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Preface and acknowledgements 

 
This study has been prepared by the internal services of the European Parliament in response 
to a request from the Parliament's Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, Common 
Security and Defence Policy (AFET). The service responsible is the Division for International 
and Constitutional Affairs of the Directorate-General for Research. The proposal for a study 
on 'International terrorism and European security' was made by the Chairman of the 
Committee of foreign affairs, human rights, common security and defence policy, Mr Elmar 
BROK, on behalf of the committee in the aftermath of the terrorist attacks of 11 September 
2001on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon in the United States. The request was made 
in a letter of 24 January 2002 to the Director-General for Research of the Parliament, Mr 
Enrico Cioffi1. 
 
The impact of those tragic events would in any case have made such a study topical. However, 
it is necessary to recall that the year 2001 saw rapid and significant developments in the 
establishment of by the European Union of the European Security and Defence Policy 
(ESDP), culminating in the declaration of 15 December at the Laeken Summit that ESDP was 
now operational. ESDP has been established in the context of the overall Common Foreign 
and Security Policy of the EU. Its objectives are set out in Article 17 of the Treaty of 
European Union. They take the form of the three 'Petersberg Tasks': humanitarian and rescue; 
peace-keeping, and tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peace-making. 
Against the background of the 11 September attacks, and in the light of the international 
political developments that followed, the Committee of foreign affairs, human rights, common 
security and defence policy wished to investigate whether the Petersberg Tasks needed to be 
modified to include the fight against international terrorism. This and related topics make the 
subject-matter for the present study. 
 
A study prepared by the Directorate-General for Research is a background document. It does 
not have the status of an expression of the official position of the European Parliament. The 
opinion of Parliament is only expressed in its Resolutions. The adoption of a Resolution 
normally represents the culmination of a process whereby one of the committees of Parliament 
has prepared and adopted a report on the chosen topic over a period of some months. In the 
present case, the study contributed to the preparatory work on the own-initiative report by the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, Common Security and Defence policy on 'The 
new European security and defence architecture - priorities and deficiencies' (A5-0111/2003). 
The rapporteur was Philippe MORILLON. The European Parliament adopted its resolution on 
this subject on 10 April 2003. 
 
The events of September 2001 and their international political and military aftermath have 
generated a very large literature. Diffuse additions to this literature are superfluous. 
Accordingly, the present study has been focused in order to avoid duplication of other work, 
and to ensure that it is of specific utility to the parliamentary body by which it was 
commissioned. The focus selected has been the democratic and parliamentary one. Here 

                                                 
1 Two other parallel studies were conducted in 2002 at the request of the same Committee. The first, "The 
Parliamentary Dimension of CFSP/ESDP: Options for the European Convention" was carried out for the 
Directorate General for Research by TEPSA (Wolfgang Wessels and Jürgen Mittag). The second "Defence 
Equipment for European Crisis Management" was prepared by Gerard Quille et al. (see Bibliography). 
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perhaps there is a gap in the literature. To fill that gap is beyond the ambition of the present 
work. To signal it, however, and to suggest some lines of enquiry, may be helpful. This study 
is an attempt to put the debate on international terrorism and European security in a 
parliamentary perspective: specifically, the perspective of the European Parliament. Merely to 
recapitulate the terms of the various resolutions adopted by the European Parliament in this 
area would not be fruitful. The method employed here, therefore, has been to take the 
recurrent principles of Parliament’s opinions as stimuli to an analysis of the issues. This plan 
has involved three main types of research: a literature search, interviews, and the holding of a 
round-table discussion (9 October 2002) with invited experts kindly organised by the 
Secretariat of the Committee on foreign affairs, human rights, common security and defence 
policy under the direction of Mr Norbert Gresch, Head of Division. Further details will be 
found in the text and in the annexes, bibliography and references. 
 
Acknowledgements are due to many people who have been helpful in the preparation of this 
study. Especial thanks are due to Mme Nicole Gnesotto, Director of the EU Institute for 
Security Studies, for attending the Experts' Meeting held at the European Parliament in 
Brussels on 9 October 2002 accompanied by two Research Fellows from the Institute, Dr 
Burkard Schmitt and Dr Gustav Lindström. Warm thanks are expressed to the other experts 
who kindly participated in the meeting of 9 October - Dr Von Hippel, Mrs Szyszkowitz, 
Gerard Quille – and to the Members of Parliament who attended: Mr Elmar Brok, Chairman 
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, Common Security and Defence Policy, 
General Philippe Morillon, Chairman of the Delegation to the NATO Parliamentary 
Assembly, and Mr von Wogau. 
 
Thanks are expressed to other experts who have assisted with advice and help, including Dr 
Fraser Cameron, Director of Studies of the European Policy Centre (EPC), especially for an 
invitation to take part in the EPC/East-West seminar on Rogue states and terrorism on 7 
October 2002 in Brussels; Doctor Julian Lindley-French, Research Fellow at the EU Institute 
for Security Studies; Professor Christopher Hill of the London School of Economics and 
Political Science; Professor Posen of the German Marshall Fund and MIT. Dr Georg Witschel 
and Dr Florian Rudolph, Auswärtiges Amt, Germany, Mr Tom Köller, Ministère des affaires 
étrangères, Luxembourg, Mme Laure Frier of the Council Secretariat. Mr Lundin and Mr 
Reinhold Hack, Directorate-General for External Relations, and Mr Cano Romera, 
Directorate-General for Justice and Home Affairs, of the European Commission, Mr Kevin 
O’Flaherty of the United Kingdom Permanent Representation, Professor Andrew James, 
University of Manchester, Mr Shahrar Ali, of the Philosophy Programme, University of 
London. 
 
Notable assistance was received at NATO from Mr Chris Donnelly, and from other NATO 
officials who kindly helped by participating in a brainstorming meeting and in other ways: 
Adrian P. Kendry, Pol de Witte, Willem Matser, Frank Boland, Michael Simm, Barry Adams 
and Christopher Bennett. 
 
Important help has been received from other colleagues in the Secretariat-General of the 
European Parliament, notably, in addition to colleagues in the Division for International and 
Constitutional Affairs of the Directorate-General for Research, Christian Huber and Norbert 
Gresch, of the Secretariat of the Committee on foreign affairs, human rights, common security 
and defence policy (AFET); Thomas Grunert, Anton Lensen, Irmi Anglmayer and Kevin 
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Gunning of the Directorate-General for Research, Parliamentary Documentation Centre 
(PDC). 
 
Special thanks are due to Sachiko Muto, trainee in the Directorate-General for Research, who 
contributed indefatigably to this work, notably by drafting the Notes of the experts' meeting 
mentioned above; thanks to other trainees who made valuable contributions to the project: 
Thomas Theologidis, Julia Glinski, Daniel Gregory, Guinka Dimova, Senja Korhojen, Minna 
Melleri, Emmanuel Bargues. Also to Manuella Le Vaillant, trainee in the Committee of 
foreign affairs, human rights, common security and defence policy Secretariat. Thanks also for 
invaluable secretarial support to Vibeke Pedersen and Ursula Walther of the Secretariat of the 
Division for International and Constitutional Affairs. 
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Executive Summary 

 
Europe’s security in the face of the international terrorist threat 

 
The European Union condemns terrorism and is pursuing a vigorous anti-terrorism policy at 
the international level and at the level of policy on justice and home affairs inside its own 
borders. The European Parliament has been a leading advocate of this approach. It has 
expressed its sympathy with the victims of terrorism and their families. 
 
European security against the threat of international terrorism is enhanced by the opportunities 
that the existence of the European Union gives for cooperation among the Member States, 
both in foreign and in domestic policy, and by the fact that the EU itself can be an actor in 
international politics and diplomacy. The EU has policy instruments at its disposal. In the field 
of external relations, these include the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). The 
creation of the CFSP has led on to the creation of a common European Security and Defence 
Policy (ESDP). ESDP is still a young policy – it was officially declared operational at the 
EU’s Laeken Summit in December 2001 – and its scope is limited. However, work continues 
intensively to consolidate the policy and the capabilities, in troops, arms and equipment, 
necessary for its fulfilment. 
 
At the same time events have placed question marks against these achievements, and none 
more so than the tragic terrorist attacks in the United States on 11 September 2001. Is the 
cooperation among the EU Member States in the fight against terrorism working as it should? 
Is it optimally coordinated? Has the right balance been achieved between action on the 
international stage by the EU as such, and by the Member States individually? In spite of the 
CFSP, does not Europe too often fail to speak with one voice? Is the ESDP a realistic 
instrument? Is it functionally adapted to the fight against terrorism? Do the objectives of the 
ESDP – the ‘Petersberg Tasks’ – permit it even to take a role in this fight? In any case, is the 
EU's work in carving out its role in these areas not made even more difficult by profound 
changes and uncertainties in the world order? These questions seem to reach even to the heart 
of such keystones of the old Cold War order as Europe’s relations with the United States and 
the nature and purpose of the NATO alliance. 
 
The international terrorist threat in the context of CFSP and ESDP 

 
Four basic questions are analysed in this study: 

- Is terrorism a matter for ESDP? 
- Does the terrorist threat illuminate the weaknesses of CFSP/ESDP, and should the 

main mission objectives of ESDP - the Petersberg Tasks - be revised? 
- How can the special democratic role of the European Parliament be promoted in 

these policy areas, and what should this role be? 
- Where should ESDP in particular and the EU in general stand in the wider context 

of the contemporary international order, especially with regard to such issues as 
Europe’s role in NATO and its relations with the US and other countries? 

 
The Petersberg Tasks, which define the mission of ESDP, fall into three categories of crisis 
management: humanitarian and rescue tasks, peace-keeping, and peace-making involving 
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combat. Such an agenda does not amount to a total defence policy for Europe. Responsibility 
for the security of the territories and populations of the Member States remains with them. The 
mission of ESDP is much more limited. In operational terms, it means that the Member States 
of the EU have agreed that in a crisis they will contribute troops and equipment. The kind of 
crisis envisaged is one like those that occurred in the aftermath of the break-up of the former 
state of Yugoslavia, notably in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo. Thus what is envisaged is 
that the EU should have the capacity to project enough power to obtain and secure peace in 
regions of instability. These are presumed to be regions close to EU territory, but this is not 
specifically laid down. The commitment that EU Member States have accepted is called the 
‘Headline Goal’. It is the requirement that, collectively, the EU should be able to respond to a 
crisis by putting 60.000 troops into the field within sixty days for a year. The Headline Goal is 
a way of implementing the Petersberg Tasks. The circumstances in which the goals of the 
fight against terrorism could be attained by the use of this instrument may arise, but in the 
nature of things they will do so rarely. However, the development of ESDP has already 
resulted in the creation of a Political and Security Committee (usually known by its French 
acronym, COPS), plus a European Union Military Committee and a European Union Military 
Staff.COPS monitors the situation regarding international terrorism on a regular basis. 
 
The Treaty needs changing to permit continuous review of the mission of ESDP 

 
The Petersberg Tasks do need to be adapted to permit action under ESDP in the fight against 
terrorism. However, this is not the only way in which ESDP will need to be adapted to 
changing environmental conditions over the years. Debate about the possible need to revise 
the Petersberg Tasks, as the mission of ESDP, overlaps with other demands for the adjustment 
of the policy's nature and goals. The present arrangements under the Treaty on European 
Union for the possible revision of the Tasks are nothing like flexible enough. There should be 
a permanent mechanism for revision of the Petersberg Tasks. The European Parliament should 
have a key role in this process. These changes will require changes in the Treaty. The work of 
the Convention provides  an opportunity for this. 
   
The removal of the distinction between external and internal security 

 
Experts consulted in the preparation of the study confirmed the analysis already made by the 
Committee on foreign affairs, human rights, common security and defence policy of the 
European Parliament that the new threat of terrorism networked on an international scale tends 
to remove the distinction between external and internal security. The threat may seem to come 
from outside Europe, but the preparation of terrorist attacks may be carried out secretly by 
cells of the terrorist network operating inside one or more EU Member State. The threat must 
be combated at both levels, and this requires an unprecedented level of coordination across 
levels of governance and among the Member States themselves. 
 
The structure of the European Union under the Treaty: the ‘three pillars’ 

 
Against this background, doubt is shed on the functionality of the present ‘three-pillar’ 
structure of the EU. Under this structure the ability of the EU to act as a Union shades off 
from the relatively high level made possible under the first pillar, representing established 
European Community policies, to the successively lower levels of the other two pillars - 
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foreign affairs, and justice and home affairs – in which the decision-making model shifts from 
the collective, ‘Community’ type towards the inter-governmental one. 
 
The pillar structure of the EU may be the subject of recommendations by the Convention of 
the Future of Europe, designed to make proposals for the future structure and function of the 
Union in 2003. However, the issues are complex. Some observers fear that merging policies 
might mean that the decision-making procedure is brought down to the lowest common 
denominator, accentuating the shift down the spectrum towards the inter-governmental model. 
One effect of this would be to limit the influence of the European Parliament, which at present 
only has real powers of decision (more correctly, ‘co-decision’ with the Council), under the 
first pillar (of Community policies). On the other hand, supporters of an expanded role for the 
European Parliament are hoping that the Convention will recommend an increase in its 
powers. 
 
The asymmetric threat 

 
Dealing with international terrorism is made more difficult by the ‘asymmetric’ nature of the 
threat. By contrast with the common picture of warfare, in which two similar armies confront 
each other on a battlefield, one side in an asymmetric conflict is operating in an irregular, 
clandestine fashion. It is accountable to no public authority; it recognises no laws of war (no 
declaration of war, no sparing of the civilian population where possible, no rules for the 
treatment of prisoners), and its financing is also clandestine. No-one knows when or where the 
next attack will take place. This places a premium on efficient intelligence-gathering. 
 
Another consequence is that the traditional political and diplomatic prevention strategy against 
war among states – that of the balance of power – cannot be applied here. That system, for all 
its faults, reduced the chances of a surprise attack. No such safeguard is available in the case 
of international terrorism. 
 
The number of terrorist attacks in the world has not necessarily increased, but the attacks are 
becoming more lethal. One only has to compare the 11 September attacks with a hostage-
taking scenario. The fate of those who were to die was not conditional on certain claims being 
met: it was predetermined. Terrorism is often employed as an instrument of coercion in 
negotiations, for example over the release of political prisoners. By contrast, the actions of the 
al-Qaeda network, for example, appear to be designed for the purpose of inflicting harm on the 
perceived enemy. 
 
The international coalition against terrorism 

 
After the 11 September attacks, Article 5 of the NATO Treaty was invoked. This concerns 
defence against attacks on one of the member countries. At the initiative of the United States 
an international coalition against terror was formed, in which European countries take part. 
 
The precise nature of the action to be undertaken by the coalition remains a matter of debate. 
In the war in Afghanistan the Taliban were removed from power, and a strong blow was 
struck at bases for the organisation of terrorism. Some observers point out, however, that 
military action brings with it limitations as well as opportunities. Afghanistan was an 
exceptional situation. Since there was a territory to occupy and a regime to overthrow, the use 
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of traditional military means was possible. The argument is that in future, as far as action 
against terrorism is concerned, the scope for the use of military force will probably be more 
limited, being confined, for example, to under-cover operations against terrorist cells. Such 
actions are probably outside the scope of ESDP. In the course of preparation of this study the 
problem of Iraq, when it was discussed, was seen rather in the perspective of the possible use 
of weapons of mass destruction than in that of the sponsorship of international terrorism. 
 
How does the European Union counter the threat? 

 
The European Union cooperates internationally to implement UN Security Council 
resolutions, notably Resolution 1373 on the fight against terrorism. The European Council - 
the meeting of EU heads of state and government held an extraordinary meeting in Brussels on 
21 September 2001, at which - only 10 days after the attacks - it adopted an Action Plan in the 
fight against terrorism covering not only foreign policy moves but cooperation under the 
heading of 'Justice and home affairs' including joint investigations at police and judicial level, 
exchange of information between the Member States and EUROPOL, co-operation between 
EUROPOL and US authorities, and the creation of EUROJUST, a network of judicial 
cooperation. 
 
Progress in implementation of the action plan is reviewed on a monthly basis by the 
Committee of Permanent Representatives to the EU (COREPER) and updated as necessary. 
The Council of the EU also has working groups on the international dimension of terrorism 
COTER) and on the justice and home affairs aspects (CATS). However, it is questioned 
whether the coordination of EU and Member States has been optimised. 
 
The EU and the Middle East 

  
The EU, in particular with the support of the European Parliament, sees the attainment of a 
peace settlement in the Middle East as a prerequisite for successful action in the long term 
over international terrorism. It pursues diplomacy to that end, notably in the new format of the 
'Quartet' comprised of the US, the EU, the UN and Russia. 
 
The role of NATO 

 
Although, since the end of the Cold War, there has been debate about the role of the NATO, 
the European Parliament has supported the alliance, and – particularly with its enlargement at 
the Prague Summit of 20-22 November 2002 to include seven new European countries – 
NATO has shown itself ready to adapt to new conditions. 
 
The issues of NATO enlargement, enlargement of the European Union, the role of Europe 
inside NATO, and the future of ESDP are all inextricably linked. To make a success of the 
European identity inside NATO, and to render possible the functional cooperation between 
NATO and ESDP which will be necessary for the success of the latter, the completion of 
practical measures for EU-NATO cooperation – known as the ‘Berlin Plus’ arrangements – 
must be finalised. For this, the agreement of Turkey is necessary. However, the interests of 
Turkey are involved in the process of the enlargement of the EU in two ways: through its 
interest in a satisfactory resolution of the dispute dividing Cyprus, which is on the point of 
completing accession to the EU, and through its own candidature to become a Member State 
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of the Union. Opportunities for progress on these matters arise with the NATO Prague 
Summit, and the forthcoming EU Summit in Copenhagen in December 2002. 
 
The transatlantic relationship 

 
The more attention the US gives to the terrorist threat, the more the US will be engaged 
elsewhere than in Europe. On the one hand, it was argued that this meant Europe was likely to 
be limited to a peace-keeping role. On the other hand, there was the view that this was not 
acceptable to Europe, that Europe must be ambitious if the US were to accord it significance. 
The retort to this was that Europe’s assumption of a peace-keeping role would not be a 
restriction: it would be an enhancement of its role by comparison with the present situation. 
 
One solution to this conundrum could be provided by a clearer definition of roles. It can be 
argued that Europe does not have the ambition to project its power on a global scale. 
Geographically, the scope of potential European intervention could be conceived of as 
regional. This is perhaps defined by the areas around Europe’s borders. There is an alternative 
view. According to this, ESDP could be used to help to stabilise regions in crisis, even beyond 
Europe’s immediate neighbourhood. This could be an important contribution to fighting the 
root causes of terrorism. Meanwhile EU Member States could continue the fight against terror 
at the political, diplomatic and economic levels. 
 
The European Parliament has been concerned about a possible trend in the US towards 
unilateralism. The current world order is often said to be 'unipolar' now that the Cold War has 
been consigned to history. European Union policy is based, however, on a multilateral 
approach in the framework of the UN. 
 
Defence equipment: the capabilities gap 

 
There is concern about the gaps in Europe’s capabilities in terms of arms and equipment: the 
‘capabilities gaps’. The concern is on two fronts: the gap between what ESDP and its Headline 
Goal require and what Europe can at present offer, and the gap between European capabilities 
and those of the United States. 
 
Concern is expressed at the fact that, at present, there is no common European market for 
defence equipment. It becomes important to remove the existing barriers to trade for defence 
equipment and the need for common decision-making on the external arms trade. The 
compatibility of defence equipment is also an important issue. The thesis is that if Europe is  
to send soldiers to war, there is a responsibility to see that they are supported by the best 
equipment. 
 
Concerning the capabilities gap between the United States armed forces and those of the 
European member countries of NATO, this is seen by many as an obstacle to the development 
of a satisfactory role for NATO in the new international conditions, including those relevant to 
the fight against international terrorism. The argument is that the European countries lag so far 
behind their American counterparts in equipment and training that successful cooperation on 
military operations is impossible. The problem, as seen by NATO strategists, is that in many 
cases the present state of the armed forces of European countries is the legacy of the Cold 
War. At that time – so the argument goes - forces were maintained to defend countries against 
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an attack that, because of the nuclear deterrent, was not really expected to happen. In today’s 
conditions a conventional attack by land armies is still not expected, but the need is seen for 
expeditionary capability: that is, to send forces outside the countries to be defended to conduct 
missions in places where swift operations could forestall a crisis or nullify a threat. Although 
some European countries are better able to contemplate missions of this type than others, the 
general picture is not a favourable one. Examples often mentioned of the capabilities gap are 
the lack of airborne fuel-tanker aircraft for air-to-air refuelling in Europe and the lack of heavy 
air transport. These are essential to expeditionary capability. 
 
However, the dangers of Europe getting into an arms race may be avoided. Rather, it should 
set targets for achievement at the rhythm of its own technological development. Given the 
objective set at the Lisbon European Council in March 2000 of becoming the most dynamic 
and competitive knowledge-based economy in the world by 2010, this pace will be fast 
enough. 
 
The plan for the NATO Response Force 

 
It is against this background that the plan put forward in September 2002 by US Secretary of 
Defence Donald Rumsfeld for a NATO Rapid Response Force, and approved at the NATO 
Prague Summit of 21-22 November 2002, has to be considered. There has been concern in 
Europe that this plan might compete with and even undermine the plan for the ESDP rapid 
reaction force. Pending any decision on this new force by NATO at the Prague Summit, and 
pending information on the details of the force if agreed, the following points can be made. 
Going by the proposals alone, it may be concluded that, as NATO officials claim, the two 
plans are complementary. The ESDP force is destined for a peace-making and peace-keeping 
role. It is not planned to limit the use of the NATO force to these purposes. It is rather 
designed for the achievement of targeted military objectives of the kind mentioned above. 
There is therefore a difference in the nature of the forces proposed. Whereas the ESDP 
Headline Goal calls for the deployment of up to 60.000 troops in 60 days, the NATO force is 
planned to deploy s smaller force, more rapidly: say, 20.000 troops in two weeks. The initial 
plan has features that should reassure the European countries. Composition and leadership of 
the NATO force would rotate among the member countries. 
 
Modernising European armed forces and the defence industry 

 
Indirect benefits are foreseen. The welcome extended to European partners to join the 
Response Force of NATO carries with it the obligation to bring equipment and training up to 
speed. This touches an important reason for the way European armed forces lag behind those 
in America. Modern forces are composed of relatively few but highly-trained and very well 
equipped troops, but with a large back-up of supporting units. The idea is that this may be 
expensive, but it is effective. By contrast, paying for large armies of only moderately well 
trained and equipped troops without a clear strategic mandate is also expensive, but it is not 
effective. This is the major reason why American capabilities exceed European ones in spite 
of the fact that the discrepancy between them in gross spending on defence, though large, is 
not as large as many people might think. Figures cited in the study put US spending in 2002 at 
US$ 281426 million, and total EU spending at US$ 174596 million. As is well-known, 
however, the US plans a large budget increase in 2003. 
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It is argued for the NATO Rapid Response Force that by signing up to it European countries 
would join a process that could kick-start their drive to improve capabilities. The cost, though 
far from negligible, would be contained by the inherent limitations on the size of the force. 
 
The US believes that European NATO partners should increase their spending on defence to 
meet the needs of the times, including the fight against international terrorism. Europeans 
hope that the rationalisation of the defence industry, if it can be achieved, would realise 
savings that could reduce the need for increases in budget, for which there seems to be little 
public appetite. Whether reductions in force size could also play a role here needs to be 
examined. Paradoxically, there may be reasons why largely conscript or reservist-based armed 
forces might be more cost-effective than fully professional services. 
 
Under ESDP, the EU is trying to improve European arms and equipment capabilities by means 
of the European Capabilities Action Plan. Simultaneously, measures are in progress to 
enhance cooperation in the European defence sector. A notable development has been the 
formation of the Letter of Intent group (LoI), now based on a framework agreement signed in 
July 2000 to set rules for the restructuring of the sector. The member countries are France, 
Germany, Italy, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom. An example of cooperation in the 
LoI group is the decision taken in November 2001 to launch the ETAP programme on the key 
technologies for future airborne combat systems. 
 
Meanwhile it would be wrong to underestimate the importance of transatlantic links in the 
defence sector. European companies like the EADS (European Aeronautic Defence and Space 
Company), Thales and British Aerospace Systems have been involved in acquisitions and joint 
ventures. Because of the size of the US market there has appeared to be more of an incentive 
for European enterprises to try to do business in the US than the other way round. However, if 
the US does not keep up its new level of defence spending in later years, and if European 
capabilities initiatives gather speed, the situation could change. 
 
Democracy as the defence of democracy 

 
The desire to protect our societies against the terrorist threat must not lead to the curtailment 
of democracy, liberties, human rights or the rule of law to the extent that such developments 
would represent a victory for the forces that use terrorism. Democracy is a flexible form of 
government that provides the means for its own adaptation and defence. 
 
At home and in third countries the European Parliament has consistently advocated a policy 
that combines firmness against the terrorists with attempts to understand and address the root 
causes of terrorism. This democratic, radical and contructive approach - the 'DEMRACON 
doctrine' as it is called in the study - entails the full acceptance by Europe of the 
responsibilities of global governance, in the context of UN initiatives - not only on security 
matters, but also in such areas as environmental policy and the fight against world poverty. 
Parliament has condemned discrimination against non-EU nationals and members of certain 
religious or ethnic groups including Islam. It has stressed the need for Europe's policy towards 
developing countries to help raise living standards and standards of governance and 
democracy in an attempt to cure the frustrations that may become the seed-bed of international 
terrorism. 
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Networking against networks 

 
The flexibility of the network model is exploited in the organisation of terrorist networks and 
the cells that are their nodes. This model can, and to some extent is exploited in the methods 
of combating terrorism. It is also a characteristic of the information society and the 
knowledge-based economy. By contrast, centralised, dirigiste management is often counter-
productive and ill-adapted to this asymmetric conflict. 
 
This analysis is relevant to the problem of coordination of the EU's anti-terrorist policies and 
operations. Coordination is not only a matter of command and control. It is also a matter of the 
information flow. In the terminology becoming familiar to enterprises in the new knowledge-
based economy, the issue is knowledge management. The effectiveness of current anti-
terrorist arrangements in the EU, at and across the various levels of governance that separate 
the EU level from the national and regional levels, could - on this thesis - be better enhanced 
by an iterative cycle of knowledge-mangement audits followed by fine-tuning of the relevant 
systems. 
 
Another way of strengthening networks at the European level by encouraging home-grown 
initiatives at the national level would be exemplified by a plan for the introduction of a 
European qualification for police officers to be entitled to conduct investigations in other 
Member States. Under this model, the criteria would be set, and the certification delivered, at 
European level. However, the Member States would nominate their own candidates for 
training, and once trained and qualified, the officers would remain with their national forces. 
Although still members of their national forces, they would collectively represent a European 
cadre. These officers could thenceforth conduct investigations as necessary on each other's 
national territory on a basis of generalised reciprocity. They would simultaneously enjoy the 
status of national and European-level police-officers. They would constitute a European 
network and, by their very existence, endow that network with built-in links to the national 
and regional networks. 
 
Civil protection 

 
Civil protection has become a major issue, largely because of the fear that the new terrorism 
might resort to the use of nuclear, biological or chemical means of attack on populations. The 
same would also apply to disruptions of computer-driven utilities like electricity and water, 
were this to emerge as a new form of electronic terrorism. 
 
The need to identify the objects of European security policy 

 
The drive to modernise Europe's security and defence policies, structures and capabilities in 
the face of new threats such as the threat of international terrorism provokes reflection and 
debate on the real scope and requirements of ESDP. ESDP, as the study has shown, is not a 
conventional defence policy. It is not a plan for an army, navy and air force to defend a 
homeland. The EU is an intangible polity: it has no homeland. However, it does have wealth 
and economic and social systems, the integrity of which must be defended. 
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The future: the knowledge based economy and society 

 
The intangible assets of the European Union are vested in its achievements: notably the 
internal market and the Eurozone. These are to be followed by the knowledge-based society. 
At Lisbon in 2000 the European Council pledged that by 2010 Europe would become the most 
competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world. This goal will not be 
achieved without considerable efforts, and these efforts need protecting. It is not only a matter 
of hacking incidents and attacks on the Internet. Damage to the fabric of a computer-driven 
economy and society based on electronic networks could have wide-ranging consequences. 
 
Issues of strategic doctrine and principle: an appropriate role for the European 

Parliament 

 
As the barrier between external and internal security comes down, and as the warfront against 
new dangers such as international terrorism moves from specific battlefields to the wider 
territory of society as a whole, a democratically-elected Parliament becomes the natural place 
to hold the vital debates on the difficult strategic choices that must be made. 
 
Issues of war and peace usually require the involvement of democratically elected parliaments. 
These issues are at present in the hands of national parliaments, but as the scope of EU 
decision-making widens, the role of the EP must become more important.  
 
At present, the European Council must consult Parliament on "the main aspects and the basic 
choices" of CFSP, and must keep it informed about the Union's actions in these spheres. The 
latter reports are made in person and result in vigorous debates. However, the time has come 
to consider new and deeper ways of involving the European Parliament in these sectors. 
 
There are issues of strategic doctrine that ought to be subject to debate in Parliament. One 
such question, for example, is this: in the context of ESDP, would the EU ever consider a pre-
emptive strike? This has been a controversial issue in the European Parliament, but perhaps 
this showed that it was an issue that demanded parliamentary debate. Even more basic is the 
question of the conditions under which Europe would initiate military operations under the 
auspices of ESDP. Such issues are questions of strategic doctrine and principle. 
 
A way of ensuring a more appropriate parliamentary role in CFSP and ESDP matters at 
European level would be to give the European Parliament a lead role in a new decision-
making procedure specially adapted to the high importance of issues of strategic doctrine and 
principle. 
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Chapter 1: 

International terrorism: an asymmetric threat in an asymmetric world 

 

Issues for the chapter 

 
1. Europe’s security in the face of the international terrorist threat 
2. The international terrorist threat in the context of CFSP and ESDP: basic questions for the 

study 
3. The removal of the distinction between external and internal security 
4. The asymmetric character of the international terrorist threat 
5. The identification of a parliamentary perspective on international terrorism and European 

security - initial considerations 
6. The definition of terrorism 
 

Action in the European Union 

 
The plan of action and the Road Map 
 
In this section we consider selected policies and measures undertaken in the European Union 
in respect of the issues dealt with in the present chapter. In the following section, we shall look 
briefly at certain opinions of the European Parliament pertinent to the same themes. 
 
Following the tragic events of 11 September 2001, the European Union acted quickly on the 
international terrorist threat. The European Council held an extraordinary meeting in Brussels 
on 21 September 2001. As well as expressing outrage and sympathy over the attacks of 11 
September, this set in place a Plan of Action. This is implemented in accordance with a 
document known as the ‘Road Map’, which is reviewed each month by COREPER and 
updated as necessary. The measures itemised in the Road Map fall mainly under the two 
categories of Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and Justice and Home Affairs 
policy (JHA). The Road Map included measures in such areas as the European arrest warrant 
(Point 30) and money-laundering (56). 
 
The coalition against terrorism and cooperation within the UN 
 
Front-line Road Map actions include working to extend the global coalition against terrorism, 
and to cooperate within the UN, especially in the follow-up to Security Council Resolution 
1373 (2001). Key provisions of this resolution sought to cut off finance to terrorists, to ensure 
that the planning and execution of terrorist acts were treated as serious crimes in all countries 
and to enhance cooperation among states in such matters as the exchange of intelligence. The 
resolution, adopted on 28 September 2001, set up a committee to monitor its own 
implementation (Article 6). All states were to submit a report within 90 days on the steps they 
had taken. The European Union submitted a report to this committee on 24 December 2001, 
and a supplementary report dated 8 August 2002. A key measure undertaken by the EU has 
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been to insist on the insertion of an anti-terrorism clause in agreements with third countries 
(Road Map, Point 11). 
 
The Seville Declaration 
 
The European Council, at its meeting in Seville of 21-22 June 2002, 
 

decided to step up the action of the Union against terrorism through a coordinated and 
inter-disciplinary  approach embracing all Union policies, including by developing the 
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and by making the European Security and 
Defense Policy (ESDP) operational. 

 
It thereby laid down the principle that ESDP had a recognised role to play in the fight against 
terrorism. 
 
The Treaty on European Union 
 
The Treaty on European Union (TEU), in Article 29, specifically mentions terrorism as one of 
the crimes that its 'Provisions on police and judicial cooperation in criminal matters' (Title VI) 
are intended to address. 
 
The Framework Decisions: European arrest warrant 
 
Framework Decisions were rapidly proposed by the Commission after 11 September 2001 on 
combating terrorism and on the European arrest warrant and the surrender procedures between 
the Member States. The basis had been laid for these measures by the European Council at 
Tampere of 15-16 October 1999, and by recommendations of the European Parliament made 
on 5 September 2001 (see below). Under the influence of the events of 11 September 2001, 
progress towards the European arrest warrant accelerated. The Framework Decision was 
adopted by the Council on 13 June 2002. 
 

Position of the European Parliament 

 

Resolution of 4 October 2001: solidarity with the American people 

 
The European Parliament debated the results of the Extraordinary meeting held by the 
European Council in Brussels on 21 September 2001 during its October plenary session. It 
adopted a resolution on 4 October 2001 that expressed 
 

its solidarity with the people and government of the United States and its sympathy with 
the injured and the bereaved families of the victims from the USA and many other 
countries who suffered as a result of this terrorist attack 

 
This resolution takes its place in a series of texts in which the Parliament has expressed its 
concern about the threat posed by international terrorism, as well as the factors that may go 
towards causing it. The main texts are catalogued below in Table 1. Meanwhile special note 
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may be taken of that adopted on 5 September 2001 a few days before the events of 11 
September 2001. 
 

The European Parliament's Recommendation of 5 September 2001 

 
Using its right under Article 39(3) of the Treaty on European Union to make 
recommendations to the Council, Parliament adopted, on 5 September 2001, four  
recommendations on the European Union's role in combating terrorism. The first of these 
called on the Council to adopt a Framework Decision aimed at approximating laws on the 
criminality of terrorism. The others concerned the European common area of freedom, 
security and justice; the European arrest warrant; and the compensation of the victims of 
terrorist crimes. 
 
 
Table 1: European Parliament resolutions on terrorism and related topics (select list) 

 
Date Short title 

 
5 September 2001 The European Union’s role in combating terrorism: European Parliament 

recommendation 
4 October 2001 Extraordinary European Council (Brussels, 21 September) 
13 November 2001 EUROPOL: Fighting international crime/Transmission of personal data 
29 November 2001 Combating terrorism: (1) Framework decision; (2) European arrest warrant 
29 November 2001 Setting up EUROJUST 
13 December 2001 EU judicial cooperation with the US in combating terrorism 
6 February 2002 Combating terrorism: (1) Framework decision; (2) European arrest warrant 

(Renewed consultations) 
20 March 2002 Results of the European Council meeting (Barcelona, 15-16 March) 
15 May 2002 Transatlantic relationship 
16 May 2002 Combating hunger (UN World Food Summit) 
4 July 2002 Seville European Council of 21-22 June (outcome) 
24 September 2002 Combating terrorism: Evaluating national legal provisions 
24 September 2002 Combating terrorism: Police and judicial cooperation to combat terrorism 
26 September 2002 Progress in implementation of CFSP 
26 September 2002 Outcome of sustainable development summit 
26 September 2002 International Criminal Court 
24 October 2002 International Criminal Court (Council’s position) 
24 October 2002 Assessment of and prospects for the EU strategy on terrorism one year after 11 

September 2001 
7 November 2002 European Council (Brussels, 24-25 October) 
21 November 2002 Outcome of EU/Russia summit 
5 December 2002 Financing of certain activities carried out by EUROPOL 
17 December 2002 New functions for the Schengen Information System (Decision) 
17 December 2002 New functions for the Schengen Information System (Regulation) 

 
Note: Resolutions of the European Parliament may be found at the EP website: http://www.europarl.eu.int . At 
the home page, choose ‘Activities’/‘Plenary sessions’. At the next page, scroll down until ‘Texts adopted by 
Parliament’ appears in the left-hand column. The options include searching by date or ‘word in title’. 
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Resolution of 26 September 2002: blurring the distinction between external and internal 
security 

 
One consequence of modern, international terrorism is a blurring of the distinction between 
'external' and 'internal' security. In the European Parliament's debate on terrorism of 23 
October 2002, this point was made by the Chairman of the Committee of foreign affairs, 
human rights, common security and defence policy, Elmar Brok. He drew attention to the 
symbolic importance of the fact that the draft resolution being debated on that occasion had 
been jointly prepared by the two parliamentary committees concerned: the Committee of 
foreign affairs, human rights, common security and defence policy and the Committee on 
citizens' freedoms and rights, justice and home affairs1. 
 
The preamble to the resolution that resulted from Parliament’s debate made explicit the view 
that “the fight against terrorism blurs the traditional distinction between foreign and domestic 
policy”2. 
 

The “root causes of terrorism”: towards “a comprehensive notion of security” 

 
On 26 September 2002, Parliament adopted a resolution on progress in implementation of 
CFSP, by which it concluded the work that had been going on all year in the Committee on 
foreign affairs, human rights, security and defence policy on the Brok Report on this subject. 
In the preamble to the resolution, Parliament inserted a recital to the following effect (Recital 
B): 
 

Whereas, with the increased and conscious deployment of its traditional instruments, 
such as aid, trade and diplomacy, the EU stands for a comprehensive notion of security 
and is increasingly making conflict prevention the guiding principle of its foreign policy 
actions and is thereby tackling not only the symptoms, but also the root causes of 
terrorism; 

 
In a subsequent recital (Recital F – given in full in Chapter 2, below), Parliament listed five 
major strategic tasks for the EU in its Resolution of 26 September, which included: 
 

Helping to combat social, economic and political situations which may lead peoples to 
frustration and despair and encourage them to adopt extremist positions 
 

Resolution of 24 October 2002 

 
In a resolution on international terrorism adopted on 24 October 2002, Parliament reviewed 
the situation one year after 11 September 2001. The whole of this wide-ranging text cannot be 
adequately summarised here, but the key points included the following: 
 
                                                 
1 The full names of the two committees concerned are: the Committee on foreign affairs, human rights, common 
security and defence policy, and the Committee on citizens' freedoms and rights, justice and home affairs. 
2 EP Resolution of 24 October 2002 on ‘Assessment of and prospects for the EU strategy on terrorism one year 
after 11 September 2001’, recital C. 
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 - a welcome for the Seville Declaration and its pledge to place the fight against terrorism 
inside the scope of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the European 
Security and Defence Policy (ESDP); 

 - condemnation of "all terrorist attacks, including those that occurred recently in Bali, 
the Philippines and Israel"; 

 - "recognition of the threat posed by terrorism shows that European policy must not be 
restricted to a narrow definition of defence but must be enlarged to accommodate a 
wider concept of security"; 

 - measures to combat terrorism "must strengthen and not weaken the rule of law"; 
 - they must "be subject ex ante and ex post to democratic scrutiny by national 

parliaments and the European Parliament"; 
 - measures to prevent and punish terrorist crimes should also guarantee respect for 

fundamental rights and civil liberties; 
 - rejection of a strategy of pre-emptive strikes; 

 - concern "at rising unilateralism in US foreign policy": the EU should be mulitlateralist, 
in the context of the United Nations; 

 - support for India's proposal to draw up, under the UN, a Comprehensive Convention 
against International Terrorism. 

 

Findings and analysis 

 

1. Europe’s security in the face of the international terrorist threat 

 

Opportunities and uncertainties 

 
European security against the threat of international terrorism is enhanced by the opportunities 
that the existence of the European Union gives for cooperation among the Member States, 
both in foreign and in domestic policy, and by the fact that the EU itself can be an actor in 
international politics and diplomacy. The EU has policy instruments at its disposal. In the field 
of external relations, these include the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). The 
creation of the CFSP has led on to the creation of a common European Security and Defence 
Policy (ESDP). ESDP is still a young policy – it was officially declared operational at the 
EU’s Laeken Summit in December 2001 – and its scope is limited. However, work continues 
intensively to consolidate the policy and the capabilities, in troops, arms and equipment, 
necessary for its fulfilment. 
 
At the same time events have placed question marks against these achievements, and none 
more so than the tragic terrorist attacks in the United States on 11 September 2001. Is the 
cooperation among the EU Member States working as it should? Is it optimally coordinated? 
Has the right balance been achieved between action on the international stage by the EU as 
such, and by the Member States individually? In spite of the CFSP, does not Europe too often 
fail to speak with one voice? Is the ESDP a realistic instrument? Is it functionally adapted to 
the fight against terrorism? Do the objectives of the ESDP – the ‘Petersberg Tasks’ – permit it 
even to take a role in this fight? In any case, is not the difficulty for the EU of carving out its 
role in these areas compounded by profound changes and uncertainties in the world order? 
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These seem to reach even to the heart of such keystones of the old Cold War order as Europe’s 
relations with the United States and the nature and purpose of the NATO alliance. 
 

Reaction to a crisis or the generation of a coherent strategic vision? 

 
The images that reached Europe from the United States on 11 September 2001 of horror-
stricken faces and of smouldering ruins where imposing buildings had once stood filled people 
with a stronger sense than they had ever felt before of the wickedness of terrorism and of a 
warm-hearted sense of solidarity with the Americans and others who had suffered the 
treacherous blow. In the year that was to follow, the aftermath of the attacks on the World 
Trade Centre and the Pentagon was to give rise to difficult questions that required a more 
calculated response than could be provided by the first rush of generous emotion. However, in 
setting out on an enquiry into the implications of those events for a conception of European 
security and an assessment of the threat posed to it by international terrorism one should try to 
hold in one’s mind that pristine flash of awareness of a commonality of values that was 
refreshed by the events of 11 September even as they involved Americans and Europeans in a 
common grief. 
 
The horrified reaction to the attacks of 11 September was accompanied by a realisation that 
the scale on which they had been executed implied that the perpetrators were exceptionally 
well organised and resourced. After it had become apparent that the operation had been 
generated by a terrorist network operating on an international level, the lesson was drawn that 
this was a new terrorism, presenting a challenge to American security of a magnitude much 
greater than its predecessors. The impact of the new terrorism was first felt in the United 
States of America, but other industrialised countries of the Western type saw that they too 
were involved. Their feelings of solidarity with the USA in its tragedy, as well as an objective 
assessment of the facts, quickly brought them to the conclusion that the new terrorism was a 
threat to them all. 
 
These events were apprehended in Europe at a time when the European Union was involved in 
developing, for the first time, its own policy on security and defence. Action in this policy area 
was coming comparatively late in the institutionalisation of the EU, but it was now proceeding 
at a surprisingly fast pace. It was pulled forward by the progress of the Common Foreign and 
Security Policy (CFSP), and it was pushed by a determination not to have to relive the horrors 
of the Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo conflicts: European tragedies in which Europe had not 
been able to intervene effectively to prevent bloodshed. 
 
In practical terms, it was the Franco-British declaration at Saint-Malo of 4 December 1998 
that paved the way for the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), and the Cologne 
and more particularly the Helsinki European Councils, of 3-4 June and 10-11 December 1999 
respectively, that actually began the work of construction. (That both France and the United 
Kingdom had made a considerable political journey to reach Saint-Malo is a point well made 
by Gegout (2002)). Successive meetings of the European Council – meetings of heads of state 
or government of the EU Member States – provided milestones along the road, and it was the 
Laeken Summit in December 2001 that was to declare ESDP operational. It was against this 
background that Europe was forced to digest the lessons of 11 September 2001, and to deal 
with the proposal from the USA to join in a global war against terrorism. 
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The question then arose, whether, in the new international terrorism, the Western 
industrialised countries were facing a threat to their security on a scale so massive that it 
represented that defining target for security and defence policy which had been missing from 
the scene since the end of the Cold War. Some voices even asked whether the objectives of the 
fledgling ESDP should not already be recast. These objectives are usually stated in terms of 
the ‘Petersberg Tasks’, three types of mission which represent three ascending levels of 
engagement at which forces made available by the EU Member States might be applied for the 
purposes of crisis management under the aegis of European Security and Defence Policy. As 
defined in Article 17.2 of the Treaty on European Union, they are: (1) humanitarian and rescue 
tasks; (2) peacekeeping tasks, and (3) tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including 
peacemaking. 
 
There is an underlying assumption that the crises that would trigger deployment at one of 
these levels would be similar to those which arose in former Yugoslavia. Had a crucial 
vulnerability now been exposed in this plan? The Petersberg Tasks say nothing about 
terrorism. Should they be revised? Even at an early stage other voices were heard answering 
‘no’ to this question. On 28 November 2001 the UK Minister for Europe argued, in a speech 
in London, that the idea at Saint-Malo and subsequently had been to enable Europeans to take 
a greater share of the burden of crisis management operations (Hain 2001). The issue of the 
revision of the Petersberg Tasks has proved a difficult issue, to which we shall return in 
Chapter 2. Broadly, Hain's point was  that the Petersberg Tasks were not chosen because they 
represented the whole range of security threats with which Europe might at any time be 
confronted. No, it was because they were specific ‘tasks’ that needed doing. The assumption 
of these tasks would serve the double goal of permitting the European Union to fulfil its 
natural humanitarian, peace-keeping and peace-enforcement duties in crises occurring in its 
own region, and of acceding to requests from the USA to relieve it of the burden of these 
responsibilities. Hain argued, accordingly, that ESDP should stick to this mandate and not be 
deflected by the events of 11 September, terrible as these had been. 
 

2. The international terrorist threat in the context of CFSP and ESDP: basic questions 

for the study 

The basic questions to be posed in the study 

 
Four basic questions are analysed in this study. Not all of them are dealt with exhaustively in 
Chapter 1, but it is useful to introduce them here. They are these: 
 
 - Is terrorism a matter for ESDP? 
 - Does the terrorist threat illuminate the weaknesses of CFSP/ESDP? 
 - How can the democratic role of the European Parliament be enhanced in these policy 

areas, and what should this role be? 
 - Where should ESDP in particular and the EU in general stand in the wider context of 

the contemporary international order, especially with regard to such issues as Europe’s 
role in NATO and its relations with the US and other countries? 
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The Petersberg Tasks - humanitarian and rescue tasks, peace-keeping, and peace-making – are 
far from amounting to a total defence policy for Europe. Responsibility for the security of the 
territories and populations of the Member States remains with the latter. The mission of ESDP 
is limited. In operational terms, it means that the Member States of the EU have agreed that in 
a crisis they will contribute troops and equipment. The kind of crisis envisaged is one like 
those that occurred in the aftermath of the break-up of the former state of Yugoslavia, notably 
in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo. Thus what is envisaged is that the EU should have the 
capacity to project enough power to obtain and secure peace in regions of instability. These 
are presumed to be regions close to EU territory, but this is not specifically laid down. The 
commitment that EU Member States have accepted is called the ‘Headline Goal’. It is the 
requirement that, collectively, the EU should be able to respond to a crisis by putting 60,000 
troops into the field within sixty days for one year. The Headline Goal supplies the means of 
implementing the Petersberg Tasks. The circumstances in which the goals of the fight against 
terrorism could be attained by the use of this instrument may arise, but in the nature of things 
they will do so rarely. However, the development of ESDP has already resulted in the creation 
of a Political and Security Committee (usually known by its French acronym, COPS), plus a 
European Union Military Committee and a European Union Military Staff. 
  

3.  The elimination of the distinction between external and internal security 

 

A widespread judgement 

 
Experts consulted in the preparation of the study confirmed the analysis already made by the 
Committee of foreign affairs, human rights, common security and defence policy of the 
European Parliament that the new threat of terrorism networked on an international scale tends 
to remove the distinction between external and internal security. The threat may seem to come 
from outside Europe, but the preparation of terrorist attacks may be carried out secretly by 
cells of the terrorist network operating inside one or more EU Member State. The threat must 
be combated at both levels, and this requires an unprecedented level of coordination across 
levels of governance and among the Member States themselves. 
 

An example of a national measure: Luxembourg 

 
In 2002 Luxembourg has introduced a plan for an anti-terrorist law which gives effect in 
Luxembourg to international conventions and European laws and initiatives. In justifying the 
need for this new instrument, the text states: 
 

The tragic events of 11 September 2001have once again shown that the sophisticated 
circuits for the financing of terrorism are located at the very heart of the functioning of 
terrorist organisations, while the execution of any terrorist act inevitably means that 
significant financial means must be mobilised first. Therefore there is a need to 
neutralise these sources of finance, in all their diverse forms, in the framework of this 
common instrument for the fight against the financing of terrorism1. 

                                                 
1 Translation from French by the present author. 
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4. The asymmetric character of the international terrorist threat 

 

A challenge to traditional thinking on security 

 
Another challenge to traditional thinking on security lies in an important feature of the 
international terrorist threat: its asymmetry. When we take as our starting model of a military 
encounter the image of two armies ranged against each other on a battlefield we have made a 
picture of like confronting like. The basic situation gives rise to expectations that will only be 
upset by the exercise of especial tactical or technical skills that are unlikely to transcend 
certain limits that can be estimated. Although one side usually has the advantage over the 
other for contingent reasons of superiority of manpower, leadership or equipment, the 
underlying model of this idealised confrontation is that of two comparable sides clashing: to 
this extent it is ‘symmetric’. The phenomenon of terrorism, however, is spatially distributed 
and temporally sporadic. The ‘front’ is mobile in time and space. The targets are not 
identifiable by their uniforms: they are mostly civilians. The methods of attack are 
unconventional. These are the reasons why informal types of conflict such as guerrilla fighting 
and terrorism are described as ‘asymmetric’. 
 
The ‘asymmetric’ nature of the threat from international terrorism complicates the job of 
dealing with it. Of the two combatants, there is one that operates in an irregular, clandestine 
fashion. It is accountable to no public authority; it recognises no laws of war, and its 
financing, too, is clandestine. No-one knows when or where the next attack will take place. 
This places a premium on efficient intelligence-gathering. 
 
Another consequence is that the traditional political and diplomatic prevention strategy against 
war among states – that of the balance of power – cannot be applied here. That system, for all 
its faults, reduced the chances of a surprise attack. No such safeguard is available in the case 
of international terrorism. 
 
The number of terrorist attacks in the world has not necessarily increased, but the attacks are 
becoming more lethal. One only has to compare the 11 September attacks with a hostage-
taking scenario. The fate of those who were to die was not conditional on certain claims being 
met: it was predetermined. Terrorism is often employed as an instrument of coercion in 
negotiations, for example over the release of political prisoners. By contrast, the actions of the 
al-Qaeda network, for example, appear to be designed for the purpose of inflicting harm on the 
perceived enemy. 
 

An asymmetric world 

 
The Cold War presented an appearance of symmetry in world affairs that was illusory. The 
world itself is asymmetric. At an earlier period of European history statesmen tried to repair 
this defect in reality by trying to create a balance of power. Today many would cite the shift 
from the bipolarity of the Cold War system to the present unipolarity of American power as 
evidence of the asymmetry of the international order. The asymmetry could, however, be 
depicted in alternative ways: for example, in terms of the North-South divide. 
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5. The identification of a parliamentary perspective on international terrorism and 

European security - initial considerations 

 

The democratic dimension 

 
A parliament, being an organ elected by the citizens, is the natural mouthpiece of people’s 
profound feelings and opinions on such an occasion as 11 September. But one can go much 
further than this in delineating a specifically parliamentary approach to the questions of 
international terrorism and European security. This is because the issues of terrorism and 
security are not solely played out at the level of high policy: they reach down into the fabric of 
society, and into the lives of citizens. It will be useful to examine why it is that the issues of 
terrorism and security go so deep. 
 
What are the bases of the contention that there is a distinctively parliamentary perspective in 
which to analyse the problems of international terrorism and European security? First, we 
must acknowledge the distinctive role and responsibilities of the European Parliament as the 
principal locus of democratic legitimacy in the institutional structure of the European Union. 
Then there is the role of Parliament as the guardian of democracy and its freedoms (freedom 
from violence; democratic deficit). As a legislature, Parliament may be seen as the guardian of 
the rule of law. 
 
Clearest of all is the European Parliament’s duty of democratic representation. In analysing 
what this entails, attention will inevitably be given to the plural composition of the European 
electorate. In this context, issues of religion, culture, regionalism need to be taken into 
account. The European Parliament may justly see itself as the de facto guardian of Europe's 
plural societies. 
 
Finally, the European Parliament has specific responsibilities of the European Parliament 
under the Treaties. These could be listed under the following headings: legislation and the 
scrutiny of legislation; a locus of democratic accountability for the policies and measures of 
the European Union; a budgetary authority. 
 
The European Parliament is not alone in these responsibilities. Each of those just mentioned is 
in some way shared, either with other institutions of the EU or with national parliaments in the 
Member States or other bodies, national or international. But in many respects the European 
Parliament has the longest reach. It would be quite wrong to assert, for example, that the 
European Parliament has a monopoly of democratic legitimacy among the institutions of the 
European Union. However, the fact that it is directly elected by the citizens of Europe makes it 
an oasis of popular validation at which the other institutions are content to come and drink. 
 

Treaty provisions relating to the European Parliament 

 
The provisions of the Treaty on European Union concerning the role of the European 
Parliament in Common Foreign and Security Policy are not strong. Article 21 reads as 
follows: 
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The Presidency shall consult the European Parliament on the main aspects and the basic 
choices of the common foreign and security policy and shall ensure that the views of the 
European Parliament are duly taken into consideration. The European Parliament shall 
be kept regularly informed by the Presidency and the Commission of the development of 
the Union’s foreign and security policy. 

 
The European Parliament may ask questions of the Council or make recommendations 
to it. It shall hold an annual debate on progress in implementing the common foreign and 
security policy. 

 
These provisions, from the point of view of the European Parliament, are certainly inadequate, 
in some respects gravely so. To say that Parliament “may ask questions of the Council” on this 
immensely important topic, and then to remain silent on whether the Council is bound, or even 
allowed to answer such questions is anything but a guarantee of democratic accountability. 
 
However, the provisions are not innocuous. The information duty of the Council and 
Commission is taken seriously and implemented conscientiously. The President of the 
Council, the High Representative and the Commissioner for External Affairs regularly come 
before the plenary session of Parliament for this purpose. They also attend and address 
meetings of the Committee on foreign affairs, human rights, common security and defence 
policy.  There can be no doubt that the other institutions benefit from the opportunity to make 
their policy and their actions known to Europe’s parliamentary representatives, to clarify them 
and, as frequently occurs, to gather a consensus around them. The result is something close to 
a collective sentiment that ‘If it hasn’t happened at the European Parliament it hasn’t 
happened’. This is an acquis which the Parliament can place to its credit, and upon which it 
should try to build in its efforts to enhance the parliamentary monitoring of CFSP and ESDP. 
 
In order to understand what the parliamentary perspective may mean in practice, let us look at 
a brief, select chronology of recent events, that places the work of the European Parliament 
alongside certain key recent developments. This is not intended to be an exhaustive list of 
Parliament’s activities in the area, but merely a preliminary sketch of the sector. It is given in 
Table 1. 
 
There is a lack of literature on the idea of a specifically parliamentary perspective on questions 
of international terrorism and their relation to security policy. However, discussions with 
experts have evidenced signs of interest in this question. This is in large measure because of 
the widespread awareness of the need to avoid harming European democracy even while 
taking firm steps to quell terrorism. This awareness is by no means limited to Members of the 
European Parliament. It may be found in the other EU institutions, in NATO and in the 
governments of Member States, as well as in NGOs, the media and the public at large. 
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Table 2: Selected terrorism-related developments 11 September 2001 to 5 January 2003 
Date Location Event 
11 September 2001 United States Terrorist attacks on World Trade Center and Pentagon 
12 September 2001 New York UN Resolution 1368, condemning terrorist attacks of 9/11 
21 September 2001  Brussels Extraordinary meeting of European Council 
28 September 2001 New York UN Resolution 1373, on international cooperation to combat 

threats to international peace and security caused by terrorist 
acts 

4 October 2001 Strasbourg European Parliament resolution on International Terrorism 
29 November 2001 Brussels European Parliament resolution on European arrest-warrant 
5 December 2001 Bonn/Petersberg Parties to the conference on Afghanistan agree terms for 

setting up a government in Afghanistan 
14, 15 December 2001 Laeken European Council declares ESDP operational 
22 December 2001 Kabul Hamid Karzai sworn in as leader of interim government in 

Afghanistan 
7 February 2002 Strasbourg EP Resolution on Council decision of 27 December 2001 on 

measures to combat terrorism 
21-22 June Seville European Council Declaration on terrorism and CFSP/ESDP 
24 September 2002 Strasbourg EP Resolution on combating terrorism 
12 October 2002 Bali Terrorist attack 
8 November New York UN Resolution 1441 on Iraq 
18 November 2002 New York UN Resolution on Iraq 
28 November 2002 Mombasa, Kenya Suicide bombing of Israeli-owned hotel in Kenya, 3 killed, 

many more injured. There was also an apparent attempt to 
shoot down an Israeli civilian airliner near Mombasa 

5 January 2003 Tel Aviv Double suicide bombers in Tel Aviv kill more than 20, injure 
over 100. Deadliest attack in Israel in 9 months 

 

6. The definition of terrorism 

 

Parliament’s call for clarification 

 
In its Resolution of 24 October 2002, the European Parliament called for clarification of the 
notoriously difficult question of the definition of terrorism. Readers will find in Table 2 a 
selection of definitions from various sources. Why should there be alternative definitions 
instead of just one? It is not merely a matter of illogicality or perversity. The fact is that the 
definitions have been coined in particular circumstances. According to circumstances, it may 
be more appropriate to focus the definition on the individual terrorist, or on terrorist groups or 
movements, or on terrorist acts. Sometimes there are reasons for seeking to establish a 
definition that distinguishes a crime of terrorism from, say, kidnapping or murder. 
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Selected definitions 
 
Table 3 lists a number of definitions that have been laid down in various contexts. 
 
Table 3: Selected definitions of terrorism 

Author/Sponsor of Definition  Definition 

European Parliament - Resolution on 
Combating Terrorism in the EU OJ No. C 
055 24.02.1997 p. 27 

What is defined as terrorism is any act committed by individuals or 
groups, involving the use or threat of violence, against a country, its 
institutions or people in general or specific individuals, which is 
intended to create a state of terror among official agencies, certain 
individuals or groups in society or the general public, the motives 
lying in separatism, extremist ideology, religious fanaticism or 
subjective irrational factors. 

European Commission - Proposal for a 

Council Framework Decision on 

combating terrorism COM(2001)521 of 

19.9.2001 

The key concept on which this proposal is based is the concept of a 
terrorist offence.  Terrorist offences can be defined as  offences 
intentionally committed by an individual or a group against one or 
more countries, their institutions or people, with the aim of 
intimidating them and seriously altering or destroying the political, 
economic, or social structures of a country. The implication is that 
legal rights affected by this kind of offence  are not the same as legal 
rights affected by common offences. The reasoning here is that the 
motivation of the offender is different, even though terrorist offences 
can usually be equated in terms of their practical effect with ordinary 
criminal offences and, consequently, other legal rights are also 
affected. In fact, terrorist acts usually damage the physical or 
psychological integrity of individuals or groups, their property or their 
freedom, in the same way that ordinary offences do, but terrorist 
offences go further in undermining the structures previously 
mentioned. For this reason, terrorist offences and ordinary offences are 
different and affect different legal rights. Therefore it seems 
appropriate to have different and specific constituent elements and 
penalties for such particularly serious offences.  
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European Council - Council Common 
Position of 27 December 2001, 
2001/931/CFSP, OJ L 344/93 28,12,2001 

(i) seriously intimidating a population, or  
(ii) unduly compelling a Government or international organisation to 
perform or abstain from performing any act, or  
(iii) seriously destabilising or destroying the fundamental political, 
constitutional, economic or social structures of a country or an 
international organisation:  
(a) attacks upon a person’s life which may cause death;  
(b) attacks upon the physical integrity of a person;  
(c) kidnapping or hostage taking;  
(d) causing extensive destruction to a Government or public facility, a 
transport system, an infrastructure facility, including an information 
system, a fixed platform located on the continental shelf, a public 
place or private property likely to endanger human life or result in 
major economic loss;  
(e) seizure of aircraft, ships or other means of public goods transport;  
(f) manufacture, possession, acquisition, transport, supply or use of 
weapons, explosives or of nuclear, biological or chemical weapons, as 
well as research into, and development of, biological and chemical 
weapons;  
(g) release of dangerous substances, or causing fires, explosions or 
floods the effect of which is to endanger human life;  
(h) interfering with or disrupting the supply of water, power or any 
other fundamental natural resource, the effect of which is to endanger 
human life;  
(i) threatening to commit any of the acts listed under (a) to (h);   

FBI - Counterterrorism Threat 
Assessment and Warning Unit, 
Counterterrorism Division, 'Terrorism in 
the United States 1999' 

Terrorism is the unlawful use of force or violence against persons or 
property to 
intimidate or coerce a government, the civilian population, or any 
segment thereof, in furtherance of political or social objectives. 

US State Department - 'Patterns of 
Global Terrorism' 

Terrorism means premeditated politically-motivated violence 
perpetrated against non-combatant targets by subnational groups or 
clandestine agents, usually intended to influence an audience 

UN Office for Drug Control and Crime 

Prevention (ODCCP) website (Schmid 
1988)1 

Terrorism is an anxiety-inspiring method of repeated violent action, 
employed by (semi-) clandestine individual, group or state actors, for 
idiosyncratic, criminal or political reasons, whereby - in contrast to 
assassination - the direct targets of violence are not the main targets. 
The immediate human victims of violence are generally chosen 
randomly (targets of opportunity) or selectively (representative or 
symbolic targets) from a target population, and serve as message 
generators. Threat- and violence-based communication processes 
between terrorist (organization), (imperilled) victims, and main targets 
are used to manipulate the main target (audience(s)), turning it into a 
target of terror, a target of demands, or a target of attention, depending 
on whether intimidation, coercion, or propaganda is primarily sought. 

 

                                                 
1
 Source: downloaded from United Nations Office for Drug Control and Crime Prevention (ODCCP) website 

(attributed to Schmid, A.P., 1988): URL: http://www.undcp.org/odccp/terrorism_definitions.html  
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Conclusions 

 

Deducing a 'DEMRACON' doctrine from Parliament's opinions 

 
Parliament’s resolutions reflect a view, widespread in Europe, in which the strong rejection of 
international terrorism and desire for effective methods to be taken against it are combined 
with a requirement that policy be informed by an understanding of the phenomenon. That 
understanding should not be sought in isolation. The correct links should be made between the 
pathology that terrorism represents and other strains and stresses of contemporary society, 
whether viewed domestically or internationally. Also, anti- or counter-terrorist measures 
should not infringe democratic liberties and human rights. This could be called a ‘democratic-
radical-constructive’ approach, since – as well as insisting (1) on the maintenance of 
democratic principles - it requires (2) a radical understanding of the phenomenon coupled 
with the assumption (3) that, once it is understood, something constructive can be done about 
countering or containing it. It contrasts with other points of view, which may be less 
optimistic, or may place greater reliance on authoritarian measures, including the possible 
deployment of state force. However, the European Parliament, in the series of resolutions on 
terrorism that it has adopted in the past two years – going back at least to 5 September 2001 - 
has been a consistent supporter of the democratic-radical-constructive approach. For ease of 
reference, we shall be calling this nexus of ideas the ‘DEMRACON’ doctrine. 
 
The doctrine was clearly expressed in Recital B of the Resolution of 26 September 2002, 
already quoted. Another characteristic expression of it was to be found in the EP 
Recommendation of 5 September 2001, where we find Parliament, in Recital Q, 
 

recommending that, as part of their action to prevent terrorism, Member States should 
pursue educational, social and other policies to combat social, economic and cultural 
exclusion and to build among young people a commitment to renounce all forms of 
violence and an understanding of how to use democracy to overcome conflict. 

 
In its Resolution of 24 October 2002, the European Parliament underlined (Paragraph 3) 
 

that the fight against terrorism can never be won unless combined with a broad alliance 
aimed at eradicating poverty and installing democracy, respect for the rule of law and 
human rights worldwide;... 

 
Here Parliament gave expression to the essentially constructive nature of the doctrine. It is 
important to stress this, because the quiet determination to work against terrorism both 
through civilian and military channels is not always the most visible option. Unobtrusive 
action against terrorism, sustained over time, may be as effective as rapid measures with a 
more immediate impact. Taking the patient path may incur accusations of inaction; yet, in the 
long run, it may be the path that leads to the more solid results. If the European Parliament has 
decided to urge its institutional partners in the European Union to work according to this 
democratic, radical and constructive philosophy, the message deserves to be heard and 
understood. It is a distinctive contribution that Parliament brings to the strategic debate about 
European security. 
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Chapter 2:  

The objects of European security and defence policy 

Issues for the chapter 

 
1. The analysis of European security: varying the focus between 'threats' and  'objects' 
2. Can the object-based analysis help us to clarify the boundaries of European security as a 

specific responsibility of the European Union? 
3. The issue of the revision of the Petersberg Tasks 
 

Action in the European Union 

 

The Treaty on European Union 

 
The treaty provisions concerning the Common Foreign and Security policy and the European 
Security and Defence Policy are set out in Title V of the Treaty on European Union. Article 
11, in particular, establishes the CFSP, and Article 17 opens the way to the ESDP. Since 
ESDP is established under the auspices of CFSP, it is to Article 11 that one should look to 
ascertain the intentions of the TEU concerning the objectives of the foreign and security 
policies of the European Union. They are given as follows: 
 

- to safeguard the common values, fundamental interests, independence and integrity of 
the Union in conformity with the principles of the United Nations Charter; 

- to strengthen the security of the Union in all ways; 
- to preserve and strengthen international security, in accordance with the principles of 

the United Nations Charter, as well as the principles of the Helsinki Final Act and the 
objectives of the Paris Charter, including those on external borders; 

- to promote international cooperation; 
- to develop and consolidate democracy and the rule of law, and respect for human rights 

and fundamental freedoms. 
 

The Laeken Declaration 

 
European Security and Defence Policy is a young policy. It is still in the process of 
development, and calls to revise any part of it must take this into account. The European 
Council declared the policy operational at its meeting in Laeken on 14-15 December 2001. 
The Headline Goal of ESDP is due to be achieved by 2003. 
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Developments in the Convention on the Future of Europe 

 
Convention Working Group VIII has been considering security and defence policy, under the 
chairmanship of Commissioner Michel Barnier. On 6 December 2002 it delivered a Revised 
draft report, in which it set out recommendations to the Convention (Working Document 22 
REV 1). The recommendations included updating the Petersberg Tasks. It was suggested that 
the Tasks be updated 
 

to include a specific reference to other tasks involving the use of military resources: 
- post-conflict stabilisation; 
- conflict prevention; 
- military advice and assistance (“defence outreach”: supporting local forces in 

calming hostilities, building and maintaining trust, and assistance in the 
development of democractically accountable armed forces, e.g. through training); 

- joint disarmament operations (weapons destruction and arms control programmes). 
 

This list does not appear to include the fight against terrorism. However, in a separate section 
of its report Working Group VIII declared the need for ESDP to take into account “the threat 
of terrorism and the use by terrorist groups of weapons of mass destruction”. The Group 
reported that its members had shown “an inclination” in favour of a new clause 
 

spelling out the principle of solidarity between Member States which would be 
enshrined in Article 1 of the Constitutional Treaty. That clause would enable all the 

instruments available to the Union to be mobilised, including the military resources 
and the structures originally set up for the Petersberg tasks, and also police and judicial 
cooperation, civil protection, etc., in order to avert the terrorist threat, protect the 

civilian population and democratic institutions and to assist a Member State within 

its territory in dealing with the consequences of a possible terrorist attack.
1 

 
(The report also referred to the issue of parliamentary scrutiny of ESDP. This will be dealt 
with below, in Chapter 7). 
 

Position of the European Parliament 

Five strategic tasks – Resolution of 26 September 2002 - Brok Report on CFSP 

 
On 26 September 2002 the European Parliament adopted a resolution on the progress achieved 
in the implementation of the Common Foreign and Security Policy1. Recital F of this 
resolution expressed the conviction that the terrorist attacks of 11 September had altered the 
basic European foreign and security policy context, and stated that five “major strategic tasks” 
for the EU had emerged clearly since the end of the East-West conflict. It listed the tasks, 
which, in view of the importance of the pronouncement, are given below in a table. 

                                                 
1 (2002/2010(INI)) 
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Table 4 : Five major strategic tasks for the EU (Res. of 26 September 2002) 
1 The strategic importance of the transatlantic relationship, especially in view of diverging views on the 

importance of international cooperation and of different approaches to security 
2 The need to clarify relations between NATO and ESDP 
3 Strategic relations to Russia, particularly in the light of an EU undergoing enlargement and an expanding 

NATO, and within the triangular relationship USA-EU-Russia 
4 The importance of multilateral cooperation in the framework of the UN 
5 Helping to combat social, economic and political situations which may lead peoples to frustration and 

despair and encourage them to adopt extremist positions 

 

Findings and analysis 

 

1. The issue of the revision of the Petersberg Tasks 

 

The Petersberg Tasks 

 
The threat of international terrorism has been advanced as a major preoccupation of European 
security policy. Is this justified? One suggestion is that the whole security doctrine on which 
the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) is based should be revised so as to make 
the fight against terrorism one of the ‘Petersberg Tasks’. This would mean adding a further 
task to the existing series of three: humanitarian and rescue, peacekeeping, and tasks of 
combat forces in crisis management, including peacemaking. An alternative view is that, 
serious as the international terrorist threat may be, however, it could be an error for the 
European Union to let itself be deflected from the thrust of current security policy to 
accommodate a contingency which, arguably, can be met by other means, such as 
enhancements to the instruments available in the sector of justice and home affairs, and by 
other actors - the governments of the Member States. 
 

Is Petersberg revision a touchstone of the adequacy of the European response? 

 
Viewed in one way, the question of the adequacy of the European response might seem to 
resolve itself into the simple issue of revision of the Petersberg Tasks. Is the EU ready to 
modify the objectives of ESDP to take appropriate account of the international terrorist threat? 
 
Delpech (2002) has drawn attention to the contrast between the concern expressed by public 
opinion about the terrorist threat in the USA and in Europe. Notwithstanding the fact that 
terrorists are actually present in Europe, where terrorist cells have participated in the planning 
of terrorist acts, including those of 11 September, there has been surprisingly little public 
debate about the threat itself1. She cites the view of those who think that this is because 
Europe did not experience the direct, galvanising effect of the tragedies of 11 September. 
Nevertheless, Delpech comments, Europe has responded significantly. She mentions: (1) 

                                                 
1 Delpech (2002), p.24. 
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significant non-military cooperation in areas such as police and the surveillance of money 
flows; (2) a military cooperation that she characterises as “unequal but real”; (3) an 
acceleration of European integration in a number of sectors relevant to anti-terrorism, the most 
notable development here being the introduction of the European arrest warrant, due to come 
into force in January 2003. Against this background, she suggests, one might be surprised at 
the lack of a European debate on the need to revise the Petersberg Tasks and the objectives for 
ESDP, planned at the Helsinki European Council, and due to come into force in 20031. 
 
Preparatory work for the present study tends to confirm that the issue of Petersberg revision is 
not generally regarded as high on the agenda. One reason for this is no doubt historical. The 
Petersberg Tasks represent an evaluation of needs made a decade ago. They were generated 
within the Western European Union before ESDP as such had been created, and they were 
promulgated in the Petersberg Declaration of 19 June 1992. They represented a restrictive list 
of circumstances in which the WEU was to receive authority to undertake military tasks for 
which its Member States had declared their readiness to make military units available. Such 
units were to be drawn from the whole spectrum of their conventional armed forces. 
 
The debate has moved on. Some would argue that the Petersberg Tasks represent the only 
possible political compromise. Others would say that they are already out-dated and do not 
correspond to current thinking on force-composition and mission. What appears certain is that, 
apart from the current issue about revising the Petersberg Tasks to include the fight against 
terrorism, there is also a vigorous debate about the optimal design and composition of forces 
of NATO, of the European contribution to NATO, and of the emerging ESDP. The latter 
debate is influenced by the expected nature of future military tasks, including those entailed by 
the fight against terrorism. Looking at the problem from the American side, certain essentials 
of the situation are well captured in the following passage from Posen (2001): 
 

To take the offensive, the United States will need to exploit perishable intelligence on 
the existence and location of terrorist cells. Flexible, fast, and relatively discriminate 
forces are essential. The American people and the leaders of the American military must 
be prepared to accept the risk of significant U.S. casualties in small, hard-hitting raids. 
Even when other nations cooperate by providing intelligence, and would be willing to 
arrest or destroy terrorists in their midst, they may lack the capability and need 
augmentation from the United States2. 

 
Posen's words express a strategic and operational need. They also mention the price that will 
need to be paid. Part of the solution to the problem is to agree to certain general principles 
regarding force design. Then there is a need to agree on their application. Do they apply to the 
US alone? 
 
A study such as the present one cannot pre-empt the strategic choices made through the due 
processes laid down by the Treaties. But what are those processes? One could argue in the 
following way. What is lacking is not so much a decision to revise the Petersberg Tasks, or a 
debate about a decision, but a public process, having generally recognised legitimacy, for 
considering the need to revise the objectives of ESDP on a continuous, rolling basis, taking 
into account the changing world environment. Such a process is not provided by Article 17 of 

                                                 
1 Delpech (2002), p.24. 
2 Posen (2001), p48. 
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the Treaty on European Union. True, there is provision for review of the whole Article in 
Paragraph 5 thereof, but this invokes Article 48, which is a provision concerning "proposals 
for the amendment of the treaties on which the Union is founded". Article 48 is too 
cumbersome for the purpose envisaged here. Fortunately, an opportunity will soon present 
itself, through the Convention and the Inter-Governmental Conference, to introduce a treaty 
provision that would install a procedure for the continuous monitoring of the need to adjust the 
mission of ESDP. If, after debating this issue, it deemed it appropriate, the European 
Parliament could press for this to happen, and for the procedure chosen to include the 
European Parliament. It would wish to examine the idea that its own role under the new 
procedure should be stronger than the mere "consultation" provided for in Article 48. 
 

2. The analysis of European security: varying the focus between 'threats' and  'objects' 

 

The re-assessment of policy 

 
Among the many consequences of the tragic events of 11 September 2001, one has been to 
activate a process of re-assessment - on the part of those industrialised countries perceived as 
potential targets of the new type of international terrorism - of wide areas of their external and 
internal policies. The re-assessment of policy has been extraordinarily far-reaching. The 
questions thrown up have concerned the contemporary world order, the role of the United 
Nations and the future of the NATO alliance, as well as the challenge to the European Union's 
Common Foreign and Security Policy and its fledgling concomitant, the European Security 
and Defence Policy. To draw lessons for the future from the events of 11 September is a 
constructive homage that can be paid to the memory of the victims of the events that occurred 
on that day. 
 
The re-assessment has often been taken to mean a re-assessment of the threats to security. 
Thus, in terms of world order, international terrorism is a new kind of threat and, specifically, 
the type of threat posed by international networks like al-Qaeda is held to represent a 'new' 
terrorism (Stevenson 2002)1. Thus the new terrorism takes its place on the list of potential 
threats to European security which has hitherto included: military attack on an EU Member 
State; military attack on a neighbour, ally, etc; domestic terrorist attack in a Member State; 
and an attack on, or threatened impediment to the freedom of autonomous action of the Union 
or its members. 
 
In considering security, however, it is not always the threats that are the starting-point for 
analysis. Where a small state is located next to a large, aggressive neighbour, security thinking 
will be dominated by the concept of threat. However, this is not always the situation, and in a 
different type of case the first care may be to ensure the protection of particular assets: oil-
fields, for example, or a strategically-placed seaport. 
 
It has been decided here as a matter of methodology to use the present chapter to examine 
security in terms of the objects to be made secure. Naturally, the risk assessment can never be 
omitted, as has been stressed to us by senior NATO sources. However, the object-based 

                                                 
1 Stevenson (2002), p.35. 
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analysis is used in the present discussion as a way of casting matters in an alternative light. 
One merit claimed for the approach is that it serves as a reminder that calls to Europe to act on 
the basis of a threat-based analysis of the world situation may be a distraction from the real 
requirements of policy. 
 
Europe's security imperatives are the same wherever the threat originates. It is true that the 
terrorist threat implies the especial horror of imminent danger to the lives of innocent 
civilians, who are arbitrarily exposed to violence by the reckless cruelty of persons with a 
misguided sense of their own righteousness untempered by humanity or justice. 
 

Object-based analysis 

 
We have said that the method adopted here is an analysis in terms of the assets that security 
policy is required to protect. In defence-policy discourse, however, the term ‘asset’ can be 
ambiguous, since it is regularly used to refer to the personnel and matériel available for 
military deployment in given circumstances. We shall therefore use the term ‘objects’ to refer 
to those things that security and defence policy need to defend. Here too there is an ambiguity, 
but this time it is a deliberate one. An ‘object’ is also an ‘objective’. Thus, using the term 
‘object’ will serve to remind us as we go along that it has been chosen as a way of helping to 
define the objectives of European security policy.  
 
The traditional objects of defence policy of a state are to deter or to combat threats to the 
security of persons, territory and wealth (money and property, including buildings, plant and 
equipment); to the security of systems of information, communication, transport and logistics; 
to the security of state sovereignty, and to that of the institutional, legal and managerial 
systems that enable the state to function; support to foreign policy. 
 
The European Union not being a state, it does not bear sole responsibility for all items on this 
list, and arguably no responsibility at all for some of them. Indeed, reflection will show that 
the set of goals enumerated in the Petersberg Tasks is very different indeed from that which 
typically devolves on the armed forces of a country. The over-riding rationale of the 
Petersberg Tasks is crisis management. The underlying assumption is that the crisis will have 
arisen outside the territory of the Union. This implies that the paramount object of European 
Security and Defence Policy is the last on our list: in other words, support to the Common 
Foreign and Security Policy. Since ESDP has indeed grown up under the wing of CFSP, this is 
understandable. The CFSP has emerged as a way of ensuring that the capacity of the EU to 
play to its natural strength in the international arena is not vitiated by a failure to speak with 
one voice. ESDP is there to ensure that the rhetoric is matched, where necessary, by deeds. 
 
However, it would be wrong to suppose that there are no assets that the EU per se needs to 
defend. Thus we begin to shift the focus from the classification of threats to European security 
towards the objects, the security of which needs defending. 
 
The primary tasks of policy against international terrorism are to assess the risk, to manage it, 
and if possible to find ways of preventing it. The first task, that of assessing the risk, is 
generally agreed to be a complex and difficult one. Among other things, it is complicated – as 
we have already seen in Chapter 1 - by the notorious difficulty of defining 'terrorism'. The 
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quest for such a definition is not merely an academic exercise. The definition selected must be 
one that is recognised as valid by the parties called on to commit themselves to the fight 
against terrorism. However, an accurate risk assessment does not only depend on the ability of 
European policy-makers to define terrorism: it is just as necessary to define the objects that 
need to be defended against possible attack. These will be things that are valued. What are 
they? 
 
After we have accepted that the traditional goals of the defence policy of a state are to ensure 
the security of its population, its territory, its sovereignty and its wealth, history invites us to 
lengthen this list, adding religion, ethnicity, dynastic interests, political ideology and so on. 
The catalogue is potentially a long one, but in every practical case it is finite. There are 
relatively few elements, and they are usually well known. However, the European Union is not 
a state. We might validly refer to it as a 'polity', always recognising that it is a polity sui 
generis. Does the European Union have a population, or a territory? It is not even necessary to 
embark on that debate, since it is immediately clear that the primary responsibility for the 
security of the European populations and territories lies with the governments of the various 
Member States. Indeed - contrary to past assumptions - this fact can now be seen to be one of 
the most important factors in removing tension from the debate around the development of the 
European Security and Defence Policy, since it guarantees that the basic demarcation-lines of 
'subsidiarity' in this policy sector are clearly marked out for all to see. 
 
Since it is not a state, the European Union does not have a state's sovereignty to defend. 
However, by treaty and otherwise, it has acquired prerogatives of a legal character that it is 
required to uphold, both on its own behalf, and because these represent an extension of the 
prerogatives of the Member States. Moreover, the EU has institutional structures - peculiar to 
its own level of governance - the legal and operational integrity of which must be sustained in 
order to further the collective objectives of the Union. 
 
Does the European Union have wealth? That is to say, does it have wealth over and above the 
aggregate wealth of the economies of the Member States? This question may be answered on 
two levels, on each of which the reply is positive. There is the operational level and the 
systemic level. On the operational level, the European Union possesses the monies entered in 
the budget, and assets represented by buildings and plant of various kinds. The security of all 
these assets is a relevant issue in the context of policy against international terrorism. 
 
On the systemic level, there are the institutional and legal arrangements that have been put in 
place over the years to enhance the collective wealth of the Union. These include, notably, the 
internal market, and economic and monetary union. We shall refer to the latter here as the 
'Eurozone'. (For present purposes, it does not matter that there are some Member States that 
are not members of the Eurozone, since the interests of all Member States are touched, one 
way or another, by issues affecting the security of the Eurozone). Although, strictly speaking, 
the 'internal market' and the 'Eurozone' are abstractions, it is not difficult to see that their 
security is a practical concern. To give examples: the integrity of the internal market can be 
compromised by illegal trafficking, that of the Eurozone by money-laundering. These are both 
first-order issues for policy on international terrorism. 
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The EU as a system of values 

 
The EU also represents a system of values. Article 6.1 of the Treaty on European Union states 
that 
 

The Union is founded on the principles of liberty, democracy, respect for human rights 
and fundamental freedoms, and the rule of law, principles which are common to the 
Member States. 

 
The security of such a value-system, as many painful lessons have shown, cannot be taken for 
granted. It requires vigilance and determination in its defence. Moreover, the European Union 
seeks to project these values by the way it conducts its external relations. In that context, it 
uses what instruments it has (though these are sometimes quite severely limited by an 
unfavourable environment) to foster liberty, democracy and the rule of law. This external 
projection of its value-system could be characterised as an attempt to be a good global citizen. 
This is an idea to which we shall return in a later chapter. 
 
A system of values is intangible. However, it has tangible implications. The persistence of a 
shared system of values makes possible the mutual trust on which social and economic 
cooperation relies. To take for the time being only the example of the principle of the rule of 
law, it is often observed that in polities where the rule of law fails, real hardship and suffering 
ensue. Economic and social infrastructures break down. Damage is done which it takes time 
and expense to restore. The possession of a fully functional legal system must be recognised 
as a valuable asset. The truth of this has been seen during the recent accession negotiations. 
Where such a system exists, its security is a paramount consideration. However, forces hostile 
to the European Union would consider it a victory were they able to wreak damage on its legal 
system. The same point applies to the other elements of the system of values we have been 
considering: "liberty, democracy, respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms". To the 
extent that, as a result of terrorism or the threat of terrorism, public authority in Europe is 
constrained to encroach on the freedoms which the Treaty promulgates as fundamental 
principles of the Union, the terrorists have achieved a success. 
 
Abstract as it sounds, a system of values has concrete implications for the way people act. 
Indeed, it is precisely the idea that the United States and Europe share a common system of 
values that has motivated so much of public policy on both sides of the Atlantic for the past 
hundred years, and especially the past sixty. It is the same idea that costs them the enmity of 
certain actors, including those responsible for the terrorist threat. These values, then, are not 
'mere' abstractions. 
 
The list of assets we have catalogued so far - the legal prerogatives of the Union, the 
institutional acquis, its financial assets, the internal market, the Eurozone, its system of 
libertarian, democratic and legal principles - remains to be completed by one further element. 
To appreciate this asset at its full value we must turn to the Conclusions of the European  
Council of 23-24 March 2000 and the enunciation of the Lisbon Objectives. 
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The Lisbon objectives concerning the knowledge-based economy and society 

 
The European Council, meeting in Lisbon on 23-24 March 2000, set the objective of making 
the European Union, by the year 2010, the most dynamic and competitive knowledge-based 
society in the world. 
 
The creation of a knowledge-based economy is an important goal for the EU, because it will 
be societies of this type that will generate great wealth from the successful application of 
information technology, and other related technologies, in a sophisticated and efficient way 
unlike some of the disasters that have been seen in recent years. Moreover it will not merely 
be a knowledge-based 'economy' but a knowledge-based 'society', since it will involve many 
social consequences, notably in the fields of atypical work-forms and life-long learning. 
 
Once achieved - and although we can see it taking shape, it has not been perfected yet - this 
will be the asset that crowns the process of the creation of the internal market and the 
establishment of the Eurozone. It is permissible to hope that the European knowledge-based 
society will be prosperous; it will certainly be complex. Its security will be a serious and very 
large responsibility. It will also be a highly complex system to defend. The threats might be of 
new kinds. They will include cyberterrorism and organised crime, but on scales of size and 
complexity that will make current problems look primitive. In the inventory of intangible 
assets, the security of which the European Union is called upon to defend, the knowledge-
based society represents the ‘crown jewels’. This thesis will be more fully defended in a later 
chapter (see Chapter 8: ' The security of the knowledge-based society'). When we come to that 
part of the discussion we shall find that the role of intangibles in the modern economy is 
coming to be well understood. 
 

Threats – but which ones? 

 
There has been a temptation to say that the threat from international terrorism has replaced the 
threat that faced the West during the Cold War. Such an analysis presupposes that there is no 
argument possible about either the nature of the major threat facing the West today, or that 
which confronted it during the Cold War. These assumptions are not justified. Cold War 
strategy postulated a threat to peace resulting from conflict between NATO and the Soviet 
Union, but the conflict that actually occurred was the one that took place in South-east Asia. 
 
An analysis of the threats in today’s world was offered by Commissioner Patten in a speech to 
the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations of 3 October 2002. In a part of that speech devoted 
to “New challenges in an interconnected world”, Patten identified three modern threats to 
which he attributed particular significance (Patten, 2002b). These were: 
 

The revolt of the alienated 
By this he means the reinforcement of traditional beliefs and cultures in non-Western 
societies that can result from the shock of the encounter with the worst aspects of 
modern Western society. This has a religious dimension that is not confined to Islamic 
communities. 
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The revolt of the dispossessed 
More than a billion people in the world subsist on less than a dollar a day. Meanwhile 
modern communications permit them to be observers of the rich lifestyle of the West. 
Suspicion of globalisation is only one consequence of the contrast that people draw in 
these circumstances. Patten said: “In 1999, the revenue of General Motors – with 
340.000 employees world-wide – exceeded the combined GNP of 45 African countries 
with a population of about 600 million”. 
 
The threat to the planet 
Patten pointed out that this was a self-inflicted problem that concerned everyone. 
Environmental policy is no longer just a national concern. Climate change is everyone’s 
business, and it calls for a coordinated international approach. This is why the EU has 
strongly backed the Kyoto Treaty. 
 

Threats to the knowledge-based society 

 
The most obvious type of threat to the knowledge-based society is the type of electronic attack 
represented by hacking or concerted assaults on networks, like the recent attack on the Internet 
(October 2002). Even these phenomena, however, are only a part of the story. 
 
Experts foresee the emergence of dangerous situations resulting from hybrid operations, 
involving an electronic attack combined with action on the ground. To begin with, the 
perpetrators of cybercrime are known to have electronic techniques for discovering passwords 
that are supposed to be confidential. However, other methods are also used, which may 
involve direct contact with employees of sensitive organisations to coerce them into giving 
away information relevant to cybersecurity. Another form of attack, for dealing with which 
security experts are already making plans, involves electronic information attacks on 
computer-controlled plant, such as electricity or water utilities. The effects of such attacks, if 
successful, could be disastrous for public safety and for the economy. 
 
Against this background, it is not surprising that the thesis that the knowledge-based society 
requires defence is one that is gaining ground. First, there is an up-swelling of interest in 
electronic security. Issues such as the security of networks are attracting much attention. 
Attacks on networks, businesses and public organisations are reported in growing numbers. 
 
Sources close to strategic thinking in NATO are expressing concern about the need to protect 
the knowledge-based society in the wider sense of an economic and social system that can 
produce great benefits but is subject to vulnerabilities. In this context, two simulations carried 
out in the USA in the past two years are interesting. These are the energy terrorism exercise, 
Silent Vector (2002), which was designed to study the pre-attack phase of a credible threat to 
the US energy infrastructure, and Dark Winter (2001), which simulated a bioterrorist attack 
(CSIS 2002). 
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Catastrophic system collapse 

 
It is possible for catastrophic collapse to occur in the systems, socio-economic and otherwise, 
on which a state depends for ensuring the health and livelihood of its citizens. Unfortunately, 
the world does not lack examples of this phenomenon. In particular cases it can be so 
pervasive that one talks of 'failed states'. These in themselves can be a danger to the stability 
of world security, as the UK Foreign Secretary, Jack Straw, pointed out in a recent speech 
(Straw 2002). 
 
It would be illusory to imagine that ‘failure’ in this sense could never afflict an advanced 
industrialised country. It could, and even if it were only partial failure, occasioned by the 
catastrophic collapse of one or more vital social or economic systems, this could have a large 
impact. Terrorism and warfare both entail the imminent danger to human life of sudden acts of 
violence. However, this danger is not the only exceptional threat to the lives of civilians in the 
contemporary world. In complex societies, people depend for their lives on complex systems. 
These are political, economic, social, technological or legal in character. The existence of the 
systems is traced in the socio-economic statistics of the country: statistics of national income, 
for example, of employment, the performance of health and education systems, to say nothing 
of productivity. 
 
In 'failed states', where hardly any systems are functional, there are often calls for the 
international community to intervene, partly out of compassion, but partly because such states 
can be dangerous. They are not able to play their part in international political and economic 
systems. They do not provide a reliable interlocutor in initiatives for international cooperation. 
Because of the collapse of their judicial and police systems, they may be unable to extirpate 
sources of organised crime, trafficking or even international terrorism that locate themselves 
within their borders. The implosion of their systems may result in civil war, or in invasion by 
one or more neighbouring states. In the absence of effective political, legal and socio-
economic systems we expect to find evidence that life in such a country is indeed "nasty, 
brutish and short". 
 
The industrialised countries, including all the Member States of the European Union, do not 
expect to find themselves in that category. Nevertheless, they may find the phenomenon on 
their own doorstep, as the European Union countries have done in the Balkans, or in other 
regions of the world capable of affecting their interests. 
 
Moreover, system-collapse in not an all-or-nothing affair. For example, sudden developments 
such as natural disasters or large-scale perturbations in markets - phenomena to which even 
the industrialised countries are not immune - may cause bankruptcies, the failure of pension 
funds or insurance companies, the annihilation of physical or social infrastructures, and other 
socio-economic crises that inevitably take their victims. A disturbing aspect of the situation is 
that no-one knows exactly how far-reaching such damage may be. For example, during 2002 
there was concern about the decline of stock markets. When such a decline is in progress, 
nobody knows how far it will go, or what the knock-on effects may be. By the same token it is 
impossible to predict what may trigger such a decline. Two recent developments illustrate the 
argument. These are the collapse of the "dot.com" companies and the impact of large-scale 
corporate fraud. Another development is the conjunction of these two in people's minds. We 
must also mention the effect on markets of the 11 September attacks. 
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The systems of which we have been speaking are in one sense 'intangible', but that does not 
mean that they are not real. The relationship between international political instability, 
declining stock prices, rising oil prices and the threat of economic down-turn was well drawn 
recently in an Editorial in the Monthly Bulletin of the European Central Bank1. 
 

Conclusions 

 

Should Europe revise its priorities? 

 
We considered the question of whether the mission of ESDP, as expressed by the Petersberg 
Tasks, should be revised. We saw that this question situates itself in the context of wide-
ranging discussion of the appropriateness of the mission of ESDP. The need is not for a hasty 
answer on one point, but rather for the introduction of a system for making speedy and well-
considered adaptations to ESDP when changing circumstances render this necessary. 
Specifically, the current arrangements under the Treaty of European Union do not appears to 
be well adapted to this purpose. 
 
More generally, little support has been encountered in the preparation of this study for the 
view that the asymmetric threat of terrorism can successfully be countered by conventional 
military action, even against possible ‘rogue states’. 
  
Discussion of the foregoing analysis has suggested that the ideas of ‘threat’ and ‘object’ 
cannot wholly be dissociated. Perhaps the better way of putting the matter is to say that 
security policy must be seen under both perspectives as the circumstances demand, and not 
under one alone. The issue of the protection of the knowledge-based society, and the question 
of whether this should not be regarded as a distinctively European Union responsibility, merit 
further examination. 
 
The distinctive achievements of European construction – the internal market, the Eurozone 
and – soon – the knowledge-based society are intangible. To the eyes of some it may still 
appear strange to catalogue them among the objects of security policy. Yet they are generators 
of substantial wealth. Indeed, governments of the Member States of the European Union are 
placing their faith in them for Europe’s future prosperity. These achievements will be magnets 
to investment and cooperation, but also to resentment, rivalry and hostility. They will come 
under threat, from international terrorists and others. 
 

                                                 
1 Monthly Bulletin, European Central Bank, Frankfurt am Main, October 2002, p.5.  
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Chapter 3: 

Tasks in the fight against terrorism and the division of labour in the 

European Union 

 

Issues 

 
1. The challenge of coordination 
2. The international division of labour 
3. Foreign policy and policy on justice and home affairs in the EU: the pillar structure 
4.  The role of the European Parliament re-examined 
 

Action in the European Union 

 

How does the European Union act to counter the threat? 

 
As already noted, the European Union cooperates internationally to implement UN Security 
Council resolutions, notably Resolution 1373 on the fight against terrorism. The Plan of 
Action adopted at the extraordinary meeting of the European Council in Brussels on 21 
September 2001 covers not only foreign policy measures but cooperation under the heading of 
'Justice and home affairs' including joint investigations at police and judicial level, exchange 
of information between the Member States and EUROPOL, co-operation between EUROPOL 
and US authorities, and the creation of EUROJUST, a network of judicial cooperation. 
 
The Road Map, the instrument by which the Council and Commission monitors and guide the 
implementation of the Plan of Action, is reviewed by COREPER every month and 
periodically updated. At the time of writing the most recent update is the one that COREPER 
decided at a meeting of 17 July 2002 to put forward to the Council. The Council adopted it as 
an “A” item (without debate) on 19 July. To prepare the work in COREPER the Council has 
created working groups on the international dimension of terrorism (COTER) and on the 
justice and home affairs aspects (CATS). 
 
There is also articulation between foreign and economic policy. The EU has supported 
measures for suppressing the finance of terrorist organisations and activities. It also supports 
work against money-laundering. The international agency responsible for this is FATF 
(Financial Action Task Force on Money Laundering). Indeed, in the wake of 11 September an 
extraordinary plenary meeting on the financing of terrorism in Washington on 29 and 30 
October 2001 expanded the mission of FATF beyond money laundering, to permit it to focus 
on the combating terrorist financing. 
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Position of the European Parliament 

 

Doubts about coordination 

 
The European Parliament commented on the situation of divided responsibilities in its 
Resolution of 24 October 2002, stating (Paragraph 36) that it 
 

Doubts that effective coordination of a European anti-terrorism policy is possible under 
the present structure of the Union and recognises that the new dimensions of the fight 
against terrorism demand major changes to the Treaties; to this end, urges the Convention 
on the Future of Europe to study the proper ways to modify them, notably by exploring 
how to avoid the present EU three-pillar division and by creating the necessary legal basis 
to allow the EU to freeze assets and cut off funds of persons, groups and entities of the 
EU involved in terrorist acts and included in the EU list; 

 

Support for Council plan, call for Parliament involvement 

 
In its Resolution of 24 October 2002 on the assessment of and prospects for EU strategy on 
terrorism one year after 11 September 2001, Parliament said it welcomed, "in principle, the 
global anti-terrorism strategy which the European Council laid down quickly and effectively, 
on 21 September 2001, by adopting the European action plan to combat terrorism, which, 
since that meeting, has been updated at the meetings in Ghent (19 October 2001), Laeken (14 
December 2001) and Seville (21 and 22 June 2002)". However, it deplored "the fact that it was 
not involved in the drafting of that plan and that it has been involved in the framing of only a 
few of the 64 measures implementing [...] it". 
 

Economic impact of terrorism, terrorist finance 

 
In its Resolution of 4 October 2001 (Paragraph 30), Parliament called on the Commission to 
present it with a report on the effects of the terrorist attacks on the world economic situation, 
and instructed its appropriate committee to give a suitable follow-up to this report. 
 
It called for common action “to impose adequate controls on the international financial 
markets and to abolish off-shore banking and tax havens” in order to counter money-
laundering (Paragraph 31). It encouraged Member States to take joint measures to block 
capital movements funding terrorist networks. It said “banking secrecy should not stand in the 
way of investigations into the funding of international terrorism” (Paragraph 32). 
 

Support for the Framework decision and for the arrest warrant 

 
The European Parliament approved the proposal for a Council framework decision on 
combating terrorism and that on the European arrest warrant and the surrender procedures 
between Member States in votes on 7 February 2002 (CHECK). It had been reconsulted by the 
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Council following the Parliament opinions given on 29 November 2001. The rapporteur was 
Graham Watson, Chairman of the Committee on citizens’ freedoms and rights, justice and 
home affairs.  
 

EUROJUST 

 
EUROJUST is the short name for the European Judicial Network. The European Parliament 
gave a favourable opinion, subject to amendments, on the Draft Council Decision setting up 
EUROJUST with a view to reinforcing the fight against serious organised crime on 29 
November 2001. 
 

Findings and analysis 

 

1. The challenge of coordination 

 

Questions for policy-makers 

 
Combating the threat to European security of international terrorism requires a logical and 
manageable division of labour between the EU and the Member States. Is this being achieved? 
It also requires a division of labour among and within the EU institutions. Is this being 
achieved?  
 
Security against terrorism in the European Union is a divided responsibility. The divisions are 
political, legal, administrative and conceptual in character. They are primarily those (a) 
between the level of the EU apparatus as such and that of the Member States, (b) between 
institutions of the European Union, and (c) between external and internal policy. All these 
divisions are somehow reflected in the ‘pillar’ structure of the European Union. However, they 
are not necessarily reflected there in an optimised way. Judged by the operational necessities 
of the counter-terrorist effort, it is a fair comment that the logic of the pillars is in many ways 
a logic imposed by history rather than the dictates of good governance. As regards security 
against the threat of international terrorism, the main distinction to be drawn is that between 
responsibilities under the Second Pillar of the EU (common foreign and security policy) and 
those under the Third Pillar (cooperation in justice and home affairs). The Third Pillar 
activities have included the setting up of EUROPOL and EUROJUST. 
 

Effectiveness and motivation 

 
The asymmetric character of the terrorist threat extends the number of professions and 
disciplines that may be involved in the defence of society against attack. One might list them, 
starting perhaps with police, with immigration and customs officials, with airport security 
personnel, and so on. It will be difficult to know where to close the list. Fire-fighters and bus-
drivers have been among those to lose their lives in the course of duty. Because the front is 
distributed, so are these loci of responsibility. The web of responsibility quickly reaches down 
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to levels where terrorism is not the only professional concern. Customs officers, for example, 
are not solely concerned with the activities of terrorists. This raises a question about salience. 
How much time and attention will the individuals in the front line be expected to give to that 
proportion of their duties that are meant to contribute to the fight against terrorism? How 
much will they give? 
 
The answer to the second question depends on motivation. Motivation is seldom a matter of 
the individual conscience alone. It depends also on the quality of leadership that people are 
given, the information that is supplied to them, and the support that they receive from those 
around them. If all these factors are favourable, the motivation will not be lacking. In these 
circumstances, society can look forward to two benefits. The first is that the people concerned 
will be alert to the terrorist risk and perform their functions accordingly. The second is that 
they will act as society's eyes and ears in the fight against terrorism. They can contribute to the 
feedback that is so essential to the higher-levels of decision-making and to the makers of 
policy. The fight against terrorism is a war of information. 
 

The levels of action and cooperation: a classic question of governance 

 
The division of labour in the fight against international terrorism in Europe presents a classic 
case in governance. It is complicated by the fact that action – and this is action requiring close 
technical cooperation – must proceed at so many levels at once. In Europe, the levels are the 
regional, the national and the EU, whereby care must be taken that the EU level really 
represents added value, and not interference. It can do so, if the EU can help to clear the 
obstacles that impede cooperation at other levels. The problem is that the EU level is, 
especially under the Third Pillar, only the national or even regional levels in another guise. 
Facilitating ‘hot pursuit’ of criminal suspects across internal borders of the EU exemplifies a 
task that remains uncompleted. However, it cannot be imposed upon all the Member States. 
 

No central locus of coordination 

 
In the European Union set-up there is no central locus of operational coordination for the fight 
against international terrorism. The Council is a locus of central authority, but then so is the 
Commission. Then there are the Member States. It is right for the European Parliament to 
comment on such a situation. While it may be true that there are disadvantages to an over-
centralised system, the present architecture has not been deliberately chosen because of its 
functional advantages. In Chapter 6 we shall look at the networking paradigm as a possible 
alternative to centralised direction. Meanwhile there is room for debate on what is really 
required. What does ‘coordination’ imply? One interpretation could be ‘command and 
control’; another could be a locus for the exchange of information. 
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2. The international division of labour 

 
Cooperation at the international level: the UN 
 
Reference was already made above to UN Security Council resolution 1373. Readers will find 
below, in Table 4, a list of the series of UN Security Council resolutions that led up to that one 
over a significant period of years, in the issue areas under consideration here. 
 
 
Table 5: UN Security Council Resolutions on terrorism and other relevant issues 
Date Content 
S/RES/635 (1989) on marking of plastic or sheet explosives for the purpose of detection 

 
S/RES/687 (1991) on restoration of the sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity of 

Kuwait 
 

S/RES/748 (1992) on sanctions against the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
 

S/RES/731 (1992) on the destruction of Pan American flight 103 and Union des transports 
aériens flights 772 
 

S/RES/1044 (1996) calling upon the Sudan to extradite to Ethiopia the three suspects wanted in 
connection with the assassination attempt against President Mubarak of 
Egypt 
 

S/RES/1054 (1996) on sanctions against the Sudan in connection with non-compliance with 
Security Council resolution 1044 (1996) demanding extradition to Ethiopia 
of the three suspects wanted in connection with assassination attempt on 
President Mubarak of Egypt 
 

S/RES/1189 (1998) concerning the terrorist bomb attacks of 7 Aug. 1998 in Kenya and Tanzania 
 

S/RES/1214 (1998) on the situation in Afghanistan 
 

S/RES/1267 (1999) on measures against the Taliban 
 

S/RES/1269 (1999) on international cooperation in the fight against terrorism 
 

S/RES/1333 (2000) on measures against the Taliban 
 

S/RES/1363 (2001) on the establishment of a mechanism to monitor the implementation of 
measures imposed by resolutions 1267 (1999) and 1333 (2000) 
 

S/RES/1368 (2001) condemning the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 in New York, 
Washington, D.C. and Pennsylvania, United States of America 
 

S/RES/1373 (2001) on international cooperation to combat threats to international peace and 
security caused by terrorist acts 
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The international coalition against terrorism 

 
After the 11 September attacks, Article 5 of the NATO Treaty was invoked. This concerns 
defence against attacks on one of the member countries. At the initiative of the United States 
an international coalition against terror was formed, in which European countries take part. 
 
The precise nature of the action to be undertaken by the coalition remains a matter of debate. 
In the war in Afghanistan the Taliban were removed from power, and a strong blow was 
struck at bases for the organisation of terrorism. Some observers point out, however, that 
military action brings with it limitations as well as opportunities. Afghanistan was an 
exceptional situation. Since there was a territory to occupy and a regime to overthrow, the use 
of traditional military means was possible. The argument is that in future, as far as action 
against terrorism is concerned, the scope for the use of military force will probably be more 
limited, being confined, for example, to under-cover operations against terrorist cells. Such 
actions are probably outside the scope of ESDP. In the course of preparation of this study the 
problem of Iraq, when it was discussed, was seen rather in the perspective of the possible use 
of weapons of mass destruction than in that of the sponsorship of international terrorism. 
 

Domestic developments in the USA 

 
In terms of organising the civil response to 11 September, the first and major measure was the 
USA Patriot Act, which was signed into law by President George W. Bush on 26 October 
2001. This contains provisions relating to the interception and tracing of electronic 
communications, foreign intelligence investigations within the USA, money-laundering, and 
other related matters (Doyle 2002). Aspects of the Patriot Act were criticised by the European 
Parliament in its Resolution of 13 December 2001 on EU judicial cooperation with the United 
States in combating terrorism (see Chapter 8 below). 
 
Another primary measure was the decision to create a major new department of government in 
the USA to be called the Department of Homeland Security. Its mission will be to: 
 

- Prevent terrorist attacks within the United States; 
- Reduce America's vulnerability to terrorism; and 
- Minimise the damage and recover from attacks that do occur. 

 
This is to be achieved by creating one large department to take on functions that have hitherto 
been split among a number of departments and agencies. Its launch has been held up by 
political obstacles that the recent House and Senate elections are expected to ease, but these 
have not been the only difficulties. Technology procurement has also been an issue.  
 
A CSIS ‘White Paper’ has supported the idea, saying that it is in the interest of all Americans 
that it should succeed. The paper warns that “Too many of the security procedures instituted 
since September 11, 2001 have provided too little security – often because of the lack of a 
central, coordinated framework for efficient government action” (CSIS 2002a). 
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The financing of terrorism and money-laundering 

 
The UK minister responsible for policy against money-laundering, Denis MacShane, speaking 
in London on 15 October 2002, said that money-laundering transactions, world-wide, were 
estimated to account for between two and five per cent of global GDP or around US$ 1.5 
trillion per year. He noted that this was larger than the UK economy and went on to say that 
most of the money was proceeds of drug trafficking, but was also derived from organised 
crime, grand corruption and terrorist activity (MacShane 2002). 
 
Financial Action Task Force on Money Laundering (FATF) is an inter-governmental body 
established by by the G-7 Summit in Paris in 1989. Other agencies involved in combating 
illegal movements of money and illegal trafficking include INTERPOL and EUROPOL, 
There is concern about money reaching terrorist organisations through drug trafficking and the 
illegal arms trade, among other sources. FATF applies codes of conduct. 
  
UN Resolution 1373/2001 introduced strong measures against the finance of terrorism.  
 

3. Foreign policy and policy on justice and home affairs in the EU: the pillar structure 

 

The need for coordination, but of the right kind 

 
Success in the fight against international terrorism depends on the ability of many thousands 
of persons with duties relevant to the problem being able to discharge their responsibilities. 
This is because the interface with the threat is distributed. As we saw, it may be located at the 
workplace, in a public square, on a transport vehicle, anywhere. This feature of the problem, 
that it reaches down into layers of the social fabric that do not need, or at any rate often are not 
regarded when high policy on foreign relations or security is being formulated, contributes to 
the conviction that this is a problem that comes especially close to the concerns of the citizens’ 
parliamentary representatives. It has certainly also contributed to the consistent support in 
parliament for the nexus of ideas termed here the ‘Demracon’ doctrine. 
 
It follows that there is a tension here between two tendencies. On the one hand, it seems clear 
that coordination is needed to induce logic into the myriad working relationships that are 
essential to efficient anti-terrorism measures. Yet, to be consistent with Demracon principles, 
this locus of coordination must not have an unduly centralising effect, and it must not operate 
in a strongly dirigiste manner. 
 

Criticism of the effects of the pillar structure 

 
The presumption that the pillar structure of the European Union would be blamed for 
difficulties in the successful coordination of anti- and counter-terrorist activities was borne out 
in discussion with practitioners. 
 
The picture is not uniformly bad. On the contrary, measures for cooperation and coordination 
are working well in many areas. There remain legal and practical limitations, but these exist 
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within Member States, as well as between the level of the Member State and that of the Union. 
There is a regional dimension. Cooperation between countries sometimes takes place at 
national level, sometimes only at regional level – for, example in cross-border situations. 
 
Police cooperation is facilitated by networking. If one makes the distinction between 
cooperation in committees and cooperation in networks, then police cooperation has made 
progress here. EUROPOL is not regarded as yet having developed into the role which it will 
one day have to play. 
 
A term encountered in the literature and in professional discourse is ‘stove-piping’. This offers 
an image of vertically-organised discrete organisation units that do not interconnect. The idea 
has plainly negative connotations. Stove-piping is complained of in military contexts, where it 
can occur within a country or in a multilateral situation. It can occur between military chains 
of command and civilian lines of management. It is not perfectly clear what the opposite, 
benign phenomenon is, or ought to be. A return will be made to this topic in Chapter 9, when 
we consider the idea of ‘networking against the networks’. 
 
A criticism made of the European set-up concerns the lack of a single locus of coordination. 
At the Member State level, Germany has appointed a diplomat with the rank of ambassador as 
the Commissioner for anti-terrorism. 
 

4. The role of the European Parliament re-examined 

 

The challenge to governance 

 
The problems outlined above represent a challenge to governance, which must be met in the 
context of the Commission’s policy to improve governance in the EU. As in so many cases, 
the question needs to be examined: have the present arrangements been put in place because 
they are considered to be operationally the most effective, or are they an uneasy compromise 
designed to paper over unsightly and inconvenient cracks? No doubt the truth lies somewhere 
in between, but the lesson of the analysis so far has been that the emergence of the threat from 
the international terrorism does shine a searchlight on governance. It may be an exceptional 
threat, but the capacity of the Council and Commission to work with the Member States in an 
optimised way to counter it ought not to be something exceptional. 
 
How Parliament can help 
 
The European Parliament cannot and should not take over executive responsibilities, but it can 
play a role in calling the executive authorities of the EU to account. It can draw attention to 
areas where improvement may be needed. By discovering within itself the boundary 
conditions for what is democratically legitimate, it can set the boundary conditions for what is 
politically possible. 
 
To an extent, its capacities in this direction are independent of Treaty provisions, unless any 
future Treaty introduced provisions that diluted the democratic legitimacy of the Parliament 
itself, for example by splitting or sharing it. 
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Conclusions 

 
European governance should be able to provide antidotes to stove-piping 
 
More impact in the fight against terrorism can be achieved more quickly by enhancing 
cooperation and coordination along the lines discussed here, and by finding antidotes to 
‘stove-piping’ than by revisions of CFSP and ESDP at the level of high policy. 
 
The European Parliament could use its influence 
 
This chapter has suggested that the European Parliament could exert influence by using its 
democratic legitimacy to call other institutional actors to account as part of the drive to 
optimise cooperation and coordination. 
 

A challenge: networking against the networks 

 
It is one thing to lament the lack of central coordination of European policy and operations in 
the fight against terrorism, but it is another to suggest a way of meeting the need for such 
coordination that avoids the dangers inherent in an over-centralised, dirigiste approach. In 
Chapter 6 we shall be considering an alternative philosophy: that of “networking against the 
networks”. Out of that approach, an option for policy will be derived. 
 
Meanwhile, in the next chapter (Chapter 4), we turn to the geopolitical dimension of the 
security response to the threat of international terrorism. 
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Chapter 4: 

Geopolitics, terrorism, security - movement in the tectonic plates 

Issues for the chapter 

 
1. Global issues 
2. Transatlantic relations 
3. ESDP and NATO 
4. The Middle East 
5. Enlargement 
 

Action in the European Union 

 

Tasks identified in the Road Map 

 
The principal lines of action specified as objectives for the General Affairs Council under the 
Road Map include the following: 

1. Extend the anti-terrorist coalition and make it more effective; assert the role of the 
CFSP, including the ESDP, in the fight against terrorism 

2. Strengthen the partnership with the United States 
3. Strengthening the Union's relations with certain countries of Asia particularly 

concerned by the current situation: Pakistan, Iran, Countries of Central Asia, India 
4. Strengthen humanitarian aid in Afghanistan and adjacent countries 
5. EU support for a political and reconstruction process in Afghanistan 
6. UN: ensure follow-up to Resolution 1373 adopted by the UN Security Council 
 

Enlargement of the EU and of NATO 

 
At its Summit in Prague on 21 November 2002, NATO issued a declaration stating that it had 
invited seven more European countries to begin accession talks to join the alliance: Bulgaria, 
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia. 
 
At the European Council in Copenhagen of 12-13 December 2002, the European Union 
agreed to the accession of ten new Member States: Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, 
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, the Slovak Republic and Slovenia. The Accession 
Treaty is due to be signed in Athens on 16 April 2003 and, following ratification, enlargement 
will take place on 1 May 2004. The EU confirmed the objective of welcoming Bulgaria and 
Romania as members in 2007. As regards Turkey, it said the European Council would re-
assess the situation in December 2004, on the basis of a progress report towards the 
Copenhagen criteria. If the verdict is favourable, the EU will open accession negotiations with 
Turkey. 
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Seville Declaration on the Middle East 

 
At its meeting in Seville of 21-22 June 2002, the European Council issued a declaration on the 
Middle East. In this, the European Council 

- supported the early convening of an international conference; 
- strongly condemned all terrorist attacks against Israeli civilians; 
- insisted that a settlement could only be achieved by negotiation; 
- insisted that reform of the Palestinian Authority was essential; 
- called for an end to military operations in the Occupied Territories and the lifting of 

restrictions on movement; 
- expressed the EU's willingness to contribute to peace-building; 
- said the EU would work internationally - and notably with the USA in the framework 

of the Quartet [EU, USA, Russian Federation and UN] to pursue peace. 
 

 
Europe’s relations with Russia and China 
 
The Ninth EU-Russia Summit was held in Moscow on 29 May 2002. A Joint statement by the 
participants: Vladimir Putin, President of the Russian Federation, José Maria Aznar, President 
of the European Council, assisted by Javier Solana, Secretary-General of the EU Council/High 
Representative for Common Foreign and Security Policy of the EU, and Romano Prodi, 
President of the Commission of the European Communities. They stated among other things 
that 
 

We intend to increase joint efforts to meet successfully common challenges, especially 
international terrorism, including access to weapons of mass destruction, as well as drug 
production and trafficking, illegal migration and other manifestations of organised 
crime, if necessary by establishing new mechanisms. In this context, we welcomed the 
meeting of our Ministers of Justice and Home Affairs on 25 April 2002 in Luxembourg. 
We agree that tackling all these issues, which are vital for our common security, is a 
priority for both Russia and the EU. 

 
The Summit partners confirmed their commitment to develop further the Russia-EU political 
dialogue. Russia and the European Union would make efforts to render their cooperation in 
the sphere of foreign and security policy even more result oriented and operational. To this 
end, they had adopted a separate declaration on further practical steps in developing political 
dialogue and cooperation on crisis management and security matters. 
 
The fifth Summit meeting between the European Union and China was held in Copenhagen on 
24 September 2002. According to a joint press release, Premier Zhu Rongji of the People’s 
Republic of China, Prime Minister Anders Fogh Rasmussen of Denmark in his capacity as 
President of the European Council, and the President of the European Commission Romano 
Prodi attended the Summit. The Chinese Minister of Foreign Affairs Tang Jiaxuan, the 
Chinese Minister of Foreign Trade and Economic Co-operation Shi Guangsheng, the Danish 
Minister of Foreign Affairs Per Stig Møller, the European Commissioner for External 
Relations Christopher Patten and the European Commissioner for Trade Pascal Lamy 
participated in the Summit. 
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Position of the European Parliament 

 

The BROK Report on CFSP 

 
As mentioned above, the principal text adopted by the European Parliament in this sphere in 
2002 was the resolution resulting from Parliament’s deliberations on the report made by Elmar 
Brok, on behalf of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, Common Security and 
Defence Policy, on ‘Progress in implementation of CFSP’. Parliament voted on this on 26 
September 2002. This covered the chief themes of contemporary concern in the external 
relations of the EU, notably the Balkans, the Middle East, Afghanistan and Iraq. 
 
The resolution criticised the machinery of the CFSP in the following terms (Paragraph 12): 
 

Despite the visible presence of the troika in the flashpoints referred to above and 
improved crisis management, the EU’s foreign and security policy is still determined by 
the co-existence of two centres of gravity: the High Representative, as spokesman of the 
common will of the Member States, and the Commission whose role so far has been 
narrowly confined to mobilising common resources and instruments; 

 
In the following paragraph (13), Parliament regretted 
 

that the decision-making authorities of the EU for CFSP remained silent with regard to 
the major international issues which took place in July and August 2002, therefore 
leaving it to individual Member States to take their own position, and consequently the 
USA alone to express itself on the international scene; 

 
Parliament concluded (Paragraph 14) that 
 

the tasks of the High Representative and the Commissioner for External Relations must 
be merged and that this new office to be set up in the Commission must be given a 
pivotal role in daily crisis management and must be answerable both to the Council and 
the European Parliament;… 

 

The ELLES Report on transatlantic relations 

 
On 15 May 2002 the European Parliament expressed an opinion on the Transatlantic 
relationship, on the basis of the Elles Report for the Committee on foreign affairs, human 
rights, common security and defence policy. It placed the analysis of the events of 11 
September 2001 at the heart of its appreciation of the basic character of the EU-US 
relationship. Paragraph 2 of the text 
 

Underlines that the attack of September 11 2001 has nothing to do either with a so-
called clash of civilisations nor with a single act of terrorism, but rather with a new and 
different kind of conflict aiming to undermine open societies, which makes it 
indispensable to establish reinforced ties between the US and the EU, given both the 
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community of values that are now at risk and the interests that both sides have in 
common;… 

 
Like the resolution on the Brok Report that was to come later in the year, this resolution – 
while emphasising the decisive importance of the NATO alliance - laid weight on the ability 
of the EU to act independently on the world stage in CFSP/ESDP matters. This was clearly 
expressed in Paragraph 8: 
 

Reaffirms that the EU should be a coherent, reliable and equal partner to the US in the 
context of NATO and that, to that end, courageous steps towards a strongly integrated 
ESDP in the Community structures are necessary;… 

 

Findings and analysis 

 

1. Global issues 

 

The tectonic plates of world geopolitics are always in motion beneath the surface 

 
The analysis of the geopolitical issues germane to European security policy must start from 
the geopolitical situation of Europe itself. Issues arising from the new world order following 
the end of the Cold War, concepts such as the Axis of Evil, or the coalition for peace, 
transatlantic issues - all demand attention their appropriate measure of attention. However, the 
starting point for Europe must be Europe. The geographical identity of Europe is not given. 
For the EU policy-maker it could be assumed that the working definition of Europe is the 
membership of the European Union. Yet this has changed in the past, and will change again – 
especially, but not only because of the enlargement of the EU planned to take place in 2004. 
The policy-maker’s working definition of Europe, in other words, must be nothing less than a 
conception of what Europe might be. There is no positive definition of Europe: only a 
normative one. The geographical definition of Europe is the prevailing view of what Europe 
ought to be, or perhaps – since the tectonic plates are still in motion – a ‘countervailing’ view 
that is not the orthodoxy of today but might become that of tomorrow. 
 
An example of an influential countervailing vision was de Gaulle’s conception of Europe 
“from the Atlantic to the Urals”. Enunciated during the Cold War, which buttressed a bipolar 
super-power system and presupposed the division of Europe by the Iron Curtain, and during 
the initial phases of the institutionalisation of the idea of a European Community, de Gaulle’s 
formulation encountered scepticism. As Burin des Roziers (2002) has explained, for de 
Gaulle, “détente based on a balance of terror was no more than a pause in the cold war; at the 
mercy of a change of leader or of circumstance in either West or East”1. He saw the 
confrontation between two blocs as leading inexorably to war. It also bred hegemony, 
because, as Burin de Roziers puts it, “when two armed camps stand face to face, unity of 
command is a necessity on either side”. In these circumstances “might is right”.  
 

                                                 
1 Burin des Roziers (2002). 
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A feature of de Gaulle’s famous phrase that ensured it wide currency was the curious tension 
captured by its geographic specificity. The issue was, however, also historically specific. The 
debate, one might now say, has moved on. In many ways it is more than just the debate: the 
mental boundaries of the international political environment are continuously shifting. The 
geopolitical tectonic plates are in constant motion. That this will continue to be the case is 
underlined by the perspective of enlargement of the EU, in the various possible phases, and 
the consequences of these. 
 
Meanwhile today, Europe is not only defined geographically but also in terms of abstractions. 
 

The Copenhagen criteria 

 
The name, 'the Copenhagen criteria' is given to a set of preconditions for a state's membership 
of the European Union that were originally promulgated by the European Council meeting in 
Copenhagen on 21-22 June 1993. The text is as follows: 
 

Membership requires that the candidate country has achieved stability of institutions 
guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human rights and respect for and, protection of 
minorities, the existence of a functioning market economy as well as the capacity to 
cope with competitive pressure and market forces within the Union. Membership 
presupposes the candidate's ability to take on the obligations of membership including 
adherence to the aims of political, economic and monetary union1. 

 
Article 49 of the Treaty on European Union states that "Any European State" which respects 
the basic principles of the Union (Article 6.1) may apply to join the Union. Neither of those 
two articles of the Treaty offer any further definition of 'European'. 
 

Unipolarity 

 
The world of the Cold War could be said to have been ‘bipolar’. The world today is often said 
to be ‘unipolar’, the USA having emerged as the only one of the two Cold-War super-powers 
to have retained that status. Must we hold these things to be self-evident? It is sometimes not 
clear whether unipolarity is advanced as a doctrine or a fact. In terms of military power, it is a 
fact, but observers are still struggling to discern its implications. Economically, the fact is less 
obvious. The developing history of the euro will be instructive here. Ultimately, it would be a 
mistake to think that there is no link between the military dimension and the economic one. 
 
However, for the time being this last consideration weighs in favour of the thesis of 
unipolarity, since commentators are united in their view that the USA gets better value for 
money from its military spending than do the European countries. 
 
The status of the USA as the sole surviving super-power, together with the economic and 
technological success of large sectors of American business - as well as the plan for a rise of 
$48 bn to $379 bn in the US defence budget in fiscal year 2003 - encourage the belief that the 

                                                 
1 Copenhagen Presidency Conclusions, 21-22 June 1993, p 13 
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USA can and will pay any price for decisive military superiority. In reality, economic and 
budgetary constraints also operate on the USA. Other defence industry players must form their 
own view of whether the United States will sustain military spending at the new level over an 
extended period. 
 
However, what prevents the EU from closing the capability gap with the USA is not just 
money, and it is not just technology. It is getting optimal value for money. In the past, 
technology - which was often only understood by politicians and the public as meaning more 
powerful and destructive weapons systems - was just one more item on the military budget, 
and a very big one. To this extent, it was seen as part of the problem. In the military of the 
knowledge-based society, by contrast, information-based systems - C3 systems 
(communications, command and control), weapons systems and logistics systems - become 
part of the solution. They help military planners to ensure that only 'enough' is done, and not 
too much. The correct analogy is with the modern 'just in time' philosophy of manufacture and 
logistics that characterises modern industry in the civilian sector. That philosophy works to the 
full in a computerised business environment served by advanced telecommunications. The 
dividends should be a more targeted and more effective use of technical resources, and an 
optimised employment of people. 
 
These dividends are not delivered automatically, however. Errors in the acquisition and 
management of modern technological systems can cause delay and wastage, in some cases to a 
disastrous extent. However, the challenge is on the table, and it has to be taken up. The only 
way to ensure success is by re-examining the internal governance of the military and, for 
similar reasons, the police and the intelligence services. It means reviewing and reforming the 
organisational structures and the operational methods of the forces concerned. 
 
This might be thought in some ways a disappointing conclusion. It might be more welcome to 
hear the argument that the problems of international terrorism and the protection of European 
security can be solved by launching an attack here, increasing a budget there, acquiring a 
weapon system somewhere else, or perhaps by giving more powers to this, that or the other 
civilian or military authority. Measures of these kinds will have their place. But if they are to 
be effective, they must be preceded by organisational reform and a re-orientation of attitudes. 
 
In some quarters it will be justly claimed that this essential preliminary work has already been 
begun, perhaps already brought to fruition. To the extent that those responsible for the US 
armed forces believe that they have done more than their allies to make progress in the new 
direction, they would make that claim. Preparatory work to this stand has suggested one 
reason for what Europeans and others may read as American 'unilateralism'. Those elements in 
the hierarchy of the US military who consider that they have done the necessary work believe 
that they have placed in the hands of their political masters an effective precision-tool for 
achieving the goals of modern warfare. In such circumstances it is not surprising if such 
people become impatient of political or diplomatic obstacles put up by others who - so these 
people may suspect - have been laggardly in coming up with the price for their seat at the 
table, whether this price is posted in money or in effort. To say this is not to say that they are 
right: it is merely to try to understand a cast of thought. Doing that is a prerequisite for 
dialogue. Another point about unilateralism is the fact that Americans will naturally have felt 
that, since their country was the one attacked in 11 September 2001, it was their right and duty 
to deliver the riposte (Bozo 2002, pp.343-4). 
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The interpretation of American investment technology just given has admittedly been a 'best 
case' scenario. It assumes that one is talking about the modernisation of existing capacities. 
Whether a new development such as missile defence fits the same 'value for money' profile is 
a matter for separate judgement. 
 
A possible corrective to the view offered above is to be found in a passage in Lindley-French 
(2002) in which the author has been discussing “the level of investment in each American 
serviceman and woman compared with its European counterparts” in the context of the US 
doctrine of ‘narrow engagement’. He writes (p.53): 
 

However, whilst many over-invested American soldiers are patrolling the streets of 
American bases, many under-invested European soldiers are on the streets of East 
Timor, Sierra Leone, Bosnia, Kosovo, Macedonia, Kabul and elsewhere, getting on with 
the peacekeeping/peacemaking job. 

 

2. Transatlantic relations 

 

The state of relations between the EU and the US 

 
The more attention the US gives to the terrorist threat, the more the US will be engaged 
elsewhere than in Europe. On the one hand, it was argued that this meant Europe was likely to 
be limited to a peace-keeping role. On the other hand, there was the view that this was not 
acceptable to Europe, that Europe must be ambitious if the US were to accord it significance. 
 
The retort to this was that Europe’s assumption of a peace-keeping role would not be a 
restriction: it would be an enhancement of its role by comparison with the present situation. 
 
It is sometimes suggested that a solution to this conundrum is provided by a clearer definition 
of roles. Europe does not have the ambition to project its power on a global scale. 
Geographically, the scope of potential European intervention could be conceived of as 
regional - perhaps defined by the areas around Europe’s borders. Distinct from this, there is an 
alternative view. According to this, ESDP could be used to help to stabilise regions in crisis, 
even beyond Europe’s immediate neighbourhood. This could be an important contribution to 
fighting the root causes of terrorism. Meanwhile EU Member States could continue the fight 
against terror at the political, diplomatic and economic levels. 
 
The European Parliament has been concerned about a possible trend in the US towards 
unilateralism. As we have just seen, the current world order is often said to be 'unipolar' now 
that the Cold War has been consigned to history. European Union policy is based, however, on 
a multilateral approach in the framework of the UN. Multilateralism must be consistent, 
however. In this context, anything other than a climate of cooperation is counter-productive. 
Anti-Americanism is not an option 
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3. ESDP and NATO 

The role of NATO and the role of the EU in NATO 

 
Although, since the end of the Cold War, there has been debate about the role of the NATO, 
the European Parliament has supported the alliance, and – particularly with its enlargement at 
the Prague Summit of 20-22 November 2002 to include seven new European countries – 
NATO has shown itself ready to adapt to new conditions. 
 
The issues of NATO enlargement, enlargement of the European Union, the role of Europe 
inside NATO, and the future of ESDP are all inextricably linked. To make a success of the 
European identity inside NATO, and to render possible the functional cooperation between 
NATO and ESDP which will be necessary for the success of the latter, the completion of 
practical measures for EU-NATO cooperation – known as the ‘Berlin Plus’ arrangements – 
must be finalised. For this, the agreement of Turkey is necessary. However, the interests of 
Turkey are involved in the process of the enlargement of the EU in two ways: through its 
interest in a satisfactory resolution of the dispute dividing Cyprus, which is on the point of 
completing accession to the EU, and through its own candidature to become a Member States 
of the Union. Opportunities for progress on these matters arise with the NATO Prague 
Summit, and the forthcoming EU Summit in Copenhagen in December 2002. 
 
The fact that the role of NATO has changed since the end of the Cold War is clear to all, as is 
the fact that there may be legitimate debate as to what NATO’s future function should be. At 
the same time the need for NATO has not been placed in serious doubt, certainly not by the 
European Parliament. 
 
A key issue for the EU is the issue of its own relations with NATO. Work has been proceeding 
for a considerable time on the drafting of a formula that could be agreed for the future 
relationship between ESDP and NATO (bearing in mind that not all the EU Member States are 
NATO members: this applies to Sweden, Austria, Finland and Ireland). These issues were 
discussed with NATO sources during the preparation of the present study. 
 
On 16 December 2002, NATO and the European Union formally adopted an agreement giving 
the EU access to NATO military resources, thereby allowing the EU to conduct military 
operations abroad. Under the deal, the EU has gained access to NATO planning and resources 
for its emerging Headline Goal force, due to be operational in 2003. The pact required 
agreement from Turkey, which was ultimately forthcoming. Turkey - a member of Nato, but 
not of the EU - received assurances that the new ESDP force would not intervene in any crisis 
related to Cyprus. The EU leaders agreed that after Cyprus has joined the EU, which it is due 
to do in 2004, it will not take part in any EU military operation that uses Nato assets. 
 
The Secretary-General of NATO, Lord Robertson, referred in a recent speech to the 
speculation in the press during 2002 that the United States was losing interest in NATO. 
Addressing the Konrad Adenauer Stiftung on the results of the NATO summit in Prague of 
21-22 November, Lord Robertson said this interpretation had been proved wrong, asserting 
that  
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All of these so-called experts should take a close look at what happened in Prague. No 
Ally pushed harder for NATO reform than the United States. No country brought more 
ambitious ideas to the table. And no country laid out more concrete, realistic plans for 
how the Alliance, as a body, could improve its capabilities to take on new threats and 
challenges. 

 
He itemised the major decisions at Prague which, as well as opening up the prospect of 
enlarging the membership of NATO from 19 to 26, included agreement on the Prague 
Capabilities Commitment and on the NATO Response Force (NRF). Of the latter, he 
commented: 
 

And like all improvements to NATO capabilities, it will complement the improvements 
taking place in the EU, including, of course, the EU's Headline Goal. 

 

Defence equipment: the capabilities gap 

 
There had been, and is concern about the gaps in Europe’s capabilities in terms of arms and 
equipment: the ‘capabilities gaps’. The concern is on two fronts: the gap between what ESDP 
and its Headline Goal require and what Europe can at present offer, and the gap between 
European capabilities and those of the United States. There is also concern over the fact that, 
at present, there was no common European market for defence equipment. A point stressed to 
us was the importance of removing the existing barriers to trade for defence equipment and the 
need for common decision-making on the external arms trade. The compatibility of defence 
equipment is also an important issue. There is a responsibility to ensure that if European 
soldiers are sent to war they are supported by the best equipment. 
 
Concerning the capabilities gap between the United States armed forces and those of the 
European member countries of NATO, this is seen by many as an obstacle to the development 
of a satisfactory role for NATO in the new international conditions, including those relevant to 
the fight against international terrorism. The argument is that the European countries lag so far 
behind their American counterparts in equipment and training that successful cooperation on 
military operations is impossible. The problem, as seen by NATO strategists, is that in many 
cases the present state of the armed forces of European countries is the legacy of the Cold 
War. At that time – so the argument goes - forces were maintained to defend countries against 
an attack that, because of the nuclear deterrent, was not really expected to happen. In today’s 
conditions a conventional attack by land armies is still not expected, but the need is seen for 
expeditionary capability: that is, to send forces outside the countries to be defended to conduct 
missions in places where swift operations could forestall a crisis or nullify a threat. Although 
some European countries are better able to contemplate missions of this type than others, the 
general picture is not a favourable one. Examples often mentioned of the capabilities gap are 
the lack of airborne fuel-tanker aircraft for air-to-air refuelling in Europe and the lack of heavy 
air transport. These are essential to expeditionary capability. 
 
 
 
 



International terrorism and European security 

PE 326.163 70 

Where are the gaps? 

 
A STOA study (PE 297.567) was carried out in 2001 for the European Parliament’s 
Committee on foreign affairs, human rights, common security and defence policy on ‘New 
technologies in defence policy and conflict management: a challenge for the EU’. This listed 
the following main technology gaps: command and control and communications (C3); 
strategic mobility (e.g. the multi-national air transport project A400M); intelligence, 
reconnaissance and surveillance; survivability, protection (including protection against NBC 
attacks that might result from terrorism)1; precision engagement (PGM – Precision-guided 
munitions); suppression of enemy air defence (SEAD), electronic warfare (EW) and combat 
search and rescue (CSAR); non-lethal weapons; information operations; technologies for crisis 
prevention and crisis containment. This list concerns crisis-management capabilities related to 
the Petersberg Tasks. If ESDP were to undertake more ambitious missions it would be 
necessary to add, among others, air-to-air refuelling capability, which is seriously lacking in 
most European air forces. 
 
A study has been carried out for the committee in 2002 to probe this subject further, against 
the background of the further progress of ESDP and the initiation of the European Capabilities 
Action Plan. 
 
The study was conducted by ISIS Europe of Brussels. Reference should be made to that study 
for the full analysis it gives (details here in the Bibliography). Among points of interest 
covered by it are the following: 
 
1. The study considers the argument that "by restructuring the armed forces, especially those 
countries with large standing or conscript armies, more money can be invested into the R&D 
and procurement areas of the defence budget" without increasing the overall budget; it 
comments that "in the short term there are not insignificant costs associated with retiring 
(senior) members of the armed forces, training for specialised professional forces, and indeed 
in closing barracks and other facilities made redundant by smaller forces; 
2. Noting the shifting focus of 'burden sharing debates' in NATO from the context of the Cold 
War to that of "an evolving CFSP and a broader understanding of security to include EU 
enlargement, climate change, and Tnhird World aid", the study notes that European countries' 
contributions "are seen in a more favourable light in comparison with the US, but still fall 
short of their own development aims". 
3. If defence spending is not to increase, "one obvious way of bridging capability gaps is 
through increased armaments co-operation" in order to obtain economies of scale from joint 
procurement; in this context, the study describes the OCCAR convention betweeen France, 
Germany, Italy and the UK, and the Framework Agreement resulting from the Letter of Intent 
(LoI) process (France, Germany, Spain, Italy, Sweden and the UK), as well as the European 
Capability Action Plan (ECAP). 
4. The study analyses capabilities under the following headings: Deployability and Mobility 
(D&M) (Strategic Lift: A400M); Sustainability and Logistics (S&L) (air-to-air refuelling; 
Medical); Effective Engagement (EE) (Precision-guided weapons; Precision strike; Electronic 
jamming; Anti-air defence penetration; Damage assessment); Air superiority; Special Forces); 
Survivability of Force and Infrastructure (SFI) (Forces' protection; Theatre missile defence - 

                                                 
1 NBC: nuclear, biological or chemical. 
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TMD; Operations in NBC contaminated environments; Tactical troop carriers); Command, 
Control and Infrastructure (CCI) (Intelligence Assets: Satellites, Aeroplanes, UAVs). 
5. The study sees an opportunity for pooling of military capabilities to provide European 
nations with funds to buy into essential modern enabling capabilities. 
 
Meanwhile, the issue of the capability gaps has been addressed in the European Convention. 
In its Revised draft report of 6 December 2002, Working Group VIII (on defence) identified 
the “critical shortcomings” as the following (Working Document 22 REV 1): 
 

- command, control and communications; 
- strategic intelligence and the surveillance and protection of troops in the field; 
- strategic transport by air and sea; 
- effective engagement capacity. 
 

In addition, the Working Group said it was important to note that since the Santa Maria Da 
Feira European Council of 19-20 June 2000, “the capabilities-goal approach has also been 
applied to civil capabilities, particularly police capabilities, and the capabilities needed to 
achieve objectives in relation to the rule of law, civil administration and civil protection”. 
 

4. The Middle East 

 

The condemnation of terrorism in the Middle East 

 
As we saw, in its Seville declaration on the Middle East of 21-22 June 2002, the European 
Council expressed strong condemnation of terrorist attacks against Israeli citizens. Likewise, 
the European Parliament, in its resolution on terrorism of 24 October 2002, condemned “all 
terrorist acts, including those…in Bali, the Philippines and Israel”, and expressed its 
condolences to the families of the victims (Paragraph 2). 
 

The evolving role of the ‘Quartet’  

 
The EU, and particularly the European Parliament, sees the attainment of a peace settlement in 
the Middle East as a prerequisite for successful action in the long term over international 
terrorism. It pursues diplomacy to that end, notably in the new format of the 'Quartet' 
comprised of the US, the EU, the UN and Russia. 

Euro-Med 

 
The Euro-Mediterranean Partnership, or 'Barcelona Process', is a major element in the external 
relations policy of the European Union. It was initiated at the Conference of EU and 
Mediterranean Foreign Ministers which took place in Barcelona on 27-28 November 1995. 
The partners are the 15 EU Member States plus 12 countries from the Southern and Eastern 
Mediterranean: Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia (Maghreb); Egypt, Israel, Jordan, the Palestinian 
Authority, Lebanon, Syria (Mashrek); Turkey, Cyprus and Malta. In addition, Libya now has 
observer status at certain meetings. 
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Iraq: a terrorist link? 

 
After discussing, in a speech to the European Parliament on 9 October 2002, the concern of 
the international community about the question of Iraq’s possession of weapons of mass 
destruction, and their possible use and proliferation, Commissioner Chris Patten turned to the 
suggestion that these weapons could be supplied to terrorist networks. He noted that “some 
notable public figures – e.g. Brent Sowcroft (National Security Advisor to President Bush 
Senior) – have expressed scepticism on this point”. Patten observed that “Others still have 
argued that there may be some links between Iraq and terrorist organisations with global links 
like Al-Qaeda”. His comment was: “I am not aware of any convincing public evidence on this 
point, but perhaps I have overlooked something” (Patten 2002d). 
 

5. Enlargement 

Issues relating to Enlargement 

 
On 25 October 2002, the European Council in Brussels decided to carry on down the road 
towards EU accession for ten candidate countries. This decision left open the possibility of 
accession by certain additional states, of which those most often mentioned are Bulgaria, 
Romania and Turkey. 
 
A feature of this well-known situation that is sometimes less discussed is the evolution in the 
geopolitical environment of the EU presupposed by any of the phases of Enlargement that 
have so far come under discussion. Table 6 below shows the neighbouring countries of the EU 
in its present state, after the planned Enlargement of 10 in 2004, after some future enlargement 
to include Bulgaria and Romania, and after an accession by Turkey. Specifically, the table lists 
the neighbouring countries on the eastern and south-eastern borders of the Union under these 
different scenarios. 
 
Table 6: Neighbour countries on eastern and south-eastern borders of the EU under 

various scenarios 
At the present day (2002) Scenario: accession of 

'the Ten' in 2004 
Scenario of Bulgarian 
and Romanian accession 

Scenario including 
Turkey 

Slovakia Russian Federation Russian Federation Russian Federation 
Hungary Belarus Belarus Belarus 
Slovenia Ukraine Ukraine Ukraine 
FYROM Romania Moldova Moldova 
Bulgaria Croatia Croatia Croatia 
Turkey Serbia and Montenegro Serbia and Montenegro Serbia and Montenegro 
 FYROM1 FYROM FYROM 
 Bulgaria Turkey Georgia 
 Turkey  Armenia 
   Iran 
   Iraq 
   Syria 

                                                 
1 Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 
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The table clearly shows the changing geopolitical context that the European Union stands to 
enter into, if and when it passes through all the enlargement scenarios that are currently under 
active discussion. 

The issue of Turkish accession to the EU 

 
Reflection on the geopolitical situation of the European Union as it is now and as it might 
evolve inevitably entails thinking about the issue of Turkish membership. In the preparation of 
this study one view put forward was that this was at best a long-term possibility that did not 
need to be taken into account in the formulation of anti-terrorism policy at the present time. 
 
In an interview reported in Le Monde and widely cited in the media, the Chairman of the 
Convention on the future of Europe, Mr Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, has stated that Turkey 
should never become a Member of the EU. He was reported as saying that Turkey was not a 
European country. However, a point that weighs with some people is the fact that Turkey is an 
active member of NATO, without being a North-Atlantic country. 
 
Hill (2000) has deftly captured the temptations towards polarisation that have been felt since 
the fall of the Iron Curtain, in the following passage (p.13): 
 

The ghosts of the division between the Roman and Orthodox churches, as well as that 
between Christianity and Islam have inevitably been awoken by the flux which has 
followed the Cold War and the choices which have confronted the EU in the east. Fears 
have arisen that the EU will fix its external border as a way of differentiating its culture 
and protecting itself from what are perceived as inimical ways of life. Self-fulfilling 
prophecies could arise here to increase the sense of threat on both sides of the EU 
frontier. 

 
Developments at the Copenhagen European Council of 12-13 December 2002 have altered the 
situation. The European Council recalled its decision in 1999 in Helsinki that “Turkey is a 
candidate state destined to join the Union on the basis of the same criteria as applied to the 
other candidate states”, and it said it “strongly welcomes the important steps taken by Turkey 
towards meeting the Copenhagen criteria, in particular through the recent legislative packages 
and the subsequent implementation measures which cover a large number of key priorities 
specified in the Accession Partnership”. There was acknowledgement of the determination of 
the new Turkish government to take further steps on the path of reform. The European 
Council urged in particular the government to address swiftly all remaining shortcomings in 
the field of the political criteria, not only with regard to legislation but also in particular with 
regard to implementation. 
 
The European Council concluded that if, in December 2004, on the basis of a report and a 
recommendation from the Commission, decides that Turkey fulfils the Copenhagen political 
criteria, the European Union will open accession negotiations with Turkey without delay. In 
order to assist Turkey towards EU membership, the accession strategy for Turkey would be 
strengthened. 
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Conclusions 

 
NATO and relations with the USA 
 
Active membership of NATO, enlarged by the accession of new European members, and 
constructive relations with the USA remain key-stones of European security policy. The 
European Parliament has not waivered on these basic points, although it has been critical of 
aspects of US policy. Notably, it has expressed concern about unilateralist tendencies in US 
policy. 
 
Not just equipment, but organisation 
 
The Committee on foreign affairs, human rights, common security and defence policy has 
monitored developments concerning defence equipment very closely. The organisational 
question goes hand in hand with this and also needs to be followed critically. This means 
looking at the force-composition and mission-definition questions. It also means looking at 
wider issues concerning the organisation and structures of military forces in the European 
countries. Although it may justly be argued that most of this is the responsibility of the 
Member States, that fact does not absolve the ESDP authorities from the responsibility of 
pointing out the need for reform where it exists, in the general European interest. The EU 
Military Committee can show the way forward.  On the occasions when the Chairman of the 
EUMC reports to the foreign affairs committee of the European Parliament he could be asked 
to inform Parliament on this point. 
 
Consequences of enlargement 
 
Enlargement of the European Union, in 2004 and later, alters the geometry of the EU in other 
ways than just by increasing its surface area. The EU, by enlarging, steps into new geopolitical 
roles. 
 
Europe’s capacity for assuming responsibility for its own destiny 
 
Europe will continue to rely on NATO and the relationship with the USA, but it will not rely 
on them alone. The case of enlargement shows that there are aspects of the European Union’s 
future role in the world that are unique to its situation. The Union has been steadfast in its 
quest for consensual solutions to international crises, for example in the Middle East, and 
notably by its contribution to the activities of the Quartet. The lesson that emerges from 
European Parliament resolutions and other sources is that the added-value of Europe’s 
contribution to multilateral endeavours of this kind is increased in proportion to her capacity 
for viable independent action, in diplomatic as in other spheres. 
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Chapter 5: 

Democracy is the best defence of democracy 

Issues 

 
1. The response to terrorism must uphold democracy, the role of law and human rights 
2. Democracy as a defence 
3. Strengthening the role of the European Parliament 
 

Action in the European Union 

 

Treaty provisions on parliamentary scrutiny of CFSP and ESDP 

 
Article 21 of the Treaty on European Union lays it down that the Presidency (of the Council) 
"shall consult the European Parliament on the main aspects and the basic choices of the 
common foreign and security policy and shall ensure that the views of the European 
Parliament are duly taken into consideration". Parliament is to be kept regularly informed of 
developments by the Presidency and the Commission. 
 
Parliament may ask questions of the Council. It may also make recommendations to it. 
Parliament shall hold an annual debate on progress in implementing the common foreign and 
security policy. 
 
Issues for Justice and Home Affairs policy: The Framework Decisions on combating terrorism 
and on the European arrest warrant  
 
Decisions by the Council on 13 June 2002 concluded procedures for the establishment of two 
important legal instruments, both coming within the scope of the EU's efforts to create a 
European Area of Freedom, Security and Justice. The first was a Framework Decision on 
combating terrorism, designed to introduce coherence into the legal definition and the 
punishment of terrorist offences, and the second was a Framework Decision on the European 
arrest warrant and the surrender procedures between the Member States. The latter replaces, 
within the EU, previous cumbersome extradition procedures for certain categories of crime, in 
certain given circumstances. The categories include terrorist crime. Since action in this area 
can have repercussions on rights and freedoms, the proposals were searchingly scrutinised and 
debated. 

Position of the European Parliament 

Democratic accountability of ESDP 

 
As noted earlier, the European Parliament debated the CFSP in June 2002, when it considered 
the Brok Report on ‘Progress in implementation of CFSP’. It voted a resolution on this on 26 
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September 2002.  However, in its Resolution of 4 July 2002 on the outcome of the Seville 
European Council of 21-22 June, Parliament felt constrained to point out (Paragraph 47) 
 

that the hard work of the Spanish Presidency to make the ESDP operational at both 
institutional and capability level has not brought the ESDP under the democratic control 
of both the European Parliament and national parliaments; 

 

The rule of law and human rights 

 
The European Parliament, in the preamble to its Resolution on terrorism of 24 October 2002, 
stipulated that “measures, whether international or domestic, to combat the threat of terrorism 
must strengthen and not weaken the rule of law and should, in particular, be fully in line with 
the Geneva Conventions” (Recital I). It enunciated a number of further principles in 
elucidation of this. Notably, it said (Recital J) that 
 

European action in this area must be based on a strengthening of the principles of 
liberty, democracy, respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms and the rule of 
law set out in Article 6(1) of the Treaty on European Union, must fully comply with the 
European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms 
and the constitutional traditions common to the Member States as general principles of 
Community law, as stipulated by Article 6(2) of the that Treaty [sic], and must also be 
based on the measures to prevent and combat terrorism laid down in Article 29 thereof, 

 
Recital K added that 
 

The fundamental rights of individuals must be respected, and measures that limit such 
rights must be avoided, bearing in mind that any restrictions on freedoms and rights 
resulting from measures to combat terrorism would represent a success for the terrorists 
because they would impinge on the true values of functioning democracy, 

 
Parliament further stipulated (Recital L) that Member States should not use anti-terrorism to 
curb the rights of domestic critics of their own governments and policies. 
 

The Framework Decisions on combating terrorism and on the European arrest warrant 

 
Parliament voted on these proposals twice, first on 29 November 2001 and then, after a 
reconsultation by the Council, on 6 February 2002. While giving its support to the measures, 
Parliament felt that there should be more opportunity for parliamentary scrutiny of their 
implementation. It also regretted that the Council had adopted its list of terrorist organisations 
by third-pillar procedures which excluded the European Parliament. 
 
 
 
 
 



International terrorism and European security 

PE 326.163 - 77 - 

Judicial cooperation with the US 

 
On 13 December 2001 the European Parliament adopted a resolution on EU judicial 
cooperation with the United States in combating terrorism. In the opening to the preamble to 
the resolution, Parliament recalled 
 

the democratic values shared by the EU and the US, which are the foundation of their 
solid commitment to the common fight against terrorism and of the trans-Atlantic 
solidarity manifested following the attacks on 11 September 2001 in the framework of 
UN Security Council Resolution 1373. 

 
At the same time it went on to recall the commitment to human rights enshrined in the 
European Charter of Fundamental Rights and the principles of democracy and the rule of law 
enunciated in the Treaty on European Union. It referred to a number of further instruments 
providing guarantees of a similar character, including the UN Convention against Torture, the 
European Convention on Human Rights and the Geneva Convention on refugee status of 
1951. 
 
Although the resolution foresaw that proposals would be forthcoming for a coherent legal 
framework for EU-US judicial cooperation, it stipulated four principles, in particular, that 
must be observed in any such scheme (Paragraph 1). These were: (1) not to limit in a 
disproportionate manner data protection standards “even if under a sunset clause” on 
electronic surveillance provisions: (2) not to admit discrimination between third-country and 
non-third country citizens that would be contrary to the ECHR; (3) guaranteeing the protection 
of fundamental rights as regards the monitoring of communications between a prisoner and an 
attorney, and (4) procedural guarantees to a fair trial, “as consolidated by the European Court 
of Human Rights”. 
 
In Paragraph 2, Parliament went on to express the view “that the US Patriot Act, which 
discriminates against non-US citizens, and President Bush’s executive order on military 
tribunals are contrary to the principles established above”. 
 

Findings and analysis 

1. The response to terrorism must uphold democracy, the role of law and human rights 

Democracy, pluralism and the rule of law 

 
The chief issues here are democracy, pluralism and the rule of law. A primary consideration is 
that action designed to secure the safety of European societies against terrorism should not 
impinge on the political, social and human rights of citizens (EP resolution of 24 October 
2002, Paragraph 21). Whether there should be no impingement at all, or whether some may be 
tolerated, at least temporarily, has been a matter of debate. 
 
The general approach of the Council and Commission as well as Parliament has been to try to 
reconcile the requirements of a firm anti-terrorist policy with the maintenance of democratic 
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and legal rights and freedoms. The case for their maintenance is supported by a number of 
arguments, each with its own weight. They include the following: 
 

- restrictions on freedoms and rights resulting from measures to combat terrorism would 
represent a success for the terrorists "because they would impinge on the true values of 
functioning democracy"; 

- to dilute democracy is to denature it; 
- the active cooperation of the whole population is required in the fight against terrorism; 

to disempower people by taking away their democratic rights diminishes their 
motivation; 

- strong measures against terrorism require strong legitimation: to remove part of the 
democratic legitimation removes much of the strength: 

- conversely, strongly legitimated measures draw on the strength of public solidarity: 
democracy comes to its own defence. 

 

Concern about threats to democracy, the rule of law and human rights 

 
Concern has been expressed in the European Parliament about some aspects of measures 
introduced to facilitate the arrest of terrorist suspects. Commissioner Vitorino addressed this 
point in the debate in the European Parliament of 6 February 2002 on the European arrest 
warrant. He stressed that Article I of the proposed directive laid down “that in the execution of 
a European arrest warrant, the Member States and judicial authorities must always ensure that 
they scrupulously observe the principles recognised by Article 6 of the Treaty and that are 
reflected in the European Charter of Fundamental Rights. 
 
Responding to concern expressed in the debate by Neil MacCormick on the principle of 
habeas corpus and the need for safeguards against arbitrary arrest,Vitorino pointed out that the 
principle of the habeas corpus amendment then being proposed was contained in the legal 
system of each Member State. Safeguards were also provided, he argued, by Articles 5 and 6 
of the European Convention on Human Rights, which had been taken up in the European 
Charter of Fundamental Rights. He affirmed that there was nothing in the European arrest 
warrant that derogated from these legal provisions. 
 
Fenwick (2002) has analysed the issue of detention without trial under the UK Anti-terrorism 
Crime and Security Act 2001, stressing that exceptional legal measures should be limited in 
scope and proportional to the real threat at any given time. 
 
Privacy and data protection issues have been a concern of the European Parliament, notably in 
the Schmid Report on Echelon, and in reports on Commission network security issues 
stemming from the work on the development of e-Europe. 
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2. Democracy as a defence 

The resilience of democracy 

 
The distributed nature of the terrorist threat calls for a distributed response. In a situation 
where all may suddenly find themselves in the front line, expected to take action to protect 
their fellow citizens as well as themselves, it is the democratic society – the one with open, 
reciprocal channels of communication across the levels of decision-making, and the one in 
which each individual is accustomed to the responsibilities of citizenship – that will be the 
most resilient. This is the thesis that will be examined in the present chapter. The democratic 
society is also the one in which decisions of government will be best accepted, and therefore 
will be likely to be most effective, provided that certain principles are not over-ridden. 
 
It is appropriate to begin the analysis with an example, and this enables tribute to be paid to 
the resilience of democracy in the United States of America. When one considers the enormity 
of the terrorist crimes committed on 11 September it is remarkable how quickly state and 
society in the United States sprung back from the blow. This is not to belittle the tragedy. 
Rather to the contrary, one imagines that it would have been a source of satisfaction to the 
Americans who suffered on that day to observe that even such a fell stroke was not enough to 
incapacitate their country. Naturally, the reverberations from the blow continue, and those 
who are anxious for the welfare of the United States will be concerned about the possibility of 
internal, hidden damage. But the point is that the healing processes began their work from 
within from the moment that the atrocities had been committed. The internal debates that have 
taken place in the United States about the lessons to be drawn from 11 September, and the 
action that should result, do not give the lie to this analysis. They are the phenomenon that 
confirms it. 
 
Pluralism, diversity and democracy are antidotes to social pathologies. As democracy is the 
defence of democracy, so pluralism is the defence of plurality. Given the diversity in the 
European Union, much of public policy is directed towards ensuring that the rule of the 
majority is not inconsistent with pluralism. In its own process of construction, the European 
Union has sought to make an advantage of its diversity, by drawing on the solidarity that 
results from mutual respect for natuional and cultural differences. 
 

The issue of pluralism and relations with Islam 

 
A particular issue for pluralism is the attitude towards minorities and, in recent circumstances, 
the particular case of Islamic groups in European societies. It is sometimes overlooked that 
terrorists use ethnic groups not to proclaim their own identity but rather to disguise it, seeking 
to merge into a social medium in which they will not be conspicuous, but within which they 
can generate activities that are at odds with the established policy of the state in which they 
live.  Therefore penalising the law-abiding majority of Islamic citizens in European countries, 
even by suspicion, is illogical. However, the continuing reality of the presence in Europe of 
extremist Islamic organisations cannot be ignored. As long ago as 1995, Klaus Grünewald, 
head of the counter-terrroist division of the Bundesamt für Verfassungsschutz (German 
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Federal Office for the Protection of the Constitution) was writing that no less than fourteen 
extremist Islamic organisations then had structures active in Germany (Grünewald 1995). 
 
Of relevance here is a report compiled in Belgium in 2002. It was transmitted to the Senate, 
Parliament and Government by the Permanent Committee for the Control of Intelligence 
Services (Comité permanent R). The subject was an enquiry into the way in which the 
intelligence services in Belgium monitor extremist and terrorist Islamic activities in the 
country. The report distinguishes between the extremely small number of supporters of 
violence, and the larger group of religious activists engaged in legal activities. 
 

3. Strengthening the role of the European Parliament 

The limited role of the European Parliament under the Treaties 

 
As noted above, Article 21 of the TEU confers only limited rights on the European Parliament 
in the domains of CFSP and ESDP. The situation is no better when it comes to justice and 
home affairs matters, which are Pillar Three policies, and therefore even further removed from 
influence by Parliament. 
 
This issue has been studied in the context of the European Convention by the Working Group 
on Defence. 

National parliamentary oversight in police and intelligence matters 

 
In the USA, the CSIS ‘White Paper’ the Department of Homeland Security (CSIS 2002a) 
discusses the oversight question relevant to the introduction of the proposed Department. 
 
A valuable, short study on parliamentary monitoring mechanisms on intelligence agencies was 
prepared in 1995 by the secretariat of the Hong Kong Legislative Council . This surveyed the 
situation regarding parliamentary oversight in four countries: Australia, Canada, the UK and 
the USA.  The need for parliament supervision is generally felt. As regards the UK, for 
instance, the paper reported that the British Parliament does not have a direct channel for 
monitoring the intelligence agencies, but that, instead, it monitors them indirectly by studying 
reports by a statutory oversight committee, the Intelligence and Security Committee, 
established under section 10 of the Intelligence Services Act 1994 to examine the expenditure, 
administration and policy of the secret services. The nine committee members are 
parliamentarians. However, they do not report to Parliament, but rather to the Prime Minister 
who appoints the members to the committee. 
 
As already indicated, in Belgium, the Senate and Parliament are served by a Permanent 
Committee for the Control of Intelligence Services (Comité permanent R). 
 
In its resolution of 5 September 2001 on the existence of a global system for the interception 
of private and commercial communications (ECHELON interception system), the European 
Parliament (Paragraph 15) called "on those Member States which have not yet done so to 
guarantee appropriate parliamentary and legal supervision of their secret services". 
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Conclusions 

 
The European Parliament has supported the Council and Commission in bringing forward 
measures – notably, the European arrest warrant - to deal effectively with the internal security 
aspects of the terrorist threat, but is firm in the view that such measures should not result in a 
curtailment of liberties and human rights for the citizen. 
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Chapter 6: 

Networking against networks as the solution to the problem of coordination 

Issues for the chapter 

 
1.  Dealing with the networked character of the new terrorism 
2. Networks as a tool of governance in the emerging knowledge-based society 
 

Action in the European Union 

 

EUROPOL and EUROJUST 

 
The steps taken to establish the judicial cooperation network, EUROJUST, and to enhance the 
effectiveness of EUROPOL represent an attempt to use the benefits of networking to achieve 
the goals of anti-terrorism policy.  
 

Networks of excellence in the European Research Area 

 
A recent example of the creation of networks as a deliberate tool of governance is that of EU 
policy on research and technological development, with the setting-up of ‘networks of 
excellence’ in different scientific and technological domains in an attempt to gain the benefits 
of synergy. 
 

Position of the European Parliament 

 
The concept of networking as such is not of a nature to have formed the subject of a resolution 
by the European Parliament. However, Parliament has supported it indirectly by its approval 
of measures such as those referred to above, on EUROPOL, EUROJUST and the European 
Research Area and the 6th Framework Programme on research. 
 

Findings and analysis 

1. Responding in kind to the networked character of the new terrorism 

The networked character of the new terrorism 

 
The asymmetry of the terrorist threat has been noted, as has the problem of coordinating the 
services and activities involved in anti- and counter-terrorist activity, especially when this 
involves the European as well as the national and regional levels. The problem of ‘stove-
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piping’ has been discussed: well-insulated vertical chains of command that do not 
communicate with one another. 
 
The new terrorism is a networked activity. Attention is given to what is known of the structure 
of terrorist networks. In this chapter we go on to consider the extent to which the response by 
anti-terrorist forces can exploit the advantages of networking. 
 

The network organisation of al-Qaeda 

 
The US State Department’s report, Patterns of global terrorism 2001, states that Al-Qaeda 
was “Established by Usama Bin Ladin in the late 1980s to bring together Arabs who fought in 
Afghanistan against the Soviet Union”. It says it “Helped finance, recruit, transport, and train 
Sunni Islamic extremists for the Afghan resistance” (US Department of State 2002). The State 
Department estimates its strength in the following terms: 
 

Al-Qaida may have several thousand members and associates. Also serves as a focal 
point or umbrella organization for a worldwide network that includes many Sunni 
Islamic extremist groups, some members of al-Gama’a al-Islamiyya, the Islamic 
movement of Uzbekistan, and the Harakat ul-Mujahidin1. 

 
The report adds that “al-Qaida has cells worldwide and is reinforced by its ties to Sunni 
extremist networks”. 
 

The network as an appropriate tool for dealing with asymmetry 

 
The point was made in the opening chapter of this study that the fight against terrorism is not 
concentrated on a single, identifiable front. We argued that terrorist acts are temporally 
sporadic as well as spatially distributed. We also looked at the concept of the 'new terrorism'. 
Part of this is the idea of linked international networks of terrorists. We drew the conclusion 
that it is not feasible to match a distributed attack with a concentrated defence. Equally, a 
threat from a network-structured organisation is unlikely to be successfully met by a 
centralised form of defence. 
 
In Chapter 4 we looked at criticism of the unwieldy organisation of the European Union 
response to the terrorist threat, in particular the view that the somewhat arbitrary distribution 
of responsibilities under the three-pillar system of the EU was ill adapted to the optimisation 
of the counter terrorist effort. 
 
In this chapter, we look at the idea that a virtue may be made of necessity by turning the lack 
of a centralised authority in the EU to good account. The watch-word will be 'networking 
against networks'. Can this approach work? 
 

                                                 
1 US Department of State (2002), p.105. 
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Asymmetric warfare and special forces 

 
The attacks of 11 September are widely held to exemplify ‘asymmetric’ conflict. The term 
‘asymmetric warfare’ would be applied, for example, to guerrilla conflict. Instead of two 
evenly matched fighting entities of similar type, one sees here an encounter between, 
typically, a conventional army formation on the one hand and, on the other, some clandestine 
or semi-clandestine irregular force. Reflection suggests, however, that even in ‘conventional’ 
warfare asymmetries abound. One side is usually numerically larger than the other, or better 
equipped. What really makes the difference here is when the type of conflict in question calls 
for a response by a ‘special’ force: special, that is, in its structure and size, its training, its 
mobility and its equipment. The requirement has been characterised in the following terms in a 
newspaper article based on an interview with Philip Wilkinson of King’s College, London 
(Norton-Taylor 2001): 
 

What is needed, instead, are small groups of highly skilled and mobile special forces, 
and highly accurate weapons fired from manned or unmanned aircraft, backed up by 
good intelligence. What is needed, says Wilkinson, are flexible forces with long reach. 

 
Just over a year after this article was written, on 5 November 2002, the BBC News website 
reported that the US Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) had carried out an attack in Yemen 
that killed six suspected members of Osama Bin Laden's al-Qaeda network. The news report 
cited “US officials”. The men were said to have died when the jeep they were travelling in 
was hit by a missile fired from an unmanned CIA plane - believed to be a Predator drone, 
according to the US sources. Yemeni sources were cited as saying that those killed included 
Ali Qaed Senyan al-Harthi, whom the US had linked to the attack on the warship USS Cole 
off Aden in October 2000. The news item explained that the RQ1 Predator was an 8.22m-long 
unmanned aircraft used for surveillance and reconnaissance missions, capable of a speed of up 
to 224 kph and a range of up to 400 nautical miles. Each one was said to cost US$25m. 
 

A hybrid model? The case of Germany 

 
Large government structures cannot be transformed overnight to fit a preconceived 'network' 
model, even were that always desirable. The criterion of effectiveness is whether the rather 
fixed structures of national government - ministries and their associated agencies - can be 
encouraged to work together in such a way as to get the benefits of networking. The case of 
Germany is instructive. In that country action against terrorism is developed within a total 
security concept, and a high-ranking official of the foreign ministry (Auswärtiges Amt) has 
been appointed 'Federal Commissioner for combating international terrorism'. 
 
The Federal Commissioner is not expected to direct all operations personally, but to guide 
cooperation within the context of the overall security concept. In this way, contact is promoted 
between such key federal bodies in this sector as the finance ministry and the interior and 
justice ministries, as well as such agencies as the Federal Office for the Protection of the 
Constitution, the Federal Intelligence Service, the Federal Criminal Police Office, the Federal 
Border Police, the Federal Financial Supervisory Authority, the Federal Informatic Security 
Office and others. 
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Broadly, the scheme can be interpreted as a way of encouraging networking among these 
bodies, as well as with their counterparts, not only in the other Member States and third 
countries, but also - where appropriate - with agencies in the Länder. Germany's situation is 
complex, but a coherent plan has been undertaken for communication and a measure of 
networking. 
 
Germany is very conscious of the need for cooperation both with other EU Member States and 
relevant third countries. It has appointed liaison officials with the appropriate police and 
investigative authorities in numerous countries. The "Bundeskriminalamt" (BKA) is 
Germany's national central bureau for the International Criminal Police Organisation (ICPO). 
Is has 53 liaison offices in 37 countries at 40 locations.  Germany's cooperation with European 
countries also takes place under the headings of Mastricht Treaty (which took over the earlier 
TREVI Agreement), EUROPOL, and the Police Working Group on Terrorism (PWGT), 
which combines 17 European countries including Switzerland and Norway. 
 

Network-centric capability 

 
An interesting example of the use of the network model in the military context is provided in 
the July 2002 Strategic Defence Review of the UK Ministry of Defence, 'A new chapter', in a 
text-box (p15) entitled "Network-centric capability". This explains that network-centric 
capability comprises three basic elements: 
 

sensors (to gather information); a network (to fuse, communicate and exploit the 
information); and strike assets to deliver military effect. 

 
The aim is speed: to collect, fuse and disseminate accurate information in a matter of minutes, 
or even in real time. Two key paragraphs are the following: 
 

38. Our capabilities, strongly supported by our science and technology programmes, are 
moving in the right direction, but we will accelerate and want to increase our investment 
in network-centric capabilities. We are already investing in a range of sensors, including 
airborne stand-off surveillance (for example, Nimrod MRA4, ASTOR and RAPTOR); 
battlefield unmanned air vehicles; and battlefield electronic warfare capabilities 
(SOOTHSAYER). 

 
39. Similarly, we are already investing in the network, both in terms of communications 
assets (including BOWMAN, FALCON and tactical datalinks) and in terms of 
information processing. We have, and are developing, information systems applications 
which collate, fuse, analyse and control the distribution of information, and it is in this 
area that some of the most important advances can be made. 

 
This passage, which demonstrates the inter-linked use of the network as an organisational 
structure together with the latest telecommunications and information-processing 
technologies, backed up by the most up-to-date research, well characterises the analysis of 
military forces in the age of the knowledge-based society that is being pieced together here, in 
the present chapter and notably also in Chapter 8. 
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Networks and netwars 

 
A RAND study by Arquilla and Ronfeldt (2001) recalls that, on a Russian initiative , the UN 
General Assembly adopted "a resolution related to cybercrime, cyberterrorism, and 
cyberwarfare" in December 1998 (Resolution 53/70, Developments in the field of information 
and telecommunications in the context of international security). That study is a valuable 
report on the political and security dimensions of modern networking methods, especially 
those using information and communication technologies. It was prepared for Office of 
Secretary of Defense in the USA. 
 
Arquilla and Ronfeldt refer (pp. 285-6) to the work in the US of the President's Commission 
on Critical Infrastructure Protection (PCCIP), set up by President Clinton in July 1996. The 
PCCIP assessed the new "cybervulnerabilities and threats", and although it concluded that 
conventional physical threats to security were the most worrying at that time (1997), it 
emphasised that strategies for protection against cyberthreats should be developed before 
those threats materialised and caused major system changes. 
 

2. Networks as a tool of governance in the emerging knowledge-based society 

 

The distributed nature of networks 

 
Networks are a characteristic structure in the information society, and by extension the 
knowledge-based society (KBS). The creation of networks is an established tool of 
governance in certain policy areas.  
 

EUROPOL and its chances of playing an effective role 

 
The creation of EUROPOL as a service with a decisive role to play in European law-
enforcement has not been easy. The name implies that it is an organisation on the model of 
INTERPOL. At the same time, other models might have suggested themselves. The human 
rights monitoring organisation Statewatch (2002) has expressed concern that it was turning 
into an unaccountable European 'FBI'. Statewatch said that 
 

In May 2001, the Swedish Presidency of the EU acknowledged “murmurs of discontent” 
over the democratic control of EUROPOL, all of which stemmed from the weak 
provisions in the original Convention. However, the European Parliament remains on 
the margins of the decision-making process and the Council has proposed that future 
amendments of the EUROPOL Convention should no longer require ratification by the 
15 national parliaments. Revisions will simply be implemented after unanimous 
agreement in the EU Council of Ministers. 

 
This situation needs to be rectified. The background is that the original EUROPOL 
Convention came into force before the Treaty of Amsterdam. (Further points...). 
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In some ways it is claimed that EUROPOL has gone too far, but in other ways the accusation 
is that it has not gone far enough. Thus Statewatch again has noted: 
 

Fostering EU-wide cooperation in organised crime investigations was the rationale 
behind EUROPOL, but while its role is being expanded, it appears that some national 
police forces appear reluctant to accept their obligation to share intelligence and may 
prefer to cooperate bilaterally on a case-by-case basis. 

 
Contacts with professional circles for this study suggest that there is some basis to this 
assertion, although the phenomenon is not only negative. The fact is that in some cases 
bilateral cooperation is working very well in Europe, in a manner positive for the development 
of effective transnational policing in Europe. Cooperation can take two principal forms. One is 
the exchange of information. The other is the ability to pursue investigations in another 
country. 
 
As far as the exchange of information is concerned, it was suggested to us that EUROPOL had 
hit two major problems. One was tardiness on the part of some Member States in supplying 
the information that was supposed to feed the 'exchange'. The other was a delay in bringing 
the computer system required for the information-exchange system on stream. However, the 
events of 11 September are said to have had a galvanising effect, and the flow of information 
to the system is reported to have risen by several hundred per cent, perhaps as much as 800 per 
cent. This trend, positive as it is, cannot in itself be a guarantee of the quality of the 
information communicated, however. 

Formal and informal networking as an aid to police cooperation 

 
Informal networking among police forces can be very effective, based on regular interaction 
between experienced officers in the respective forces in the context of operations. This was 
made clear in conversation with senior police sources. On the other hand, in the EU this is a 
third-pillar area where responsibility still lies with the Member States. Consequently progress 
towards the elimination of obstacles to cooperation at European level is not necessarily fast. 
This has been a problem for the development of EUROPOL. 
 
The development of EUROPOL’s operational effectiveness depends on progress towards the 
facilitation of joint police investigations across Member-State frontiers. One way to achieve 
this might be to impose it from above, but this would require a consensus that might be 
difficult to achieve. Arguably the best answer lies in measures to create, at first by formal 
means, working relationships that, once established, will secure the same benefits as informal 
networking, but in a systematised way incorporating legal safeguards. An idea in this sense is 
considered below, under ‘Conclusions’. 
 

Can Commission policy on governance encompass three-dimensional networking? 

 
In a vertically organised government structure, one task is to achieve horizontal networking at 
the same level of governance. This is the first step towards dismantling 'stove-piping'. There is 
a need also for a second step, and this need is particularly evident in the structures of the EU, 
with their many levels of governance. This step is to make sure that it is possible for 
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networking to occur up, down and across different levels: 'three-dimensional' networking. 
Germany has some experience of this, in situations where the Länder are present at national 
and in some cases also at European level. The challenge is to assess whether three-
dimensional networking is already happening, or could at some point be feasible in the EU 
institutional context. 
 
It should be remembered that the Commission's policy is also, deliberately, a policy for 
knowledge-management. This is relevant here. The task of overcoming stove-piping by 
facilitating three-dimensional neworking is an attempt to improve the flow of information and 
knowledge by creating new channels and removing bottlenecks. If the policy works, these 
desiderata will be achieved. The converse also applies. 
 

Civil protection and the role of NGOs in the rapid-reaction facility 

 
The protection of European citizens in the event of a terrorist attack is the task of a 
'Community Civil protection action', which entered into force on 1 January 2002. The 
Commission website explains that it is intended to facilitate reinforced co-operation on civil 
protection assistance interventions. It provides for 
 

immediate response and support in the event of major emergencies. On-site intervention 
teams, experts and other equipment can be dispatched promptly via its Monitoring and 
Information Centre. There is a comprehensive database with relevant contact details for 
intervention teams in Member States. Emergency response requests can be dispatched 
24 hours a day, 7 days a week.[Vibeke: Please insert footnote here: European 
Commission website 'EU action in response to 11th September 2001: one year after':  
http://europa.eu.int/comm/110901/index.htm] 

 
As regards the need for civil operations in actions outside the European Union in the context 
of CFSP/ESDP, the rapid-reaction facility of the European Union, properly so called, is a 
facility for accelerating and promoting the engagement of non-governmental organisations in 
civilian actions relevant to the Petersberg Tasks. 
 

Conclusions 

 
What makes the network a fruitful paradigm? 
 
The answer lies in three points: (1) as it distributes work to its various nodes, the network 
structure embodies the principle of the division of labour, which is inherently a more powerful 
model than that of the centralised organisation; (2) as a result it is hydra-headed, making it 
impossible to kill off with one blow; (3) it optimises the information flow; among other 
benefits, this makes it a good paradigm for the learning organisation. 
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'Growth from within' as the model for European cross-border investigative capability 

 
On the basis of the findings of this study regarding cross-border police investigations in the 
European Union, a strategy is here set out for further examination. The purpose of this model 
is to secure for Europe the benefits of a cross-border investigative capacity without taking 
powers or authority away from the Member States, whose national police forces will always 
have the main operational responsibility for investigations. At the same time the model 
enhances the role of EUROPOL, but in a novel way. 
 
The model calls for the 'natural growth' of a European cadre of police officers authorised to 
conduct joint investigations across European borders (European Investigation Officers, or 
EIOs), from within the national police forces of the Member States. The growth of this cadre 
would be stimulated by the creation of a qualification for such officers, the criteria for which 
would be set at EU level under the aegis of EUROPOL. The responsibilities of the EUROPOL 
investigation in this would be administration, validation of training and equipment, 
certification, research and some training. The responsibilities of the national police forces 
would be the selection of candidates (subject to agreed quotas or other numerical criteria), 
training, and the operational deployment of graduates of the scheme. 
 
The scheme would work in practice as follows. Each country would put selected officers 
through the European training and certification process. In due course every Member States 
would have within its own national force a small but gradually growing number of highly-
skilled officers holding the Euro-certification. In aggregate, these officers would comprise a 
European cadre of highly-trained investigating officers. Yet they would remain in their 
national forces (unless exceptionally seconded to EUROPOL HQ or elsewhere for special 
duties). In the event of Country A needing to pursue investigations in Country B, Country B 
would be required to cooperate with Euro-certificated officers from Country A. It would 
nominate one of its own officers to take part in the joint investigation, and this would be one 
of its own Euro-certificated officers. Thus, the cooperating officers would be members of their 
respective national forces, but they would share the training and force-ethos of the European 
cadre.This would be a networking solution. Instead of imposing a centralised European-level 
hierarchy, it seeks to promote autonomous growth at the various national nodes, but in such a 
manner that a network creates itself organically as the system develops. 
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Chapter 7: 

Strategic doctrine and the character of governance 

Issues for the chapter 

 
1. Setting the strategic agenda: whose job is it in the EU? 
2. The context of NATO 
3. The role of national parliaments 
4. The role of the European Parliament 
 

Action in the European Union 

Responsibilities for strategy under the Treaty 

 
The Treaty on European Union lays down the rules for the definition of the principles and 
strategy of CFSP/ESDP. Article 13.1 states that "The European Council shall define the 
principles of and general guidelines for the common foreign and security policy, including for 
matters with defence implications", and Article 13.2 that "The European Council shall decide 
on common strategies to be implemented by the Union in areas where the Member States have 
important interests in common". The Council implements policy on the basis of the European 
Council's guidelines; at the same time, it is the Council that has the job of proposing 'common 
strategies' to the European Council in the first place (12.3). 
 

Position of the European Parliament 

Treaty responsibilities 

 
Under Article 21, The Presidency "shall consult the European Parliament on the main aspects 
and the basic choices of the common foreign and security policy". This wording is vague. It 
clearly includes matters of principle and strategy, but has never been taken to be limited to 
these. Article 21 also gives Parliament the right to "ask questions of the Council or make 
recommendations to it". Thus, the European Parliament, under this article, may not make 
recommendations to the European Council, the body that has the responsibility for defining 
"the principles of and general guidelines for the common foreign and security policy, 
including for matters with defence implications". 

Policy positions 

 
The European Parliament has been supportive of CFSP/ESDP. Specifically, in its Resolution 
of 4 July 2002, it welcomed (Recital B) "the Council's determination to reinforce the role of 
the EU in combating terrorism and its recognition of the importance of the contribution of the 
CFSP, including the ESDP, to that end;". 
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Findings and analysis 

1. Setting the strategic agenda: whose job is it in the EU? 

Is there space for a new type of democratic reflection? 

 
The European Council has led the way in the setting of strategic goals for CFSP/ESDP. 
However, it cannot by its nature act as a permanent EU 'think-tank' on these issues. It is, 
moreover, constrained by the pressure of its own agenda and certain constraints associated 
with its institutional context. When we consider the need for reflection on the definition of EU 
security competence, the definition of the terms of engagement for ESDP and in the revision 
of the Petersberg Tasks and other elements of the mission of ESDP, it would be wrong to 
suggest that there is a vacuum. On the contrary, the European Council and successive 
presidencies have shouldered their responsibilities to the full. There may, however, be space - 
as yet unfilled - for the European Parliament to find a role in deliberation on such topics as 
these, placing them in the perspective of its own particular democratic mandate. This could be 
a more sustained reflection and deliberation than the rhythm of work in the European Council 
permits. 
 

Work in the Convention on the Future of Europe 

 
Subjects relevant to European security are being discussed by two working groups in the 
Convention: those on 'External action' and on 'Defence'. The two groups held a joint meeting 
on 14 November 2002. 
 

Strategic doctrine and the unique character of the European Union 

 
It is apparent from earlier chapters that the European Union is a unique polity with interests 
and goals that distinguish it from other polities with which, in certain respects, it might 
otherwise be compared. These interests and goals are complemented by a fascinating and 
creative tension between the shared values that underpin the Union and the cultural diversity 
that is another keystone of its structure. These characteristics endow the European Union with 
a specific and rich character. This character, as we have seen, is expressed in the debates and 
resolutions of the European Parliament. It will also be the task of The Convention on the 
future of Europe to propose institutional arrangements that capture this character. 
 
As the ESDP gathers momentum, and experience, this reciprocal reflection of the character of 
the Union and its strategic doctrines and principles will no doubt become more marked. But it 
is not a process that will happen automatically, without initiatives being taken. 
  
At the experts' meeting organised as part of the preparation for this study, Philippe Morillon 
doubted whether the new world situation was adequately covered by current international law. 
In the fight against terrorism, pre-emptive strikes might perhaps be necessary, but politicians 
needed guidelines on this and similar points. Although it was the politicians who remained 
responsible, they required conventions that could be invoked as legitimation in this kind of 
situation. He suggested that the responsible politician can and ought to do more than simply 
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pass the matter up to the UN Security Council - which might not be able or willing to provide 
an answer. 
 
The question remains: whose task will it be to examine matters such as these and devise the 
required guidelines? 
 

2. The context of NATO 

Latest developments in NATO 

 
The NATO summit in Prague of 21-22 November 2002 agreed on the enlargement of the 
organisation by the inclusion of seven new European member countries (Bulgaria, Estonia, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia), and on the formation of a NATO 
response force. 
 

The NATO Rapid Response Force and ESDP: the thesis of complementarity 

 
The proposal for a NATO Rapid Response Force was made at a meeting of NATO defence 
ministers in Warsaw of 24-25 September 2002, by US Secretary of Defence Rumsfeld. It 
received a largely favourable welcome, and a decision to go ahead with the plan was expected 
to be taken at NATO's Prague Summit on 21-22 November 2002. 
 
Members of the European Parliament have been interested in the relation between this idea 
and that of the force being provided for under ESDP. The question has been whether the two 
ideas overlap, or are in conflict. There has perhaps been anxiety that the American plan may 
undermine the European one. These issues were discussed with NATO sources in order to get 
a clearer picture of the plan for the NATO force. The description that follows is based on that 
information. 
 
The basic idea is for a 20.000-strong combat force with a core able to deploy quickly over a 
period of 5 and 30 days. As regards the force's aim and zone of employment, the idea is (1) 
that it should be able to deploy and sustain a significant fighting force in a matter of days, 
ready to deal with conflict at the high end of the spectrum, ranging from non-combatant 
evacuations to what has been termed "robust crisis response", and (2) that it could potentially 
address contingencies outside traditional areas of operations, for example helping the fight 
against terrorism beyond NATO borders. 
 
The idea does not come completely out of the blue. For example, there is a link with The 
Combined Joint Task Force (CJTF) Concept, which was endorsed at NATO's Brussels 
Summit of January 1994. The NATO website recalls that 
 

On that occasion, Alliance Heads of State and Government directed that the further 
developments 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 
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of the CJTF concept to practical political-military cooperation in the context of the 
Partnership for Peace (PfP). 
 
The need which the concept was created to fulfil arose from the changing security 
situation in Europe and the emergence of smaller but diverse and unpredictable risks to 
peace and stability. In particular, it was agreed that future security arrangements would 
call for easily deployable, multinational, multiservice military formations tailored to 
specific kinds of military tasks. 

 
The NATO RRF now being discussed would, we were told, be tailored according to situation 
from pre-identified land, maritime and air components. It would draw on existing NATO 
programmes and initiatives to establish a pool of troops organised under CJTF Headquarters. 
It would employ troops already designated for NATO high readiness duty. On-going 
initiatives to enhance capabilities would be focused and accelerated to equip it. US and 
European troops would train together as they prepare for their rotational assignments. The new 
force would have secure, deployable communications, protection for nuclear, chemical and 
biological emergencies, as well as precision-strike capabilities and good air-lift transportation. 
The command will be unified, yet subject to rotational assignment among the member states. 
 
By comparison, the Headline Goal calls for the ESDP rapid reaction force calls for 60.000 
troops to be available in 60 days. However, the NATO force is destined for other tasks than 
the Petersberg ones. According to the plans hitherto made public, the two tasks have different 
mandates and will go about these in different ways. On this basis, the forces would be 
complementary, as senior sources in NATO claim. 
 
The smaller size of the NATO force, in terms simply of troop numbers, may mask an 
important aspect of the idea. In fact modern forces require a relatively small number of 
combat troops supported by a relatively large number of back-up resources. The ‘small’ 
number of combat troops therefore represents, as it were, the visible tip of an operational 
iceberg. Although at first glance the metaphor may not appear a particularly happy one, it may 
nevertheless be legitimate to extend its use to the following extent: to make the point that, by 
comparison with the large forces considered necessary in the past, the modern force aspires to 
be the iceberg, rather than the Titanic. 
 
As regards the concern of some in Europe that this plan might compete with and even 
undermine the plan for the ESDP rapid reaction force, pending any decision on this new force 
by NATO at the Prague Summit, and pending information on the details of the force if agreed, 
the following points can be made. Going by the proposals alone, it may be concluded that, as 
NATO officials claim, the two plans are complementary. The ESDP force is destined for a 
peace-making and peace-keeping role. There is no plan to limit the use of the NATO force to 
these purposes. It is rather designed for the achievement of targeted military objectives of the 
kind already mentioned. There is therefore a difference in the nature of the forces proposed. 
Whereas the ESDP Headline Goal calls for the deployment of up to 60.000 troops in 60 days, 
the NATO force is planned to deploy s smaller force, more rapidly: say, 20.000 troops in two 
weeks. The initial plan has features that should reassure the European countries. Composition 
and leadership of the NATO force would rotate among the member countries. 
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The relationship between force size, equipment, and the changing geopolitical environment 

 
The argument is now commonly heard that the Cold War encouraged the armed forces of 
Western (as well as other) countries to develop in ways that are unhealthy in the environment 
prevailing today. Especially the Western European countries find that they are spending large 
sums of money on armed forces that are far from optimally effective. Typically, large numbers 
of troops are drawing away the expenditure that might better be spent on R&D and equipment 
capabilities. This is why smaller forces are now favoured, equipped with more advanced 
technology. 
 
If it were being claimed that technology alone could provide the solutions that are needed, this 
thesis could probably be dismissed. But the analysis goes deeper than that. It is not only the 
troops and not only the technology: it is skilled troops, well trained, equipped with leading-
edge equipment, in formations that have been tailor-made for their tasks. It remains to be seen 
whether this vision of the situation is reflected in what emerges from the Prague Summit. 
 

Modernising European armed forces and the defence industry 

 
Against this background, indirect benefits are foreseen by advocates from European 
participation in the planned NATO Rapid Response Force. The welcome extended to 
European partners to join the force carries with it an automatic obligation to bring equipment 
and training up to speed. This touches an important reason for the way European armed forces 
lag behind those in America. Modern forces are composed of relatively few but highly-trained 
and very well equipped troops, but with a large back-up of supporting units. The idea is that 
this may be expensive, but it is effective. By contrast, paying for large armies of only 
moderately well trained and equipped troops without a clear strategic mandate is also 
expensive, but it is not effective. This is the major reason why American capabilities exceed 
European ones in spite of the fact that the discrepancy between them in gross spending on 
defence, though large, is not so large as large as many people might think. Figures cited in the 
study put US spending in 2002 at US$ 281426 million, and total EU spending at US$ 174596 
million. As is well-known, however, the US plans a large budget increase in 2003. 
 
It is argued for the NATO Rapid Response Force that by signing up to it European countries 
would join a process that could kick-start their drive to improve capabilities. The cost, though 
far from negligible, would be contained by the inherent limitations on the size of the force. 
 
The US believes that European NATO partners should increase their spending on defence to 
meet the needs of the times, including the fight against international terrorism. Europeans 
hope that the rationalisation of the defence industry, if it can be achieved, would realise 
savings that could reduce the need for increases in budget, for which there seems to be little 
public appetite. Whether reductions in force size could also play a role here needs to be 
examined. Paradoxically, there may be reasons why largely conscript or reservist-based armed 
forces might be more cost-effective than fully professional services. 
 
Under ESDP, the EU is trying to improve European arms and equipment capabilities by means 
of the European Capabilities Action Plan. Simultaneously, measures are in progress to 
enhance cooperation in the European defence sector. A notable development has been the 
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formation of the Letter of Intent group (LoI), now based on a framework agreement signed in 
July 2000 to set rules for the restructuring of the sector. The member countries are France, 
Germany, Italy, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom). An example of cooperation in the 
LoI group is the decision taken in November 2001 to launch the ETAP programme on the key 
technologies for future airborne combat systems. 
 
Meanwhile it would be wrong to underestimate the importance of transatlantic links in the 
defence sector. European companies like the EADS (European Aeronautic Defence and Space 
Company), Thales and British Aerospace Systems have been involved in acquisitions and joint 
ventures. Because of the size of the US market there has appeared to be more of an incentive 
for European enterprises to try to do business in the US than the other way round. However, if 
the US does not keep up its new level of defence spending in later years, and if European 
capabilities initiatives gather speed, the situation could change. 
 

3. The role of national parliaments 

 

National parliaments and international developments 

 
National parliaments are the ones that can call Member States governments to account in 
matters of war and peace. The emergence of ESDP does not alter this basic situation. ESDP is 
not designed to replace national responsibilities for security, defence and the military. At the 
same time, with the new European-level responsibilities emerging - and with considerable 
doubt about the modalities of democratic accountability at the European level in this area - 
there is a risk of responsibility for parliamentary scrutiny falling between two stools. One 
response would be to say that there needs to be a clearer division of labout between national 
parliaments and the European Parliament. To this the reply might well be that putting the 
questions into neater compartments will not necessarily lead to better and clearer answers. 
There needs to be communication between parliamentary bodies at and between the 
appropriate levels of governance. 
 

4. The role of the European Parliament: present and future 

The Convention: The joint meeting of the working groups 14 November 2002 

 
At this meeting Commissioner Barnier set out the orientations agreed in the defence working 
group. These were: (1) the simplification of existing decision-making procedures; (2) 
strengthening the role of the High Representative, notably by granting him more autonomy 
once an operation had been decided on by the Council; (3) strengthening the role of special 
envoys of the Union, giving them more authority and resources on the ground; (4) ensuring 
rapid access to adequate financial resources. 
 
On the same occasion Commissioner Patten recalled that the external actions of the Union 
covered much more than just the CFSP or ESDP. They included trade, development aid and 
humanitarian aid, as well as rights of asylum and foreign policy. The challenge was to endow 
the Union with adequate resources and to distribute these in the most efficient and logical 
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manner possible. All this would entail a modernisation of institutional arrangements, and that 
would not be forthcoming without political will. 
 
During the debate, speakers laid stress on civilian crisis management. Patten took up this 
theme and distinguished three facets of this in particular: (1) conflict prevention, (2) conflict 
management and (3) reconstruction. 
 
Patten said that it was not the Commission’s intention to claim a role in the military dimension 
of crises, which was an inter-governmental responsibility. However, the military and civil 
dimensions were in practice difficult to separate. Article 3 of the Treaty charges both Council 
and Commission with the task of ensuring the coherence of the three pillars. The credibility of 
CFSP/ESDP depended on the credibility of its capabilities. Patten saw the need for a certain 
financial effort here, notably in strategic domains such as strategic transport, special forces 
and systems of communication. 
 

Should Europe be relegated to peace-policing and reconstruction? 

 
A claim often heard is that the international system is settling down into a modus operandi on 
the following lines: the United States takes on the leading military role in the world’s trouble-
spots, while the European Union is relegated to the role of policing the ensuing peace and 
undertaking reconstruction. Some observers see this as a fact of modern international life; 
others react against it. 
 
It is not in the interests of the European Union to be confined to such a role, although it may 
often be in its interests to perform it. In modern conditions it is wise to explore the 
opportunities for civilian crisis management, especially since these opportunities were masked 
for a long time by the special conditions of the Cold War. Members of Parliament have shown 
an intense interest in the civilian dimension of crisis-management, notably, but not only, at the 
time of the passage of the Newton Dunn report on the rapid-reaction facility, the civilian 
instrument designed to secure the cooperation of NGOs in giving assistance to crisis-hit areas. 
 

Parliament’s role in setting the budget for ESDP 

 
Money spent on military preparedness is not wasted, provided that money is spent wisely. 
However, in general expenditure on arms and military equipment needs to be scrutinised very 
thoroughly, and the body that should have the job of doing this is a parliament. In seventeenth-
century Britain, as is well known, there was a dispute over taxation for the purpose of naval 
re-armament. It was the controversy over the levy known as ‘Ship-Money’ in 1635 that led to 
the Civil War between King and Parliament that led, ultimately, to the definitive imposition of 
the authority of Parliament. 
 
Cox (2002) has analysed current Treaty law on CFSP and ESDP expenditure.1 Briefly, CFSP 
spending is covered by the Community budget if it is administrative, or if it is operational, 
provided that the operations do not have "military or defence implications". These and other 

                                                 
1 Cox (2002), pp312-314. 
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provisions are set out in Article 28 of the Treaty establishing the European Union (TEU). Such 
expenditure, coming under the budget of the European Communities, goes through the 
budgetary procedure laid down in the Treaty establishing the European Community (TEC). 
Consequently, the European Parliament, with the Council, is the budgetary authority for these 
appropriations. 
 
Cox goes on to comment: 
 

This cross-referencing between the TEU and the TEC is interesting. Insofar as the 
budget of the European Communities is needed for CFSP purposes, the European 
Parliament is automatically involved. It is true that under Article 28 of the TEU, 
expenditure on defence operations is partitioned from other CFSP spending, thus from 
the field of application of the budget of the European Communities, and thus from the 
budgetary powers of the European Parliament. Should there be any desire to change this 
state of affairs, the implications will obviously be far-reaching. There is clearly a need 
for the legal arrangements on the funding of CFSP/ESDP actions to balance at least 
three desiderata: (1) spending from the European Community budget should be subject 
to the appropriate measure of control by the European Parliament; (2) the procedures 
should nevertheless not be too cumbersome to prevent rapid action where this is needed; 
(3) there should be no risk that the volume of expenditure from the European 
Community budget in this policy domain could suddenly mushroom to proportions that 
threaten the equilibrium of the budget as a whole. 

 
The funding of civilian operations is covered by the Community budget. 
 

The 2002 study for Parliament on the parliamentary dimension of ESDP 

 
In 2002, a study was prepared in parallel to the present one on 'The parliamentary dimension 
of European security and defence policy (ESDP)' by a TEPSA team led by Professor 
Wolfgang Wessels and Dr Jürgen Mittag. An interim version was available in October 2002 
and a final version in December. The reader interested in the findings of this detailed and 
comprehensive study will the appropriate reference in the Bibliography at the end of the 
present work. Meanwhile, it will be helpful briefly to indicate some of the topics addressed in 
the TEPSA text. 
 
The study sees a clear need for parliamentary engagement in Common Foreign and Security 
Policy and European Security and Defence Policy. It argues (p11) that 
 
 Of major relevance - especially for the debate in the Convention - are issues such as 

legitimacy, democracy and identity. The democratic perspective should not be ignored 
even if CFSP and ESDP have to operate by "special rules" due to the confidential nature 
of foreign and security policy documents. Legitimacy is of major importance if the 
people are to accept CFSP and ESDP. [...] 

 
 Legitimacy is one of the most challenging issues facing the European Union. 
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The study analyses a series of possible scenarios for shaping CFSP and ESDP according to 
different visions of the possible evolution of the EU.  
 
The interim version of the study had indicated areas - which are followed up in the final 
version - in which the European Parliament might wish to make proposals designed to 
enhance the treatment of these policies in the Treaty and to strengthen its own role in these 
sectors, taking into account the work of the Convention (Wessels 2002)1, for example such 
questions as: 
 

- In general, whether or not an attempt should be made in a revised treaty to list EU 
competences (as opposed to Member States ones) in CFSP/ESDP (negative opinion); 

- Whether to press the Parliament's earlier insistence (in the Lamassoure Report) on the 
transfer of CFSP to the first pillar (EP should stand by its recommendations); 

- Press for the appointment of a 'Mr ESDP' combining the roles of the High 
Representative and the Commissioner for external relations (Yes); 

- The existence and role of a Council of Defence Ministers; 
- The idea that the Parliament has a special role as a source of legitimacy (supported); 
- The idea of an 'appointing role' for the Parliament with reference to high-level 

CFSP/ESDP posts (Positive); 
- Where to set the level of parliamentary validation of CFSP/ESDP action - in the 

European Parliament or the national parliaments - bearing in mind that, given an 
extension of qualified majority voting, a national parliament can be left 'calling to 
account' a minister who, in fact, voted exactly as the parliament would have wished; 

- Improvement of inter-parliamentary cooperation by the involvement of national 
parliaments on models of COSAC and the twice-yearly meetings of AFET with the 
chairpersons of national foreign affairs and defence committees. 

 

Conclusions 

A role for the European Parliament: the principle 

 
As the barrier between external and internal security comes down, and as the warfront against 
new dangers such as international terrorism moves from specific battlefields to the wider 
territory of society as a whole, a democratically-elected Parliament becomes the natural place 
to hold the vital debates on the difficult strategic choices that must be made. 
 
Issues of war and peace usually require the involvement of democratically elected parliaments. 
These issues are at present in the hands of national parliaments, but as the scope of EU 
decision-making widens, the role of the EP must become more important.  
 
At present, the European Council must report to Parliament on the Union's actions in the 
spheres of CFSP and ESDP. These reports are made in person and result in vigorous debates. 
However, the time has come to consider new and deeper ways of involving the European 
Parliament in these sectors. 

                                                 
1 The study has been commissioned by the Parliament's Directorate-General for Research on behalf of the 
Committee on foreign affairs, human rights, common security and defence policy. The interim study was 
delivered on 30 September. The final version is due on 15 December 2002. 
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There are issues of strategic doctrine that ought to be subject to debate in Parliament. One 
such question, for example, is this: in the context of ESDP, would the EU ever consider a pre-
emptive strike? This has been a controversial issue in the European Parliament, but perhaps 
this showed that it was an issue that demanded parliamentary debate. 
 
Parliament has already shown its intense interest and commitment in foreign policy and 
security policy issues. On terrorism, although it has backed firm measures in the fight against 
terrorism it has consistently demanded a democratic response within the rule of law, and has 
condemned discrimination against non-EU nationals and members of certain religious or 
ethnic groups including Islam. It has stressed the need for Europe's policy towards developing 
countries to help raise living standards and standards of governance and democracy in an 
attempt to cure the frustrations that may become the seedbed of international terrorism. 
 
The principle that the European Parliament ought to have a greater role in European policy-
making on foreign policy and security matters deserves to be defended. But what would this 
mean in practice? Where are the limits to a parliamentary role? 
 
A specific role for the European Parliament: deciding questions of strategic doctrine and 
principle 
 
As we have seen, Article 21 of the Treaty on European Union lays down that "The Presidency 
shall consult the European Parliament on the main aspects and the basic choices of the 
common foreign and security policy and shall ensure that the views of the European 
parliament are duly taken into consideration". 
 
It is significant that the Treaty identifies "the main aspects and the basic choices" of CFSP as 
matters so important that Parliament is required to take a position on them. The implication is 
that, on such important matters, Parliament's opinion is indispensable. Once that point is 
established, however, the rest of this text appears weak. To require the Presidency merely to 
ensure that Parliament's views are "duly taken into consideration" seems feeble, and out of 
balance with the weight accorded to Parliament's opinion in the first part of the text. 
 
How could the balance be restored? It would clearly be inappropriate, every time an important 
decision had to be made, to initiate a philosophical debate among the institutions of the EU as 
to the definition of  "the main aspects and the basic choices" of CFSP. A better course would 
be an 'inventory' approach. This would involve the following process. By proposal, debate, 
negotiation and decision, a list or 'inventory' of issues for CFSP and ESDP would be 
established that were considered so important as to necessitate a high degree of parliamentary 
input into their deciion-making. For these issues, a procedure involving an enhanced measure 
of parliamentry participation in decision-making would be applied. The debate about the 
inventory could be renewed periodically, at times when the matter could be discussed without 
the pressure of some immediate crisis. 
 
In the wider context of EU policy-making, the inventory approach is precisely the one which 
has been applied in the successive decisions about which policy issues should be subject to 
qualified majority voting in the Council. Each revision of the Treaty sees additions to the list: 
the inventory is enlarged. 
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Recent debates about the admissibility of military action in the fight against terrorism has 
rekindled controversy about the definition of the 'just war'. This is a question that can be 
analysed philosophically. However, in the context of practical politics, it can also be answered 
by a semi-empirical method: that is, on the basis of a mixture of principle and experience. 
Thus the European Union might well decide, for example, that it was justified in taking 
military action to make peace in a country near its own borders, but that it was not justified in 
so intervening in a third country in another region of the world. Again, the EU would of 
course not intervene by military means to help a dictator in a third country to invade a 
neighbouring country ruled by a democratic regime. But how far would it be prepared to go to 
help such a democratic regime? What would be the circumstances in which action would be 
considered justified? These are examples of issues which the EU will face from time to time 
and which, when they arise, will not be dealt with by political philosophy unaided. At the 
same time the way that Europe meets these crises will reveal much about its own political 
values and character. An inventory of decisions on such issues would reflect these values. The 
first half-century of experience with the building of Europe has shown that Europe reveals its 
political character gradually, but surely. In the last analysis, the guarantor of that character - or 
the political values of the Union - must be the Parliament, the institution directly elected by 
the citizens. A way of giving effect to this principle would be to give the European Parliament 
a key role in the decisions which would go to create an inventory of strategic orientations for 
CFSP and ESDP. The decisions would be ones on matters of strategic doctrine and principle, 
starting with the conditions under which Europe would initiate military operations under the 
auspices of ESDP. 
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Chapter 8: 

The security of the knowledge-based society 

Issues for the chapter 

 
1. The knowledge-based society as a goal of EU policy 
2. Globalisation 
3. Vulnerability and strengths of the knowledge-based society 
4. Knowledge, information and wealth: the research and innovation agenda 
 

Action in the European Union 

The Lisbon objectives 

 
The decision of the European Council, meeting in Lisbon on 23-24 March 2000, to set the 
objective of making the European Union, by the year 2010, the most dynamic and competitive 
knowledge-based economy and society in the world launched a series of follow-up measures 
known as the ‘Lisbon Process’. Its progress has been monitored at successive Summits, 
notably that of Stockholm in … 2001. 
  
The setting of the Lisbon goal was motivated by an analysis which saw that the EU was 
"confronted with a quantum shift resulting from globalisation and the challenges of a new 
knowledge-driven economy" and which recognised the need for the Union to "agree a 
challenging programme for building knowledge infrastructures, enhancing innovation and 
economic reform, and modernising social welfare and education systems"1. 
 

ESDP and its social basis' 

 
The EU's High Representative for the CFSP, Javier Solana, delivered a speech in Berlin on 29 
June 2001 in which he stressed the social basis of European security and defence policy 
(Solana 2001). He recalled the effects of enlargement, with an EU possibly growing over the 
next few years to include nearly thirty countries "with a population of over 500 million, more 
than twice that of the US and four times that of Japan". Making the link between internal and 
external security, he said: 
 
The Union is bound together by common principles providing guarantees of liberty, 
democracy, respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms. Our citizens, having enjoyed 
these rights themselves, are justly moved when they see them trampled abroad and ready to 
support efforts to resolve crises. 
 

                                                 
1 Presidency conclusions, Lisbon European Council, 23-14 March 2000. 
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Network cybercrime 

 
In 2001 the Commission published a Communication on ‘Network and information security: 
proposal for a European policy approach’. The Commission argues that “communication and 
information have become a key factor in economic and societal development”. Pointing out 
that networks and information systems “are now supporting services and carrying data to an 
extent inconceivable only a few years ago”, it stresses that their availability “is critical for 
other infrastructures such as water and electricity supply”.  
 

The European Research Area 

 
The European Union will be continuing to promote and undertake research into cybersecurity 
under its Sixth Framework Programme for Research and Technological Development. 
 

Position of the European Parliament 

The Lisbon process 

 
The European Parliament has strongly supported the Lisbon Process. Even before the Lisbon 
European Council was held, Parliament - in its Resolution of 15 March 2000 - was stressing 
(Paragraph 14) 
 

that the internal market programme must be modernised, and quickly, to allow e-
commerce to flourish within an appropriate regulatory framework; at the same time 
recognises that the wider information society concerns the organisation and values of 
our society, and could pose new challenges to social cohesion which must be anticipated 
and tackled in good time. 

 
Parliament called on the European Council "to ensure that agreed single market measures in 
the telecoms markets are fully implemented" (P16), and believed (P17) "that the European 
basic R&D effort should be more sensitive to market requirements". Parliament welcomed the 
Commission initiative on the European Research Area. 
 

The information society 

 
The European Parliament in 2001 approved a wide-ranging set of measures designed to 
promote the deregulation and the performance of the telecommunications sector – the so-
called ‘Telecoms package’. It also approved the Commission’s e-Europe initiative, as well as 
measures on cybersecurity. 

The European Research Area and the 6th Framework Programme 

 
In 2002, Parliament completed work on the Caudron and Van Velzen Reports and related 
dossiers necessary for the adoption of the Sixth Framework Programme for research and 
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technological development. It has expressed support for the concept of the European Research 
Area advanced by Commissioner Busquin. 
 

Towards a safer information society 

 
On 6 September 2001 Parliament adopted a Recommendation on the strategy for creating a 
safer information society by improving the security of information infrastructures and 
combating computer-related crime. The basis for this was a report for the Committee on 
citizens’ freedoms and rights, justice and home affairs by Charlotte Cederschiöld. 
 

Findings and analysis 

1. The knowledge-based society as a goal of EU policy 

From the information society to the knowledge-based society 

 
What is a knowledge-based society, and why is it important? The Lisbon text speaks first of a 
knowledge-based economy and only afterwards of a knowledge-based society, but in truth the 
latter follows inevitably from the former. There can be no successful realisation of a 
knowledge-based economy without a social dimension. Telework and distance learning are 
examples often given. So too is life-long learning. However, really to understand the nature of 
the knowledge-based society we have to look deeper. We have to look at the phenomenon by 
which knowledge becomes the most valuable component of goods and services. 
 
The adjective ‘knowledge-based’ can be applied to any system – for instance, a business 
system – that goes beyond ‘information-processing’ to derive added value from the 
exploitation of ‘knowledge’. The definition of knowledge is still controversial, as is that of 
information. But at any rate the term implies something more useful than raw data. For 
example, the information systems of a travel company contain much data about decisions that 
people have taken about their journeys. Such data can languish in the systems unexploited. 
Alternatively, it can be mined for a valuable resource: knowledge about customer’s needs and 
preferences. Such knowledge can be put to work in the interests of the business, sometimes by 
the managers, sometimes also by automatic ‘expert’ systems in the firm’s computers, and 
often by both. The result is a convergence between high-value information handled in systems 
driven by information technology and the valuable knowledge in people’s minds. The value of 
each is continuously being enhanced: in the first case by the introduction of ever more 
powerful computers and networks, and in the second case by the continuous up-grading of 
skills through life-long learning. These developments go hand in hand with 
‘dematerialisation’. This is a relative reduction in the consumption of raw materials and 
energy in the manufacture of goods. Thus in the manufacture of modern products the 
knowledge component goes up, while the material component goes down. The added value 
from processing and manufacture is thus transferred from the material-based processes to the 
knowledge-based ones. 
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The knowledge-based economy and society in the context of European security 

 
The emergence of the knowledge-based economy and society is important here for the 
following main reasons: 
 

1. The information society, now developing into the KBS, is vulnerable to attack and 
disruption by various types of ‘cybercrime’ or ‘eTerrorism’; such attacks are already 
occurring; 

2. However, the problem is even more serious than it appears now because the KBS will 
emerge as the major vehicle of the wealth and viability of European societies; it is 
vulnerable to disruption; 

3. It is a major policy goal of the European Union, set in Lisbon in 2000, to become the 
“most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world” by 2010; 

4. The knowledge-based society is delivering the technological systems that will be 
indispensable to security and defence in the future; 

5. The knowledge-based society is altering working patterns and structures; this will 
prove to be as true of the professional life of the military as anywhere else. 

6. It is urgent that the significance of all these developments be apprehended and acted 
upon by policy-makers without delay. 

 

2. Globalisation 

The globalisation of the knowledge-based society 

 
In a moment we shall look at the nature of the knowledge-based society, but first it is useful to 
dwell for a moment on the importance attributed at Lisbon by the European Council to 
globalisation. This serves as a reminder that the development of the knowledge-based society 
is not a purely 'domestic' matter for Europe. The concept characterises the international 
environment in which Europe must earn its living in the 21st century. Europe's development 
will not occur in isolation. The thesis is that industrialised world is changing, and Europe must 
adapt to those changes in order to survive. However, in this perspective survival means 
competition. The proclaimed intention to become the "most competitive and dynamic 
knowledge-based economy in the world" is bold. However, it would be unwise to assume that 
the pursuit of such a goal carries no security implications. It is impossible to compete 
sollipsistically, and it is conceivable that the Lisbon Conclusions have been read in other 
capitals as well as the European ones. 
 

3. Vulnerability and strengths of the knowledge-based society 

A vulnerability: cyberterrorism 

 
Among the many new words added to our vocabulary by the emergence of the Information 
Society one of the least congenial is 'cybercrime'. A good idea of the potential for disruption, 
and real damage, that might result from an attack on our information systems was 
unintentionally provided by the concern about the so-called 'Y2K Bug', or 'Millennium Bug'. 
Although the nightmare scenarios believed to surround that phenomenon were mainly 
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avoided, the protective measures that had to be devised served as a lesson about the way a 
small problem in information systems might be amplified into a major risk. 
 
The Commission has addressed the problem of 'cybercrime', notably in the communication it 
published at the beginning of 2001 entitled "Creating a safer information society by improving 
the security of information infrastructures and combating computer-related crime. COM 
(2000) 890 final of 26 January 2001. This paper was primarily devised to help combat 
criminal activity of what might be called the 'conventional' sort. It did not particularly target 
terrorism (the word was not mentioned in the text), even though much of what it had to say 
applies just as much to terrorism as to other forms of organised crime. 
 
The European Parliament adopted a text of 6 September 2001 in response to the Commission 
communication which did mention terrorism. This was not a resolution, but a 
Recommendation to the Council, pursuant to Article 39(3) of the Treaty on European Union. 
In Paragraph 1b of the Recommendation, Parliament recommended steps by the Commission 
in this policy sector 
 

to make it easier to prosecute and punish those responsible for: 
- trafficking of human beings, money laundering, child pornography and terrorism; 
- so-called high-tech crime, such as the spreading of viruses, denial of service, 

unauthorised access, … 
 

The risks from cyberterrorism are various. The full range of possible activities could be 
catalogued as follows: 
  - hacking into systems sensitive on information grounds; 
 - hacking into systems sensitive on functional grounds (various typed of management 

system); 
 - covert communication among terrorist groups and their members (for instance, ...); 
 - hosting websites for purposes of overt propaganda, the propagation of information 

useful to terrorists, and recruitment to organisations. 
 
These activities shade off from the covert and aggressive to the overt, informational and legal. 
 
In the light of electronic attacks on the Internet, such as the one on 21 October 2002, the 
article by Grubesic et al (2003) acquires especial interest. Entitled 'A geographic perspective 
on commercial Internet survivability', the paper explores the network topology of the 
commercial Internet, with a focus on network survivability. It examines, for example, the 
conditions in which an entire town could be cut off from the Internet. 
 
A strength: the knowledge-based society provides the means of its own defence 
 
The knowledge-based society is one, by definition, in which there is a fast and rich 
information-flow that is a prerequisite for combating terrorism. Although the tools of the 
information society, such as the Internet, can in certain circumstances be turned against it, 
their principal function is to strengthen it. The knowledge-based society generates research 
that can be useful in understanding processes of many kinds at work in European economies 
and societies. It can also provide the research and development necessary for defence systems. 
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In the latter context it is interesting to consider a statistic reported by Lindley-French (2002, 
note on p.53): 
 

According to EADS the United States spends $ 26,800 per annum in Research and 
Development on each member of the US armed forces, whereas the Europeans spend on 
average $ 4,000. This is an average; the United Kingdom spends around $19,000 per 
annum. 

 

The knowledge-based society is a networked society 

 
Analyses of the information society agree that it is characterised not only by the prevalence of 
modern forms of electronic communication and information storage and processing but also 
by its networked structure. 
 
This evolution has in many ways been matched by decentralising tendencies in organisations, 
including the structures of government. Entrusting to autonomous, or semi-autonomous 
agencies functions that once belonged to the central machinery of government – and then in 
many cases privatising them – is decentralisation at work. The trend reaches down into areas 
of deregulation that have often been controversial. The deregulation of the 
telecommunications markets, supported by the European Parliament in the telecoms package 
in 2000-2001, has been seen as a precondition for the unfolding of the information society. 
This has been the strong thrust of Commission policy, supported by the Parliament. 
 
Reflections such as these show that reflection about the nature of the knowledge-based society 
is no theoretical debate: the problems are here and now and are among the most salient on the 
political and economic agenda. 
 

Global positioning technology 

 
The use of data from global positioning satellites is already highly developed, yet is still in its 
infancy by comparison with its potential growth. The use of this data provides an excellent 
example of how value is added to raw data in the knowledge-based society. Data about the 
spatial coordinates of objects on or near the surface of the terrestrial globe is mostly devoid of 
value. The location of most of these objects simply does not matter. However, when a 
particular human activity gives supplies a context, the data become salient. 
 

An example: GPS knows the way to San José 

 
In the San Francisco Bay Area of California the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
(MTC) runs a Freeway Service Patrol (FSP) programme using global positioning technology 
for the management of a fleet of 74 tow-trucks that has the job of clearing freeway lanes of 
disabled vehicles and rescuing the motorists stranded in them. This is a computerised 
communications/automatic vehicle location system that makes use of the GPS satellite global 
positioning system originally deployed by the U.S. government for defence purposes. The 
GPS is designed to provide precise time and position information to land-based, sea-based and 
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airborne platforms. Each FSP vehicle is equipped with a receiver that receives signals from a 
number of GPS satellites. The vehicle's location is determined by processing these signals. 
  
GPS is nothing more than a stream of data transmitted by a network of satellites in orbit. Two 
things about it are particularly worth noting. First, the raw data – when processed by a 
purpose-built computerised system – can be used to guide an enormous variety of systems. If a 
car breaks down on the way to San José, California Highway Patrol dispatchers use GPS to 
send a tow-truck to it. GPS is also the system used to guide Cruse missiles. The second thing 
is added value. On its website1, MTC itemises no less than five separate contractors, including 
a Canadian company, who have won business doing various different parts of the job of 
converting the data from GPS into a functioning system. 
  

Global positioning, the Internet and mobile information technologies 

 
Information and communications technologies (ICTs) are becoming more mobile. At the same 
time broadband telecommunications are becoming more accessible. A small, hand-held device 
becomes a powerful workstation. Establishing and communicating its spatio-temporal 
coordinates automatically in real time becomes an operational necessity. For numerous future 
civilian purposes, such as telemedicine, the technical requirements need to be as powerful and 
accurate as for most military systems, if not all. Thus, in a surprisingly short space of time, 
almost the full range of civilian and military work-systems will use networked broadband 
ICTs steered by global positioning. Very many already are. 
 
People’s lives and welfare will be increasingly dependent on the reliability of these systems. 
Factors capable of reducing their reliability will range from threats to the security of 
information systems to risks – accidental or otherwise - to the physical integrity of satellite 
systems. Today, it will still seem premature to some people to takes these threats into 
consideration when discussing the present needs of European security. But the present need is 
to take action to protect the future. To judge how necessary it is to plan for these eventualities 
now one should compare the lead-time needed for the introduction of a new weapons-system, 
or any other high-tech system. An example could be that of Europe’s own global positioning 
satellite system, Galileo. This has been in development since 1999. It is designed to be fully 
operational in 2008. 
 

Global navigation Satellite System 

 
The European Space Agency says Galileo will consist of about 30 satellites, a global network 
of tracking stations and central control facilities in Europe. It will be Europe’s contribution to 
the second stage of the Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS), which will comprise the 
US GPS system, Russia's GLONASS and Europe's Galileo "to provide an integrated satellite 
navigation service of unprecedented accuracy and global coverage under civilian control"2. 
 

                                                 
1 http://www.mtc.ca.gov/projects/fsp/fspcomm.htm 
2 ESA website Feature on navigation satellite applications:  
http://www.esa.int/export/esaSA/GGG47B50NDC_navigation_0.html 
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Nevertheless, the USA has sought to argue that Galileo is unnecessary. In making its case, the 
USA has used some interesting arguments, for example this one: 
 

In the course of the ongoing discussions on GPS-Galileo cooperation, the U.S. 
delegation has emphasized that it would be unacceptable for Galileo to overlay the same 
portion of the radiofrequency spectrum used by the GPS military service. The United 
States would be opposed to anything that would degrade the GPS signals (civil or 
military), diminish the ability to deny access to positioning signals to adversaries in time 
of crisis, or undermine NATO cohesion1. 

 

4. Knowledge, information and wealth: the research and innovation agenda 

 

Technology and defence 

 
That there is a strong link between technology and defence is obvious, but the appreciation of 
the nature of that link is changing. It was always assumed that military needs were the driver 
for innovation, and that technological innovations arrived first in the military context, before 
that of society at large. Military technology was more powerful, more innovative, more 
expensive, and secret. 
 
This obviously applied in the past to the development of weapon-systems. However, it also 
applied to the early information-processing systems that were the fore-runners of the 
technologies of today’s knowledge-based societies. If we look at the early history of the 
electronic computer in the United States we find the example of ENIAC at the University of 
Pennsylvania, which was developed to make ballistic calculations. In the United Kingdom, we 
find that an early impulse came from the work of Alan Turing and others on code-breaking. 
 

The evaluation, management and security of intangible assets 

 
In the knowledge-based society, much wealth is invested in intellectual property. The concept 
of the ‘content-provider’ exemplifies this. To give an example, it is well-known that there is 
an enormous discrepancy between the cost of the physical production of a Compact Disk and 
the price of some product for which that CD may be the physical substrate. A music CD sold 
for EUR 20 might take the apparent form of a disk that cost less than EUR 1 to make. In the 
case of software the discrepancy is even greater. Yet there is really no discrepancy. The value 
of the ‘good’ is the value of the content, whether it is music or a computer programme. It 
might happen in a real-world situation that the content-provider succeeded in selling the 
product for more than it is worth, but if so, that will not be simply because it consists of 
nothing more tangible than a certain ordering of binary signals. That said, it is not always 
easy, from an accounting point of view, to put a monetary value on intellectual property, still 
less so when the intangible thing we are trying to evaluate is even less easy to define: the 
‘intellectual capital’ vested in an enterprise and its personnel. 
 

                                                 
1 US Department of State Media Note, Office of the Spokesman, Washington, DC, 7 March, 2002 
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The knowledge in an organisation is undoubtedly an asset. It is, indeed, an intangible. But 
modern knowledge-based and technology-driven companies create wealth in proportion to 
their success in generating and managing this intangible. The problem of valuation analysis in 
these circumstances is an established area of study. It comes within the scope of the 
expression ‘knowledge management’. An example of an approach to the problem is that set 
out in Tayles et al. (2002). They write: 
 

Intellectual capital can be considered as the total stock of human capital or knowledge-
based equity that a company possesses. An organisation needs to be able to classify 
these assets, identify how they support the strategic goals, quantify their contribution to 
the value of the organisation and consider how the assets compare to those of their 
competitors1. 

 

Knowledge management and its implications for governance 

 
The implications of knowledge management for governance in the public sector come under at 
least the following headings: 
 

Knowledge as a component of public wealth Public authorities must take into account 
the fact that knowledge is a quantifiable component of public wealth. Different 
instruments are deployed to encourage it, manage it and protect its security. ‘Security’ 
here is not the same thing as ‘secrecy’. On the contrary, if a city administration, for 
example, has invested resources in creating a system for keeping the citizens informed 
about, say, health or transport services, then any breakdown or curtailment of the system 
represents a dissipation of public resources. 

 
Intellectual capital inside organisations The wealth represented by knowledge and 
intellectual capital is not of value to businesses alone. It is present in all organisations, 
including public administrations and military formations. It must be inventoried, 
evaluated, promoted, optimised and protected.  

 
Because knowledge is a component of public wealth, it becomes an object of security. 
Because intellectual capital exists in all organisations, the future management of military 
forces must take account of the needs of knowledge management. Knowledge management 
must play an important role in governance at all levels. 
 

Drawing on the KBS for new models of defence 

 
There is a growing awareness in military circles that the working patterns and techniques born 
of the KBS also have their place in the defence world. Modern concepts of special forces go 
some way to this. Also, wider issues of personnel structure and training. 
 

                                                 
1 Tayles et al. (2002), p.252. 
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Work to combat cybercrime must not be ghettoised. There is a risk of this occurring. The fight 
against eTerrorism is not just for geeks. The task is to deal with a phenomenon that is 
networked par excellence. 
 

The research agenda (1): the direct R&D support to capabilities 

 
Research has a crucial role to play in closing the capability gaps. The chief vehicle for 
European-funded research is the Framework Programme for research and technological 
development. Parliament and Council approved the Sixth Framework Programme during the 
course of 2002, and it is now getting under way. Hitherto military research has not been 
directly included in the Framework Programmes, partly from a belief that the funding should 
in principle be reserved for civilian objectives, partly because when resources are limited it 
seems reasonable to concentrate them on civilian research, given that national governments in 
some cases already have substantial military programmes, and partly because other Member 
States may not wish to see money diverted to military research. However, if the capability 
gaps are to be filled, an enhanced research effort will be needed. This was the message of a 
recent article in Nature (Brumfiel 2002). It has often been argued that many modern 
technologies are ‘dual use’: equally applicable in military and civilian contexts. There is much 
truth in this, as one can see when one thinks of research into information and 
telecommunications technologies, or into new materials. However, it is not the whole story. 
Supplementary research programmes are required to support the capabilities action plan, yet 
the European Parliament is likely to insist that these must not take money away from civilian 
research, and that, if EU budgetary appropriations are applied, the decision-making procedure 
for these programmes is at least analogous to that employed in the adoption of the Framework 
Programme, which involves co-decision for the Framework Programme itself and consultation 
for the specific programmes. 
 
A further issue is research into what are called ‘non-lethal weapons’. These are often assumed 
to be crowd-control weapons, including types of gas. As was seen in the Moscow theatre siege 
and its conclusion, these can be controversial. However, this category also includes new types 
of biological weapon that destroy the materials of which weapons-platforms and other 
equipment are composed. 
 

The research agenda (2): security studies and socio-economic analysis 

 
Understanding of the knowledge-based society is promoted by the European Union’s 
Framework Programme in various ways. There is direct research on information society 
technologies, and research into the interaction between science, technology and society. The 
Fourth Framework programme supported a project known as METDAC, which conducted 
research into the structure of the European defence industry. 
 
There is a need for research to support the changes, already referred to, that will be needed in 
the organisational structures of the European armed forces. Indeed, there is a general need for 
support to the disciplines of international relations and security studies, to area studies and to 
the study of non-western cultures. 
 



International terrorism and European security 

PE 326.163 - 113 - 

US research on the European Union 

 
The EU should encourage research in the USA concerning the European Union and its 
institutions and policies. In spite of the distinguished record of the US political science 
community in analysing earlier historical phases of the construction of Europe, it remains to 
be established that it holds the latest developments in the institutionalisation of the European 
Union in sharp focus. This comment applies particularly to the development of ESDP, which 
admittedly has been a rapid and recent process. Examples of articles on contemporary world 
politics by US authors that manage to avoid reference to the European Union - or to various 
significant manifestations of the EU such as the euro, CFSP or ESDP - are not unknown. 
 

Foresight research 

 
A category of research with especial importance for the development of the knowledge-based 
society is ‘foresight’ research. This is a term applied to forecasting, technology assessment, 
future studies and other disciplined attempts to make a “prospective analysis of scientific and 
technological developments in a societal context”1. The Commission reports some form of 
foresight activity in 21 of the EU and similar countries, including Norway. However, the 
activities are not at a comparable level in all cases. Germany, France, the UK and the 
Netherlands have been active in the field since the early 1990s. Austria, Ireland, Portugal, the 
Czech republic and Sweden have recently completed foresight exercises. Under the Sixth 
Framework Programme the Commission will create a ‘Knowledge-sharing platform’ with the 
aim of developing a coherent supportive framework at the European level “to ensure 
systematic use and optimum benefit of Foresight, and to identify and mobilise all relevant 
actors (at every governance level) to enable EU-wide networking and capacity building”. 
 
Foresight work will be very useful in the development of scenarios for the evolution of the 
knowledge-based society. It could be used to analyse trends in the emerging relationship 
between civil and military in European society, and in management, organisation and 
technology issues relevant to these themes. This tool should be used. 
 

Conclusions 

The future has started 

 
Emphasis has been laid in this chapter on the significance of the emerging knowledge-based 
society, the need to safeguard its security, and the fact that it is the knowledge-based society 
itself that will ultimately provide the means for its own protection. Since some of the benefits 
of the knowledge-based economy are still in the process of being delivered, and since most of 
the risks seem to remain, for the time being, potential rather than actual, there is a danger that 
action on this agenda may be postponed. However the process of the transformation of the 
European economy and societies has already long since begun. Partly because of the long 
lead-time of some new technologies, the effects of this process remain latent. However, if 

                                                 
1 European Commission, DG Research, Directorate K (2002), p.5. 
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action is postponed until these consequences appear, then the action will come too late. The 
future has already begun. 
 
ESDP in many ways represents an attempt to catch up - with allies, and with competitors. 
Success is possible, but it is not yet ensured. Zeno's paradox of Achilles and the tortoise is 
relevant here. The race cannot be won by continually striving to reach the place that the 
competitor occupied a minute ago. Europe must set its targets well down the road towards the 
realisation of the knowledge-based society if it is to have a chance of success. 
 
At the same time it must set its own targets and proceed at its own pace. Instead of embarking 
on an arms race, Europe has the option of advancing at the rhythm of its own technological 
development. Given the Lisbon objective, that is already fast enough. However, the 
achievement this represents in terms of technological capacities at the R&D, innovation and 
industrial levels certainly implies a need for an enhanced R&D effort. This includes socio-
economic research. There is a need for research into new models of defence and security. 
 
Networking: the essential European paradigm of governance? 
 
One valuable topic for socio-economic research will be the role of networks. In Chapter 6 we 
looked at the network as an organisational paradigm that has shown its power in the 
asymmetric conditions of terrorist activism, but which has also been selected as a tool for the 
execution of different types of policy by official authorities. In the present chapter we have 
seen that the network is a characteristic organisational model in the knowledge-based society. 
The thesis underlying the investigation has been that the network, as a distributed and flexible 
version of the classic ‘division of labour’ model, offers exceptional power and adaptability. 
 
At this point we should give our attention to the fact that the European Union itself has 
developed in the form of a network. Instead of being a centralised polity, it is a distributed 
network of member-states. It is unnecessary to recall the debates that have been generated by 
the tension between the centripetal and the centrifugal tendencies in European integration 
theory. The whole debate about the pillar structure of the Union and its effect in the area of 
anti-terrorism policy is a dialogue between the ‘Community’ and the ‘inter-governmental’ 
principles. Out of this dialogue emerges the discourse of ‘subsidiarity’. Perhaps the time has 
come to revisit this debate, and to recast it in new terms. It involves seeing the institutional 
environment of the Union as a three-dimensional matrix of over-lapping and inter-woven 
networks. The nodes of these networks are supplied by the Member States, but the networks 
can only exist in a ‘European’ dimension. Thus the network paradigm can be used to express a 
just apportionment of powers and responsibilities between the levels of governance, and to 
express it in terms that are coherent with the language of the knowledge-based society into 
which Europe is moving. To this extent, the usage would be preferable to that of 
‘subsidiarity’, a term with no meaning outside the specialised vocabulary of the relatively 
confined world of the European political class. But if indeed the strength of the European 
institutional structures lies in their ‘networked’ character, it is to be hoped that this will have 
been taken into account in the deliberations of the European Convention. 
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Knowledge management and coordination 

 
The analysis pursued above is relevant to the problem of the coordination of the EU's anti-
terrorist policies and operations. Coordination is not only a matter of command and control. It 
is also a matter of the information flow. In the terminology becoming familiar to enterprises in 
the new knowledge-based economy, the issue is knowledge management. Is knowledge 
relevant to the monitoring of terrorist groups and activities circulating efficiently among the 
various forces responsible for dealing with it, in respect of the relevant laws and rules? The 
only way to find out is to conduct a knowledge-management audit. The effectiveness of 
current anti-terrorist arrangements in the EU, at and across the separate levels of governance 
that separate the EU level from the national and regional levels, could - on this thesis - be 
better enhanced by an iterative cycle of knowledge-mangement audits followed by fine-tuning 
of the relevant systems. 
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Chapter 9: 

The commitment to combat international terrorism and the obligations of 

global governance 

Issues for the chapter 

 
1. Multilateralism and multiple responsibilities 
2. Treaty networking: the UN system and other world fora 
3. Issues of poverty, justice and the environment 
 

Action in the European Union 

 
The EU aspires to a positive record on global citizenship. In addition to the active role played 
by the European Union and its Member States in international fora such as the United Nations 
and the World Trade Organisation, the European Union has a wide-range of policies designed 
to help third countries and promote good global governance and welfare. The EU is the 
world’s largest aid donor. It also devotes considerable sums to humanitarian relief. It is active 
in the ACP process and a number of regional initiatives such as the Euro-Med process. It 
promotes democracy by its election observation activities and programmes of support. This is 
not the place for an exhaustive evaluation of these activities, but the intention to be a good 
global citizen is, at any rate, an announced EU policy. The policy covers bilateral and 
multilateral cooperation as well as the enlargement of the EU itself. 
 

The position of the European Parliament 

 
The European Parliament lays stress on the wider picture. In its Resolution of 26 September 
2002 on the progress achieved in the implementation of the Common Foreign and Security 
policy1, the European Parliament said that “only a foreign policy based on the consolidation of 
rights and freedoms and on the affirmation of the principles of democracy and the rule of law 
throughout the world, and in particular in all third countries with which the EU maintains 
special relations via cooperation and association agreements, will enable the Union to 
overcome threats to peace, stability and freedom”. 
 
On 4 October 20012, the European Parliament’s resolution on terrorism said that it: “Shares 
the conclusion of the Council that the fight against terrorism will be all the more effective if it 
is based on an in-depth political dialogue with those countries and regions of the world in 
which terrorism originates and on continuing investment and support for conflict prevention 
activities, and insists that EU relations with third countries continue to be based on the 
essential principles of human rights, democracy and good governance”. 
 

                                                 
1 P5_TA-PROV(2002)0451. Brok Report. (2002/2010(INI)) (Recital H). 
2 Para 11. 
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One way of paraphrasing the message of this and similar pronouncements would be to say that 
there is an ideal of good global citizenship, and that if Europe wishes other countries to adhere 
to that ideal it must live up to it itself. This chapter will explore the link between global 
citizenship, security and the response to international terrorism. 
 
An important aspect of global citizenship has been the championing of democratic ideals and 
the principle of the rule of law. This has been a proclaimed policy goal of industrialised 
countries which are also parliamentary democracies, such as the European countries and the 
United States of America. This work has often devolved upon the transatlantic relationship. 
Tribute to this was paid in the European Parliament's Resolution of May 2002 on the basis of 
the Elles Report on transatlantic relations, in which Parliament stressed (Recital B) 
 

that over the past half-century, the transatlantic partnership has been decisive in 
providing security, stability and the spread of democracy throughout the Euro-Atlantic 
region and that, today, the central common strategic interest of the European Union and 
the United States remains the security of our peoples, peace, stability and justice, the 
spread of democracy, modern governance, open societies and markets, sustainable 
economies, sustainable development, human rights and the rule of law around the 
world”. 

 
As we have already seen in an earlier chapter, the resolution of 26 September 2001 on 
progress achieved in the implementation of the CFSP placed “the strategic importance of the 
transatlantic relationship” at the top of a list of five major strategic tasks for the EU to have 
emerged since the end of the East-West conflict1. However, it added the phrase: “especially in 
view of diverging views on the importance of international cooperation and of different 
approaches to security”. 
 
We have also already seen that the same Resolution of 26 September 2001conatained a Recital 
F in which Parliament declared itself “convinced… helping to combat social, economic and 
political situations which may lead peoples to frustration and despair and encourage them to 
adopt extremist positions”. In similar vein, the Resolution of 15 May 2002 on the Elles Report 
on transatlantic relations (Para 3) Parliament: “Underlines that international terrorism must be 
combated firmly, not only by military means but above all by addressing the roots of the 
tremendous political, social, economic and ecological problems of today’s world”. 
 

Findings and analysis 

1. Multilateralism and multiple responsibilities 

The challenge of global governance 

 
The formulation of European security policy must be informed by a conception of Europe's 
responsibilities in the contemporary world. The modern complexity of the international system 
is built upon a multifarious inter-weaving of legal and economic obligations. Within this 
complex set-up, military alliances continue to have an important place. However, military 

                                                 
1 Brok Report resolution, Recital F. 
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alliances are seldom purely military in character - certainly NATO has always had a wider 
vision of its raison d'être - and even they must be situated within a total picture of international 
interdependency. This is the challenge of global governance. 
 

The insistence on multilateralism 

 
The European Parliament's insistence on a multilateral approach to the fight against terrorism 
has already been mentioned. This is, besides, the policy of the European Union. It is 
moreover, a key element of the strategy of the USA as exprssed in the document 'The national 
security strategy of the United States', published in September 2002. Here, a chapter is 
devoted to the intention to 'Develop agendas for cooperative action with the other main centers 
of global power', although multilateral action is called for in other chapters as well. 
 

2. Treaty networking: the UN system and other world fora 

Participation and leadership in global governance 

 
The primary structure of global governance is represented by a multitude of overlapping 
networks comprised by international treaties and the parties to them. At the centre of the 
system, though not involved in all the networks, is the United Nations. The Charter of the 
United Nations was signed on 26 June 1945, and the UN officially came into existence on 24 
October 1945. The fact that the UN headquarters is located in New York is only one piece of 
evidence of the great contribution made by the USA, in resources and effort, to the successes 
of the UN and the agencies and other organisations to which it has given rise. The same could 
be said of a myriad of other international fora, not necessarily linked to the UN system. 
 
Perhaps it is not surprising that limits should have been set to the obligations that the US was 
willing to incur in the cause of good global citizenship. However, recent years have seen an 
accumulation of instances in which the USA has appeared to curtail its cooperation in 
international initiatives.  
 
In its Resolution of 15 May 2002 the European Parliament declared itself “concerned by the 
United States’ failure to ratify the Kyoto Protocol on reducing greenhouse gases, the 
Biodiversity Convention, the Treaty establishing an international criminal court, the Ottawa 
Convention banning land mines and the comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty”. After 
expressing concern over “the USA’s plans to develop and deploy its National Missile Defence 
System”, Parliament’s resolution went on to mention the American “rejection of the 
Verification Protocol of the Biological and Toxic Weapons Convention, its unilateral 
exemptions to the Chemical Weapons Convention and its failure to sign up to the 1989 
Convention on the rights of the Child”. To this list might have been added the withdrawal of 
funding by the US from UNFPA (the United Nations Population Fund)1. So much for the debit 
side. To its credit, the US has paid its dues to the UN and has rejoined UNESCO. 

                                                 
1 Statement by Mr. Kunio Waki, Deputy Executive Director of UNFPA, on behalf of Ms. Thoraya Ahmed Obaid, 
Executive Director, United Nations Population Fund, at the World Summit on Food Security "Reducing Hunger 
and Poverty: Women Hold the Key", 10-13 June 2002, Rome, Italy. 
(http://www.unfpa.org/about/ed/2002/foodsecurity.htm). 
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One of these developments that was particularly keenly felt by the international community 
was the negative stance taken by the USA on Kyoto. Since the Rio process is a world-wide 
one, dealing with problems that are also on a global scale, it attracts great attention and, from 
some, deep commitment. As the industrialised country with the highest output in the world, it 
is widely felt that the USA should play a constructive role in world environment issues. Its 
withdrawal from active participation in the Kyoto Protocol could be presented in various 
different ways, not excluding a reasoned difference with other countries on the best way of  
proceeding to counteract environmental threats. But for present purposes the important 
question is: could this be seen as an abdication of leadership? 
 
By the same token, Europe is expected to take up its appropriate share of responsibilities in 
fora ranging from Johannesburg to the World food summit. Statements of position by the 
European Parliament have shown that Members of Parliament have long since concluded that 
abandoning the people of a country to fester in marginal conditions, waiting until the aetiology 
of terrorism has duly taken its course, attacking that country with powerful weapons and then 
leaving the survivors to repeat the cycle, is not the strategy of choice of the European Union. 
 
The EU High Representative, Javier Solana, in a speech in Brussels on 3 October, after 
quoting the Archbishop of Canterbury, commented that 
 

I think we have to make an effort to understand what is going on in the world, and I 
think we have together, Europeans and Americans, to make an effort to understand 
better other parts of the world, the Islamic world. And I am very pleased to see that 
having a good conversation with Richard Hass, the Director of Planning from the 
ministry of foreign affairs from the US, that he is also thinking along these lines1. 

 
Non-proliferation 
 
The non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction has been a key element of the EU's 
approach to its global responsibilities. The following table illustrates the areas covered: 
 

Table 7: Non-Proliferation - Selected Legal Instruments 

Nuclear Weapons  
 Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) 
 Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) 
 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty I (START I) 
 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty II (START II) 
 Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF) 
 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM) 
 Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (Treaty of Moscow) 
 Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) 
Biological and Chemical Weapons  
 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention 
 Chemical Weapons Convention 
 Geneva Protocol 

                                                 
1 Solana (2002), p5. 
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Other Agreements  
 Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty (CFE) 
 Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the 

Exploration and Use of Outer Space 
 NATO's "Strategic Concept" 

 
 

Global governance, globalisation and the WTO 

 
The various international fora have their appointed tasks, and these often include setting 
norms for conduct by business and government in various spheres. If one or other major 
player is absent from a particular forum, then for them these norms may not be valid, or are at 
least contestable. From here it is not such a long step to the complaint that the norms represent 
a barrier to trade. In this way, the seeds of future conflict in the World Trade Organisation 
may be sown. 
 
Whitman (2002) has drawn the link between global governance, power and accountability, 
arguing that 
 

Power and accountability are not antithetical, but where power accrues incrementally, 
outside of established control mechanisms and/or not visibly - that is without direct 
public sanction - asserting authority and reclaiming accountability are tough tasks1. 

 

3. Issues of poverty, justice and the environment 

Global terrorismas a planetary issue 

 
The threat of global terrorism - possibly using nuclear, biological or chemical weapons - and 
the prospect of it being quashed by large-scale military intervention imply severe threats to the 
environment. At the same time many people will suspect that terrorism represents a pathology 
caused by perceived injustice in the exploitation of the world’s resources. If this sounds a 
somewhat abstract consideration it ceases to do so when specific examples are mentioned, 
such as the issue of water-supplies in sensitive areas of the Middle East and elsewhere. 
 
Water-supplies have been a classic cause of conflict in the past and remain so today. 
Unfortunately, they present a clear example of the interaction between environment, rare 
resources and violent conflict. Recent conflicts over water have been listed in a chronology 
researched by Gleick (2000). He shows that water supplies have been used as military targets, 
diplomatic bargaining-counters and as the object of terrorist attacks. Many of the incidents 
catalogued occurred in conflicts in the Balkans in the 1990s. 
 
The thesis reflected in Parliament's resolutions is that this problem concerns the manner in 
which we inhabit and enjoy the resources of the planet, since, if this be imbalanced and unjust, 
it will give rise to conflict. Terrorism is a form of such conflict. 
 

                                                 
1 Whitman (2002), p51. 
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World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) in Johannesburg 

 
The European Union was an active participant in the World Summit on Sustainable 
Development (WSSD) that took place in Johannesburg from 26 August to 4 September 2002. 
It adopted a plan of implementation. The European Parliament delivered an opinion on these 
developments in a Resolution of 26 September 2002. This confirmed the link, for Parliament, 
between the sustainability issue and the issue of development, in the sense of the welfare of 
Third World countries. Parliament saw clearly that there was a divergence of view between 
the developing and the developed countries, a situation exacerbated by the divergence between 
Europe and the United States of America. This nexus was captured in Recital H of the 
preamble to Parliament's resolution: 
 

H. whereas the European Union came to Johannesburg with an ambitious agenda to 
achieve the above objectives; whereas the developing countries shared some but not all 
of these objectives; whereas the United States put its emphasis on so-called 'type 2' 
partnership agreements and was resolutely opposed to the establishment of most new 
targets and timetables, 
 

The challenge to sustainable development 

 
Circumstances conducive to violence and extra-legal activity are unfavourable to measures 
designed to promote sustainable development. Anarchy or the rule of warlords pushes issues 
of sustainability towards the bottom of the agenda. Yet this repeatedly occurs in regions where 
the conditions of life are marginal. In such conditions, the prerequisites for sustainable 
survival are removed. Land is poorly cultivated; stocks of seed are not managed; water-
resources are wasted, markets are disrupted and so on. The role of women is downgraded, 
preventing them from making their necessary and rightful contribution to the socio-economic 
fabric. Children suffer malnutrition and disease and are deprived of education. 
 

Poverty and terrorism: is there really a link? 

 
It would be unjust to imply that because people are poor they are prone to commit crime, 
especially the horror of terrorist crime. Nevertheless, many people believe that there is a 
causal link - direct of indirect - between poverty and terrorism in the world. At the same time, 
this thesis does not go unchallenged. Indeed, respected commentators have flatly contradicted 
it. 
 
In an article in the Financial Times of 11 April 2002, Samuel Brittan wrote: 
 

The evidence against terrorism being a reaction to extreme poverty is overwhelming. 
Many of the terrorists come from well-heeled backgrounds, are educated and proficient 
in information technology. The really poor are far too preoccupied with making ends 
meet. The appetite for violent change occurs after a take-off towards a higher standard 
of living. 
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Brittan acknowledges that "there is some link between revolutionary activities and perceived 
differences of income and wealth". He notes that "A widening of income gaps is inevitable if 
some countries or some sectors within each country take off into modernity before others do", 
but argues that "as more and more people and countries become involved in the growth 
process, the gaps start narrowing again". (On the mathematics of this process, he cites a paper 
by Nobel economist Robert Lucas in Economic Perspectives, Winter 2000). 
 
A recent paper by Von Hippel (2002) shows that there is no simple solution to this problem. 
She begins by stating the principle that "An effective counter- and anti-terrorist campaign 
must be holistic, and incorporate a spectrum of activities that attack both symptoms and 
causes". However, her analysis shows that care must be taken not to assume too simple and 
direct a relation between poverty and the genesis of terrorism, especially since, as she too 
points out, terrorists or their supporters can come from backgrounds of education and material 
comfort. At the same time, these groups may flourish in the medium of a population where, at 
least in some cases, the general quality of education could be improved, given the right 
encouragement. 
 
Those who deny the existence of a causal link between poverty and terrorism question the 
wisdom of providing aid that is intended to weaken that link. The European Union, for a 
variety of reasons apart from the fight against terrorism, is a generous aid donor. 
Commissioner Chris Patten reminded the European Parliament of this in a speech of 23 
October during a debate on combating terrorism. He said 
 

The European Union is a massive provider of development assistance. We provide about 
55% of total international assistance and as much as two thirds of all grant aid. This is an 
often forgotten contribution to international security in its widest sense. Poverty and 
environmental degradation do not cause or justify terrorism. Nor are the poor more 
wicked than anyone else. But just as poor people are the major victims of crime in rich 
societies, so political instability and violence are more prevalent in the poorest countries. 
Nowehere is this more clear than in failed or failing states. If we are to deny Al-Qaeda 
and other terrorist networks the territory from which to plan future atrocities, we must 
do all we can to bolster weak or failing states. 

 
Our action in Afghanistan is a case in point. The European Union is the main donor 
helping to rebuild this shattered country. The Community alone has pledged over EUR 1 
billion from the budget over the next five years, involving a substantial contribution to 
the operating costs of the new government, including salaries for police, nurses, doctors, 
teachers and civil servants. 

 
These statements indicate a more complex path from poverty to terrorism. It is not just a 
'poverty causes terrorism' thesis. Perhaps it could be called a 'poverty and security' thesis and 
paraphrased in the following way. Where poverty results from the absence or failure of 
legitimate institutions, functioning markets, and the rule of law, the vacuum will tend to be 
filled by parallel structures of (at best) marginal legitimacy, including the black economy and 
corrupt processes of government. These parallel structures will be bossed by the few who have 
access to resources and the will and means to use violence. Situations of this kind will present 
risks to security of numerous different types. If and when the instigators of terrorism see an 
opportunity to exploit such a situation for their own ends, there is a finite probability that they 
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will take it. Sound policy would seek to deny them such opportunities, using a range of 
available methods. These would include aid to alleviate poverty, as well as subventions 
designed to promote and strengthen legitimate structures and the rule of law. 
 
An argument against even this thesis is the simple one that the contemporary wave of 
international terrorism that is threatening the security of the world is a phenomenon 
specifically associated with Islamic extremism. The threat posed by this phenomenon, it 
would be argued, arises independently of economic conditions in populations. Consequently, 
the threat cannot be removed by measures of economic assistance. Even attempts by western 
countries to promote 'nation-building' in problem countries and regions may be based in the 
last analysis on a measure of self-delusion. 
 
More specifically, it was reported in 2002 that the Israeli Government had claimed, on the 
basis of documents seized during military raids across the West Bank in April, that aid from 
the European Union to the Palestinian Authority was being used to finance terrorist attacks 
(Cobain 2002). 
 
Commissioner Chris Patten addressed this charge directly on 19 June 2002 in a speech to the 
Committee on foreign affairs, human richts, common security and defence policy of the 
European Parliament. The occasion came one day after the suicide-bombing of a bus carrying 
students to school in Jerusalem, in which 19 people were killed and 74 reported injured, six 
seriously. The Islamic militant group Hamas claimed responsibility for the bombing. 
 
Expressing his shock at the atrocity, Patten told the parliamentary committee that after a 
scrupulous examination (which he described), the Commission had 
 

found no evidence of EU funds being used for purposes other than those agreed between 
the EU and the PA. The documents presented to us by Israel do not prove that EU funds 
have been misused, and, as I understand it, that is no longer the burden of the charge 
which is made. So there is no case for stating that EU money has financed terrorism, has 
financed the purchase of weapons, or any similar activities. In the documents provided 
to us there is no evidence that the PA budget as a whole provides funds for terror 
activities. 

 
The Commissioner went on to report to Parliament on what had been achieved with the 
budgetary support of the EU. He said: 
 

We have prevented the financial collapse of the Palestinian Authority, which is the 
legitimate governing body in the Palestinian territories as the provider of key services. 
That has prevented even greater chaos and anarchy than would have taken place 
otherwise. We managed, together with the IMF and the PA, to work out an emergency 
budget with reduced expenditures. We attracted enough international support to have its 
funding secured. Where we failed was to get the Israeli government to resume the tax 
transfers - by now they are holding some US $600 million of Palestinian tax money in 
violation of the Paris Protocol - something which some seem to have lost sight of. This 
illegal blockade of tax-transfers by Israel was the reason for the EU decision to grant 
budgetary aid to the PA; a decision which was welcomed and pressed on us by the EP. 
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But more importantly, we have done more to reform the PA and more to build 
functioning Palestinian institutions than anybody else has. We started this work - with 
the European Parliament, with the Norwegian Government and with the American 
Council on Foreign Relations - long before reform became everybody else's mantra. We 
know that a well-governed Palestinian State that follows democratic principles and 
operates in a predictable and transparent way on the basis of market economy rules is 
the best security guarantee for its neighbours, and in particular for Israel.  

 
This last statement is another expression of the 'poverty and security' thesis. An alternative 
illustration of this thesis is provided from a very different source, by a news report from East 
Africa in the wake of the terrorist attack in Kenya at the end of November 2002 (Raghavan 
2002).  The report describes efforts, including those by German surveillance planes, to hunt 
for al-Qaeda terrorists trying to smuggle missiles and explosives along the East African 
coastline. It states that al-Qaeda operatives have sought refuge or operated in Kenya, Tanzania 
and Sudan. Lawless and war-torn Somalia may have provided a route for the terrorists and 
their missiles to enter Kenya. However, the passage of terrorists and their weapons is only part 
of the story of illegal trafficking in the region. Contraband of many kinds - the article lists 
drugs, arms, endangered animals and illicit ivory - cross the borders and the coast with a large 
degree of impunity, ensured by corruption in countries where public officials may be paid as 
little as US$ 100 a month. The lesson to be drawn from descriptions such as these is that the 
rule of law requires an infrastructure. This debate is far from over. 
 

The environmental damage caused by warfare and terrorism 

 
The mention of illegal trafficking in endangered animals and illicit ivory serves as a reminder 
that the environmental cost of warfare must be taken into account. Attention has been drawn 
to the damage to a local environment caused by warfare, including types of toxic 
contamination, as well as terrorism itself (the example of water-supplies has already been 
mentioned) (Chalecki 2001). Such damage prejudices the prospects of recovery of the country 
concerned. The list grows longer if we add the potential impact of weapons of mass 
destruction used by terrorists, including bioterrorism, or potential terrorist action against such 
targets as nuclear power-plants or oil pipelines. 
 

Conclusions 

 
European Union policy places the issue of terrorism in a wider context of global governance. 
Themes such as the alleviation of poverty, the promotion of health and welfare, and the 
protection of the environment are seen as relevant to the global security agenda. This analysis 
has been embodied in the European Parliament's resolution of 26 September 2002 on the 
outcome of the Johannesburg sustainable development summit, when it expressed (in 
Paragraph 3) the opinion 
 

that especially in less developed countries there will be no sustainable development 
without economic development and social cohesion; underlines therefore in this context 
that the fight against poverty, a change in consumption and production patterns, and the 
protection and management of natural resources are mutually reinforcing objectives of 
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the sustainable development concept, which need a balanced implementation towards 
global prosperity, security and stability;... 

 
This final point may conclude the chapter. Kagan (2002) has seen deeply into the 
contemporary European conception of the international order. Yet even he has subscribed to 
the view that "Europeans have stepped out of the Hobbesian world of anarchy into the Kantian 
world of perpetual peace". It is not Kant the theorist of international peace who works on the 
imagination of those who cherish the modern idea of Europe, but rather Kant the philosopher 
of duty. The task, as ever, is to recognise duty's authentic note. This is seldom easy, but the 
first prerequisite is to be receptive to it.  
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Chapter 10: 

The total EU policy context 

Issues for the chapter 

 
1. The significance of chronology 
2. Interwoven policy trajectories in the European Union 
 

Action in the European Union 

 
Table 8: Chronology of selected EU policies 2000 to 2004 and beyond 
Policy 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 > 2004 
ESDP  Dec.: Laeken Sevilla 

Declaration 
on terrorism 

   

JAI EUROPOL 
one year old 
 
Biannual 
update, Area 
of Freedom, 
security and 
justice 

     

Convention   Defence 
working 
group begins 

Apr. (?): 
Convention 
completed 

  

Enlargement   Dec.: 
Decision at 
Copenhagen 

 Accession of 
10 countries 

 

Lisbon Mar.: Lisbon 
Summit sets 
objective for 
KBS 

  6th Research 
Framework 
Prog. starts 

 2010 target 
for KBS 

Euro   Jan.: Euro 
notes and 
coins 

   

‘Terrorism’  Sep.: WTC 
attacks 

Afghanistan 
Bali 

   

‘Milestones’     June: EP 
elections 
Nov. : US 
Presidential 

 

 

Position of the European Parliament 

 
The European Parliament has been a strong supporter of the development of CFSP and ESDP 
and has been constructively involved in the adoption of the other main policies of the EU 
referred to here.. 
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In its Resolution of … July 2002 on the outcome of the Seville European Council of 21-22 
June Parliament expressly welcomed the Council’s determination to reinforce the role of the 
EU in combating terrorism “and its recognition of the importance of the contribution of the 
CFSP, including the ESDP, to that end” (paragraph 45). 
 

Findings and analysis 

1. The significance of chronology 

The chronological reference-point: 11 September 2001 

 
The current debate on the threat of international terrorism will forever be associated with the 
specific date of 11 September 2001. The human tragedies endured on that day have fixed it as 
a chronological reference-point in the collective consciousness of the world. Their magnitude 
eclipsed, for a period, the more mundane considerations that are the subject-matter of policy. 
 
However, the work of drawing practical lessons from the events of that day is a duty that is 
owed to those who died or suffered on 11 September, and one year later this work is well 
advanced. For European policy-makers, the timing of the attacks on New York and the 
Pentagon is a particular subject for reflection. These outrages occurred during the weeks when 
the European Union was preparing for the Laeken meeting of the European Council on 14-15 
December 2001: the very summit, in other words, at which the fledgling European Security 
and Defence Policy was to be formally declared operational. 
 
The events of 11 September, and their aftermath, have been a stern test for the European 
Union's Common Foreign and Security Policy and for the new European Security and Defence 
Policy (ESDP) that it subsumes. Much of what has occurred in the year subsequent to the 
terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center provides substance for a sceptical assessment of 
the progress made with ESDP. Yet a balanced view is required. ESDP is a young policy, and 
many observers still regard it as remarkable that it has travelled as far as it has during its short 
life-span. Because the scale and impact of the 11 September attacks was unexpected, as has 
been the chain of events succeeding them, the greater danger is not an excess of pessimism or 
optimism, but any disposition to be deflected from the pursuit of security objectives that have 
been judged necessary and reasonable. Before acceding to any impulse to revise the policy 
priorities of ESDP it is necessary to set recent developments in a chronological perspective. 
The formation of policy in the European Union is a temporal trajectory. The milestones 
include meetings of the European Council, legislative initiatives by the Commission and the 
debates and resolutions of the European Parliament. 
 

The timing of challenges to ESDP 

 
The Headline Goal of ESDP – the sending into the field of 60.000 troops within 60 days for 
the Petersberg Tasks – was formulated in response to the tragic experiences of the wars in 
former Yugoslavia. That ESDP could be developed so quickly, to the point that (at least by 
certain selected criteria) it could be declared operational at Laeken, was in many ways 
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remarkable. Meanwhile, however, the next real challenge to face European security policy was 
that of international terrorism, as embodied in the attacks of 11 September. This was a 
challenge of a different nature. 
 
Unfortunately it is impossible to conclude that ESDP was any more ready to confront the 
second challenge than the first. However, this should not mask the progress that has been 
achieved. It is only possible to estimate the progress of ESDP if one realises that it is on a 
development curve. No-one has seriously suggested that, even at the present time, it is 
operational on all fronts. What defenders of the policy would claim is that action is being 
taken on all the key fronts to make ESDP what it ought to be. They would cite among others 
the European Capabilities Action Plan, and the efforts being made under it to close the 
equipment-capabilities gaps in Europe. 
 
 

Table n 9: Chronology of Treaty developments in relation to conflicts in former-Yugoslavia 

Date  
 

Event 

1989 The Berlin Wall is breached, 9 November 
1991 Serbs fighting in newly independent Croatia 
 Maastricht Summit (CFSP and JHA - Pillars), 9 - 10 November 
1992 UN in Croatia 
1992-5 War in Bosnia-Herzegovina 
1993 Introduction of the single market, 1 January 
 Maastricht Treaty enters into force, 1 November 
1995 Srebrenica 
 Dayton peace accord is signed in Paris, December 
1995 End of war in Bosnia Herzegovina, Croatia 
 Schengen Agreement 
1997 Amsterdam Summit, Schengen into Treaty, 16 - 17 June 
 Agenda 2000 presented to the European Parliament, 16 July 
  ‘Consolidated’ Treaty signed in Amsterdam, 2 October 
1999 Entry into force of the Amsterdam Treaty, 1 May 
 Cologne European Council, 3 - 4 June 
 Helsinki European Council, 10 - 11 December 
2002 Euro coins and notes come into circulation, 1 January 
 

2. Interwoven policy trajectories in the European Union 

Contemporary policy trajectories: a stock-taking 

 
The trajectory of any given policy is interwoven with those of others. Thus, not only is there a 
policy trajectory for the development of ESDP; there is another for the revision of policy in 
the areas of justice and home affairs. Then there is the time-table for Enlargement, and of 
course that for the Convention on the Future of Europe and for the revision of the Treaties that 
may well result from that. There are other policy trajectories, but it would be confusing to 



International terrorism and European security 

PE 326.163 130 

mention them all here. One more should be mentioned, however, and that is the trajectory of 
the Lisbon Process for the realisation of the European knowledge-based society. Not only is 
this important itself, but it can be seen as a driver for other key policies, such as those for the 
information society and e-Europe and for research and technological development, as well as 
for education. The interweaving of these trajectories may usefully be illustrated by a table 
(Table 2). In the final row of the table, time-lines have been added for developments related to 
the theme of ‘Terrorism’ has been added, and for other relevant political milestones. 
 

Concepts of new and old 

 
One of the things that the above table brings out strongly is the fact that Europe is still in 
process of construction. Bearing this in mind, one should then reflect on the fact that 
numerous policy trajectories vital for the construction of Europe are being pursued 
simultaneously. Take any one of them alone, and there may be a disposition to bewail the lack 
of progress.  Take an overview of them all, and progress looks more substantial. Here there is 
a vital difference in nature and degree between what is going on in Europe and what is going 
on in other parts of the industrialised world. 
 
Here, more clearly than anywhere else, may be distinguished an objective divergence of 
interest between the European Union and the United States of America. The United States 
simply does not have a programme of institutional construction such as exists in Europe. This 
programme occupies significant time and energy on the part of the Europeans. It is undertaken 
in the belief that a massive release of energies will result: a release of those energies that have 
been confined by the rigidities that the opening-up of the internal market is supposed to have 
broken down. The potential gains for European productivity and welfare are attractive. 
However, at this point in time many of them remain only potential gains: time has yet to tell 
whether they will be achieved and how substantial they will be. This is specifically the case 
with the linkage between the capabilities issue under ESDP and the future structure of the 
military equipment industry in Europe. For capability gaps to be filled, industry will need to 
perform; for it to perform to the required pitch, so one can see the argument going, a new, 
European equipment industry will need to emerge. It may well do so, but the process has not 
been completed yet. This, like so many other matters, continues, for the Europeans, to be work 
in progress. 
 

Accommodating the trajectories 

 
The European Union and its Member States have been firm in their determination to fight 
international terrorism. The Council and the Commission have been faced with the task of 
raising the salience of this vital policy objective while proceeding, as far as possible without 
undue additional delay, along the parallel policy trajectories. In the preparation of this study 
general agreement was encountered on the need to give very high priority to the fight against 
terrorism. At the same time, there was a disposition to try to keep up the momentum on the 
other policies at the same time. It remains to be seen whether this attempt will be succesful.  
Rather, the fight against terrorism has been locked onto on-going policies. An example is the 
new practice of incorporating a terrorism clause into agreements with third countries (Road 
Map 2002, Item 11). 
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The trajectory of the CFSP 

 
Speaking in the EP debate on the state of the CFSP on 25 September 2002, Commissioner 
Patten characterised the four main current tasks for CFSP in the following terms (Patten 
2002): 

Our partnership with the United States. The complexity and diversity of this indispensable 
partnership inevitably generates a certain degree of friction. We stand united against 
terrorism, we share similar values. But our interpretation of these values is not always the 
same. US leadership since World War II has been based on two pillars - containment and 
the global rule book. This still represents the correct approach.  

In our co-operation with the US, but also more generally, the EU has shown resolve in the 
pursuit of this multilateral approach to foreign policy. We strongly believe that multilateral 
arrangements and conventions, the UN, the G8, the OSCE and others are indispensable to 
tackle the security, development and environmental problems which confront the world. 

The structures of ESDP and its relationship with NATO are of particular concern. I am 
worried that despite almost indefatigable efforts of many the Berlin plus-issue remains 
unsettled. Without EU access to NATO assets we will be unable to take over Task Force 
Fox from NATO in FYROM next year. 

 

Different perspectives on 20th century history 

 
That Europe and America should have identical conceptions of the nature, course and 
significance of the history of the world in the twentieth century would be surprising. The 
process of gathering information and ideas for the present study has, however, served as a 
reminder that the divergences of view may be quite radical. 
 
To the European, the most salient security development since the end of the Second World 
War may well be the elimination of the risk of war among the European countries themselves. 
With remembrance of the wars of the eighteenth, nineteenth and twentieth centuries in mind, 
the suppression of war between France, Germany or the United Kingdom is clearly something 
remarkable and to be thankful for. The process of the building of Europe appears as the engine 
of this peace.  
 
Although the American whose attention turns to this phenomenon will willingly endorse it 
with his judgement and approbation, this is not his starting-point. He thinks of the two major 
roles that his own country has played: first in intervening in the Second World War to defend 
liberty, and then in staunchly upholding the values and freedoms of the West during the Cold 
War, whereby the security afforded by American nuclear protection provided the necessary 
conditions in which Western European peace and prosperity could flourish. 
 
This view is not derived from a single source. At one point in Ikenberry (2001), already cited 
here, the article dwells on the long period of "stable peace among the great powers" during 
recent decades. Referring to the promotion, after the war, of such things as open markets and 
political integration, Ikenberry attributes this to American officials working with "Britain and 
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other countries to build new relationships among the Western industrial democracies"1. 
Although the American contribution to this process will be eternally valued, and even the 
British contribution should not be under-estimated, it is possible to imagine other authors 
assessing the same phenomena with a different emphasis. 
 

Conclusions   

 
The challenge of international terrorism needs to be met forcefully, but it is at the same time a 
test of nerve for the EU. The EU is making a different kind of historical journey from, for 
example, the United States. To be effective, it must have created its institutions and policies. 
Interrupting the process of creating them would remove its chance of becoming effective. 
 

                                                 
1 Ikenberry (2001), p23. 
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Chapter 11: 

Elements of a strategy 

Issues for the chapter 

 
In this final chapter the main strands of the argument pursued in the preceding chapters are 
drawn together. As stated at the outset the aim is not to pre-empt specific decisions to be taken 
by competent authorities. It has been, rather, to profile certain lines of reasoning - certain 
orientations - that merit consideration by the European Parliament as it discharges its 
responsibilities in the area of policy on international terrorism and European security. 
 
1. Is terrorism a matter for ESDP? 
2. Does the terrorist threat illuminate the weaknesses of CFSP/ESDP, and should the main 

mission objectives of ESDP - the Petersberg Tasks - be revised? 
3. Where should ESDP in particular and the EU in general stand in the wider context of the 

contemporary international order, especially with regard to such issues as Europe’s role in 
NATO and its relations with the US and other countries? 

4. How can the special democratic role of the European Parliament be enhanced in these 
policy areas, and what should this role be?  

 

Action in the European Union 

 
The strategic declarations of the European Union are set out in Declarations by the European 
Council and in Common Positions of the Council. However, … 
 

The position of the European Parliament 

 
Relevant EP resolutions. 
 

Findings and analysis 

 
The four basic questions set out above as the issues for this, the final chapter of the study were 
introduced in Chapter 1. The discussion of them has woven its way through all the subsequent 
discussion. Now the time comes to draw together the threads of that discussion. 
 

1. Is terrorism a matter for ESDP? 

 
Yes, but not only. The nature of the threat diffuses the demarcation between external and 
internal security. Work against terrorism involves simultaneous action in disparate, yet linked 
policy areas. The role of ESDP should be  seen in the context of a wide, but realistic concept 
of European security in a fast-changing environment marked notably by: 
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- evolution in the role of NATO, Europe’s place in it, and transatlantic relations; 
- geopolitical developments, including the EU’s relations with third countries, and the 

evolution of the situation in the Middle East; 
- the progress of the EU itself along important policy trajectories, including 

Enlargement; 
- evolving views about the division of labour between the Union and the Member States, 

and 
- the accelerating transition of European countries towards the knowledge-based society. 
 

2. Does the terrorist threat illuminate the weaknesses of CFSP/ESDP, and should the 

main mission objectives of ESDP - the Petersberg Tasks - be revised? 

 
Yes. In spite of the valiant efforts of individuals, Treaty provisions and institutional 
constraints deprive Europe (1) of the kind of leadership that it requires in the field of foreign, 
security and defence policy, and (2) the capacity for quick and flexible three-dimensional 
networking to overcome the inevitable problems of coordination in such complex policy areas. 
 
It is a short-coming of the way the ESDP is formulated that the Petersberg Tasks can only be 
changed by a revision of the Treaty on European Union. Yes, they need to be adapted to 
permit action under ESDP in the fight against terrorism. However, this is not the only way in 
which ESDP will need to be adpated to changing environmental conditions over the years. 
There should be a mechanism for revision of the Petersberg Tasks in a shorter time-scale 
where necessary, and the European Parliament should have a key role in this process. 
 

3. Where should ESDP in particular and the EU in general stand in the wider context of 

the contemporary international order, especially with regard to such issues as Europe’s 

role in NATO and its relations with the US and other countries? 

 
Europe can be consistent over the principle of multilateralism by playing a constructive role in 
the UN, in NATO, and in the transatlantic relationship. The role of NATO is by no means 
exhausted, since, apart from other considerations, the new member countries bring to it a 
desire to succeed. For Europe, it offers an environment in which to modernise its military 
potential that would be badly missed if it did not exist. 
 

4. How can the special democratic role of the European Parliament be enhanced in these 

policy areas, and what should this role be? 

 

Principal option: lead role in strategic doctrine and principle 

 
The discussion here has yielded at least the following options, some of them already available 
but awaiting development, some of them new. The principle option considered in this study 
has been the following: that the European Parliament should take on a specific role in 
decision-making on major questions of strategic doctrine and principle. It would not take such 
decisions alone, but it would take on the lead responsibility in a new decision-making 
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procedure specially adapted to the high importance of issues of strategic doctrine and 
principle. 
 
Other principal options discussed have been these: 
 
 - to be the forum where the executants of European policy give an account of their 

performance; 
 - to give opinions on foreign and security policy that not only ought to be given more 

weight under future treaty arrangements, but which contribute to an 'acquis', or 
inventory, of applicable principles of strategy, policy and values in CFSP and ESDP; 

 - specifically, to generate doctrine on the broad direction, and boundary conditions, of 
European strategy; for example, in the context of an on-going review of the Petersberg 
Tasks and other elements and goals of ESDP; 

 - to continue to advocate the DEMRACON doctrine of global engagement, involving 
civilian as well as military instruments and interventions; 

 - to take a role in the appointment of key figures in the policy sector. 
 

Conclusions 

The key elements 

 
The key elements have been: 
 
 - fighting international terrorism effectively in a multilateral context; 
 - continuing to pursue the development of ESDP as an effective means of ensuring 

European security; 
 - playing a full part in the UN and in NATO; 
 - recognising that the objects of European security, in the terms of the European Union, 

are in many ways different in kind to the traditional objects of national dsecurity 
policy; 

 - including among them, notably, the defence of the Union's capacity for autonomous 
action in pursuit of its foreign policy goals; the defence of the internal market, the 
Eurozone, the knowledge-based society, and European values; 

 - creating a permanent mechanism for the revision, in the light of circumstances and 
experience, of the mission and objectives of ESDP, and involving the European 
Parliament in this process; 

 - using the forthcoming opportunity for revision of the Treaties to enhance the role of 
the European Parliament in legitimating CFSP/ESDP and in holding its executive to 
account; generating strategic doctrine of the kind that needs democratic legitimation: in 
particular, according a key role to the European Parliament in defining "the main 
aspects and basic choices" of CFSP/ESDP by means of an inventory approach 

 - full engagement in global governance; 
 - adhering to the principle that democracy is the best defence of democracy; 

 - observing the principle of networking against the networks in the fight against 
terrorism and in the safeguarding of European security; 

 - approaching the problem of coordination of anti-terrorist activities in Europe from the 
perspective of the information flow; seeking to enhance the effectiveness of current 
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anti-terrorist arrangements in the EU, at and across the separate levels of governance 
that separate the EU level from the national and regional levels, by an iterative cycle of 
knowledge-mangement audits followed by fine-tuning of the relevant systems; 

 
 - encouraging the EU effort in research and development and technological innovation. 
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Annex 1 

 
 
 
Statistical Annex 

 
 

Table 1 – European defence spending in recent years 

Source: SIPRI 2002, all figures given in constant US Dollar millions 
      

Year 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

Austria 1852 1798 1815 1823 1808 1792 1794 1799 1794 1783 1759 

Belgium 4979 4088 3883 3861 3783 3709 3665 3664 3710 3711 3592 

Denmark 2918 2865 2872 2800 2771 2780 2815 2846 2829 2736 2826 

Finland 1839 1871 1819 1789 1660 1877 1754 1908 1643 1751 1631 

France 45902 44457 43964 44191 42003 40993 41143 40042 40379 39914 40013 

Germany 44584 42407 38121 35546 34962 34289 33037 33146 33816 33117 32371 

Greece 4499 4675 4564 4642 4742 5025 5355 5836 6110 6449 6577 

Netherlands 8051 8005 7356 7094 6892 6932 6861 6836 7168 6871 7172 

Ireland 599 603 609 636 642 677 717 723 748 805 913 

Italy 22608 21958 22075 21529 19663 21675 22727 23478 24397 26025 24731 

Luxembourg 117 122 111 123 120 123 133 143 145 148 171 

Portugal 2336 2398 2315 2259 2426 2339 2390 2336 2457 2530 2553 

Spain 8278 7655 8323 7494 7765 7586 7655 7524 7720 7997 7954 

Sweden 5059 4978 4921 4840 4213 3643 4879 5036 5260 5416 5358 

UK 49263 44532 43528 42108 38815 39442 37019 37232 36778 37307 36975 

Total EU 

 

202884 

 

192412 

 

186276 

 

180735 

 

172265 

 

172882 

 

171944 

 

172549 

 

174954 

 

176560 

 

17459

6 

 

Reprinted from " Equipment for EU Crisis Management ", Interim Study by ISIS, Brussels, 
for the European Parliament, 30 September 2002 
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Table 2 - Defence Spending in R&D and Equipment 

Source: International Institute for Strategic Studies 2000-2001, all figures given in Euro 
millions 

 
 

Country Total Expenditure Research & Development Equipment Procurement 

Austria 1625 11 339 
Belgium 2607 1 254 
Denmark 2478 1 361 
Finland 1648 Nf 536 
France 28813 3313 5770 

Germany 24826 1410 3704 
Greece 3469 26 1466 

Netherlands 6564 72 1486 
Ireland 772 0 51 
Italy 17046 35 2470 

Luxembourg 107 0 7 
Portugal 1654 4 403 
Spain 7445 190 1156 

Sweden 4781 113 2365 
UK 36793 4371 9266 

Total 140628 9547 29634 

Average 9375.2 681.9 1975.6 

 

Reprinted from " Equipment for EU Crisis Management ", Interim Study by ISIS, Brussels, 
for the European Parliament, 30 September 2002 
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Table 3 – Total EU and US Defence Spending 

Source: SIPRI 2002, all figures given in constant US Dollar millions 
 

 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 

Total EU 202884 192412 186276 180735 172265 172882171944 172549 174954 176560 174596 

USA 335473 354507 335940 316776 298376 282231280785 274278 275057 285679 281426 

 

Reprinted from " Equipment for EU Crisis Management ", Interim Study by ISIS, Brussels, 
for the European Parliament, 30 September 2002 
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Diagram 1. Defence spending per defence budget function 
Source: NATO 

 
Reprinted from " Equipment for EU Crisis Management ", Interim Study by ISIS, Brussels, 
for the European Parliament, 30 September 2002 
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Table 4 

Defence Expenditure of 5 Largest EU Countries 

 
  Country 
                 

1980 1990 2000 2001e 

Prices in Euros (million) using current exchange rates 

France 16 848 
  

35 355 
  

36 702 
  

37 431 
 

Germany 24 807 
 

34 960 
 

30 553 
 

30 605 
 

Italy 3 947 
 

14 464 
 

24 325 
 

23 762 
 

Spain 2 106 
 

5 546 
 

7 598 
 

7 830 
 

United 
Kingdom 

18 237 
 

35 061 
 

37 020 
 

37 398 
 

5 Largest EU 
Countries 

65 947 125 386 136 198 123398 

NATO- Europe 

(16) 

 

111 596 

  

185 550 

 

170 516 

 

161050 

 

Canada 3 661 8 523 
 

7 789 
 

7 700 
 

United States 137 708 
 

305 095 
 

300 639 
 

304 813 
 

North America 141 369 313 618  308 428 312 513 

 NATO - Total 252 965 499 168 472 213 473563 

 
Source: Figures derived from NATO Press Release M-DPC-2 (2001) 156 
Financial and Economic Data Relating to NATO Defence, Defence Expenditures of NATO 
Countries (1980 - 2001), downloaded from http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2001/p01-156e.htm 
on 14 November 2002 
 
Conventional signs:  
e estimated  
- nil  
.. not available  
// not applicable 
|  break in continuity of series  

 



142 

Table 5 : Defence expenditures of NATO countries 

  Country 
                 

Currency unit    
(million) 

1980 1985 1990 1995 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001e 

(0) (-) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
Current prices and exchange rates 

  Belgium  Belgian francs 115754 144183 155205 131156 131796 133007 136252 139711 138564 
  Czech Republic  Czech koruny // // // // // // 41057 44314 45277 
  Denmark  Danish kroner 9117 13344 16399 17468 18521 19071 1948 19339 20455 
  France  French francs 110514 186715 231911 238432 241103 236226 239488 240752 245537 
  Germany  Deutsche mark 48518 58650 68376 58986 57602 58327 59854 59758 59858 
  Greece  Drachmas 96975 321981 612344 1171377 1510684 1724621 1853189 2017593 2128597 
  Hungary  Forint // // // // // // 187672 226926 265426 
  Italy  1000 Italian lire 7643 17767 28007 31561 38701 40763 43062 47100 46009 
  Luxembourg  Luxembourg 

francs 
1534 2265 3233 4194 4797 5197 5330 5613 6657 

  Netherlands  Neth. guilders 10476 12901 13513 12864 13345 13561 14534 14284 15582 
  Norway  Norwegian kroner 8242 15446 21251 22224 23010 25087 25809 25722 26853 
  Poland  Zlotys // // // // // // 12599 13418 14287 
  Portugal  Escudos 43440 111375 267299 403478 418772 420654 452843 479663 504480 
  Spain  Pesetas 350423 674883 922808 1078751 1123046 1124054 1180075 1264299 1302877 
  Turkey  1000 Turkish liras 203 1235 13866 302864 1183327 2289430 4167636 6248274 9030392 
  United Kingdom  Pounds sterling 11593 18301 22287 21439 21612 22477 22548 23532 23772 

  NATO - Europe  US dollars 111981 92218 186189 184352 172732 175183 179668 164349 158957 

  Canada  Canadian dollars 5788 10332 13473 12457 10831 11716 12360 12314 12174 
  United States  US dollars 138191 258165 306170 278856 276324 274278 280969 301698 305886 

  North America  US dollars 143141 265731 317717 287933 284146 282176 289288 309990 313725 

  NATO - Total  US dollars 255122 357949 503906 472284 456879 457359 468957 474339 472682 

Source: NATO Press Release M-DPC-2 (2001) 156 Financial and Economic Data Relating to NATO Defence, Defence Expenditures of NATO 
Countries (1980 - 2001), downloaded from http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2001/p01-156e.htm on 14 November 2002
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Table 6: Defence expenditures as % of gross domestic product 

Country  Average  
1980 - 
1984 

Average  
1985 - 
1989 

Average  
1990 - 
1994 

Average  
1995 - 
1999 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001e 

(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
 

Based on current prices  

  Belgium 3,2 2,8 2,0 1,5 1,5 1,5 1,4 1,4 1,3 
  Czech Rep. // // // // // // 2,2 2,3 2,2 
  Denmark 2,4 2,0 1,9 1,7 1,7 1,6 1,6 1,5 1,5 
  France 4,0 3,8 3,4 2,9 2,9 2,8 2,7 2,6 2,6 
  Germany 3,3 3,0 2,1 1,6 1,6 1,5 1,5 1,5 1,5 
  Greece 5,3 5,1 4,4 4,6 4,6 4,8 4,9 4,9 4,8 
  Hungary // // // // // // 1,6 1,7 1,8 
  Italy 2,1 2,3 2,1 1,9 1,9 2,0 2,0 2,1 1,9 
 Luxembourg 1,0 1,0 0,9 0,8 0,8 0,8 0,7 0,7 0,8 
 Netherlands 3,0 2,8 2,3 1,8 1,8 1,7 1,8 1,6 1,6 
  Norway 2,7 2,9 2,8 2,2 2,1 2,3 2,2 1,8 1,8 
  Poland // // // // // // 2,0 1,9 1,8 
  Portugal 2,9 2,7 2,6 2,2 2,2 2,1 2,1 2,1 2,1 
  Spain 2,3 2,1 1,6 1,4 1,4 1,3 1,3 1,3 1,2 
  Turkey 4,0 3,3 3,8 4,4 4,1 4,4 5,4 5,0 5,0 
  United 
Kingdom 

5,2 4,5 3,7 2,7 2,7 2,6 2,5 2,5 2,4 

  NATO - 

Europe 

3,5 3,2 2,6 2,2 2,2 2,1 2,1 2,1 2,0 

  Canada 2,0 2,1 1,9 1,3 1,2 1,3 1,3 1,2 1,1 

  United States 5,6 6,0 4,7 3,3 3,3 3,1 3,0 3,0 2,9 
  North America 5,3 5,6 4,4 3,2 3,2 3,0 2,9 2,9 2,8 

  NATO - Total 4,5 4,5 3,5 2,7 2,7 2,6 2,5 2,6 2,5 

 
Source: NATO Press Release M-DPC-2 (2001) 156 
Financial and Economic Data Relating to NATO Defence, Defence Expenditures of NATO Countries (1980 - 2001), 
downloaded from http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2001/p01-156e.htm on 14 November 2002 
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Table 6 continued: Defence expenditures as % of gross domestic product 

Country  Average  
1980 – 
1984 

Average  
1985 - 
1989 

Average  
1990 - 
1994 

Average  
1995 - 
1999 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001e 

(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
Based on constant prices 

  Belgium 2,9 2,7 1,9 1,5 1,5 1,5 1,4 1,4 1,3 
  Czech Rep. // // // // // // 2,2 2,3 2,2 
  Denmark 2,3 2,0 1,9 1,6 1,7 1,6 1,6 1,5 1,5 
  France 4,0 3,8 3,4 2,9 2,9 2,8 2,7 2,6 2,6 
  Germany 3,3 3,0 2,1 1,6 1,6 1,5 1,5 1,5 1,5 
  Greece 5,3 5,1 4,4 4,6 4,6 4,8 4,9 4,9 4,8 
  Hungary // // // // // // 1,6 1,7 1,8 
  Italy 2,3 2,3 2,1 1,7 1,7 1,7 1,7 1,8 1,7 
 Luxembourg 1,0 1,0 0,9 0,8 0,8 0,8 0,8 0,7 0,8 
 Netherlands 2,9 2,8 2,3 1,8 1,8 1,7 1,7 1,6 1,6 
  Norway 3,0 3,1 2,9 2,3 2,2 2,3 2,2 2,1 2,1 
  Poland // // // // // // 2,0 1,9 1,8 
  Portugal 2,9 2,7 2,6 2,2 2,2 2,1 2,1 2,1 2,1 
  Spain 2,3 2,1 1,6 1,4 1,4 1,3 1,3 1,3 1,2 
  Turkey 3,9 3,7 4,2 3,9 3,8 3,8 4,2 4,0 3,8 
  United 
Kingdom 

5,7 4,8 3,9 2,7 2,7 2,6 2,5 2,5 2,4 

  NATO - 

Europe 

3,5 3,2 2,6 2,1 2,1 2,0 2,0 2,0 1,9 

  Canada 2,0 2,1 1,9 1,3 1,2 1,3 1,3 1,2 1,1 

  United States 5,9 6,1 4,7 3,3 3,3 3,1 3,0 3,0 2,9 

  North America 5,6 5,7 4,5 3,2 3,1 2,9 2,8 2,8 2,7 

  NATO - Total 4,5 4,5 3,5 2,6 2,6 2,5 2,4 2,4 2,3 

 
Source: NATO Press Release M-DPC-2 (2001) 156 
Financial and Economic Data Relating to NATO Defence, Defence Expenditures of NATO 
Countries (1980 - 2001), downloaded from http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2001/p01-156e.htm on 
14 November 2002 
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Table 7: Distribution of total defence expenditures by category 

 Country  Average  
1980 – 
1984 

Average   
1985 - 
1989 

Average   
1990 - 
1994 

Average  
1995 - 
1999 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001e 

(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
% devoted to personnel expenditures 

  Belgium 61,8 63,4 68,3 69,3 69,3 68,5 68,4 65,8 67,6 
  Canada 50,7 46,2 49,7 44,2 42,5 43,2 42,1 43,9 43,1 
  Czech Rep. // // // // // // 46,9 42,8 46,0 
  Denmark 54,6 56,6 57,5 59,8 58,8 60,0 60,0 54,6 54,7 
  France .. .. .. 58,2 57,1 60,6 60,3 60,4 60,2 
  Germany 46,6 48,9 57,4 61,5 62,7 61,2 59,8 60,7 61,2 
  Greece 54,6 60,5 63,0 61,7 62,2 60,4 61,4 62,5 64,1 
  Hungary // // // // // // 46,7 48,7 47,9 
  Italy 59,1 57,8 63,6 71,8 75,4 73,3 74,0 71,4 72,0 
Luxembourg 77,5 76,9 76,2 79,1 78,8 77,1 76,1 76,0 67,4 
 Netherlands 55,3 52,8 56,9 54,6 56,0 52,3 49,8 50,8 46,4 
  Norway 48,8 43,9 40,6 38,0 38,5 37,7 39,0 40,8 41,2 
  Poland // // // // // // 62,4 62,3 65,0 
  Portugal 66,6 67,7 77,3 80,8 80,0 82,8 83,2 81,8 80,9 
  Spain .. .. 64,9 66,5 66,1 67,5 66,0 63,9 64,9 
  Turkey 45,3 37,1 50,1 48,2 48,4 48,5 47,0 45,1 38,9 
  United 
Kingdom 

37,4 38,6 42,2 39,4 39,4 38,0 37,9 38,2 40,0 

  United States 41,9 37,0 39,3 39,0 39,1 39,0 38,1 37,7 36,2 
% devoted to equipment expenditures 

  Belgium 13,8 12,1 7,8 5,8 6,2 5,9 6,5 5,8 5,4 
  Canada 17,8 19,7 18,1 12,7 12,9 11,0 8,2 12,4 13,6 
  Czech Rep. // // // // // // 16,3 22,5 20,3 
  Denmark 16,9 14,0 15,8 12,8 13,7 13,8 11,4 12,1 11,4 
  France .. .. .. 21,3 22,0 19,4 19,4 18,9 19,9 

  Germany 20,0 19,6 13,5 11,8 10,8 12,7 13,2 13,5 13,0 
  Greece 17,4 18,2 22,8 20,1 19,4 20,6 19,4 17,8 15,1 
  Hungary // // // // // // 21,0 12,4 10,5 
  Italy 17,4 19,7 16,3 12,9 11,3 12,4 11,7 14,3 12,4 
Luxembourg 1,8 3,5 3,4 4,1 3,5 6,5 5,0 4,6 16,3 
 Netherlands 20,5 19,8 15,6 16,4 15,7 15,3 16,9 17,0 17,6 
  Norway 19,4 21,7 24,9 24,5 24,6 25,0 22,6 19,4 23,3 
  Poland // // // // // // 11,1 8,8 9,0 
  Portugal 5,5 7,6 5,7 5,5 8,2 3,8 4,2 6,4 6,3 
  Spain .. .. 12,4 12,8 13,6 12,0 11,5 12,9 13,2 
  Turkey 9,1 18,2 23,7 26,5 27,0 20,6 25,5 28,3 36,7 
  U K 26,2 24,8 21,0 24,8 24,9 26,5 26,9 25,7 24,8 
  United States 21,9 25,6 25,1 26,2 26,0 25,6 24,9 21,9 22,0 

Source: NATO Press Release M-DPC-2 (2001) 156 
Financial and Economic Data Relating to NATO Defence, Defence Expenditures of NATO 
Countries (1980 - 2001), downloaded from http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2001/p01-156e.htm on 
14 November 2002 
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Table 7 continued: % devoted to infrastructure expenditures 

  Belgium 5,5 4,0 3,4 3,9 4,0 3,4 3,6 1,9 3,1 
  Canada 2,3 2,8 3,2 3,9 3,4 5,1 5,4 5,3 4,1 
  Czech Rep.  // // // // // // 7,1 3,3 4,6 
  Denmark 2,8 3,4 3,2 2,2 2,1 1,8 2,0 1,4 2,7 
  France .. .. .. 3,9 4,0 3,9 4,4 4,5 4,6 
  Germany 5,4 5,9 4,9 4,8 4,8 4,6 5,1 4,9 4,7 
  Greece 2,8 2,2 1,7 1,9 2,1 2,1 2,1 1,8 2,0 
  Hungary // // // // // // 4,0 2,9 5,7 
  Italy 2,3 2,6 2,4 0,8 0,8 0,8 0,8 1,2 1,0 
Luxembourg 10,3 7,3 10,4 4,2 4,7 4,5 6,7 4,9 2,0 
 Netherlands 3,7 5,2 5,2 3,8 4,5 3,7 3,7 4,3 4,5 
  Norway 5,0 8,2 9,2 6,3 5,9 6,9 5,2 5,0 5,0 
  Poland // // // // // // 1,4 1,9 1,8 
  Portugal 5,9 3,7 2,3 1,0 1,2 0,6 0,6 1,5 1,1 
  Spain .. .. 1,2 0,8 0,7 0,8 1,8 1,7 2,5 
  Turkey 13,2 5,4 3,0 4,4 4,2 6,1 8,5 7,2 5,7 
  United 
Kingdom 

2,7 3,9 5,2 5,2 5,2 4,6 5,1 4,3 1,7 

  United States 1,6 1,8 1,5 2,3 2,2 2,2 2,0 1,7 1,7 
% devoted to other expenditures 

  Belgium 18,8 20,4 20,4 21,0 20,4 22,2 21,4 26,5 23,8 
  Canada 29,0 31,2 29,0 38,1 41,2 40,7 44,4 38,4 39,2 
  Czech Rep.  // // // // // // 29,8 31,5 29,1 
  Denmark 25,7 25,8 23,3 25,2 25,4 24,3 26,6 32,0 31,2 
  France .. .. .. 16,4 16,9 16,1 15,9 16,2 15,3 
  Germany 27,9 25,5 23,9 21,9 21,7 21,5 21,9 20,9 21,0 
  Greece 24,9 18,4 12,2 16,2 16,2 16,8 17,2 17,9 18,8 
  Hungary // // // // // // 28,3 36,1 35,9 
  Italy 21,0 19,8 17,7 14,3 12,5 13,5 13,5 13,1 14,6 
Luxembourg 10,2 11,9 9,4 12,0 13,1 11,9 12,1 14,5 14,3 
 Netherlands 20,3 22,0 22,1 24,7 23,8 28,7 29,6 27,8 31,5 
  Norway 26,7 26,0 24,8 31,1 31,0 30,4 33,3 34,8 30,5 
  Poland // // // // // // 25,1 27,1 24,3 
  Portugal 21,9 19,8 13,8 12,3 10,7 12,8 12,0 10,3 11,7 
  Spain .. .. 21,2 19,7 19,6 19,7 20,8 21,4 19,3 
  Turkey 30,1 38,4 22,5 20,0 20,4 24,8 19,0 19,4 18,7 
  United 
Kingdom 

33,5 32,5 30,5 30,5 30,6 31,0 30,1 31,7 33,6 

  United States 34,5 35,5 33,6 32,5 32,7 33,2 35,1 38,7 40,1 

 
Source: NATO Press Release M-DPC-2 (2001) 156 
Financial and Economic Data Relating to NATO Defence, Defence Expenditures of NATO 
Countries (1980 - 2001), downloaded from http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2001/p01-156e.htm on 
14 November 2002 



International terrorism and European security 
 

PE 326.163 - 147 - 

 
Table 8: Armed forces - Annual average strength 

Country   1980 1985 1990 1995 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001e 

(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
Military  (thousand)  

  Belgium 108 107 106 47 45 43 42 42 41 
  Czech Rep.  // // // // // // 54 52 49 
  Denmark 33 29 31 27 25 25 27 24 25 
  France 575 563 550 504 475 449 421 395 367 
  Germany 490 495 545 352 335 333 331 319 307 
  Greece 186 201 201 213 206 202 204 205 211 
  Hungary // // // // // // 51 50 49 
  Italy 474 504 493 435 419 402 391 381 374 
Luxembourg 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

 Netherlands 107 103 104 67 57 55 54 52 52 

  Norway 40 36 51 38 33 33 33 32 31 
  Poland // // // // // // 187 191 178 
  Portugal 88 102 87 78 72 71 71 68 70 
  Spain 356 314 263 210 197 189 155 144 134 
  Turkey 717 814 769 805 828 788 789 793 795 
  United 
Kingdom 

330 334 308 233 218 218 218 218 219 

  NATO - 

Europe 

3504 3603 3510 3010 2912 2809 3029 2967 2903 

  Canada 82 83 87 70 61 60 60 59 59 
  United 
States 

2050 2244 2181 1620 1539 1505 1486 1483 1482 

  North 

America 

2132 2327 2268 1690 1600 1565 1546 1542 1541 

  NATO - 

Total 

5636 5930 5778 4700 4512 4375 4574 4509 4445 

 
Source: NATO Press Release M-DPC-2 (2001) 156 
Financial and Economic Data Relating to NATO Defence, Defence Expenditures of NATO 
Countries (1980 - 2001), downloaded from http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2001/p01-156e.htm on 
14 November 2002 
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Table 8 continued: Military and civilian personnel as % of labour force 

  Belgium 2,9 2,8 2,8 1,3 1,1 1,1 1,1 1,1 1,0 
  Czech Rep.  // // // // // // 1,4 1,4 1,4 
  Denmark 1,7 1,4 1,4 1,3 1,2 1,2 1,3 1,1 1,2 
  France 3,0 2,9 2,7 2,4 2,2 2,1 2,0 1,9 1,8 
  Germany 2,4 2,3 2,6 1,3 1,2 1,1 1,1 1,0 1,0 
  Greece 6,1 6,1 5,7 5,6 5,5 5,1 5,1 5,1 5,2 
  Hungary // // // // // // 1,6 1,6 1,4 
  Italy 2,4 2,5 2,4 2,2 2,1 1,9 1,9 1,8 1,8 
Luxembourg 0,9 0,9 0,9 0,9 0,9 0,9 0,9 0,8 0,8 
 Netherlands 2,5 2,4 2,1 1,4 1,1 1,1 1,0 1,0 1,0 
  Norway 2,6 2,3 2,9 2,3 1,9 1,8 1,8 1,8 1,8 
  Poland // // // // // // 1,5 1,5 1,4 
  Portugal 2,4 2,6 2,2 1,8 1,6 1,6 1,6 1,5 1,6 
  Spain 3,0 2,5 2,0 1,6 1,5 1,4 1,2 1,1 1,0 
  Turkey 4,3 4,6 4,0 3,9 4,0 3,8 3,6 3,8 3,9 
  United 
Kingdom 

2,2 1,9 1,7 1,3 1,2 1,2 1,1 1,1 1,1 

  NATO - 

Europe 

2,8 2,8 2,6 2,0 1,9 1,9 |      1,7 1,7 1,7 

  Canada 1,0 0,9 0,9 0,7 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,5 
  United 
States 

2,8 2,9 2,6 1,9 1,7 1,6 1,6 1,6 1,5 

  North 

America 

2,7 2,7 2,4 1,8 1,6 1,5 1,5 1,4 1,4 

  NATO - 

Total 

2,7 2,7 2,5 1,9 1,8 1,7 |      1,6 1,6 1,6 
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NOTES 

 
The meeting opened at 16.00 with Mr Holdsworth in the chair. The CHAIRMAN began by 
extending a particular welcome to the visiting experts and to the MEPs present. He then 
explained that the meeting was being held in connection with the study on 'International 
terrorism and European security', which was being prepared by the European Parliament's 
Directorate-General for Research at the request of the Committee of foreign affairs, human 
rights, common security and defence policy. Following this brief introduction, The CHAIRMAN 
invited General MORILLON and Mr von WOGAU to put forward their initial comments. 
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General MORILLON thanked the chair and thanked the experts for taking part in the meeting. 
He said that after the study had been prepared the Committee of foreign affairs, human rights, 
common security and defence policy would embark on an own-initiative report on European 
security and related issues, which was a sign of the importance accorded to the issue. He 
reminded the participants that although the events of 11 September had made the matter of 
dealing with terrorism more urgent, AFET had been aware of the risks before those attacks 
occurred. He said the study currently being prepared would be of interest to many: not only to 
AFET but also to the working group on common defence policy in the Convention on the Future 
of Europe. 
 
Mr VON WOGAU expressed thanks for the invitation and said he was personally interested in 
the study, having been involved in matters on the economic side of the issue of a common 
defence policy. He expressed concern with the fact that, at present, there was no common 
European market for defence equipment. He emphasised the importance of removing the existing 
barriers to trade for defence equipment and the need for common decision-making on the 
external arms trade. He stressed that the compatibility of defence equipment was also an 
important issue. If we were to send soldiers in to war, it was our responsibility that they should 
be supported by the best equipment. Turning to the specific role of the European Parliament, he 
noted that issues of war and peace usually required the involvement of democratically elected 
parliaments. These issues were at present in the hands of national parliaments, but as the scope 
of EU decision-making widened, he suggested, the role of the EP would become more important.  
 
The CHAIRMAN thanked General MORILLON and Mr VON WOGAU for their statements and 
then asked Mme Gnesotto to start off the discussion.  
 
Mme GNESOTTO recalled that in January 2002 she met Mr BROK, the chairman of the AFET 
Committee, to assure him that the services of the EU-ISS were not only for the "2nd pillar" of 
the EU, but also for other EU institutions including the EP. She had therefore welcomed the 
invitation to the present Experts' Meeting and thought it appropriate that the EU-ISS should be 
represented. 
 
Turning to the topic of the study, she said her impression of the draft outline was that it was 
comprehensive - and also ambitious given the time-scale. In terms of specific points, she offered 
the following ideas: 
 
• What is the strategic impact of terrorism? 
There is no longer a clear line between internal and external security, and in fact, the internal 
threat may be greater. The enemies are often living in our own societies.  
� Importance of this for the EU pillar structure. 
 
• Terrorism obliges us to think differently about security policy. When the actors were nation-

states, the main objective was to maintain a balance of power. Now we are dealing with 
actors who are not states and who are not territorially based or defined. Whereas the strategy 
used to be to avoid the element of surprise, this is no longer possible. The war against 
terrorism is an asymmetrical war. We cannot foresee when a threat will materialise. Surprise 
is now the law and it is not preventable. We also face adversaries with whom it is impossible 
to negotiate.  

 
• 9/11 may not have changed the world, but the event changed the US and the way that the US 

considers the EU. The greater the terrorist threat, the more the US will be engaged elsewhere. 
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We can expect the EU to be called on to do the peace-keeping - either where the US will not 
volunteer its services, or where the US has waged war and where the EU is left to do the 
follow-up work. 

 
• Civilian defence will have to be supported - the public demands it. There is scope for 

extending the CFSP defence cooperation. Perhaps the logical step would be to create a 
European FBI. 

 
Dr VON HIPPEL expressed her thanks for the invitation. She then described two projects that 
she was currently involved in:   
 
1. a project funded by the MacArthur Foundation investigating counter-terrorism initiatives 

taken by the European institutions; 
  
2. a project for the OECD Development Committee, focusing on the role of development 

agencies in the war against terrorism; many agencies were worried that funds would be 
shifted from aid to security. 

 
As concerns the study, Dr VON HIPPEL emphasised the following points: 
 
• The definition problem: how do countries view terrorism?  
� Some countries view themselves as targets; 
� Other countries see only US citizens and US assets as targets. 
 
• Since 9/11, the EU has put forward proposals in seven different areas, however most of the 

proposals were already in the pipeline prior to 9/11. The concern is whether these proposals 
are dealing with old type of terrorism. 

 
• The study draft outline may be too ambitious. 
 
The CHAIRMAN opened the debate to the floor, and a discussion followed on role of the EU 
and the EU-US relationship in which General MORILLON, Mme GNESOTTO and Mr VON 
WOGAU spoke. 
 
General MORILLON emphasised the following points: 
 
• The EU should not be reduced to a peace-keeping and reconstruction role. 
• The EU had to be ambitious for the US to accord it importance. 
• Agreement with the point by Mme Gnesotto that the protection of civilians was neglected 

during the Cold War and that much needed to be done in this area. 
 
In reply, Mme GNESOTTO made the following points: 
 
• It was not a question of 'reducing' the EU to peace-keeper: it would be an improvement if the 

EU were able to take on this task. 
• She agreed that the main preoccupation of the Member States had been the protection of their 

military forces. Now we must focus on the protection of civilians. 
• However, the EU does not have to do everything: the subsidiarity principle applied also in 

the field of military and defence 
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Mr VON WOGAU contributed with the following points: 
 
• We talk about being a partner to the US, but do we know what kind of partner we would 

want to be? We need to define our role. 
� Our ambitions are not global like those of the US. The EU can perhaps play a regional role, 

where, except for rescue missions, our involvement would be limited to the Balkans and 
perhaps North Africa. 

• We need to have a plan with definite objectives; Helsinki does not provide this. 
� We are not on track to fulfil the Petersberg tasks, not even for rescue operations, which is 

one of the lesser Petersberg tasks. 
 
Mr von Wogau expressed concern about the Rumsfeld plan - the NATO Rapid Response Force 
might rival the European Rapid Reaction Force and indeed be more developed. 
 
Mme GNESOTTO wound up this part of the discussion by making the point that the Americans 
in Pentagon were not of the same mind as Americans in NATO (who had vested interests in the 
importance of that organisation). She expressed doubts about the real nature of the US policy on 
NATO. She deemed it unlikely that US Delta forces would ever be put under NATO command. 
 
The CHAIRMAN then asked participants to return their focus to the issue of terrorism and 
invited Ms Szyszkowitz to comment on the study.  
 
Ms SZYSZKOWITZ stressed the need to specify the priorities of the study. She made the point 
that it might be useful to split the study into two parts, where one part deals with the analysis of 
technical counter-terrorism measures, and the other is concerned with the bigger political issue 
of the role of the EU in the world. 
 
Dr VON HIPPEL agreed that the study might be too long to be useful, and suggested that the 
focus could perhaps be on themes 2 ('Is international terrorism a matter for ESDP?'), 3 ('Does the 
terrorist threat illuminate the weaknesses of CFSP and ESDP?') and 11 ('Enhancing the role of 
the European Parliament'). Although she considered the other points important, she felt that they 
had perhaps been covered elsewhere and may not be the priority of the EP. 
 
Dr QUILLE added that it is important not to undermine the Petersburg tasks. In his view the 
focus of the EU should be on what it wants to be able to do, before it starts considering issues 
that it may never have the capacity to get involved in. 
 
General MORILLON addressed Theme 2: 'Is international terrorism a matter for ESDP?' He 
considered that it was primarily an internal question, and thus the responsibility of national 
parliaments. It involved civilian protection. The subsidiarity principle came into play here. He 
went on to take note of the Rumsfeld initiative concerning the NATO Rapid Response force 
idea. 
 
Mr VON WOGAU distinguished between the situation outside the EU's borders, and inside 
them. He referred to the Schengen agreement. He stressed the need for police cooperation at the 
EU's internal borders. He evoked the role of EUROPOL. 
 
Dr LINDSTRÖM took up the theme in the draft outline, 'How to network against the networks?' 
We were facing a new type of terrorism - which was brought out by the events of 9/11 but which 
had been in gestation for a long time. Terrorists now rely on organisational structures that are 
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qualitatively different from traditional hierarchical designs. They operate in networked cells 
trademarked by flatter decentralised designs. These cells or nodes can be arranged according to 
the tasks at hand, examples ranging from a chain network (information moving along a line of 
separated contacts) to all-channel networks (with every group connected to every other). The 
terrorists also use new technologies, down to public discussion boards on the Internet. He 
confirmed that it took a network of one's own to combat this type of network phenomenon. He 
also reminded us that Europe was vulnerable today as terrorist groups were already present. In 
fact, the organisation of the attacks in the US had largely taken place in Europe. 
 
Turning to ESDP, Dr LINDSTRÖM considered two questions. In the context of ESDP, would 
the EU ever consider a pre-emptive strike? What sort of a response could it make if called on: 
would it be a quick one? He recalled the lesson of Afghanistan. In a further point, he referred to 
the importance of compatibility and inter-operability. Lastly, he mentioned that RAND (through 
The RAND-St. Andrews Chronology of International Terrorism) keeps statistics on terrorist 
attacks since the late 1960s, showing that while the number of attacks have in fact decreased, 
they have become more lethal. In the Chronology, terrorism is defined by the nature of the act, 
not by the identity of the perpetrators or the nature of the cause 
 
The CHAIRMAN recalled the comparison of the network organisation to the many-headed 
Hydra: it was difficult to kill even if you succeeded in eliminating parts of it. The response to 
this threat, however, was often designed in the opposite way: for example, in terms of one large 
counter-terrorism entity. 
 
Mr GRESCH took up the question of pre-emptive strikes and their permissibility. The debate on 
terrorism in the AFET Committee meeting had shown the deepest divisions on this point, and 
would probably continue to do so. The question had remained unanswered since Kosovo. 
 
General MORILLON pointed out that the threat to civilians was not entirely new. In the Balkans, 
85% of victims had been civilians whereas the reverse had been true in WWI. Nevertheless, the 
new situation was not adequately covered by current international law. In the fight against 
terrorism, pre-emptive strikes may be necessary, but politicians needed guidelines. Although it 
was the politicians who remained responsible, they required conventions that could be invoked 
as legitimation in this kind of situation. He suggested that the responsible politician can and 
ought to do more than simply pass the matter up to the UN Security Council - which might not 
be able or willing to provide an answer.  
 
Mr VON WOGAU agreed with General Morillon, reiterating that politicians needed to know 
under what conditions we go to war, and under what conditions pre-emptive strikes are justified. 
 
Dr SCHMITT said it was probably not possible to provide an objective and scientific description 
of the criteria necessary to legitimise a pre-emptive strike. He added that, in the end, it all came 
down to politics.  
 
In the same vein, Dr. QUILLE added that no check-list could be provided to politicians. 
Acknowledging that politicians must sometimes make difficult decisions, he warned against 
setting a dangerous precedent with Iraq. He wondered whether the Iraqi threat was really new, 
and whether a pre-emptive strike was really necessary in Iraq. 
 
The CHAIRMAN then suggested that the term 'terrorism' might need to be disaggregated. 
Currently it described different phenomena, each requiring different responses/tools. 



International terrorism and European security 
 

PE 326.163 154 

 
Mr GRESCH reiterated the need to define terrorism. At present it was little more than a slogan, 
much as the Soviet threat once was. The study would be beneficial because it could help to 
provide the factual information needed to reach new political answers. He went on to ask the 
participants to bear in mind that terrorism was not the only threat to our societies. Until 1989, the 
prevailing threat to our societies had been clear, and the justification for the military budget 
implicit. Today there was still no commitment in Europe on the scale of economic means to be 
deployed. First the need had to be proven: were we under relative threat compared to the last 
century? If the answer was yes, then there was a need to develop answers. 
 
In a similar vein, Dr SCHMITT said that it would be difficult for all Western countries to react in 
an appropriate way to the “new” threat. According to him, the war in Afghanistan was probably 
an exception: Since there was a territory to occupy and a regime to overthrow, the use of 
traditional military means was possible. In the future, however, the possibility to use military 
forces will be rather limited, e.g. to undercover operations against terrorist cells. According to Dr 
Schmitt, this kind of operations will probably remain outside the scope of ESDP. Because of 
their very specific nature, they would, at least in the foreseeable future, rather be led by 
individual nations than by the EU. However, ESDP could help to stabilise regions in crisis, even 
beyond Europe’s immediate neighbourhood. This could be an important contribution to fight the 
root causes of terrorism. EU-member states should continue to focus their fight against terror on 
political and financial rather than military means. In this context, intelligence sharing would be 
particularly important. According to Dr Schmitt, the attempt to turn the fight against terror into a 
campaign against rogue states would simply illustrate the difficulties to adapt to the new nature 
of the threat.  
 
Mr GRESCH expressed a measure of agreement with Dr Schmitt, but would prefer to replace the 
term 'ESDP' with 'RRF' in what Dr SCHMITT had said, pointing out that the ESDP in fact had 
broader objectives. He referred to budgetary issues. 
 
Dr QUILLE agreed with Mr Gresch that the ESDP was more than a military tool. The focus of 
the ESDP could be to fight terrorism, but this would, in his opinion, be a mistake which would 
take the focus away from other tasks and which would create a dangerous legacy. Dr QUILLE 
added that the US had made mistakes during the Cold War in the name of anti-Communism and 
warned that this could happen again with counter-terrorism measures. 
 
Continuing on the role of the ESDP, Dr VON HIPPEL characterised three common arguments 
for strengthening the ESDP: 
1. to create a counter-balance to the US and to avert US unilateralism; 
2. the contention that a trans-national threat required a trans-national strategy in response, and 
3. the thesis that terrorism spills over into other areas, i.e. various types of organised crime. 
If ESDP were strengthened, she suggested, it could perhaps deal with all of these as part of a 
more holistic strategy. 
 
The CHAIRMAN then invited the participants to consider the last section of the study - the 
options for action. Noting that the issue of the military budget had been mentioned by Mr 
Gresch, the CHAIRMAN mentioned that, paradoxically, an underlying theme in the AFET 
committee debate on terrorism had been - in effect - whether the EU should enter into an arms 
race with the US. He suggested that if the EU were to be asked to increase its expenditure in 
order to close the capability gap with its No. 1 ally, then the EP, as magna pars of the budgetary 
authority of the EU, would have a crucial role to play in the resulting debate and decision. 
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Dr SCHMITT had the following suggestions for an EP action plan: 
• assess the threat; 
• coordinate activities (e.g. intelligence sharing); 
• scrutinise decision-making procedures; 
• reconsider the cross-pillar structure and ask whether coordination could be achieved with the 

current structure, when even federal states, such as Germany, had problems with 
coordination? 

 
Dr LINDSTRÖM stressed the importance of knowing what was already being done (cf. Dr von 
Hippel's project) by the EU, and by the individual Member States. While acknowledging that 
the EU might not be able to match US spending on military (one billion dollars a day), he 
suggested that it could perhaps increase the effectiveness of what it already had. As a practical 
tool, Dr LINDSTRÖM suggested creating a matrix of policy options, outlining different kinds 
of threats and a variation of response levels/options 
 
Dr QUILLE admitted that it was difficult to give specific recommendations as long as the focus 
of the study had not been clarified with precision. He nevertheless offered the following 
suggestions: 
• define terrorism; 
• outline possible measures; 
• clarify role of the ESDP; 
• find out what was being done and if activities could be co-ordinated; 
• speed up processes already taking place; 
• consider whether some of the Petersburg Tasks were complimentary. 
 
Dr SCHMITT put forward the last comment of the meeting, reminding everybody that we were 
dealing with a moving target. Recognising that much of the discussion had centred on the 
legitimacy of pre-emptive strikes, he suggested that if there were a war in Iraq then the focus 
would shift again. 
 
The CHAIRMAN thanked the experts and the Members of the European Parliament for their 
attendance. Their presence had been a sign of the significance that Parliament attached to the 
issue of international terrorism and European security. The CHAIRMAN added that further 
written comments from the participants would be welcome. Notes from the meeting would be 
drafted with a view to their being annexed to the study. Before that was done, however, the draft 
would be circulated to those who had taken part in the discussion for any comments. The 
CHAIRMAN closed the meeting at 18.30. 
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