Defense
The common foreign and security policy

I. THE COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY OF THE EUROPEAN UNION
The Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) was established by the Maastricht Treaty and came into force on 1 November 1993. The provisions of the CFSP were revised by the Amsterdam Treaty, which was signed on 2 October 1997 and came into force on 1 May 1999. Articles 11 to 28 of the Treaty on European Union are now devoted specifically to the CFSP.
The revision of the Treaty should make it possible to improve the effectiveness and the profile of this policy. An important decision in this respect was the appointment, as provided for in the new Treaty, of a High Representative for the CFSP Mr Javier Solana Madariaga at the Cologne European Council in June 1999.

A COMMON FOREIGN POLICY
For almost forty years of European construction the very expression "common foreign policy" remained taboo. Although the Member States of the European Community endeavoured to cooperate on major international policy problems and accepted that their respective national diplomatic services would meet and conduct dialogue, they never incorporated in any treaty the objective of a "common foreign policy", which is that of the European Union, until Maastricht. The European Union can make its voice heard on the international stage and express its position on armed conflicts, human rights and any other subject.

A COMMON SECURITY POLICY
The Treaty also provides the Union with a common security policy that covers all matters relating to its security, including the gradual formulation of a common defence policy. This common defence policy could lead to a common defence if the European Council so decided and a decision were adopted and ratified by the fifteen Member States. The CFSP does not, however, affect the specific nature of the security and defence policies of certain Member States, just as it is compatible with the policy conducted under the North Atlantic Treaty. 
The Treaty on European Union establishes a number of links between the European Union and the Western European Union (WEU). Among other things it provides for the Union to have recourse to the WEU for drawing up and implementing any Union decisions and actions with defence implications. Furthermore, the WEU could be integrated into the Union: this would require a decision of the European Council and a decision adopted and ratified by the fifteen Member States.
The architects of the Amsterdam Treaty assigned an important position to the Petersberg tasks, so named after the place where the WEU Ministerial Council that formulated them was held in 
June 1992. These are humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks and combat-force tasks in crisis management, including peacemaking. 
As a result of the Kosovo conflict, the Cologne European Council placed the Petersberg tasks - as was already the case in the Treaty - at the core of the process of strengthening the European common security and defence policy. The fifteen Heads of State or Government and the President of the Commission, meeting on 3 and 4 June 1999, declared that, to this end, "the Union must have the capacity for autonomous action, backed up by credible military forces, the means to decide to use them, and a readiness to do so, in order to respond to international crises without prejudice to actions by NATO". 
Discussions are under way in the European Union with the aim of exercising political control and strategic guidance in the Petersberg operations conducted by the European Union, and of determining the implementation of operations, with or without the resources and capacities of NATO, and the arrangements for participation in the operations by members of the European Union, the European members of NATO and the associated partners of the WEU.
II. IS A COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY NECESSARY?
When the Member States negotiated the Maastricht Treaty numerous events were altering the shape of Europe. The iron curtain between western and eastern Europe had come down. Germany was reuniting. Yugoslavia was going to war. At the international level, the Gulf War was beginning. It was in these circumstances that the Member States questioned the raisons d'괲e of a common foreign and security policy. The challenges faced at the time did not go away, either during or after the adoption of the Amsterdam Treaty, especially in view of the instability in the region of South-East Europe and the Middle East. Why is a common foreign and security policy necessary today?

THE EUROPEAN UNION IS A MAJOR ECONOMIC PLAYER AND SHOULD PLAY A COMMENSURATE POLITICAL ROLE ON THE INTERNATIONAL STAGE
Since the 1950s the European Communities have developed strong economic links between their Member States and with the rest of the world. Progress in the economic field (creation of a large market without borders, single currency, development of trade relations with many regions of the world) has not been followed by a political role on the same scale.
The European Community and its Member States today provide more than half the funds for international development aid and more than 50% of world humanitarian aid. They finance one third of world aid to the Middle East (50% for the Palestinian Territories), almost 60% to Russia 
and the Republics arising out of the former Soviet Union and 40% of the reconstruction effort in Bosnia and Herzegovina. This substantial aid can be supplemented by a political aspect: a contribution to international peace-keeping, the promotion of cooperation, democracy and human rights.

THE EUROPEAN UNION, WHICH BRINGS TOGETHER 15 MEMBER STATES, MUST BE ABLE TO SPEAK WITH ONE VOICE AND SHOW A COMMON POLITICAL WILL
Member States' foreign policies have not, of course, disappeared with the creation of a CFSP. It is not the purpose of the CFSP, moreover, to make them disappear. Nor must it stand in the way of the defence system of each individual Member State. The Fifteen may, however, reach agreement on certain international issues. They have the possibility of adjusting their points of view and of speaking with one voice in international fora when they so wish. They have the possibility of acting in tandem. A regional entity capable of doing so acquires influence on the international stage. Is it not a case of "together we stand"?
THE EUROPEAN UNION CAN DEFEND THE COMMON INTERESTS OF THE FIFTEEN AND CONFRONT INTERNATIONAL CRISES WHICH AFFECT IT
The Union must defend the values common to the Fifteen, its fundamental interests, its independence and its security. It must be capable of meeting multiple threats, such as the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, arms trafficking, contraband nuclear material, fundamentalism and extremism. The emergence of local conflicts, or wars, as in former Yugoslavia, can also destabilize neighbouring States.
III. HOW IS THE COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY IMPLEMENTED?
The common foreign and security policy is not implemented in the same way as Community policies (agricultural policy, environmental protection, transport, research policies, etc.). In view of the sensitive nature of questions affecting international relations, the Treaty set very great store by the Member States and the bodies of the European Union in which they participate directly. The powers of the European Commission, the European Parliament and the Court of Justice were limited for that very reason. From this point of view, the CFSP differs very considerably from the implementation of Community policies. Furthermore, the CFSP is not equipped with the legal instruments - the "directives" and "regulations" - that exist for Community policies. It uses specific instruments.
AGENTS OF THE COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY
The European Council 
The European Council brings together the Heads of State or Government of the Fifteen and the President of the European Commission. Members of the European Council are accompanied by the Foreign Affairs Ministers and by the European Commissioner responsible for external relations. Hosted by the Member State holding the Presidency of the Council, the European Council lends regularity to the political life and development of the European Union by meeting at least twice a year (usually in June and December).
It occupies a position of the highest rank in the common foreign and security policy in that it determines the policy's principles and general guidelines, including those relating to matters with defence implications and when the European Union has recourse to the Western European Union.
The Amsterdam Treaty now stipulates that the European Council shall decide on the common strategies to be implemented by the Union in areas where the Member States have important common interests. The European Council meeting in Cologne on 3 and 4 June 1999 decided on a common strategy for bilateral relations between the European Union and Russia.
On the basis of these common strategies, the Council can adopt decisions, actions or common positions by a qualified majority. If a member of the Council wishes to oppose one of these decisions for reasons of important national policy, the Council can appeal to the European Council, which then reverts to its function as a "court of appeal" and resolves the issue on the basis of unanimity.
The European Council has a further major decision to take, namely the integration of the Western European Union into the European Union. The WEU's integration is subject to ratification by the Member States.
The Council of the European Union
The Council of the European Union is composed of ministerial representatives of each Member State. CFSP matters are dealt with by Foreign Affairs Ministers in the General Affairs Council.
The Council has to take the necessary decisions concerning the formulation and implementation of the CFSP on the basis of general guidelines laid down by the European Council. The Council is responsible for ensuring that the Union's action is unified, consistent and effective.
The Amsterdam Treaty also entrusts the Council with the task of recommending common strategies to the European Council and of implementing them, notably through the adoption of common positions and joint actions.
The proceedings of the General Affairs Council are prepared by the Permanent Representatives Committee (Coreper). The Permanent Representatives (Ambassadors) act in this area in the same way as for the other Community policies. The Political Committee monitors the international situation, contributes to the formulation of policies by giving the Council opinions, either at the latter's request or on its own initiative, and also oversees the implementation of the policies that are agreed.
The Presidency 
Every six months a Member State of the Union takes the Presidency of the European Council, the Council of the European Union and the subordinate bodies responsible for preparing proceedings (Coreper, Political Committee and, at a lower level, working parties). The Presidency provides the impetus and ensures follow-up. It represents the Union in CFSP matters. It is responsible for the implementation of CFSP decisions. It is on this basis that it expresses the position of the Union in international organisations and at international conferences.
The Presidency is assisted in these tasks by the Secretary-General of the Council, High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy, in association with the European Commission. The Presidency may also be assisted by the Member State that will hold the following Presidency. These agents are sometimes referred to as the "new Troika". 
Javier Solana, the High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy, the General Secretariat of the Council and the Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit (PPU)
One of the major advances brought about by the Amsterdam Treaty lies in Article 26, which stipulates that the Secretary-General of the Council shall also be the High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy. Sometimes referred to as "Mr CFSP", the High Representative will assist the Council by contributing in particular to the formulation, drawing up and implementation of political decisions and, where necessary, by acting on behalf of the Council at the request of the Presidency and conducting political dialogue with third parties.
At its meeting in Vienna in December 1998, the European Council agreed that the High Representative should be "a personality with a strong political profile"; this was confirmed six months later by the Cologne European Council when it appointed Mr Javier Solana Madariaga to the post.
The Secretary-General Mr Javier Solana Madariaga and the Deputy Secretary-General Mr Pierre de Boissieu are in charge of the Council General Secretariat, which prepares the Council's work at all levels and ensures that it proceeds smoothly. Directorate-General E, under the direction of Mr B. L. Crowe, covers both external economic relations and the CFSP proper. 
Within Directorate-General E, Mr L. Evangelidis is the Director-General responsible for the CFSP. For external economic relations the Director-General is Mr C. Stekelenburg.
A declaration annexed to the Amsterdam Treaty provides for "a policy planning and early warning unit" to be established in the General Secretariat of the Council under the responsibility of the High Representative. The staff of this new working tool of the CFSP is drawn from the Council Secretariat, the Member States, the Commission and the Western European Union (WEU). The declaration annexed to the Treaty lists the unit's main tasks:
1. Monitoring and analysing developments in areas relevant to the CFSP.
2. Providing assessments of the Union's interests and identifying areas where the CFSP could focus in future.
3. Providing timely assessments and early warning of events or situations which may have significant repercussions, including potential political crises.
4. Producing, at the request of either the Council or the Presidency or on its own initiative, argued policy-options papers to be presented under the responsibility of the Presidency as a contribution to policy formulation in the Council. 
The European Commission
The Treaty on European Union stipulates that the European Commission is to be fully associated with the work carried out in the CFSP field. Such association is needed to ensure the consistency of the CFSP with external economic relations and development cooperation, which are Community policies in which the Commission plays a leading role. 
The President of the Commission joins the Heads of State or Government within the European Council. The Commission participates in meetings of the Council and its preparatory bodies. Like the Member States, it can lay before the Council any foreign and security policy issue and submit proposals to it. However, its right of initiative is not exclusive as is usually the case with Community policies. The Treaty also provides that the Council may request the Commission to submit to it any appropriate proposals to ensure the implementation of a joint action. 
The Commission is also fully associated in the role of international representation and in the implementation of common measures. Like the Presidency, it informs the European Parliament of CFSP developments.
The Member States
The Member States have undertaken to give active and unconditional support to the implementation of the common foreign and security policy in a spirit of loyalty and mutual solidarity. Each Member State can lay before the Council any foreign and security policy issue and submit proposals to it.
Member States ensure that their national policies conform to the common positions. They defend these common positions in international fora. Where other Member States do not participate in the proceedings of international organisations and conferences, they keep them informed of all matters of common interest.
They undertake to uphold the joint actions. Their diplomatic services abroad cooperate to ensure compliance with and the implementation of common positions and joint actions.
The various CFSP players are permanently linked by a protected system that enables them to exchange messages and hold consultations.
The Special Representatives
The Amsterdam Treaty has standardised a practice allowing the Council to appoint special representatives with a mandate in relation to particular policy issues. Several special representatives have been appointed since the CFSP was established by the Maastricht Treaty: Mr Moratinos (Middle East), Mr Ajello (African Great Lakes) and, more recently, Mr Hombach and Mr Roumeliotis in South-East Europe.
INSTRUMENTS OF THE CFSP
The Amsterdam Treaty gave the CFSP two new instruments, common strategies and international agreements, in addition to the instruments provided for in the Maastricht Treaty (common positions, joint actions and declarations). Contacts with third countries also continue to be important instruments of the CFSP.
Common strategies
Common strategies are another innovation of the Amsterdam Treaty. They are decided by the European Council, on a recommendation from the Council, in areas where the Member States have important interests. The first common strategy, concerning Russia, was decided by the Cologne European Council in June 1999. Three others are under consideration, with regard to Ukraine, the Mediterranean region and the Western Balkans. Each strategy specifies its objectives, its duration and the resources that will have to be provided by the Union and the Member States. The Council implements them by adopting inter alia joint actions and common positions.
Common positions
The Council can adopt common positions setting out the Union's position on particular geographical or topical issues, vis-୶is a third country or at an international conference, for example. The Member States then ensure that their national policies are in line with the common position. Between 1994 and 1998, 66 common positions were adopted. An example is the Common Position of 25 May 1998 on Human Rights, Democratic Principles, the Rule of Law and Good Governance in Africa. 
Joint actions
The Council adopts joint actions in certain situations requiring operational action by the European Union. Each action specifies its objectives, scope, the resources to be made available to the Union, the conditions of implementation and (if necessary) its scope. 
Between 1994 and 1998, 81 joint actions were adopted by the Council. In 1998, half of the 20 joint actions concerned the former Yugoslavia or Albania. Six others addressed non-proliferation issues, mainly as regards nuclear weapons.
The conclusion of international agreements
Where an agreement needs to be concluded with one or more States or international organisations in the CFSP sphere, the Council may authorise the Presidency to enter into negotiations. During such negotiations, the Presidency is assisted, where necessary, by the Commission. The agreements are then concluded by the Council, acting unanimously, on a recommendation from the Presidency.
However, the Treaty stipulates that no agreement shall be binding on a Member State whose representative in the Council states that it has to comply with the requirements of its own constitutional procedure; the other members of the Council may agree that the agreement shall apply to them provisionally. Also, there is a declaration annexed to the Treaty to the effect that such an agreement may not imply any transfer of competence from the Member States to the European Union.
Declarations
Declarations give public expression to a position, request or expectation of the European Union vis-୶is a third country or an international issue. This flexible instrument makes it possible to react very quickly to sudden incidents in a particular part of the world and to state the Union's point of view. They are entitled "Declaration by the European Union" where the Council meets and adopts a position on an international issue and "Declaration by the Presidency on behalf of the European Union" where the Council does not meet. In 1994 the number of declarations was 110; in 1998 it was 163.
Contacts with third countries
Contacts with third countries take place mainly through "political dialogue" meetings and "d魡rches". The European Union holds a political dialogue with a very large number of countries or groups of countries on questions of international policy. Such meetings, of which there are many, take place at all levels: Heads of State, Ministers, Political Directors, senior officials and experts. The European Union can be represented at them by the Presidency, the Troika or all the Member States of the Council. The Commission is always present. 
D魡rches, which are confidential, are undertaken by the European Union vis-୶is third countries. It is generally their purpose to resolve with the State in question matters relating to human rights, democracy or humanitarian action.
IV. IS THE COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY EFFECTIVE?
Has the common foreign and security policy been effective during these initial years? Although the reference period is too short to make final judgments, a number of observations can be made about the political will that underlies the CFSP, the CFSP's consistency with other policies, and the efficiency of the decision-making procedure.
POLITICAL WILL
The Member States expressed a very significant political will with the Maastricht Treaty by augmenting the construction of Europe with a foreign and security policy within the European Union. They confirmed it in Amsterdam on 2 October 1997 by signing the Treaty amending the Maastricht Treaty. However, the political will that is evident when treaties are being negotiated is not always followed by day-to-day political will when the Union has to act on the international stage. Some take the view that the hopes raised by the CFSP have on occasion been dashed, notably in the conflict that tore apart former Yugoslavia.
The CFSP is a relatively young and new policy within the European Union. It remains dependent on the Member States' national foreign policies on the one hand and the reshaping of Europe following the end of the cold war on the other. On a day-to-day basis States sometimes prefer to act individually through their own foreign-policy instruments. It is not always easy to define interests common to the Fifteen.
COHERENCE
The question of coherence in the CFSP field can be raised under two headings.
First, the CFSP follows on from a number of experiments, notably that of European Political Cooperation (EPC). The Treaty on European Union provided a framework, institutions, resources, methods and patterns of work for implementing the CFSP. This led to a basic improvement in the coherence of proceedings.
The coherence of the CFSP must also be examined in relation to Community policies, which bring the institutions of the European Union into play differently through disparate instruments (such as Regulations, Directives, agreements with third countries). External economic relations and development cooperation policy are part of those Community policies. How do we ensure that the Union's economic potential and its foreign policy go hand in hand? The European Council can do this by setting out guidelines for the development of the Union. Such coordination is strengthened by the fact that the Commission is fully associated in discussions on the CFSP.
EFFICIENCY OF THE DECISION-MAKING PROCEDURE
The fact of the Council having to adopt common positions and joint actions unanimously is regarded by some as a potential impediment, as one State can block the adoption of a text. The Member States, meeting in Amsterdam, envisaged a number of measures to remove such impediments. While unanimity remains the rule, and is obligatory for the adoption of decisions with military or defence implications, two innovations should make it easier for decisions to be taken:
1. "Constructive abstention": When a decision is adopted, a Member State may couple its abstention with a formal declaration. In such a case, it is not required to apply the decision but acknowledges that the decision is binding on the Union.
2. The use of qualified majority voting: This has been extended to cases where the Council implements common strategies decided on by the European Council and to decisions on the implementation of joint actions and common positions. When a decision is adopted by a qualified majority, a Member State may, however, invoke important reasons of national policy - which it will set forth - in order to oppose the adoption of the text. A vote will not then be taken. The Council may, by a qualified majority, refer the matter to the European Council for a unanimous decision. It is important to note that qualified majority voting in the CFSP field is, in a way, "reinforced qualified majority voting": for adoption, acts require 62 votes in favour cast by at least 10 members.
Consideration is currently being given to ways of improving the operation of the common foreign and security policy in the more general context of improving the operation of the Council in preparation for an enlarged Union. In March 1999 the Council General Secretariat identified five main points of reform with regard to the CSFP:
- Establishing a genuine common initiating capacity by making full use of the scope afforded by the Amsterdam Treaty.
- Improving continuity of action and consistency between the European Union's First Pillar (Community) and Second Pillar (CFSP).
- Improving the General Affairs Council's decision-making efficiency and capacity by better organising its meetings.
- Ensuring continuity of political action between Council meetings by using various forms of delegated authority.
- Streamlining the Council's task in the day-to-day running of external relations

V. THE FORERUNNERS TO THE COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY

The project for a European Defence Community (EDC) and for a European Political Community (1950-1954)
At the beginning of the 1950s, against the background of the cold war and hostilities in Korea, the Western powers, led by the United States, envisaged the rearmament of the Federal Republic of Germany to meet the growing Soviet threat. But the prospect of a German army five years after the end of the Second World War, worried European public opinion. In order to permit the rearmament of West Germany without restoring the spectre of an armed Germany, France, Germany, Italy, Belgium, Luxembourg and the Netherlands invented the project for a European Defence Community (EDC): they envisaged the creation of a common European army whose numbers they would supply. Such a military Europe in formation would have to be accompanied by political guidance. In 1953 the project for a European Political Community supplemented the EDC by the establishment of federal-type political institutions. After four years' lively debate the EDC and the European Political Community came to nought, rejected by the French Parliament on 30 August 1954.
The "Fouchet Plan" (1961-1962)
Three years after the establishment of the European Economic Community (EEC) and Euratom, which were essentially economic, the desire to begin the political construction of Europe was reborn under impetus from General de Gaulle. The Frenchman Christian Fouchet then prepared three proposals between 1961 and 1962, known as the "Fouchet Plan". A "Treaty on the Union of States" was outlined: inter-State cooperation was to lead to a unified foreign policy, the strengthening of Member States' security from any aggression and the coordination of defence policies. In the long term the Treaty on the Union of States was to encompass the European Communities. France's initiatives were rejected by its partners for two main reasons: the desire to preserve the European Communities from a form of cooperation deemed excessively inter-State and the desire to preserve the defence link with the United States and NATO.
European Political Cooperation (1970-1993)
It was in 1969, at the Hague Summit, that the Six reaffirmed the need to unify Europe politically. One year later, in Luxembourg, they adopted the "Davignon" Report, which marked the beginning of European Political Cooperation (EPC). That cooperation related exclusively to foreign policy and its purpose was to ensure mutual understanding and to strengthen Member States' solidarity on major international policy problems through meetings between their diplomatic services. In 1973, after three years' cooperation, the Member States decided in Copenhagen to step up the rate of meetings, to seek common approaches and to implement concerted diplomacy. Ten years later, in Stuttgart, a new step was taken: the political and economic (not military) aspects of security were included in the scope of EPC. From 1970 to 1986 Western European diplomacy was harmonized in the margins of the European Communities, on the basis of informal agreements, without permanent structures. The Single European Act in 1986, which reformed the European Communities and made provision for the establishment of a large common market for 1992, was to embrace European foreign policy cooperation. An "EPC" Secretariat was established. But the Single Act does not refer to a "common foreign policy" and the divide between the activities of the Communities and those of EPC still looms large.
 

DEFENSE : EU - NATO - WEU

European security and defence identity
The idea of developing a European defence identity has been prompted by two considerations:
For some years now Europe has been faced with the emergence of several hotbeds of instability in the eastern half of the continent, such as Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo. 
The relative decline in the United States' defence commitment has left a void which Europe has not succeeded in filling. The last few years have consequently served to emphasise the limitations of an alliance (NATO) which defines itself primarily in relation to an external threat. At the same time there is a growing realisation of the need for a political entity motivated by an awareness of shared interests to face up to the new security challenges in Europe. 
Against this background, the NATO Council held in Brussels in January 1994 recognised the importance of defining a specifically European identity in relation to security and defence. The first steps towards this were taken at the NATO Council held in Berlin on 3 June 1996 with the development of the concept of Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTF), to which the Ministers of the Alliance subscribed at the January 1994 summit as a means of using NATO's military capacity in operations led by the WEU under its political control and strategic management. Europe will also have elements within NATO's military structure carrying out command functions and wearing two hats: NATO's and Europe's. European command dispositions of this kind should be identifiable and sufficiently well structured to ensure that a militarily coherent and effective operational force can be put together at speed.
Collective defence
Collective defence is the term used to describe Europe's participation in defence under the Treaties of Brussels (Article V) and Washington (Article 5), which stipulate that the signatory States are required, in the event of aggression, to provide assistance for the restoration of security.
Since 1949 the organisation set up by the Washington Treaty (NATO) has been the principal guarantor of security in western Europe, whereas Western European Union (WEU) has simply been ticking over for nearly thirty years. It should be noted, however, that WEU is the only strictly European organisation to have established an automatic collective defence obligation. With the development of a European defence identity, WEU today is destined to play a bigger role.

Common defence policy
The European Union's common foreign and security policy includes the eventual framing of a common defence policy which might in time lead to a common defence. On defence matters, the European Union requests Western European Union (WEU) to elaborate and implement decisions and actions which have defence implications (Article 17 of the EU Treaty, formerly Article J.7).
The common defence policy is one element of a security policy in the broadest sense of the term. Its aim is to reduce the risks which threaten the common values and fundamental interests of the Union and its Member States, and to help preserve and strengthen peace in accordance with the United Nations Charter, the Helsinki Final Act, the Washington Treaty (NATO) and the amended Brussels Treaty (WEU).
An important innovation made by the Treaty of Amsterdam is the inclusion in the EU Treaty of a reference to the so-called Petersberg tasks (humanitarian and rescue operations, peacekeeping operations and the use of combat forces in crisis management).

Common foreign and security policy (CFSP)
The Common foreign and security policy (CFSP) was established and is governed by Title V of the EU Treaty. It replaced European Political Cooperation (EPC) and provides for the eventual framing of a common defence policy which might in time lead to a common defence.
The objectives of this second pillar of the Union are set out in Article 11 (former Article J.1), and are to be attained through specific legal instruments (joint action, common position) which have to be adopted unanimously in the Council. With the entry into force of the Treaty of Amsterdam, the Union also has a new instrument at its disposal - the common strategy, which is referred to in the new Article 12.
The Commission has proposed to the Intergovernmental Conference launched in February 2000 that cooperation be strengthened in this area.

High Representative for the CFSP
Following the debate on whether to appoint a "Mr/Ms CFSP", a new position of High Representative for the common foreign and security policy has now been created by the Treaty of Amsterdam. The new position is held by the Secretary-General of the Council, whose task is to assist the Presidency of the Union in matters relating to the common foreign and security policy.
The High Representative also helps in formulating, preparing and implementing policy decisions by the Council. He or she may conduct political dialogue with third parties, on the Council's behalf and at the request of the Presidency.
Responsibility for running the Council's General Secretariat now rests with the Deputy Secretary-General.

NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organisation) 
The North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO, or the Atlantic Alliance) was founded in 1949 and has its headquarters in Brussels. It has 19 members: the EU Member States (with the exception of Austria, Finland, Ireland and Sweden), Canada, the United States, Iceland, Norway and Turkey, and ,since 12 March 1999, Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic.
The policy of the Union respects the obligations on certain Member States arising out of NATO membership and is compatible with the common security and defence policy agreed in NATO. The Declaration on Western European Union annexed to the EU Treaty clarifies future relations between NATO and the WEU, which serves as the defence arm of the Union and as a means of strengthening the European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance.

"New-look" NATO
"New-look" NATO refers to the process of redefining the organisation's role and operation. The key aspects involved are the recognition of a European defence identity, the strengthening of the European component of the transatlantic security system, the new role of the WEU, and the prospect of the eastward enlargement of NATO - initially taking in Hungary, Poland and the Czech Republic - as agreed at the North Atlantic Council meeting in Madrid in July 1997.
This will be accompanied by a deepening of NATO's relations with third countries through partnerships for peace and the North Atlantic Cooperation Council. A major challenge in this connection is that of establishing a sound, stable and sustainable partnership with Russia and Ukraine.

Petersberg Declaration (Petersberg tasks)
The Petersberg Declaration of 19 June 1992 is a pivotal element in the determination to develop the Western European Union (WEU) as the defence arm of the EU and as a means of strengthening the European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance (NATO). The three parts of the declaration define the guidelines for the future development of the WEU.
WEU Member States declare their readiness to make available military units from the whole spectrum of their conventional armed forces for military tasks conducted under the authority of WEU. The different types of military tasks which WEU might undertake were defined: apart from contributing to the common defence in accordance with Article 5 of the Washington Treaty and Article V of the modified Brussels Treaty, military units of WEU Member States could be employed for:
humanitarian and rescue tasks; 
peace-keeping tasks; 
tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peacemaking. 
The Treaty of Amsterdam has specifically incorporated these "Petersberg tasks" in the new Article 17 of the EU Treaty.
The Petersberg Declaration also states that WEU is prepared to support, on a case-by-case basis and in accordance with its own procedures, the effective implementation of conflict-prevention and crisis-management measures, including peacekeeping activities of the CSCE (now OSCE) or the United Nations Security Council.
At the same time, the Declaration supports a solid transatlantic partnership and stresses the importance of implementing the Declaration on WEU (No 30) annexed to the Maastricht Treaty. The third part of the Declaration relates to the enlargement of the WEU: in it the Member States define the rights and obligations of other European states belonging to the European Union and the Atlantic Alliance as future members, observers or associate members.

Western European Union (WEU)
WEU is an organisation which was set up in 1948 for the purposes of cooperation on defence and security. It consists of 28 countries with four different types of status. Member States, associate members, observers and associate partners. The EU countries have the status of Member State (except Austria, Denmark, Finland, Ireland and Sweden, which have observer status).
The Treaty on European Union raised WEU to the rank of an "integral part of the development of the Union", while preserving its institutional autonomy, and gave it the task of elaborating and implementing decisions and actions which have defence implications.

WEU associate members
In their Maastricht Declaration of 10 December 1991, the WEU Member States invited the European countries that were members of NATO but not of the European Union to become associate members of WEU. There are six such countries: Iceland, Norway, Turkey and, since March 1999, Hungary, Poland and the Czech Republic. Their associate member status, which was specified in the Petersberg Declaration of 19 June 1992, allows them to participate fully in the meetings of the WEU Council and its working parties. A permanent liaison procedure enables them to be associated with the WEU Planning Cell. They are also entitled to express their views, but cannot veto a decision on which the Member States have reached a consensus. They can associate themselves with their decisions and join in WEU military operations under its command.

WEU associate partners
The status of associated partner was created in 1994 for the ten central and eastern European countries which have concluded a Europe Agreement with the Union. Since Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Republic became associate members of WEU in 1999, the number of associate partners now stands at seven: Bulgaria, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia and the three Baltic States. It allows them to attend meetings of the WEU Council, where they are kept regularly informed of the activities of the Council working groups; they may be invited to participate in these groups on an ad hoc basis. They also have a permanent liaison arrangement with the Planning Cell. Finally, they may be involved in decisions taken by the Member States on the tasks listed in the Petersberg Declaration: humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks, and tasks of combat forces in crisis management including peacemaking.

WEU observers
In their Maastricht Declaration of 10 December 1991 the Member States belonging to WEU proposed that the other EU Member States should be invited to join WEU or to become observers.
Austria, Denmark, Finland, Ireland and Sweden have observer status, which means that they may attend the meetings of the WEU Council, can be invited to meetings of working parties and, on request, may speak at such meetings.
Source:
Europa : the European union on-line. ? European Communities, 1995-2001 & www.europarl.eu.int/home/default_en.htm 

Defense (II) 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
"We don't have any possibility to reach a consensus on this treaty over the future which we are discussing. Even if we agree upon it won't have a chance to be implemented. Even if it is implemented it shall be unacceptable for UK. Au revoir et bonnes chances..."
It has been half a century since these words were spoken by english spokesman at the european commission while discussing the establishment of the Europen Union at the Messina Conference in 1955. ECSC became EEC and EEC became EU, cold war era ended with the victory of western democracy following the events impossible to foresee in the 50's; following which global strategic threats have changed and a "new world order" has been established.
These pretentious words quoted above, while easily qualified as a divination having been partially wrong are also partially valid and accurate.
Europe has proceeded with its quest -which begun in 1950's with Robert-Schumann Doctrine- in 1991 with treaty of Maastricht (treaty of union). With the fall of the Soviet Block in the early 1990's as the strategic requirements have changed, the possibility of a strategic and tactical attack on Europe from the Soviet Block has disappeared and pre-eminence of economical ad technological developpment over military power has become apparent, so Europe returned to its idea of union conceived half a century ago. While works made to establish peace, stability and a milieu were reigns the common values brought by the common culture on worlds most fought over continent, have been succesful in economic and legal areas, they failed to achieve some progress on political and military domains.
"Europe is the most organised region in the World."
"Europe is the spearhead of democracy in EuroAsia."
These words belong to our era's greatest strategist Zbigniew Brzezinski. Even though Zbigniew Brzezinski observes Europe from the orter side of the Atlantic, he can accurately indicate its potentials and weaknesses. Europe, with its 400 M of people; developped and organised economics, industries and wealth as long as it acts as a union it has a potential to become a global power, but european countries fail to cooperate and take initiatives on the fields of foreign policy and defence and they still act with the logic of a nation state, opposed to the field of economy. This can be explained by the fact that some of the european countries have enough power on their own and are capable to defend their interests. Meanwhile it should be said here that these timidity of european countries -willing to unite to some extent politically for common prosperity and wealth and which are detached from the idea of nation state- in foreign policy and defence issues harms Europe as a whole. The price of this timidity is not only paid by Europe which fails to obtain its well deserved place on global powers league but also by the common values of our contemporary european civilisation; human rights and democracy which are left unprotected from multilateral and uncertain threads and risks of this new world order; fact that has been clearly demonstrated in Kosovo and Bosnia-Herzegovina. Europe is a giant as an economical power but it is still not a political power as it should be.
European Union for today has decided to adopt a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), but how and by what means it will be realised as well as its contents are still unknown. Yes, the countries agree that common values should be defended. But, how? On the arena of international relations one cannot defend its interests only by trusting his economical and commercial power. Inefficiency of embargos and commercial restrictions against disrespectful states and governances towards international law are self-evident. When all possibilities have exhausted more serious means are to be used. History has shown thousands of times that it is impossible to stop by pacific means those who want to reach their aims by war. Only way is that the forces of democracy beat and overcome those of tyranny and oppression. The allies which beat faschism and nazism did not prevail only by pacific means. Also it is NATO's intervention which has stopped human rights violations in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo.
"Use of weapons is related to crimes its source is humanity and based upon justice. That's why armed actions of the leaders of ancient times are called correcting punishments and expeditions of justice. Military action is a perversity, those who are civilised resort to it only if it is inevitable.
Wearing armor is not the way to increase a countries prosperity but only the way to stop the violence." say Taoist Zen Budhists.
"The war is the continuation of politics by other means." says Clausewitz.
These two sayings can provide us a solid base for the formation of european CFSP.
Once this policy has been established, next problem for Europe will be the organisation of required means and institutions to fulfill political aims. In fact the relations between NATO and WEU related to ESDI concept since its introduction provoked severe discussions at the both sides of the Atlantic. Essentially the subject studied within this guide is neither only the European Defence Policy nor its aims but mainly the means by which this policy can be pursued. What kind of common armed forces should be constructed? Is current military structure efficient to overcome new threats? How can Europe's military technology and industry respond to new requirements?On what level should relations between EU and NATO be maintained? How should WEU and NATO's command and combative structure be found? What does Europe want? What does the only superpower USA want from their allies and what are its suggestions?
While discussing those issues and deciding about, the following citation of the master of the strategy Sun Tzu should be taken into account:
"Military action is important for a nation since it is the field of survival of death."
HISTORY OF THE PROBLEM
The Appearance and The Meaning of the Cold War:
For 50 years international system and society, leaving their main missions had been interesting in various dimensions of a possible armed conflict which would result with the destruction of the civilised world in the northern hemisphere. The losses of such a war would be higher than all fears and any conceivable numbers.
In the memory of the western states Cold War is the struggle between westers state system and the Soviet Union. This struggle appeared in all domains of international relations: military, economical, ideological and political... Although there was a constant presence of a state of conflict between 2 superpowers they eluded any clear engagement against each other. When descended on its roots the cold war is a process which begun in 46 with the "Iron Curtain" Speech of Churchill ; became more violent with "Marshall Plan" in 48 following blocus of Berlin and finally reached its apogy with the establishment of NATO and Warshaw Pact. In order to generally describe the Cold War it could be said that it is a struggle from 45 to 89 on international system level between the USSR and USA and its allies which didn't become a hot war.
Within Cold War's metality in 50's, 60's and 70's weapons and military power were a part of high politics and importance in international relations had been given to developments in military domain. Trade and economics had a secondary importance bu appearance of economy as a major concern; surrounding of USSR an it's allies by major economical organizations and blocks and underestimated development in economics and technology fields in the Cold War era have brought about the fall of the USSR. It was obvious that the race would be won by non military means since fear of a global nuclear war prevented any direct military engagement. This struggle between socialist and liberal block based in fact on mutual horror balance has been won by Europe, which confied it's defence on a strategic scale to USA, and thus was able to progress in economical matters by taking necessary measures and by all other adherents of the liberal block.
To meet requirements of Cold War, while engaged in an intense state of concurrence and conflict in all domains of international relations, allies in the opposing blocks took necessary measures and formed defence organizations for their protection.
? In March 1948, with the Treaty of Brussels, France, United Kingdom and Benelux countries established WEU for common defence against the threat of Italy and Germany.
? As a result of the Crisis of Berlin in 1948 and expantionist politics of USSR; NATO was established as the military wing of liberal block with 1949 Washington Treaty.
? In 1954 with Paris Treaty (revision of 1948 Brussels Treaty) it was stated that the threat against Europe no longer came from Italy and Germany but from USSR; and thus Italy and Germany were admitted to WEU. In Cold War era, responsibility of collective defence against threats towards Europe, was transferred to NATO and consequently WEU lost it's functions.
The second act of Cold War begun in the early 1980's with the appearance of Star Wars concept, when strategic missile projects were brought to Europe's agenda and US' new radical undertaken projects on strategic forces resulted with formation of new ideas on defence issues in Europe. 
? With the Declaration of Rome in 1984, ESDI was defined and it had been decided to harmonize EEC member states' defence policies. 
? At the Hague Meeting, in 1987 it was underlined that CFSP was one of the vital parts of Europes unification. 
The End Of Cold War and The Fall Of USSR:
The end of Cold War changed both the international system and the threat which had been faced to for 50 years. With the fall of USSR the threats have lost their unidimentional nature thus (the world had become face to face with multiple and multi-directional threats) in an undefined situation. This new threat concept includes -but is not limited to- 
? Terrorism
? Drug and arms running
? Radical islamic movements
? Ethnic nationalism and separatist movements
? Economical and social problems and related civil unrest
? Proliferation of weapons of mass destruction
? Immigration en masse
According to global strategic changes, surviving organisations were forced to adapt themselves to new conditions. Consequently:
? In 1991, with Maastricht Treaty EEC became EU, CFSP was adopted and WEU became EU's defence pillar. 
? In 1991, with the Declaration of Rome, NATO changed it's strategic concept and decided to reinforce European pillar in the alliance. To this end, it was indicated that WEU is alliance's european pillar.
? In 1996, with decisions taken in Berlin, teh formation of ESDI within NATO was accepted, thus WEU and EU were closely tied to NATO in defence matters.
? In 1998, WEU's Ministers Council met in Rome and ESDI became CFSP. 
? IN 1998, at the Summit of St. Malo between France and United Kingdom, these two states decided that CFSP indicated in 1997 Amsterdam Treaty would come into force and WEU should be integrated into EU.
? In 1999 at the NATO summit, in Washington, it was underlined that new roles assumed by WEU would ease for NATO to adapt itself to the possible futur threats in the new strategic environment and new missions and structures of WEU were agreed upon.

Purposes: 
WHAT IS THE COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY OF THE EUROPEAN UNION?
I. WHAT IS THE COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY OF THE EUROPEAN UNION?
The Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) was established by the Maastricht Treaty and came into force on 1 November 1993. The provisions of the CFSP were revised by the Amsterdam Treaty, which was signed on 2 October 1997 and came into force on 1 May 1999. Articles 11 to 28 of the Treaty on European Union are now devoted specifically to the CFSP.
Common security policy that covers all matters relating to its security, including the gradual formulation of a common defence policy. This common defence policy could lead to a common defence if the European Council so decided and a decision were adopted and ratified by the fifteen Member States. The CFSP does not, however, affect the specific nature of the security and defence policies of certain Member States, just as it is compatible with the policy conducted under the North Atlantic Treaty.
It provides for the Union to have recourse to the WEU for drawing up and implementing any Union decisions and actions with defence implications. Furthermore, the WEU could be integrated into the Union: this would require a decision of the European Council and a decision adopted and ratified by the fifteen Member States.
The architects of the Amsterdam Treaty assigned an important position to the Petersberg tasks, so named after the place where the WEU Ministerial Council that formulated them was held in 
June 1992. These are humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks and combat-force tasks in crisis management, including peacemaking. 
As a result of the Kosovo conflict, the Cologne European Council placed the Petersberg tasks - as was already the case in the Treaty - at the core of the process of strengthening the European common security and defence policy. The fifteen Heads of State or Government and the President of the Commission, meeting on 3 and 4 June 1999, declared that, to this end, "the Union must have the capacity for autonomous action, backed up by credible military forces, the means to decide to use them, and a readiness to do so, in order to respond to international crises without prejudice to actions by NATO". 
Discussions are under way in the European Union with the aim of exercising political control and strategic guidance in the Petersberg operations conducted by the European Union, and of determining the implementation of operations, with or without the resources and capacities of NATO, and the arrangements for participation in the operations by members of the European Union, the European members of NATO and the associated partners of the WEU.
II. IS A COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY NECESSARY?
When the Member States negotiated the Maastricht Treaty numerous events were altering the shape of Europe. The iron curtain between western and eastern Europe had come down. Germany was reuniting. Yugoslavia was going to war. At the international level, the Gulf War was beginning. It was in these circumstances that the Member States questioned the raisons d'괲e of a common foreign and security policy. The challenges faced at the time did not go away, either during or after the adoption of the Amsterdam Treaty, especially in view of the instability in the region of South-East Europe and the Middle East. Why is a common foreign and security policy necessary today?
"THE EUROPEAN UNION IS A MAJOR ECONOMIC PLAYER AND SHOULD PLAY A COMMENSURATE POLITICAL ROLE ON THE INTERNATIONAL STAGE."
Since the 1950s the European Communities have developed strong economic links between their Member States and with the rest of the world. Progress in the economic field (creation of a large market without borders, single currency, development of trade relations with many regions of the world) has not been followed by a political role on the same scale.The European Community and its Member States today provide more than half the funds for international development aid and more than 50% of world humanitarian aid. They finance one third of world aid to the Middle East (50% for the Palestinian Territories), almost 60% to Russia and the Republics arising out of the former Soviet Union and 40% of the reconstruction effort in Bosnia and Herzegovina. This substantial aid can be supplemented by a political aspect: a contribution to international peace-keeping, the promotion of cooperation, democracy and human rights.
"THE EUROPEAN UNION, WHICH BRINGS TOGETHER 15 MEMBER STATES, MUST BE ABLE TO SPEAK WITH ONE VOICE AND SHOW A COMMON POLITICAL WILL"
Member States' foreign policies have not, of course, disappeared with the creation of a CFSP. It is not the purpose of the CFSP, moreover, to make them disappear. Nor must it stand in the way of the defence system of each individual Member State. The Fifteen may, however, reach agreement on certain international issues. They have the possibility of adjusting their points of view and of speaking with one voice in international fora when they so wish. They have the possibility of acting in tandem. A regional entity capable of doing so acquires influence on the international stage. Is it not a case of "together we stand"?
"THE EUROPEAN UNION CAN DEFEND THE COMMON INTERESTS OF THE FIFTEEN AND CONFRONT INTERNATIONAL CRISES WHICH AFFECT IT"
The Union must defend the values common to the Fifteen, its fundamental interests, its independence and its security. It must be capable of meeting multiple threats, such as the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, arms trafficking, contraband nuclear material, fundamentalism and extremism. The emergence of local conflicts, or wars, as in former Yugoslavia, can also destabilize neighbouring States.
III. HOW IS THE COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY IMPLEMENTED?
The common foreign and security policy is not implemented in the same way as Community policies (agricultural policy, environmental protection, transport, research policies, etc.). In view of the sensitive nature of questions affecting international relations, the Treaty set very great store by the Member States and the bodies of the European Union in which they participate directly. The powers of the European Commission, the European Parliament and the Court of Justice were limited for that very reason. From this point of view, the CFSP differs very considerably from the implementation of Community policies. Furthermore, the CFSP is not equipped with the legal instruments - the "directives" and "regulations" - that exist for Community policies. It uses specific instruments.

AGENTS OF THE COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY
The European Council 
The European Council brings together the Heads of State or Government of the Fifteen and the President of the European Commission. Members of the European Council are accompanied by the Foreign Affairs Ministers and by the European Commissioner responsible for external relations. Hosted by the Member State holding the Presidency of the Council, the European Council lends regularity to the political life and development of the European Union by meeting at least twice a year (usually in June and December).
It occupies a position of the highest rank in the common foreign and security policy in that it determines the policy's principles and general guidelines, including those relating to matters with defence implications and when the European Union has recourse to the Western European Union.
The Amsterdam Treaty now stipulates that the European Council shall decide on the common strategies to be implemented by the Union in areas where the Member States have important common interests. The European Council meeting in Cologne on 3 and 4 June 1999 decided on a common strategy for bilateral relations between the European Union and Russia.
On the basis of these common strategies, the Council can adopt decisions, actions or common positions by a qualified majority. If a member of the Council wishes to oppose one of these decisions for reasons of important national policy, the Council can appeal to the European Council, which then reverts to its function as a "court of appeal" and resolves the issue on the basis of unanimity.
The European Council has a further major decision to take, namely the integration of the Western European Union into the European Union. The WEU's integration is subject to ratification by the Member States.
The Council of the European Union
The Council of the European Union is composed of ministerial representatives of each Member State. CFSP matters are dealt with by Foreign Affairs Ministers in the General Affairs Council.
The Council has to take the necessary decisions concerning the formulation and implementation of the CFSP on the basis of general guidelines laid down by the European Council. The Council is responsible for ensuring that the Union's action is unified, consistent and effective.
The Amsterdam Treaty also entrusts the Council with the task of recommending common strategies to the European Council and of implementing them, notably through the adoption of common positions and joint actions.
The proceedings of the General Affairs Council are prepared by the Permanent Representatives Committee (Coreper). The Permanent Representatives (Ambassadors) act in this area in the same way as for the other Community policies. The Political Committee monitors the international situation, contributes to the formulation of policies by giving the Council opinions, either at the latter's request or on its own initiative, and also oversees the implementation of the policies that are agreed.
The Presidency 
Every six months a Member State of the Union takes the Presidency of the European Council, the Council of the European Union and the subordinate bodies responsible for preparing proceedings (Coreper, Political Committee and, at a lower level, working parties). The Presidency provides the impetus and ensures follow-up. It represents the Union in CFSP matters. It is responsible for the implementation of CFSP decisions. It is on this basis that it expresses the position of the Union in international organisations and at international conferences.
The Presidency is assisted in these tasks by the Secretary-General of the Council, High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy, in association with the European Commission. The Presidency may also be assisted by the Member State that will hold the following Presidency. These agents are sometimes referred to as the "new Troika".
Javier Solana, the High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy, the General Secretariat of the Council and the Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit (PPU)
One of the major advances brought about by the Amsterdam Treaty lies in Article 26, which stipulates that the Secretary-General of the Council shall also be the High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy. Sometimes referred to as "Mr CFSP", the High Representative will assist the Council by contributing in particular to the formulation, drawing up and implementation of political decisions and, where necessary, by acting on behalf of the Council at the request of the Presidency and conducting political dialogue with third parties.
At its meeting in Vienna in December 1998, the European Council agreed that the High Representative should be "a personality with a strong political profile"; this was confirmed six months later by the Cologne European Council when it appointed Mr Javier Solana Madariaga to the post.
The Secretary-General Mr Javier Solana Madariaga and the Deputy Secretary-General Mr Pierre de Boissieu are in charge of the Council General Secretariat, which prepares the Council's work at all levels and ensures that it proceeds smoothly. Directorate-General E, under the direction of Mr B. L. Crowe, covers both external economic relations and the CFSP proper. 
Within Directorate-General E, Mr L. Evangelidis is the Director-General responsible for the CFSP. For external economic relations the Director-General is Mr C. Stekelenburg.
A declaration annexed to the Amsterdam Treaty provides for "a policy planning and early warning unit" to be established in the General Secretariat of the Council under the responsibility of the High Representative. The staff of this new working tool of the CFSP is drawn from the Council Secretariat, the Member States, the Commission and the Western European Union (WEU). The declaration annexed to the Treaty lists the unit's main tasks:
1. Monitoring and analysing developments in areas relevant to the CFSP.
2. Providing assessments of the Union's interests and identifying areas where the CFSP could focus in future.
3. Providing timely assessments and early warning of events or situations which may have significant repercussions, including potential political crises.
4. Producing, at the request of either the Council or the Presidency or on its own initiative, argued policy-options papers to be presented under the responsibility of the Presidency as a contribution to policy formulation in the Council. 
The European Commission
The Treaty on European Union stipulates that the European Commission is to be fully associated with the work carried out in the CFSP field. Such association is needed to ensure the consistency of the CFSP with external economic relations and development cooperation, which are Community policies in which the Commission plays a leading role. 
The President of the Commission joins the Heads of State or Government within the European Council. The Commission participates in meetings of the Council and its preparatory bodies. Like the Member States, it can lay before the Council any foreign and security policy issue and submit proposals to it. However, its right of initiative is not exclusive as is usually the case with Community policies. The Treaty also provides that the Council may request the Commission to submit to it any appropriate proposals to ensure the implementation of a joint action. 
The Commission is also fully associated in the role of international representation and in the implementation of common measures. Like the Presidency, it informs the European Parliament of CFSP developments.
The Member States
The Member States have undertaken to give active and unconditional support to the implementation of the common foreign and security policy in a spirit of loyalty and mutual solidarity. Each Member State can lay before the Council any foreign and security policy issue and submit proposals to it.
Member States ensure that their national policies conform to the common positions. They defend these common positions in international fora. Where other Member States do not participate in the proceedings of international organisations and conferences, they keep them informed of all matters of common interest.
They undertake to uphold the joint actions. Their diplomatic services abroad cooperate to ensure compliance with and the implementation of common positions and joint actions.
The various CFSP players are permanently linked by a protected system that enables them to exchange messages and hold consultations.
The Special Representatives
The Amsterdam Treaty has standardised a practice allowing the Council to appoint special representatives with a mandate in relation to particular policy issues. Several special representatives have been appointed since the CFSP was established by the Maastricht Treaty: Mr Moratinos (Middle East), Mr Ajello (African Great Lakes) and, more recently, Mr Hombach and Mr Roumeliotis in South-East Europe.
INSTRUMENTS OF THE CFSP
The Amsterdam Treaty gave the CFSP two new instruments, common strategies and international agreements, in addition to the instruments provided for in the Maastricht Treaty (common positions, joint actions and declarations). Contacts with third countries also continue to be important instruments of the CFSP.
Common strategies
Common strategies are another innovation of the Amsterdam Treaty. They are decided by the European Council, on a recommendation from the Council, in areas where the Member States have important interests. The first common strategy, concerning Russia, was decided by the Cologne European Council in June 1999. Three others are under consideration, with regard to Ukraine, the Mediterranean region and the Western Balkans. Each strategy specifies its objectives, its duration and the resources that will have to be provided by the Union and the Member States. The Council implements them by adopting inter alia joint actions and common positions.
Common positions
The Council can adopt common positions setting out the Union's position on particular geographical or topical issues, vis-୶is a third country or at an international conference, for example. The Member States then ensure that their national policies are in line with the common position. Between 1994 and 1998, 66 common positions were adopted. An example is the Common Position of 25 May 1998 on Human Rights, Democratic Principles, the Rule of Law and Good Governance in Africa. 
Joint actions
The Council adopts joint actions in certain situations requiring operational action by the European Union. Each action specifies its objectives, scope, the resources to be made available to the Union, the conditions of implementation and (if necessary) its scope. 
Between 1994 and 1998, 81 joint actions were adopted by the Council. In 1998, half of the 20 joint actions concerned the former Yugoslavia or Albania. Six others addressed non-proliferation issues, mainly as regards nuclear weapons.
The conclusion of international agreements
Where an agreement needs to be concluded with one or more States or international organisations in the CFSP sphere, the Council may authorise the Presidency to enter into negotiations. During such negotiations, the Presidency is assisted, where necessary, by the Commission. The agreements are then concluded by the Council, acting unanimously, on a recommendation from the Presidency.
However, the Treaty stipulates that no agreement shall be binding on a Member State whose representative in the Council states that it has to comply with the requirements of its own constitutional procedure; the other members of the Council may agree that the agreement shall apply to them provisionally. Also, there is a declaration annexed to the Treaty to the effect that such an agreement may not imply any transfer of competence from the Member States to the European Union.
Declarations
Declarations give public expression to a position, request or expectation of the European Union vis-୶is a third country or an international issue. This flexible instrument makes it possible to react very quickly to sudden incidents in a particular part of the world and to state the Union's point of view. They are entitled "Declaration by the European Union" where the Council meets and adopts a position on an international issue and "Declaration by the Presidency on behalf of the European Union" where the Council does not meet. In 1994 the number of declarations was 110; in 1998 it was 163.
Contacts with third countries
Contacts with third countries take place mainly through "political dialogue" meetings and "d魡rches". The European Union holds a political dialogue with a very large number of countries or groups of countries on questions of international policy. Such meetings, of which there are many, take place at all levels: Heads of State, Ministers, Political Directors, senior officials and experts. The European Union can be represented at them by the Presidency, the Troika or all the Member States of the Council. The Commission is always present. D魡rches, which are confidential, are undertaken by the European Union vis-୶is third countries. It is generally their purpose to resolve with the State in question matters relating to human rights, democracy or humanitarian action.
IV. IS THE COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY EFFECTIVE?
Has the common foreign and security policy been effective during these initial years? Although the reference period is too short to make final judgments, a number of observations can be made about the political will that underlies the CFSP, the CFSP's consistency with other policies, and the efficiency of the decision-making procedure.
POLITICAL WILL
The Member States expressed a very significant political will with the Maastricht Treaty by augmenting the construction of Europe with a foreign and security policy within the European Union. They confirmed it in Amsterdam on 2 October 1997 by signing the Treaty amending the Maastricht Treaty. However, the political will that is evident when treaties are being negotiated is not always followed by day-to-day political will when the Union has to act on the international stage. Some take the view that the hopes raised by the CFSP have on occasion been dashed, notably in the conflict that tore apart former Yugoslavia.
The CFSP is a relatively young and new policy within the European Union. It remains dependent on the Member States' national foreign policies on the one hand and the reshaping of Europe following the end of the cold war on the other. On a day-to-day basis States sometimes prefer to act individually through their own foreign-policy instruments. It is not always easy to define interests common to the Fifteen.
COHERENCE
The question of coherence in the CFSP field can be raised under two headings.
First, the CFSP follows on from a number of experiments, notably that of European Political Cooperation (EPC). The Treaty on European Union provided a framework, institutions, resources, methods and patterns of work for implementing the CFSP. This led to a basic improvement in the coherence of proceedings.
The coherence of the CFSP must also be examined in relation to Community policies, which bring the institutions of the European Union into play differently through disparate instruments (such as Regulations, Directives, agreements with third countries). External economic relations and development cooperation policy are part of those Community policies. How do we ensure that the Union's economic potential and its foreign policy go hand in hand? The European Council can do this by setting out guidelines for the development of the Union. Such coordination is strengthened by the fact that the Commission is fully associated in discussions on the CFSP.
EFFICIENCY OF THE DECISION-MAKING PROCEDURE
The fact of the Council having to adopt common positions and joint actions unanimously is regarded by some as a potential impediment, as one State can block the adoption of a text. The Member States, meeting in Amsterdam, envisaged a number of measures to remove such impediments. While unanimity remains the rule, and is obligatory for the adoption of decisions with military or defence implications, two innovations should make it easier for decisions to be taken:
1. "Constructive abstention": When a decision is adopted, a Member State may couple its abstention with a formal declaration. In such a case, it is not required to apply the decision but acknowledges that the decision is binding on the Union.
2. The use of qualified majority voting: This has been extended to cases where the Council implements common strategies decided on by the European Council and to decisions on the implementation of joint actions and common positions. When a decision is adopted by a qualified majority, a Member State may, however, invoke important reasons of national policy - which it will set forth - in order to oppose the adoption of the text. A vote will not then be taken. The Council may, by a qualified majority, refer the matter to the European Council for a unanimous decision. It is important to note that qualified majority voting in the CFSP field is, in a way, "reinforced qualified majority voting": for adoption, acts require 62 votes in favour cast by at least 10 members.
Consideration is currently being given to ways of improving the operation of the common foreign and security policy in the more general context of improving the operation of the Council in preparation for an enlarged Union. In March 1999 the Council General Secretariat identified five main points of reform with regard to the CSFP:
- Establishing a genuine common initiating capacity by making full use of the scope afforded by the Amsterdam Treaty.
- Improving continuity of action and consistency between the European Union's First Pillar (Community) and Second Pillar (CFSP).
- Improving the General Affairs Council's decision-making efficiency and capacity by better organising its meetings.
- Ensuring continuity of political action between Council meetings by using various forms of delegated authority.
- Streamlining the Council's task in the day-to-day running of external relations
V. THE FORERUNNERS TO THE COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY
The project for a European Defence Community (EDC) and for a European Political Community (1950-1954)
At the beginning of the 1950s, against the background of the cold war and hostilities in Korea, the Western powers, led by the United States, envisaged the rearmament of the Federal Republic of Germany to meet the growing Soviet threat. But the prospect of a German army five years after the end of the Second World War, worried European public opinion. In order to permit the rearmament of West Germany without restoring the spectre of an armed Germany, France, Germany, Italy, Belgium, Luxembourg and the Netherlands invented the project for a European Defence Community (EDC): they envisaged the creation of a common European army whose numbers they would supply. Such a military Europe in formation would have to be accompanied by political guidance. In 1953 the project for a European Political Community supplemented the EDC by the establishment of federal-type political institutions. After four years' lively debate the EDC and the European Political Community came to nought, rejected by the French Parliament on 30 August 1954.
The "Fouchet Plan" (1961-1962)
Three years after the establishment of the European Economic Community (EEC) and Euratom, which were essentially economic, the desire to begin the political construction of Europe was reborn under impetus from General de Gaulle. The Frenchman Christian Fouchet then prepared three proposals between 1961 and 1962, known as the "Fouchet Plan". A "Treaty on the Union of States" was outlined: inter-State cooperation was to lead to a unified foreign policy, the strengthening of Member States' security from any aggression and the coordination of defence policies. In the long term the Treaty on the Union of States was to encompass the European Communities. France's initiatives were rejected by its partners for two main reasons: the desire to preserve the European Communities from a form of cooperation deemed excessively inter-State and the desire to preserve the defence link with the United States and NATO.
European Political Cooperation (1970-1993)
It was in 1969, at the Hague Summit, that the Six reaffirmed the need to unify Europe politically. One year later, in Luxembourg, they adopted the "Davignon" Report, which marked the beginning of European Political Cooperation (EPC). That cooperation related exclusively to foreign policy and its purpose was to ensure mutual understanding and to strengthen Member States' solidarity on major international policy problems through meetings between their diplomatic services. In 1973, after three years' cooperation, the Member States decided in Copenhagen to step up the rate of meetings, to seek common approaches and to implement concerted diplomacy. Ten years later, in Stuttgart, a new step was taken: the political and economic (not military) aspects of security were included in the scope of EPC. From 1970 to 1986 Western European diplomacy was harmonized in the margins of the European Communities, on the basis of informal agreements, without permanent structures. The Single European Act in 1986, which reformed the European Communities and made provision for the establishment of a large common market for 1992, was to embrace European foreign policy cooperation. An "EPC" Secretariat was established. But the Single Act does not refer to a "common foreign policy" and the divide between the activities of the Communities and those of EPC still looms large.
Means:
NATO:
? The Alliance's core function consists in providing collective defence for member states in accordance with Article 5 of the Washington Treaty. In today's transformed European environment, NATO also provides a wider forum for cooperation designed to contribute to the political stability, economic development and long term security of its members and its partner countries. It also stands ready to contribute to effective conflict prevention and to engage in crisis management and crisis response operations
? The 19 NATO members: Belgium, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Turkey, United Kingdom, United States The Atlantic Alliance is a partnership of North American and European democracies which ensures their joint security through political and military cooperation. The Alliance also facilitates cooperation in other fields such as scientific and environmental questions, civil emergency planning and disaster relief.
? The independent member states take decisions on the basis of consensus within the framework that NATO provides.
WEU & NATO:
THE ALLIANCE SUMMIT OF JANUARY 1994
WEU's Maastricht Declaration set out the objective of developing WEU as a means to strengthen the European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance. WEU was to strengthen the role, responsibilities and contributions of WEU Member States within the Alliance. WEU's operational role has been developed in a way compatible with the collective defence requirements of all Allies. 
Just as WEU and the EU were evolving to meet the new security challenges in the early 1990s, so NATO too was adapting its own structures. The Alliance Summit of January 1994 was an important milestone both for NATO and for the emergence of a European Security and Defence Identity. At the Summit, NATO leaders gave their full support to the development of a European Security and Defence Identity and to the strengthening of WEU. They declared their readiness to make collective assets of the Alliance available for WEU operations, on the basis of consultations in the North Atlantic Council (NAC). The Alliance leaders also endorsed the concept of Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTF) with the objective not only of adapting Alliance structures to NATO's new missions but also of improving cooperation with WEU and reflecting the emerging European Security and Defence Identity. 
THE BERLIN DECISIONS OF 1996
One of the three fundamental objectives of the Alliance adaptation process identified by NATO Ministers in Berlin was the development of the European Security and Defence Identity within the Alliance. They declared that: "Taking full advantage of the approved CJTF concept, this identity will be grounded on sound military principles and supported by appropriate military planning and permit the creation of militarily coherent and effective forces capable of operating under the political control and strategic direction of the WEU". 
As an internal work programme to this end, NATO Ministers called for completion of the CJTF concept, identification of the assets and commanders suitable for lending to WEU and of European multinational command arrangements to support them. Targets for joint NATO/WEU work were the clarification of consultation procedures in crises where WEU sought Alliance support, arrangements to transfer NATO assets and capabilities to WEU and a review of the necessary information-sharing arrangements. 
These objectives were reaffirmed by Heads of State and Government at the NATO Summit in Madrid in July 1997. 
In the context of its own adaptation process, NATO adopted a new command structure and elaborated multinational European command arrangements within NATO to prepare, support, command and conduct WEU-led operations. The ESDI-related responsibilities of Deputy SACEUR were clarified: he will be a key figure in preparing for transfers of NATO assets and capabilities and could provide the operational command
The culture of close cooperation developed between the two Organisations is illustrated by the fact that in May 1998 WEU was granted access for its military representatives to observe NATO's planning work on Kosovo. 
THE NATO SUMMIT IN WASHINGTON IN 1999 
By the time of the NATO Summit in Washington in April 1999, the key elements of the Berlin decisions were in place: WEU political control and strategic direction for WEU-led operations using NATO assets and capabilities had been defined; a package of NATO/WEU consultation arrangements as a flexible guide to interaction from the emergent phase of a crisis through to closure was approved by the NAC and WEU Councils in May 1998; 
on the basis of a series of profiles of illustrative WEU missions (reflecting examples of missions for which WEU might deem it necessary to call upon NATO assets and capabilities) NATO developed military planning for such cases and the respective military staffs worked to streamline, or at least make more compatible the evolving methods of crisis management planning in both institutions; 
a review of information-sharing arrangements was completed by NATO in February 1999 and an agreed evaluation reached with WEU before the Summit; 
At the Washington Summit, NATO welcomed these achievements and confirmed its willingness to build on existing WEU-NATO mechanisms in the creation of a direct NATO-EU relationship. NATO declared its readiness to "define and adopt the necessary arrangements for ready access by the European Union to the collective assets and capabilities of the Alliance, for operations in which the Alliance as a whole is not engaged militarily as an Alliance'. Such arrangements would, inter alia, address the presumption of availability to the EU of pre-identified NATO capabilities and common assets for use in EU-led operations and the identification of a range of European command options for EU-led operations. The Washington Summit set out a number of principles to be taken account of in this regard: in particular, the importance of ensuring the fullest possible involvement of non-EU European Allies in EU-led crisis management operations, building on existing consultation arrangements within WEU, but also Canada's interest in participating in such operations under appropriate modalities. 
NATO Adaptation:
There are two aspects to current NATO reforms: internal adaptation and external adaptation. 
NATO is changing to better meet the challenges of the post-Cold War world. NATO has already reconfigured its forces to stress mobility and flexibility. The Combined Joint Task Force concept (CJTF) will further enhance these new capabilities by establishing mobile headquarters' staffs prepared to detach themselves from their normal functions with the integrated military structure, and go off to lead a variety of peacekeeping or other contingency operations. NATO military authorities are nearing completion of their review of the NATO command structure aimed at producing a more streamlined structure better suited to the changed situation in post-Cold War Europe. NATO is giving European allies greater responsibility for shouldering the burden of European defense by establishing a distinct European security and defense identity (ESDI) within the Alliance. 
The U.S. has also promoted NATO's external adaptation, including enlargement. It will allow NATO to take on new roles and missions (such as IFOR and SFOR.)

ESDI within the Alliance:
In the early 1990s, the European member countries of NATO embarked upon a process designed to strengthen their contribution to the Alliance's missions and activities and to enable them to assume greater responsibility for the common security and defence, as a manifestation of transatlantic solidarity. This was done with a view to providing a genuine European military capability without duplicating the command structures, planning staffs and military assets and capabilities already available within NATO. Such an approach was seen as responding both to the European wish to develop a Common Foreign and Security Policy, and to the need for a balanced partnership between the North American and European member countries of the Alliance. 
With the Treaty on European Union, which was signed in Maastricht in December 1991 and entered into force on 1 November 1993, the leaders of the European Community agreed on the development of a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) "including the eventual framing of a common defence policy which might in time lead to a common defence". This agreement included the reference to the Western European Union (WEU) as an integral part of the development of the European Union created by the Treaty; and the request to the WEU itself, to elaborate and implement decisions and actions of the European Union which have defence implications. At the meeting of the WEU which took place in Maastricht in December 1991 concurrently with the meeting of the European Council, WEU Member states issued a declaration agreeing on the need for a genuine European security and defence identity and a greater European responsibility in defence matters. 
NATO Heads of State and Government directed the North Atlantic Council to examine how the Alliance's political and military structures might be developed and adapted in order to achieve three objectives: to conduct the Alliance's missions, including peacekeeping, more efficiently and flexibly; to improve cooperation with the WEU; and to reflect the emerging European Security and Defence Identity. As part of this process, the concept of Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTFs) was developed. The CJTF concept is aimed at providing improved operational flexibility and permitting the more flexible and mobile deployment of forces needed to respond to the new demands of all Alliance missions. It is designed inter alia to provide separable but not separate military capabilities that could be employed by NATO or the WEU. 
Taking full advantage of the Combined Joint Task Force concept, the strengthened European identity would be based on sound military principles supported by appropriate military planning, and would permit the creation of militarily coherent and effective forces capable of operating under the political control and strategic direction of the WEU. 
As a result of the above decisions to develop ESDI within NATO, arrangements have been defined as part of the adaptation of the Alliance to cover all aspects of NATO support for a WEU-led operation. These include : 
? taking WEU requirements into account in NATO's new defence planning procedures for developing forces and capabilities. (The WEU began contributing to the Alliance defence planning process in 1997 by providing an input to the 1997 Ministerial Guidance ); 
? introducing procedures for identifying NATO assets and capabilities on which the WEU might wish to draw with the agreement of the North Atlantic Council; 
? establishing multinational European command arrangements within NATO, which could be used to prepare, support, command and conduct an operation under the political control and strategic 
direction of the WEU. Under these arrangements the Deputy Supreme Allied Europe Commander (Deputy SACEUR) acquires a distinct role, both in normal times and in the context of WEU-led operations, in relation to the forces to be made available to the WEU; 
? introducing consultation and information-sharing arrangements to provide the coordination needed throughout a WEU-led operation undertaken with NATO support; 
? developing military planning and exercises for illustrative WEU missions
The assets requested could then be made available on a case-by-case basis by the North Atlantic Council for the WEU's use. Conditions for their transfer to the WEU, as well as for monitoring their use and for their eventual return or recall, would be registered in a specific agreement between the two organisations. During the operation, NATO would monitor the use of its assets and regular political liaison with the WEU would be maintained. European commanders from the NATO command structure would be nominated to act under WEU political control. The assets would be returned to NATO at the end of the operation or when required. Throughout the operation, including its preparatory phase, NATO and the WEU would consult closely. 

DEVELOPMENT OF WEU'S ROLE
In 1991 at Maastricht, the Heads of State and Government of the Member States of the European Community decided that the Treaty European Union should establish a common foreign and security policy (CFSP), while on 10 December the WEU Ministers approved two Declarations which marked the starting point for WEU as we know it today. The first WEU Declaration on "The role of the Western European Union and its relations with the European Union and the Atlantic Alliance" stated that "WEU will be developed as the defence component of the European Union and as the means to strengthen the European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance. To this end, it will formulate common European defence policy and carry forward its concrete implementation through the further development of its own operational role." The Declaration proposed ways of strengthening WEU's relations with the European Union and NATO, as well as measures to develop WEU's operational role. A number of practical decisions were taken, including the transfer of the seat of the WEU Council and Secretariat-General from London to Brussels, which was completed in January 1993. 
Meeting on 19 June 1992 at Petersberg near Bonn to consider the implementation of the Maastricht Declarations, WEU Foreign and Defence Ministers took a major step forward in defining WEU's operational role. WEU Member States declared their preparedness "to make available military units from the whole spectrum of their conventional armed forces for military tasks conducted under the authority of WEU". The types of WEU military tasks were defined: "Apart from contributing to the common defence in accordance with Article 5 of the Washington Treaty and Article V of the modified Brussels Treaty respectively, military units of WEU Member States, acting under the authority of WEU, could be employed for: 
? humanitarian and rescue tasks; 
? peacekeeping tasks; 
? tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peacemaking " 
Missions of this kind are often described as "Petersberg tasks". 
The next major step came at the Atlantic Alliance summit of January 1994. NATO not only gave its full support for the development of the European Security and Defence Identity but also expressed its readiness to make Alliance assets and capabilities available for WEU operations, opening the way to a significant reinforcement of WEU's operational capabilities. In June 1996, NATO Foreign and Defence Ministers meeting in Berlin and Brussels respectively gave substance to these objectives by approving in particular the Combined Joint Task Force (CJTF) concept, the elaboration of multinational European command arrangements for WEU-led operations and the conduct of military planning and exercises for illustrative WEU missions. 
The Amsterdam Treaty concluded in 1997 has confirmed WEU's role as providing the EU with access to an operational capability, complementing its own diplomatic and economic means for undertaking the Petersberg tasks now incorporated in the revised Treaty on European Union. The Treaty called for enhanced EU-WEU cooperation and referred to the possibility of the integration of WEU into the EU, should the European Council so decide. The Declaration agreed by WEU Ministers in Brussels on 22 July 1997 and attached to the Final Act of the EU's Intergovernmental Conference set the agenda for WEU's further development. 
Until the decisions of principle taken at Washington and Cologne are implemented, WEU will remain the organisation capable of undertaking European-led crisis management operations and will also have an important role in refining its policies and practices as a contribution to the establishment by the EU of crisis management instruments and to the creation of a direct EU-NATO relationship. 
Cjtf concept:
? A force is any grouping of military capabilities, manpower and equipment in organised units. 
? A task force is a group organised for the purposes of carrying out a specific mission or task. The group is then disbanded when the task has been accomplished. 
? A joint task force is one involving two or more military services (army, navy, airforce, etc.). 
? A combined joint task force involves the forces of two or more nations. 
A Combined Joint Task Force (CJTF) is a multinational, multi-service deployable task force generated and tailored primarily, but not exclusively, for military operations not involving the defence of Alliance territory, such as humanitarian relief and peacekeeping. It provides a flexible and efficient means where-by the Alliance can generate rapidly deployable forces with appropriate command and control arrange-ments.
The wide variety of circumstances under which CJTFs might operate places considerable demands on the command and control arrangements for such operations. The role of the CJTF headquarters is therefore crucial. CJTF headquarters "nuclei" or core staffs are being established on a permanent basis within selected "parent" headquarters of the NATO military command structure. The headquarters "nuclei" join with "augmentation" modules and "support" modules appropriate to a particular operation to form a CJTF headquarters specifically structured to meet the requirements of the operation in question.
Approval by Ministers to begin implementation of the CJTF concept represents an important advance in the process of the Alliance's adaptation to the new security environment. CJTFs will facilitate NATO's new missions in crisis management and peace support operations by providing the flexibility needed to deploy at short notice forces specifically tailored to a particular contingency. CJTFs can also be made available for WEU operations undertaken by the European allies in pursuit of their Common Foreign and Security Policy.

Strategic background
The Alliance was quick to respond to the fundamental changes in the landscape of European security after what might legitimately be called the strategic earthquake at the end of the 1980s. The Summits of London (1990) and Rome (1991) held out the hand of friendship to the nations of the former Warsaw Pact. From the military perspective, they also charted the way towards smaller and more flexible forces which, while remaining able to ensure the security of NATO's members, could also deal with the emerging new missions of crisis management and peacekeeping under UN or OSCE auspices. The strategy of territorial defence by large, prepositioned formations yielded to the need to be able to handle risks which, while less immediate, were - to quote the new Strategic Concept published at the Rome Summit - unpredictable and multidirectional.
Thus, in reshaping Alliance forces to respond to the new realities of international security, it was important to build on the experience and capabilities gained over many years of multinational cooperation. But a new flexibility was also needed which would enable the Alliance to generate and deploy at short notice forces of a composition and structure to match the needs of a particular politico-military contingency, whether under Article 5, the collective defence provision of the Washington Treaty, or related to the Alliance's new missions. 
The solution was found in the CJTF concept first articulated at the informal meeting of Defence Ministers held at Travem?Germany, in the autumn of 1993. A 'task force', it need hardly be said, is a military body brought together and structured for a particular operational purpose. 'Combined' denotes participation by two or more nations and 'joint' entails the involvement of elements from two or more services. A CJTF, therefore, is a deployable multinational, multi-service formation generated and tailored for specific contingency operations. It could cover a wide range of potential tasks including humanitarian relief, peacekeeping or peace enforcement. The employment of a CJTF for Article 5 operations is also not excluded. 
One of the key decisions taken at the landmark NATO Summit of January 1994 was to endorse the CJTF concept and to give directions for it to be developed further. This was a clear reflection of the determination of Heads of State and Government to give full and practical effect to the new roles of the Alliance. But they also directed that the concept should reflect two other principal themes of the Summit: 
The support expressed for strengthening the European defence capability of the Alliance through the Western European Union (WEU) which is being developed as the defence component of the European Union. In the words of the Summit declaration, the Council in Permanent Session was asked "to examine how the Alliance's political and military structures and procedures might be developed and adapted to conduct more efficiently and flexibly the Alliance's missions, including peacekeeping, as well as to improve cooperation with the WEU and to reflect the emerging European Security and Defence Identity
The CJTF concept was launched in late 1993 and was endorsed at the Brussels Summit of January 1994. On that occasion, Alliance Heads of State and Government directed that the further development of the concept should reflect their readiness to make NATO assets available, on the basis of case-by-case decisions by the North Atlantic Council, for operations led by the Western European Union (WEU), thereby supporting the building of the European Security and Defence Identity. In addition, they linked the development of the CJTF concept to practical political-military cooperation in the context of the Partnership for Peace (PfP).
The respective meetings of Alliance Foreign and Defence Ministers in Berlin and Brussels in June 1996 approved an overall political-military framework for the CJTF concept. The first phase of military imple-mentation established the viability of the concept through staff work and trials involving three CJTF "parent" headquarters. The second phase was devoted to a thorough assessment of:
a. the Alliance's capability to deploy small- and large-scale, land- and sea-based CJTF headquarters; and 
b. any need to nominate additional CJTF "parent" headquarters. 
Based on this assessment, the third and final phase of implementation has commenced.
Trials and analyses have demonstrated the value of the CJTF concept. NATO Military Authorities are now working on the concept's full implementation. This process, which includes the acquisition of necessary headquarters support and command, control and communications equipment, is currently estimated for completion in late 2004. The implementation process is taking fully into account lessons learned from NATO-led operations in the former Yugoslavia.
The challenge of CJTF
NATO has, of course, a great deal of experience with multinationality and this experience has been fundamental to the development of the CJTF concept.
the creation of a permanent framework for implementing the CJTF concept poses particular challenges. These include the need: 
? to ensure that its development is consistent with other elements of NATO's adaptation, including in particular the prospective revision of the command structure; 
? to take full account of the WEU dimension by developing the concept of 'separable but not separate' capabilities which could be used either by NATO or by the WEU; 
? to provide for the possible involvement of non-NATO nations in a CJTF; 
? to maximize cost-effectiveness and avoid duplication. 
Lead elements may need to be able to move at short notice. It may be necessary to assemble, integrate and field a force which draws on a wide spectrum of capabilities up to and including the most technologically sophisticated systems. In sum, a CJTF will need to be able to deal with a variety of novel challenges. It is because those demands will fall to a large extent on the arrangements for commanding and controlling the task force, that the CJTF implementation work has concentrated to this point to a large extent on the design of the CJTF headquarters. 

CJTF structures
In the course of developing the CJTF concept, the Allies have agreed that for NATO applications, the 'nuclei' of CJTF headquarters will be established on a permanent basis within selected Alliance headquarters. The WEU could request the use of a CJTF headquarters for an operation under its command. In some circumstances WEU operations could also be conducted with CJTF headquarters formed around a nucleus from headquarters answerable to the WEU. Nuclei would represent the minimum necessary frameworks around which a complete headquarters could quickly be constructed once a decision had been taken to form and employ a CJTF. The personnel comprising the nuclei would provide the core of the essential expertise for the command and control of a multinational, multi-service formation. In most cases, the individuals assigned to such a nucleus would be 'dual-hatted'; that is, they would simultaneously hold relevant positions in the parent headquarters, thus avoiding an expensive and potentially divisive duplication of capabilities. Arrangements will be made to permit Allies who do not participate in NATO military headquarters to take part in CJTF headquarters nuclei. In addition to providing the basis for a full-strength CJTF headquarters, the nucleus would also be responsible for preparing for such a build-up and for organizing training and exercises for the whole headquarters or for appropriate parts of it. 
Once the North Atlantic Council has decided that a full-scale CJTF headquarters should be established, either for a NATO mission or for use by the WEU, an appropriate nucleus would be selected, in light of the location and nature of the operation to be conducted. This nucleus would then be reinforced with additional staff elements - which we have termed 'modules' - to augment and complete the capabilities resident in the nucleus. The specific forms of expertise and specialised support provided by the modules would, again, be chosen in accordance with the particular political and military circumstances at hand. The modules could be provided by a NATO or other multinational headquarters or by nations, or they might be formed from individual staff members drawn from these various sources. The completed CJTF headquarters would then be in a position to take control of the units provided by participating nations to make up the task force and to deploy to the theatre of operations. 
As already indicated, the units comprising the task force itself will be selected in the light of the specific political and military features of the operation at hand. This tailored quality - this 'fit' between missions and force - is one of the great advantages of such an approach. It will also build on some of the Alliance's main strengths, including a common approach to the conduct of a complex operation and many years of experience of working together. Partnership for Peace has also laid the foundation for non-NATO participants to operate effectively with Alliance members in a CJTF. 
The organization of the task force must also provide for the various kinds of support that the forces in the field will require. The task force must be deployable, it will need to be sustained with the appropriate logistics, and it may also require specialised forms of strategic support, such as communications and intelligence. Here, too, the watchword will be flexibility as the nature of that support will depend on the characteristics of the operation, including its size, location, and duration.

Planning, coordination and political control :
The planning for a CJTF contingency, in particular a peacekeeping operation, has a number of distinctive features. In the initial phase of such planning, detailed discussions with the UN, OSCE or WEU and other potential participants in the CJTF may be required, and a very high degree of coordination of the political and military aspects of the emerging operation will be essential. At this early planning stage, many options will probably have to remain open, and several important factors - including perhaps the details of the mandate, the nations taking part, and the specific forces they will make available - are likely to be still uncertain. As these elements become clearer, their implications will need to be evaluated immediately and their effects taken fully into account. As the planning proceeds and, of course, once the operation is launched, a continuous appreciation of the situation and of political and military developments will remain a central concern of the Alliance. 
All these tasks have to be performed in direct support of the NATO Council, which will maintain political control over a NATO CJTF. In response to this requirement, a 'Policy Coordination Group' has been established under the Council, to which it is to provide advice and recommendations on the politico-military issues that arise in the course of the operation. To assist the Military Committee in providing planning guidance to the Major NATO Commanders and to facilitate timely Military Committee advice to the Council, a 'Capabilities Coordination Cell', will be established within the International Military Staff. A 'Combined Joint Planning Staff' at the Major NATO Commander level is also under consideration.
CJTF and NATO's adaptation
One of the principles guiding the adaptation of the Alliance has been the need for greater operational flexibility. This was one of the major themes of the Strategic Concept. Practical experience since then has more than justified this judgement. The range of missions which NATO is now facing, from peacekeeping to collective defence, in conjunction with the unpredictability of future risks has placed a premium on the ability to adjust the size and character of a force to the demands of the situation. A further incentive has been the pressure exerted by declining defence budgets to achieve the greatest possible value for money. CJTFs will provide Alliance decision makers with options which, by their nature, are adaptable and malleable. The concept is also intended to make the maximum use of available capabilities and to avoid calling for new resources. In brief, therefore, the implementation of the CJTF concept will be consistent with other changes to Alliance forces and structures which have already taken place or are in prospect. Taken together, they will all ensure that NATO's resulting capabilities respond properly to the strategic requirements laid down by Heads of State and Government. 
In sum, the CJTF concept is an integral and essential part of the Alliance's adaptation to the challenges - and the opportunities - of the new security environment. It will allow NATO to conduct crisis management and peacekeeping operations and, perhaps in certain cases, collective defence, with greater flexibility and effectiveness. It will also play a major role in supporting a European Security and Defence Identity, while helping to avoid the creation of unnecessary, separate capabilities. The value of the concept in these different respects fully justified the importance placed on it at the January 1994 Summit and the work that has been invested in it since then. 
The next task is to implement the concept. This work will be affected by - and will need to take into account - the re-examination of the Alliance's command structure currently under way and the experience gained from IFOR. It will also need to be pursued in close coordination with the WEU. 

CJTF and the WEU:
The CJTF concept will allow the WEU to conduct operations under its auspices, without having had to duplicate (at great expense) the capabilities held collectively by the Alliance. The Alliance has formally declared its willingness to make such collective assets available on the basis of consultations in the North Atlantic Council for WEU operations undertaken by the European Allies in pursuit of their Common Foreign and Security Policy. In these circumstances, the WEU could request the use of a CJTF headquarters for an operation under its command. Following a decision by the North Atlantic Council, a CJTF headquarters nucleus could be activated for the WEU's use. The task force itself would have a WEU commander and would be under the political control of the WEU. In addition to a CJTF headquarters, other Alliance assets could also be transferred to the WEU with the approval of the North Atlantic Council, for its temporary use under details to be finalized, depending on the requirements of the operation. During the conduct of a WEU operation there would be consultations between the North Atlantic Council and the WEU Council and monitoring by the North Atlantic Council of the use of NATO assets. 
Multinational Forces:
After the fall of the Berlin wall in 1989, the break-down of the former Soviet Union, which dominated the communist bloc, and the appearance of different regional conflicts, the European nations had to reconsider their defence and security policies in order to face the new situation and their new responsibilities, specially on crisis management. To be able to accomplish the new missions, every national as well as the European defence policies, should take into account the new geo-strategic environment, threats and challenges appeared at the end of this century and those foreseen for the coming years. 
All these geo-political changes had great influence on the role of the two major defence organisations in Europe, WEU and NATO. 
In relation to NATO, we have to remind that the Alliance Strategic Concept adopted in 1991, is being reviewed and adapted, and most probably during the NATO's 50th anniversary in April 1999, a new strategic concept will be approved. This new concept will present to the organisation the basis to perform the whole range of roles and missions for the next future. 
The recently agreed military command structure of the NATO, and notably the "Combined Joint Task Force" concept, appeared in 1994, have improved the principles of forces employment by admitting the building up or creation of mobile and flexible multinational formations to fulfil the new missions, and to complete, or even substitute, the former main defence forces oriented to the Allies's common defence. 
In relation to the WEU, we have to agree that during the last couple of years this organisation has considerably developed its military structure. The already existing Planning Cell, which provides advice to the Permanent Council, is going to be restructured. Following the decision taken by the Ministers in May 97, a military committee, similar to NATO's will be established. It will consist of the Chiefs of Defence Staff who will be represented, in permanent session, by the Military Delegates. 
The permanent Chairman, a 3-Star General/Flag Officer, will also be the Director of the WEU Military Staff, comprising: 
? the supporting staff; 
? the Planning Cell with a 1-Star Officer as Director and 
? the Situation Center. 
The military committee will become the senior military authority, and will be responsible to the WEU Council for the general conduct of WEU,s military affairs. 
We can state that the military aspects of WEU,s operational capability are well on track. 
WEU does has several different characteristics from NATO thus making it an interesting alternative for crisis management missions. Its close relationship with the European Union opens the prospect of WEU's military actions being integrated with the diplomatic, the political and the economic instruments of the Union for a true multi-dimensional crisis strategy. 
All the previously mentioned changes, the well accepted need of a common defence and security policies, and the reductions on defence budgets in european nations, have developed to the creation of different bi- or multinational formations capable of accomplishing the new missions. 
At the moment, seven of these formations exist in Europe. All of them have been declared as forces answerable to WEU, and by the means of other different arrangements, could also be engaged under NATO command or control. 
The first multinational formation I will speak about is the European Corps, to which five nations have assigned military units. Belgium contributes with its 1st Mechanised Division, France with the 1er Division Blind饬 Germany with the 10th Panzerdivision, Luxembourg with a reconnaissance company, and Spain with its 1st Mechanised Division. 
Although its priority missions will be accomplished in the benefit of WEU, the European Corps has also an agreement to be employed with NATO. 
Another multinational formation is the United Kingdom/Netherlands Amphibious Force, with a strength of about 6.000 men, this force is available for military tasks under WEU and NATO auspices. 
The Multinational Division Centre with its headquarters in MONCHENGLADBACH (Germany) consists of four Brigades, which are the Belgian Para Commando Brigade in LEUVEN, the German 315th Luftlande Brigade in OLDENBURG, the 11th Netherlands Airmobile Brigade in ARNHEIM and the 24th UK Airmobile Brigade in COLCHESTER. It is primarily a NATO assigned formation. The Operational Command is under SACEUR, through the ARRC, but the MNDC could be subordinated under Operational Control of a WEU Operations Headquarters. 
The Headquarters of EUROFOR was declared operational in November 1997. The Rapid Deployment Euroforce (EUROFOR) is a division-level multinational force comprising units from France, Italy, Portugal and Spain, and operates under the control of an interministerial committee (CIMIN). 
France, Spain, Portugal and Italy also have set up the European Maritime Force (EUROMARFOR). In May 1995, EUROMARFOR was declared a force answerable to WEU and would be used in priority in this framework. 
The 1st German/Netherlands Corps was created on the basis of the 1st German Armoured Division in HANNOVER, the 1st Mechanised Netherlands Division in SCHAARBERGEN and the binational Brigade Support Group in EIBERGEN (NETHERLANDS). The Corps HQ is located in MUNSTER (GERMANY) and since October 97 may be employed by WEU to accomplish Petersberg tasks. 
It provides support in the planning and preparation for WEU operations, including the deployment of the appropriate command and control assets. 
Finally, there exists a Spanish-Italian Amphibious Force. 
Operations conducted by this formation will be related to Main Defence and Petersberg Missions within the European and NATO framework and as a specialised component of the already existing European and Allied multinational forces. The only permanent element will be a small nucleus of officers, which will be a part of the General Staff of the force of the other country. 
All those formations serve as an example of what multinationality could perform in a world context in which the conflicts of medium and low intensity are more and more widespread. That shows the necessity to implement in Europe an instrument that could allow her to give an appropriate answer to these conflicts and to carry out the missions stated in Petersberg. 
Presence within NATO and WEU
1- WEU
WEU has developed and is already testing the necessary procedures and mechanisms to prepare, to plan and to conduct operations as well as to ensure their political control. 
Since WEU has neither its own forces nor its own permanent command structures, the member nations have designated the military units as well as the headquarters that could be available to WEU on a case-by-case basis for some specific operations. These "Forces answerable to WEU" (FAWEU) and the above mentioned multinational formations, could be employed to accomplish Petersberg missions. 
As the result of the evaluation of the broad spectrum of crisis management operations and of lessons learned from those operations conducted in and outside Europe, we have developed two generic concepts for the employment of task forces: 
? for crises reaction under Article 5 and 
? for peace support operations in accordance with the chapters VI and/or VII of the United nations Charter 
In accordance with yhe treath environment and the expected intensity of operations they are called ݭmediate Mechanized Force or Immediate Light Force.
2- NATO
NATO has recently adopted a new command structure and has elaborated multinational European command arrangements to plan, support , command and conduct WEU-led operations. In this context, the responsibilities of the Deputy SACEUR have been clarified. 
He has been identified as the principal point of contact between the strategic commands and the WEU, and at the same time, as responsible for co-ordination of NATO planning for the WEU utilising the Combined Joint Planning Staff. He will be a key figure in preparing the transfer of NATO assets and capabilities and he has to be prepared to act as Operations Commander for a WEU led operation. In this case he would receive guidance and orders from the WEU Council and the Military Committee, and he would transmit those to his subordinate Force Commander. 
I would like to highlight the roles and missions of the Eurocorps in the framework of NATO either under direct or indirect command of SACEUR. 
a. Within the framework of Main Defence Forces under Article 5 
? The Eurocorps will be made available to SACEUR for defence operations primarily in the Central Region, specially for an early employment close to the threatened borders. 
b. Within the framework of Reaction Forces 
? The Eurocorps is available to SACEUR as a reaction force for any kind of operations throughout his AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY to prevent war or to defend a threatened territory of NATO. 
In both cases, SACEUR will have the authority to assign the EUROCORPS under OPERATIONAL CONTROL to one of his Subordinated Commanders. 
c. In operations NOT covered by Article 5 of the Treaty of Washington, the EUROCORPS can be employed - on a case by case basis - for peace keeping and peace enforcement operations as well as for humanitarian actions in support of other organisations. 
SACEUR or the Nations can take the initiative to ask for/or to offer the employment of the Corps. In this case, based on political decisions, the operations will be planned and conducted case by case on an "ad-hoc" basis in accordance with some procedures obtained by adaptation of those applied in Art. 5 operations and previously agreed by the Nations. 
However, the decisions to engage the Corps will always remain under the responsibility of the five member nations. The Eurocorps is indeed a tool at the disposal of our national governments that can only be committed by a consensual, uniform decision after deliberation in the Joint Committee. 
Advantages/Disadvantages
For a multinational formation, the respect to the national subordination of the different units through its normal chain of command, in most of the cases, and the fact to have a double commitment with NATO and WEU, implies not only advantages but also disadvantages. 
The interoperabiltiy is a key point when speaking about formations consisting of units coming from different armies and nations. The operational procedures, the tactical concepts and even the equipment are very similar, but not exactly the same. That means that an additional effort shall be made in order to carry out the missions successfully. 
Another difficulty appeared recently concerns to the legal status of the forces and multinational formations. Depending on the mission imposed to them, the negotiations between the international organisation giving the mandate and the national authorities, has to define the legal situation of the units on a case-by-case basis. This process requires every time a great of flexibility and mutual comprehension. 
Nevertheless, the multinational formations have quite a lot of advantages. 
Today's world situation demand well trained, and equipped forces disposing of a high degree of mobility and these forces, as everyone knows, are very expensive. The contribution of every member nation to a multinational formation with their elite units and with national funds to the operational budget to face the common costs, reduces considerably the economical burden on each individual nation. 
Another important fact is the European common defence culture that is being created and implemented through the mutual knowledge and shared responsibilities among the members of armies coming from different nations. This multinational co-operation serves as a catalyst for stability and security. 
Future
The Alliance's offer to place its military forces under the political control and strategic direction of WEU clearly shows the initial steps of an European Security and Defence Identity within NATO that will reinforce the European pillar of the Alliance. 
In the future, the NATO defence planning process will also consider the capacities needed for European-led operations, through the WEU involvement in the successive phases of the NATO defence planning cycle. 

ANALYSIS AND PROPOSED SOLUTIONS

It has been decided that ESDI will be established within NATO and consequently, it will be supported by CFSP within EU. It has also been agreed that WEU will form european pillar of NATO ; moreover it will be the defense component of EU.
In short term ,WEU is a military organization only to be used to defend common values of the Union by accomplishing Petersberg tasks via CJTF's. The Petersberg tasks include peacemaking operations meaning of which is the use of force in order to compel the enemy to do one's will; task accomplished only by well equipped and well trained units.
While discussing appropriate structure for european defense it will be useful to depart from the cenrtal point of matter which is balance between aims and means. To this end we begin to study the requirements and consequences of current situation ; the geography where CFSP will be brought to life (thus the geographic extent of Petersberg tasks) and where Europe's economical power supported by the political (military) projection of will (force) would result with direct influence.
1)Mission areas and strategic aims:
? Europe may content with being a regional power. In this case WEU and CFSP accomplish european defense as defined in Petersberg tasks thus CFSP would not have a broader meaning. Collective defense would remain in NATO's responsibility. Current military and command structure is sufficient.
? Europe notices its potential and by supporting its economical and legal unity with a broader political union and thus by assigning common political interests, may take further steps to achieve its ultimate goal of becoming a federation. In this case ,WEU would be integrated into EU; the union's political will have a military body and aforementioned military projection of economical and political power becomes possible. As a global power ,interests of Europe may conflict with those of USA. Consequently ,NATO would dissolve and EU may become a rival to USA with its own common global political interests.
? Europe may decide to be a 'limited ' global power influence of which would be restricted with the surroundings of Mediterranean sea and Eurasia. In this case at least a limited integration of WEU into EU is required , which must be followed by an expansionist strategy in WEU. Ties between NATO should be conserved for a case of a possible conflict with Russia .and military structures of CJTF and WEU should absolutely be developed and modernized.
2)Means:
Example of USMC (United States Marine Corps )should be followed in organization of the military structure providing force projection of CFSP.
? In the case of adoption of a regional power policy, by taking into account the possible threat that european military forces would face , the current multinational composition of CJTF is sufficient , but well equipped and well trained special forces with the ability to fight terrorism on inhabited terrain should be emphasized, and as such naval infantry (marines) and airborne troops are extremely important. In Chechnya , russian naval infantry made most successful operations against terrorists. Also, in USA, USMC and US Army Special Forces are being trained (to fight efficiently against terrorism , which appeared as a significant threat in new world order) according to new threat concept since 1990's . Mobile NBC units should also be formed.
? In case of an assumption of a global role ;training, equipment ,logistical support and C2 (command and control) of CJTF are inadequate ,they don't posse technological means to defend Europe's interests on a global scale .Europe is not investing enough on it's defense industry, especially on research and development( actually ? as USA does.). It's airforces are weak ,have no stand off weapons ,no strategic transport capability; its naval power is inefficient; its ground forces ,while meeting technical requirements of today ,are clumsy (given that they are still structured to meet the tactical requirements of Cold War era )and inadequately trained (because of the presence of conscription) .European industry has enough potential to restore its lacks but as its divided between different states throughout Europe it cannot keep a cost efficiency balance and because of coordination problems and policies of meeting national needs ,it is unable to reach latest technologies and conceptions( ex: Eurofighter project). Current CJTF is dependent on NATO and on USA in matters of strategic lifting and C3I(command, control, communication and intelligence). A Europe willing to become a global power must as powerful as other global powers. and as such must overcome its weaknesses. 
? In case of assumption of a limited global power policy , Europe may decide to continue its partnership with USA and to act as a spearhead of democracy in Eurasia it must give necessary importance to it's ground forces but because of new threats and possibility of conflict with Russia, these ground forces should be highly efficient ,mobile and well trained such as airborne troops.

While constructing possible main foreign policies which can be pursued by EU ,we have also tried to construct necessary military power. But nevertheless the problem is not only in its construction but also in appropriate supply of equipment. In order to develop and product efficiently new technologies and new weapon systems which are required to restore Europe's lacks especially in aviation technologies such as smart air to ground ammunitions ,medium range multi role fighter, tactical bomber, close air support aircraft, electronic warfare aircraft, Europe's defense industry companies have to act together and very systematically. To ensure their coordination WEAG (Western European Armament Group)which has already been structured, European satellite center and european research and technology organizations can be used once the required political will has been formed in European countries and once the necessary restructuring works in these aforementioned organizations have been made.
The EU member states import from the US seven times more armaments than they export
Europe is not investing enough on it's military industry . Nevertheless it's well known that the works of production for modern and efficient weapons are at the basis of the new economy.(for example software for electronically controlled weapons ,communication, metallurgy and aviation). Advances in military technologies and defense industry brings along with themselves development which can be used in all domains of civil industry which means a general increase of productivity, income and wealth. 
QUESTIONS A RESOLUTION MUST ANSWER
1)What are the main objectives of CFSP and CDP? Which are EU's member states common interests? Although the expression of 'common interests' has appeared both in 1991 Maastricht and 1997 Amsterdam Treaties it is still unknown what it contains. 
2)Is the use of WEU and integration of which into EU the only way for EU to embody ESDI's military structure? Or can WEU provide to EU the necessary military support that it needs for application of policies and decisions which have defense implementations while being independent of EU political structure and while preserving its close ties with NATO and other states which are not members of EU? 
3)If Europe decides to become a global power by way of integration of WEU into EU and becoming a federation how will the European army be organized ? Will it be based on CJTF ? If yes ,how will the main strategic as well as operational and tactical weaknesses (strategic transport, C3I) of these forces be restored? Can/should new designs, technologies and research and development in defence industry and innovative structural approaches in military units' organization (small ,mobile, effective units) be made and/ or be encouraged by governments?
4)Are the CJTF and multinational forces which form this concept capable to deal with the threats of 21st century from the standpoint of organization as well as from the standpoint of training, supply, logistics and equipment? 
5)How can the equipment standardization of current multi national forces be achieved? 
6)How can Europe's defense industry's problems be resolved? Will the defense industry throughout Europe be unified in order to meet the technological and financial requirements of today and to be harmonized and coordinated ? To this end, can WEAG, an already structured organization ,be used as a financial ,political and planning directorate?
7)What goals should be pursued by european defense industry: meeting only Europe's needs or becoming a competitive and innovative industry on a global scale. 

Block Positions:
Political Groups
Christian Democrats:
For EPP Group, the CFSP's lack of effectiveness to date is far more a political problem than an institutional one: it is a question of the political will of the individual Member States. It's shortcomings have been largely due to the intergovernmental nature of the policy and to the efforts to achieve unanimity. For EPP, in spite of gradual progress, a lack of a common understanding of the security interests of the European Union still tends to dominate.
Main points of EPP Group's views are as following:
? The European Union needs a Common Foreign and Security Policy to make it a political power capable of acting in accordance with its values and common interests, capable of reinforcing its own security and of safeguarding and reinforcing international security, capable also of strengthening international cooperation, the development and consolidation of democracy, the rule of law, respect for human rights, and fundamental freedoms
? CFSP must be organised in such a way as to integrate all the relevant areas: common commercial policy, development cooperation policy, humanitarian aid, as well as genuine foreign and security issues; to concentrate on those areas of defence cooperation for which only common solutions will work in the long-term. These include arms cooperation and the restructuring of the European armaments industry in a common arms market.
? Decision-making structure within the Council must be improved. It should be possible, for example, for a qualified majority of Member States to carry out a humanitarian, diplomatic or military action, ie. to negotiate legitimately in the name of the EU and to be able to make use of Community resources. It is important not only to ensure that no Member State can be obliged to take part in such an action against its will, but also that no country can be in a position to prevent the majority of countries from taking action.
? CFSP should no longer be left under the exclusive responsibility of Member States' governments, but rather be put under Community control, as is the case with all other Community policies. Democratic control could then be guaranteed through the obligatory consultation of the European Parliament on the Council's foreign policy decisions; 
? Preventive diplomacy and prompt peace-keeping operations must become part of an integrated concept which goes beyond the more long-term and principally economic instruments hitherto deployed by the EU. The EU must improve its capacity to prevent conflict through high-level political intervention. Introducing preventive and peace- keeping operations is a good start. Such peacekeeping and enforcement missions should preferably have the mandate of the UN Security Council or the OSCE, but be carried out and financed, if need be, by the WEU and the EU. The EPP once more stresses the need for appropriate mandates, clear and precise rules of engagement, and military equipment adapted to every particular conflict-situation.
? The advantages of preventive diplomacy and action are now becoming recognised on a global level. Activities and initiatives regarding conflict prevention and preventive diplomacy require coherent, comprehensive, and integrated approaches and thus the close co-operation of all policy instruments - diplomacy, the army, trade and development co-operation - based on their comparative advantages. Systematic and persistent violations of human rights are often a first sign of impending conflict with many victims. We must also, within the framework of the CFSP, work together with a real, responsible, and coherent policy on control of arms export which goes further than simply exchanging information in this area.
? The OSCE has successfully contributed to the easing of regional conflict in Bosnia- Herzegovina, Chechnya, Nagorno Karabakh, and other regions and has also been entrusted with Verification in Kosovo. It has thus proven its continued importance. The EPP is committed to the principle that the security policy adopted by the EU should be pursued in close cooperation with the OSCE. Any competition between the various institutions handling political security must be avoided.
? EU Member States which are permanent or temporary members of the UN Security Council should not just represent themselves, but deliberately and systematically promote EU policiy. A complete rethink of the composition of the UN Security Council is becoming more and more urgent. The EU should aim to be represented in its own right in the UN Security Council. Until this happens, EU Member States should vote together.
? Only NATO has the military strength and organisation needed for reliable military security. The EPP is therefore convinced that the presence of the USA remains absolutely vital. But Europe must contribute more actively to the common defence effort. No-one in Europe is currently planning to increase defence spending. For the foreseeable future, Europe is unwilling to make substantial increases to its defence budgets. The strengthening of a WEU integrated into the European structures as the European pillar of NATO, and the avoidance of duplicate structures by simple access to NATO's infrastructure, is thus of vital importance. This does not however release the Europeans from their responsibility to guarantee their strategic efficiency. The concept of the Combined Joint Task Forces is of particular importance in this respect.
? The EPP welcomes NATO?s dialogue with countries of Central and Eastern Europe who want to become members. Those countries which have sought membership, but will not be admitted in the years to come, should not be allowed to drift into a no-mans-land. So political, civilian, and military co-operation between NATO and countries falling short of membership must be further intensified, through the Partnership for Peace Programme (PFP) - to increase the inter-operability of the military organisation of these countries up to NATO standards - and through the Euro Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC) for political consultation. We place special importance on the fact that NATO has also recognised the Baltic States as aspirants for membership. NATO should also be open to current members of the EU who are not yet members of the Alliance.
EPP believes that "it is in the common European interest to overcome the division of Europe for good and to secure lasting peace and freedom for all".
Party of European Socialists:
Application of CFSP for Socialists means better legislation, strict control of arms dealing, education of peace and conflict prevention through diplomacy and decreasing civil unrest by application of better social policies.
Main points of EPP Group's views are as following:
? Joint actions should be taken to encourage conflict prevention policy. To be effective, diplomacy must have popular support. To this end contributions to public education and awareness programmes in favour of peace are crucial, in the developing countries and those of the European Union. Conflict prevention is a very important factor in the move towards democracy and world peace. The existence of areas of tension, and the outbreak of civil wars requiring intervention by the international community are threatening stability throughout the world. EU must therefore do it's utmost to prevent them, and efforts to this end, which have been too limited so far, must be stepped up at every level and by every means.
? A better definition of the international legislation on the duty and democratic right to intervene is necessary- intervention, in response to an appeal from the victims and countries of the region, might protect the people at risk through preventive action. Protective operations should always be undertaken under the aegis of the United Nations.
? Strict control of arms dealing, is an essential element of the conflict prevention policy. Socialists hope the Union will impose an embargo to combat exports of arms to regions where tension is rife, especially in sub-Saharan Africa.
? The need for closer cooperation must be underlined, in order to reinforce the European Union's role in keeping peace and stability on Eurasia.
? Being convinced that the enormous gulf between rich and poor, within countries and between them, is one of the factors leading to conflict; while recognizing the merits and necessity of private enterprise, being resolutely opposed to unfettered privatization and the disengagement of the state; socialists support the strengthening of democratic government so that, with the support of the people, it can play its essential role in regulating the economy and society and thus preventing conflicts. 
European Liberal Democrats & Reform (ELDR):
ELDR being "firmly resolved on the further deepening, reinforcement and enlargement of the European Union and having for aim "a larger, democratic, accountable and more open European Union which is empowered to take decisions where only a Union-level action can lead to effective results, but is committed to decentralisation on other issues"; believe that the European Union has a duty to project worldwide the principles of freedom, democracy, security and justice and they want the Union to invest in Europe's own security by developing a common foreign and security policy based on these values, including eventually common defence. 
Main points of ELDR Group's views are as following:
? Europe must be determined to act wherever the rule of law is ignored, human rights are violated and peace is endangered. The Union should above all direct its defence policy into strengthening its capacity in crisis management and peace-keeping. 
? European Liberal Democrats welcome the inclusion of peace-keeping and peace-making missions in the Treaty of Amsterdam. They wish to see the new joint planning and diplomatic machinery in Brussels become capable of proposing policy initiatives to the member states. 
? Reforms should encourage all member states to actively participate in the development of a common foreign and security policy for Europe according to their individual capacities. But ELDR believes an enhanced level of solidarity is necessary. Individual countries should not veto joint activities of the Union; but they should not be obliged to participate when clearly identified, vital national interests would be compromised. 
? The European Union still has to learn to speak with one voice and to act swiftly and effectively when its shared foreign and security interests are at stake. ELDR deplores the delay in establishing clear lines of responsibility at the EU level for foreign and security policy. 
? For collective defence, NATO remains the indispensable bond that links the USA to European security interests. European Liberal Democrats continue to attach great importance to the maintenance of good transatlantic relations. European Liberal Democrats are also working to assert a stronger European security and defence identity, involving the incorporation of WEU within the European Union. 
? ELDR wishes to give more substance to the notion of security through participation. Already, both NATO and WEU are deepening their collaboration with the prospective new member states of the European Union. We welcome the fact that WEU now has the capability to carry out peace support operations with the help of NATO resources. European Liberal Democrats remain committed to enlarging NATO as long as enlargement serves the building of peace and stability.
? ELDR calls on member states to continue to promote disarmament in Europe and support the new code of conduct in arms procurement. They should cooperate within Nato to prevent the further proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. 
? The OSCE is performing an important function in setting norms for the conduct of relations between states and in crisis prevention. The European Union should nurture the capabilities of OSCE for preventive diplomacy, the protection of human rights and the strengthening of European civil society."
The Greens (EFA) - Group of the European United/Nordic Green Left:
The Greens Group wants to see a different Europe, "without the democratic deficit which the Treaty of Maastricht served to confirm" and "free from the neo-liberal monetarist policies that go with it".
Main points of The Greens Group's views are as following:
? In order to deepen its ties of friendship, solidarity and cooperation with the other countries of Europe, the Union should strive to strengthen the OSCE, where instruments should be developed capable of addressing problems of joint security, while disbanding all those structures which, like NATO and the WEU, are a hangover from the political blocs of the Cold War. 
? A secure peace cannot be guaranteed by military instruments but rather by ensuring that democracy gains a firm hold throughout the world and, above all, by reducing the huge gap separating the 'centre' from the 'periphery' , which is the main cause of instability and excessive concentrations of power, as well as largescale migration, racism and xenophobia. 
? It is vital that the European Union correct its Eurocentric approach and its current model of development (which will only serve to increase disparities and results in serious environmental, social and political risks) and develop a policy in all international fora aimed at reforming all those international financial and political institutions which were founded in the 1950s and have today become inadequate and biased spokesmen for, rather than representative of, all the peoples of the Earth. 
? Emphasis should be placed on mutual efforts to achieve a balance between everyone's common concerns, rather than the current tendency to seek to bring the South in line with the North."
Countries

BENELUX COUNTIES:
Benelux countries, thinking that Europe should be more involved in global matters, esteem that WEU "could" be integrated to EU; also, until then, believe better and broader relations between the two are necessary, and as such support CJTF and common armament. 
Benelux countries also think that decisions should be taken with qualified majority and that the expenses should be covered from union's budget.
DANEMARK:
Danemark wants to see better and broader relations between WEU and EU -as do many of EU's members- and supports a possible gradual integration.
According to Danemark, decisions should be taken with qualified majority.

FRANCE & GERMANY:
France and Germany have almost identical points of view; they both believe CFSP has a militaristic implication; thus they support CJTF and believe in necessity of common armament standardisation and common technological research and development. While NATO is vital for collective defence for them, they both want a futur integration of WEU -which is "the military component of EU"- to EU. 
Whishing a broader cooperation between EU member states, France and Germany think that decisions should be taken with qualified majority.and that not only expenses should be covered from union's budget but also, all EU countries should contribute financially wheter they support an operation or not.
AUSTRIA:
Austria believing that CFSP means "conflict prevention while possesing enough military power should it be needed", is against a flexible military and decision making body and thinks decisions should be taken with unanimity. Meanwhile Austria is not against an interation of WEU into EU.
PORTUGAL:
Portugal, as Austria is against flexibility in decision making body, so unanimity is in order, and esteems NATO and WEU are separate. This however should not undermine the development of better and broader relations between these two organizations.
U.K & IRELAND:
UK is the biggest supporter of USA's points of view on the matter of Europe's CFSP. While supporting CJTF -which they esteem necessary for NATO's adaptation to new threats-, UK thinks that WEU should not be integrated to EU and that NATO should handle collective defense. Being concerned about issues of legitimacy of decisions on the matter, UK believes that decisions should be taken with unanimity and that any military action should have United Nation's Security Council's approval.
Ireland shares UK's many views except decision making, which sould be done by qualified majority.
FINLAND & SWEDEN:
Nordic members of EU have many common points; thinking that WEU is UE's military body, but for crisis management only; and supporting unanimity on decision making process.
GREECE:
For Greece, CFSP means common defense- which is a sine qua non condition for human rights and democracy; and WEU could be integrated to EU- but it's mission are restricted with Petersberg Tasks while NATO remains primary force, for collective defense.
Greece wants decisions to be taken with unanimity; and expenses to be covered from union's budget.
SPAIN:
Spain supports CFSPand thinks that WEU should be gradually integrated to EU and it should have means to perform it's mission: Petersberg Tasks while collective defence remains under NATO's responsibility.
Unlike any member state, Spain does not dictate any decision making prosedure and proposes decisions to be taken with ad hoc formulas
According to Spain, expenses should be covered from union's budget. 

ITALY:
Close to Germany and France's views, Italy sees WEU as UE's military body for crisis management -while NATO handles collective defense-, thinks that WEU should be gradually integrated to EU and supports common european armement committee. 
They also share common views concerning decision making, which should be done via qualified majority.
While positions concerning nature of CFSP, decision making prosedures, budgetary arrangements or ideal relations between NATO, WEU and EU are easily accessible; being given that throughout Europe, every state still consider armament a national issue, and thus has its' own policies of defence industry, it is almost impossible to talk common policies on this field. 
It can be said that each state, according to its' capacities are working to meet national needs by national means; best example to this being France. However, as arms production requires a powerful heavy industry bakced up by high technology, not every EU member state is able to meet its' national demands by national production; best examples being Belgium, Spain and Austria.

While on the poitical groups level within political groups of EU, there is a strong movement against armament, in real-politics domain this is not viable, and every state by any means necessary assures its' national defence, thinking that "national defence is best accomplished by national means".

