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A EU-rope that hopes to become a unitary superpower will be like the mermaid who wanted to be a girl, in Hans Christian Andersen's fairy tale: her feet hurt all the time because they should really be tailfins. But she doesn't need to be so unhappy. She just has to know who she is.

`September 11 shows why Europeans must be ready to contribute to peacekeeping and crisis management’.

Abstract

The movement towards a Common European Security and Defence Policy (CESDP) in the contemporary European Union (EU), and the possible creation of a European army, capture the leitmotiv of contemporary European political integration. The movement towards a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) in Western Europe raises key questions about the very nature of European foreign and defence policy, transatlantic relations and, most significantly, the core meaning and destination of European union. Defence therefore takes on a salience not just in its own field, but in the entire European integration process. The culmination of interstate security cooperation would be the formation of an integrated security community in which identities and policy-making capacities have been consolidated or unified at the European level. Defence policy forms the spine of broader European security policy and a security strategy can only exist with a strong military spine. This is especially prescient following the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 on New York and Washington, D.C. Washington expects Europe to follow its lead in international politics and terrorism policy. Since 1998, the Europeans have developed new plans to gain greater political and military independence from Washington and NATO. To what extent, therefore, does the EU want to go beyond being a mere "civilian power" towards being a "military power" following the recent terrorist attacks? What are the consequences of such a transformation for Western Europe, the United States (US) and transatlantic relations? To what extent will the US remain involved in European security and in what form? The present analysis begins with an analysis of key issues in European defence and security after 11 September 2001. The article then goes on to consider options for transatlantic relations and European security. The article then considers the positions of the major Western European powers towards the so-called CESDP. The article goes on to consider CESDP in the new global order, including US hopes and concerns for CESDP. Finally, the conclusion focuses on the prospects for European defence and security into the 21st Century.

1. Introduction

Following the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 the United States (US) expects the European Union (EU) and its member states to follow its lead in international politics. Europe will not, and cannot, always share a "common vision" with Washington. For the EU, the likelihood of a future collective defence appears enhanced by the events of 11 September. Therefore, how far is Europe capable of becoming a superpower with all the usual political, military and economic accouterments? To what extent is Europe more suited to "civilian power" status as opposed to "military power" status as Bull
 alluded to some two decades ago? How far is European defence and security influenced by an informal “directoire” lead by Britain, France and Germany to the exclusion of supranational European arrangements?

Following the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 the prospects and the context for a Common European Security and Defence Policy (CESDP) have been transformed. Europe must decide if it wants to go beyond what already exists. Much will depend on Europe's freedom for manoeuvre in transatlantic relations and in terms of its own internal dynamics between different levels of governance and policy competencies. The EU is attempting to develop more regulated and integrated supranational policies in security and defence. In the security area the EU has been co-operating since the mid-1980s in the Schengen area and via institutions such as Europol. Further institutionalisation and integration of national security policies in Western Europe have been develop apace since the Maastricht Treaty on European Union of the early 1990s. Progress in the European defence field has been highly limited compared to the current institutional arrangements in the supranational first pillar of the EU and compared to institutional arrangements in the North Atlantic Treaty Alliance (NATO). 


 Both NATO and the EU, arguably, fit the task of fighting global terrorism and other related new security threats to the available tools, rather than first defining the problem and then choosing the instruments required.
 Many of these tools are outdated and inadequate to fight the war against terrorism. The new security threats to Western Europe that emerged in the Cold War era and became solidified after 1991. The collapse of the Soviet Empire heralded new issues requiring new solutions. Many of these new security challenges are non-traditional. The new security threats are increasingly becoming increasingly professionalised, compartmentalised and are yet extremely difficult for the established political and legal authorities of the EU and its member states to detect and therefore combat. "Soft" security is where the problems start and end to a great extent, yet the instruments for dealing with these issues are in many ways inadequate and drawn from the high politics of military security. There's the rub.


To what extent, therefore, have these "sectoral" debates shaped the wider debates in the high politics of the CESDP process? The CESDP process is ultimately a contested one. Minimalists, including the United Kingdom (UK) and Denmark, favour keeping a strong US presence in Europe. At the other extreme, Federalists, headed by France and the Benelux, favour a supranational CESDP that excludes the US from European security arrangements. Germany, the sleeping political and military giant of the EU, continues to sit on the fence whilst attempting to please both France and the US.


The list of new security threats is headed by terrorism after September 11. Other threats include migration, organised crime, and people trafficking. In this analysis, the emphasis is placed upon the influence of September 11 on CESDP. The main objective of this article is to review the state-of-the-art in CESDP today towards transatlantic relations and internally within the EU. It focuses on the key issues and problematic aspects both at the EU "domestic" level (relations between the EU member states) and at the transatlantic level.

*****

Since the events of September 11 2001, the task of building a European security and defence capability has become more urgent and more complicated. The war in Afghanistan has exposed, once again, Europe's limited scope to combine its military forces. The new terrorist threats suggest that the EU's emerging security and defence policies will have to adapt to changing needs, but, paradoxically, means-ends relationships are often not well aligned for attaining further policy integration.


Since 1992 the EU and its member states have committed themselves to - independently of NATO - conduct crisis management operations (so-called "Petersberg Tasks"). The EU has further committed itself to the creation of a European Rapid Reaction Force (ERRF) of 60,000 troop by 2003 to conduct Petersberg Tasks. Progress has not been smooth and there is much to do if Europe wants to go beyond what already exists.


The EU and its member states still have much to do in the field of intelligence co-operation, heavy lift capabilities, precision-guided missiles, anti-air defence and forces projection. All of the above requirements are, alas, essential components of any emergent CESDP. To be frank, sustaining a world class defence force will probably require 180,000 troops, giving that units have to be rotated. The total is equivalent to about a fifth of the non-conscript European soldiers not already assigned to foreign duties. More telling, however, is the fact that many of the requirements for the force will not be met before about 2008 at the earliest. To be realistic, the EU - according to its own capability preferences - will need to within 60 days deploy hundreds of thousands of troops to afar a field as Africa. This is a tall order.


In the meantime, member countries of the EU will have to restructure their defence budgets radically to meet the extra expenditure - estimated at $25 billion over the next 10-15 years, based on acquisition and initial set-up costs. The cost of supporting extra systems will increase exponentially in direct proportion to emergent advances in technology (which is itself extremely expensive to maintain and upgrade constantly).


European foreign, defence and security officials and their political masters recognise the scale of the task ahead. For them the task ahead has acquired new urgency following September 11. For its war against the Taliban the US called not on NATO but individual European allies - Britain, France and Germany - for help. Washington did so mainly to keep complete control over command and control structures. But it also saw that Europe lacked essential capabilities such as intelligence, logistics, communications and heavy air lift transport systems. The key capability requirement is intelligence sharing. The ability to pinpoint where and when goods and troops move will be highly prized and the information used to predict security problems will become key for CESDP. In Kosovo and Afghanistan, US "locate and destroy" missions by American aircraft were guided by US satellite intelligence known as the Global Positioning System (GPS). The technology dates from the 1970s with some 1980s updates, but is on the whole reliable and accurate. In March 2002, European transport ministers rubber-stamped a rival system of satellites called Galileo. At present the US global positioning system dominates and its information is distributed free. The Europeans want to spend more than 2.5 billion euro's of public money on the Galileo project. The reason is that Europe (and specifically France and the EU) are wary of dependency on an American monopoly, especially one which is operated by the Pentagon. The Pentagon worries that Galileo will be threatened by terrorist groups such as al-Qaeda. With Galileo such terrorist groups will be able to track Western movements of troops and goods.


However, there is no sign of the increase in defence budgets that is necessary for all this. Efforts to accelerate work on the ERRF and the CESDP more generally highlight the extent to which the EU's member states differ over the aims of EU defence policy. As mentioned above, British officials see it as complementary to NATO by providing further capacity for managing small-scale crises in regions such as Africa. Paradoxically, UK officials argue that the force is more important than ever. France does not want the force to be so closely integrated into NATO. Germany and Sweden want the ERRF to concentrate on peacekeeping only.


These issues are not likely to be resolved in the next few years. There are sharp differences in what should actually constitute the CESDP. This is a question of philosophy as well as capabilities and institutional arrangements. The current compromise objective is to establish some form of "role specialisation" such as the recent agreement between the Netherlands and Germany on strategic airlift. New possible areas of role specialisation include joint initiatives on air transport and air-to-air refuelling systems.

Defence as an issue is a core component part of the European integration project. To European federalists a European union can only truly exist with a military dimension. To Eurosceptic nations, like the UK, withdrawing support for European integration in the defence field is a way of undermining the entire European federalist project.
 Defence, therefore, goes to the very core of European unity from the perspective of Euro-Federalists. This issue is therefore critical for the future meaning of political and economic identity in Europe into the next decades. In the final analysis, the debate on CESDP is a question of political will and philosophy as well as capabilities and institutions.

2. Options for Transatlantic relations and European security

As is stated above, the culmination of interstate security would be the formulation of an integrated security community (in Deutsch's terms an "amalgamated security community"),
 in which the identities and policy-making capacities of individual states have been consolidated or unified.
 This would imply a Federal solution for European defence and security issues. At present time, the empirical reality is somewhat different. Philosophical, even theological, differences between "Europeanism" and "Atlanticism" have come to the fore in recent years.
 They have been played out against the background of the major policy scenarios for European security, which are as follows. First, status quo, including continued US leadership role in NATO. Second, a European pillar in NATO with greater European influence in decision-making in the Atlantic Alliance. Third, the movement towards a regulated CESDP that is separate from the US and NATO.
 

With the above scenarios in mind, Philip H. Gordon has recently stated that:

If done right, the development of a serious EU defense force could be a good thing for all concerned—reducing American burdens in Europe, making Europe a better and more capable partner, and providing a way for Europeans to tackle security problems where and when the United States cannot or will not get involved. If done badly, however, the EU project risks irrelevance as an empty institutional distraction—or even worse, a step back toward the situation in the Balkans in the early 1990s, when separate European and American strategies and institutions led to impotence and recrimination.

Progress thus far is rapid and fast changing in this area - even given the largely "national" nature of loyalty identification towards things military. At the St-Malo Summit in December 1998, the British and French Governments pledged to set up a European Rapid Reaction Force for fulfilling Petersberg tasks of peacekeeping, peace enforcement and crisis management. This move was partially as a response to the poor application of existing EU crisis management procedures in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo.
 The European Council underlined its determination to develop an autonomous capacity to take decisions and, where NATO as a whole is not engaged, to launch and conduct EU-led military operations in response to international crises. This process will supposedly avoid unnecessary duplication, but does not imply the creation of a European army. Building on the guidelines established at the Cologne European Council in 1999, and on the basis of the Presidency's reports, the Helsinki European Council of December 1999 agreed in particular to the following: (a) cooperating voluntarily in EU-led operations, (b) Member States must be able, by 2003, to deploy within 60 days and sustain for at least one year military forces of up to 50-60,000 troops capable of the full range of Petersberg tasks; (c) new political and military bodies and structures were be established in December 2000 within the Council to enable the Union to ensure the necessary political guidance and strategic direction to such operations, while respecting the single institutional framework; (d) modalities will be developed for full consultation, cooperation and transparency between the EU and NATO, taking into account the needs of all EU Member States; (e) appropriate arrangements will be defined that would allow, while respecting the Union's decision-making autonomy, non-EU European NATO members and other interested States to contribute to EU military crisis management; (f) a non-military crisis management mechanism will be established to coordinate and make more effective the various civilian means and resources, in parallel with the military ones at the disposal of the Union and the Member States. (g) The Helsinki European Council of December 1999 also suggested that forthcoming Presidencies of the Council work closely with the Secretary-General/High Representative for Foreign Affairs (currently former NATO Secretary-General Javier Solana), to carry work forward in the General Affairs Council on conflict prevention and a committee for civilian crisis management. The Council Building in the diplomatic area of Brussels houses the new EU Military Staff Headquarters (known as "sitcen"). "Sitcen" aims to create a centre for Europe's defence, foreign and security policy in one state-of-the-art secure building. It is hoped that this will encourage the sharing of intelligence - a key factor in possibly making the EU into a mature international actor.
 These suggestions were taken up in Feira in June 2000 under the Portuguese chair of the EU Presidency. In November 2001, the French, German and British leaders met trilaterally in London to discuss foreign and defence policy coordination between their respective countries, thereby incensing the Italians, the then Belgian Presidency of the Union, and the Portuguese Foreign Minister in particular. Some have argued that an informal “directoire” of the “big three” in the EU is undermining the prospects for a CESDP for all. Additionally, Western European responses to the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 have mostly been national rather than supranational in both the EU and in CFSP.
 

Therefore, what are the emerging concrete issues in European security and transatlantic relations flowing from the above EU defence and security-related changes since 1998? What do these emerging issues mean for Western Europe and its relationship with the US? 

A decade after the end of the Cold War, as Robert Lieber has recently commented, the US-European alliance has become the object of intense scrutiny.
 According to Lieber, the disappearance of the Soviet threat appears to have diminished the need for security cooperation. Economic and trade frictions as well as European resentment of American domination seem increasingly evident, and calls for European autonomy and American disengagement can be heard on both sides of the Atlantic. Moreover, expansion and deepening of the EU, together with recent initiatives to create a real EU military capability suggest that Europe may at last be acquiring the means to forge a more independent and even competitive relationship with the US.

Nevertheless, the European-American partnership still largely rests on a solid foundation and that the prospects for sustaining it are solid. To understand why, following Lieber, it is useful to recall the past tensions and periodic crises that marked the alliance during the Cold War, consider the new stresses that have arisen since then, and identify the underlying realities of power and politics that sustain the relationship.
 While future cooperation should not be taken for granted, Europe's need for a hedge against emerging security risks, America's continuing primacy, the EU's underwhelming achievements in foreign and defense policy, and shared interests in economic stability all continue to bind Europe to the US.

A recent emerging defense issue that has created strains in the Atlantic alliance is national missile defence (NMD).
 The American plan for the possible development of a system to defend the US against so-called rogue states and rogue groups - Iraq, Iran, North Korea and the Al Qaeda network - has been severely criticised in Western Europe.
 The opponents complain that NMD would divorce America's security from Europe's by leaving the continent vulnerable, violate the spirit of the Antiballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, and needlessly provoke the Russians and Chinese into building up their long-range nuclear forces.
 Legitimate questions can also be raised about the technological feasibility of NMD and whether Russia will ultimately agree to US-inspired revisions of the ABM Treaty (as they have in the past on a series of technical matters).
 

As Lieber presciently states, Europe's foreign and defence policy vacuum is arguably a problem. For more than a quarter-century, he argues, Europe's quest for a common foreign policy has failed to deliver meaningful results, and progress toward a European defence has proved even more elusive.
 There are multiple reasons for this lack of integration. Foreign and defence policies exist in a sphere of high politics and national sovereignty in which most states are reluctant to relinquish autonomy. France, one of the most ardent proponents of a European identity separate from America, has often been the most assertive of its own foreign policy autonomy, even when this insistence contradicts the positions of its European partners. Moreover, differences among the countries of the EU are often wider than between Europe and the United States. For example, in 1991, in response to the increasing turmoil in Yugoslavia Europe was hopelessly internally divided on what policy to follow.

Following Lieber, the types of military systems required for Europe to achieve effective modern capabilities demand not only a more rational use of existing funds, but a higher level of funding altogether. This also demands the political will to go beyond what already exists in the member states of the EU. Although France and Britain spend 2.8 per cent of their GDP on defence, Germany - the European country with the largest population and economy - spends just 1.5 percent. Germany actually seeks to downgrade defence spending to come into line with public opinion, the costs of German unification, and global economic competition. Elsewhere in Europe, in the absence of immediate and unambiguous security threats, political and economic pressures are far more likely to cause decreases than increases in defence budgets.

In 2000, US defence expenditures reached $280.8 billion, topping the military spending of all EU members combined. Take this disparity, add it to a globalizing economy, and you have an environment that seems to necessitate a major transformation of the transatlantic defence industry. The US defence industry has had more success than its European counterpart in adapting to globalization.
 While US defence firms have been consolidating for years, the European industry is just getting started.

According to Lieber, Europe's lag in revamping defence, is due to cultural, political, and economic differences. In a supposedly united Europe, defence reorganizations are debated to death. Shareholding structure is a further obstacle; unlike US businesses, European national industries, often state-owned, are subject to oversight by governments whose political objectives often prevail over sound business strategies. And European politics have worked against restructuring. The Treaty of Rome (1957) established a precedent that each sovereign concentration of defense companies are necessary for cutting production costs. Not until the 1997 Treaty of Amsterdam - the first tentative step toward a common European defence policy - did Europeans begin cooperating in earnest to restructure their defence industry.

Nevertheless, Lieber goes on to state that the EU may finally be catching up, though.
 In 1998, European firms and defence and industry ministers launched the European Defence and Aerospace Company, a strictly European company free from government intervention. And rising research and development costs have pushed EU members - especially the UK and France - to pursue mergers, joint ventures, and collaborative projects. Today, European Aeronautic, born in 1999 from the merger of Germany's Daimler Chrysler Aerospace and France's Aerospatiale-Matra, ranks third in global defence exports after Boeing and Lockheed Martin.

However, to play devil's advocate, it is also the case that it might be beyond the EU and its member states to match American technological capabilities. Indeed, it also might not be fully desirable. At present, the EU and its member states are unable to project massive military power even in Europe. The armed forces of the EU are generally land-based forces. European states, for example, lack America's global aircraft carrier-based battle fleets, global heavy lift capabilities, and extensive global satellite coverage. These deficiencies mean that Western Europe's potential power projection is regional as opposed to global.

3. The Positions of the Major European Powers and CESDP 

The major European powers and the US each have different views and corresponding national attitudes towards European defence and security. Indeed, what similarities and differences exist between the major powers on CESDP? To what extent have there been any major divergences on policy? If so, between whom, and why? Which countries have taken the lead and in what directions and has this led to an informal directoire led by Britain, France and Germany?

Peter van Ham has recently stated that after September 11, the likelihood of a future European collective defence appears enhanced by the terrorist attacks on America. The continued weakness of the CFSP and a US preference for bilateral relations gives further weight to pressures for a EU policy directoire composed of Britain, France and Germany.
 

French foreign policy has the following aims and objectives:

· to increase European military capabilities generally; 

· to ensure a coherent and effective CESDP separate from NATO structures; 

· to develop the European Rapid Reaction Corps project outside of NATO; 

· to develop the new CFSP Political and Security Committee, Military Committee and Military Planning capabilities; 

· WEU is to become redundant and its functions are to subsumed into the EU. Europe, in line with French federalist thought, is to be a French-led military force in world politics that is separate from America and NATO.
 

On 27 March 2001, the head of the French armed forces insisted that the EU rapid reaction force must be independent of NATO and have its own planning staff. General Jean-Pierre Kelche, the French Chief of Defence Staff, recently stated that the force would be declared operational by the end of 2001, even if agreement was not reached with NATO. He has also said that France saw a strengthening of EU military capability as a way of shifting the balance of power within NATO away from America and towards Europe.
 This is the nub of la difference within Europe and between Europe and the US on defence.

His comments caused anger and concern in both Washington and London. Talks between NATO and the EU on how the new European force will be controlled are deadlocked over demands by Turkey, which is not a member of the EU, for a bigger say in operations. However, General Kelche told The Daily Telegraph on 27 March 2001 that,  "we [France] have our own timetable. If everything is blocked in NATO it is not our fault. It is clear that by the end of this year the EU must declare that it has an operational capability." 

General Kelche further rejected a claim made by Tony Blair in February 2001, in an address to the Canadian Parliament, that the EU force would have "no separate military planning structures". The high command of the French military are adamant that any European force must have its own planning staff. General Kelche also recently stated that: "European politicians need to know what is going on. They need to be able to select options and then conduct operations. Why should we have to go through NATO?"
 On the other hand, however, General Kelche continually stresses that Paris is fully committed to the transatlantic alliance, but on the condition that the balance of power needed to be changed and France saw the new European force as a way of doing that. As Kelche has stated: "If Europe becomes more serious about improving its capabilities, it will earn the right to greater influence within the alliance." France has rejected the alliance's - thereby the American - desire to retain "a right of first refusal" over the use of European troops allocated both to NATO and to the new European force. To quote Kelche again: "There is no question of a right of first refusal. If the EU works properly, it will start working on crises at a very early stage, well before the situation escalates. NATO has nothing to do with this. At a certain stage the Europeans would decide to conduct a military operation. Either the Americans would come, or not."

As with Admiral Sir Michael Boyce, his British equivalent, General Kelche could not - and would not - make such controversial comments without knowing that his views reflected those of his politician bosses, and in particular, President Jacques Chirac. France's insistence that the force must have a separate planning staff combined with its general attitude towards NATO and the US has infuriated President Bush. It also embarrassed Geoff Hoon, the British Defence Secretary, who appeared before the House of Commons Defence Select Committee recently and had to explain why the French conception of a European defence force was different to that of Britain and America. Hoon had to allay British MP's fears over how the force will work.

Concerns that the European defence force may be far more independent of NATO than Britain and America would wish were heightened in March 2001, with the appointment of a Finnish general as the EU's chief military adviser. Finland is not only not in NATO but has a long tradition of neutrality.
 Even General Gustav Haggland - the newly-appointed EU chief military adviser - admitted he was "very surprised" to be chosen over his colleagues from NATO countries.

Britain has repeatedly sought to play down the role of the new rapid reaction force, giving the impression that it would be no more than a European extension of the NATO alliance. Mr Hoon and Mr Blair insist that it would not have its own planning staff, that on any major operation it would be controlled by NATO, and would never be allowed to become a European army. The British Defence Secretary Hoon recently stated that: "The new EU arrangements will complement and strengthen NATO. The EU will not divert resources from NATO, duplicate its arrangements, create separate military structures, or conduct operational planning."

However, the Chief of the French Defence Staff, General Kelche, appears to disagree. He has officially admitted that Europe was "not yet a mature military power" and would need America's help on some types of operations…[However] later, we must be able to act alone." General Kelche has further irritated the Bush administration by ridiculing US plans for a national missile defence shield and suggestions that it could be extended to cover Europe. He asked: "To do what? What is the threat? Would it work? Could it be bypassed? Even on the threat, there is no common view. There is a distinction between a risk and a threat. A threat encompasses both risk and hostile intention. This distinction is lost on the Americans. For them, any risk is a threat."

In contrast to France, the US still hopes to `lead the allies', but must square the European Rapid Reaction Force, with NMD, CESDP and the French push for a federal Europe. According to a recent US Department of Defense Report: `CESDP is a mechanism within NATO by which the European allies can gain access to NATO [US] common assets and capabilities…'.
 This particular viewpoint is not shared by all the European allies in NATO be any means, several of whom are committed to a federal plan for European defence that is distinct from the US.

Historically, as Ian Buruma cogently states, `The desire of the other Europeans to unite made Britain feel more exceptional.'
 By being Euro-sceptic on defence and foreign policy London is trying to stop the creation of a European state with its own government and macro-level economic and military policies. However, since 1997, the Blair government has sought to straddle Europe and America at the same time. The UK, post-1997, has sought to: strengthen the EU's capability to act internationally in a more effective manner; deliver a step-change in Europe's ability to manage international crises; to strengthen the European contribution to NATO, in particular with more robust European military capabilities.
 The difficulty for the UK, however, is how to stay European and transatlantic at the same time. British Prime Minister Tony Blair publicly states that he can do both. But the problem is that his interlocutors in Europe and Washington do not see it that way.
 In this regard, the current test case is NMD. Admiral Sir Michael Boyce - Chief of Defence Staff - stated on 1 March 2001 that: "NMD is worthy of consideration, but UK cannot afford it. Neither can Europe".
 This highlights the difficulties for the UK in trying to straddle European and American interests and concerns.
 Nevertheless, on 2 May 2001, Tony Blair's chief spokesman, Alistair Campbell, stated that London supported broadly the development of a NMD system, but has yet to offer any concrete endorsement of the project. This would include the role that could be played by the UK in the technological development and support of a system that is dependent upon access to the Fylingdales early warning station.

Since German unification on 3 October 1990 Bonn/Berlin has been pursuing a multilateral foreign policy, whilst taking on military tasks in Europe and elsewhere. Essentially, Germany wants to please its European and transatlantic partners within existing and future planned multilateral frameworks.
 In particular, Germany wants CESDP to allow the Europeans to engage in crisis management, principally on the European continent. Europe, in this view, is to make a renewed substantial contribution to transatlantic burned-sharing. Within NATO, CESDP will, according to the German Government, strengthen the transatlantic link. EU enlargement will also, in this view, add to NATO's/CESDP's presence in European security. Chancellor Schroder’s government is trying to ride two horses at the same time in order to prove its Atlanticist credentials to the US and its Europeanist credentials to France and the Brussels institutions. At some point soon, rather like the UK, the Berlin Republic will have to choose what course it wants to follow.

4. CESDP in a New Global Order?

Given the above national preoccupations, which are framed in a multilateral context, what are the prospects for CESDP in the current circumstances of political flux? When the balance of probabilities is weighed, we can discern the following prospects for CESDP in the current global political and strategic environment.

CEDSP has some way to go before it fulfils the expectations of its creators. Western Europe lacks the political will and political enforcement procedures to create a European foreign and defence policy at present time. The EU, the principal organization in this context, suffers from a "capability-expectations gap" in foreign and defence policy terms.
 The degree of political will since St. Malo - since December 1998 - is considerable. It has acquired an inner dynamic, rather in the manner of the Single Currency or the EMU project. The European federalist camp believe that a truly integrated European union cannot exist without its own foreign and defence policy, including its own armed forces. However, given that national identities are still largely predicated on national foundations, it is difficult to see loyalties being transferred to the European level in this area at a pace. The history of European integration tells us that federal policy-making is about two steps forward and one step back.

Historical forces are pushing in the same direction. More than a decade after the end of the Cold War the American tax-payer cannot be expected to pay disproportionately for Europe's defence. In 2000, for example, the EU member states spent $171.8 billion on defence while the US spent $280.8 billion, even though the GDP of the EU is almost identical to that of the US (at $8.1 trillion). The Europeans spend roughly 62 per cent of total American expenditure on defence.
 The creation of a healthy CESDP is heavily dependent on the EU's ability to maintain a defence industrial base and stay abreast of technological developments in the field of sophisticated weaponry. As is evidenced above, the EU member states have no effective integrated plan for defence procurement and still rely on American technology to solve their own technology deficits. This does not augur well for underpinning any CESDP that may emerge in the fullness of time.

All signs indicate that the UK has thrown itself into the project for CESDP. It is seriously committed. This does not necessarily imply, however, that London is keen to sign up for EMU, Schengen, further integration at the next Intergovernmental conference (IGC) and so on. London has a comparative advantage in defence and seeks to lead Europe in this area, but still largely has an economic free trade and intergovernmental view of European construction rather than a supranational political-economic union viewpoint.

European institutions need oiling and adjusting, defence and security cultures need time to adapt to one another, a strategic project needs to be developed, an efficient executive structure needs to emerge, and above all a credible military capacity. The above are objectives of European federalists in the defence area, but the current reality differs somewhat. Again, expectations do not match capabilities. Nevertheless, the same charges could have been leveled against EMU only fifteen years ago. 

Amongst the biggest cultural issue that is politically-grounded is that of generating political support for increased defence budgets in Europe. Western Europe spends only 62 per cent of total US expenditure on defence. Nevertheless, American interests are global and worldwide. Europe has not in the past aspired to be a military superpower, but has instead developed into civilian power. There is some question as to whether the US needs to spend over $280 billion a year on defence, given that the threats to its national security are no longer so much related to the military arena but to new forms of insecurity such as migration and cyber-terrorism. The same adage could be applied to Europe: why does it want to aspire to military super status in a world characterised by fewer and fewer traditional military threats? This is an interesting question. In the longer term it will be necessary for the EU and US to negotiate a new strategic partnership, which will inevitably be set in a changing global context. US foreign and defence policy more generally is increasingly focusing on a new global arrangement between the two sides of the Atlantic, according to which the nascent political-military capacity is being developed, in addition to the EU playing a much greater role in policing Europe's `near abroad'. The US no longer sees its vital interests as being threatened primarily, if at all, from the European theatre. The US wants to know if Europe will be able to reciprocate the US contribution to European security over the years. The European contribution can be summarised in one word: `Petersberg'.

Current UK thinking on European defence does not go much beyond Petersberg-type collective security missions. To some extent this reflects UK misgivings on Europe more generally - feelings that have not been abandoned by any means. The UK still has a tendency to broadly support US policy objectives in NATO and further afield. This has certainly been the case in South East Asia and the Persian Gulf. This undoubtedly undermines the move towards a regulated CESDP, given the UK's centrality to European defence. A crucial test of these contrasting approaches will come over the implications and consequences of current US plans for NMD, which supposedly will protect the US from so-called "rogue states". All EU states - bar the UK - have pressurised the Bush administration not to deploy such a system. It is a breach of the spirit of the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, and it will arguably encourage new arms races with China and Russia. Washington is going ahead regardless of European, Chinese or Russian objections.

On NATO and the European/EU contribution, there is no consensus among the EU Fifteen as to the overall balance sheet of US global policy. As the EU enlarges and becomes a stable international actor, it will need to design a different mix of political and military instruments from that traditionally favoured by the US. New members will bring new policy priorities and problems into the EU.

The UK, which has tended in the past to side with the more muscular US approach to peacekeeping, will increasingly find itself under pressure to espouse the EU's more subtle approach to security diplomacy. This is already happening - `defence diplomacy' has become a theme in new Labour's foreign and defence policy.

Lastly, for the remainder of the EU member states, beginning with France, the CESDP is to coin Andrew Schonfield's phrase, another `journey to an unknown destination'. Most EU member states have little difficulty in marrying the advantages of relative European autonomy with the inevitability of a shift in the balance of EU-US relations. This is led by France. However, different sates and regions of Europe will undoubtedly have slightly different strategic priorities.

5. US hopes for the CESDP

What exactly are US hopes for any emergent CESDP? How do these perceptions affect transatlantic relations? What will CESDP mean for European diplomacy into the 21st century? To what extent are new forms of multilateralism emerging in the world?

The Bush administration hopes that CESDP will relieve the US of some the defence burdens in Europe identified above. The US considers that Western Europe must pay for its own defence to a far greater degree than at present and that NATO is the appropriate forum for making the critical decisions on Europe's security. The perception in Western Europe is somewhat different and is driven by European federalists, minimalist nationalists and agnostics in equal measure. The Bush administration hopes that CESDP will provide additional European capabilities for responses to security concerns beyond Europe, but under US leadership. Those states in Europe seeking a federal European solution to this question disagree with American policy. This group is driven by France and its desire for greatness in international affairs via a strong EU in the world.

Furthermore, the Bush administration hopes that CESDP will enhance European appreciation of new threats to security including those emanating from the spread of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), `traditional' terrorism, cyber-terrorism, and ethnic/racial/religious conflicts. Western Europe has not, as yet, begun to develop an integrated policy on any of the above areas save traditional and cyber-terrorism. WMD and the management of ethnic conflicts are beyond the capabilities of the EU at present time.
 However, the European Rapid Reaction Force will seek to develop crisis management capabilities separate from the US. Nevertheless, the Bush administration hopes that CESDP will diminish European resentment of US dominance in the Atlantic Alliance. The US hope is that as the Europeans bring more resources to the NATO table they will gain in influence and be satisfied. This must be taken with a pinch of salt, given that the American conception of the Atlantic Alliance is still one of Washington leading from the front in NATO. If anything, the Europeans will demand more, not less, independence from America if they are paying more for their defence.

The Bush administration hopes that CESDP will remove the final barriers to French reintegration into NATO's command structure. The corollary to this is that French elite and public opinion support a federal Europe, including a federal solution for defence and security that is separate from America. If anything, France is willing to risk failure in pursuit of the federal ideal in this sensitive area. If anything, the Bush administration hopes that CESDP will force neutral European states to acknowledge their responsibility for security and remove barriers to their making fully-fledged contributions to Europe's security, including acceptance of NATO membership. This is questionable as the likes of Austria, Sweden, Finland and Ireland have showed no commitment to taking on board US policy preferences in this area. Neither has Switzerland. If anything, the so-called "neutral" member states of the EU will be pressurized by France and its more federally-inclined allies to accept separate security and defence structures for Europe.

Finally, the Bush administration hopes that CESDP will strengthen NATO. Key Washington policy-makers see CESDP as a sub-set of the Atlantic Alliance. However, this view is not necessarily shared by all NATO member states, especially France.

6. US concerns about CESDP

As the corollary of the above section, what are Washington's main concerns with regard to CESDP? To what extent are these concerns - from the American perspective - justifiable?

The Bush administration is concerned that CESDP will produce rhetoric, promises and institutions but no additional capabilities. Europe's concrete track record measured in these hard edge terms is poor. The Bush administration believes that the EU is perceived to be a "civilian power" by the majority of its member state governments, and therefore will not go beyond what already exists. Nevertheless, the Bush administration is concerned that CESDP will lead European states to duplicate NATO (US) systems rather than rely on the US to make such systems available to them when needed. As is stated above, however, European defence and procurement is years behind the US. However, the Bush administration is concerned that CESDP will defeat the purpose of NATO's efforts throughout the 1990s to build a European Pillar in NATO (not outside it).
 Much depends, as is stated above, on the extent to which the Western Europeans want to go beyond what exists separately from America. The Bush administration is concerned that CESDP will create artificial divisions and distinctions among NATO allies, undermining NATO's political cohesion. France and the more federal-minded members of the EU will increasingly demand loyalty tests to the European integration project. This might create artificial divisions in NATO between Atlanticist and Europeanist states. 

Furthermore, the Bush administration is concerned that CESDP will lead some EU officials to pressure candidates for EU membership to support an `EU line' in the EU-NATO relationship. As is stated above, loyalty tests on both sides have already started to surface and are creating artificial divisions where none previously existed. This is very worrying from an American perspective. Additionally, the Bush administration is concerned that CESDP will become a French-led neo-Gaullist means for Europe to differentiate its foreign policies from that of the US. This is the French intention, but other leading members of the EU and NATO do not share France's policy predisposition's. The most prominent Atlanticist member state of both NATO and the EU is the UK. However, the most Hawkish members of the Bush administration is concerned that CESDP will be used by some European countries to join forces with Russia and China in working against `US hegemony' in the world. This is not a major policy preoccupation of the EU or its member states, especially after the terrorist events of September 11, 2001. American fears in this area are driven by a mistrust of French federalist aspirations. Indeed, the Bush administration is concerned that CESDP will place new roadblocks in NATO's way by strengthening European resistance to NATO actions that are not endorsed by the UN. This did not, for example, prevent the UK from joining in the Bill Clinton and Tony Blair-inspired Kosovo military action by NATO in 1999.

More worrying for the Bush administration, however, is the concern that CESDP will include a European `regional' perspective on security, spreading a minimalist/reductionist security perspective from certain EU member states to the entire membership of the Atlantic Alliance. This is not what the Bush administration wants to happen, but European federal strategy suggests Western Europe will seek - if it so wishes - a global role for itself separate from the US and NATO.
 Furthermore, the Bush administration is concerned that CESDP will lead resources to be spent on separate CESDP structures away from NATO at a time when the US is calling for even greater European contributions to the Atlantic Alliance. If this scenario comes about, which is not highly unlikely, a paradigm shift in transatlantic relations will emerge.

Prior to the events of September 11 2001, the Bush administration was concerned that CESDP would convince US leaders and members of Congress that the US was no longer needed or wanted as a security partner in Europe a decade or more after the Cold War. It is the still the case - even after the events of September 11 - that ultra hawkish conservatives from southern states in the US are still keen to gradually withdraw America from the European theatre due to the lack of a significant threat to US national security. The Bush administration is convinced that CESDP will antoganise southern conservatives at a time when it wants to retain a security presence in Europe to influence national and European level policies on terrorism. It is worth noting that several of the terrorists responsible for the attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon passed through Europe prior to the events of September 11.

More practically, the Bush administration is concerned that CESDP will increase transatlantic trade and industrial tensions by supporting development of a `fortress Europe' mentality in defence procurement. However, at present time, as we have stated above, defence procurement in Western Europe is not organised around integrated supranational structures. It is still largely driven by national public and private sector plans that are predicated on the use of US military equipment.

Lastly, the Bush administration is concerned that CESDP will steal away Europe's best diplomatic and diplomatic officials to work on developing European-level defence/security institutions, thereby diminishing the quality of those assigned to NATO. Indeed, the Bush administration is correct to be worried in this instance, as the available evidence suggests that this process is already happening.

7. Conclusion: Towards a European Army and CESDP?
To what extent do the member states of the EU share a common view of European security after September 11, 2001? To what extent is Europe developing the semblance of a European Army? How far does Europe want to disengage from the US and NATO militarily? To what extent do the member states of the EU share a common view of European security? 

Much European public policy-making is carried out in a predominantly multilateral context. Nevertheless, the social structures of European societies are still largely nationally-orientated in their attitudes towards military politics in Europe. This in turn leads to a contested view of the move towards CESDP and a concomitant European army. Indeed, divisive loyalties impede further integration in this area. A gap exists between the elitist plans of European federalists in Brussels and Paris and the general citizenry on the ground as it were. Furthermore, the divisive loyalties in the wider society replicate themselves as fissures in the European military and its constituent national armed forces. Progress towards creating a European capability in this divisive area, therefore, is slow - and controversial - to say the least. European defence integration is crucial for the formation of a European state from the perspective of Euro-Federalists. This is vehemently opposed by the UK and like-minded member states.

If the Western Europeans states want to go beyond what already exists, military policy in Europe needs to embedded in a more coherent political and institutional design encompassing other common policies relevant to external relations in general and crisis management in particular.
 The Europeans have already begun this process with the creation of a European Rapid Reaction Force from 2003 onwards.

Western European-American relations constitute a mature bilateral partnership going back over fifty years. The US has maintained diplomatic relations with the EU and its forerunners since 1953, when the first US Observers to the EDC negotiations and the ECSC were nominated. Indeed, the EU and the US are the two largest economies in the world. They account together for about half the entire world economy. The EU and the US have also the biggest bilateral trading and investment relationship. Flows of trade and investment amount to around $1 billion a day, and jointly, their joint global trade accounts for almost 40 per cent of world trade.
 What effect would European independence in foreign and defence policy have on this sizeable bilateral economic relationship?

Furthermore, if the Western European states want to go beyond what already exists, European responses to military requirements must combine the newly developing military instruments of European integration with the EU's `civilian power' instruments. However, Europe still lacks core military capabilities associated with the massive projection of military force ranging from heavy lift capabilities to decrepit satellite capabilities - these are precisely the capabilities required for rapid reaction in places like Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo, Africa and Afghanistan. There is also a need for greater cross-pillar coherence in European foreign policy. Pillarization is not a soft option and should not be viewed lightly. Pillars 1, 2 and 3 need to work in tandem more smoothly to implement a successful policy.

Javier Solana's appointment as the EU Council Secretary-General and High Representative for Foreign and Security Policy is expected to foster coordination and consistency, at least inside the Council. Mr Solana is "Mr CFSP/PESC" and EU Secretary-General. Mr Solana has recently played a key role in managing the international crises in Afganistan and the Middle East in closed coordination with the US Secretary of State Colin Powell. However, there remains the intra-EU problem of coordination with the European Commissioner for External Relations, Chris Patten. Both officials have been in competitive co-operation for policy hegemony on a diverse range of issues ranging from transatlantic trade to Afghanistan.

Finally, it might just be the case that the Europeans are mistaken in wanting to "convert" from being a civilian to a military power. Indeed, it is possible that the US is overspending on defence in a world that lacks heavy duty defence threats after the end of the Cold War (even taking into account the tragic events of 11 September 2001). We must ask, to what extent does Europe actually need to go beyond what exists in the post-Cold War world? Why should Western Europe not concentrate on bringing back civil society and civilian instruments into its foreign and defence policy?
 For many, this is the key to Europe's defence and security role into the new millennium.
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