kouchner, the French
Minister for Foreign and European Affairs, was fivst to be sent to Thilisi and
Moscow, accompanied Finish Minister for Foreignaif§ and Chairman-in-Office of
the OSCE. A Six Point cease-fire Agreement wasnged under the leadership of the
French President Nicolas Sarkozy, which was sigmed2 August 2008 (Six Point

Agreement and Implementing Measures 2008).

The decision of the Russian government to recogthseindependence of South
Ossetia and Abkhazia, which occurred at the endAwfust 2008, had serious
ramifications for the possibility of reaching atlhent of the conflict. On 29 August
the Georgian government formally denounced both Sbehi Agreement and the
Moscow Agreement stemming from conflicts in 199@suiting in diplomatic ties
between Georgia and Russia remaining severed tprisent day. Since this took
place, Nicaragua, Venezuela and Nauru have follothed Russian Federation in

recognising the independence of South Ossetia dhktiaia.

It is interesting to note the parallels that ekistween the case of Kosovo and the de
facto territories of Abkhazia and South Ossetiaeg&ding the former, the Western
countries headed by the US recognised Kosovo'’s pewlgence soon after its
declaration in February 2008, which radically chesh¢ghe environment for the CSDP
Mission. With regards to the latter case, it wassdta that recognised the two
territories and thus produced significant alteragi®o the political environment; this

may be viewed as a parallel between the two caséswever, occupation by the
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Russian Federation should not be considered agdh&alent of the International
Community’s “supervised independence” which wasdumted on the basis of the

UNSC resolution.

Russian military bases have now been establishddnwiboth South Ossetia, in the
capital of Tskhinvali, and Abkhazia, in the port§ Gudauta and Ochamchire.
Following the agreement on military cooperation ethivas signed on 15 September
2009 with both Abkhazia and South Ossetia, Russia allowed to establish and
maintain military bases for 49 and 99 years resgelgt At present, there are thought
to be approximately 5000 troops in Abkhazia anduado4000 in South Ossetia,
including border and coastal guards, althoughptexise numbers are difficult to

assess with certainty (ICG Update Briefing on GesRussia 2011).

President Sarkozy, still acting through the EU Reascy, then entered into a new
round of negotiations with Moscow. On 8 Septeni¥)8, an agreement was reached
on the “Sarkozy-Medvedev Plan”, which set out tiRaissian troops would be
withdrawn to the positions that they were locategior to the outbreak of hostilities

(Implementation measures, 9 September 2008).

On 15 September, the General Affairs and Externgatidons Council decided to
launch a ESDP/CSDP civilian crisis management mmssonsisting of 200 observers,
aiming to deploy to the conflict region by 1 OctoRB€08. The Council also endorsed
a Commission proposal to mobilise over 500 millearos in financial aid for Georgia
between 2005-2010, as well as building the EU stimis with Georgia by
“expediting the preparatory work on the facilitawiof visas and on readmission, as
well as on free trade” (GAERC 2008 in Bosse in GrBd811: 138). Within the space

of just a few days, the required personnel werbaegad and arrangements were made
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with Member States for the loaning of vehicles aglipment necessary for the
mission. A headquarters/contact centre was alsougein Thilisi.  The mission
succeeded in launching on 1 October as schedwdadjng Solana to comment that
“this has been the fasted deployment that the EdJelvar undertaken. States made a
tremendous effort ... in this short period of timEhe EU has shown its capacity to act
with determination and speed (Solana 2008:1-2).e Tihprecedented speed of the
deployment of the EU Monitoring Mission has brougi EU much praise and led
some commentators to suggest that “EUMM could becouite a milestone in the
development of Europe’s crisis management” (Kogli8:1 in Bosse in Gross 20111:
135). Georgia, and the Eastern neighbourhoodnergd have in this regard proved to
be an opportunity for the EU to demonstrate itsatéliies and strengths. The leading
countries have used this opportunity, as they agaijected their power into the
composition of the EUMM. Until recently, Germangcopied the Head of Mission
position, France Deputy holds HoM and the Unitechgdiom is the Head of
Operations. Such a constellation provided the ‘Bigddequate amounts of power and

information in decision-making.

Despite achieving some success early on, the Etijagement with Georgia quickly
became entangled in vertical and institutional msstencies once again. In its
conclusions, the European Council in Brussels id-@c¢tober 2008 tasked the
Commission and the Council to “continue an in-deptlaluation of EU-Russia
relations” (European Council 2008:9). The Memb&t&s which had been in favour
of “engagement” with Russia subsequently beganryoptessuring the EU into
resuming negotiations over the Partnership and @adpn Agreement, which the

conflict had interrupted. At the EU-Russia summihich followed in Nice in
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November 2009, the EU made no references to theif&utervention in Georgia;
the only criticism came from Lithuania’s Deputy Mter of Foreign Affairs, who
sought to warn the Member States that “we are guesy the timing and we are
guestioning this U-turn of our (the EU’s) positionsis it right signal to send to Kiev,
to Moldova, to Belarus, even to the Baltic Statefay, that by military force you can
change borders?” (Pavilionis 2008, quoted in Milded 2009:17 in Bosse in Gross

2011: 140).

On the ground too, the EU mission had to face wseriohallenges. Since the
deployment of the Mission EU monitors were no langkowed to enter Abkhazia or
South Ossetia, following the Russian governmemttognition of their independence,
despite access to both regions being a crucial parthe mission’s mandate.
Furthermore, the Russian government was somewdegliin its interpretation of the
terms set out in the Six Point Agreement, failiagptovide information relating to the
withdrawal of their troops to the EU mission; irtfapoint 5 of the Agreement, which
specified withdrawal to the position held before tutbreak of hostilities, was not
complied with (Bosse in Gross 2011: 140). Thisoeer non-compliance, along with
the denial of access to Abkhazia or South Ossatiatinues to hindering effect on the
implementation of EUMM’s mandate. Several timesHJ has restated its policy of
non-recognition and engagement towards the regiansever, no significant progress

has been achieved on this.

Regarding the humanitarian situation, more than,dEB people were registered as
Internally Displaced Persons (IDP), about 128,00thiw Georgia and some 30,000
who fled to the Russian Federation. As of March@he World Food Programme

has indicated that most of the IDPs living in ConmaluCentres continue to be food
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insecure due to the unavailability of employmenghility to resume livelihoods and
the fact that productive assets have not beenregstonly 8% of these IDPs have a
fixed income. While 65% of the IDPs in settlementsv have productive kitchen
gardens and 14% have access to farm land, arowtdd®4are still considered food
insecure (UNHCR — Georgia Country Profile 2011)eTEU has provided 6 million
Euros in humanitarian aid for people affected @y ¢bnflict. An international donor's
conference for assisting Georgia's economic regovas held in Brussels on 22

October 2008.

EUMM’s mandate and challenges

Following Russian’s veto in OSCE and UN, the EUMcs June 2009 is the only
international monitoring mission on the ground. @slined in the Joint Action, the
objectives of the mission are firstly “to contributo long-term stability throughout
Georgia and the surrounding region”, and secondiy the short term, to the
stabilization of the situation with a reduced ridka resumption of hostilities, in full
compliance with the Six Point Agreement and the segbent implementation
measures”. In order to achieve these aims, thet Jation focuses the EUMM’s

activities on four main tasks:

» Stabilisation — The mission monitors, analyses eapbrts on the situation
pertaining to the stabilization process, centredutincompliance with the Six
Point Agreement and on the freedom of movementaations by spoilers, as

well as on violation of human rights and internaéibhumanitarian law.

* Normalisation — The mission monitors, analyses gpbrts on the situation

pertaining to the normalisation process of civivgmance focusing on rule of
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law, effective law enforcement structures and adegpublic order, including
Freedom of movement across the Administrative Bawndines. The mission
also monitors the security of transport links, gganfrastructures and utilities,

as well as the political and security aspects efréturn of IDPs and refugees.

» Confidence building — The mission contributes tuetion of tensions through
liaison, facilitation of contacts between partiewl aother confidence building

measures.

* Information — mission also contributes to informilgiropean policy and

contributes to EU future engagement. (FactsheeAEApril 2011).

Alongside the monitoring activities connected tewéy development, the mission
also encompasses “soft” areas such as monitoridgegporting on the normalisation
of civil governance with a focus on the rule of Jawman rights and the humanitarian
situation of the local population. Examples ofstban be seen in the close contacts
that monitors have established with local admiatsins, schools and universities in
order to create a network through which to distebinformation about the mission

and its activities. They are divided into threans focusing on the following aspects:

» confidence building in the areas adjacent to thkhalzian and South Ossetian

Administrative Boundary Lines;

» compliance with the Memoranda of Understandingesigbetween the Mission

and the Georgian Ministries of Defence and InteAfdirs;

 Human Rights and Humanitarian Issues. Direct auion with Georgian

government has been established by the missiom, thvé aim of achieving
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normalisation and stabilisation in the conflict 2en The EUMM is guaranteed
a constant flow of up-to-date information on depeh@nts and occurrences in
the conflict zones due to an agreement on the exghaf liaison officers, as

well as direct contact with the Ministry of the enior.

The Memorandum of Understanding signed between EUIlsIMI the Georgian
Ministry of Internal Affairs in October 2008 intraded a degree of transparency on
the equipment used and the activities performethbyGeorgian police forces in the
adjacent areas, as well as imposing certain résti& on them. The EUMM and the
Georgian Ministry of Defence signed the Memorandaimunderstanding (MOU) in
January 2009 and it was amended in July 2010, itigmihhe Georgian Armed Forces’
positioning of troops and heavy equipment in theaaradjacent to the Administrative
Boundary Lines. In keeping with the Six-Point Agmeent, the Georgian government
has demonstrated commitment to the principle of-umm of force through this

unilateral engagement.

Similar measures being introduced by the Russiaefation in response would surely
lead to further enhancement of security (FactsbeeEUMM, EEAS, 2011). The
MOU also anticipated a cooperation mechanism beiogned between law
enforcement agencies on either side of the admatiige boundaries; this was a notion
that came to fruition later on in the Geneva talgsentually leading led to the
agreement on the Incident Prevention and Resporsehdhisms for both regions

(IPRM).

These mechanisms are designed to facilitate regoéstings between the parties of
the conflict regions and also those internatiomabis involved where discussion can

be had over the security situation in the conftimbes. So far the IPRM for Abkhazia
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has succeeded in meeting regularly, whereas thth &msetian IPRM has experienced

numerous suspensions of potential meetings (BosSedss 2011: 140).

Despite having made such significant progress filamplementation of EUMM’s
mandate has been held back by a number of faclidre.denial of access to Abkhazia
and South Ossetia continues to be highly problemetid has limited the EUMM’s

ability to report directly on developments withirose key regions.

Furthermore, Russia has continually failed to compl full with point 5 of the Six
Pont Agreement; in fact it has acted contrary toyitncreasing its military presence in
Abkhazia and South Ossetia and establishing nevwtamyilbases in both regions. In
addition, on 30 April 2009 a treaty was signed inddow between Russia and the de
facto territories, providing for Russian borderops to be stationed along the
administrative borders to Georgia (or the “restGdorgia”). Russia has thus done
everything in its ability to entrench and legalide division of Georgia and the

definitive separation of the two regions from Tdil{Halbach in Asseburg 2009: 115).

The situation is now blocked and frozen, leadinpmeacommentators, including the
EU Civilian Operations Commander, who was formalye Head of Mission, to
suggest that the EUMM itself may have in some retspeontributed to this
“frozenness”. There needs to be a move forwardnfiwth sides, otherwise the

objectives of the mission cannot be further pursued

The enthusiasm of Member States to contribute @oBUMM has decreased steeply
since the time of its inception, with some questignwhether the mission should
continue at all due to possible “burn out syndrom&ome countries such as ltaly,

Greece and even France, which was the driving fatats inception (the EUMM has

87



frequently been referred to as “Sarkozy’s babyayehinitiated withdrawal from the
mission. The mission’s area of responsibility imited to the Tbilisi Administered
Territory and it is not allowed to go to the detéaterritories, which severely restricts
its actions and effectiveness. However, Centrdl Bastern European countries that
have experienced Russian or Soviet occupationigpostive of the mission even in
its current form, calling for the continuation dfet “knocking on the door policy”

towards Abkhazia, South Ossetia and Russia.

Criteria assessment

Georgia and South Caucasus in general should reonairof the key priorities for the
EU, not only due to its proximity and its resourchst also because the population
sees the EU as the model for its future. MoreowBen it has come to crisis situations
in this region, the EU has shown a surprising unityction and determination. The
record speed of implementation in the case of Gagngved the Union’s capability to
react quickly in a situation of serious crisis, \pded that sufficient political will and
strong leadership exist. Through the creatiorhefEUMM, the EUSR for the crisis in
Georgia and South Caucasus and the Geneva tadkghas considerably increased
its profile in conflict resolution in Georgia. Thmission has quickly delivered on its
first and most prominent task, the stabilisatiorihaf situation after the war. As such,

it represents a success for the CSDP.

The following chapter will focus on the Middle Eamtd Southern Neighbourhood
which have been recently put on the top of the Egnda due to the recent Arab

Spring uprisings.
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Middle East and Southern Neighbourhood

Throughout 2010, substantial progress on the Asadeli conflict remained elusive.
Indirect and subsequently direct negotiations betwksraelis and Palestinians were
brokered by the US. However, these discussionsecwma halt at the end of
September due to the expiry of the Israeli settl@mmoratorium. After repeated
efforts by EU representatives to convince the partd re-launch the negotiations, the
EU expressed regret at the non-extension of theatmum and reiterated the
December 2009 Conclusions on MEPP in December X}déising the importance of
intensified coordination within the Quarf8t. The EU’s objective is a two-state
solution with an independent, democratic, viablde§tmian state living alongside
Israel and its other neighbours. The EU wantset® [grogress, not just process. To
this end, the EU is undertaking a range of acésit+ both political and practical — and

is the largest donor to Palestinian state-buil@ifigrts (CFSP Report, EEAS 2011).

Palestine is a key test of the EU’s credibilityaasupporter of a democratic reform.
However, the EU has refused to recognise the wiacibHamas in the 2006 Palestinian
elections in spite of the fact that were indisplytateclared as “free and fair” by EU
observers. This has eroded the Union’s credibédlitd contributed to the notion that it
would rather back authoritarian regimes than fdme risk that free elections might
return Islamist parties as those favoured by theplee As M. Pace stated, “only a
truly political reform agenda in the Middle Eastncagrevent the further de-

democratisation of the region” (Vasconcelos in Bul010:2).

10 The Quartet on the Middle East is a foursomeations and international and supranational estitie
involved in mediation the Middle East Peace Pracd@3® Quartet comprises of the US, the UN, the EU
and Russia and it was established in 2002.
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In June 2010 the Foreign Affairs Council called &orurgent and fundamental change
of policy and repeated an earlier call for the imdiate, sustained and unconditional
opening of crossings so as to allow a flow of hunaaian aid, commercial goods and
persons. The solution must, at the same time,eaddisrael’s legitimate security
concerns over violence and arms smuggling. Desutae progress following the
Israeli government’s decisions to ease the clostme,EU maintained that further
measures remained necessary for the economic mycov€&aza. A comprehensive
package was proposed for Gaza focusing on the dipgraof the Kerem Shalom
crossing point and provision of equipment and trerio PA border authorities (EEAS
website). However, some parts of this packageh sag training, could not be

implemented as the respective parties were n@viour of it.

The ESS had already stated that resolution of trebo/fsraeli conflict is a strategic
priority for Europe. This makes it clear that tkiéddle East is a priority region of
interest for the EU Member States. Until the reSBoh of conflict is achieved, there
will be little chance of solving other problemsthe Middle East. The resolution of
the Middle East Peace Process has therefore beewsr more urgent than ever

before.

As well as the Middle East Peace Process, anotlaity for the EU is the security of
the Southern neighbourhood, where recent events pewwen to be very turbulent.
Change has come to Tunisia, Egypt and other casnitni the region with a speed and
scope that few predicted. While tragic violencetowes in countries like Libya and
Syria, on the whole the “Arab Spring” has openedhg potential for people to live
better and more dignified lives, with greater resgder human rights, pluralism, rule
of law and social justice, along with greater pe#y. This is an opportunity for
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Europe to assist in building a democratic, morélstand free neighbourhood (CFSP

Report 2010, EEAS).

The following section will focus on the two CSDPssions that aim at achieving the
establishment of effective police and justice secto the Palestinian territories. Due

to varying political circumstances these missiomgehattained different results.

Palestinian Territories (EUBAM Rafah and EUPOL COPPS)

Background

Since the 1993 Oslo Agreement the EU has providatsiderable technical and
financial assistance to support the Middle East peace proardsthe practical

implementation of a two-state solution. From thegibning of this process, the
establishment of Palestinian governance structuassbeen a priority for Europe. In
recent years the EU has increasingly turned iwnttin to the Palestinian security
sector, pursuing a twin-track approach. This hasgolved, firstly, rebuilding

institutions and capacities that were largely as®td in the course of the Second
Intifada (2000-2003), and secondly, building up #féectiveness of the security
organs by reforming the unclear and fragmentedcstreas left over from the Arafat
era, which lacked transparent hierarchies, clearpstencies and political oversight.
The Europeans — acting in close cooperation wittcblfagues who were responsible
for training and equipping security forces to matkeem more robust — were
particularly focused on enabling the Palestiniathauty (PA) to meet the obligations
it has in accordance with the 2003 “Road Map” tecfvely restore order and combat
terrorism, and this remains an area of concernht fresent day (Asseburg in
Asseburg 2009: 84). The second intifada interdiptés process, bringing substantial

damage to the newly developing security sectorastfucture during Israeli-
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Palestinian and intra-Palestinian violence, anaeliss tightening of its control over the
Palestinian Territories and reoccupation of Palesti cities. The short and longer
term benchmarks that the Road Map set out incluthed requirement that the
Palestinian security services be restructured aademeffective, thus making the
Palestinian security sector a central focus ofriv@tgonal attention and assistance to

the PA.

In this context the EU decided to deploy an ESDRESnission in 2006, the EU
Police Mission for the Palestinian Territories (EMP COPPS), to support the civil
police with training measure, advice and equipmédievious efforts led by the UK to
identify areas in which Palestinian civil policistpould be supported, along with the
EU Coordinating Office for Palestinian Police Supgp&U COPPS) which had been
established in 2005, provided a foundation uporctvtine deployment of the mission
could initially be built. Based within the offic# the EUSR Marc Otte, and located in
the PA Ministry of Interior and in the Civil Policdeadquarters in Gaza through a
satellite office, EU COPPS worked closely with thA in the development of the
Palestinian Civil Police Development Programme 22088 (PCPDP). The aim of
the PCPDP was to produce a “transparent and acdadenpolice organization with a
clearly identified role, operating within a soumdjal framework, capable of delivering
an effective and robust policing service, respansivthe needs of the society and able
to manage effectively its human and physical resesir(EU COPPS and Palestinian
Civil Police Development Programme 2005-8 Factsheedated). Work relating to
the rule of law builds on projects developed antisgantially supported by the

European Commission (Bulut in Grevi 2009: 289).
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After the Israeli withdrawal from the Gaza Strip August/September 2005, the EU
gave its support to the implementation of the I&falestinian Agreement on

Movement and Access which followed on 15 Novemby.doing this, the EU sought

to help preserve access to Gaza as well as téatitmmtinuity between Gaza and the
West Bank, thus contributing to the use of Israahdateral withdrawal as a way of
moving towards restarting the peace process (Ageeermn Movement and Access
2011). Under the agreement the EU took on a thardly responsibility to endure that
the border crossing was managed in accordanceAmitbed Principles for the Rafah
Crossing set out in the annex to the agreementi@iklis end set up the European
Union Border Assistance Mission for the Rafah Grag®oint (EUBAM Rafah). The

EU monitors were put in place very quickly, withllfoperational capacity on the

ground accomplished in less than ten days followirggEU"s decision to take on its
third party role. Although at first regular opegirof the border was ensured
successfully, operation of the crossing became mmoke limited due to the June
2006 kidnapping of Israeli soldier Gilad Shalit. n Aalmost complete blockade
followed Hamas’ seizure of power in Gaza in Jun@72Qwith the only exceptions

being made for a minimal amount of humanitarian aithe ESDP/CSDP operations
have in practice been suspended since this situatiourred (Asseburg in Asseburg

2009: 84).

In contrast, EUPOL COPPS was only able to get tckvpooperly in mid June 2007 —
and then only in the West Bank — because the Eubkeelf to work with a Hamas-led
interior ministry. However, security in the citie$ the West Bank has seen steady,
significant improvement due to the cooperative $famf Europe and the US with

Salam Fayyad’s transitional government (Asseburddseburg 2009: 84). On 27
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April 2011, Fatah’s Azzam al-Alhmad announced thartyps signing of a
memorandum of understanding with Hamas® leadershipmajor step towards
reconciliation effectively paving the way for a tyngovernment. After its official
announced in Cairo, the coordination of the deat waitated by the new Egyptian
intelligence director, Murad Muwafi. The deal caofean international campaign for
statehood advanced by the Abbas administrationciwisi expected to culminate in a
request for admission into the General Assemblyaasember state in September
2011. Part of the deal involves both factions emre to elections being held in the
two territories within a period of 12 months frorhet creation of a transitional
government. Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu resjgnl to the deal's formal
announcement by warning that the Palestinian Autthorust decide whether it wants
peace with Israel or peace with Hamas; as a coeseguthe Quartet is trying to re-
launch the peace talks between Israel and PA, thihaim of convincing the PA to

postpone its campaign for statehood.

Both EUPOL COPPS and EUBAM Rafah are highly noteélmgralbeit cautionary,
undertakings that considerably raised the EU'silerah relation to the sensitive
policing, rule of law and border dimensions of gdenflict. The security domain is
dominated by the continuing power struggle betwkseael, the PA and Palestinian
faction, while at the same time being shaped byraber of other international actors,
in particular the US. European polices are guitgdthe long-term objective of
achieving an independent, democratic and viabledfialan state living in peace and
security alongside Israel; however, Europe’s mommédiate conflict management and
counter-terrorism objectives can sometimes appaaradictory (Bulut in Grevi 2009:

289).
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The Mandates

The EUPOL COPPS works with the Palestinian Autlgotitwards building the

policing and criminal justice institutions of thautfire State of Palestine. The
assistance that the EU provides is aimed at impgowafety and security for the
population of Palestine as well as contributing®?fs domestic agenda of reinforcing
the rule of law. EUPOL COPPS promotes civilianigmlprimacy, meaning that the
civilian police should be the organisation thatilimately charge of policing and that
civilian control for security forces should be gaateed. The primary objective is to
ensure that the Palestinian Civil Police (PCP)kaié into a competent security force
of the future Palestinian State, based on the ipliex of democratic policing,

neutrality and community-service (Factsheet on EUBOPPS, EEAS 2011).

EUPOL COPPS also supports the development of aisable criminal justice sector
which is in full compliance with international stiards of human rights. The mission
aims to assist the Palestinian Authority with tleeelopment and consolidation of the
criminal justice system, to develop processionapacéy within the judicial

institutions, enact modern legislation and fadiitather activities to increase the
standard of their performance. The Mission firedists internal restructuring in the
last semester of 2010; this was designed to cavrebpvith and compliment the
programmatic approach that the Palestinian NatiBotite (PNA) had begun to utilise
in accordance with the Security Sector Strategy Jdunstice Sector Strategy. The
efficiency of cooperation was enhanced though tidocation of six mission experts
with partners in the Palestinian Civil Police, Mitmy of Justice, Ministry of Interior

and General Attorney, an approach that was coreidas highly successful by the

local authorities (Factsheet on EUPOL COPPS).
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The Mission has focused its efforts on providingistance and advice at the strategic
level order to strengthen its impact. As it mof@svard, successfully implementing
the reform projects that the PNA has produced bella key challenge; the political
environment within which the Mission takes placesnains extremely complex,
involving numerous different donor countries, adl\was even some overlaps between
EU Member States bilateral projects and EUPOL COPH8e EU should aim to
ensure that the use of different tools at EU andhller State levels is done in a highly
coherent way, as failing to do so impacts negatieal its credibility. Both new and
already existing EU programmes administered byBbeRepresentation Office in the
security sector area must rely on specific experigailable within EUPOL COPPS,
thereby ensuring a united approach to PNA, baseth@principle of local ownership

(Assessment by EEAS 2011, private archive).

Challenges

Despite many considerable improvements, a majortabming with the involvement
in the security sector is that it remains far afrayn leading to Palestinian ownership.
Workshops with security force members found thatythargely welcomed the
measures in the security sector, but complainetdbibitn the legal framework for their
work and the strategic direction of the reformsevstill not clarified. Another issue
was that they felt exposed to considerable mistrost the public. This is largely due
to the legitimacy of their efforts being underminiag the common view among the
Palestinian population that Palestinian securitgde’ first priority was serving Israeli
security interests. This perception is compounaethe lack of progress in the peace
process, because without a political process hgattmvards independence, the
strengthening of the security forces is not pee@ias a state-building exercise.
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Continuing lIsraeli army operations in the West Bardometimes jointly or
concurrently with PA security operations, also f@ioe such negative impressions,
and sustainable institution building is unrealisabhder such circumstances. In a
situation where two illegitimate governments fadg parliament is defunct and the
security forces are perceived to be taking sidethén power struggle — especially
where they are conducting politically motivated masrest of supporters of the
respective oppositions — it is simply impossiblébtold security apparatus that meets
international standards and is under democrati¢rapmonpartisan, citizen-oriented
and unified. It seems that ultimately, Europeaagehassociated themselves with a
policy line that places a higher priority on sugpay the compliant President Mahmud
Abbas and the Fayyad government rather than supgoitstitutions that are

accountable and democratically controlled (Asselnuysseburg 2009:95).

The EUBAM Rafah monitors were quickly deployed aindially able to ensure
regular opening of the border. In this early stdgemission was generally successful
in meeting its objectives, although a number ofidgsoblems with cooperation
persisted. The Agreement on Movement and Accebkadati enter into full force in all
of its protocols; the protocol on passage of pesseas put into action, but those
concerning the passage of goods and security wererrsigned. As a consequence
there were ultimately no clear guidelines for deglwith suspicious objects and
persons and EUBAM staff had to make do with ad émwangements. The EUBAM’s
training measures proved effective in speedingalpd®inian controls, soon leading to
the opening hours of the crossing being extendédoperation as a whole initially
proceeded smoothly and without any major incideassall parties involved stood to

benefit from the successful implementation of tirarmgements. According to the EU,
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280,000 people used the crossing between 25 Novef®@b and 25 June 2006

(Asseburg in Asseburg 2009:95).

After around six months of the EUBAM’s operatioet circumstances and the
partners” willingness to cooperate began to chaegesively. It was initially possible
to keep the crossing open following the Hamas-ledegyment coming to office in
March 2006, as Hamas and Fatah agreed that tha-Eadrolled Presidential Guard
could continue to man the border post. This sitmatmeant that none of the
international actors had to have any dealings Wiéimas security forces. However,
after Israeli soldier Gilad Shalit was kidnapped Higmas militia on 25 June 2006,
Israel responded by ordering that the border bé dbwn. This was followed by
military operations to free Gilad Shalit and degtidamas infrastructure; an almost
total blockade was imposed on Gaza, with the Rafaksing being opened only for
exceptional reasons. Subsequent attempts by théoHidve regular opening times
restored found limited success, only leading to dtassing being briefly opened on
occasions for humanitarian and religious purposes the year following the
kidnapping (until 13 June 2007), the Rafah crossiag opened on only 83 days, with
around 165,000 Palestinians being able to entéeawe. Therefore, in the eighteen
months of the EUBAM deployment in Rafah, nearlyfralmillion people passed

through the border crossing (Factsheet for EUBANBRaupdated in March 2009).

Certain preconditions set out for the re-openinthefcrossing have not been fulfilled.
First, Hamas and Israel have been unable to sudeerdgotiating an exchange of
prisoners in order to free Gilad Shalit, which wsimel’'s key precondition for lifting
the total blockade. Second, talks mediated by Efpifed to lead to an agreement
between Fatah and Hamas on a new arrangement thadl w&llow the Presidential
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Guard to return to the Rafah crossing. Despitadlhent reconciliation, Hamas is still
in full possession of power in Gaza. Despite Egypécision to reopen the crossing
following this reconciliation, at present the EUnist in a position to reactivate the
Mission; as the EU is only a third party in AMA gtikonsent of the two main parties of
the agreement is essential in this matter. Consigiehat the Mission has been in a
“dormant” state for four years, it seems that & tBU is unable to reactivate it in the
relatively favourable current conditions then themay be little reason for it to

continue. Furthermore, although the Mission is ieeghnically extended until the end
of 2011, the Israeli government would prefer ithe closed. With regards to the
future, some Member States, France in particulavetsuggested either merging the
two Missions in the Palestinian Territory or elgeating a new EU SSR Palestine
designed to encompass all of Palestine as a fgtwereign state. This suggestion,

however, is not favoured by Israel.

On May 28 2011 the Rafah border was open for Ralass to cross into EgyptfFor

the first time since the blockade was put in pliacéune 2007, Palestinians were given
unrestricted freedom to move out of the Gaza Stijost travel restrictions were
dropped, although men between the ages of 18 terd€xing Egypt are required to
apply for visas, while others are obliged to obtaawvel permits. Shortly after the
2011 Egyptian revolution, Egypt’s foreign ministéabil el-Araby initiated talks with
Hamas in the hope of improving relations with theema relaxing the travel restrictions
that existed between the two. This has seen limsteccess, because even though
passenger restrictions were loosened, the shiprmokrgoods into Gaza remains
blocked. Furthermore, Israel has expressed cos@draut the opening of the border,

claiming that weapons will be smuggled through.thse current conditions do not
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allow re-activating EUBAM Rafah it is high time féhhe EU to close it. Wasting of
resources cannot last forever and due to econorisis ¢hat has spread throughout

Europe maintenance of a dormant mission is inaabgt

For a long time, however, Member States did noteshacommon vision. France, Italy
and Greece were and still are strong supportetiseomission’s maintenance. France
still holds its Head of Mission role and togethethwtaly, the Netherlands and Greece
reiterate the view that EUBAM has the capacitydactivate. On the other hand the
United Kingdom, supported by the Czech Republiguad in favour of closing the

mission as reactivation does not seem to be imrnhimethe medium or long term.

Germany stood in the middle and argued that ankidratwal in the current political

situation would send a negative signal. Followting initial debate, France brought a
proposal of a merger of the two missions which skin be a reasonable solution for
everybody. However, due to quite turbulent develepts in the region, such a

proposal does not have an approval by the parties israelis and the Palestinians.

The two CSDP missions to the Palestinian territof@ve so far produced very
different outcomes. Whereas EUBAM Rafah has beea $tate of suspension since
mid 2007 and can effectively be said to have failed to political conditions, EUPOL
COPPS has succeeded in making a significant caomitvitb to rebuilding the
Palestinian civil police and improving the securgituation in the West Bank.
Through co-location, training, advice, and infrasture and equipment aid, EUPOL
COPPS has certainly contributed to strengtheniegctipacity of the PA in policing
and fighting crime, in addition to working in closeoperation with other international
actors such as Canada, US and the UN. Deeper ratimpeis needed, however, in
order to avoid overlaps in the area of the justieetor. What has become clear is that
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the missions cannot achieve the level of lastinggiot that they aim for unless they are
accompanying measures in place to overcome geaged@nd political divisions in

the Palestinian Territories, restart the peacegqa®@nd facilitate movement towards
Palestinian independence. European conflict managemeasures need to be backed

up much more strongly by conflict settlement atieg.

Assessment criteria

The Middle East should certainly be seen as aipriarea as it clearly fulfils the
criteria of proximity and a strategic interest. ver, due to political reasons,
acceptance of local population is ambiguous. Issti# relies more strongly on US
than EU support, while it is a common view of Arabuntries that the “West” in
general is an intruder. On the other hand, it khba noted that the EU is the largest

donor to the Palestinian territories.

Iraq (EUJUST LEX Iraq)

EUJUST LEX is a civilian CSDP mission that is degg@d in Irag. Given lIrag’s

significant geopolitical position and proximity tbe EU, it is and should remain and
important partner. Iraq holds enormous potental the future, which if managed
well, stands to make it one of the most influenpialyers in the Middle East and Gulf
region. The EU therefore needs to ensure thahiesests are carefully and clearly
defined, to build upon the existing momentum in riggationship with Iraq and to

develop the new partnership in several areas. eTlkey reasons behind Irag’'s
importance are: 1) Democracy — even with one ofrégon’s most religious and an
ethnically complex societies, Irag has the poténtiabecome the biggest pluralistic
democracy in the Arab world; 2) Energy resourcésag has the world’s third largest

oil reserves and is rich in gas, as well as beimptential supplier to the Nabucco
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pipeline; 3) Regional context: stakes are high his tcomplex region and Iraq’s
leverage in it will increase if improvements in g8ty and stability are sustainable, as

so will its influence, including on Iran (GSC docemt on Irag 2010).

The European Union has made quite considerabldsl@fenvestment in Iraq since
2003. The European Commission’s projects relaiddag has seen one billion Euros
put into the areas of reconstruction and humaaiaassistance. The majority of this
funding has been channelled via the Multi-donosttfund IRFFI, which is managed
by the UN and the World Bank. The EC has primaidigused on the political and
electoral process, rule of law support to refugaed Internally Displaced Persons
(IDPs), basic services, human development and ibgildhe capacity of Iraqi

institutions.

Launched in 2005, civilian mission EUJUST LEX lrauied is the first “integrated” rule

of law mission; that is, a single mission aimededbrming the police, the penitentiary
and judicial sector simultaneously. The Missioermpes in a purely advisory capacity
and its work is restricted to the criminal justisgstem. Its origins are closely
connected with EU’s decision in 2004 to supporbomstruction efforts in Iraq after an

initial period of paralysis following the US-ledviasion. As initial European support
consisted only of financial assistance, EUJUST L3y be considered the first more
substantial measure in the EU’s joint policy towatthq (Steinberg in Asseburg,

2009: 125).

Background
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Since the 1980s Iraq has experienced an unintextugptries of conflicts and crises.
The 2003 invasion by the “Coalition of the Willinghd its aftermath generated a new

regional geopolitical balance in a highly stratesyiea.

The United States’ campaign to the overthrow Iratjtdatorial president Saddam
Hussein began in 2002, justified on the groundsiedighat he was a threat to global
peace, a vicious tyrant and a sponsor of internatioterrorism. The Bush

Administration also believed that Saddam Husseih I@en developing weapons of
mass destruction, something explicitly forbiddendem the UN Resolutions that

followed the end of the 1991 Gulf War.

The Irag War was viewed very differently betweerniores; some felt that the US
failed to prove that Hussein had an active progfandeveloping weapons of mass
destruction, while others saw Irag as an insigaiftcand militarily weak country that
was not worth going to war over. Furthermore, sonssved the war as an act of

imperialism and claimed that the US was motivatgd ldesire to obtain Iraq’s oil.

Those countries that supported the war have claim&tdSaddam Hussein was one of
the most brutal dictators of the 20th century ahdt tit should be seen as the
responsibility of free countries to overthrow sutdspots. Countries that supported
the war on these grounds included some of the gmsmunist countries that had had
their own experiences of similar dictatorships awdupation under the Communist
regime. There were others countries claiming Hiadsein had well-established links

to terrorist groups and that his weapons prograere wery real.

In late January 2003, leaders of Britain, Spataly] Portugal, Hungary, Poland,

Denmark and the Czech Republic released a sigrgeimstnt to various newspapers
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expressing support for the United States, statiagg $addam Hussein should not be
allowed to violate U.N. resolutions. The statempridceeded to claim that Hussein
was a “clear threat to world security”, urging Eoeoto stand united with America to
ensure that the Iragi regime was disarmed. This lager followed by ten more
Eastern European countries, Estonia, Latvia, LitlayjaSlovenia, Slovakia — all now
members of the EU — Bulgaria, Romania, Albania, afleg and the Republic of
Macedonia, issuing another statement on Iraq, esprg general support for the US’s
position but without making comment on the posisybpf a war without the UN

Security Council’s backing.

However, US Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfetddhthat Slovenia and Croatia
were in fact members of the US led coalition, prtngp Slovenia's government to
rejected the Eastern European nation’s statemehit@fPrime Minister, Anton Rop, to
state that Slovenia would considered the decisiogat to war to be based on a go-
ahead from the UN Security Council. Furthermormaiia’s President Stjepan Mesic
claimed that the war illegal. French Presidentquas Chirac responded to the
statement of the ten Eastern European countriesaiyng: “It is not well brought up
behaviour. They missed a good opportunity to kagptyj(BBC News 19/2/2003). It
was believed by some that Jacques Chirac’s crtideuld be presumed to imply that
Romania and Bulgaria, with whom accession negotiatiwere not yet concluded,
should not be allowed to join because of the statem Chirac retracted his remark
following media criticism and Romania and Bulgariahances for EU accession have

suffered no setbacks because of the issue.

Romanian President lon lliescu called Chirac's rmarrational, saying “such
reproaches are totally unjustified, unwise, andemndcratic’. Bulgarian Deputy
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Foreign Minister Lyubomir Ivanov told reporters i$tnot the first time that pressure is
being exerted upon us in one or another form butmin opinion this is not the
productive way to reach unity and consensus inSkeurity Council” (Garamone

2003).

It was France and Germany that expressed the nebstnvent opposition to the war.
Donald Rumsfeld attempted to dismiss the French &sfman governments’
objections by referring to them as the opinion GId Europe”, relying instead on a
change in situation after EU enlargement took plae®wever, opinion polls at the
time indicated that the majority of the public ier@ral and Eastern Europe were not in
favour of the war either, despite most of their ggovnents supporting it. This can be
explained by high levels of public sympathy towaadgeneral wave of anti-military
and pacifist movements, while their Governments, tba other hand, perhaps
supported the US position due to the feeling oériafity among the New Member
states in the EU. These feelings were enforcethalimore after Chirac’s statements

mentioned above.

However, a year after the war in Iraq, disconteithvwAmerica and its policies had
intensified rather than diminished. French andn@ar opinions regarding the actions
of the United States in France were at least aativegas they were at the conclusion
of the war, and British views had become considgraiore critical. Therefore, the
war in Iraq seems to have undermined America’sibilggt abroad. Doubts about the
motives behind the U.S.-led war on terrorism abouwamt a growing percentage of
Europeans want foreign policy and security arrarg@sindependent from the United
States (Pew Research Centre 2004). This led tertitergence of the EU’s European
Defence and Security Policy.

105



From 2005-2008 international support aimed at mgictability and improved Iraq’'s
relationship with its neighbours was developed irsasies of neighbour process
meetings. One instrument was the MultinationacEadn Iraq (MNF-I) which assisted
with Iragq’s border security, which aims to be coetply withdrawn by the end of

2011.

In general, relations between Iraq and other statethe region are improving.
Relations with Kuwait are still affected by unressd issues going back to the 1991
Iragi invasion. Relations with Syria are hampebrgdhllegations of the Syrian role in a
recent Baghdad bombing which has lead to a ladkust between the two countries.
Relations between Turkey and Iraq are very healihg a high-level Strategic
Cooperation has been established. Iran remaiey alayer in the area (CFSP Report

2010)

Even though the countries oil revenues guarantéevaet funding for Iraqg's
reconstruction, only national reconciliation carcige the way towards national
stability and sustainability. Iraqg must also addr¢he plight of the more than 1.5
million Iraqi refugees — this is an issue that wilve significant consequences for the
Middle East Region, as well as for the future siigband identity of the Iraqi state.
Mostly settled in Syria and Jordan, these refuggesalso present in Lebanon, Egypt
and the Gulf countries, as in some EU Member Statemg also has approximately

two millions internally displaced persons.

Although Irag remains a long way from being a stadduntry, there has been a fairly
positive consistent trend since end of 2008. Despirelapse in politically motivated
violence especially in the run up to the March 2@lé€ctions, the overall security

situation has significantly improved. With the @len drawing closer, a large-scale
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bombing campaign took place in the second half 0092 primarily targeting

government institutions. However, in January aefrkary 2010, bomb attacks also
took place against crowds of civilians. Prior st the civilian death toll had been
decreased by half between 2008 and 2009, with-g#etarian violence, a major

problem in 2006 and 2007, also being significargiyuced (CSDP report 2010).

After a period of turbulence triggered by the 2@l€xtions, the situation in Iraq during
the first half of 2011 was relatively settled arehpeful. The Iragi government formed
nine months after the elections includes partied alfiances which are, to put it
mildly, not natural allies. These include incumbEnime Minister Al Maliki’s State

of Law (Sol) list, the Shia/nationalist Sadristsdatie federally driven Kurdistan

Alliance. Overall, it appears that inclusiveneas home at the expense of efficiency.

In the wake of uprisings in the Arab world, manwadis also took to the street
demanding reform and change. However, the sitnatiolrag essentially different
from countries such as Tunisia, Egypt, Syria ancth&e; whilst in the latter countries
the populations have been attempting to rid thewaselof decades of largely

authoritarian rule, Iragis were liberated from thaictator in 2003.

Thus those protestors who take to the streets arelemanding the downfall of the
government as such, but rather protesting abouicpkar issues and grievances
including the widespread corruption in the counttiye lack of public services,
unemployment and human rights abuses committedisons and detention centres.
Prime Minister Maliki responded by offering assures of change and announced that
reforms would take place over period of three magmhod, which expired in May
2011. While the results of these reforms cannbtgeassessed, it is apparent that a

continuous, long-term process is required if sigaifit improvement is to be achieved.
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The agreed withdrawal of all US forces from Iraqtbg end 2011 has proven to be a
highly controversial issue. A number of senior piditicians and military have gone
to Irag to lobby for an extension of the Status-ofces Agreement, hoping that at least
a limited number of troops will be allowed remaituated in Iraq after the current
deadline. The influential Islamic political leaddlugtada Al Sadr responded to this
possibility by declaring that the presence of ai§/ddldiers in Iraq after 31 December
will lead to an armed resistance by the Mahdi Argayparamilitary force created by
Mugtada). Officially, even Iraqgi politicians whoay favour an extension of the US
military presence are reluctant to say so in puklitce the majority of the Iraqi people
are clearly opposed to this option. There has Iseeme unconfirmed information in
the media suggesting that a way for US militaryeimain in Iraq has been found, but
any confirmation of such a decision is not expetteble announced until very close to

the December 31 deadline (Interview with HoM, ptévarchive).

Iragi Criminal and Justice Sector

During Saddam Hussein’s time in power, all thregnbhes of the Iragi Criminal and
Justice Sector attained notoriety on account df thany violations of Human Rights
and fundamental freedoms. This situation contaub the fact that each Ministry

grew to be distrustful of the others and Ministaffairs” were kept strictly internal.

The current Iragi constitution was approved by farendum that took place in 2005.
It described the state as a “democratic federptesentative republic” (article 1) and a
multi-ethnic, multi-religious and multi-sectarianountry (article 3). Under
considerable pressure from the United States, taition provisional authority had
banned the Baath party in July 2003; the Conspiuteaffirmed this ban, stating that:

“No entity or program, under any name, may adoptsm, terrorism, the calling of
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others infidels, ethnic cleansing, or incite, faate, glorify, promote, or justify thereto,
especially the Saddamist Baath in Iraq and its ®ysmlyegardless of the name that it
adopts. This may not be part of the political plisra in Iraq” (Constitution of Iraq
2005). As lIraq progresses towards becoming a deatiocstate, it is growing
increasingly apparent that these Ministries canlamger function separately and in
isolation from each other, meaning that they masil#ish lasting relationships if they
are to move forward. An effective Criminal Justi8gstem operating in line with
international standards is needed to effectivelyrass criminality and impunity. To
date, much has been achieved by the ICJS to rettressstitutional weaknesses they
were faced with, especially in terms of managenagt technical skills (Information

from the Mission 2011, private archive).

The outlawing of the Baath party meant that mangicelraqi police officers
immediately became outlaws; this, in addition te teleasing of criminals from jails
by the collapsing Hussein regime and the toleraoicdooting that followed the

invasion, led to Iraq becoming a near lawless agunt

Despite the fact that police reform work had stanfest weeks after the Coalition
Provisional Authority (CPA) had been formed, theawces and techniques utilised
were nowhere near adequate for such a complex thdkas been noted that “goals
such as hiring 30,000 new policemen in 30 days war®unced and implanted with
little regard for the quality or vetting of recrsiit(R. Perito, Iraq’s Interior Ministry:

Frustrating Reform, US Institute for Peace BriefiMay 2008). By this stage, the
remnants of the Iragi police were struggling toldeigh the rapidly increasing levels
of crime and instability. In March 2004 the Caalit addressed the deteriorating
situation by rethinking the policies it had beenguing, resulting in the transfer of
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responsibility for reforming the Ministry of Inten and training and equipping the
Iragi police from the State Department to the Depant of Defence and the US
military. Multi-national Security Transition Comme (MNSTC-I) and its subordinate
command, Civilian Police Advisory Training Team,r&eset up to take charge of the

“Train and Equip” programme (Korski in Grevi 20233).

The mandate of the Mission

The history of the EU rule of law mission in Iragisandate must be considered in the
context of the strongly conflicting views among BA¢mber States in 2002 and 2003
about the invasion of Iraq. The reactions of tlagious European states made it
entirely clear that there were two very differpetspectives within the EU, not only
on this particular conflict, but also on the whbl&ure of the ESDP/CSDP. One camp
was led by the United Kingdom, which joined the Aioans to invade Iraq and
subsequently provided forces for stabilising thentoy. Spain, Italy, the Netherlands,
Denmark, Poland, Czech Republic and others joihedritish and sent troops to Iraq
after Saddam Hussein had been removed from powesnce and Germany, along
with several of the smaller Member States, publrejgcted the war, causing serious
division within the EU. The quarrel over Iraq espd broader differences, with the
British-led camp seeing ESDP/CSDP conceptuallyrasxension of transatlantic ties
and NATO, whereas the Franco-German group favotoegaut a more strongly and
independently European approach to security anandef policy (Steinberg in

Asseburg, 2008:126).

This background added considerable weight to thestijpn of what the EU’s
involvement in post-war Iraq should be. The EU wdnio prove, in the very country

that was central to the quarrel between MembeeStiduat the ESDP/CSDP could still
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function successfully. From 2004 onwards the atite was taken by the
Commission, which wanted to demonstrate that thehBd recovered from the 2003
stalemate over Iraq and was still capable of aatimforeign policy issues. States that
were already present in Iraq expressed the wiststfonger EU involvement and to
cooperate with the EU, even though some of themn é@wwome of them subsequently
withdrew their troops after 2004. The United Kiogdled this group, which included
Denmark, the Netherlands and others, with Londaoiméng the driving force behind
EUJUST LEX Iraq in 2004-2005. The British pres$edan EU contribution to the
efforts in Iraq in order to prevent European relasi with America from any further
deterioration, as well as to have European aawitaking on some of the burden and
complementing the training that they were giving Itagi police (Steinberg in

Asseburg, 2008:126).

On the opposing side in 2003, Germany initially regsed stronger objections than
ever about France engaging in the slightest invobsa in Iraq; Berlin had rejected the
notion of any EU role, while France was leading@ug of Member States, including
Belgium and Luxembourg that were against directagegent in Iraq. This position
was intended to avoid the possibility of retrospety legitimising the invasion, while
still being able to offer support to UN activitiekeffrey Lewis, EU Policy on Iraq: The
Collapse and Reconstruction of Consensus-basedgRofolicy (Dublin: Dublin
European Institute, University College Dublin, 2008. The resistance of these
Member States subsided to some extent over thesemir2004. On the other hand,
Germany and France wanted to repair their relatisite the US, which had been
badly damaged over Iraq. These opponents of thealga aimed to demonstrate that

the ESDP/CSDP they had created remained a craedatiement of European foreign
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policy. Genuine interest in building relations hithe new Irag, which neither
Germany nor France wished to leave solely to the &ishears to have been a

secondary factor in 2004 (Steinberg in Assebur@82IP6).

Moreover, some European governments began to ansgidys of increasing their
own contributions to police reform alongside efédoeing made by the United States.
Work had already been started in the southern pagyinces where British, Danish
and Dutch and Italian soldiers were deployed, andecember 2003, UK and Danish
police officers opened a police academy in Basfhe UK stationed a group of 24
civilian police training officers in Basra in Mar@®904, while 50 British officers were
sent to Jordan in order to provide out-of-countrgining. In the same month,
Germany began a training programme for Iraqi paotiee situated in the United Arab
Emirates. Also, several EU Member States that weomtributing troops to Iraq,
including Italy and the Czech Republic, deployeditary police contingents (Korski

in Grevi 2009:234).

A large number of contributions had been made tdwefforts in Iraqg, but there was,
however, a serious lack of coordination betweermtheSeveral Member States’
governments responded to this problem by consigetie precise manner in which
the EU could contribute to development in Iraguding on police reform. Thus, in
September 2004, an EU scoping mission recommemndeatives in the field of civil

administration and the rule of law, in additionptlice training and electoral support.
A number of reports and studies produced at theestme suggested that the EU
should build on the experiences it gained fromBhaékans and support police reform
(Richard Youngs, Europe and Iraq: From Stand-offEfmyjagement?, The Foreign
Police Centre, London, October 2004 in Korski ire@r2009:234). In accordance
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with these proposals, a team was then was set upaskess and present
recommendations for a possible ESDP/CSDP missiomallyf resulting in the

conclusion that a small ESDP/CSDP mission to fasusaining should be deployed.

The Mission, which was launched in July 2005, amhsddress issues in the Iraqi
criminal justice system by giving to training highd mid level officials in the areas of
senior management and criminal investigation. Trh&ing aspires to improve the
capacity, coordination and collaboration of thefedént components of the Iraqi
criminal justice system. The mission is also ideshto produce closer collaboration
between the various different actors in the Iragnmal justice system. This should
include strengthening the management capacity mbs@nd high-potential officials

from the police, judiciary and penitentiary and noyng skills and procedures in

criminal investigation in full accordance with thde of law and human rights.

The Mission provides strategic advice, follow-up nteging and training activities
which are based on recognised Iragi needs whiledakto account the added value of
other international actors’ presence in this arEae essential tasks that EUJUST LEX
Irag should carry out are clearly defined; the NMisstrains senior judges, police
officers and prison officials in order to strengthéhe country’s criminal justice
system. These narrow parameters make it easiengtement the mandate. The
results of this have been very positive, as saftotal of 4,305 participants in all of
these areas have received training. The Missianrhaently placed focus on the
International Standard audit Programme in the $ietd the penitentiary, pre-trial
detention, and cross-sector cooperation in judicipenitentiary and police as well as
on the ‘Train the Trainer course for Police (Faests on EUJUST LEX Iraq,

information from the staff EUJUST LEX Iraq).
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Challenges

Throughout 2011 the Mission took important stepshiiting its activities and relevant
structures to Iraq. This decision was agreed gtar France, during its Presidency to
the Council of the EU, joined the United Kingdomdamther active proponents and
agreed to the engagement of the EU in the courdsspite the difficulties which were
connected to this shift, it will now be more viglbh Iraq, particularly in the cities of
Erbil, Baghdad, and Basra, and when security cmmditallow it will show increased

results.

Germany is very active, even economically in Enpihile the United Kingdom hosts
the Mission and provides accommodation, catering aecurity in its Embassy
premises in Baghdad and Basra. However, the siifltde security situation,
particular the Baghdad region, could continue tpant negatively on the Mission’s
ability to function effectively in Iraq. In partitar, this could limit the Mission’s
ability to deliver training with a balanced ethnigeographical and political
representation as specified by its mandate. dtaar that Iraqi Kurdistan, the region
where the Mission’s programme has been put to thet mse, appears to offer the best

prospects of success for the Mission and for sthemgng the rule of law.

Successive Iraqi governments, while welcoming EUDWEX Irag, have come to
view the Mission’s value as primarily being poliicas it is a significant symbol of
Europe’s broader engagement with Irag. Many ofntieee than 4,000 participants in
the Mission’s training courses are sure to haveefiéed from the experience they
gained. However, because responsibility for salgctielegates who attended was left
to the Interior Ministry there can be no certaitttgt the appropriate officers, or even

ones working in positions relevant to the trainimgre chosen. Issues with corruption
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and mismanagement in the Ministry also led to tbespbility that selections were
made on the basis of patronage. Despite thes&shtngs, selection by the Ministry
is in line with local ownership which is a key fat CSDP missions (Korski in Grevi

2009: 234).

The mission also needs to establish close linkk e US Bureau of International
narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs (INL). Ths because the INL is due to
assume the primary lead over all State Departmgenaes involved in rule of law in
Irag once it takes over from the US Department efedce on 1 October 2011,
following the withdrawal of military forces. Thatention of the INL is to stay in Iraq
for three years, focusing only on training. Ae thArget group and the main locations
of the INL will be the same as EUJUST LEX Iraq, sdocoordination and burden
sharing will be an important requirement. The entrmandate of EUJUST LEX Iraq
is until July 2012, thus a strategic review will pyesented by the EEAS during

autumn 2011 as Member States make decisions dimtuture of the Mission.

Assessment criteria

Irag is clearly a valuable strategic partner witbnpy of energy resources; it has the
world’s third largest oil reserves and is rich iasg with leverage in the regional
context that makes the country very important vissalran. Despite the fact that
Iragis tend to view the Europeans more favouratyntthe Americans, EUJUST LEX
Iraqg has so far not been successful in attainireg $tatus of Mission Agreement
(SOMA). SOMA, legally crucial for the status oktlstaff of the Mission, has failed to
be signed since the Mission’s inception 2005. R#gét has been delayed due to the
lengthy formation of government, but even afterfrenation it has become clear that

the parliament’s long ratification is hampering th@cess. Therefore, it is essential
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that the EU works hard on visibility and the promntof its activities in order to

ensure that this requirement is successfully met.

The following section will analyse the most diffituegion of CSDP deployment —
Afghanistan. Political elites argue in favour @ptbyment in Afghanistan due to the
threat from international terrorism; however, aften years of fighting against Al
Qaeda, a clear victory is still proving difficuld t&attain. Additionally, the civilian

CSDP mission, EUPOL Afghanistan, is expected ty stz&en beyond the process of

Transition!?

Afghanistan (EUPOL Afghanistan)

Afghanistan represents one of the greatest chakengt faced by the CSDP and by
the EU’s range of political and economic instrunseris the conflict situation in the

region is extremely complex. The EU is one of ldrgest aid donors to Afghanistan,
and in addition to fighting a growing insurgencysaafocuses on good governance,
institution building, and economic development irt@untry that is poor, ethnically

diverse and marked by decades of conflict. TheaBtJthe Government of the Islamic
Republic of Afghanistan are committed to bringinigoat a secure, stable, free,

prosperous and democratic country.

The EU and Afghanistan adopted a Joint Declarat&iting out a new partnership on
16 November 2005. This Declaration set out plansricreased co-operation across a

range of areas, based on the principle of Afghamewship. It also established a

11 Transition is a process during which Afghan siégforces take over control from the ISAF
operation. Individual provinces are divided intffetent phases in which the Afghans become
gradually responsible for their own security. Haadover is considered a crucial step toward full
assumption of control by Afghan forces, scheduteble completed by the end of 2014.
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regular political dialogue, with annual meetingdvihisterial level and reaffirms the

EU’s long-term commitment to Afghanistan.

The Country Strategy Paper for Afghanistan 20073264s been drafted during a
period of political and economic evolution. Thendon Conference in January 2006
saw the launch of the Afghanistan Compact, whidloséthe political framework for

cooperation between Afghanistan and the internaticommunity over the current

five years.

Afghanistan’s National Development Strategy waspaeld at the Paris Conference on
12 June 2008. The priorities that it set out afected by the areas in which the EU
provides assistance, including support for justaoel law and order, combating
narcotics production and assisting the health sectds stated in the European
Security Strategy, an unstable Afghanistan withneation to terrorist groups and drug
trafficking constitutes a threat to the EU, thuscalntries are firmly supportive of the

activities in Afghanistan.

Background and context

Following the terrorist attacks of September 111200 New York and Washington,
the UN Security Council adopted Resolution 1373jctwhopened the way for the
American-led military operation in Afghanistan imtamn 2001. Named Operation
Enduring Freedom (OEF), the operation aimed to thvew the Taliban regime and

eliminate al-Qaeda and other terrorist groups dpeyan the country.

The UN-led process for rebuilding Afghanistan waisiated shortly after the UNSC
Resolution at the Bonn conference in December 200March of the following year,
the UNSC created the UN Assistance Mission to Afggtan (UNAMA) under
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Resolution 140. This was to be an “integrated migsconsisting of 17 specialised
UN humanitarian and developmental agencies, albich shared the mandate to
assist in reconstruction and national reconciliatio The International Security
Assistance Force (ISAF), a peacekeeping force petnder the framework of UNSC
Resolution 1378, was tasked to assist in threesargarking alongside the interim
government in developing national security struesudeveloping and training future
Afghan security forces; and contributing to effofts the country’s reconstruction

(Peral in Grevi 2009:327).

The reconstruction of Afghanistan has proven tabextremely difficult task in the
midst of US and NATO-led military operations. Amiber of countries including
Britain and Australia joined OEF during the firdigse of its operations, after which
nearly 30 countries provided the US with material ananpower support. OEF later
began function through the use of smaller strustuspread out across all of
Afghanistan; these Provincial Reconstruction TedRRTs) were formed by leading
nations in order to develop civilian projects, ewvértheir staff is predominantly
military. All of the existing PRTs in Afghanistavere formally placed under the ISAF
umbrella in October 2006, which has been undegttibority of NATO since August
2003. Despite this organisational change, the PiRav& for the most part operated
autonomously from each other, keeping their linksse to their respective national
capitals but having very weak coordination on theugd. OEF includes the
Combined Security Transition Command — Afghanis&8TC-A), which is an
important component responsible for providing thifghfan security forces, both army
and police, with training and mentoring. In thekevaf a further increase in US troops

and also for the purpose of improving coordinatiooth CSTC-A and ISAF have been
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combined since spring 2009 under the US Generalgatly John R. Allen) (Peral in

Grevi 2009:327).

The involvement of the international community e treconstruction of Afghanistan
is broad and varied. At the 2002 UN-hosted comiegeon Security Sector Reform
(SSR) in Geneva, the G8 launched a lead-natioroapprto be applied to key areas of
state building. Principle areas of responsibilitgre allocated as follows: Germany
assumed the lead on police, creating the GermanePBloject Office (GPPO), now
known as the German Police Project Team; the U& tesponsibility for army
reform; Japan’s role was providing financial assise for Disarmament,
Demobilisation and Reintegration (DDR) programmeéeated at militia forces that
had fought the Taliban; the UK took the lead onntettnarcotics; and Italy took the

lead on the reform of the judicial system (Perabnevi 2009:327).

The EUPOL Afghanistan Mission built on efforts aldy deployed on the ground,
notably the GPPO and those of other Member Statései field of police and rule of

law.

Within a number of fragmented and overlapping @wviland military mandates, the
international community agreed on a broad commoatedy designed to align all
international actors and the Afghan governmenhatliondon Conference of February
2006. The main outcome of Conference was the nalianin order to achieve lasting
stability, security measures must be combined githd governance and economic
and social development. In practice, this has gudoextremely challenging to
implement due to the lack of coordination amondedént international actors, as well

as the military response to security concerns neimgipre-eminent.
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“In this complex context, the EU identified policeform as a key dimension of
the stabilisation effort in Afghanistan. Howevdry the time consensus in
Brussels for exploring the launch of an ESDP/CSDBsion was achieved in
2006, the insurgency against US and NATO-led folwas not only revived but
also consolidated. Establishing an effective, ostie and coordinated work
programme among a multitude of actors engaged ghaiistan’s reconstruction,
including police reform, and in a deteriorating W&y environment has posed a
significant challenge for EUPOL Afghanistan.” (FamaGrevi 2009:327).

However, with 195 police officers and legal expeéttwas at the time the largest and

most ambitious civil mission to be launched untier ESDP/CSDP.

The mandate of the Mission and its challenges

EUPOL Afghanistan was established to expand th&tiagi German efforts to build an
Afghan police force dedicated to civil democratiarslards. For this reason, both the
mission’s background and the tasks that it undegakave links to the preceding
German intervention (Kempin, Steinicke in Asseb@@D9: 136). However, the
Mission faced difficulties and ongoing limitatiomseaning that in 2009 EUPOL had
to make significant adjustments to its approach. sdme extent this could be seen as
an indication of the EU’s flexibility and abilitptidentify precise capacities in which it
can operate effectively. EU and US police reforativities are now much more
closely coordinated than they had been in the pad8hereas US and, since 2009,
NATO efforts continue to place emphasis on the ion of training, EUPOL focuses
on providing strategic advice and on specific g@add priority areas (Gross in Gross

2011:124).

In 2008, the mandate of the Mission was consoldiateorder to concentrate on two
pillars — the rule of law and police. Within thelige pillar the focus of EUPOL is on
developing a proper police chain of command, cém@nd communications throughout

Afghanistan for the Afghan National Police (ANP)Special focus is placed on
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building the ANP’s capacity to respond to incidetitgt occur suddenly without
warning, as well as dealing with terrorist attack$ie end goal is for ANP leadership
to be able to operate with a clear chain of commategate responsibilities, issue
orders and communicate directives down to the rané file, and to effectively
implement both strategic and operational plannifgiditionally, the Mission offers
support to the Ministry of Interior (Mol) in proding and applying the intelligence led
policing strategy, which the Mol considers to beimmediate priority. The purpose
of this strategy is to allow the ANP to act in actance with intelligence assessments
rather than simply responding to events as theyirocén other words, the aim is to
change the ANP from being a “reactive” force intdpaoactive” one. Finally, the
Mission concentrates on enhancing the capabilitieshe Criminal Investigations
Department (CID), which the Mol has also identifi@dnajor priority. EUPOL also
contributes to international coordination by fupoing as a secretariat of the

International Police Coordination Board (IPCB).

In terms of the Rule of Law pillar, the Missionsnpary objectives include fighting
against corruption in cooperation with the Mol, tB&TC-A, the United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP) and the United Natfie on Drugs and Crime
(UNODC). According to its plan, EUPOL has a leaplinle in fighting corruption and
crime, including institution building, preventioenforcement as well as the overall
coordination of efforts, while UNDP is in charge fahding. Secondly, the Mission
aims to improve cooperation and coordination betwg®lice and prosecutors,
supported by and working within the framework oé ttelevant Nordic and Finnish

initiatives. Lastly, the Mission develops a sturetto ensure that mainstream human
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rights including gender aspects are accounted ftirirwthe ANP (Information from

EUPOL, CPCC; Factsheets from EUPOL).

EUPOL perceives itself essentially as a missiorhvatms directed at the future.
Looking beyond the accomplishment of establishiegusity, EUPOL is then intended
to assist in building a professional civilian forc&Vithin this broad remit, EUPOL
activities are designed to support the CSTC-A dre NATO Training Mission in
Afghanistan (NTM-A). In addition to the changesE/POL’s objectives, or perhaps
because of them, cooperation with CSTC-A and NAT& mproved significantly

(Gross in Gross 2011: 127).

Authorities in Afghanistan have recognised that BIURs a valuable tool for bringing
about institutional reform, which demonstrates that Mission has been successful in
creating an impact. In addition, this recogniti@s further helped EUPOL in defining
its operational mandate. Upon his appointment0082 then Minister of the Interior
Hanif Atmar formulated a number of priority aredse tEUPOL was to address,
including the following areas: implanting a compeakive anti-corruption strategy;
reinforcing intelligence and investigative capaditythe fight against organized crime;
completing and expanding the politashked (recruiting system); improving security
in principal cities and ensuring security during090elections. This clearly
demonstrates that from the perspective of the ggcoonsumer — in this case the
Afghan government, rather than the Afghan publEUPOL is regarded as providing
significant added value. It also shows that thgh&h Mol is proactive in its use of
EUPOL as well as other international institutionsr freforming parts of the

administration. EUPOL'’s achievements and effectss remain limited, however,
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beyond efforts to fine-tune its approach and thtabdéishment of a constructive

relationship with the Afghan government.

Member States do not deploy enough personnel taerntak Mission truly effective,
particular in the area of rule of law (Gross in &@011: 127). Given the dramatic
state of the ANP, EUPOL’s 400 EU advisors (so faly @ target number) cannot
really be seen as more than a drop in the ocedmenwhe EUPOL mandate was being
drafted there was some criticism of the Mission¥remely limited personnel
resources, with Francesc Vendrell, then the EUSRAfghanistan, calling for the
Mission to supply at least 2,000 trainers and anfsis He claimed that, considering the
Afghan police were barely able to function and gption was widespread in and
around the police service, the proposed upper lohitwvo hundred personnel would
have to increase tenfold if noticeable progress twdse made. It is worth noting that
the US now requests this same number of personnelirirent situations where the
Transition process is approaching. Despite therdehed efforts of the current Head
of Mission Jukka Savolainen to improve the US-EUR®@lations, EUPOL has still to
convince the Americans that the EU is ready to shveore sufficient amounts of
resources Washington was sceptical about the EU police-bogdnitiative from the
start; because reconstituting a civilian policecéoto operate according democratic
principles in a land as large and ethnically diitgref Afghanistan was such a huge

challenge, US leaders felt that the EU mission twasmall.

Financially, the commitment of the United Statesadw that of the EU: whereas the
twenty seven EU member states are investing 64omitEuros in the training of the
ANP in 2009, in 2010 the US is spending approxihyaf@®@0 million Euros — more

than ten times the amount. On the other handi:thés contributing to the salaries of
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police officers and their equipment through UN-ngetw LOTFA fund (Law and
Order Trust Fund). EU budget assistance is duaed®ase from a baseline of 150
million Euros to 200 million Euros per year for theriod 2011-2013, representing a
33% increase, which is set to be matched by swaiti increases in individual
Member States” contributions as well (Second Implaation Report on the Plan for

Strengthening EU Action in Afghanistan 18/11/20E&AS).

The othermajor challenge to the Mission, which is very clgseonnected to the
previous one, remains the problematic EU-NATO reteghip. This issue negatively
impacts on the EU’s ability to deploy throughow tountry and contributed to delays
in the Mission’s deployment. Because EUPOL asvdiam mission is not a Berlin
Plus operatiotf, the relationship between EUPOL and NATO does fabtunder
formal EU-NATO arrangements permitting coordinatanmd cooperation between the

two organisations.

Turkish opposition has meant that no formal agregnbetween EUPOL and ISAF
could be agreed, leading EUPOL to form bilaterehtécal arrangements with the lead
nations of EU Member State-led Provincial Recomsiom Teams (PRTs) on the
provision of security for EUPOL staff through ISAFWashington, perceiving its
European allies as lacking in vigour, refused tdemea the protection given to
American armed forces to EUPOL staff; it was coesd not to be worth risking US

soldiers to protect EU staff in peripheral areaguabulent as the southern Afghan

12 The more exact and concrete modalities for dtatfan, cooperation and transparency between the
EU and NATO (especially with the USA) were refirggthe Berlin Plus Agreement which was set up
at the NATO Prague “transformation” summit in 2002ntroduced four major elements for military
operations: It ensured EU access to NATO operdltigaaning; It made NATO capabilities and
common assets available to the EU; It made the §epupreme Allied Commander, Europe (always a
European) also commander of any EU-led operatibmstapts the NATO defence planning system to
allow for EU-run operations (Hulsman, John et 804).
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provinces. Because of this, in the Helmand pravithe EU has had to protect its staff
by hiring a private security company. The US hasegon to join Turkey in
obstructing an agreement between the EU and NATAB/ISSignificantly, agreements
with US-led and Turkish-led PRTs have not been kwmted, which limits the overall

reach of EUPOL Afghanistan (Gross in Gross 2017).12

Concluding agreements with individual PRTs has edoto be a difficult process,
regardless of whether or not leading nations areMg&thbers States. The capacity of
the PRTs to host international personnel is hidinlyted in terms of accommodation
and office space. Furthermore, security agreemegitseen EUPOL and individual
PRTs only provide in extremis coverage, offering FE)L staff protection within
means and capabilities. As a result, EUPOL hasired| the services of a private
company to ensure its security and implement a-bégturity policy in contrast with
other international actors’ regulations. This hsgturity approach includes, for
example, not allowing civilian staff in Kabul toaee EUPOL premises at certain
times, as they do not carry weapons. Presidenzadras now issued a decree that
private security companies will be banned in Afghtam, which will undoubtedly
cause a problematic situation for the securityh&f Mission. Although there is an
interim solution in place until March 2012, aftlistdate EUPOL must either identify
an alternative solution to the issue of securityitowill be forced to withdraw. A
possible answer to the problem may be found duhiegipcoming Bonn Conference Il
in December 2011, which aims to set the directibra dange of future activities,

including EUPOL.

To summarise, despite the challenges describedhahigtan should and will remain
one of the key areas for EU actions. Since EUPGaisich and progress under
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different leadership and supervision from Brusselsas developed into a mission that
fulfils niche requirements, in particular thoseat&lg to specialised and senior training,
as well as civilian policing. The EU’s partnerg aware of the value of these niche
specialities and are beginning to appreciate thesidin as a result. If the security
situation allows then this CSDP instrument in Afgiséan will be further utilised at

least until the end of the Transition process.

There are certain conditions required to ensurecgtfeness, however: to enhance the
EU’s ability to make forward progress in Afghanistenore resources will be needed
after the planned partial withdrawal of NATO Fordes2014; this will be vital if
EUPOL is to be able achieve its aims. Furthermtrve,EU needs to act as a unified
player in Afghanistan if it wishes to have its wiacknowledged and its efforts
supported by the US. In particular, EU Member &tateed to make more experts
available in the area of institutional change armining that also have a good
knowledge of the cultural context in Afghanistarg@ing, Policing in conflict — an

overview of EUPOL Afghanistan, July 2011, ISIS Eueh

If Security Sector Reform is to be sustainablefdtsis must on the civilian aspects of
the police and the creation of a functioning arehclinterface between the police and
the judiciary. Therefore, in view of these considi®ns, the enhancement of EUPOL

Afghanistan is crucial for the country’s stability.

Politically, Member States agreed to longer termmeutment. The United Kingdom
and Germany have notably expressed this on seserakions; with the UK this is due
to its historical bonds with the country, and Gempndad taken responsibility for
police reform and established its German Policgeetdeam long before EUPOL was

launched. However, not all Member States are cwed that strengthening of
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commitment is desirable or financial feasible. artre is hesitant to take a long
commitment beyond 2014 as the current situatiortjqudarly in terms of security, is
volatile. EUPOL is and will remain only a smalltacin Afghanistan and thus its
future does depend on the circumstances and cdaperith local and international
actors. The future therefore should be thorougidgessed, taking into account

different factors and variables.

Assessment criteria

Compared to the other CSDP Missions, Afghanistdfilsfuthe least number of
assessment criteria. It does not lie within thegeaof proximity, nor is it highly
accepted by the local population. It representsydver, a terrorist threat to the

security of most EU countries. As it is statedha UK national security strategy:

“We and our allies are supporting the GovernménAfghanistan to prevent
Afghan territory from again being used by Al Qaedaa secure base from which
to plan attacks on the UK or our allies. Terrarisan also exploit instability in
countries like Somalia or Yemen. This instabitign spread from one country to
another as we say in the Balkans at the end ofatecentury. Lawless regions
provide a haven for terrorist groups and organis@&ainal networks alike.” (A
Strong Britain in and Age of Uncertainty: The Nati Security Strategy, October
2010).
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7. Civilian missions as a tool of MS EU influence? Imvhich areas
should the deployment of civilian missions continuand in
which areas should it not? The cases of Africa, 8theast Asia

and Latin America

The previous chapter demonstrated which four ma@as should constitute the
priority destinations for civilian CSDP activitiesOther regions will comply less

strongly with the criteria used to make this assesg. Although there are several
examples of missions being deployed in these a@teas, this is largely due to specific
interests on the part of one or two Member Staiegolitical ambition that the other

Member States comply with. However, these missayessmall or medium sized and
usually do not last very long. The next chaptdt analyse the following missions in

Africa, Asia and activities of the EU in Latin Amiest: EUPOL Democratic Republic

of Congo, EUSSR Guinea Bissau and Aceh MonitoringsMn. An assessment will

then be given as to why these missions do not &ppeanajority of Member States

and thus why these areas should not be considetedtips for the EU’s civilian

CSDP.

Africa (DR Congo, Guinea Bissau’’

The African Peace and Security Agenda was develtmedigh the African Union at
the continental level and sub-regional organizatisach as the Economic Community

of West African States and the IntergovernmentathArity of Development. The

3 Throughout the text RD Congo (Republique Demogtetidu Congo) is used as the working
language of the EUPOL is French
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EU’s support responds to certain concrete stratelgjectives; not only is African
security a pre-condition for the development of tmmtinent but it is essential for
Europe’s security as well, as state failure andflmts fuel organized crime, illicit
trafficking and terrorism. In recognition of Afats strategic importance, the EU has
long been involved on the continent. It is theémst aid donor in Africa and is also its
biggest trading partner. The integrated approdde EU to preventing conflict in
Africa draws on all economic, diplomatic, politicahd military instruments at its
disposal and it is firmly anchored in a regionaprgach to crisis management and

peacebuilding (EEAS website).

Stemming from its commitment to attain the Millemmi Development Goals agreed
by the United Nations (UN), awareness of the impafttglobalization and the
recognition that the security environment has ckdnghe EU has progressively
redefined its approach to developing countries twehrds Africa in particular (cf.
Joint Statement 2005). Thus in December 2005,Eimpean Council pledged to
promote sustainable development, security, and ggmeernance in Africa and it
identified security as a pre-requisite for attagnihe millennium goals. In a similar
vein, the EU’s strategy for Africa (European Consias 2005) reiterates that peace
and security are essential pre-conditions for sustde development and that Brussels
intends to step up its efforts to promote peacesaudrity in all stages of the conflict
cycle. It emphasises, among other things, suppart African peace support
operations, disarmament, conflict prevention itikis and tackling the root causes of

conflict (European Commission 2005

Furthermore, the European Council conclusions oNd&8ember 2006 confirmed that
the EU is ready to reinforce its support for thime$ of the African Union (AU) and
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African sub-regional organizations to promote siguand development on the
continent. This support is in accordance with Eig's objective of strengthening
African capabilities for the prevention, managemand resolution of conflict. The
underpinning principles of the EU-AU relationshipe alocal ownership, political

dialogue and a demand driven process. Measuresnéradives are based on these
notions, which are produced in cooperation with @wincil General Secretariat and
the EC, and are designed to support the establishofie@n African peace and security
architecture, including the creation of an Africatand-by force (Martinelli in

Merlingen 2008).

In addition to the development of European policiEeld Member States also maintain
extensive bilateral relationships and have impdriaterests in Africa and the Great
Lakes region. For instance, France and Belgiunh bwve extensive historical
involvement with Africa due to their colonial pastThese two nations maintain
valuable cultural ties which have been held togettierough promotingla
francophonie. In more recent times, their renewed engagemeth thé Great Lakes
has been motivated in part by the hope of improvir@r international image, which
was negatively impacted by their role in pre- arastgenocide Rwanda. In a
similarly way for the United Kingdom, Africa repes#s an area of strategic
investment. In 1999 London initiated a reviewtsfgonflict prevention policy on the
mechanism called the African Conflict PreventioroPoAmongst the strategic areas
funded by the pool is security sector reform. d&@ntis now advocating a coherent
security sector reform and good governance appraacharious African countries

including the DRC and Burundi (Merlingen 2008).
“In the geo-strategic game that characterizes dvddit approaches to Africa,

London’s main interests are in Eastern Africa, ibsupports French and Belgian
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ambitions in other regions in order to get thepsart in international for when it
comes to its own areas of interest. Also, the Biddginds has been actively
involved in security sector reforms in the DRCparticular by contributing funds
to the United Nations Mission in the Democratic Rej of Congo (MONUC,
now MONUSCO) to support the logistical and suppdypacity of the Congolese
armed forces.” (Martinelli in Merlingen 2008).

Germany, on the contrary, is a Member State thatexg@ressed high reluctance to

engage in Africa in general.

Such multilateral and bilateral engagements by EémMer States in the DRC are
shaped by relations with regional actors such aghSafrica and Angola. The former

is actively pursuing an agenda of regional leadprgnd hence has long been
interested in increasing stability in the regidPretoria played a key mediation role in
various regional conflicts including in the DRC ahté committed to engaging in long

term peacebuilding activities in the wider regiohngola, on the other hand, has been
deeply involved militarily in the DRC and has imfaot defence programmes in the

country as well as economic interests.

European states vary greatly in terms of theirtieiahips with Africa, depending on
their particular historical experiences. From tbelonial period onwards, the
involvement of Europeans in Africa has generallylefa into two categories:

missionary work and technical assistance. Botthe$e areas of activity still continue
today, often leading to a lack of clarity and focegarding what Europe is trying to do

(Topala 2011).

“Following the logic of T.E. Lawrence — “better ket them do it imperfectly than
to do it perfectly yourself, for it is their couwtr- ISIS Senior Advisor Dr. David
Chuter pleads for a more focused EU involvemenifinca, and a recognition
that sometimes the right response might be to me¢b get involved. In turn, if
post-colonial African states and institutions dd nork very well, it is perhaps
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because they are based on foreign ideas transglariteunpromising soil. After
all, modern Africa in all its aspects is largelfzaropean creation” (Topala 2011).

One of the successes of European involvement ilca\fwas Operation Artemis which
had proven that “European forces were capable tihgacautonomously outside
Europe, albeit under command of a nation familighwhe environment [France]”.
The “Five plus Five” discussion forum (Algeria, Rce, Italy, Libya, Malta,
Mauritania, Morocco, Portugal, Spain and Tunisi@cessfully accounts for the “less
is more” paradigm, as it enables interactions betwstates which share common
interests; civiian CSDP missions, if deployed, Whoalso take this paradigm into
account. Furthermore, the key element in thesdensaits the cooperation of the local

authorities (Topala 2011).

EUPOL DR Congo

Since its independence from Belgium in 1960, theCDfas known political instability,
massacres, the proliferation of security actors #mel sustained involvement of
external players, often intent on exploiting thenemal assets of the country and
supporting one of the various rebel groups. Theb@ll and All-Inclusive Agreement
in 2002 facilitated by South Africa ended a violeotflict which had serious regional
implications and cost thousands of lives. Aftee ttheployment of MONUC (the
largest UN operation ever launched) and the EUtamyliOperation Artemis, the EU

decided to focus on Security Sector Reform.

Since its launch in June 2007 when it took over dase from EUPOL Kinshasa,
EUPOL RD Congo has supported Security Sector Reforthe field of policing and
engaged with the justice system by means of mongpmentoring and advisory

action with an emphasis on the strategic dimen@tactsheet EUPOL RDC 2011). It
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attained a number of achievements, particularlyabse it went through a quite
extensive consolidation and refocusing process.aA®sult it launched the police
reform process, constituted a joint body for cooation of the reform based on local
ownership, participated in the conceptual elaboratof a reform implementation
structure and delivered training to police officeiidis included the “train the trainers”
course and courses devoted to the promotion of humghts and the fight against

sexual violence.

Coordination problems with both international parsnand other EU actors on the
ground have hampered the performance of the missidhe current leadership,
however, tries to coordinate all the activitiesthg EU, not only the Member States
(Belgium, Great Britain and France) but also thelHU family (operation EUSEC,
European Delegation). It is clear that some Men8tates have great interest in RD

Congo and they deliver also their own bilaterajgets.

France, the United Kingdom and Belgium are paréidul supportive of the mission

which, from the perspective of some Member Stadegs not constitute a priority.

Furthermore, capacity problems related to lack ofnEh speaking skills occur

regularly, while the geographical enlargement efhission to the East of the country
(Goma) may also entail some difficulties. Theialideployment to Eastern Congo
was disrupted by the violence in North Kivu in Cmo 2008. Since then, security
constraints have occurred but the current situadfothe mission antenna in Goma is,
according to the Head of Mission, “fully operatitihaHowever, even the Belgian

representative at the Political and Security Consritrecently expressed concern
about whether the mission is not losing its focasl @& not extending beyond its

capacity.
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EU SSR (Security Sector Reform) Guinea Bissau

Western Africa is connected to EU internal secuo&gause the majority of migrants
and drug routes stem from this part of Africa. Fhfrom that political geography

perspective Guinea Bissau is in a different pasititan the Democratic Republic of
the Congo. However, the number of Member Statessihpported the CSDP mission
was very low; the majority did not oppose the nussibut did no more than respect
the interests of its partners. The idea of thesimiswas backed particularly strongly
by Portugal, which is unsurprising given that Gairéissau is a former Portuguese
colony, Spain, primarily for internal security reas linked to migration, France and

Great Britain, both of which had interests in Wastéfrica.

The EU decided in February 2008 to establish amcadwnd assistance EU mission in
support of the Security Sector Reform in Guineas&is In July 2010 after military
coup d’état the Mission could no longer delivemitandate and Member states decided
that it should close. The main problematic isdueing its mandate was the non-
cooperation of the authorities with the Mission aifthnging political and military
elites. Despite the unfavourable circumstancedviission achieved the delivery of at
least some part of its mandate; however, it hadeen sufficiently integrated into the
political strategy and did not have adequate palitsupport. The main advocates of
the Mission were Portugal, France and Spain, bueroMember States were not as
keen to deliver their experts. Thus, the failuféhe Mission was not caused only by

exogenous but also by endogenous circumstances.

After the Mission’s closure, Member States calledd report on the lessons learned
which would highlight the important aspects for fiaéure missions in Africa. The
primary points of that report were as follows:
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* The beneficiary country and its government, mifitand political classes have

to fully identify with the goals and objectivestbe mission mandate.

* A clear roadmap, timetable and control mechanisave o be agreed between

the Mission and its counterparts at the outseh@fmission.

» Public awareness should be improved and missiaitsadsave to be adequately
visible for the public at an early stage. (EU SS&n@a Bissau Final Report

2010).

The important lessons that should be learned byEtHefrom the Mission are that
instability, a lack of clear objectives and an ieqdate number of experts were key
reasons for its failure. There is also a lessomegfonal significance, which is that
African states should be approached and analysed aase by case basis in order to

produce effective CSDP operations in the future.

The missing common European diplomacy in Africa?

According to M. Gibert (in Gross, Juncos 2011: 1aRe EU is missing common
diplomacy in Africa. There have been CSDP missmesomplished, including DRC,
Sudan, Chad and the Central African Republic anmhéaiBissau, but these missions
are not fully integrated into a political and diplatic framework. These frameworks

are rather elaborated by the Member States which imterests of their own.

For now, European Union Member States, especiadlgd which have a permanent in-
country representation, retain the intelligenceljtipal expertise and influence that
make a strong diplomatic culture. This is espéciiue in West Africa, where

relations with Europe are generally defined in ftblener colonial power's embassy.
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In Europe too, the EU’s policies in West Africa assentially prepared in the former

colonial power’s capital city and subsequently appd in Brussels.

There is little European diplomacy on Africa goiag between the Member States”
Permanent Representations to the EU; the EU’s a&Afiliplomacy is therefore often
limited to an implicit bargaining game between tapital cities of former colonial

powers. When Britain obtains funding or a politigesture for Sierra Leone, for
instance, France will expect a similar concession @Qote d’lvoire. The only

exceptions to this rule are those cases wherelthkads been running CSDP missions.
For these missions, the largest Member State pe&maepresentations in Brussels
have staff members in charge of thematic portfo(i@fbert in Gross, Juncos 2011:

108).

Although there is no common policy there yet, CSmBsions are a step in this
direction. They are already a sign of finding tbevest common denominator of
Member States’ interests in certain parts of Afridéhe focus should however remain
on North (see other chapter on Maghreb and Mashaek) West Africa where

connection to the internal policies of the EU isyalent.

Asia (AMM)

South East Asia should not be considered as ont@eopriority areas for the EU.
However, in2005 the Aceh Monitoring Mission (AMM) became onktbe most
remarkable CSDP successes. The AMM was a firsthierESDP/CSDP in several
regards; it was the first mission set up in Aske first one launched in partnership
with another regional organization (AssociationSmiutheast Asian Nations, ASEAN)
and the first one required to be fully operatiooalday one of its mandate (Kirwan in

Merlingen 2008: 128).
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From October 1976 until August 2005, the Indonesgiaovince of Aceh was faced an
intense armed conflict between the Free Aceh Moveni@erakan Aceh Merdeka,
GAM), which fought for Acehnese independence, drmalhdonesian security forces
which sought to prevent such separation (Schulzéravi, Keohane, 2011). At the
centre of the conflict were issues around the degfeAcehnese autonomy that had
grown out of control, revenue-sharing and abusdwafan rights. Aceh had become
known for its “rebel” independent spirit due to stsategic position, having the earliest
Islamic history in Indonesia dating back to 804 #rdong resistance to colonisation.
In the struggle for Indonesian sovereignty, botletand Islam became key points of
focus for the anti-colonial resistance (Kirwan inefingen: 130). The situation
became worse during the 1970s because of oil ahdahayas production — Aceh
produces15% of Indonesian exports — as the goverhmmanised an influx of
labourers into Aceh and Acehnese who were not abmtgh the distribution of gains
as there were no adequate investments in locallafmwent. The struggle for
autonomy was lead by the National Liberation Frdogh-Sumatra from 1989, with a
main objective of not only achieving independence &lso the establishment of a
federation of national states in Sumatra and tiparsgion of the whole island from
dominant Java. The army response to the insurgesmésvery severe, leading to the
deaths of thousands of Acehnese. The subsequetiigisment of a military zone
gave rise to international protests, although thél little consequence for the

authoritarian President Suharto’s government (288d.: 194).

Until the fall of President Suharto in May 1998e thonflict was fought purely by
military means. After his defeat, peace negotiatiovere started in 2000. However, in

May 2003 these negotiations broke down and Aceh plased under martial law.
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After a year of Indonesian counter-insurgency ofi@ma and the election of a new
Indonesian president, Susilo Bambang Yudhoyonagetigdeld discussion took place
between GAM’s exiled leadership and Jakarta. K imafact the wake of the Asian
Tsunami in 2004 which helped trigger the peaceeagsant between the government of
Indonesia and the GAM, mediated by former Finnissjglent Martti Ahtisaari, with a
Memorandum of Understanding concluded on 15 Aud@@35. With the assistance of

the European Union (AMM), the peace has held (Shurd Grevi, Keohane, 2011).

The EU took on the role of a neutral outsider whigds required in order to monitor
the implementation of the peace deal and to vehidy a series of tracking points had
been reached. The recent history of East Timornin#dst the UN was not in a
position to take on this role. Furthermore, pciditi circles in Jakarta found UN
supervision of the peace process unacceptableaay held New York to have had
some complicity in the secession of East Timor.er€hwas suspicion that any new
role for the UN in the resolution of the Aceh caetflcould in fact be designed to
support another separatist agenda; such a situatannot going to be allowed in
Aceh. Eventually, the negotiators agreed on & jmiission to be run by the EU and
ASEAN. The decision to deploy an ESDP/CSDP missi@s not free of debate,
however. While many Member States saw an oppdytuaiexpand the reach of the
ESDP/CSDP in Asia and to demonstrate that the Uhmh matured into a serious
international security player, others had concénasthe political and diplomatic risks
to the EU were high, particularly as the short iempéntation timeline and the support
requirements would be difficult to meet. Despitede difficult circumstances, the
Council of the EU decided to launch the Missiony@al Joint Action 2005 on AMM

2005/643/CFSP).
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The AMM enjoyed a high level of social acceptantéceh, even during the period of
the Initial Monitoring presence. Public perceptiearly on was that the AMM was
already operating and cases were brought to thgctlisffices as soon as they were
seen to be occupied, sometimes weeks before trgomisrandate existed (Kirwan in
Merlingen, p. 139). The Mission then experienagthier improvement of its situation
within the scope of its mandate, thus having atp@simpact on the population. By
the time of the Mission’s departure there were omgér curfews and the population

was no longer afraid to use roads, even at night.

The AMM had witnessed elections held under the haw on Governance of Aceh,
and independent candidates and local politicalgmiad been able to stand for office.
The state of emergency was long gone, along wigmtin-organic military and police
units, internal security now being a matter for foeh police. In summary, the AMM
was held in high esteem by both parties to the @pemrord and made a genuine

contribution to building peace in Aceh.

In many respects the AMM was a special mission twlitemmed largely from the
initiative of Martti Ahtisaari with the backing difie Finnish government. The Finnish,
Swedish and British governments provided quite resitee logistic and financial
support to the initial phases of the mission, aifmnit to start up on the first day of its
mandate. Great Britain offered political, sociatlecultural expertise though its staff
in the Embassy. Finnish and Swedish governmenigetisas EU Council Secretariat
staff were heavily engaged in the Initial MonitayirPresence, with significant
financial support and technical specialists. Asesult, by 15 September 2005 the
AMM was fully staffed, deployed and operationalo bther international mission has
ever deployed and become operational as quicklgiss
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Secondly it was a joint EU and ASEAN mission, tliere its justification was fully

backed by international and regional actors. Sedameters make the AMM highly
distinct in comparison to other missions. The E& aaneutral actor seized the
opportunity to be a significant addition to its im@wal partners and to the resolution of
the conflict. From this perspective, the AMM isetéfore an exceptional mission

which cannot be put as a model for future missioriee same geographical area.

The EU significantly upgraded its role as an ind&ional monitor as a result of the
AMM. The experiences gained were useful in Geongi2008, where the EU took the
opportunity to be a significant player when both &iznd OSCE left Georgia following
Russian veto to both monitoring missions. Anotingportant aspect of the Mission
was its short duration. Although the mission wateeded for three months longer
than the maximum time originally envisaged, thisswa the direct request of the
Indonesian president who was keen to see the mistay on the ground until after the
local elections in December 2006. During thesenaenths there was a sense within
the mission that it should leave soon in order thatnew political landscape could
properly develop. The AMM was an essential compormé the peace process, but
also clearly identified the correct time to leavel dand the future challenges to those

mandated to govern (Kirwan in Merlingen, 2008, 42)1

Latin America (Haiti)

Latin America or the Americas is also an area thas colonised by European
countries throughout much of its history. Howe\extin America went though one of
the first decolonisation processes. In additiamsesthe Monroe Doctrine the territory

of the Americas has remained under the tacit zdriefloence of the United States.
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Europe should therefore not attempt to deploy i@RiICSDP operations there, but this

does not apply to all actions of the EU.

The earthquake in Haiti, for example, created gomodpnity for EU to act efficiently,
even though the coordination of all Member States wot entirely adequate. Since
then, HR/VP Ashton has created the position of NMara Director for Crisis
Response within the European External Action Servikgostino Miozzo is now
responsible for any crisis response that will occHis position is at present not very
well defined and there may also an aspect of atiegpo gain more power in the area
of crisis management and humanitarian aid. Theamy competence in this area lies
with the Member States; the secondary respongibilt with the European
Commission. The formation of a new team that wadrlap these two entities has

not been perceived with great enthusiasm from eghéem.

The Earthquake in Haiti did prove that the EU netsct more rapidly in such
circumstances and in more coordinated manner. si@isaelieve does not, however,
fall under the category of CSDP action and as shehEU and its Member States’
actions in Haiti constitute an exception in thigael. Other countries, such as US, had
a clear advantage in terms of geographical proyimhus a CSDP mission would

have to be coordinated primary with the leadingaegl power.
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8. European Union Security and Defence White Paper —gssible

future?

CSDP s still going through a formative processhds no clear strategic framework
agreed by EU governments defining its ultimate ciojes and priorities, or the means
for achieving them, and has been prey to shorteipolitical decisions. CSDP has
lacked overall effectiveness and direction. Thasaand general directions given by
the European Security Strategy are valid but regstirategic refinement in the specific

field of security and defence as well as in othelds.

The various national security strategies of recgsdrs (in France, the UK and
Germany) are a positive development in as far ay foster strategic thinking in
Europe. By 2020, CSDP must evolve towards conasbjectives that should take
geopolitical reality into consideration. Such pglwill be specific to the nature of the
EU as a potentially global security actor, whicln@ a state, aims at being more than
just a civilian power and is to be guided by a $tati approach enshrined in the
European Security Strategy. In the near future ESM@Il remain an asymmetric
power due to the structure and decision-making ria@iains in the hands of Member
States. Even with new structures and attemptseate higher level of integration it

will present different features than other fieldagh as monetary policy).

“Nation states have been living on historical calpfor too much time, as a
number of strategic thinkers have rightly notedctidg on their own, the next
generation may witness our countries increasinglgdemned to irrelevance.
Integration is in their national interest. In thiea of CFSP/CSDP with adequate
institutional support, individual Member statedl $tave a central role to play in
order to make CSDP real in various ways.” (Lash@€H:17).

142



Institutional “support”, however, sometimes proves be a handicap to proper
functioning.  Inter-institutional disputes are aftepresent and the European
Commission attempts to seize control. Member Sthéve specific advantages at the
operational level in crisis scenarios and, in teaheapabilities and commitments, the

establishment of different forms of enhanced coafpen.

Europe’s collective potential in the field of seitpiand defence up to 2020 must not
be guided by mutually exclusive frameworks. Beguim mind the factors of scarce
resources, different institutional constraints &acwn guiding principles, the EU will
have to operate in a multilateral capacity and wadsely with partners. In order to
implement Europe’s security policy, it will be estial to foster different security
partnerships. In particular, Europeans will havdind a way of making significant
headway together with NATO, overcoming the Cypifiarkish issue which is
hampering out a real EU-NATO strategic partnerstapd produce a coherent

overarching EU-US security partnership.

Before coming up with more official declarations G8DP’s grand achievements and
general prospects, EU leaders must go into grelatail and be willing to take a rough
road to reach noble aims. Europe should reacheagget on a common strategy in
this field with the 2010-2020 EU Security and DeferWhite Paper in view. There
were already several attempts to create such patgpdzit in these strategies there was

an important aspect missing — a geostrategic petispe

The most recent EU Security and Defence White Pppgposal was elaborated by
Fundacion Alternativas, the Spanish Institute oategic Studies, and Friedrich-Ebert-
Stiftung with the participation of the Institut éRelations International et Strategiques

(IR1S-France) in January 2010. The main findingthes paper include an appeal for a
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strategic review and most importantly for a bigge#e for CSDP in European security
in the future. The third objective is to set clgaiorities and criteria for EU

engagement in order to respond to identified tisteat

Although the EU has its Security Strategy whichntifees main strategic objectives, it
is very broad in terms of threats and challenges there is no clear guidance for
CSDP. In particular, not all threats and challengiescribed in the ESS are
immediately acute with regard to Europe’s secudhd defence, nor justify using
CSDP as the framework for dealing with them. lohsaxercises, European countries
need to establish priorities, which would also hElgrope’s effectiveness, guiding

decision-making in the years to come.

The proposal for the EU Security and Defence Pdigygests first to make a thorough
threat assessment. The ESS focuses ESDP/CSDPreaistrand challenges, in
coherence with other policies and aims (stable himigrhood, etc). However, the
description is not complete, although an assessmérmisks and threats should
determine the main objectives. Threats should tedlyaed according to urgency.
Proliferation of weapons of mass destruction injeoction with extremist terrorism,
for example, became an existential threat in tieemedecade. On the other hand, an
armed attack against an EU Member State in thaiclaense (state vs. state) does not
seem imminent in Europe. Under the Lisbon Treatyistual assistance clause in
Article 42, however, such potential threats alsodpee a matter for EU-wide security
consultations and responses. It seems that thitd qootentially be of value in
reinforcing the important principle of solidaritynang Europeans, not just in legal and
institutional issues, but in terms of action toegmpfard mutual security. A further

benefit is that non-NATO EU countries may also beluded. Countries in Europe
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would also be able to look to the EU for protectand assistance, if faced with such
circumstances, as well as the traditional guarantbat NATO provides (Lasheras

2010:19).

Discussion directed towards a White Paper mustideclregional conflicts as a main
point of focus, including inter-state conflicts, #i® 2008 war between Georgia and
Russia makes clear. While major inter-state cotsfland large scale regional wars
appear to be in decline, as was pointed out incdse of EU Member States, this
certainly does not mean that they may be disregardany way. Regional wars have
the potential to impact upon European interests ldes in a number of ways,

ranging from threatening the stability the EU’s iedliate neighbourhood to directly
affecting the safety of EU countries and placingliein populations in danger. Such
scenarios require not only the crisis managemeénijan and military capabilities

included in the CSDP so far, they also demand comdyaable troops to be trained for
higher intensity operations. While important, tmmtter is somewhat beyond the

civilian dimension that this thesis aims to focms o

The central focus of CSDP should be on failed stated conflicts. Conflict is
frequently tied to poor governance and state fitggivhich in turn are major causes of
regional instability. The UN (2004) has referredliese phenomena as root causes of
conflicts that can have lead to hugely destrudtivmanitarian conflicts where there is
an international “responsibility to protect”, suah in the cases of Rwanda and Darfur.
Moreover, state failure can lead to terroristsasrdrist groups using the region as a
safe-haven, which has happened in areas in thd Satien the Horn of Africa. For
these reasons European security policy must regagidnal conflicts as a priority,
especially those that reach full scale crisis amates failure levels requiring
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multinational peace building actions. These tlweshould not be taken out a
geographical perspective, however; in order to eeffective actor, the EU cannot
attempt to tackle all the problems in the world.eo@raphical focus, as has been

discussed in this thesis, should remain a primangicleration.

Another threat that European security strategy ralst into account is international
terrorism, both within Member States’ home terrgerand in distant regions, for
example, in the border areas between AfghanistdrPakistan. The potential danger
presented by terrorist organisations acquiring weapof mass destruction is of

particularly grave concern.

It is vital that the EU deals with this danger ysencomprehensive approach, including
both the internal and its external dimensions. kwtance, through increased
coordination of Member States’ law enforcement ge$ in the framework of the
2005 EU Counter-Terrorism Strategy, greater judlieiad police cooperation and
intelligence sharing, together with preventive piels and police operations have been
aimed at disrupting attacks. When it comes to CS@lvement, the EU must
address the kind of terrorism that manifests itsedern asymmetric wars, including
that which comes from counter-insurgencies as sedfighanistan. This will require
very clear and specific Rules of Engagement alonth vwenhanced systems of
intelligence and technology. In keeping with thilee contribution of CSDP missions
to the fight against terrorism, including in thicduntries, is recognised in the Lisbon
Treaty. On the other hand, CSDP assets can alstilntte to general efforts in
response and disaster management inside Euroge,asuwhen a civil emergency is

created by a large scale terrorist attack.
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Another security challenge is that of climate chenghich is likely to be a major
cause of insecurity and instability in the comiregades. EU policies must therefore
be in place to reduce and prevent climate chandesecurity issues relating to it, with
CSDP assets supporting the management of the fféatcological disasters. For
instance, as it was the case in the floods in Adger 2006 providing humanitarian

relief overseas in accordance with the Oslo Guidsli
The Proposal document addresses two prioritielsisnarea:

» inside the EU (as discussed in Chapter 3), whef@RC&uld contribute to the
management of ecological disasters, as it doesrnejoorist attacks, once
there is agreement on implementing the new sotidatause of the Lisbon

Treaty;

» outside of the EU, where the comprehensive polioy disaster response
overseas being developed by Brussels must take aotmunt and which
involves the Commission, the Council, EEAS and Sescretariat and the
Member States. In regards to the external dimen&l&DP must be expected
to play a supportive role in civilian responsesi&ural or man-made disasters,
or also terrorist attacks with weapons of massrdeson; this should involve

assisting with civil protection and humanitariad.ai
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9. Conclusion

As demonstrated, CSDP actions need to take intousatca geographical focus and
geopolitical interests. With 27 member states, Hi¢ covers almost the whole
European continent and its foreign actions shobktefore stem out of this new
geographical reality. Individual Member States trlask beyond their own national

interests and encompass the European perspective.

Following the analysis of the Security Strategié$sermany, France and the United
Kingdom, it is quite apparent that all of them €hamilar priority areas. Each of
them, however, arranges the areas according ta then perceived order of
importance. France puts its axis of geography elmikier areas but the key remains
the Mediterranean and the sub-Saharan region; Ggrnpaioritises the Eastern
dimension and the relationship with Russia; thetéthKingdom focuses on its trade
and economy. The latter's open-faceted approashrtts the world and the emphasis
on the transatlantic relations distinguishes itrfrthe others. Despite these different
approaches, the lowest common denominator incluttes Balkans, Eastern

Neighbourhood, the Middle East and Southern Neighimod and Afghanistan.

This paper has presented a comparison of the cuawtivities of EU civil security-

CSDP and the geopolitical intentions of the thresag European powers, Germany,
France and Great Britain. Certainly, civilian CSBE#®uld concentrate on geographic
areas that are of key importance to the most Mer8tstes and especially for the three
large powers. The research question was whetleemtjor European powers reflect

their priorities in their entirety through EU paticor whether there are other factors
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that prevent them from doing so. Such factorsuitkeldecisions based on consensus
and the growing power of the European Commissidrnichvdefends its interests very
strongly in the area of CSDP. It has been shovat llrge Member States cannot
impose their national interests in all aspects, raust seek support from allies and
formulate compelling arguments that will help theimowever, to what extent do they
succeed in projecting their priorities into the G&D On one hand it is apparent that
they attempt to impose their interests as muchoasiple. However, not all of the
interests of one leading country will necessarigy dnared by other Member States,
perhaps not even by the other leading countriesalldecisions are taken on the basis
of consensus it is much easier for each of thangazbuntries if their interests are part

of a common denominator of interests.

Furthermore, the leading countries are the onestwst frequently veto decisions
against the majority of Member States. This kifidtoength, or political will, stems
from their tangible sources of power, particuladg they are the three largest
contributors to the EU budget. In addition to téfeg sources of power, the three
leading countries also possess a great deal ofnmafiton on events, documents,
strategies and concepts that are in deliberatids.such, these large Member States
are often in an advantageous position that alldvestto take the most initiative in

CSDP.

It is the prerogative of each Member State as to they identify, convey and enforce
their interests, but it should be noted that lamuntries do have significant
advantages over the others. First, they possessidarable amounts of tangible
sources of power, i.e. the largest share of cantiohs to the EU budget, which relates
to having the largest populations, the size ofcitientry or to military power. Second,
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their arguments are usually very well developed tm®y have good experience with
lobbying in other states and institutions. The keysuccess for Member States in
terms of securing influence is access to infornmaéibout planned activities, events or
documents with which the larger countries are dlyeavolved and are participating

in.

The priority areas for future CSDP actions showdhsed on the criteria that were set
out in this paper: proximity, strategic objectivedaacceptance by the local population.
Primary geographical areas for future CSDP missgtesnming from these criteria
should include the Western Balkans and the Eadterghbourhood, due in particular
to their immediate proximity to the EU. Kosovo sl remain a priority CSDP
mission as long as necessary. The EU, howevert prase its ability to tackle the
instability in the region through the use of EUltoand not only through KFOR and
the US. If the EU fulfils its role as a facilitatof political dialogue between Pristina
and Belgrade, the CSDP mission will be able toirata effective impact on the rule

of law, which is crucial for EU’s fight against @ngised crime.

Georgia and South Caucasus should remain as tladséey priority. This is not
only due to the importance of proximity and resestdut also because the population
sees the EU as the model for its future. In thgiscsituation in this region the EU
showed a remarkable unity of action and deternonaindeed, the record speed of its
implementation proved the Union’s capability toatequickly in a situation of serious
crisis, provided that sufficient political will argtrong leadership exist. The Mission
has quickly delivered on its first and most prominéask, the stabilisation of the

situation after the war. Thus, it represents &assg for the CSDP.
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The Middle East and Southern Neighbourhood are a@flsgreat strategic importance
for the EU. However, the acceptance of local papoihs in these areas is, due to
political reasons, ambiguous and their perceptioth® EU needs to be improved. If
the current conditions on the Rafah crossing daatiotv re-activating EUBAM Rafah
then it is high time for the EU to close it. Wasfiof resources cannot last forever and
due to the economic crisis that has spread thraugkoirope, maintenance of a

dormant mission is questionable.

Iraq is an EU strategic partner with plenty of gyeresources; it is the third largest
and its impact in the regional context makes ity\v&@gnificant. Despite the fact that
Iragis view the Europeans more favourably thanAhgericans, EUJUST LEX Iraq

has so far not been successful in attaining thal legnfirmation of local acceptance

(e.g. SOMA) by the Government nor by the Parliament

Finally, Afghanistan constitutes, and will contint@ constitute, a terrorist threat
unless rule of law and stability is fully estabbsh Although it fulfils the least number
of assessment criteria as it lies not within clemege of proximity, nor is it highly

accepted by the local population, Afghanistan regnés a terrorist threat to most EU

countries.

Therefore, if CSDP activities are enhanced in tHese areas the EU will manage to
become a respected and effective actor in glodalgso The Arab spring in particular
has opened a window of opportunity for the EU tovprits readiness to support these
countries, i.e. Libya or Tunisia, in their transitiprocess. Otherwise there is a risk
that due to economic difficulties it will becomegawerless and toothless organisation

that is constrained by the power struggles of iidial Member States.

151



10. Bibliography

Primary sources

Agreement on Movement and Access, 15 November ZB0BAM Rafah website.
Accessed 24/8/ 2011.

A Strong Britain in an Age of Uncertainty: The Natal Security Strategy, HM
Government, October 2010, [www.official-dokumentgdk]. Accessed on 24 July
2011.

British National Security Strategy. 2010. “Strongt&n in an Age of Uncertainty:
National Security Strategy. HM Government. [wwwicil-dokument.gov.uk].
Accessed on 24 July 2011.

CFSP Report. 2010. Common Foreign and Security Refeneral Council of
Secretariat of the European Union.

A Communication from the European Commission: Adpeian future for Kosovo.
20/04/ 2005. COM/2005/0156/Final.

Consolidated Civilian Headline Goal 2008. Approwstthe Brussels European
Council on 17 December 2004 (doc.15863/04).

Civilian Headline Goal 2010. Approved by the miargl Civilian Capabilities
Improvement Conference and noted by the GeneralirAfnd External Relations
Council on 19 November 2007 (doc. 14823/07)

Constitution of Irag. 2005. [http://www.unirag.odgcuments/iragi_constitution.pdf].
Accessed 23/8/2011.

Council Joint Action 2008/124/CFSP of 4 Februar@20n the EU Rule of Law
Mission in Kosovo, Official Journal L 42/92, 16 Fahry 2008 and Council Joint
Action 2008/123/CFSP of 4 February 2008 appoindérg)JSR in Kosovo, Official
Journal L 42/88 16 February 2008.

Council Joint Action 2005/143/CFSP of 17 Februgd@2 on the EU Police Mission
in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Council of the Europgaion.

Council Joint Actior2006/304/CFSf 10 April 2006 on the establishment of an EU
Planning Team (EUPT Kosovo) regarding a possiblecE&is management operation
in the field of rule of law and possible other ar@aKosovo. Council of the EUropean
Union 2006.

Council Joint Action of 9 September 2005 on the Mahitoring Mision in Aceh
(Indonesia) (AMM) (2005/643/CFSP). Council of therg&pean Union 2005.

EU SSR (Security Sector Reform Mission) Guinea &iskinal Report. 15123/10.
European External Action Service.

EULEX Programme Strategywjvw.eulex-kosovo.elu Accessed 23/07/2011.

152



European Commission. Terms of References. WareHousvilian crisis
management operations. 2011 (private archive).

European Union’s Strategy. 2003. “A secure Europa better world”
[http://www.iss-eu.org/solana/solanae Jpéccessed 6/01/2006.

European Commisison. 2005. EU Strategy for Afrid@wards a Euro-African pact to
accelerate Africa’s development [SEC(2005)1255].

Europe Public Opinion, Central and Eastern Eurofganbarometer (CEEB) 8
March 1997. littp://europa.eu.int/comm/public_opinion/archivesfs en.hth Accessed
8/01/2006.

External Relations Council meeting, Brussels, 18r&ary 2008, 6496/08 (Presse 41).

Factsheets on EU civilian missions. EEAS website.
[http://consilium.europa.eu/eeas/security-deferspxa Accessed on 23/08/2011.

The French White Paper on defence and nationaliggdaresidence de la
République. 2007.

Further Possibilities for enhancing EU CSDP suppmiiN peacekeeping operations
2011 8719/11. 18 May 2011. European External AcBervice.

General Council Secretariat. 2010. Food for Thodgiger on Iraq, 12 May 2010.
German Constitution 1949.

German National Security Strategy 2006. WeissbWthite Paper
[http://merin.ndu.edu/whitepapers.html]. Accessda/2011.

IIFFMCG, Report of the Independent InternationattFeinding Mission on the
Conflict in Georgia, September 200@4w.ceiig.cf. Accessed 5/08/2011.

International Court of Justice. 2010. Ruling on éwance with International Law of
the Unilateral Independence of Independence irectsy Kosovo. General List no.
141 22 July 2010. [http://www.nspm.rs/nspm-in-esiglaccordance-with-
international-law-of-the-unilateral-declarationiofiepedence-in-respect-of-
kosovo.html]. Accessed on 23/8/2011.

Letter of the UN SG to President of the SC, UN 8&2008/168, 26 March 2007. The
letter accompanied the Report of the Special Emidite SG on Kosovo’s Future
Status and Comprehensive Proposal for the Kosatni$SEettlement, UN doc
S/2007/168/Add.1.

National Security Strategy of the United Statesuferica. September 2002.
[http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.pdAccessed 6/01/2008.

Lord Robertson. 2001. “European Security in th& @&ntury”. The Officer:
Washington, May 2001, Vol.77, Issue 4:29-33.

153



OCTA Report 2011. EU Organised Crime Threat Assessnturopol. The Hague.
[https://www.europol.europa.eu/sites/default/filrgilications/octa_2011.pdf].
Accessed 26/08/2011.

Six Point Agreement and Implementing Measures 28@8ement negotiated by the
European Union between Georgia and Russia.

Santa Maria Feira European Council Conclusiongri®20 June 2000
[http://lwww.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_datagffmessdata/en/ec/00200-
rl.en0.htm], Accessed 23/08/2011.

Second Implementation Report on the Plan for Stresmgng EU Action in
Afghanistan 18/11/2010, EEAS.

“Securing Britain in an Age of Uncertainty: The &@t&gic Defence and Security
Review, October 2010, [www.official-dokument.govlukccessed on 24 July 2011.

UNHCR - Georgia Country Operations Profile. 201ffig® of United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees. [http://www.unhcr.orgs49e48d2e6.html]. Accessed
23/08/2011.

UN Security Council. Report of the SG on UNMIK2808/354, 12 June 2008.

UN Charter 1945. [www.un.org/en/documents/chamegk.shtml]. Accessed
23/08/2011

Secondary sources

ASSEBURG Muriel and KEMPIN Ronja (Eds.). 2009. Hig as a Strategic Author
in the Realm of Security and Defence? A Systenfstgessment of ESDP Missions
and Operations. SWP Research Paper (Stiftung Wshsaft und Politik) German
Institute for International security Affairs. Birl

BAAR, Vladimir. 2001. Narody na prahu 21. stol@&mancipace nebo nacionalismus?
Ostrava.

BALDWIN, David. 2002. Power in international ratats, in handbook of
International Relations, eds. Walter Carlsnaesmid®Risse, and Beth. A. Simmons
(London, UK, Sage, 2002): 177-91.

BELLAMY, Alex. 2006. Security and the War on Terr€@ivil-Military Cooperation
in a New Age, Brisbane, University of Queensland.

BENNETT, James C. 2001. An Anglosphere Primer,gnt=x] to the Foreign Policy
Research Institute. [www.pattern.com/bennettj-aspjereprimer.html]. Accessed
13/09/2004.

BLACK H.D. 1968. ‘Britain, Australia and New ZealdinIn: Uri, Pierre. From
Commonwealth to Common Market. Penguin, Melbourne.

BLACK, Conrad. 1999. ‘Britain’s Atlantic option: dnAmerica’s stake’. The National
Interest, Spring: 15.

154



BRZEZINSKI, Zbignew. 1997. “A Geostrategy for Eusisl’, Foreign Affairs, Vol.
76, No. 5, pp. 52-64.

BULUT Esra Aymat (Ed.). 2010. European involvemiarthe Arab-Israeli Conflict.
Chaillot Papers. December 2010. EU Institute fau@gy Studies.

BUZAN, Barry, Ole WAEVER and DE WILDE, Jaap, 19%curity: A New
Framework for Analysis, Boulder, Lynne Rienner,

BUZAN, Barry and WAEVER Ole. 2003. Regions and Pmv@he Structures of
International Security, Cambridge, Cambridge UrsitgrPress.

CARGILL, Tom. 2011. More with Less: Trends in UK@omatic Engagement in
Sub-Saharan Africa, Chatham House, London.

CUNNINGHAM, George 1997. “EU and NATO Enlargemembw public opinion is
shaping up in some candidate countries”. NATO Reyi¥0.3: May-June. p16-18.

DAHL, Robert. 1957. The concept of Power, Behavi&@@ence 2, p 202.

FULLILOVE, Michael. 2004. ‘Wither the Angloshere@ur Shared Future, UK-
Australia Future Leaders Dialogue (Conference)lgctibn of Papers. Sydney.

GARAMONE, Jim. 2003. Coalition of the Willing Pralés Formidable Force,
American Forces Press Service, Defense link,
[http://Iwww.defenselink.mil/news/Mar2003/n031920@80303194.html]. Accessed
8/01/2006.

GENSCHEL, P. 2002. Steuerharmonisierung und Steztdvawerb in der
Européaischen Union. Frankfurt am Main: Campus.

GNESOTTO, Nicole. 2005. « La PESD en antidote >llefin de I'lES, n°16, Patris,
Octobre 2005.

GNESOTTO, Nicole, 2007. « le Rétrécissement declient », EUISS Newsletter,
n°21, Janvier 2007.

GREVI Giovanni, HELLY Damien and KEOHANE Daniel. @®. EU Institute for
Security Studies Paris.

GROSS Eva and JUNCOS Ana E. (Eds.) 2011. EU Caoaiid Crisis Management.
Routledge. Tailor and Francis Group London and Newk.

GUZZINI, Stefano. 2000. The Use and Misuse of pomalysis in International
Theory, in Global Political Economy, Contemporathebries, ed. Ronen Palan,
London, Routledge, p55.

GUZZINO, Stefano. 1993. Structural Power - The ltgwf neorealist Power
Analysis, International Organization 47, no.3, 845

HANLEY, Sean. 2004. From Neo-liberalism to Natioh@krest: Ideology, Strategy
and Party Development in the Euroscepticism ofGhech Right. East European
Politics and Societies, Vol.18, No.3: 513-548.

155



HNIiZDO, Borivoj. 1995. Mezinarodni perspektivy politickych fegt. Praha:
Institut pro stedoevropskou kulturu a politiku.

ICG Report 2005. Bosnia’s stalled police reform:progress, no EU. Europe
Report no. 164- 6 September 2005. Internationai€Group.

ICG Policy Briefing. 2011. Bosnia: State Instituteounder Attack. International
Crisis Group.

ICG Update Briefing. 2011. Georgia-Russia: Learm.itee like Neighbours.
Briefing No. 65. Thilisi/Mosvow/Istanubul/Brussel®/8/2011.

HULSMAN, John et al. 2004. Powell’'s Message to fagoMeasuring NATO'’s
Future Performance. Heritage Foundation.
[http://www.heritage.org/Research/InternationalQrigations/wm364.cfm?render
forprint=1]. Accessed 19/1/06.

LEE, David. 1995. Search for Security: The PolitiEaonomy of Australia’s
Post-war Foreign and Defence Policy. Sydney: Allem&vin.

LEITHNER, Chris. 2003. ‘The Terror Trap’. Policy vd 9, no.1: 34-36.

LINDSTROM, Gustav. 2005. “Headline Goal”, Institite Security Studies
[http://www.iss-eu.org/esdp/05-gl.pdf#search="HEAd®20G0al%202010'.
Accessed 22/1/2006.

LYNCH, David. 2003. The South Caucasus: A Challefogehe EU, Chaillot Paper,
n° 65, Paris, December.

LYNCH, Dov. 2005. “Communicating Europe to the WbrA platform for EU Public
Diplomacy”, European Policy Centre, Brussels.

LYNCH, Dov. 2006. Why Georgia Matters, Chaillot Rapn°86, Paris, EU-ISS.

MACKINDER, H. J. 1904. The Geographical Pivot oftdiry, The Geographical
Journal, Vol. 23, No. 4, pp. 421-44.

MATTHIESSEN, Michael. 2001. Civil-Military Coopetiah in The EU Planning and
Operations, Report of Conference Proceedings, Enmguithe EU’s Response to
Violent Conflict: Moving Beyond Reaction to Previmet Action, ISIS Europe, p. 16.

MATTHIESSEN, Michael, « Lessons Learned ? Inteorsie Beitrage zur
Verbesserung der Zivilen Missionsfahigkeiten », Dolentation der Fachtagung
Blindnis 90/Die Grlinen, Berlin, 12 Oktober 2001.

MAGINNIS Robert L. 2003. ABCA: A Petri Dish for Mtinational Interoperability.
Joint Force Quarterly, issue thirty first

MERLINGEN Michael and OSTRAUSKAITE Rasa (Eds). 20&88iropean Security
and Defence Policy. An implementation perspectfReutledge Tailor and Francis
Group. London and New York.

156



MORAVCSIK, Andrew. 1993. Preferences and PowehaEuropean Community: A
Liberal Intergovernmentalism Approach, Journal oh@non Markets Studies, 31, 4,
pp. 473-524.

MORAVCSIK, Andrew. 1998. The Choice for Europe: Bb®urpose and State
Power from Messinato Maastricht, Ithaca and Lond@wornell University Press and
Routledge.

MORAVCSIK, Andrew. 2003. Preferences and Poweh&European Community: A
Liberal Intergovernmentalism Approach, Journal ofdpean Public Policy, 33(4), pp.
611-628.

NEUHOLD, Hanspeter. 2004. “The Foreign and SecwRibicy of the European
Union: Filling the Gap?” DA Favorita Papers 04/2004

NOWAK, Agnieszka, « Existe-t-il un concept europ@engestion civile des crises »,
in NOWAK, Agnieszka. 2003. L’Union en action: lassion de police en Bosnie »,
Bulletin de 'UEISS,n°42, janvier 2003, pp.15-21.

NOWAK, Agnieszka (Ed.). Civilian Crisis Managemetite EU Way, Chaillot Paper,
n°90, ISSEU, Paris, 2006.

NYE, Joseph. 2004. Soft Power: The Means to Sugneésd®rld Politics, New York,
Public Affairs.

NYE, Joseph S. Jr., Understanding Internationaifl@s: An Introduction to Theory
and History, ¥ ed. New York, NY: Longman, 2003, p.59.

Oisin Tansey, Kosovo: independence and tutelagendbof Democracy, April 2009,
vol. 20, no.2

OLSEN, Gorm Rye and PILEGAARD, Jess. 2005. The Gbbion-Europe?
Denmark and the Common Security and Defence Pdiayopean Security,
14/3/2005.

ORSINI, Dominique, « Future of ESDP: Lessons froosida », European Security
Review, n°29, Brussels, June 2006, pp. 9-12.

ORTEGA, Martin (Ed.), The European Union and thesi€iin the Middle East,
Chaillot Paper, n°62, Paris, EU-ISS, 2003. CSDPdHank, ESDC Monografie,
Vienna. 2010.

Pew Research Center. 2004. “A Year After War, Mistiof America in Europe Ever
Higher, Muslim Anger Persists”. March 16. [httpefple-
press.org/reports/display.php3?ReportID=206]. Ased</01/2006.

PERITO, R. Irag’s Interior Ministry: Frustrating fem, US Institute for Peace
Briefing, May 2008.

PERLEZ, Jane.“Poles say, ‘Thank You, America,” &zechs and Hungarians Voice
Delight”. New York Times. May 2. 1998.

157



Pew Research Center. “A Year After War, MistrusAaferica in Europe Ever Higher,
Muslim Anger Persists”. March 16. [http://people-
press.org/reports/display.php3?ReportiD=206]. Ased<8/01/2008. 2004.

ROGERS, James. 2011. A new geography of Europeaard=gmont Royal Institute
for International Relations.

ROGERS, James and Simon, L. 2009. The status aatida of the military
installations of the Member States of the EU amdl thotential role for the European
Security and Defense Policy (Brussels: Europealiazant).

RUPNIK Jacques 2011. The Western Balkans and the Hi¢ Hour of Europe”.
Chaillot Papers. EU Institute for Security Studies.

SCHMIDT, Brian C. Thomas Juneau. 2011. Neoclas$teallism, Power and
Influence, Paper presented at the annual meetitiggdSA's 50th ANNUAL
CONVENTION "EXPLORING THE PAST, ANTICIPATING THE FOURE", New
York Marriott Marquis, NEW YORK CITY.
[http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p310551_index.htA¢cessed on 6/7/2011

SCHMIDT Julia. 2009. Common Foreign and Secuirtkcdy@nd EUropean Security
and Defence POlicy after the Lisabon Treaty: OlobiRrms Solved? Croatian
Yearbook of European Law & Policy 5 2009: 239-259.

SCHNEIDER, Finke. 2010. Bailer, Bargaining Powethia EU: An Evaluation of
Competing Game — Theoretic Models, Political Sted#)10 Vol 58, 85-103.

SCHOCKENHOFF, Andreas, A Security Strategy for Gamgy Institute Fuer
Strategie-Politik-Sicherheits-und WirtschaftsbenatuBerlin.

SCHWARTZ, Moshe. 2009. Department of Defense Caixtra in Irag and
Afghanistan: Background and Analysis. Congressi&esearch Service.

SOLIOZ, Christophe. 2001. Prospects for Balkansn@whip, Stability, Transitional
Process and Regional Integration in Bosnia andég¢gngna. PSIO Occassional
Papers, Geneva, Graduate Institute of InternatiShadies 2001.

TOPALA, Oana. 2011. The EU and Crisis Manageme#itfiita, European Security
Review Briefing 5, ISIS Europe, April 2011.

VAN HAM, Peter. 2000. Europe’s Common Defence Bollmplication for
Transatlantic Relations. Security Dialogue. SAGBIRation 2000, Vol 31(2):215-
228.

Websites

BBC News. ,New Europe backs EU on Irag®.
[http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/2775579.stmhrkr19/2/2003. Accessed
28/8/2011.

EEAS Official Website. European External Actiom&ee. [www.eeas.europa.eu].
Accessed 20/07/2011.

158



Factsheets of the EU Civilian Mission. [http://wveansilium.europa.eu/eeas/security-
defence.aspx] European External Action Service -Cildrations — Factsheets.
Accessed 29/8/2011.

UNMIK website. [www.unmik.org]. Accessed 20/07/201
Wikipedia Encyclopedia. 2011

159



11. Annexes

160



Annex 1
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