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The Roleof Britain in the Development of the ESDI
and the Transatlantic Link

The contribution made by the United Kingdom to the
European security architecture can scarcely be exaggeratedl . To
begin with, the UK is among the leading countries cooperating
to put a flesh on the involved concept of European Security and
Defence Identity (ESDI) — and it has been pursuing this god
while kegping an eye on a number of problems and constrants,
such as the baance of forces rddions with the US and
European NATO patners, presence in security and integration
inditutions (the Western European Union, the European Union,
and the Organision for Cooperation and Security in Europe)
and, lag but not lesst, the traditiond British digance to
European affars. Secondly, the UK has deadfasly relied on
Euro-Atlatic rdations And thirdly, due to its military potentid,
incuding nucdear wegpons and hidorical  experiences, the
country is a European politicomilitay power, playing an
important role in the North Atlantic Alliance dongsde the US,

1. ESDI and Euro-Atlantic Security

The notion of “European security and defence identity”
was firg mentioned in a declaration issued on 10 December
1991 by member daes of both the WEU and the EU, and
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gopended to the Maadricht Tresty. Three organisaions —
NATO, the WEU and the EU — have been involved in
discussons on the subject, which has come to be referred to by
its acronym, ESDI. From the very beginning, ESDI represented
an atempt to link conceptudly the Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP), st out by the EU, and NATO's role as
a Euro-Atlantic foundation for the European collective defence
sysem.

Conceptudly, ESDI bdongs in Europe — or, to the more
precise, the EU — coming as the integrating continent’s response
to the changing determinants of European security. It cals for an
autonomous sydem of security and defence, capable of
operating when the US and NATO as a whole show no interest
in a collective action. ESDI reflects the intention to impart to the
EU a new dimenson, making it possble for the bloc to play a
fuller role on the international scene, and in a way it dso reveds
disodief in the dependability of US secuity guarantess. Going
on gsnce the mid1980s the argument on the shgpe and
pogtioning of ESDI has reveded a rivdry between NATO (or
the US, to be precise) and the EU. As the Americans have often
pointed out, Wesern Europe tends to turn out  many
“memorandums  of underdanding and proposds but the issue
redly comes dome to a force dructure, and money, and very
expengve invesmentsin modernisation”.

In discussng 0 broad a subject, one must not leave out
the evolution of the ESDI concept itsdf and dso other
components of European security, such as CFSP, Combined
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Joint Task Force (CJT), and Common European Security and
Defence Policy (CESDP). And these dements must be placed
within the context of the internationad inditutions directly
involved in the issues under discusson, namndy NATO, the
WEU and the UE.

An accurate presentation of the British podtion is hardly
feclitated by the complex, multifaceted and dynamic character
of changesin going on thefield.

The United Kingdom is among the mos resolute
advocates of Western Europe's cooperation with the US within
the framework of European security inditutions (dong with the
Netherlands, Portugal and Denmark)®.

Since its inception, the ESDI idea has been “suspended’
between the EU and the North Atlantic Alliance. It was
envissged by its fathers to be pursued within the WEU  (as
“NATO's European pillar,” especidly in the defence fied), but
the US and proponents of the Atlantic option within the WEU
sought to confine ESDI to the NATO framework.

The ESDI concept received support & NATO's Rome
summit on 7-8 November 1991, where it was described in a
declaation as an dement shgping the new transatlantic
patnership and drengthening the Europeen pillar of the
trandformed  Alliance. That, however, was followed by
prolonged discussons and controversy withink NATO  between,
on the one hand, the advocates of a dronger WEU and an
autonomous security sysem within the EU (France, Germany)
and on the other, the exponents of the Alliance's internal
coheson and the US's duradle presence in Europe (the UK, the
us).
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In the ensling period the US expressed misgivings about
the implementation of the EU’'s announcements to build its own,
modern amed forces. The US reaction took the form of a
proposd to create within NATO multinationa forces of repid
reection, to be deployed within the 1992 Petersberg tasks
(induding crigs management). Thus was born the concept of
Combined Joint Task Force fird put forward by the US in
December 1993. The US action in this respect was the firs
condructive proposd towards bresking the continuing Salemate
in discussions amed to reconcile supporters of the European and
the Atlantic orientations, by means of incorporaing ESDI into
the NATO framework. Nonethdess, the road to the
implementation of thisidea was anything but smooth.

The EU’s inability to contribute in any sgnificant way to
bringing peeceful solution to conflicts in the former Yugodavia,
and expedidly the lesson of Kosovo's mounting criss, have with
time prodded the bloc to take measures towards strengthening its
international  role in  crigs rrmagmms. An important turning
point came with a change of the United Kingdon's previoudy
unfavourgble view of ESDI. When the British presidency of the
Union was drawing to an end in soring 1998, the Foreign Office
came up with a draft memorandum announcing new initigtives
in the fidd. The document contained concrete suggestions on
cedting a more effective criss management sysem  with
resources less thinly soread. The UK postion was that the EU
should take over the WEU's pdliticd functions and NATO the
military functions

At an informd EU summit in Portschach in October
1998, Prime Miniger Tony Blar sad CFSP could not longer be
continued in the shagpe it then had, and he cdled for deveoping
a European defence capability to enable member satesto
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conduct joint military opedions, notably  peacekesping
operatiorvsG. He dso liged other possble inditutiond options
previoudy opposed by the UK: dther a gradud or an outright
incorporation of the WEU into NATO. The British pogtion
contained entirdy new dements, and it indicated the readiness
to discuss flexibly and offensvely various scenaios on building
the European defence cgpability. That brought agppreciation from
some other EU member dates induding France, thus hdping to
push forward with a discusson to flesh out the ESDI concept.

The pursuit of ESDI under the EU umbrdla was not to
the liking of the US which wanted it within the NATO
framework, so as to prevent any threat to the transatlantic link.
Vaious miggivings began to emerge in dep with the EU's
adding new dements to ESDI, based soldy on the Union.
Quedtions emerged about duplicating the NATO dructures and
weskening the Alliance and the transdlantic ties”. An open
problem was the future reationship between EU members and
nontEU members of NATO. The US stressed that countries such
a Turkey, Norway, ledand, and dso NATO's new members
from Centrd Europe, Poland induded, dwould be brought into
decisontrmeking on future European defence. It dso urged the
European dlies to boost defence spending.

In these drcumdances, the United Kingdom's role and
policy towards ESDI and transatlantic ties assumes specid
importance.  Due to hidoricd and drategic condderaions, the

country has an enormous potentid for solving various dilemmeas
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involved in European security policy and Euro-Atlantic security,
in its broad sense”.

It mugt be noted that ESDI is going to be pretty dosdy
linked to the process of European integration, and will be
pursued in connection with that process. On the other hand, its
inditutiondisation is only in a nascent dae and the efficacy of
its functioning is rather unimpressve, meaning that the concept
may il undergo condderable changes.

Future evolution of ESDI will therefore hang on progress
with EU enlargement and integration and dso the character of
the transatlantic ties The direction is dl but sdtled: ESDI will
devdop as an integrd pat of the Union. Further successes of
tha economicdly poweful bloc will require that it is
drengthened by the security policy pillar and its own defence
structure.

Thus, the turn of the century marked the beginning of a
new pos-Cold War internationd order and a cooperative sysem
of European security. It dso saw an evolution in the scope of
inditutiondisation of European security, and the emergence of a
“new security architecture” with the participation of NATO, the
WEU, the EU, the CSCE/OSCE and the UN. New impulses and
chdlenges were provided by the events of 11 September 2001,
the Afghanigan operdtion, and the circumgtances surrounding
the planned US intervention in Irag.

The new draegic and politicomilitary gStuaion gave
rnse to an organisationa and programmatic evolution of security
inditutions. The quesion of ESDI and Euro-Atlantic rddions
has doubtless come as one of the main aspects and chdlenges of
the new drategic Stuation in Europe.

The United Kingdom has played a specid role in this
discusson, reflecting its politicd and military  function  within
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thee inditutions the higoricaly-shaped specid rdations with
the US, its own security concept (in its national and internationd
dimenson), and the course of country’s foreign policy. One can
venture the opinion that the process of ESDI devdopment and
fleshing-out has been linked to the evolution of British policy,
which in turn reflected the combination of the following factors

1/ the Labour Paty's dectord victory in 1997, weskening the
pogtion of, manly Consarvative, Euro-sceptics,

2/ the new priorities in British security policy, as contained in
the Strategic Defence Review of 1908;

3 the multi-pronged gpproach to European security, as
presented by Prime Miniger Tony Blar a the EU's informd
summit in Portschach on 24-24 October 1998;

4/ the Declaration of European Defence, adopted a the Franco-
British summit in Saint Mao on 2-4 December 1998;

5 deddons of the EU summits in Cologne (34 June 1999) and
Hesnki (10-11 December 1999) on the liquidation of the WEU
and formation of the European armed forces.

In the wake of these decisons the Euro-Atlantic rdations
have been evolving, as have been the role and tasks for the US
amed forces in Europe and the policy of European security.
And the United Kingdom has become something like a
guarantor and dabiliser of these rdations.  This was dluded to
by British Prime Miniger Tony Blar, in his Warsaw spesch on
6 October 2000. , The circumstances of today,” he sad, “meen it
is time to overcome the legacy of Britan's past. Two things
have changed. From Europes perspective, Britan as a key
patner in Europe is now a definite plus not a minus. Britan haes
a poweful economy, an obvious role in defence and foreign
poicy and there is a genuine respect for Britan's politica
inditutions and dability. Also in a world moving dosr
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together, with new powers emerging, our drength with the
United States is not jus a British ast, it is potentidly a
European one. Britain can be the bridge between the EU and the
US [..] there is absolutdy no doubt in my mind, that our
srength with the USis enhanced by our strength with the rest of
Europe and vice versa™.

The ESDI concept has perceptibly influenced the
evolution of the Western — induding Atlantic — system, and the
entire pos-Cold War internationd order. Consequently, a mgor
politico-military problem has emerged, namdy how to deveop
ESDI while not weekening the North Atlantic Alliance The
question arose aout ESDI's possble consequences for non-
NATO members seeking EU membership and for those NATO
dlies who day outsde the Union. Another problem has to do
with the consequences of further decisons on the WEU, given
the differences in  membership caegories and  individud
countries’ status with that organisation.

2. ESDI as an Outcome of European Security Changes; the
British Position to 1998

The origins of ESDI go back to dedaations of the
Council of Minigers of the WEU. An outline of the concept of
building an autonomous security system in Western Europe was
provided as ealy as the Rome Dedlaaion of 27 October 1984.
It placed emphads on a more effective use of the WEU to
degpen member daes cooperation in the security fidd, which
was to hdp improve Western Europes security and simulate
slidaity and collective defence among the entire membership
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of the North Atlantic Alliance’. The postion was supported by
the UK, in compliance with the security-rdated priorities of
British foreign palicy of thetime.

The Paform on European Security Interests, adopted a
the WEU Councl of Minigers medting of 27 October 1987,
indicated a clear intention to reectivate the WEU, by adding a
security dimenson to the process of European integration and
aso fodering <olidaity within the North Atlantic  Alliance.
WEU members left no doubt that the future UE should extend
integration into security and defence, which in the future would
not only drengthen and unify Europe but dso hdp boost its
contribution to the North Atlatic Alliance, thus pogtivey
influencing abalancing of transatlantic relations'.

Additiond impulses to sour WEU adtivity came from
advances in EU integration. Events such as the fdl of the Berlin
Wwadl, new devdopments in Centrd and Eastern Europe and the
Guf Wa in the ealy 1990s cdled for a more coordinaed
Wesen European policy. In 1987, the Single European Act
broadened and reinforced the so-cdled European Politica
Cooperation, which began to extent into security issues. On 23
April 1990, a a Brusds sesson of WEU foreign and defence
minigers the discusson began on a joint  Franco-German
proposd to establish a paliticd union of EC member dates, full
with security and defence competences. The North Atlantic
Alliance ds0 joined the debate, and its London summit of July
1990 extended support to the idea of a politicd union which
would dso embrace the devdlopment of Europesn identity with

1 WEU Ministerial Council, WEU Concil of Ministers Rome
Declaration, Rome 27 October 1984, W.V an Eekel en,
Debating European Security 1948-1998, Brussds 1998, pp. 10—
11

12 \WWEU Ministerial Council, Platform on European Security
Interests, The Hague 27 October 1987; W.V an Eekel en,
op. cit,, p. 11.



respect to securityls. In November 1991 ESDI received full
support from NATO's Rome Council, as a 9gn of consolidation
of the North Atlantic Alliance’ s Europeen pillar™.

At the same time, the Alliances military doctrine was
modified, by launching a rgpid response drategy. It was warmly
welcomed by the UK, in the expectation tha the combined joint
task forces would dop those countries which sought security
safeguards outsde NATO dructures. A different podtion was
taken by France.

Thus, for severd successve years, heated discussions
were hdd within both the EC/EU and NATO on whether the
WEU should continue its exigence or be incorporated into the
emeging European Union. Back in December 1990, a mgor
debate on common foreign and security policy in the proposad
EU was conducted a the Rome Intergovernmental Conference
on monetary union and European politica oooperationls. The
Maedricht Treety, findly agreed on 10 December 1991 (and
dgned on 7 Februay 1992), introduced the Common Foreign
and Security Policy asthe EU’s second pillar.

In this way the WEU was findly to become part of the
integration process within the EU. It was to opeae
dmultaneoudy as both the defence component of the Union and
the European pillar of NATO.

Within ~ NATO, exchanges  intendfied  between
proponents of a oohesdve dliance and the United States
permanent presence in Europe (the UK, the US), and those
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emphadsing the importance of the WEU and seeking to build an
autonomous security system (France, Germany).

After the Treaty on European Union, the ESDI concept
was further extended. At a meding in Bonn, on 19 June 1992,
the WEU's Council of Minigers adopted the Petersburg
Dedadion, authorisng the organistion to conduct crigs
prevention and criss management operaions, including those
underteken by the OSCE or the UN Security caunal. This
maked a mgor quditaive sep forward, giving a go-ahead for
military opertions out of WEU member daes aea (ie
transcending the collective sdf-defence provisons contained in
Art. 5 of the Washington Tresty and Art. V of the amended
Brusss Treay)lﬁ. Thee indude humanitarian and rescue
tasks, peace-kegping tasks, tasks of combat forces in criSs
management, including peacemaking.

Laer yeas saw ESDI expandon not only towards
peacekesping, but dso as a sydem to reinforce the defence
cgpabilities of Western Europe itsdlf. The process was launched
of buildng WEU operationd capabilities devdoping Europesn
nucler deterrence, and expanding armaments cooperdion. In
the 1990s the EU and the WEU conducted an active didogue
with countries in Centrd and Eastern Europe and the
Mediteranean — the areas where future EU members were to
come from and where the hottest flashpoints were located,
threstening with an outbregk of internationd conflicts.

Discussons on ESDI among EU menber dates were ill
vivid in the mid-1990s. In the Tresty of Amderdam, signed on
2 October 1996, CFSP's inditutiond assumptions and powers
were further strengthened. The Petersberg tasks were now to be
conducted not only by the WEU, but the EU as wdl. No
decison was taken, however, on incorporating the WEU into the

1 R Zieba Europejska Tozsamosc Bezpieczenstwa i obrony
na progu XXI wieku [in] Raport o bezpieczenstwie 2000..., pp.
56-57.
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Union — a rexult of differences of opinion between proponents
of the European option (France, Germany) and of the Atlantic
option (the UK, Portugdl, Denmark)™”.

During the 1996 Intergovernmentd  Conference
preceding the Treaty of Amderdam, the United Kingdom cdled
for the WEU-EU patnership to be bolstered, with the WEU |eft
a8 a Spadae intergovernmenta organisation of sovereign dates,
authorised to pursue increased Petersburg tasks  The British
government opposed ceding to the WEU the nationd defence
prerogetives of member dates, while not questioning the need to
expand their cooperation in the fidd'®.  This option proved
acceptable to  severd  neutrd  members  (Audria,  Finland,
Sweden).

For the next two yeas following the Treay of
Amgerdam ESDI was hibernating, both on the conceptud and
the implementing leve.” Yet it became dear thd, following the
adoption of ESDP and in the wake of politicd decidons taken
by the US, NATO will have to undergo mgor tranformation’”.
Evidence was supplied by the events in Yugodavia the
Afghanigan operation and the quetion of a possble
intervention in lrag.

NATO actudly consented to the development within the
Alliance of European defence identity back in 1991, with the
passage of the Strategic Concept, but the officid decison on

"G.Wyn Rees The Western European Union at the
Crossroads. Between Trans-Atlantic Solidarity and European
Integration, Boulder CO: Weestview Press 1998, pp. 114-129;
K.A.Eliassen (ed), Foreign and Security..., pp. 59-98.
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launching ESDI was made in 1994. The concept of separable but
not separate capabilities was then formulated and CJTF, under
European command, was authorised to pursue missons other
than collective defence The initidive teken a Sant Mdo by
French Presdent Jacques Chirac and British Prime Miniger
Tony Blar eventudly led to formulating the objectives for EU
amed forces induding the cregtion by 2003 of a 50,000
60,000-grong rapid reection force. Thus, a the end of the day,
NATO reached a consensus on ESDI and its role in developing
the CFSP, induding CESDP, within the EU.

It should be emphasised that CESDP has become a mgor
engine for change within the EU, prodding further inditutiond
and materid changes. And as for NATO, it is likdy to conss of
two pillas — Euro-Atlantic and European — which without
guestion may render Alliance operaion more difficult in these
quditatively new conditions.

The motives which prodded Western Europe to change
its previous perception of the collective security sysem may be
liged asfallows
- absence in the Washington Treaty of sufficient security
guarantees to cope with the new geodraegic Stuation in
Centrd and Eagen Europe (fdl of communism, systemic
trandormations) and a new qudity in internationd conflicts in
the Mediteraneen (Middle East conflict, terroriam, Mudim
fundamentaism);

- rise in naiondig tendencies in the Bdkans and the post-Soviet
areq,

- the United States reduced presence in Europe, reflecting rise
in hegemonigic tendencies and neo-idlaionis  palicy in the US
(unilaterdism);

- problems emerging on the way to a desper European
integration.

The inditutiondisation of ESDI is thus a process which
has s0 fa been deveoping within the framework of three
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international  dructures (the WEU, the EU, and NATO),
edablished dather by West European countries or with thar
participation. Its mogt recent formula, CESDP, was announced
as an executive vehide within the CFSP.

3. The United Kingdom and ESDI Development after 1998

For many yeas, ESDI was beng discussed among a
narow group of expets in internationd redions. As some
observers argue, the concept gained in importance and made it
to internationd security andyses following the change in UK
poicy and postion on the sbjet’’.  The Conservaive
governments of Margaret Thacher and John Mgor, in office
between 1979 and 1997, exhibited a cautious agpproach to
possble modifications in the way common defence policy was
to be introduced within the EU — fearing a redriction of British
independence and sovereigntyzz. As recently as 13 May 1997, a
a ss3on of the WEU Councl of Minigers in Pais, Foreign
Secretary Robin Cook made no bones about his view tha while
the WEU and the EU should cooperate, their merger was out of
the question™.,

The breskthrough came in 1998™, when the Foreign
Offices draft memorandum, prepared towards the end of the

2L wTne European Union's inability to play an mgor role in

peeceful  conflict settlement in the former Yugodavia and
egecidly the leson leaned from the intendfying Kosovo
crigs, prodded the bloc to teke measures to bolder its
internationd role, egpecidly in cisgs manegement.  The turning
point cane with a change in the United Kingdom's pogtion,
previoudy unsympathetic to ESDI” — seee R . Z i e b g
Europejska Tozsamosc Bezpieczenstwa i Obrony..., p. 52,
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British Presdency of the Union, announced the launch of a new
political initigtives The document contained a suggedion to
make European criss management cgpability more effective and
ensure that the exiding resources are less thinly spread. The
WEU's pdlitical functions should be teken over by the EU and
the military functions by NATO. Such a decison on the WEU, it
was agued, would hedp st in order the inditutional dimension
and dreamline the decison-making process. Regarding the EU,
a fourth pillar was proposed, to be devoted to defence and
separated, at least temporarily, from CSFP.

At the Portschach summit in October 1998, Prime
Miniger Tony Blar presented four scenarios of inditutiond
arangements,  induding the full, gradud incorporation of the
WEU into the EU — something which London previoudy
opposed. The scenario mogt favourable to the UK provided for
podtioning ESDI within NATO. The second one was the
dismantling of the WEU. Next came the proposd to replace the
WEU with the fourth pillar within the EU. And the fourth option
was to set up a Europeean Defence Council to coordinae
European countries' defence policies within the EU framework.

This opened up widespread debate, in which the United
Kingdom's postion exhibited new qudities it proved offengve,
flexible and open to discusson of vaious vaiants for building
up Europesn defence capabilities”. Quickly appreciated by EU
partners, notably France, this had the effect of stepping up the
discusson on making ESDI more specific. The accderation dso
reflected Europeans fears that the US could revise its foreign

» Raport 0 bezpieczenswie 2000°..., pp. 62—65. T. Garden,
The Time for European Defence in Now,
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?® The Future of European Defence, Speach by the British
Defence Secretary, Mr George Robertson, to the WEU
Assambly, Paris, 1 December 1998, www.britain-
info.org/eu/xplag/SarticleType 1/Article |D.714/gx/articles sh
ow.htm.
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policy priorities with technology gap quickly leading to a
separation of US and European security.

Severd weeks dfter Tony Blars daement a
Portschach, the Franco-British summit a Sant Mao (34
December 1998) ended with a joint Declartion of European
Defer10e26, where the two onetime adversaries presented an
agreed compromise view on the previoudy divisve issue of
ESDI. France and the United Kingdom dated that the EU
should play a bigger role on the internationd arena and that for
this to hgopen the Amgerdam Treaty provisons on CSFP
should be implemented as soon as possble The Europeen
Council was dso urged to teke a decison on a gradud
devdopment of common defence policy (within CFSP) on the
intergovernmental  level. In Prime Miniger Blar's opinion, the
British initigtive and the debate on European defence heped
improve the credibility of CSFP itsdf. As he argued, “European
defence is not about new inditutional fixes It is about new
capabilities, both military and diplomatic’’

Agreement was reached on the need to build up
cgpabilites to cary out autonomous Europesn  crids
management operations drawing on credible armed forces. The
paties pronounced themsdves in favour of collective defence
commitments under Art. 5 of the Washington Treaty and Art. V
of the amended Brusds Trety. While prodaming a
programme to tighten up EU member dates solidarity, the UK
and France confirmed the binding force of ther commitments
under NATO which were described as the foundation of

?® 5 Parzymi es Europejska Tozsamosc Bezpieczenstwa i
Obrony: mit czy rzeczywistosc, | Sorawy Miedzynarodowe’
1999, No. 2, pp. 3741
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British Prime Miniger, Tony Blair, NATO 50 Anniversary
conference, Royd United Saerwoes Instltute, London, 8 March
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member daes  collective defence.  In the pursuit of ther
progranme the Europeans should act within the inditutiona
framework of the EU (the Generd Affars Council and defence
minigers meetings). New andyticd, intdligence and drategic
planning units should be crested, but within the exising WEU
resources and with account taken of the evolution of the
organisdion’'s  reaions with the EU. This was to teke place
while respecting diverse datus of various European countries
(lcdand, Norway and Turkey) with regad to the EU and
NATO, and avoiding a duplication of the arangements dready
adopted within the North Atlantic Alliance. The EU was ds0 to
enjoy the right to use the resources assgned in advance to
NATO's Europeen pillar, and dso the naiond and multinationd
resources outsde the NATO framework.

The French and British leaders further stated in the Saint
Mao declardtion that they were determined to act hand in hand
towards hdping the EU to reech these gods. This turn in UK
policy towards ESDI took the European public opinion by
aurprise. Coming equdly unexpectedly was a quick emergence
of a Franco-British security and defence axis dongdde the
longganding pro-European  Franco-German axis™, While
remaning Atlantic-oriented, the UK recognised the European
security  dimenson and its inditutiond form, to which it
previoudy ascribed only sscondary importance. As  British
Defence Secretary George Robetson  emphdicdly  dated,
“NATO will reman the cornerstone of European security. [...]
Meging some dements of the WEU with the EU, and
asociding other dements more dosdy with NATO is another
posshility, which might dlow us to meke bet use of the
cgpabilities and competences of both organistions. We might
dso condde creding a more didinct European dimenson

8 5 Biscop, The UK's Change of Course: A New Chance for
ESDI, , European Foreign Affairs Review”, vol. 4, Issue 2,
Summer 1999, p. 259.
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within NATO, building on from the vduable work that hes
dready been undertaken in edablishing a European Security and
Defence | dentity”°.

And s0, as a reault of the British pogtion, a new dtuation
devdoped in the ESDI debae after 1998, The ensuing
discusson, quickly joined by other countries focused on
presenting ESDI objectives in greater detall and finding out way
of implementing the previoudy proposed arangements The
direcion of the search wes lad down in the Sant Mao
Dedaaion.”’ The British managed to keegp one important
arangement intact: decison-meking on defence remaned a the
intergovernmental levd, axd no indruments  endbling
Community-level decisons were to be introduced. The UK thus
retiained ful soverdgnty and disqudified  suprandiond
scenarios — dways a sendtive issue for the British who have
been opposing a federdis modd of Europen integration’ .
One can venture the opinion that the Sant Mdo Dedadion
marked no mgor change in the UK’s drategy. The consent to
build the European armed forces to tackle criss management in
Europe was coupled with the conviction that NATO would
remain the hardcore of Wet European defence — and the Bakan
developments only strengthened this creed.

? The Future of European Defence, Speech by the British
Defence Secretary, Mr George Robertson, to the WEU

Assembly....
%R Zieb a Europeska Tozsamosc Bezpieczenstwa i Obrony

u progu XXI wieku, [in] Raport o bezpieczenstwie 2000.. ., pp.
' One cn only agree with the obsarvation that ,the red
problem for the European dominant cdasses is to crede a
uprandtional dructure of leadership, cgpable of deciding and
acting quckly in a dangeroudy undable world in the essentid
fidds of a dae To give the tak to the Commisson (by
definiion supranationd) is in contradiction with the inter-state
nature of the UE" — F.V er cam m e n, European Union:
Pseudo debates, capitalist offensive  www.3bh.org.uk

NVIman/IV%20Archivell V/333/1V P%20333%20003.htm.
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The Kosovo crigs diffened the resolve of the French and
the British to expand Europe's defence cgpabilities, which found
expresson in  two-day bilaterd  politicd  conaultations  in
London, beginning 25 October 1999°%. It was then that the
BritishFrench proposa was born to devedop a 50,000-60,000-
drong regpid reaction force and drengthen the European
commeand, intdligence-control and logigic capabiliies In a
decladtion after the meeting, the two paties cdled on the
Helsnki Europeen Council to provide adequate politicd and
military ingruments necessary for the EU to launch and conduct
military operaions They dso demanded to lay down rules
governing paticpaion in EU militay operaions for NATO
members and WEU associated partners not present in the EU.
The UK and France pronounced themsdves in favour of
expanding coopeaion and conaultaions, and  promating
transparency, between the EU and NATO. They gpproved the
trandformation, dated a Cologne, of the Eurocorps into the
rapid reection corps, and they aso cdled for European countries
to improve ther arforce capabilities The UK-French summit
coincided with an ealier Britigrltdian summit, hdd on 19-20
July 1999, where the paties emphassed the need to build up
European defence cgpabilities eg, by expanding and
restructuring ther defence indudries and integrating more
dosdy with regard to collective defence tasks™. Both mestings
demondrated the UK’ s vigorous activity and importance in the

32 Joint Declaration by the British and French Governments on
European Defence, Anglo-French Summit, London, 25

November 1999, www.britain-

info.org/eu/xg/agy/SarticleType L/Article ID/qgc/articles show.h

tm.

33 Joint Declaration launching European defence capabilities
|n|t|at|ve Britist+Italian Summlt 19 July 1999, www.britain-

himl; T Gard en, Mak| ng the Angl o-ltalian European
Defence Proposals Work,

www.tgarden.co. uk/writings/articles’1999/9909source html.
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discusson  preceding the EUs Hdsanki  summit (1011
December 1999). The summit officddly inauguraed CESDP as
a tool of CFSP, and st a “headline god” for member dates to
rase a 50,000-60,000-grong rapid reection task force by 2003,
within 60 days for a least one year. In 2000, Britan declared its
maximum commitment in this regad a 12500 ground troops
18 warships and 72 combat aircraft™”.

At NATO's jubillee summit in Washington (23-25 Apil
1999), the European countries gpproached ESDI in a deft and
cautious manner, not wishing to provoke a posshble conflict with
the United States This reflected the NATO members team
Spirited cooperation & a time of the military intervention againgt
Yugodavia over the Kosovo conflict.  France, too, refraned
from taking seps which could upsst the Euro-Atlantic reations.
Gengdly, aguments with Washington over ESDI were
avoided. The summit only confined to conduding tha ESDI
would be devdoped within the NATO framework, requiring
close cooperation between NATO, the WEU and the EU. ESDI
was to drengthen the efficacy of the activities of the Alliance
and, within its framework, of the Euro-Atlantic partnership as
well. It was to endble the European dlies to conduct separate
operaions on the grength of NATO member dates unanimous
decisons, with the main role assgned to CJTF (whose concept
was dill being developed)™®.

It would be highly difficult to predict the course of
further discussons on NATO's “Europeasation,” ill less the
detailed procedures for CJTF deployment. The determinants of

34 The globalisation of the defence industry: Policy implications
for NATO and ESDI the UK srolein European defence, Speech
by Secretary of State for Defence, Geoff Hoon, to RITA

conference, 29 November 2000, www.britain-
info.org/government/xg/asp/SartcileType../minigter_articles sh
ow.htm.

35 g The Reader's Guide to the NATO Summit in Washington,

23-25 April 1999, Washington 1999, pp. 22-65.
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ESDI's further development were dtered by the announcement
of the WEU-EU meger, made & the Cologne European Council
in June 1999, and by the Union's procdlamation of CESDP.

The Sant Mdo dedadion initiated a process of
discusson on inditutiond metters, corrdated  with  concrete
decisons on European defence cgoabilities The Cologne
European Council adopted a decison to st up new, danding
poliicomilitay  dructures  within  the EU—the Policy ad
Security Committee (PSC), the Military  Committee (MC) and
the Militay Saff (MS) — as bodies in charge of politicd and
drategic leadership of EU-led opeations A lig of forces
assigned to EU-led operations was quickly compiled, marking
an important sep on the way towards greater independence
from US pdicy — the step whose consequences for transatlantic
relaions are as yet hard to predict.

A mgor problem affecting the devdopment and
implementation of Eurgpe's autonomous defence  capabilities
remains the absence of clear-cut leedership, which is a necessary
condition for effective planning, both operationd and defensve.
As matters now dsand, the largest stakeholders in the process,
i.e. France, Germany and the UK, pursuing different interests of
ther own, may invoke different reasons and priorities
Theoreticdly, the unifying functions in this fidd should be
peformed by the EU High Representaive for Foregn Policy
(Javier Solana). But in the practice of EU functioning, it is the
individua member daes polides and postions that dealy get
the upper hand when it comes to security and defence. This is a
thorny, but dso highly important, problem rdaed to a further
evolution of the European defence concept.

As a result, on the one hand, NATO may provide an
important forum for transatlantic political consultetions but, on
the other, the Allianceés formdly integrated military Structure
may be it between North America and Europe.  The
discusson has thus been gravitaing towards the degree of
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NATO militay dgructures integration (avoiding unnecessary
duplication between NATO and the Union with regard to the
formation of armed forces) and the shape of the Europeans
de‘mceconcept36.

Outdde France, no-one actudly asked for a permanent
EU amed force to be build and deployed. According to the
British, the credibility of the European rgpid reaction force
(ERRF) will hang on how they hdp drengthen NATO's
European pillar. It seems that the UK will very cautioudy react
to anwything transcending the modest initid plans for ESDI®
For this reason, Britain is wary of projects tha could undermine
the transatlantic ties, and a the same time it inggts that NATO
reources must be used efficdently and the organisation’s
Defence Capabilities Initiaive (DCl) mugt not be duplicated™.
This suits the United States which — even though having
(reluctently) acoepted ESDI  (primarily  within  the NATO
framework) — has begun to worry about the concept's new
elements being built into EU dructures. The misgivings are not
only about a possble weskening of transatlantic ties but aso
about the effectiveness of NATO itsef ™. Generdly, the British
view is tha the EU does not need a defence policy within the
meaning of Art. V of the amended Treaty of Brussds, since thar
member dates  security is guaranteed by the North Atlantic
Alliance.  When atempting to understand the British gpproach

% Trans-Atlantic Relations — Overcoming New Challenges —
%:Jeech by the Lord Robertson...

J. Zielonka Themain characteristics of the European
Security and Defence Policy, | Nationa Security Policy and
Defence” 2001, No. 9,
www.uceps.com.ualeng/dl/journa/2001_9/html/48.shtml.
¥ 7 Lachowsk i, ESDP. Zudzenia i realia, , Polska
Zbrojnd’ 2002, No. 35, p. 34.
¥ R Z i eb a Europgska Tozsamosc Bezpieczenstwa i
Obrony..., p. 68. Szerzg zob.: RE. H u n t e r The European
Security and Defence Policy: NATO's Companion - or

Competitor?, RAND 2002, www.rand.org/publications
MR/MR1463.



to the future modd of European security, one should remember
about severd key rdated issues.

1/ A drong, higoricad conviction among the British about the
need for ocooperdion with the US coupled with limited
confidence in the efficacy of European arangements. This may
explan eg. why pogtions ae 0 much diverdfied among both
Labour and Consarvedive politicians. Notwithstanding the
numerous dramdic turns in the gpproach to European defence
(eg. on the pat of Prime Miniger Blair), manifest scepticism as
to the future modd of European security has remained in place.

2/ The atitude towards European integration has become an
important dement in  defining British  politicd  groupings
podtion and weght.  Tony Blar himsdf agues that the
postions on Europe taken by Labour Paty and the Conserveive
Paty define ther differences much better that ther respective
sodid or economic policy programm&s“o.

3 The UK dgance on European defence policy must not be
sparaed from the overdl objectives of the country’s policy
towards Europe (and especidly the EU). This is important in a
gtuation where Euro-sceptical  tendencies in - Britain's  socio-
politicd life have stayed on for many years.

4/ Incressed awareness of the importance of the country’s own
amed forces, as agang the pogtion taken by other European
partners. Pdpable evidence was provided by the British
contingent's  successful  contribution to  conflict management in
the Bdkans The sense of importance of the nationd amed
forces recaved a boog fdlowing ther participaion in the
Afghanisan operation dongdde the US and from the
declarations on readiness to support the US-planned operation in

Irag.

“ Times' of 28 dly 1999,
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4. The UK View of the Reationship between ESDI and

Transatlantic Ties

The United States and Europe have confirmed in the
ealy 21% century ther dominant importance on many leves of
internationd rdations. The events of 11 September 2001 have
reinforced the United States interest in Centrd Ada a the
same time, however, the country exerted pressure on the
European dlies to assume grester responsbility for conflict
prevention and conflicc management. This was to teke place
irrepective of the role played in that regard by NATO. And the
Europeans themsdves have been aware of the experiences
accumulated during the Yugodav criSs which reveded the
need for autonomous rgpid reaction forces. Discussions broke
out within the EU &bout the gze of militay budgets and the
extent of coordination with NATO of future operaions by the
Union's rapid reaction forces The US pogtion has been tha the
EU should rdy on NATO's planning mechaniams and engage in
cdose coordination with the Alliance. The cregtion by the Union
of its own planing unit could only jeopardise transatlantic
oooperation“.

With the emegence of these new dimensons and
chdlenges rdating to the security architecture and transatlantic
relaions, a crucid role has been played by the United Kingdom,
which is both a tested dly of the United States (linked by specid
reaions) and an important dement of the transatlantic ties'”.
Redisng its new role the UK undetook the tough job of
correlating ESDI development in a way that would not thresten

1 Trans-Atlantic Relations — Overcoming New Challenges —
%Jeech by the Lord Robertson...

“M.Mathiopoulos TheUSA and Europe as Global
Players in the Twenty-first Century, K Aussenpolitik. German
Foreign Affars Review”, No. 2, 1998, p. 3649, M.Burdma
n, Britains Blair Launches New Emire Offensive | EIR

Internationd”, 9 November 2001, pp. 46-47.
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the transatlantic ties, Europe's relations with the US or NATO's
politicd and military coheson. Back in 1998, Defence Secrtary
George Robertson sad that  ,the transatlantic reations lie a the
heart of European security and defenceg™®™. And Prime Minister
Tony Blar, when preseting his vison of European
devdopment during his vist to Warsaw on 6 October 2002, sad
that Europe must be,,a superpower, but not asuperstatef’M.

In a joint newgpgper atide, Robin Cook and Maddene
Albright wrote this ,Tony Blar's European defence initiative,
launched with France in 1998, is a response to these needs [to
drengthen the Europeans contribution to dliance missons —
author]. It will improve the Europeen Union's criss
management cgpacity and develop, in co-operdtion with NATO,
a European security and defence policy on the bads of improved
European cgpabilities[..] Dangas to NATO and the
transatlantic link are fa more likdy to come from European
weekness than European drength. We want both a sronger
Europe and dronger NATO. That is why we both back this
European initiative, which promise to drengthen NATO as wdl

as Europef’45.

On 23 Feouay 2001, a joint datement on Prime
Miniger Tony Blar's vidt to the US and his taks with Presdent
George W. Bush raterated the importance of both countries
unique reaions for internationd cooperation and security. The
parties supported European NATO membes efforts to solve

* The Future of European defence, Speech by the British

Defence Secretary, George Robertson...
4 Europe’s Political Future...

% Euro force will beef up NATO, Newspaper atide by the
British Fordgn Secrdtary, Robin Cook, and US Secretary of
Sate, Maddeine Albright, in the Observer, 26 November 2000,
www.britain-

info.org/eu/xg/agp/SarticleType J/Article 1D.1063/gx/articles s
how.htm.
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European security problems in accordance with the decison-
making procedures of the North Atlantic Alliance. The United
Sates, the document went on, accepted Europes postion on
wha was described as ESDP®. Tha policy has amed to
enhance Europes cids management capabilities within  the
security framework defined by transatlantic reations.

Reference to the transatlantic link has dways been an
important part of the UK’s pogtion on security issues, with far-
reeching consensus often attained between the ruling paty and
the oppogtion. Yet it is interesting to cite dso this passage from
a satement by lan Duncan Smith, the shadow defence secretary,
made on 10 June 2001 [retrandaed]: “[..] Among these new
initistives taken by European governments last year, ESDI
represents a highly improper turn for NATO nations in Europe.
In the years to come, this will lead to growing divisons between
the United States and Europe, ending up in dedining defence
cgpabilities, something which is obvious anyway. The mos
important  force here is doubtless the United Kingdom,
shouldering the higoricd role of unifying Europe and North
America. This role has been swepped for European defence
identity, and unless this is changed the United States will lose an
unfalling and truged dly, while ganing litle in exchange For
Great Britain, such a move will undermine her globd interests,
discading a tried and teted formula for an uncertan politicd
experiment”.

It was feared that the EU’'s direct involvement in
European defence was harmful to the future of NATO and
potentidly led to soliting the most effective military  defence
dliance.

The British oppostion’'s misgivings were connected with
the expected changesin US military policy. Although

*® Seer UK/USA relations, | Survey of Current Affairs’, March
2001, No 3, London 2001, p. 53.
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politicdly the mogt conspicuous controversy in  transatlantic
relations has been the Nationd Missle Defence (NMD)
system'’, the red chdlenge to the future of NATO will be posed
by the quettion of inevitable far-reaching changes in the US
amed forces dructure and doctrine. These changes reflect
budgetary condraints (reduced spending on defence in the US
coupled with pressng needs to modernise its amed forces) and
drategic condderations (new threats and chdlenges after 11
September  2001). The find outcome of these changes is
extremdy hard to predict. As the British see it, the escaation of
international  terrorism has forced Europe into deegper reflection
on a posshle extenson of the Petersherg tasks, to incdude
fighting acts of terror ™,

ESDI is of gpecid importance for the future of
transatlantic relations. The subject was taken up by the US
adminisration and Senate back in 1999%. A resolution proposd
by members of the Senate Foregn Rdations Committee on 28
October 1999 cdled on NATO and the EU to jointly lay down
rues to coordinae their security-rdaed activities in  the
transatlantic area NATO should be the first and principad means
of collective defence, it was dressed, and the key to enhancing
EDI's weight within NATO was to improve the European
defence capabilities, and not creste new inditutions outsde the
Alliance. In the US opinion the EU, while turning into practice
the Cologne decisons on CSHP, should bring into the process dl

*" For the British podtion ontheissue see T. Garden, UK
Perspective on NMD,

www.tgarden.demon.co.uk/writings/articles’2000/000918nmd.ht

ml.

#® The case for European security and defence policy, Keynote
speech by the Minigter for Europe, Peter Hain, Roya United
Sarvices Indtitute, London, 28 November 2001, www..britain-
infaorg/eu/xg/agp/SarticleType VArticle_ID.1956/gx/articles s
how.htm.

%9 e The Reader s Guide to the NATO Summit in Washington

23-25 April 1999, NATO Office of Information and Press.
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nonrWEU NATO dlies (the Czech Republic, lcdand, Canada,
Norway, Poland, turkey, the US and Hungary)™. The resolution
pointed to the wesknesses of Europeen commitment to
collective defence within the NATO framework. According to
daa for 1996, the combined militay spending in dl EU
countries was a hdf the leve provided for in the US budget51.
The European countries capability to send and deploy its forces
in aeas outdde Alliance teritory equdled just a tenth of the
comparable capability of the US forces™. It is estimated that the
EU countries are not cgpable of undertaking any autonomous
operationd activity because of shortages of drategic arborne
trangport and an insufficient number of troops ready to join such
operations53.

The United States has come to the concluson that ESDI
could drengthen European dlies crigs management cgpability,
but must not wesken NATO's roe or antagonise the
transatlantic relations. This is possble unless the EU member
dates seek to duplicate Alliance dructure, scde down defence
budgets, pogpone inditutiondisstion of EU-NATO reations
and discriminate againgt non-EU NATO allies™,

The United Kingdom has been aware of these new
chdlenges and the role it may play in the fidd. Spesking in
November 2002, British Defence Secretary Geoff Hoon sad
that ,,the UK can dam no smal measure of credit for the overdl

®  O/RYNRYN®B39, 106" Congress 1 & Session.

Resolution. Mimeo.
® e C. R i ¢ e Common European Security and Defence
Policy: what will it be like? Round table by conference,
,,Natlond Securlty and Defence’ 2001 No. 9,
S ; .Le

Mondé of 23 Ootober 1999Afu|| andyss of mllltay Spending
|soontaned|n » The Military Bdanceg’, 1SS, London 1999.

2 Ch. G r ant European defence post-Kosowo, , Defense
News’ of 2 August 1999,
“FEHeisbour g L'Europe de la défense dans I"Aliance
atlanthue, , Politique Etrangére”, February 1999, pp. 219-232,

*Le Fgaro” of 15 March 1999.
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character that European defence has now taken, an approach that
ties developing EU defence dimenson dosdy to NATO. | have
no doubt that the issue of European defence has moved o far,
and s rgoidy, because of our active engagement and
leedership. We will continue to play a leading role[..] The
clear, and growing imbaance between European and American
military capability was one of the primary reasons for launching
a new initiative on European defence. The United States has
long suggested that Europe need to do more, to teke a greater
share of the security burden. Kosovo showed that we, and they,
were right. When it came to the crunch, Europe was unable to
pull isweight in its own back yard'55.

The events of 11 September 2001 brought home to the
EU its red role and pogdtion in the translantic partnership.
Efforts intendfied to boost complementarity between Europe
and the US and s0 did pressures for European countries to
improve thar militay capabiliies both within the Union and
NATO. Sgns of progress included the establishment of ESDP
bodies for militay affars drengthening of  inditutiona
cooperdion with NATO, and diminaion of defidendes in
operdtiond cgpabilities. The mogt sendtive problems, however,
went unresolved:  logidics, communications, drategic  trangport
and intdligegnce.  On the fundamentd levd, ESDI's scope dill
remans undefined, leaving unresolved the question of possble
duplicstion of NATO's and EU’s eforts®. NATO Secretary
Gend George Robetson  frequently agopeded for  the
drengthening of transatlantic defence cooperation and  for

%5 The globalisation of the defence industry: Policy implications
for NATO and ESDI the UK srolein European defence, Speech
by the Secretary of State for defence, Geoff Hoon, to RIIA
conference, 29 November 2000,
www.britaininfo.org/government/xo/as/SarticleType.../minister
%aticles_show.ht.

Z.Lachowski, ESDP. . p.35.
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holding close conaultations on the maiter between the EU and
NATO™ .

Conclusions

ESDI is bound to reman the subject of numerous
debates within the EU and the North Atlantic Alliance. It is
being redised tha ESDI does not meen collective defences in
the sense associated with a military dliance, given tha the
amended 1954 Tresty of Brusss on collective sdf-defence,
snged by 10 EU membe daes, dl the time remans in force
Thee is no dgn tha it coud be teminaed without
incorporaing the provisons of its Art. V' (underlying collective
«df-defence) into the Treaty on European Union. In the future,
the Brussds Tresty may possbly be binding dso on the dates
about to join the EU (epecidly those currently associated with
the WEU).

Even if confined a& present to Europeen crids
management operaions, ESDI does represent mgor progress on
the gtuation of not long ago when—despite the existence of the
WEU, but in the absence of adeguate organisationa Structures—
NATO's European members were not cgpable of carrying out
ay military operations outside the Alliance’®. The new look on
these issues was catanly insoired by the Kosovo devel opments,
a lessening of Frances anti-Ameicaniam and the United
Kingdom's greater readiness to engage in military cooperation
within the EU. When doubts were dispdled to demondrate that
ESDI does not seek to draw neutral EU member gtatesinto a

57 ESDI and Transatlantic Defence Cooperation — Speech by
Lord Robertson, NATO Secretary General at the Conference on
the ,, Globalisation of Defence Industry: Policy Implications for
NATO and ESDI”, L ondon 29 Jannuary 2001,
www.usinfo.state.gov. cgibinwaghfile/display.pl.

8 N.Gnesotto, Défense européenne: 2000 et au-dela,
,Bulletin de " Ingtitut dEtudes de Sécurité de 'UEQ?, Janvier

2000, No. 28, p.1.



military dliance, that group of countries extended its support as
wel. And agang the wors fears of the US, it has turned out
that ESDI, in the formula phrased a Helsinki, poses no threat to
the duradlity of the North Atlantic Alliance. In the words of
NATO Secretay Generd George Robertson, there should be no
goprenenson aout  Europes drifting away from the US on
security, because in the foreseegble future Europe's totd
autonomy is not feasible™.

The United Kingdom has contributed mightily to the
evolution of Europeen defence policy, playing an important role
of as the cement binding Atlanticism with European integration.
For many years, the country was in a podtion to pursue an
autonomous security agenda — having a its digposd an adequate
economic  potentia, nucdear wegpons, professond, moden
amed forces, oecid rddions with the US, a permanent seat on
the Security Council, and dso accepting NATO as the main
pillar of dlied defence.  Such policy, however, was possble in a
bipolar sysem. The pos-1989 trandormations have prompted
the UK to revise its defence policy and seek a new modd for
European security. The change in the country’s gpproach to the
issue became especidly conspicuous in the mid-1990s, even if it
dill  viewed with condderdble resarve ay dtempts a
revolutionary changes in Wedern Europes exiding security
sydgem. Consent to the new concepts and inditutiond
arrangements was possible due the new defence system’s srong
identification with the Atlantic principles and the specid role for
the United States. A consarvative gpproach to the subject has
shown in someimes contradictory daements by paliticians
from the same political party. Little accuracy should dso be
noted in presenting the UK’s offidd dance on  initiatives
concerning ESDI’ s further evolution.

% G.Robertson, Identité européenne de défense: une idée
qui se concrétise, ,Le Soir” of 4-5 March 2000.
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The opinion may be ventured that the rise in British
interes in Europesn defence in the mid-1990s wes dosdy
linked to the growing weght of European mdters in the
country’s foregn policy, & a time of its deadily lessening
involvement in globd affars A cetan reorientation in the early
21% century, reflecting the hift in geo-pdliticd threats
(terorism and Mudim fundamentdism), resulted in a renewed
increese in the UK’s politicd and militasy engagement on a
globa scde It is had to tdl whether in the longer run this will
influence any progress in British support for the devdopment of
the European defence system, including ESDI .

There can be no doubt that the BritidtFrench rdations
will be decisve for a continued development of CESDP. Since
the Saint Mao Declaration both countries have been seen as the
two man militay forces in the EU exploring opportunities to
bolster the European defence pillar61.

The successve Europeean Councl, hdd in  Lisbon,
welcomed the launch of CESDP provisond bodies, as provided
for a Helsnki. The need was ds0 recdled for working out
proposas on third paties paticipaion in crigs management by
militay means. On this issue, the UK pogdtion was that the Sx
non-EU NATO dlies should either atend regulaly the meetings
of the EU’'s Military Committee or be taking part as observers in
the medings of the Policy and Security Committee. The British
posiion is evidetly dose to the “Atlanticis approach,”
according to which the EU’s militay dimendon with regard to
CESDP should dso gppreciate the function and role of NATO>.

O seT.Gard en, European Security in the 21st Century,
www.tgarden.demon.co.uk/writings/articles’2000/000215milco

m.html.
1 M. O ak es, Common European Scurity and Defence Policy:

A Progress Report, | Research Paper”, 00/84, October 2000, pp.

35-36.See. www.opengov.uk/mod.
%2 3 How o rth, European Integration and defence: the

ultimate challenge?, , Chaillot Paper 43”, November 2000, s, 27.
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Foreign Secretary Jack Straw sad in July 2002 that the
Srengthening of Eurgpeen defence in the 21% century will rest
on three mgjor foundetions:

- NATO' s enlargement and modernisation;

- Europes credible security and defence policy with
regad to crids management operations (with or  without
NATO);

- EU expandon, lessning the risk of treditiond
conflicts driven by poverty and ethnic rivaries™.

The United Kingdom bdongs to the so-cdled Atlanticist
group in the ongoing discusson on devdopment of a defence
sysem within the EU%. It accepts the need to develop CESDP
as the princpd way of drengthening NATO. The country’s
postion does not transcend the Petersberg missons, reflecting to
some extent the British concerns over the scope, importance and
role of the transatlantic link. Within this line of thinking, NATO
and privileged rdations with the US ae 4ill the principd frame
of reference with regard to criss managerner1t65.

Jck Straw is of the opinion tha the operaion in
Afghanigan has confirmed NATO's importance as a guardian of
peace and security in Europe. The decisons of NATO's Prague

%3 Collective security in an enlarged Europe, Speech by the
Foreign Secretary, Jack Straw, Intercontinental Hotel, Budapest,
9 duly 2002, www.britain-
info.org/ewxg/agy/SarticleType. 1/Article 1D.2452/gx/articles s
how htm.

“T Garde n, British perspective on the European Union,
www.tgarden.demon.co.uk/writings/articles’2001/010307.ind.ht

ml.
®T.Garden, Timeto Choose’> Britain Europe and America,

T.Gar d en, No barbecu&for Bush and Blalr
www.tgarden.demon.co.uk/writinggarticl eﬂ2002/02040930urce
html.

% Leadership in Europe, Transcript of aspeech given by UK
Foreign Secretary, Jack Straw, German-British Forum, 17
October 2002, www.britain-
info.org/ewxg/agp/SarticleType. J/Article |D.2730/gx/articles s
how.htm.



summit of late 2002 and the new foundation of NATO-Russa
relations provide a fundamental change for the better. He further
notes that the role and importance of Europes military forces in
keeping peece in the Badkans has been increesing (the EU will
take over the UN-led Internationdl Police Task Force in Bosnia
from Januay 2003). All this leads him to condude tha ,we
cahnot expect to meke a red difference without regular, close
and sysematic cooperdion with the US in NATO, and higher
and more focused defence spending. This is essentid if we in
Europe ae sious about watting to play a leading role in
international affairs®®.

The question aises how long the United Kingdom and,
to some extent, the countries tha support it (the Netherlands
Portugd, Denmak) will reman cgpable of buildng up and
cementing the ties between America and Europe, especidly a a
time of mgor reassessments in US foreign policy.

As Secrday Straw emphaticdly sad in October 2002,
ot is time for vidon and courageous leadership from 4l
European governments. The prize is great. [..] We in United
Kingdom will play for our pat. [..] | beieve Britan can offer
leedership in two paticular aess fird, European security;
second, the cregtion of a progperous European economy which
deliversjobs and prosperity to dl corners of the conti nent”®”.

ESDI has become for the British an important point of
departure and reference for mgor foreign policy reessessments —
and to an extent which transcends defence into aress such as
European unification, the shagpe of the transatlantic link, and
ther country’s contribution to building up the EU’s postion and
importance in the world. This has been pursued in a pragmdic

%8 | eadership in Europe, Transcript of aspesch given by UK
Foreign Secretary, Jack Straw, German-British Forum, 17
October 2002, www..britain-

info.org/ew/xg/ag/SarticleType. VArticle 1D.2730/gx/articles s
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manner, remembering that politicd leadership requires a
difficult and fascinating balance between objective fact and
ubjective percepti ons’®,

%8 Superpower, Not Superstate, Tony Blair, Foreword by Martyn
Bond, Director, The federa Trust, November 2000,
www.fedtrust.co.uk/foreword _blair.ntm.



