
 

 

 

 

 

The Common Security and Defence Policy of the EU 

A Neo-Institutionalist Analysis of a Policy Field in Paralysis 

_____________________________________________ 
 

MASTER THESIS 
 

Author: Annika Nulle (891121-9486) 

Supervisor: Per Jansson 

ISRN-Number: LIU-IEI-FIL-A--14/01696--SE 

 

Department of Management and Engineering 

Division of Political Science 
 

 

Master of International and European Relations 

May 2014 



 

 

Linköping University Electronic Press 

 

Upphovsrätt 

Detta dokument hålls tillgängligt på Internet – eller dess framtida ersättare –från 

publiceringsdatum under förutsättning att inga extraordinära omständigheter uppstår. 

Tillgång till dokumentet innebär tillstånd för var och en att läsa, ladda ner, skriva ut 

enstaka kopior för enskilt bruk och att använda det oförändrat för ickekommersiell forskning 

och för undervisning. Överföring av upphovsrätten vid en senare tidpunkt kan inte upphäva 

detta tillstånd. All annan användning av dokumentet kräver upphovsmannens medgivande. 

För att garantera äktheten, säkerheten och tillgängligheten finns lösningar av teknisk och 

administrativ art. 

Upphovsmannens ideella rätt innefattar rätt att bli nämnd som upphovsman i den 

omfattning som god sed kräver vid användning av dokumentet på ovan beskrivna sätt samt 

skydd mot att dokumentet ändras eller presenteras i sådan form eller i sådant sammanhang 

som är kränkande för upphovsmannens litterära eller konstnärliga anseende eller egenart. 

För ytterligare information om Linköping University Electronic Press se förlagets hemsida 

http://www.ep.liu.se/ 

Copyright 

The publishers will keep this document online on the Internet – or its possible replacement –

from the date of publication barring exceptional circumstances. 

The online availability of the document implies permanent permission for anyone to read, 

to download, or to print out single copies for his/hers own use and to use it unchanged for 

non-commercial research and educational purpose. Subsequent transfers of copyright cannot 

revoke this permission. All other uses of the document are conditional upon the consent of the 

copyright owner. The publisher has taken technical and administrative measures to assure 

authenticity, security and accessibility. 

According to intellectual property law the author has the right to be mentioned when 

his/her work is accessed as described above and to be protected against infringement. 

For additional information about the Linköping University Electronic Press and its 

procedures for publication and for assurance of document integrity, please refer to its www 

home page: http://www.ep.liu.se/. 

 
 
 
 
 
© Annika Nulle. 

 

 

 

 

http://www.ep.liu.se/
http://www.ep.liu.se/


 

 

Abstract 
 

This research work aims at improving the overall understanding of the Common Security and 

Defence Policy of the European Union and its functioning against the background of an 

increasingly perceived state of paralysis the policy field is said to be in more than 15 years 

after its formal establishment. On a diagnosing basis it closely examines and systematically 

identifies the responsible factors of the policy field’s gridlock by setting up an analytical 

framework in order to study the policy field more closely. Through the application of three 

complementary neo-institutionalist approaches whose explanatory power has already proofed 

to be illuminating for other spheres of the European integration process it then provides 

explanations for the respective paralysing factors along the constituted analytical structure. 

The ultimate goal is thus to demonstrate that blaming the economic crisis for the prevalent 

stagnation in European security and defence cooperation is misleading and ignores much 

more fundamental problems the policy field is faced with. 

 

Keywords  

European Union; Common Security and Defence Policy; European foreign policy; EU crisis 

management; international security policies; New Institutionalism; institutionalist theory.  

 

Word Count: 25.002* 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

* Excluding footnotes, list of references and synoptical tables. 



 

 

Table of Contents 
 

 

1. Introduction ……………………………………..…………………..…………… 1 

1.1. The research interest and its relevance ...…………………………….. 3 

1.2. Thesis aim and research question ……………….…………………… 4 

1.3. Components of interest and contentual limitations ………………….. 6 
 

 

2. Methodological considerations ……..……..………..………………………….. 9 

2.1. Ontological and epistemological stance ...…………….……….……. 10 

2.2. Research strategy and method ………………......…………………... 11  

2.3. Research design ………………………………………………….….. 12 

2.4. Choice of research material …………………………………………. 14 

2.5. Limitations of research ………………………………………….…... 16 
 

 

3. Theoretical points of departure ……..………………………………………… 18 

3.1. The New Institutionalism ………….………………………………. 20 

3.1.1. Rational Choice Institutionalism …………………………… 23 

3.1.2. Sociological Institutionalism …………………………….…. 24 

3.1.3. Historical Institutionalism ……….………………………..... 26 

3.2. Operationalization – CSDP and neo-institutionalist theory …….… 28 

3.3. Theoretical limitations ……………………………………….…….. 30 
 

 

4. CSDP – A security and defence framework for the EU …….……………....…. 32 

4.1. Origins and historic overview ………………………………….….. 32 

4.2. Fundamental principles and conceptual framework ……….……… 34 

4.2.1. European Security Strategy ……………………………….. 36 

4.2.2. The Comprehensive Approach to EU external conflicts …. . 38 

4.3. Main objectives, tasks and capabilities ……………………………. 40 

4.3.1. Military sphere ……………………………………….……. 42 

4.3.2. Civilian sphere ……………………………………………. . 44 

4.3.3. CSDP missions and operations …………………………… 46 

 

 

 



 

 

4.4. Institutional settings and internal mechanisms …………….......….. 49 

4.4.1. Main actors ………………………………………………… 51 

4.4.2. Forms and mechanisms of cooperation ……………………. 56 

  4.5. Critique and perception of stagnation ……………………………… 58 
 

 

5. Derived analytical framework …………………………………………………. 60 

5.1. Political weakness ………………………………………………….. 61 

5.2. Strategic weakness …………………………………………………. 63 

5.3. Operational and capability deficits ………………………………… 66 

5.4. Interim conclusion …………………………………………………. 67 
 

 

6. The causes of CSDP paralysing factors – A neo-institutionalist analysis …….. 68 

6.1. Rational-individualist explanations ……………………………….. 68 

6.2. Historical legacies ………………………………………………….. 70 

6.3. Normative and cultural origins …………………………………….. 72 
 

 

7. Conclusions ……………………………..……..……………………………..…. 75 

7.1. CSDP – An EU policy falling victim to itself? ……….….………… 75 

7.2. European defence post-2014 – An institutional outlook ………..…. 76 

7.3. Final remarks and recommendations ……………………………….. 77 
 

 

8. Bibliography ………………...……….……………………………..……..……... 80 
 

 

9. Appendix: Synoptical tables …………………………….……………………… 92 

9.1. Main CSDP actors and institutional bodies ………………………… 92 

9.2. Threefold analytical framework for CSDP ……………………….… 93 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Abbreviations and Acronyms 
 

 

CDM  (European Union) Capabilities Development Mechanism  

CFSP  Common Foreign and Security Policy 

CIMIC Civil-Military Co-operation 

CIVCOM Committee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management 

CMCO Civil-Military Co-ordination 

CRT  Civilian Response Teams 

CSDP  Common Security and Defence Policy 

DITB  (European) Defence Industrial and Technological Base 

EC  European Commission 

ECSC  European Coal and Steel Community 

EDA  European Defence Agency 

EEAS  European External Actions Service 

ENP  European Neighbourhood Policy 

EP  European Parliament 

ES  European Studies 

ESS  European Security Strategy 

EU  European Union 

EUMC European Union Military Committee 

EUMS European Union Military Staff 

EUSR(s) EU Special Representative(s) 

HLGs Headline Goals 

HR  High Representative of the European Union for Foreign Affairs  

and Security Policy 

IR  International Relations 

LBT  Lisbon Treaty 

MS(s)  Member state(s) 

NATO  North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

OSCE  Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe 

PESCO Permanent Structured Cooperation 

PSC  Political and Security Committee 

TEU  Treaty on European Union (Lisbon Treaty) 



 

 

TFEU  Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union 

UK  United Kingdom 

UN  United Nations  

US  United States (of America) 

WEU  Western European Union 

 



1 

 

1 Introduction 
 

“European defence matters. […] it matters tremendously. 

It matters for the security of our citizens and our home countries, 

and to uphold our interests and values in the world.”
1
 
 

President of the European Council 

Herman Van Rompuy 

March 2013 

 

Security and defence matter! Such a statement has probably never been more difficult to 

communicate to the European public than in the current time of an on-going economic crisis 

that continues to determine great parts of the policy agenda of the European Union (EU). 

Meanwhile in its sixth year it is even this crisis that does not only control but greatly 

overshadows other important aspects of the European integration project whose functionality, 

effectiveness and contentual orientation are in need of a thorough validity check. For no other 

policy sphere does this hold more true than for the Common Foreign and Security Policy 

(CFSP), one of the youngest but likewise most hope- and value-laden policies: In the course 

of its relatively short history, it has evolved into a highly differentiated policy field that is 

dividing the minds of politicians, political experts and scientists as well as the European 

public in a way no other EU policy has and will probably ever do. Especially with regard to 

the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), one of CFSP’s major integral parts, the 

most sensitive elements of national foreign policy clash. The autonomous ability of the EU 

member states (MSs) to guarantee their territorial integrity and to defend their citizens lies at 

the heart of their remaining sovereignty which to a remarkable extent has been transferred to 

the European level in order to further promote and express their support for the European 

unification process.   

 

Foreign policy, regardless in which context and in which times, has always been a matter of 

great concern for not only nation states but also for every other actor operating in the 

international system and thus actively and regularly engaging with other stakeholders outside 

                                                           
1  Cf. European Council (2013a), “Defence in Europe: Pragmatically Forward” – Speech by President of the European 

Council Herman Van Rompuy at the annual conference of the European Defence Agency “European Defence Matters”, 

Brussels, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/136394.pdf, p. 1. 
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its own internal domain.
2
 More importantly, conducting relations with others has become 

almost, if not entirely, unavoidable in a globalized world that is defined by increasing 

interdependence in practically every field of cooperation. In order to have a determining 

influence on how the international system and the global society will be reshaped through 

these altering circumstances it is in the fundamental interest of every actor to convincingly 

present itself and ones ideas on the international stage. Simultaneously however, globalization 

must also be associated with the phenomenon of negative effects that, regardless of which 

kind, spread more broadly and rapidly and hence affect a wider range of actors. As a 

consequence also the character of security threats and challenges has undergone tremendous 

alteration
3
 resulting in the pressing need of adapting the existing internationally and nationally 

organized security structures and instruments. For the EU and its relatively new external 

policy dimension such a requirement holds even greater obstacles: Still contested foreign and 

security policy objectives of different MSs, paired with intergovernmental decision-making 

structures which in large parts find their expression in unanimity votes, make comprehensive 

and all-agreed change very difficult to achieve. 

 

Guided and motivated by these broader international developments and trends the purpose of 

this paper is to critically investigate, expose and categorize the EU’s difficulties of adapting to 

them. In order to do so in a scientifically sophisticated manner the explanatory power of neo-

institutionalist theory
4
 in the realm of European foreign and security policy will be examined. 

What shall be established in the very end is thus a fruitful contribution to the existing 

scientific discussions on the feasibility and future of a common approach to European 

security. 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
2  Jackson, Robert/Sørensen, Georg (2013), Foreign Policy, in: Jackson, Robert/Sørensen, Georg (eds.), Introduction to 

International Relations – Theories and Approaches, Fifth Edition, Oxford University Press, Oxford, p. 252. 
3  Jones, Ben (2013), Point of View: Time for Europe’s Leaders to Talk Strategy, Europe on the Strand – Online Blog, 

Jean Monnet Centre of Excellence, King’s College London, London, http://europeonthestrand.ideasoneurope.eu/2013/1 

0/27/point-of-view-time-for-europes-leaders-to-talk-strategy/#.UywN-4VuSlo. 
4  Please note that Neo-Institutionalism in the context of this paper is used as a synonym of the New Institutionalism with 

the term ‘neo’ indicating a reviewed version of institutionalism. Some authors dealing with institutionalist theory do 

use the term to refer explicitly to the modified version of structural realism by Keohane and Nye which is not the case 

for this research work. See for example: Spindler, Manuela (ed.) (2013), International Relations – A Self-Study Guide 

to Theory: Neoinstitutionalist theory, Barbara Budrich Opladen, Opladen, p. 145. 
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1.1 The research interest and its relevance 

In the constant search for sustainable but likewise effective ways of dealing with the rapidly 

changing international security environment and its diverse challenges of highly amorphous 

character, the EU is a comparably new contributor. Nevertheless, internal as well as external 

expectations have been high when CFSP was formally incorporated into the Maastricht Treaty 

in 1992 and become an official element of the EU’s institutional framework.
5
 Hence, it was 

not only demanded but widely expected that the EU would now be able to close what had 

been identified as a ‘capability-expectations gap’ relating to its growing economic strength in 

the world but not equally strong political weight on the international stage.
6
 Unfortunately, 

such visions and hopes have not become reality: Foreign policy has somewhat become a 

‘stepchild of EU integration’
7
 with its security and defence arm (CSDP) being ‘the stepchild’s 

stepchild’
8
. What we witness is a European policy sphere that even after fifteen years of 

action has not been able to significantly rise in the public’s as well as political estimations 

albeit being one of the most dynamic EU policy areas when it comes to concrete steps of 

progress and their consolidation in the EU framework.
9
 The great variety of institutional, 

operational and conceptual initiatives having been launched were however imperfect, reactive 

and based on ad-hoc decisions leaving the policy as such sliding down the priority list with 

every new impetus being given either too late, not sufficiently deliberated or too vaguely 

defined.
10

  

The latest amending treaty of Lisbon, even though trying to put new emphasis on a common 

and coherent European approach to foreign and security policy by both restructuring and thus 

                                                           
5  Lindstrom, Gustav (2012), The Development of CFSP and CSDP – European Integration: post World War II to CSDP, 

in: Rehrl, Jochen/Weisserth, Hans-Bernhard (eds.), Handbook on CSDP – The Common Security and Defence Policy 

of the European Union, Second Edition, European Security and Defence College, Vienna, 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/1823176/handbook_csdp-2nd-edition_web.pdf, p. 14 and Smith, Michael 

(2003), The framing of European foreign and security policy: towards a post-modern policy framework?, in: Journal of 

European Public Policy, Vol. 10 no. 4, p. 561. 
6  For further information and in-depth study see: Hill, Christopher (1993), The Capability-Expectations Gap, or 

Conceptualizing Europe’s International Role, in: Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 31 no. 3, pp. 305-328. 
7  Cf. Techau, Jan (2013b), What Makes a Successful Defence Summit?, in: Judy Dempsey’s Strategic Europe, Carnegie 

Europe, Brussels, http://carnegieeurope.eu/strategiceurope/?fa=53157. 
8  Cf. ibid. 
9  Teixeira, Nuno Severiano (2009), European defence: a future challenge, in: Vasconcelos de, Álvaro (ed.), What 

ambitions for European defence in 2020?, European Union Institute for Security Studies (EUISS), Paris, 

http://www.iss.europa.eu/uploads/media/What_ambitions_for_European_defence_in_2020.pdf, p. 137 f. 
10  Howorth, Jolyon (2013), The European Council on Security and Defence: asking tough questions, European 

Geostrategy – Geopolitics from a European Perspective, Online Magazine, http://www.europeangeostrategy.org/2013/1 

2/european-council-security-defence-asking-tough-questions/. 
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strengthening already existing CFSP components as well as by establishing new ones,
11

 has 

until know failed to significantly change this quandary. 

 

Against this backdrop and due to economic crisis management continuing to determine great 

parts of every day’s agenda action has been more than just slowed down on foreign security 

and defence issues under a common EU framework. Latest attempts to start an exclusive 

debate on the overall shape of CFSP and CSDP that reached the majority of both experts and 

public spheres trace all the way back to the publication of the European Security Strategy 

(ESS) in 2003 and thus more than a decade ago.  

Hence, with the decision to dedicate the European Council of last December to security and 

defence policy, for the first time since 2008, a long overdue impetus has been initiated.
12

  

 

In other words, both CFSP and CSDP have reached a critical point: Either a new but decisive 

push for progress is initiated, or the ongoing ignorance of the pressing need for reforms will 

very likely mean the total disappearance of the EU policy field. What is increasingly called 

for are fundamental debates on and evaluations of the current as well as future shape of EU 

foreign policy. In the light of recent events, doing so means thus to thoroughly investigate 

CSDP, the most contested but simultaneously most visible and crucial element of CFSP. 

 

Having situated the content of this paper into the broader context of international security 

policies and politics, the subsequent section will describe in detail what the following research 

work aims at. 

 

1.2 Thesis aim and research question 

The above outline of the increasingly distorted and paralysed EU foreign and security policy 

faced by a rapidly changing security environment does inevitably lead to the question on why 

the EU and its MSs have not been able to address this development. That is, one is to enter the 

search of reasons for the described lack of dynamics in EU foreign policy and especially 

                                                           
11  European Peacebuilding Liaison Office (2012), Common Foreign and Security Policy structures and instruments after 

the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty, EPLO Briefing Paper 1/2012, Brussels, http://www.eplo.org/assets/files/2.%2 

0Activities/Working%20Groups/CSDP/EPLO_Briefing_Paper_1-2012_CFSP_After_Lisbon.pdf, pp. 1, 3 and 5. 
12  Alongside this window of opportunity, the EU’s outer surrounding (altered strategic and security environment 

expressed through inter alia the United States (US) pivot to Asia, the upheavals in the Arab World and in the immediate 

Eastern neighbourhood (Ukraine) or new security threats like cyber-attacks) and major internal obstacles (most notably 

the intensified disunity of MSs over the launch of CSDP operations and the use of force once more unambiguously 

expressed in the context of the Libyan crisis) additionally stress the importance to fundamentally reconsider the shape 

of CFSP and CSDP. 
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CSDP. From this point onwards, two strands are to be identified: One the one hand there are 

causes that develop and originate from within the EU and its established foreign policy 

mechanisms while on the other they are a product of external forces and circumstances. Both 

dimensions have been the subject of thorough scientific investigation. Results and conclusions 

drawn have been different depending on the theoretical approaches applied or analytical 

perspectives taken.
13

 Nevertheless, the majority of conducted research applied a quite narrow 

focus and thus stressing only single or very specific aspects.
14

 Particularly, realist and 

rationalist inspired explanations have long dominated this domain by emphasizing and trying 

to explain particularly the why not of further EU foreign policy integration.
15

 

 

In the light of the current economic crisis new, mainly internal causes
16

 enter these kinds of 

periodically recurring discussions through which it seems ever more unlikely that progress 

and hence deeper integration of CSDP is still possible. In reaching this point, one is 

eventually caught between the calls and hopes for improvement on the one and predictions of 

the policy field’s total failure on the other end. 

In order to not be trapped in this field of tension, the primary objective of this paper is to 

overcome these improvement vs. failure discussions on CSDP. The focal point of scientific 

inquiry is thus brought to a more fundamental level from which it tries to understand the 

inherent nature of CSDP by emphasizing and categorizing the factors responsible for the 

perceived lack of dynamic. In other words, the following work leaves aside the typical why 

not questions and instead tries to systematize the, to a great extent already scientifically 

named, explaining factors (explanans) of these why not discussions to enhance our overall 

understanding of CSDP and its internal structures (explanandum). In doing so it offers a new 

and more elementary analytical framework for conducting research on EU security and 

defence policy on a diagnosing basis.
17

 

 

                                                           
13   For an overview see: Bono, Giovanna (2002), European Security and Defence Policy: theoretical approaches, the Nice 

Summit and hot issues ESDP Democracy Project - Bridging the Accountability Gap in European Security and Defence 

Policy, EU’s Research and Training Network (RNT), http://www.nassauer.org/CESD-PA/esdp02.pdf. 
14  Ibid., p. 8 f. 
15  See for example: Wagner, Wolfgang (2003), Why the EU’s common foreign and security policy will remain 

intergovernmental: a rationalist institutional choice of analysis of European crisis management policy, in: Journal of 

European Public Policy Vol. 10 no. 4, pp. 585 ff. or Menon, Anand (2011b), Power, Institutions and the CSDP: The 

Promise of Institutionalist Theory, in: Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 49 no. 1, p. 85. 
16  One may also speak of an economic layer of causes.  
17  This policy- rather than theory-oriented research aim will be further elaborated in the next chapter dealing explicitly 

with methodological questions of the present research project. See in particular subchapter 2.2 Research strategy and 

method, p. 11 f. 
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Accordingly, two main research questions will guide the subsequent work: First, what factors 

are responsible for the perceived paralysis of CSDP? And second, what are the causes and 

roots of these factors? 

The theoretical tools needed to build such a framework of analysis are deduced from neo-

institutionalist reasoning whose value as well as possible shortcomings will be elaborated in 

the later course of this paper. Especially for the determination of the causes and roots leading 

to a paralysed CSDP covered by the second research question Neo-Institutionalism serves as a 

stimulus for the set-up of the above mentioned analytical framework. 

 

A third, but complementary research question will guide the last part of the research project: 

In order to be able to adequately draw conclusions as well as provide recommendations for 

the future of CSDP on the basis of the created analytical framework, it is asked: What effects 

do the revealed factors of CSDP stalemate have for the policy field’s nature and its future? 

Here space for discussion concerning possible limits and the general feasibility of further 

CSDP integration is provided.  

 

To sum up and taking a leap ahead, by providing a more fundamental analytical framework 

for assessing the nature of CSDP this paper will develop the argument that the current 

pressures deriving from the continuing economic crisis are not primarily responsible for the 

newly perceived lack of dynamic in EU security and defence policy as scholars have already 

suggested.
18

 It rather postulates that there are more fundamental sources of CSDP gridlock 

that carefully need to be taken into consideration if one is to make well-founded predictions 

and recommendations on how the policy field can be effectively managed in the future.   

 

1.3 Components of interest and contentual limitations 

Since the spectrum of the EU’s external activities extends far beyond mere foreign and 

security policy related issues, including inter alia the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), 

foreign trade issues, development policy or the representation of the EU as an international 

entity in other international organizations like the United Nations (UN) or the North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization (NATO) a thorough examination of the entire EU external relations 

                                                           
18  As an example see: Youngs, Richard (2011), European foreign policy and the economic crisis: what impact and to 

respond?, FRIDE Working Paper No. 111, Fundación para las Relaciones Internacionales y el Diálogo Exterior 

(FRIDE), Madrid, http://www.fride.org/download/WP111_EU_foreign_policy_and_economic_crisis.pdf, especially pp. 

2-5. 
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sphere is neither possible nor intended. Accordingly and for the sake of clarity, a distinction 

must be drawn between EU external policies that make an implicit reference to security 

aspects (e.g. ENP) and those explicitly dealing with security concerns (CFSP and CSDP).  

 

As has already been indicated above, the focus of this paper will exclusively be on the latter 

dimension of EU external policies, more precisely CSDP. Like argued earlier, the reasons for 

choosing CSDP as the primary object of interest are multifaceted. Briefly revisited, CSDP 

increasingly faces a dilemma: Due to its sensitive nature for the sovereignty of the nation state 

both the attempts and results of EU MS cooperation on security and defence issues have up to 

now been limited. However, recent developments in international security policies are 

alarming and thus call for even greater efforts to further enhance CSDP integration as well as 

determining the EU’s future stand in international security policy characterized by an 

incipient American withdrawal. Therefore, if the EU does not want to lose its faintly 

consolidated stand as an international security actor the improvement of its security and 

defence components is essential. 

 

In the context of this dilemma, a detailed examination of the CSDP will focus on the 

circumstances of its establishment and further evolution, its underlying principles and the 

policy fields conceptual framework, CSDP’s main objectives, tasks and capabilities as well as 

its main actors and internal mechanisms constituting the policy fields output (chapter four). A 

final section of the respective chapter will then wind up the elaborations by outlining the main 

critique becoming discernible. Coping with this structured investigation requires different 

levels of analysis embracing the levels of policy, polity as well as politics.  

 

However, one aspect of CSDP will be excluded since its detailed consideration would lead to 

a perspective angle simply too broad for the limited space of this paper. The CSDP area in 

question concerns the EU attempts to develop and establish a European Defence Industrial 

and Technological Base (DITB) and ‘an open and transparent European defence equipment 

market’
19

 to secure the in many areas leading European position in an increasingly 

competitive defence market of global scale. Albeit the fact that these efforts and plans are 

                                                           
19  Cf. Andersson, Jan Joel (2013), Defence Industry and Technology – The base for a more capable Europe, in: Biscop, 

Sven/Whitman, Richard G. (eds.), The Routledge Handbook of European Security, Routledge Taylor & Francis Group, 

London, p. 105. 
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‘fundamental for underpinning European military capabilities’
20

, whose stand in CSDP will 

be explored in-depth in any case, their economic and political importance for the EU itself but 

also for its international actorness is hereby acknowledged but not further discussed.  

The reason for this is simple: As the reader will come across with over the course of this 

work, the basic attitude, or so to say ideology, underlying this work questions the adequacy 

and feasibility of improving hard power capabilities in general. Before considering and 

planning a common defence technology base as well as a common equipment market, the 

European actors responsible should first of all be sure about the actual added value such kind 

of instruments do still hold. In a changing international security and conflict environment that 

has more than once shown that military tools for conflict resolution do not lead to the 

promised success or at the very least to a significant level of improvement for the respective 

regions in conflict, there should and must be considerable doubt on their utility and usage. 

What is more, all this is not to mention the normative aspects the export of highly capable and 

competitive European defence equipment does entail given the EU’s international self-

portrayal as a civilian and non-military power. 

Therefore, by eliminating these important but too fundamental aspects from the field of 

inquiry a sharper focus on the primary object of study, the inherent nature of CSDP, is to be 

guaranteed.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
20  Cf. ibid. 
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2 Methodological considerations 
 

Before entering the theoretical as well as content-related parts of this paper that will later lead 

to the attempt of providing a new analytical framework for understanding and assessing the 

nature of CSDP it is inevitable to spell out the methodological thoughts underlying this work. 

This means taking a closer look at the basic principles of reasoning which determine and 

guide the foundation and acquisition of knowledge
21

 that will be presented and attained in the 

course of this work. Since social scientific research and the conclusions drawn from it are 

closely linked to the way of how the respective scholar conceives of reality and the social 

world, this preliminary step of outlining how and with which techniques the knowledge of 

this reality was acquired is of great importance for the actual research process.
22

 In other 

words, considerations like these loom large for both the researcher and the research project, 

since they unfold the often implicit assumptions about what constitutes the social world and 

how one is best to study it. Broadly speaking, the purpose of considering methodological 

aspect is to establish a ‘certain standard’
23

 that allows for a substantiated definition and 

judgement of what is to be studied.
24

 

 

Therefore, this chapter will dwell on the ‘technical’ tools applied to constitute this standard: 

For the specific context of this research project it will examine what generates the existence 

of reality and the knowledge of it (ontology) as well as how one is to know about its nature, 

its sources and its limits (epistemology).
25

 In a further step, the actual tools being applied in 

order to gain this knowledge are specified: That is to spell out the way and means by which 

theories or concepts initiated the research or were used, tested, refined or advanced during the 

course of it (research method).
26

 Included in this is an examination of the nature between 

theory and research in general (research strategy). 

                                                           
21  Knutsen, Torbjørn L./Moses, Jonathon Wayne (2012), Ways of knowing: competing methodologies and methods in 

social and political research, Second Edition, Palgrave Macmillan, Basingsstoke, p. 5. 
22  Bryman, Alan (2012), Social Research Methods, Fourth Edition, Oxford University Press, Oxford, p. 19 and Della 

Porta, Donatella/Keating, Michael (2008), Approaches and Methodologies in the Social Sciences – A Pluralist 

Perspective, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, p. 20 f. and p. 25. 
23  Cf. Callan, Theresa/Harrison, Lisa (2013), Key Research Concepts in Politics & International Relations, Sage 

Publications Ltd, London, p. 42. 
24  Ibid. 
25  Della Porta/Keating, pp. 21 ff. 
26  Ibid., p. 28 and Callan/Harrison, p. 80. 
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In a next step the focus will shift to the structural and procedural aspect of implementing the 

chosen tools (research design).
27

 Here, attention will also be given to possible criteria that can 

be employed for evaluating the respective research conducted.  

Finally, a separate subchapter will provide information on the choice of research material 

chosen for this paper, including a short discussion on possible shortcomings affiliated with it.  

 

2.1 Ontological and epistemological stance 

Both ontological as well as epistemological positions a researcher can take up when carrying 

out social scientific research are diverse. Since the scholar’s understanding of social reality is 

too often only implicitly recognizable when research is conducted
28

 this subchapter explicitly 

clarifies the philosophical stance underlying the present thesis and more particularly its 

chosen research design and methods which will be elucidated in the subsequent sections. On a 

spectrum ranging from a purely objective (positivist) towards a purely subjective (humanist) 

approach to conceive and study the social world the possibilities of devoting oneself to one or 

the other position is virtually unlimited.
29

 

 

Within the scope of this research project social scientific reasoning is grounded in the 

traditions of constructionism (as concerns ontology) and interpretivism (as regards 

epistemology), albeit none of the two positions is to be understood in extreme terms. Thus, I 

locate my stance as a social scientific scholar at the more subjective end of the described 

spectrum.  

Beginning with the ontological perspective, my inclination to a moderate version of 

constructionism assumes that social reality is in large parts generated and reshaped through 

social interaction. The role attributed to individuals or actors within this social world is thus 

an active one. Nevertheless, and as the term moderate already indicates, it is acknowledged 

that social reality can at least to some extent be studied in an objective way. Hence some 

social phenomena are to be considered as external or independent facts beyond the reach of 

the actors’ influence.
30

 

Building on these convictions, the epistemological tenor I hold and which is expressed in 

interpretivist terms further argues that the natural science model for the study of the social 

                                                           
27  Bryman, p. 45. 
28  Knutsen/Moses, p. 1. 
29  Della Porta/Keating, p. 23. 
30  Bryman, pp. 32 ff. 



11 

 

reality is inappropriate.
31

 In order to acquire acceptable knowledge and explore its real nature, 

sources and limits the scholar is obliged to make use of a greater variety of means than mere 

causal reasoning based on natural laws. Rather knowledge about social reality is to be 

understood in relation to the specific context in which it is accessed.
32

 Linked to this, the 

active role already attributed to the individual in ontological terms is revisited and built upon: 

As a ‘meaningful’ actor the individual’s actions are based on subjective perceptions of the 

social world which the scholar has to interpret in series in order to grasp a notion of social 

reality. Consequently, knowledge is never objective, since context shapes meaning and 

actions of the individual.
33 

 

In sum, in the context of this research project studying the social world, in either ontological 

or epistemological terms, is regarded as no straightforward process. Meaning, and thus 

knowledge, is socially constructed through constant social interaction and must therefore be 

interpreted with respect to the specific context in which it came about. However, it is 

acknowledged that a certain degree of generalization can and should be achieved in order to 

identify and classify greater trends of social phenomena. 

  

2.2 Research strategy and method 

Reflected in this understanding of social reality and the acquisition of knowledge is the choice 

of techniques and tools when conducting social research. This means exploring the way in 

which social scientific theories and concept in their role as research tools are integrated into 

the research process. 

 

In line with the outlined research aim of understanding the nature of CSDP through setting up 

an analytical framework that systematizes the policy field’s shortcomings, theory will deal as 

a tool to constitute this framework. With theory stimulating the research process and thus its 

findings
34

 the here followed approach to social research is a principally deductive one.
35

    

                                                           
31  Ibid., pp. 27 ff. 
32  Knutsen/Moses, p. 200 f. 
33  Ibid., p. 201 and Della Porta/Keating, p. 24 f. 
34  Bryman, p. 24 f. and p. 45 f. 
35  However, the inclination towards deductive reasoning is not to deny certain inductive elements that enter the process of 

reasoning at some points. This will in particular be the case when the analytical framework is constituted over the 

course of chapter five, since the development in itself can be thought of as an inductive process towards the 

establishment of a new theory-like, analytical tool to study the research object, namely CSDP. Additionally, a touch of 

inductiveness will be recognizable in theoretical considerations outlined in chapter three that evaluate the 

(un)suitability of different theoretical approaches towards the study of CSDP. 
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This orientation towards social research is further expressed in qualitative terms. Hence, it 

‘emphasizes words rather than quantification in the collection and analysis of data‘
36

. More 

importantly, the qualitative research conducted in this paper aims at providing detailed 

descriptions and explanations that require the scholar to empathize with the object (or 

persons) being studied in order to interpret events or changes (thereby following the above 

outlined interpretivist epistemology).
37

 In other words, what I strive for is an in-depth 

examination of the nature and functioning of CSDP based on interpretive analysis of mainly 

written primary and secondary sources. 

 

However, two particularities are to be recognized: First, and deviating from the generally 

stressed dichotomy of qualitative versus quantitative research strategies as concerns their 

inherent differences with regard to inductive and deductive reasoning, this research work 

employs qualitative research mainly in the manner of the latter and thus is going to test 

existing, but operationalized theories already over the course of the research process.
38

 

Second but closely connected to this, both the presentation of the analytical framework and 

the testing of the operationalized theories on the basis of it are carried out at a quite late stage 

of the present research work. This somewhat unusual approach for in particular the set-up of 

an analytical framework as concerns typical chronological, methodical steps in political 

research is due to the effort to arrive at a framework for analysis that rests upon empirical and 

theoretical considerations dwelled on beforehand. Moreover, the respective research order 

must be seen as a consequence of the three research questions through which the research goal 

is aimed to be achieved. Hence, the systematization of the paralysing factors of CSDP will be 

accomplished through the set-up of the analytical framework in chapter five while the 

following explanation of the roots and causes of these categorized factors will be provided 

through neo-institutionalist reasoning in chapter six.    

 

2.3 Research design 

Within the realm of qualitative research methods the structural and procedural framework 

being chosen to collect and analyse scientifically applicable data and thus execute the actual 

research is the case study. Among a great variety of qualitative research designs it constitutes 

the most suitable framework for addressing the research questions and aim of this paper. 

                                                           
36  Cf. ibid., p. 380. 
37  Callan/Harrison, pp. 166 ff. 
38  Bryman, p. 35 f. and p. 387. 



13 

 

Being generally defined as a ‘detailed and intensive analysis’
39

 of a specific situation or 

process it allows for a comprehensive and in-depth study of the object of interest, namely 

CSDP, its structure, actors and policy contents. With CSDP embodying the focus of interest 

in its own right it is thus particularly well-suited for a more or less autonomous but distinct 

treatment within international security studies.
40

 Furthermore, and worth mentioning in this 

context, is the fact that case studies as such have already proven successful in the realm of 

international security and hence are likewise expected to do so with regard to European 

security issues and policies.
41

  

 

Since the great variety of case studies and their differences in key characteristics and practical 

approaches to analysis can lead to confusion regarding the ultimate purpose of the research 

design in question it is necessary to define more closely which type of case study was chosen 

for this research project.  

Classification is made along two lines, the first corresponding to the attributes of the object of 

interest and the second pointing to the social scientific purpose that is wanted to be achieved 

through the use of a case study design. 

 

Starting with the former, CSDP represents an extreme or unique case study. Following the 

distinction by Yin who identifies five types of case studies a unique case adverts to the rarity 

of the object or setting of interest.
42

 In international security studies CSDP clearly represents 

such uniqueness. Albeit organized in an intergovernmental manner and thus similar to other 

international organizations that are concerned with security and defence issues, CSDP seen as 

the so far unique attempt to supranationalize such policy areas constitutes a case worth 

analysing. Another classification in this domain refers to the units of analysis taken into 

consideration throughout the analysis. Since attention will not only be given to the overall 

European level, but also to subunits like the EU MSs  or other established CSDP institutions 

that act within the policy sphere we may also speak of an embedded case study type as 

opposed to a holistic one with only one, more abstract unit of analysis.
43

  

                                                           
39  Cf. ibid., p. 66. 
40  Ibid., p. 68 f. and Della Porta/Keating, p. 227 f.  
41  See for example: Kacowicz, Arie M. (2004), Case Study Methods in International Security Studies, in: Nahmias-

Wolinsky, Yael/Sprinz, Detlef F. (eds.), Models, Numbers and Cases: Methods for Studying International Relations, 

University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor, pp. 107-125.  
42  Yin, Robert K. (2009), Case Study Research: Design and Methods, Fourth Edition, Sage Publications, Los Angeles, p. 

47. 
43  Yin, pp. 50 ff. 
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In line with the general methodological position being taken, the second, purpose-conjugated 

categorization complies with an interpretative case study type. As such it ‘uses theoretical 

frameworks to provide an explanation of particular cases’
44

 and hence aligns with the 

primarily deductive way of reasoning. Moreover, there is an endeavour for a certain degree of 

generalization to the case as such.
45

  

Another parameter of the case study necessary to be defined is its temporal scope. As already 

implicitly signified in former sections dealing with the research interest and the research 

question, the time period focused on will encompass the entire phase of CSDP’s existence as 

a formal, integral part of CFSP in 1998. In order to fully understand the policy field and 

develop an analytical framework for it, considering its entire evolution process is inevitable. 

This simultaneously signifies the emphasis on processes, typical for qualitative research. 

Therefore we may also speak of a ‘processual account’
46

 towards the object of interest that is 

deployed through the examination and interpretation of qualitative data in form of written 

documents or sources. 

All in all, CSDP in methodological terms should thus be considered as a specific and so far 

hard to compare policy process studied over a long period of time. 

 

Finishing this section, a few words should be spent on the coding approach to the qualitative 

content analysis being carried out in form of a case study. In accordance with the used and 

collected research material which will be exemplified in the following, the framework for the 

in-depth examination of data can best be described as a mixture of thematic and secondary 

analysis. Secondary and primary sources are closely scrutinized and interpreted by looking 

for similarities and differences in the contentual focus of documents, already existing 

categories and concepts as well as for repetitions, missing data content and special linguistic 

aspects or expressions.
47

    

 

2.4 Choice of research material 

Albeit inextricably linked with the two former subchapters, the choice of the research material 

is provided an extra section within this paper. For the sake of clarity and in order to improve 

the general understanding of CSDP as an object or field of social scientific inquiry it is 

                                                           
44  Cf. Della Porta/Keating, p. 227. 
45  Knutsen/Moses, p. 136. 
46  Cf. Bryman, p. 402 f. 
47  Ibid., p. 557, pp. 578 ff. and pp. 586 ff. 
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important to take a closer look on how the topic is scientifically communicated in European 

and international studies. What is more, in this way it is possible to get an idea of the kind of 

academic sources and documents that were analysed and interpreted and thus influenced the 

findings of this paper. 

  

Since the formal establishment of CSDP in 1998 the academic literature dealing with this 

comparably new EU policy field has steadily increased in both quantity and scope. The now 

existing quite vast bulk of literature provides this study with a profound basis for analysis. 

Nevertheless, taking into consideration all areas dealt with over the years is almost 

impossible. Space constraints as well as a too broad focus are compelling reasons not to do so. 

Consequently, the research material used does not claim to cover the entirety of all schools of 

thoughts or aspects ever captured in the realm of CSDP, it rather tries to thoroughly cover 

different types and formats of sources representing different focal points, academic positions 

and perspectives on the topic. The fair balance emerging from this should then provide a 

realistic but well-focused basis for further investigation and interpretation. 

 

In line with this, data is drawn from both primary and secondary sources. As regards the 

former, crucial official EU documents, press releases and statements are covered. 

Additionally, edited volumes and monographies most commonly exploring and describing 

CSDP internal structures lay the ground for the secondary analysis. Articles and essays of 

peer reviewed journals dealing with CSDP and related questions relevant to the ones pointed 

out in this paper complement the data pool. In many cases they do represent a more up-to-date 

picture especially with regard to new, emerging international security concerns calling for 

solutions in which CSDP as an EU security instrument is increasingly demanded as a 

contributor.  

Due to the renewed actuality and thus relevance of the topic great importance is also given to 

the scientific products of foreign policy think tanks or institutes. The number of such expert 

organisations has considerably increased over the last decades after the Second World War. 

Since then they have found their way into the foreign policy process of many countries and 

their influence and expertise in foreign policy advice is widely recognized, a somewhat 

unique development compared to other policy spheres. Therefore, their ‘output’ is of great 

significance. Alongside written formats like policy briefs, essays or longer research papers 

they also include daily or weekly online blocks and commentaries. As such they are 
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considered highly valuable since they cover current developments and events by assessing 

them on an expert level and in a highly focused way. However, what needs to be taken into 

account is that some of these expert think tanks have the status of annex to government bodies 

and can as such at least partly be controlled or directed in their research by the respective 

states.
48

 

 

2.5 Limitations of research 

Finally, there are a few words to be said on the limitations of the research being conducted in 

this paper. Since it was acknowledged at the outset of this chapter that an entirely objective 

and thus indisputable social research is neither intended nor deemed possible, it is inevitable 

to point to the possible weaknesses this research work can be confronted with.  

Considering that certain restrictions have already been pointed at throughout the previous 

sections focus will now concentrate on some broader but albeit equally important 

shortcomings associated with qualitative research and the use of case study methods in 

general. 

 

First and foremost, one needs to be aware of a certain degree of subjectivity deriving from 

this project. Second, a lack of transparency concerning the way of exactly how data 

interpretation was carried out can be perceived. Both effects can however be limited by 

pointing at the influence of norms and values on different stages of the process of social 

research.
49

 Hence, by acknowledging that no social research can take place in a moral 

vacuum, awareness should be raised for my personal opinion and inherent ethical attitude 

towards the broader subject matter of interest.
50

 

Additionally, the difficulty to replicate the scientific work being done can be traced back to 

these aspects. 

 

With regard to the case study method additional criticism can be expressed. Even though it is 

open to dispute whether such a method yields limited results
51

 the existing criteria to evaluate 

these results are somewhat vague. Compared to quantitative research where the three main 

                                                           
48  Jackson/Sørensen, pp. 269 ff. 
49  Bryman, p. 39 f. and Della Porta/Keating, p. 31. 
50  For the central moral assumption or ideology underlying this research work see subchapter 1.3 Components of interest 

and contentual limitations, especially p. 8. 
51  Knutsen/Moses, p. 133. 
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measurement criteria of reliability, replication and validity are generally accepted, the 

assessment of qualitative case study work is often downplayed.  

Therefore, what I have tried throughout this chapter was to give a detailed description on all 

methodological aspects that underpin my research. One may see this as a kind of 

compensation through which the consistency of methods and the research design (reliability) 

has been illustrated, the extent to which it aims to be repeatable (replication) has been 

assessed and the integrity of its conclusion as concerns both causality of arguments and 

generalization (internal and external validity) has been touched upon. Beyond that it has 

likewise been facilitated to apply alternative evaluation criteria for qualitative research, 

mainly the overall trustworthiness and authenticity of the research being conducted.
52

 

 

Provided with the methodological setting resulting from these comprehensive explanations it 

is now possible to enter the more substantive part of this paper, namely the theoretical 

considerations and respective operationalization that will help to provide the analytical 

ground for the detailed analysis of CSDP in order to better understand its nature and 

perceived lack of dynamics. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
52  Bryman, pp. 46 ff. and pp. 389 ff. 
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3 Theoretical points of departure 
 

European Studies (ES) and International Relations (IR) scholars have not grown tired of 

trying to explain EU MS cooperation and integration in the field of security and defence 

policies. Nevertheless, and due to the sensitive nature of these two policy domains such 

efforts have only led to limited results. The made attempts of European security cooperation 

remain an obstacle for the explanatory power of established theoretical schools in both IR and 

ES.
53

 More importantly, the ongoing propensity for realist-inspired explanations emphasizing 

the either missed or failed opportunities of deeper European security integration broadly 

neglects the already existing institutional settings within the policy field of CSDP. 

Additionally, by equating EU foreign policy action and its rise with that of national foreign 

policy it undermines the much more complex character of foreign policy-making in the EU 

framework.  

This, in my opinion inadequate approach to and dealing with CSDP can be illustrated by one 

central tension that becomes apparent in both theoretical and empirical terms: While on the 

one hand it is argued that states strongly insist on their full sovereignty in core policy areas 

like defence, still other central realist arguments concurrently stress the MS endeavour of 

collectively balancing power against external actors or threats. As for the empirical part, the 

latter theoretically derived assumption has at least until now proven to be in large parts 

incorrect.
54

 Besides, it is quite unlikely that this will change in the foreseeable future.
55

 

 

With that being said it is not only helpful but necessary to shed another theoretical light on 

this relatively young EU policy field in order to better understand its nature and workings. 

Here, the theoretical strand of the New Institutionalism provides a more profound and 

differentiated basis. Stemming from the institutionalist tradition of the social sciences it 

highlights and closely examines the internal factors that influence the construction of 

(political) institutions and the way they shape human behaviour. Thus, institutions are 

                                                           
53  Karp, Aron/Karp, Regina (2013), European Security: Just Getting Started, Again?, in: Contemporary Security Policy, 

Vol. 34 no. 2, p. 350. 
54  Menon (2011b), p. 92 f. 
55  Even more paradoxical in this line of argumentation is the fact that the collective balance of power against the EU’s 

external environment and in order to improve its position internationally is one of the most ambitious theoretical claims 

ever being made with regard to CSDP. 
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conceived of as the accumulation of already existing rules, norms or procedures that 

determine political outcomes while being relatively independent from outside influences.
56

 

 

When thinking of CSDP as an ‘institutionalized attempt’
57

 of the EU MSs to pool parts of 

their security and defence resources, the benefit of institutionalist approaches as a framework 

for scientific explanation and interpretation becomes apparent: By investigating the 

endogenous circumstances, conditions and settings that determine the establishment of 

institutional structures one is to gain a much more profound inside into the nature and 

working of CSDP than provided by mere rationalist reasoning of realist approaches or 

theories that limit their focus to self-seeking behaviour of individual actors (here states) and 

bound the space and desirability for the establishment or further development of institutions. 

 

Therefore, the aim of this chapter is to introduce the New Institutionalism as an alternative 

and more sophisticated theoretical tool for the study of CSDP. More precisely, it will enable 

the present research project with a promising theoretical tool to address its research aim of 

both emphasizing and systematizing the factors responsible for the perceived lack of CSDP’s 

dynamic and thus improve our overall understanding of the policy field’s inherent nature. As 

will become evident throughout the following sections it will not only contribute to our 

understanding of how the policy field developed over time, but also how the respective 

policies have been shaped and influenced by both MS power games and already established 

norms and values. Furthermore, it will help to reveal deficient elements and their 

consequences for the future of the CSDP. 

 

However, before we reach this point, it is necessary to take a closer look at the origins of the 

New Institutionalism that to a great extent predefined its fundamental building blocks. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
56  March, James G./Olsen, Johan P. (2006), Elaborating the “New Institutionalism”, in: Binder, Sarah A./Rhodes, Rod 

A.W./Rockman, Bert A. (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Political Institutions, Oxford University Press, New York, p. 

4 and Spindler, p. 142.  
57  Cf. Menon (2011b), p. 83. 
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3.1 The New Institutionalism  

The New Institutionalism in political science is the latest product of a long institutionalist 

tradition that influenced and helped forming the social sciences from its beginning. As such it 

can be regarded as the most influential theoretical tradition or even ‘historic heart’
58

 of the 

social scientific discipline. As already indicated in the prefix of its wording, it developed in 

response to the original or old institutionalism that determined political thinking from the late 

nineteenth to the middle of the twentieth century. This original strand of institutionalism was 

commonly characterized of being atheoretical and descriptive while focusing in large parts 

and in a comparative manner on formal institutions
59

 of states.
60

 

 

Against this backdrop it becomes clear, with what kind of criticism the described prototype of 

traditional institutionalism was commonly faced. First and foremost, communicating an 

understanding of institutions that is merely associated with formal structures of state and their 

governments it was not only criticised for its narrow focus and restricted grasp on what 

constitutes an institution, but also for its purely descriptive approach that left no room for 

reflecting on findings. Second, empirical observation of increasingly differentiated 

government structures in form of networks and changing coalitions after the Second World 

War revealed the limited field of application the old institutionalism was able to provide.
61

 

 

With the so called behavioural and rational revolutions starting in the late 1950s a phase of 

transition towards a more open approach was heralded. Scholars began to fundamentally 

rethink their approach to political science in general and opened their view to non-formal 

aspects that were able to shape and influence political behaviour. In their extreme forms they 

went even so far as to negate the influence of formal, governmental institutions on political 

outcomes and focused instead on external inputs, mainly the ones of the society into the 

political system. The latter’s actual shape and processes were deemed in large parts irrelevant.  

                                                           
58  Cf. Lowndes, Vivien/Roberts, Mark (2013), Why Institutions Matter – The New Institutionalism in Political Science, 

Palgrave Macmillan, New York, p. 23.  
59  Spindler, pp. 142-145 and Peters, B. Guy (2012), Institutional Theory in the Political Science – The New 

Institutionalism, Third Edition, The Continuum International Publishing Group, New York, pp. 1-6. 
60  More precisely, and following the characterization of Peters, five features are most commonly attributed to the 

traditional version of institutionalism: It is said to be legalist (law is seen as the framework for social interaction and as 

the crucial element of governments to influence the behaviour of their citizens), structuralist (structure determines 

political behaviour and thus action), holist (entire systems rather than individual aspects of institutional settings are 

examined and compared), historicist (the historical development of an institutions plays a major role for its future 

functioning) and normative (consideration of normative concepts like good government are a main part of institutional 

analysis). See Peters, pp. 6-11. 
61  Lowndes/Roberts, pp. 24 ff. 
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However, various criticism and internal disagreement of what really constitutes their core, 

here too, led both strands to modify as well as moderate their theoretical ambitions. Especially 

with regard to rational choice theory these adjustments have brought the focus of scientific 

attention back into the direction of institutionalist inspired thinking.
62

 

In the late 1980s these developments finally culminated into the ‘successful counter-

reformation’
63

 of institutionalism into the broader domain of political theory. The ground-

breaking work of March and Olsen marks the official starting point of the New 

Institutionalism. In their article of 1984
64

 they established what later became known as the 

normative version of the New Institutionalism. While emphasizing the need to reconsider 

some basic features of the old institutionalism they pointed to the ‘interdependence between 

relatively autonomous social and political institutions’
65

 and thus notably emancipated the 

depending relationship of polity from society. Simply put, institutions in themselves are 

thought to have a decisive impact on shaping political behaviours. As a consequence, and in 

contrast to traditional institutionalist reasoning, the relationship between society and politics 

in general is described as being reciprocal and interdependent with politics shaping society 

just as well as vice versa.  

Furthermore, and in response to the critique of limited scope the traditional institutionalist 

school had incurred, the New Institutionalism is not seen as a fixed or even grand theory, but 

rather as an approach or middle-range theory to study politics that is constantly evolving and 

consequently carries with it a certain amount of inconsistencies.
66

 

 

With the further development and solidification of these basic assumptions, different neo-

institutionalist strands, each with its own understanding of what defines institutions and how 

they influence political and societal outcomes, emerged.
67

 Up to now, the different 

interpretations of March and Olsen’s original thoughts led to the identification of up to nine 

different variants.
68

  

                                                           
62  Ibid., p. 26 f.; March/Olsen (2006), p. 5 f. and Peters, pp. 12-16. 
63  Cf. Peters, p. 1. 
64  For greater detail see: March, James G./Olsen, Johan P. (1984), The New Institutionalism: Organizational Factors in 

Political Life, American Political Science Review, Vol. 78 no. 3, pp. 738-749; as well as the more comprehensive 

elaboration of the New Institutionalism in their book: March, James G./Olsen, Johan P. (1989), Rediscovering 

Institutions: The Organizational Basis of Politics, Free Press, New York. 
65  Cf. March/Olsen (1984), p. 738 f. 
66  Ibid., p. 742, p. 747; Lowndes/Roberts, p. 27 f., p. 40 and Peters, p. 18, p. 25. 
67  Hall, Peter A./Taylor, Rosemary C. R. (1996), Political Science and the Three Institutionalisms, in: Political Studies, 

Vol. 44 no. 5, p. 936. 
68  For a more detailed overview, including suggestions for further reading, see: Lowndes/Roberts, p. 31. 
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Albeit their respective differences their interconnectedness cannot be neglected. All together 

they share at least three main features that simultaneously separate them from the traditional 

school of institutionalism: First, they take into consideration both formal and informal aspects 

being able to shape political behaviour. Second, they do not see institutions as the 

unimpeachable measurement of all things but rather take a critical view on how they 

transform and reissue external as well as internal influences in form of values or power 

struggles. Third and already indicated in March and Olsen’s work, they regard the 

relationship between society and institutions as interdependent.
69

 

 

Nevertheless, not all variants were and are considered equally important and are thus equally 

frequent applied. Hence, the threefold distinction by Hall and Taylor established itself as the 

most common and most often applied schema when conducting neo-institutionalist research. 

The three dominating strands identified in their article are the rational-choice version, the 

sociological variant and the historical approach.  

Albeit having the same institutional interest, namely ‘how to construe the relationship 

between institutions and behaviour and how to explain the process whereby institutions 

originate or change’
70

, they reveal a fundamental difference in the way of how they 

characterize the nature of individuals or actors that are both shaping as well as being shaped 

by institutions. Notwithstanding this disparity, it has increasingly become acknowledged that 

the three variants are best applied when being considered as complementing, rather than 

exclusive, versions.
71

  

 

If one is now to draw a line back to starting point if this chapter, it is exactly due to this 

complementary understanding of the three different strands of the New Institutionalism that 

they have been chosen as the theoretical framework for the detailed case study of CSDP. 

Their emphasis on different aspects as concerns the establishment and change of institutions 

provides this study with a comprehensive theoretical ground in order to gain a detailed and 

well-balanced insight into CSDP, its nature, origins and change over time which again will 

serve the overall research purpose of this paper.
72

 

                                                           
69  Ibid., pp. 28 ff. 
70  Cf. Hall/Taylor, p. 937. 
71  Ibid., pp. 955 ff. 
72  However, this is not to neglect the likewise explanatory benefit of other neo-institutionalist strands for the in-depth 

study of CSDP. Here the discursive strand is to be named explicitly: Representing one of the latest and hence newest 

additions to the New Institutionalism it emphasizes the role of ideas, their influence on institutions and the way they are 
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Hence, the subsequent sections will further elaborate on the three different strands and 

operationalize them for the use in the wider context of EU foreign policy integration.  

 

3.1.1 Rational Choice Institutionalism 

The first variant of the New Institutionalism to be outlined is the rational choice approach. 

Being an institutionalist strand that derived from the above mentioned rationalist revolution in 

the social and political sciences it emphasizes utility maximization as the primary objective 

for the establishment of or acting within institutional structures.  

Individuals are described as rational actors having a fixed set of preferences which they try to 

channel through institutional mechanism only in cases and situation where going it alone 

would not lead to the desired results. What is more, on the way to achieve these results, 

institutions serve as a means of minimizing transaction costs for the individual state. Given 

the calculating behaviour of actors one may also speak of institutions providing a place or 

arena for strategic interaction within which actors are able to explore the limits of the 

respective aims they strive for. Even more important, the result of this strategic battle 

determines the political outcome of the respective institution. 

In the worst case, such a directly interacting process of strategic weighing of interests can 

result in a collective action dilemma constituting an outcome that is suboptimal for all 

participants.
73

 

 

A more sophisticated and open-minded understanding of institutions within the rationalist 

school of the New Institutionalism sees them as much more developed in the sense that they 

are described as an ‘aggregation of rules’
74

 that actors do agree upon and promise to follow 

when they engage in the respective institutional setting. Nevertheless, this normative inspired 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
communicated within existing institutional structures or in advance to the establishment of them. As will become 

apparent over the further course of this chapter, by emphasizing ideas it shares an important element with the historical 

neo-institutionalist strand. Moreover, its positive attitude towards institutional change is common with sociological 

assumptions also to be further described in this chapter.  

Based on these selective similarities, I have however chosen to exclude the discursive variant from greater 

considerations and consequently theoretical application. Not only do space constraints prevent me from doing so; I also 

think that this new strand as such should first of all be considered as a mixed composition of already longer established 

neo-institutionalist strands and thus in its existence simply incarnates the thought of their complementary use. 

Nevertheless, I do not oppose the opportunity that once greater solidified in the New Institutionalism it can further add 

value to it. Moreover, and with regard to CSDP or the study of the EU in general, discourse will remain an important 

element of understanding EU workings and mechanisms.  

For more detailed elaborations on the discursive neo-institutionalist strand and critique brought forward to it see inter 

alia: Peters, pp. 112-126 (and explicitly p. 124 f.) and Schmidt, Vivien A. (2010), Taking ideas and discourse seriously: 

explaining change through discursive institutionalism as the fourth ‘new institutionalism’, in: European Political 

Science Review, Vol. 2 no. 1, pp. 1-25.  
73  Ibid., p. 944 f. and Peters, p. 48 f. 
74  Cf. Peters, p. 52. 
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definition does not exclude egoistic behaviour since already the agreement on such rules for 

interaction is motivated by well-calculated benefits one is to draw from it. Hence, institutional 

binding is seen as a strategic act to constrain other actors.
75

 

 

Taking a closer look at the formation of institutions the precondition for their establishment is 

a logical need for their existence. Additionally, and given the illustrations above, institutions 

do not arise spontaneously but are the product of a bargaining process at the end of which the 

included norms more or less represent the relative power-relations of the participating parties. 

Along with these assumptions, conclusions can be drawn as regards the probability and 

feasibility of institutional change: If it is desired at all it rather represents a separate or single 

occurrence than the result of long-term process of adjustment or broad consensus.
76

 

 

As becomes apparent, the Rational Choice Institutionalism constitutes a quite rigid approach 

characterized by relatively predictable actor behaviour and a restricted view on politics. 

Individual actors and their interests are seen as the primary forces in both institutional 

formation and change and hence limit the influential power of institutions themselves to a 

minimum.  

 

3.1.2 Sociological Institutionalism 

In contrast to this, the sociological strand lies at the other end of the neo-institutionalist 

spectrum ranging from an economist, individualistic take on institutional theory on the one 

end to a sociologically, normatively motivated association on the other. In the main, its 

approach to the study of institutions is much broader than all its other counterparts since it 

borrows a great majority of its thoughts from the in itself independent discipline of sociology 

and thus enriches the institutional school of political science with an important mindset that is 

able to close remaining explanatory gaps as concerns the phenomenon of institutional 

change.
77

 

 

                                                           
75  Ikenberry, G. John (1998), Institutions, Strategic Restraint and the Persistence of American Postwar Order, in: 

International Security, Vol. 23 no. 3, p. 67 f. and Powell, Walter W. (1991), Expanding the Scope of Institutional 

Analysis, in: Powell, Walter W./DiMaggio, Paul J. (eds.), The New Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis, The 

University of Chicago Press, Chicago, p. 194 f. 
76  Peters, pp. 60-63. 
77  Hall/Taylor, p. 974 and Aspinwall, Mark/Schneider, Gerald (eds.) (2001), The rules of integration – Institutionalist 

approaches to the study of Europe, European Policy Research Unit Series, Manchester University Press, Manchester, p. 

13. 
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Starting with the simple question of what is understood when speaking of institutions in a 

sociological context one is already to touch upon its centrepiece: By emphasizing the role of 

norms and culture in shaping both the behaviour of the individual actors and the institutional 

output the approach seeks to identify what changes institutions rather than what constitutes 

them.  

Consequential, the main focus of attention rests on the relationship between the behaviour of 

the individual actor and the institution. In elaborating this relationship scholars go even so far 

as to tear ‘down the conceptual divide between ‘institutions’ and ‘culture’’
78

, pointing to the 

possibility that the latter in itself can constitute an institution. The thereby emerging very 

broad understanding of institutions includes not only formal rules and widely established 

norms but also cultural and symbolic aspects that taken together form routinized structures or 

patterns for the behaviour of actors.
79

  

As such, institutions may also act on a cognitive level already influencing the perception of 

individual actors before they themselves interpret the situation and ponder about how to 

react.
80

  

 

Respectively, individuals are expected to follow a ‘logic of appropriateness’ in their actions, 

indicating that they ‘select the appropriate behaviour for a given institutional environment’
81

 

and thus value their actions ‘within a broader cultural environment’
82

 which might not always 

lead to benefits for them, the public good or the specific institutional setting in question. 

 

With regard to institutional change, assumptions follow similar ways of reasoning. 

Accordingly, change can be considered in variety of ways, aiming for different results which 

themselves must be regarded as socially constructed. In general however, change is seen in 

positive terms: Institutions are attributed an ability of adaption that allows them to exist and 

operate over a long period of time. Thereby, adjustment is viewed as a process that is initiated 

due to primarily external changes or impetuses.
83

 Nonetheless, self-developed rational 

behaviour of institutions, e.g. in order to enhance their legitimacy or improve their stand in 

                                                           
78  Cf. Hall/Taylor, p. 947. 
79  Jepperson, Ronald L. (1991), Institutions, Institutional Effects, and Institutionalism, in: Powell, Walter W./DiMaggio, 

Paul J. (eds.), The New Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis, The University of Chicago Press, Chicago, p. 145. 
80  Ibid., p. 948 and Lowndes/Roberts, p. 32 f. 
81  Cf. Pollack, Mark A. (2009), The New Institutionalisms and European Integration, in: Diez, Thomas/Wiener, Antje 

(eds.), European Integration Theory, Second Edition, Oxford University Press, Oxford, p. 127. 
82  Cf. Hall/Taylor, p. 949. 
83  Jepperson, p. 152 f. 
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the greater environment within which they operate, is not entirely precluded by sociologist 

scholars.
84

 

  

To sum up, in its role as a counterbalance to the rationalist version of the New 

Institutionalism, the sociological variant regards the connection between the individual actor 

and the institution in a very complex way. Hence, it stresses the high level of interaction and 

‘mutually-constitutive character’
85

 of their relationship. In addition, its focus on process, in 

the context of which institutions are seen as social constructions that may change over time 

and even develop a life of their own,
86

 makes it a highly flexible but greatly differentiated 

theoretical approach deemed very illuminating for the study of CSDP.   

 

3.1.3 Historical Institutionalism 

Last but not least, the Historical Institutionalism represents a strand that lies in-between the 

two poles of the neo-instiutionalist spectrum described above.
87

 Considered as the oldest 

variant of the New Institutionalism it has emancipated itself from the perception of being 

invariable and old-fashioned, a prejudice associated with its naming, and now comprises a 

great variety of explanatory instruments for the study of institutions. Focus is thereby put on 

trying to reveal the role of institutions in shaping political outcomes and the behaviour of 

actors.
 88

 

 

The assumptions made within this neo-institutionalist approach revolve around the central 

notion of policies being inescapably influenced by policy decisions taken in the past (path 

dependency). Against this background, historical instituionalists define institutions in broad 

terms including not only formal but also informal rules and norms. A likewise comprehensive 

importance is ascribed to the structuring power of institutionalized bodies and mechanisms as 

regards not only individual behaviour and political outcomes but also political strategies and 

preferences.
89

  

 

                                                           
84  Cf. Peters, p. 139 f. 
85  Cf. Hall/Taylor, p. 948. 
86  Cf. Peter, p. 138 f. 
87  Steinmo, Sven (2008), Historical Institutionalism, in: Della Porta, Donatella/Keating, Michael (eds.), Approaches and 

Methodologies in the Social Sciences – A Pluralist Perspective, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, p. 126. 
88  Ibid., p. 123 and Peters, p. 89. 
89  Hall/Taylor, p. 938 f. and Steinmo, p. 125. 
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What reasonably follows from this is a subordinate dealing with individuals and the actual 

way in which they influence institutional structures. Historical institutionalist scholars like 

Steinmo only use to describe them as both rule-observing and self-seeking, favouring neither 

a rational nor a sociological stand on the subject. Consequently, on their way to reach a 

decision on how to behave individuals take into consideration their own preferences, the rules 

they, following a logic of appropriateness, agreed to comply with and consider the context 

they are in. Nonetheless, it is generally acknowledged that individuals bring with them 

important input when entering or engaging in institutional settings.
90

  

 

Here history and ideas enter the picture: As determining variables they are held accountable 

for both the resulting individual’s behaviour as well as the actual political outcome that 

follows from it. In line with the strand’s central notion outlined at the beginning of this 

section, history matters in the sense that it provides the broader historical and temporal 

context for individual and institutional action. Within this context decisions once taken have a 

determining effect on succeeding actions, choices and the shape of future institutional 

structures and expectations. 

As concerns ideas, they are thought of as the ‘very roots of political behaviour’
91

. Their 

determining force is expressed in a variety of terms: Not only do they influence individual 

actors in their behaviour; they also help to constitute solutions for specific situations or 

institutional settings. As such they may develop as part of the individual’s thoughts or within 

an institutionalized collaboration process to solve inter alia collective action problems. 

 

Finally, history and ideas have a great influence on institutional change. Whereas history 

somewhat constraints certain ingredients of change, e.g. through resistance to change due to 

negative experiences in the past or due to contradictions of already agreed upon sets of rules, 

ideas change institutions both directly and indirectly through alteration of actors’ ideas. On 

top of that, ideas can, under certain circumstances, become the object of institutional change 

themselves.
92

  

 

All in all, Historical Institutionalism features conceptual affinity to both the rational choice 

and the sociological school. What actually makes the approach distinctive is the incorporation 

                                                           
90  Steinmo, p. 126 and Peters, p. 83 f. 
91  Cf. Steinmo, p. 130. 
92  Hall/Taylor, pp. 941 ff.; Lowndes/Roberts, p. 37 and Steinmo, pp. 127 ff. 
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of history as a determining variable that adds both a temporal dimension as well as a causal 

element (path dependency) to the study of institutions. Hence, the historical context, ideas and 

institutions are to be seen as mutually reinforcing themselves in a dynamic relationship.
93

 

Rationally calculating but rule-following individual actors may influence this relationship in a 

manner not to be underestimated. 

Taken together, all this can additionally give scholars some indication of the possibility as 

well as feasibility of further and future institutional development.   

 

3.2 Operationalization – CSDP and neo-institutionalist theory 

As has become clear at this point, each of the three outlined New Institutionalisms accounts 

for a different focus on how to study institutionalized settings, their origins as well as their 

propensity to change and their influence on actors. If one is now to apply these different 

approaches to the object of interest and therewith CSDP some general and variant-specific 

adjustments and clarifications are required. 

 

Beginning with more general considerations, the ultimate starting point for the neo-

institutionalist analysis of CSDP is the basic assumption of it representing an institutionalized 

endeavour by the EU MSs to collectively deal with security and defence issues.
94

  

Closely linked to this is the question of what should be considered as an institution in the EU 

foreign policy context. Since the CFSP component of the EU’s external policy sphere and 

thus also CSDP has not been put under EU authority yet, its intergovernmental structures 

have shown to be very much decisive for the institutional mechanisms that have evolved 

within the policy field. Given inter alia the full MS sovereignty and hence veto power on the 

majority of decisions being taken, it may come as no surprise that identifying straightforward 

formal and informal institutional structures is a difficult task. What is more, in tough 

bargaining processes at whose end a consensus must be reached, especially informal 

structures or arrangements play a very decisive role for the actual political outcome and thus 

are worth to be considered closely.
95

  

Therefore, in this paper institutions are defined in very broad terms and in line with 

sociological thoughts outlined above. Accordingly, any sort of reoccurring procedures or 

                                                           
93  Steinmo, p. 133. 
94  Menon (2011b), p. 83. 
95  For more information see chapter four (CSDP – A security and defence framework for the EU) which will dwell on 

CSDP as an EU policy field in much more detail and inter alia examine how its intergovernmental organization 

constraints its appearance, (institutional) functioning and policy outcomes.   
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practices is to be examined in order to gain an insight into CSDP policy-making and general 

internal functioning. 

 

Alongside these overarching considerations, the variant-specific operationalization for the 

case study of CSDP translates into the following: 

First, Rational Choice Institutionalism will try to illuminate our understanding of CSDP by 

revealing and investigating all intrinsic rational components of the policy field. Since CSDP 

is still almost exclusively structured in an intergovernmental way, focus will be on the 

different, independent EU MSs trying to enforce their rigid and pre-defined security and 

defence interests in a strategic and calculating way. To a smaller extent also EU foreign 

policy actors and their self-interests are taken into consideration.  

EU institutional formats like the European Council meetings or the Foreign Affairs Council 

are analysed in their function as a bargaining forum to agree on common policy action inter 

alia in order to respond to external security threats.  

Additionally, the establishment of already existing institutional structures, their past as well as 

future changes and their produced political outcomes are scrutinized in the light of rational 

choice institutionalist thinking.        

 

Sociological Institutionalism on the other hand will focus on the role existing norms and 

cultures play in CSDP. Their nature, both within the EU as well as within the different EU 

MSs, will be elaborated and brought into greater context. What shall become apparent is the 

way these different norms and cultures affect the policies of CSDP as such and how they have 

shaped and influenced political outcomes in the past as well as if they are likely to continue to 

do so in the future.  

Furthermore, attention will be given to the capability and potential of these respective norms 

and values to contribute to a deepening of EU security and defence integration and hence 

become institutionalized themselves, e.g. in form of a common EU security culture.  

Last but not least, their ability to bring about change (in the sense of adjustment) to individual 

actor behaviour (MS) and CSDP institutional mechanisms against the backdrop of an 

externally as well as internally altering environment is going to be examined in greater detail. 

 

Finally, the historical variant will pay attention to the role of ideas in CSDP. The way they 

come about within the institutional settings of the policy sphere as well as their influence on 



30 

 

shaping and changing CSDP actors and policies will be examined. This will ease the attempt 

to make assumptions on how future ideas can come about and improve different aspects of the 

policy field.  

Furthermore, additional attention will be devoted to the temporal and causal dimension of 

CSDP and its evolution. By revealing the constituent circumstances and reasons of CSDP’s 

establishment back in 1998 it thus tries to improve our contextual understanding of the EU 

security and defence sphere in general. What is more, this temporal focus will point to 

historically constructed ‘points of new departure’ that due to path-dependent decision-making 

have become unchangeable. In doing so what one is to gain, is a grasp of what has been 

possible in CSDP integration in relation to what was actually achieved throughout the years 

since its establishment.  

This in turn, puts assumptions about CSDP’s future and its possible limits on a much more 

scientifically sound basis. 

 

In sum, each of the three New Institutionalisms constitutes one building block for the 

analytical framework being presented and subsequently put under critical scrutiny in chapters 

five and six. The threefold, but complementary theoretical perspective thus provides a very 

useful starting tool for assessing the three but specifically the two latter research questions to 

be answered throughout this research project, namely the factors responsible for the perceived 

paralysis of CSDP, the roots of these factors and the arising effects they constitute for the 

future political management of the policy field.  

 

3.3 Theoretical limitations 

This chapter is not complete without taking a critical look on what kind of deficits the chosen 

theoretical approach carries with it. 

  

First of all, what must be acknowledged is that there is no consistent definition of what each 

of the three neo-institutionalist approaches should or must entail. This, in the eye of the 

respective reader or scholar, can represent either a disadvantage or an advantage to the use of 

neo-institutionalist approaches in general. Thus, my opinion held within the context of this 

paper is in line with the latter, pointing to the complementary character of the three strands. 

The same applies to the inherent weaknesses of each variant in itself which are thought of as 

compensating one another’s deficits. 
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As concerns the application of neo-insitutionalist approaches to European integration one is 

likewise faced with inconsistencies: Since within the discipline of European Studies there is 

no common ground on how to define and approach institutions in general as well as their role 

in the integration process the respective scholar conducting political research based on (neo-

)institutionalist reasoning is required to set the ultimate basis for definition itself. The same 

holds true for epistemological discrepancies deriving from it.
96

 

 

Last but not least, a more general criticism on Institutionalism as such should not be left 

unmentioned, namely the general trend to overemphasize the extent of how much institutions 

really matter both for political outcomes and in human behaviour.
97

 As has become clear, the 

far-reaching definition of institutions brought forward within the context of this research 

project marks no exception to this critique. Nevertheless, the reasons for why this broad 

perspective was chosen are presumed to outweigh this ascribed, inherent weakness of 

institutionalist reasoning: CSDP seen from an institutitonalist stance simply cannot be 

sufficiently understood if one does not give weight to even the slightest indications of 

institutionalizing processes. 

Therefore, openly and honestly recognizing these quite fundamental theoretical shortcomings 

is the only way of diminishing them. Accordingly, the theoretical foundation of this paper 

tries to convince through its self-defined consistency and decisiveness in order to plausibly 

and adequately respond to the outlined conceptual indeterminacy. 

 

With the methodological and theoretical foundation having been laid down this study is now 

scientifically well enough equipped to enter the empirical sphere. In what follows, the 

contentual and empirical input on CSDP establishes the last foundational element in order for 

the new analytical framework for CSDP to be set up.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
96  Aspinwall/Schneider, p. 6 f. and p. 16 f. 
97  Ibid., p. 185 f. 
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4 CSDP – A security and defence framework for the EU 
 

So far, the preceding chapters have already provided the reader with a number of superficial 

but likewise substantial information on CSDP. But while the policy field’s location into the 

greater international security system and a rough outline of its major internal as well as 

external obstacles were deemed to provide a reasonable basis for developing the research 

questions, constructing an analytical framework in order to answer them requires much more 

detailed examination.  

The following sections therefore aim at drawing a thorough picture of CSDP as both a policy 

concept and policy field within the European integration project. Starting with more abstract 

and overarching aspects later sections will specify concrete CSDP tasks, actors and 

mechanisms that have come to define the policy field’s nature. 

 

4.1 Origins and historic overview 

Albeit representing one of the youngest EU policy fields, CSDP’s origins date back much 

further than to its formal incorporation into the CFSP framework in 1999. Rather than 

viewing CSDP merely as a child born to respond to the deficiency of EU crisis management 

capabilities revealed in the aftermath of the secession wars in the Balkans, first incentives and 

the conceptual idea of security and defence cooperation beyond the nation state have their 

roots in the immediate post-war years. In a political environment that was characterized by 

great efforts and enthusiasm for establishing common inter-state forums to prevent the 

repetition of the past a variety of institutional settings came into being, each bearing an 

explicit (NATO, WEU
98

, OSCE
99

) or implicit reference (ECSC
100

, Council of Europe) to 

security and defence. 

 

Especially with the signing of the Treaty of Brussels in 1948 by France, the United Kingdom 

(UK) and the three Benelux countries the vision of a mutual European defence system 

become a formal goal of Western European inter-state cooperation.
101

 Thus, the following 

establishment of the WEU in 1954 marked the first institutional attempt to a common 

approach on security and defence policy of solely European origins (as opposed to NATO). 

                                                           
98  Western European Union. 
99  Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe. 
100  European Coal and Steel Community (legal predecessor of the EU). 
101  Lindstrom, p. 14 and European External Action Service (2014d), About CSDP – Overview, Brussels, 

http://eeas.europa.eu/csdp/about-csdp/index_en.htm. 
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Albeit the fact that the WEU developed and further evolved in parallel to the EU 

framework
102

 the general political foundation it laid, should not be underestimated: While 

starting out as a security and defence forum it formally acted and even launched common 

operations in the Balkans throughout the 1990s it was gradually incorporated into the EU 

legal framework and entirely shut down in 2011.
103

 

 

In sum, the bulk of parallel institutional structures in Europe following the Second World War 

led to a quite long phase of consolidation during which the different settings balanced their 

position and stand in the international environment. As a consequence, it was not before the 

late 1990s that a fully consistent link between the EU and security and defence matters was 

created.
104

 In this context, the Balkans secession wars in the immediate EU neighbourhood 

gain their particular importance for explicit considerations and the final configuration of a 

security and defence arm for the EU.  

 

In addition to these outer circumstances, it is equally important to bear in mind the EU’s 

internal conditions during this period of time. The various steps leading to deeper European 

integration and thus differentiation of the EU political system, kept European officials and 

proponents relatively busy with processes of internal consolidation until the late 1990s.
105

 

Consequently, from an internal perspective the formal establishment of CFSP with the 

Maastricht Treaty in 1992, and later CSDP, marked the constitution of a new layer of EU 

integration on the way from a mere economic union to a political one.
106

  

 

Since the adding of the CSDP component in 1999 following the Treaty of Amsterdam, the 

security and defence dimension of the EU has developed into a quite dynamic policy field 

entailing a variety of different actors, instruments and aims.  

                                                           
102  Back then still in the legal format of the ECSC. 
103  European External Action Service (2014h), About CSDP – The Western European Union, Brussels, 

http://eeas.europa.eu/csdp/about-csdp/weu/index_en.htm. 
104  What is more, the entire international security environment entered a period of fundamental and rapid change after the 

end of the Cold War by beginning to disrupting and thus questioning the by then established and quite solidified 

international security structures. See: United Nations (1995), Supplement to an Agenda for Peace: Position Paper of the 

Secretary-General on the Occasion of the Fiftieth Anniversary of the United Nations (A/50/60-S/1995/1), UN-

Document, New York, http://www.un.org/documents/ga/docs/50/plenary/a50-60.htm, Paragraphs 8 ff. 
105  The greatest and most important European integration projects throughout the entire decade of the 1990s were with no 

doubt the establishment of the Economic and Monetary Union and the Single Market. For detailed information see: 

European Commission (2014), Economic and Financial Affairs – Economic and Monetary Union, Brussels, 

http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/euro/emu/index_en.htm. 
106  German Federal Foreign Office (2012), European foreign policy – The development of CFSP, Berlin,  

http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/sid_61BA6274CA41A34131FB0B6C576EAE7E/EN/Europa/Aussenpolitik/GASP/Ge 

schichteGASP_node.html. 
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But while those are dealt with in much more detail throughout the following subchapters this 

section will close by pointing to the latest EU amending treaty, the Lisbon Treaty (LBT) of 

2009. For the time being, it introduced the official last but likewise most decisive reforms for 

CSDP equipping it with a number of promising incentives and instruments
107

 whose actual 

impact continues to be a matter of great scientific and political debate. 

 

4.2 Fundamental principles and conceptual framework 

As much as CSDP is deeply rooted in the historical context of the post-Second World War era 

and its political structures, the policy field’s underlying principals and its conceptual mindset 

feature a likewise long tradition.  

 

In line with this, being concerned with CSDP’s fundamental principles requires taking a 

closer look at the EU’s self-conception as an international actor: As a regional organization 

whose level of integration is so far unprecedented, the EU has come to assimilate this 

uniqueness and established it as the fundamental basis for its foreign policy action. Hence, 

common EU external action carries with it the conviction that the European political model, 

the way it was achieved and its core values
108

 present a great example of how the international 

community can move closer together while guaranteeing growth and overcoming violent 

conflicts. Guided by its institutional history and by the democratic, pluralist principles that 

laid the basis for its development one may therefore speak of the EU as an international norm-

oriented actor with a preference to multilateral and non-military dispute resolution 

mechanisms.
109

 

 

This principle guideline of self-reflection in foreign policy action became contractual with the 

entry into force of the Maastricht Treaty in 1992. Since then, Title V
110

 of every amending 

treaty has been assigned to spell out the general provisions of EU external action as well as 

more specific provisions for CFSP and CSDP. 

                                                           
107  Ibid. 
108  In accordance with Article (Art.) 2 of the LBT (officially named the ‘Treaty on European Union’ (TEU)) the EU is 

founded on the values of freedom, democracy, equality, the rule of law and the respect for human dignity and human 

rights. 
109  See the EU’s general provisions on external action described in TEU Art. 21 and Price, Megan/Santopinto, Federico (et 

al.) (2013), National Visions of EU Defence Policy – Common Denominators and Misunderstandings, Centre for 

European Policy Studies (CEPS), Brussels, http://www.ceps.eu/book/national-visions-eu-defence-policy-common-

denominators-and-misunderstandings, pp. 28 ff. 
110  At present TEU Art. 21-46. 
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Among them, three additional and not yet explicitly mentioned aspects are deemed important 

since they cause direct implications for CSDP’s functioning: 

The first concerns the subordination of CSDP actions under the UN framework and its 

principles.
111

 Second, this act of subordination is further accentuated by the NATO-

subservient nature of the solidarity and mutual assistance clauses, first established with the 

Treaty of Lisbon and described in TEU Art. 42.2 and 7 as well as TFEU
112

 Art. 222.  

Both these aspects taken together draw the broader picture of how CSDP as an EU policy 

field of intergovernmental character is understood in the wider institutionalized, international 

security context: Albeit being an independent security and defence structure that runs in 

parallel to those of the UN and NATO it clearly subordinates its actions to their rules and 

mechanisms.
113

  

 

Finally, the third aspect to be mentioned in this category of legally recognized principles 

underlying CSDP is its comprehensive nature of crisis management expressed as ‘an 

operational capacity drawing on civilian and military assets’ in TEU Art. 42.1. This mix of 

civilian and military instruments is deemed particularly well suited to address the numerous 

and complex security challenges laying ahead. Even more essential in this context is the clear 

prioritisation of operational tasks like military advice, post-conflict stabilisation or 

humanitarian and rescue activities revealed in TEU Art. 43.1 that imply an expanded view on 

security
114

 and thus lay the foundation for this broad comprehension of dealing with conflicts 

and crises.  

 

Alongside these contractual principles a number of other official documents, strategies and 

concepts have added important and likewise fundamental relevance to the way in which the 

implementation and realization of CSDP initiatives or operations is carried out.  

                                                           
111  For military or civilian CSDP operations this means a prior approval by the UN Security Council (acting in its role as 

the primary international body to guarantee international peace and security and thus authorize the use of force) in 

order to provide them with the necessary international legitimacy. See: TEU Art. 21 Paragraph (.) 2 and TEU Art. 42.1. 
112  Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union. 
113 European External Action Service (2014g), About CSDP – The Treaty of Lisbon, Brussels, 

http://eeas.europa.eu/csdp/about-csdp/lisbon/index_en.htm. 
114  Bentégeat, Henri (2009), What aspirations for European defence?, in: Vasconcelos de, Álvaro (ed.), What ambitions for 

European defence in 2020?, European Union Institute for Security Studies (EUISS), Paris, 

http://www.iss.europa.eu/uploads/media/What_ambitions_for_European_defence_in_2020.pdf, p. 98 and Jones. 
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Two of these additional incentives are of particular importance for this subchapter due to their 

overarching nature.
115

  

For the sake of clarity and accuracy both aspects are dealt with in separate paragraphs. In 

addition, doing so will do justice to the pioneering role both of them did, respectively can play 

in and for future CSDP integration, an aspect that will primarily be dealt with in the last 

chapter of this paper. 

 

4.2.1 European Security Strategy 

By far the most relevant and guiding document in the wider context of CFSP is the ESS. 

Adopted by the European Council in 2003 it has become the central strategic document of 

CFSP and provided the policy field with a firm and decisive conceptual framework. 

In response to the paradigmatic change in international security policies after 11 September 

2001 it represents the first comprehensive, strategic EU vision on international security issues 

and politics.
116

 It does so by defining the major security-related challenges and threats Europe 

is and will be faced with in the 21
st
 century and by situating the EU as an international actor 

in the global security environment.  

 

The document’s general tenor arising thereby can be described as the following: Against the 

backdrop of a more and more globalized world, interdependence and vulnerability have 

entered a correlative relationship with the increase of the first ultimately leading to a 

considerable growth of the latter. What is more, the dissolution of the classical external-

internal divide in security policies has greatly widened the scope and awareness of security 

concerns. As a consequence, developmental issues like poverty, diseases or increasing 

unidirectional migration flows enter the debate on international security.
117

  

Based on this broad sketch of the international security environment, five ‘key threats’
118

 are 

identified: terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, regional conflicts, state 

failure and organised crime.  

 

                                                           
115  Nevertheless, subsequent sections will come across other significant documents concepts and strategies that over the 

last 15 years have contributed to the differentiation of CSDP. 
116  European External Action Service (2014b), About CSDP – European Security Strategy, Brussels, 

http://eeas.europa.eu/csdp/about-csdp/security_strategy_for_europe/index_en.htm and German Federal Foreign 

Office/German Federal Ministry of Defence (2009), The European Security and Defence Policy, Berlin, 

https://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/cae/servlet/contentblob/382788/publicationFile/4268/ESVP-EN.pdf, p. 12 f. 
117  European Council (2003), A Secure Europe in a Better World – European Security Strategy, Brussels, 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf, p. 2 f. 
118  Cf. ibid., p. 3. 
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In a final step, the document then outlines the strategic objectives and EU policy implications 

needed to address and solve these threats in an effective and sustainable manner. Here, a clear 

preference is given to actions of preventive nature, carried out in close, multilateral 

cooperation with other international security actors (mainly UN and NATO) as well as to the 

‘strengthening of the international rule-based order through effective multilateralism’
119

.  

In order to undertake these tasks the strategic paper in its closing words calls for the EU to 

become more active (using the entire spectrum of instruments it has at its disposal), increase 

and differentiate its capabilities (e.g. more resources and their effective use, systematic 

pooling and sharing of defence commodities) as well as to achieve greater coherence among 

the different CFSP policies, instruments and actions.
120

  

 

All in all, the defining nature of the ESS on how to approach security issues as well as its 

comparably straight mode of expression have made the paper to one of the most outstanding 

and meaningful EU documents in European external affairs. Even more important, being the 

first and by now last official strategy paper in the EU’s external domain
121

 it represents the 

only official reference point of the MS basic common ground on international security 

affairs.
122

  

As for its fit into the overall CSDP framework, the ESS dovetails with the policy field’s 

comprehensive understanding of both crisis management and the term security in general and 

hence regards military engagement as an instrument of last resort.
123

  

 

Apart from its internal achievements the document also acquired a great external reach: Not 

only has it become easier for the EU’s international partners to grasp the notion of Europe’s 

self-ascribed role and stand in the international system, CSDP has also manifested itself as an 

                                                           
119  Cf. European External Action Service (2014b). 
120  European Council (2003), pp. 11 ff.  
121  The 2008 Report on the Implementation of the ESS solely reaffirmed its continuous validity and once more stressed the 

necessity to improve the overall EU action on the international stage precisely as outlined in the 2003 ESS. For detailed 

information see: European Council (2008), Report on the implementation of the European Security Strategy – 

providing security in a changing world, Brussels, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/E 

N/reports/104630.pdf. 
122  Biscop, Sven (2013), The European Security Strategy – Towards a Grand Strategy?, in: Biscop, Sven/Whitman, 

Richard G. (eds.), The Routledge Handbook of European Security, Routledge Taylor & Francis Group, London, p. 38. 
123  German Federal Foreign Office/German Federal Ministry of Defence, p. 13. 
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open security and defence project that feels itself obliged to and thus explicitly welcomes 

close cooperation with other relevant international actors.
124

 

 

4.2.2 The Comprehensive Approach to EU external conflicts 

The second and last non-contractual principle being dwelled on at this stage is the concept of 

a Comprehensive Approach to external crisis management.  

If understood as a cross-sectoral attempt to organize policies, actors and processes in a more 

coordinated and aligned way, the approach as such is no new phenomenon in the EU context. 

First efforts specifically focusing on and aiming for greater adjustments and conformity 

between the different EU foreign policies towards a particular external occurrence were 

already undertaken in the early 2000s, back then mainly in form of official documental calls 

for more integrated EU action in the respective policies or situations concerned.
125

  

 

Based on this originally quite broad conceptual understanding the approach has come to mean 

different things to different people. But albeit being perceived differently in both scope and 

context, its role as an ‘organizing principle for EU action’
126

 has over the last years been 

increasingly focused on EU crisis management since it is exactly here that comprehensiveness 

can reveal its greatest strengths and is thus to the highest benefit for the EU as an 

internationally recognized and visible actor.
127

  

Even more, with the EU treaties explicitly calling for consistency in the EU’s external actions 

(TEU Art. 21.3) there is an indispensable need to consider ways and means to achieve it. 

Nevertheless, the concept as such has not yet become officially codified into one single 

document, given the still prevailing variety of different interpretations on what such an 

                                                           
124  European External Action Service (2013c), Preparing the December 2013 European Council on Security and Defence – 

Final Report by the High Representative/Head of the EDA on the Common Security and Defence Policy, Brussels, 

http://eeas.europa.eu/statements/docs/2013/131015_02_en.pdf, pp. 5 ff. 
125  Vincentz Rasmussen, Christel (2013), Linking Instruments and Foreign Policy – Comprehensive Approaches in the 

EU, DIIS Report, Danish Institute for International Studies (DIIS), Copenhagen, http://en.diis.dk/files/publications/Rep 

orts2013/RP2013-21-Linking-instruments_web.jpg.pdf, p. 7 and p. 12 f. 
126  Cf. European Commission (2013), Joint Communication to the European Parliament and the Council – The EU’s 

comprehensive approach to external conflict and crises, Brussels, http://www.eeas.europa.eu/statements/docs/2013/131 

211_03_en.pdf, p. 2. 
127  Woollard, Catherine (2013), The EU and the Comprehensive Approach, in: EPLO Conflict Prevention Newsletter, Vol. 

8 no. 3, European Peacebuilding Liaison Office (EPLO), Brussels, http://eplo.org/assets/files/3.%20Resources/CPNL/E 

PLO_Conflict_Prevention_Newsletter_8-1.pdf, p. 6. 
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overarching and guiding paper should entail as well as disunity over the division of respective 

competences under a comprehensive crisis management framework.
128

 

 

With this being said, dwelling on what comprehensiveness is referred to in the context of 

CSDP crisis management is of great importance if one is to fully understand the guiding 

principles underlying the policy field and its outcomes.  

In doing so the focus of attention is directed to the latest official EU document published on 

the respective topic: This Joint Communication to the European Parliament (EP) and the 

Council issued by the European Commission (EC) and the High Representative (HR)
129

 

simultaneously represents the first official draft to bring clarity on how to collectively 

approach and codify the concept and hence live up to the Treaty provisions.  

 

In line with the respective document this paper therefore regards the comprehensive European 

approach to external conflicts as a fundamental guiding principle for CSDP. It views 

comprehensiveness as a threefold, basic obligation to coherently and effectively pursue a 

common security and defence policy under the EU framework.  

The threefold division thereby refers not only to the ordinary, two-tiered task to integrate and 

harmonize the deployment of EU resources and instruments but also to the recognition of a 

‘shared responsibility’
130

 of both the respective EU institutional actors and EU MSs.  

 

As concerns proposed, concrete measures and steps to fully establish the approach in CSDP, 

implicit references to already outlined tenets can be made: In accordance with the ESS, the 

connection between security and development is stressed and consistently to be recognized. 

Furthermore, preventive forms of EU engagement as well as multilateralism are emphasized. 

In addition, the interdependent relationship between external and internal actions as well as 

the need to pursue long-term strategies and action is once more underlined. 

Beyond that, two likewise but more precise measurements are introduced, namely the 

development of capacities for a common analysis of crises and conflict situations and as a 

                                                           
128  Pirozzi, Nicolette (2013), The EU’s Comprehensive Approach to Crisis Management, EU Crisis Management Papers 

Series, Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces (DCAF), Brussels, 

http://www.dcaf.ch/Publications/The-EU-s-Comprehensive-Approach-to-Crisis-Management, p. 7 f. 
129  Officially termed ‘High Representative of the European Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy’. 
130  Cf. European Commission (2013), p. 3. 
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direct consequence of this the effort to develop joint strategic position for as many single 

crises situations possible.
131

  

 

In sum, the Comprehensive Approach to EU crisis management has gained considerable 

momentum as a guiding principle for CSDP action. In conformity with a number of other 

fundamental thoughts and official EU documents the concept has become increasingly 

important for the future effectiveness, reliance and visibility of the policy field. Even though 

it has not yet been officially codified into one single document, the attempt made by the EC 

and the HR to systematize its quite contested conceptual scope marks a first step in the right 

direction. Nevertheless, the approach will only be able to unfold its full potential if EU MSs 

and institutions can come to terms as regards their shared responsibility of a consistent and 

sustained application while respecting their different, legally-assigned competences. 

 

Taken together, CSDP should be considered of being based on quite rich cluster of 

fundamental and guiding principles, with the three most important ones being prevention, 

multilateralism and consistency (comprehensiveness).  

But even if the shaping forces of this conceptual framework are often only implicitly 

perceived, they considerably enrich our overall understanding of CSDP’s structures, its 

mechanism and its political outcomes. 

 

4.3 Main objectives, tasks and capabilities 

While bearing the above mentioned fundamentals in mind, a detailed look on CSDP’s 

objectives, task and capabilities brings the focus of attention back to a more rational and 

distinct level.  

 

As has already become apparent at several other stages of this paper, the establishment of 

CSDP was no ad-hoc act. Its process of creation carried with it different incentives, intentions 

and hopes of both MSs and EU institutions.  

Nevertheless, for the final step of establishment to happen it took especially the former to 

push for action: In this regard, the British-French joint declaration of Saint-Malo in 1998 is 

widely considered of marking the official start of CSDP. It thus represents the first document 

to point out the reasons as well as the necessity for a common European defence project to be 

                                                           
131  Ibid., p. 5 f., p. 8 f. and p. 11. 
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launched: In order for the EU ‘to play its full role on the international stage’
132

 it needs to be 

equipped with a capacity to respond independently from other actors or organizations to 

international crises and conflicts. This includes the military means as well as suitable 

institutional structures to deploy them in a coordinative manner and under the common EU 

framework. Incorporated is thus the proposal of fostering future policy developments in a 

progressive manner. Nevertheless, an intergovernmental decision-making basis and the MS 

commitments to the collective defence system of NATO are to be preserved.
133

  

 

Based on this call for greater EU international actorness in crisis management, the formal 

establishment of CSDP following the Cologne European Council in 1999 brought with it 

more concrete definitions of goals and required capabilities:  

The initially contractual basis for these definitions is provided by the Petersberg Tasks, 

already agreed in 1992, formally incorporated into the Amsterdam Treaty in 1997 and 

extended to additionally cover civilian capabilities with the LBT in 2009. According to these, 

the spectrum of civil-military action the EU is assigned to undertake includes inter alia 

humanitarian and rescue task, conflict prevention and peace-keeping tasks, tasks of combat 

forces in crisis management (including peacemaking), joint disarmament operations as well as 

assistance and (post-conflict) stabilisation tasks.
134

 

The differentiation and expansion of required tasks and capabilities that took place over time 

has found its codification in the latest amending Treaty of Lisbon: TEU Art. 42.1 explicitly 

refers to the EU’s operational capacity as a mix of both military and civilian instruments in 

order to conduct mission outside the EU’s territory.
135

  

 

In what follows, the ascribed twofold character of CSDP’s operational capacity will be broken 

down in order to look at both capacity strands and their development separately. This is done 

in a historically chronological way with a closer examination of EU military capabilities 

being followed by civilian ones.  

                                                           
132  European Union Institute for Security Studies (EUISS) (2000), Joint Declaration Issued at the British-French Summit, 

Saint-Malo, France, 3-4 December 1998, Paris, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/French-

British%20Summit%20Declaration,%20Saint-Malo,%201998%20-%20EN.pdf, p. 1. 
133  Ibid., p. 1 f. 
134  European External Action Service (2014f), About CSDP – The Petersberg Tasks, Brussels, http://eeas.europa.eu/csdp/a 

bout-csdp/petersberg/index_en.htm. 
135  Algieri, Franco (2010), Die Gemeinsame Außen- und Sicherheitspolitik der EU, Facultas Verlags- und Buchhandels 

AG, Vienna, p. 94. 
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Nevertheless, it is worth to note once again that civilian instruments and task are generally 

favoured and hence considered more effective and important within CSDP.
136

   

 

4.3.1 Military sphere 

The Petersberg Tasks of 1992 (back then agreed upon under the WEU framework) constitute 

the first and initial reference point as regards the development of CSDP military capabilities. 

Originally aiming at invigorating the WEU’s operational performances and thus constituting a 

stronger European pillar for better cooperation under the NATO framework, three possible 

areas for military engagement were defined. These include alongside humanitarian and rescue 

task both peacekeeping and peacemaking (employment of combat forces) operations.
137

 

 

Building on this predefined scope for military actions the Helsinki Headline Goals (HLGs), 

agreed in 1999, mark the first distinct EU military road map for capability development. At 

the heart of the agreement lies the aim of being able to both rapidly deploy and afterwards 

maintain forces that fulfil the full range of the Petersberg Tasks by the year 2003. In exact 

numbers of deployed forces this means a corps level up to 50,000-60,000 persons or 15 

brigades.  

Additionally, the respective forces are expected to be self-sustaining and to have the relevant 

command, control and logistical structures at their disposal.  

As regards the timeframe during which these capabilities are to be provided, 60 days for a full 

deployment and at least one year of constant maintenance are scheduled.
138

 

 

After having had recognized considerable shortfalls of these aims by the end of 2003 a 

second, adapted document was launched in May 2004. Recent operational experiences as well 

as a changed security (9/11) and strategic environment (establishment of the ESS) led to a 

more qualitative oriented road map that defines interoperability, deployability and 

sustainability as the three ‘driving factors’
139

 for future CSDP military capability 

development. Consistently, adherence to prevailing principles like rapidness, decisiveness, 

                                                           
136  Gourlay, Catriona (2013), Civilian CSDP – A tool for state-building?, in: Biscop, Sven/Whitman, Richard G. (eds.), 

The Routledge Handbook of European Security, Routledge Taylor & Francis Group, London, p. 91, p. 93 and European 

External Actions Service (2013c), p. 19. 
137  Western European Union (1992), Petersberg Declaration, Council of Ministers, Bonn, http://www.weu.int/documents/9 

20619peten.pdf, p. 6. 
138  European Council (1999), Helsinki Headline Goal 2003, Brussels, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/ 

Helsinki%20Headline%20Goal.pdf. 
139  Cf. European Council (2004), Headline Goal 2010, Brussels, http://ue.eu.int/uedocs/cmsUpload/2010%20Headline%20 

Goal.pdf, p. 2 
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coherence, sustainability and the preference for preventive actions as concerns military 

operational deployment is once more underlined.  

 

In order to achieve these qualitative targets in a more oriented manner the document 

supplementary sets out a list of eight milestones to be accomplished until 2010 and a step-by-

step plan on how the demanded process as a whole could proceed within the respective time 

horizon.  

Last but not least and as part of the provided process plan, the HLGs 2010 marked the initial 

ground for the later establishment of a variety of different institutional components within the 

military sphere of CSDP. These include inter alia, the European Defence Agency (EDA), a 

civil-military planning cell for strategic planning in response to crises, a capabilities 

development mechanism (CDM)
140

 and the establishment of EU Battlegroups to improve 

rapid response.
141

  

 

In sum, the HLGs 2010 have constituted a quite differentiated qualitative basis for EU 

military capability development and employment. But while their full implementation carried 

with it an even greater number of secondary implementation plans whose detailed 

examination would go beyond the space constraint of this paper, only one more aspect will be 

considered in greater detail, namely the EU Battlegroup concept.  

Nevertheless, later sections will come across a number of other institutional bodies and 

cooperation mechanisms relevant for the military sphere of CSDP (e.g. EDA or the ‘pooling 

and sharing’ approach to capability cooperation). 

 

As already indicated above, the Battlegroup concept constitutes a central element of the HLGs 

2010. As part of the general EU rapid response concept developed in response to the HLGs 

2003 it was even referred to as the ‘flagship military tool’
142

. In line with the calls for greater 

deployability and rapidness the concept calls for ‘high readiness forces consisting of 1,500 

personnel that can be deployed within 10 days after an EU decision to launch an operation’
143

. 

In addition, the respective forces are expected to be sustained in their original composition for 

a period of 30 days.  

                                                           
140  Including a requirement catalogue and capability target criteria. 
141  Ibid. pp. 1 ff., pp. 6 ff.;  Algieri, pp. 95 ff. and European External Actions Service (2014c), About CSDP – Military 

Headline Goals, Brussels, http://eeas.europa.eu/csdp/about-csdp/military_headline_goals/index_en.htm. 
142  Cf. European External Action Service (2013c), p. 11. 
143  Cf. European External Actions Service (2014c). 
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In order to be able to do so, their establishment and deployment is thus based on the principles 

of multinationality and rotation guaranteeing flexibility as well as a constant base of standby 

forces.  

But while full operational capacity, concurrent to the entire spectrum of the Petersberg Tasks, 

was already attained in 2007, their actual deployment and hence their de facto potential of 

improving CSDP’s effectiveness and visibility is still pending.  

Nevertheless, the established, permanent standby function of military capabilities should not 

be left unconsidered when reflecting on the concept’s overall benefit to the military 

component of CSDP.
144

 

 

4.3.2 Civilian sphere 

In parallel to the quite differentiated development of the CSDP military sphere outlined 

above, its civilian counterpart features a likewise sophisticated structure of objectives, task 

and capability guidelines subsumed under the overarching aim of state-building.
145

 

 

Its initial starting point dates back to the Feira European Council in 2000 during which four 

priority fields for civilian capability development under the auspices of CSDP were identified: 

police, rule of law, civilian administration and civil protection.
146

  

Here too, a more concrete definition of especially quantitative goals followed. With regard to 

civilian EU engagement in the police sector, a collective MS provision of up to 5,000 policy 

officers was agreed upon. In the area of rule of law, the target of 200 well-trained judges and 

prosecutors deployable within 30 days was set. Finally, EU engagement in the realm of 

civilian administration and civil protection should be carried out with expert and protection 

teams of up to 2,000, rapid deployable people.
147

  

 

                                                           
144  Ibid. and European External Action Service (2013b), Factsheet EU Battlegroups, Brussels, 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/esdp/91624.pdf, p. 1 f. 
145  Gourlay, p. 92. 
146  European Council (2000), Presidency Conclusions – Santa Maria da Feira European Council, Brussels, 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/00200-r1.en0.htm and Schuyer, Joël (2012), 

Development of Civilian Capabilities, in: Rehrl, Jochen/Weisserth, Hans-Bernhard (eds.), Handbook on CSDP – The 

Common Security and Defence Policy of the European Union, Second Edition, European Security and Defence 

College, Vienna, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/1823176/handbook_csdp-2nd-edition_web.pdf, p. 76. 
147  European External Action Service (2014a), About CSDP – Civilian Headline Goals, Brussels, 

http://eeas.europa.eu/csdp/about-csdp/civilian_headline_goals/index_en.htm and Council of the European Union 

(2004), Civilian Headline Goal 2008 (format for approval by COREPER/Council), Brussels, 

http://register.consilium.europa.eu/doc/srv?l=EN&f=ST%2015863%202004%20INIT, p. 2. 
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In view of the fact that these quantitative objectives had quite quickly been met, the adoption 

of the first civilian HLG agreed upon in 2004 rather emphasized qualitative aspects for 

improving EU non-military engagement on the basis of lessons learned in the field. 

Consequently, the respective document constitutes more of an overview of EU aims and 

ambitions complemented by a proposal on how to approach their realization by 2008.
148

  

Thus reading it one is to easily recognize the parallels to qualitative goals proclaimed in other 

CSDP spheres or related documents. Accordingly, EU civilian crisis management is 

considered to provide coherent, effective, preventive as well as rapidly arranged means to 

sustainably respond to occurring crises and conflicts.  

Concrete activities could thereby either be of supportive nature, like advising, monitoring or 

training tasks in order to build or improve government structures, or, if a specific conflict 

situation temporarily requires more drastic and immediate guidance, of executive character. 

On top of that, both sorts of activities are expected to be performed in a variety of state-

building domains, e.g. security sector reforms, disarmament or reintegration processes.
149

    

With regard to the implementation of the outlined qualitative goals, ‘key steps’
150

 and their 

expected date of completion are particularised. Hence, what shall be developed are inter alia a 

civilian Capability Requirement List and a follow-up process to both sustain respective 

capability achievements and to address possible deficits.
151

  

 

A second civilian HLG, set in 2007, then complemented the made efforts by aiming to equip 

CSDP with a constant and reliable ‘body of civilian crisis management capabilities’
152

 

guaranteeing the fulfilment of the repeatedly mentioned qualitative aims. Particular emphasis 

was laid on a framework for capability planning including aspects such as training of civilian 

experts, logistics and procurement. In addition, renewed importance was attributed to the 

complete establishment and activation of Civilian Response Teams (CRT), a concept that had 

already been introduced in 2005 and which in its objectives and task can be considered as the 

civilian equivalent to the EU Battlegroups in the CSDP military sphere.
153

 

 

                                                           
148  Schuyer, p. 77. 
149  Council of the European Union (2004), p. 2 f. and Gourlay, p. 92. 
150  Cf. Council of the European Union (2004), p. 5. 
151  Ibid., p. 5 f. 
152  Cf. Council of the European Union (2007), Civilian Headline Goal 2010 (format for approval by COREPER/Council), 

Brussels, http://register.consilium.europa.eu/doc/srv?l=EN&f=ST%2014823%202007%20INIT, p. 2. 
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To conclude, the civilian realm of CSDP, albeit composed in short time delay to its military 

opponent, has developed into an equally important and differentiated field of CSDP tasks and 

capabilities guided by the central objective of contributing to state-building processes outside 

the EU’s territory. As such it can also be viewed as the ‘normative reaction’
154

 to the already 

set up military component of CSDP.  

A complete or at least legal equality of both spheres was at the latest achieved with the entry 

into force of the LBT in 2009 which expanded the scope of the Petersberg Tasks to also cover 

advice, assistance and post-conflict stabilisation tasks, tasks that in turn are fundamental for 

conducting civilian crisis management.
155

 

 

However, the separate examination of both spheres is not to say that their ranges of tasks are 

detached from one another. On the contrary, recent years have witnessed a considerable 

increase in civil-military co-ordination (CMCO) efforts aiming at synchronizing civilian and 

military CSDP instruments and actors in order to comply with the overarching imperative of a 

coherent and comprehensive approach to EU crisis management both at the planning level 

and in the field.
156

  

 

4.3.3 CSDP missions and operations 

A thorough description of CSDP objectives, tasks and capabilities is not complete without 

taking a closer look on how these central components are implemented. Doing so shifts the 

focus to CSDP missions and operations and thus to an area that by far constitutes the object of 

closest scrutiny for both internal as well as external observers since it is here that aims and 

actual results reveal their true degree of compliance. But while these revelations will be part 

of later analyses, this section serves as a general overview of what commonly characterizes 

both military as well as civilian CSDP engagement in the field. 

 

                                                           
154  Cf. Gourlay, p. 97. 
155  Important to note is however that opinions of scholars differ as concerns the actual expansion of the Petersberg Tasks 

with the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon. While opponents state that the original task description of 1992 

already included civilian aspects, namely humanitarian and rescue tasks, proponents of a de facto expansion point to the 

much greater emphasis the additional tasks have laid on non-military and civilian approaches to international crisis 

management. Within the scope of this research project the latter view is hold (see inter alia: Rehrl, Jochen (2012), 

CSDP Mission Spectrum – From Petersberg to Lisbon, in: Rehrl, Jochen/Weisserth, Hans-Bernhard (eds.), Handbook 

on CSDP – The Common Security and Defence Policy of the European Union, Second Edition, European Security and 

Defence College, Vienna, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/1823176/handbook_csdp-2nd-edition_web.pdf, p. 55. 
156  Algieri, p. 97 f.  
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To begin with, two overarching but to a certain extent linked characteristics stand out, namely 

the so called secondment approach to CSDP missions and their predominantly reactive 

nature.  

As concerns the former, capabilities for CSDP deployment, albeit commonly defined at the 

European level, are almost entirely
157

 drawn from MS capacity pools given their full 

sovereignty over security and defence issues. Consequently, every new set-up of a CSDP 

mission means a renewed request or promotion for MS recruitment of military forces or 

civilian experts.  

Moreover, and with reference to the latter, such a protracting recruitment process produces 

time constraints that can easily result in a delayed launch of missions
158

 and thus eventually 

worsen their reactiveness.
159

  

 

However, another and much more fundamental factor must additionally be held responsible 

for often reactive operational EU engagement. Meant is the intergovernmental structure of 

CSDP. This underlying, ordering principle is not only reflected in a secondment of 

capabilities as indicated above, but requires MS leadership for every incentive of operational 

engagement brought forward under the CSDP framework as well as for every actual 

operational execution in the field.
160

 

 

Apart from these more internal and structural constraints, reactiveness can also be the result 

of external and more positively considered reasons. On the one hand, operations or missions 

are mostly launched upon request by the respective state in crisis itself.
161

 On the other hand 

and more generally, conducting crisis management outside one’s own territory is commonly 

preferred to take place on a sufficiently legitimized basis. What is more, in the case of 

                                                           
157  The established standby forces of EU Battlegroups can be viewed as an exception from this secondment approach given 

their permanent on-call duties. Nevertheless, even this periodically rotating pool of forces is recruited from MS 

personnel.  
158  Gourlay, p. 100 and Algieri, p. 98 f. 
159  Nonetheless certain measures are meant to diminish this effect: First, the open character of CSDP leaves operational 

participation and capability provision open to third countries or organizations. Second, this openness is tried to be made 

more easily accessible through both a cooperation agreement between EU and NATO (so called Berlin Plus 

Agreement) as regards EU access to NATO military means and the establishment of a civil military co-operation 

(CIMIC) framework aiming at structuring the cooperation and coordination between EU military actions and external 

civilian engagement in the same operational field. See: European External Action Service (2014e), About CSDP – The 

Berlin Plus Agreement, Brussels, http://eeas.europa.eu/csdp/about-csdp/berlin/index_en.htm, Council of the European 

Union (2009b), EU Concept for Civil-Military Co-operation (CIMIC) for EU-led Military Operations, Brussels, 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/sede/dv/sede260410euconceptcimic_/sede260410euco

nceptcimic_en.pdf, p. 7 and Algieri, p. 97. 
160  Gourlay, p. 100 f. 
161  In the majority of cases this has taken place on a last-minute basis, giving the EU as an external crisis manager virtually 

no chance to act without time delay. 
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military or armed engagement this basis is not only preferred but explicitly required in form 

of an approval by the UN Security Council.
162

 

 

Moving on to quantitative aspects and thus to a more direct comparison of military and 

civilian CSDP missions, one is to clearly recognize the uneven distribution between the two. 

Given the infancy of CSDP capability development and its clear focus on military means as 

well as the respective infrastructure to deploy them, the number of non-military operations 

rose so significantly that at present ten civilian missions but only five military ones
163

 are 

ongoing.  

With regard to both completed and currently running operations the picture looks similar. 

Starting with its first-ever operational engagement in the former Yugoslav Republic of 

Macedonia running from March 2003 to December 2007, the EU has launched a total of 35 

mission of which nine are to be categorized as military operations, 25 as civilian ones and 

respectively one as a civil-military action.
164

  

Given this imbalance, it is important to mention that the majority of civilian missions have 

been comparably small with often not more than around 100 staff in the field
165

 and with a 

very circumscribed focus on specific advisory and technical assistance tasks.
166

 Military 

operations on the other hand often require more forces for the simple reason of their different 

and broader nature of tasks alone.
167

 Taken together, civilian engagement is generally 

considered of being ‘less expensive, less dangerous and less controversial’
168

. 

Lastly, all these mentioned aspects are reflected in the EU’s self-imposed operational task 

manual agreed upon by the European Council in 2008. Following this manual and in line with 

                                                           
162  Gourlay, p. 100. 
163  Here the just recently announced (February 2014) and yet to be conducted military operation in the Central African 

Republic (EUFOR RCA) is already included (see: European External Actions Service (2014k), Press Release – EU 

Defence ministers support the way forward for CSDP and EU operations, Brussels, 

http://eeas.europa.eu/statements/docs/2014/140221_01_en.pdf). 
164  Gourlay, p. 98; International Security Information Service Europe (ISIS Europe) (2013), CSDP MAP – Mission Chart, 

Brussels, http://www.csdpmap.eu/mission-chart and European External Action Service (2014l), Security and Defence 

CSDP – Missions and Operations, Brussels, http://eeas.europa.eu/csdp/missions-and-operations/index_en.htm. 
165  Examples are inter alia EUCAP Nestor (launched in 2012 aiming at enhancing maritime capacities in Djibouti, Kenya, 

Seychelles and Tanzania), EUBAM Moldova and Ukraine (launched in 2005 providing technical and advisory border 

assistance) or EUAVSEC South Sudan (lasting from 2012 to 2014 with the goal to assist the strengthening of aviation 

security). For further examples and details see European External Actions Service (2014l).  
166  Gourlay, p. 98 f. 
167  E.g. tasks such as providing and maintaining security or training armed forces. 
168  Cf. Gourlay, p. 91. 
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the most likely crisis scenarios the EU shall inter alia be able to simultaneously conduct 

multiple operations of different character, scope and length.
169

   

 

However, one remaining aspect to be considered is the geographical scope of CSDP missions 

and operations. Albeit the fact that the ESS explicitly mentions lasting security in the EU’s 

neighbourhood as one of the its strategic objectives, conducted missions and operations as 

well as ongoing ones have shown that the potential scope for CSDP actions is principally not 

restricted.  

An increase in both regional and contentual scope of missions from the early 2000s onwards 

has thus pointed to the increased need and external demand of CSDP engagement also outside 

the EU’s immediate neighbourhood.
170

 

 

To conclude, over the course of this subchapter it has become apparent that CSDP comprises 

a great variety of objectives, tasks and capabilities under its relatively young framework. 

While a set of overarching core principles holds the great amount of tasks, capabilities and 

preferences for CSDP action together, differentiation of goals, ambitions, skills and 

instruments has mainly taken place along two tracks, a military and a civilian one. It is also 

along these two strands that operational capacity has developed and been carried out in a quite 

respectable number of operations and missions.  

In the very end, it is precisely this operational capacity that accounts for one, if not the, major 

EU contribution to international security.
171

 

 

4.4 Institutional settings and internal mechanisms 

For a policy field to function it does not only need a set of principles, aims and tasks but also 

an institutional set-up and connecting mechanisms between its different actors in order to 

fully function.  

From what has been described and illustrated so far, it is easily expectable that also CSDP’s 

institutional dimension features a likewise complex structure and level of differentiation. 

                                                           
169  Council of the European Union (2009a), Brussels European Council – 11 and 12 December 2008 – Presidency 

Conclusions (revised version for national delegations), Brussels, http://consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pres 

sdata/en/ec/104692.pdf, p. 16. 
170  European Council (2003), p. 7 f.; Rehrl, p. 56 and Adebahr, Cornelius (2009), Learning and Change in European 

Foreign Policy – The Case of the EU Special Representatives, DGAP-Schriften zur Internationalen Politik, Nomos 

Verlagsgesellschaft, Baden-Baden, pp. 38 ff. 
171  Youngs, Richard (2014), The EU and International Conflicts, in: Judy Dempsey’s Strategic Europe, Carnegie Europe, 

Brussels, http://carnegieeurope.eu/strategiceurope/?fa=55341. 



50 

 

Therefore, it will be impossible to cover the entire spectrum of existing institutional bodies 

and procedures.  

Consequently, this section and its two subordinate parts will dwell on the most important 

actors and cooperation mechanisms as concerns both the military as well as the civilian sphere 

of CSDP. Before doing so, it is however important to clarify some more basic aspects of 

CSDP’s internal institutional design and decision-making procedures which will help to 

interrelate the different bodies and actors with one another. 

 

Starting out from a legal perspective, TEU Art. 24.1 describes CFSP and thus CSDP as a 

policy field being ‘subject to specific rules and procedures’. The term ‘specific’ thereby 

accounts for the non-transferred MS sovereignty of security and defence issues to the 

European level. As part of this non-communitisation both the European Council and the 

Council are granted the highest decision-making power which in line with every non-

supranational aspects and decisions is to be carried out on the basis of unanimity voting.
172

  

Following TEU Art. 42.4 which deals explicitly with CSDP, decisions ‘shall be adopted by 

the Council acting unanimously on a proposal from the High Representative of the Union for 

Foreign Affairs and Security Policy or an initiative from a Member State’. Simply put, 

additionally to the European Council and the Council, the HR and the MS constitute the four 

main shaping actors in CSDP.  

In cases where decisions on specific actions have been taken, a number of other, subordinate 

institutional bodies, agencies and institutionalized mechanisms
173

 enter the picture. Here the 

EDA, the European External Actions Service (EEAS), the EU Special Representatives 

(EUSRs), the Political and Security Committee (PSC) and its related bodies, namely the 

European Union Military Committee (EUMC) as well as its civilian equivalent, the 

Committee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management (CIVCOM) are of particular 

importance.
174

  

                                                           
172  The intergovernmental structure of CFSP and CSDP is thus already but more generally described in TEU Art. 22 which 

deals with the determination of the EU’s general ‘strategic interests and objectives’ in the realm of its external action. 
173  In the following section all three summarized under the term ‘actors’. 
174  Mattelaer, Alexander (2012), Decision Making in the Field of CSDP, in: Rehrl, Jochen/Weisserth, Hans-Bernhard 

(eds.), Handbook on CSDP – The Common Security and Defence Policy of the European Union, Second Edition, 

European Security and Defence College, Vienna, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/1823176/handbook_csdp-

2nd-edition_web.pdf, p. 57 and European External Actions Service (2014m), Security and Defence CSDP – Structure, 

Instruments and Agencies, Brussels, http://eeas.europa.eu/csdp/structures-instruments-agencies/index_en.htm. 
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The following section will further elaborate on their tasks and competencies. This is done in a 

systemized, threefold manner zooming in on the respective bodies by starting out from the 

three superior or high-level actors, namely the MSs, the HR and the Council.   

 

4.4.1 Main actors
175

 

The EU MSs constitute the first central type of actor in the institutional setting of CSDP. 

Possessing the full sovereignty and thus control over their security and defence policies, their 

great importance for CSDP is undeniable: Given their individual veto power during the course 

of each and every decision being taken under the framework of CSDP, it is their collective 

consensus (in the Council) that determines the if and how of every external CSDP action and 

ultimately also the future course of the policy field.  

Through their individual or grouped initiatives brought forward to the Council (and as 

described in TEU Art. 42.4) MSs additionally represent one of the driving forces behind 

further integration steps in CSDP.
176

 Nevertheless, their general reluctance to transfer more 

parts of their sovereignty to the European level, especially in such sensitive areas like security 

and defence is still significantly greater than their occasional attempts to bring forward new 

initiatives able to pass the unanimity threshold of the Council.
177

  

 

With regard to subsidiary institutional bodies assigned to the MSs only one main agency is to 

be considered more closely, namely the EDA. Established in 2004 its main objective is to 

assist and support the EU MSs on their way to further develop and coordinate common 

defence capabilities for CSDP crisis management.  

Entailed in this overall goal are four functions the agency is to fulfil and which shall 

contribute to a coherent and comprehensive approach to EU capability development. 

Correspondingly, the four functions, if taken together, encompass the whole capability 

development cycle and thus bring a long-term perspective to capability development: Along 

the general aim of developing an adequate defence capacity, armament cooperation as well as 

research and technology in the defence sector shall be fostered and encouraged.  

                                                           
175  For a tabular overview of all CSDP actors and institutional bodies being outlined throughout this section, see p. 92 

(Appendix, 9.1 Main CSDP actors and institutional bodies). 
176  Within the scope of the next section the phenomenon of MS-groupings will be revisited. This will include a further 

elucidation of its impact on CSDP’s general dynamic and progress.    
177  Gourlay, p. 91, p. 93 and Biscop, Sven/Coelmont, Jo (2013), Military CSDP – A quest for capability, in: Biscop, 

Sven/Whitman, Richard G. (eds.), The Routledge Handbook of European Security, Routledge Taylor & Francis Group, 

London, p. 80. 
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Finally, the EDA is considered as a driving force in the establishment of a common defence 

equipment market guaranteeing sustainability and maintenance of capability provision.
178

 

Hence, the agency’s role as an activator and coordinator for multinational projects, if 

performed well, should not be underestimated. What is more, with the MSs defence ministers 

forming the agency’s board, regular high-level political dealing with defence capability 

development within a common European forum is ensured.
179

     

 

The second high-level actor from which another strand of institutional bodies is emanating is 

the HR. First established with the Amsterdam Treaty signed in 1997
180

 and significantly 

expanded in its role and objectives with the LBT, the HR now represents the central figure in 

CFSP.  

In seeking to make EU external policies more coherent and to improve their stand and 

visibility within as well as outside the European framework, the position, currently hold by 

the British politician and ex-trade commissioner Catherine Ashton, combines two central 

posts: The HR does not only chair the Foreign Affairs Council in its role as the main 

coordinator of the CFSP and CSDP but is also the Vice-President of the European 

Commission.
181

  

This double-hatted position embedded in both the supranational and the intergovernmental 

sphere allows the HR to effectively exercise its function as the chef coordinator of the entire 

spectrum of EU external action. Specific task thereby range from the assistance to build 

consensus in the Foreign Affairs Council and the participation of European Council meetings 

to external representation and diplomatic task as part of which the HR acts in the name of the 

EU in international forums like the UN or takes part in peace negotiations.
182

  

In the context of CSDP especially the HR’s role as a mediator between the 28 MSs is of great 

importance. Since progress is only possible if all MS agree unanimous on new initiatives or 

                                                           
178  Please note that due to space constraints and in line with the author’s opinion expressed in the introductory part of this 

paper (pp. 7-8), aspects of defence industry and technology and thus the DITB are not going to be further elaborated 

within the context of this research project. For additional information see Andersson.  
179  European Defence Agency (2014a), About us – Mission, Brussels, http://www.eda.europa.eu/Aboutus/Whatwedo and 

Biscop/Coelmont, p. 81 f. 
180  The HR’s originally ascribed task was to support and assist the Council in the field of foreign policy, especially by 

bringing forward new policy initiatives, facilitating their implementation and by undertaking third party dialogues. 

Other functions back then were divided between the European Commissioner for External Relations and the six-

monthly rotating Presidency which both were abolished with the LBT in 2009 (see: General Secretariat of the Council 

of the EU (2009), Background – The High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy / The European 

External Action Service, Brussels,  http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/111301.pdf, 

p. 2. 
181  TEU Art. 18 and European External Action Service (2014n), The High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs 

and Security Policy, Brussels, http://eeas.europa.eu/ashton/index_en.htm. 
182  European External Action Service (2014n). 
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steps with regard to EU security and defence integration Ashton has significant influence in 

which direction CSDP further develops. This role is inter alia underlined with the HR chairing 

the EDA board which, as mentioned above, is composed of the 28 national defence 

ministers.
183

 

 

In her current position Ashton is supported by particularly two EU foreign policy bodies: First 

and foremost, the EEAS constitutes the main institution to assist her in her diplomatic tasks. 

Likewise introduced with the LBT in 2009 and declared fully operative in 2011 the 

diplomatic service contributes to the EU’s overall external policy coherence and visibility. 

Especially with regard to the latter, a worldwide network of EU delegations (currently 139
184

) 

helps to improve the EU local presence in different parts of the world. Furthermore, the 

EEAS’s internal working structure bringing together MS diplomatic personnel as well as 

Commission and Council Secretariat staff of relevant departments to work in a common 

institution adds to the overarching aim of improving consistency of policies, actions and 

operating principles between the different EU institutions dealing with foreign affairs. 

With regard to CSDP-related aspects, the existing crisis management structures have become 

an integral part of the EEAS and have been put under the direct authority of the HR. In this 

way, the ultimate coalescence of all CSDP operational planning structures towards one 

commissioning point is guaranteed.
185

 

 

A second and separate, but likewise important supporting body of the HR is the EUSR. Albeit 

having developed in parallel to CFSP structures the representative’s tasks are closely 

entwined with CSDP crisis management: Understood as special envoys EUSRs are sent out to 

promote and implement EU policies in troubled regions or countries and to undertake 

mediating tasks in conflict situations or post-conflict environments. Their active engagement 

in the field is thus of great relevance for the launch and execution of CSDP operations or 

missions.  

Taking into consideration that their activities can both precede as well as succeed operations 

in the particular region under question, EUSRs are main actors in the prearrangement of a 

workable political environment and during the follow-up process of a completed operation. 

                                                           
183  Biscop/Coelmont, p. 81. 
184  European External Actions Service (2013a), EEAS Review, Brussels, http://eeas.europa.eu/library/publications/2013/3/ 

2013_eeas_review_en.pdf, p. 11. 
185  European External Action Service (2014l); General Secretariat of the Council of the EU (2009), p. 3 and European 

External Actions Service (2014o), What we do, Brussels, http://eeas.europa.eu/what_we_do/index_en.htm. 
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Hence, their long-term presence in the respective regions or states equips them with great 

expertise and a much closer connection to local authorities and actors, a feature relatively 

short-dated CSDP missions or operations alone are most often not able to bring along.
186

 At 

present, ten EUSRs are engaged in different parts of the world, ranging from Africa and 

Central Asia to the Balkans.
187

   

 

Finally, the third and by far greatest differentiated track elaborated on within the scope of this 

chapter is the Council and its associated institutional bodies. Since this subchapter has already 

indicated the Council’s overarching decision-making role and thus ultimate competence in 

CSDP the focus of examination will directly shift to its subordinate bodies.
188

 In what 

follows, four of them will be further described.  

 

The first and most important body is the PSC. It represents the central institutional forum that 

is involved in every CFSP action. Already from its original starting point in form of a Council 

Decision from 2001 the committee was described as the ‘linchpin’
189

 of both CFSP and 

CSDP.  

However, the central function it serves is clearly to be located in the CSDP sphere: As 

described in the respective Council Decision the committee should be established to take over 

a key function in EU handling of external crisis situations. More precisely, in a situation of 

conflict the Council provides the PSC with both the political control and strategic guidance of 

a CSDP operation.  

Apart from these specific tasks ascribed to it in special situations, the PSC, above all, serves 

as a preparatory body for the Foreign Affairs Council meetings: At the ambassadorial level its 

members monitor the international security scenery in order to provide the Council with 

                                                           
186  Adebahr, pp. 59 ff., pp. 227 ff. and Grevi, Giovanni (2007), Pioneering foreign policy – The EU Special 

Representatives, Chaillot Paper no. 106, European Union Institute for Security Studies (EUISS), Paris, 

http://www.iss.europa.eu/uploads/media/chai106.pdf, p. 37 f. 
187  European External Actions Service (2014j), EU Special Representatives, Brussels, http://eeas.europa.eu/policies/eu-

special-representatives/index_en.htm. 
188  The comparably prominent role of the Council within the realm of CSDP is once again illustrated in the tabular 

overview of CSDP actors and institutional bodies provided on p. 92 (Appendix, 9.1 Main CSDP actors and institutional 

bodies). The table vividly demonstrates (right-hand column) the Council’s involvement of different kind in every 

CSDP institutional body to be further described within the context of this research project.  
189  Cf. Official Journal of the European Communities L27 (2001b), Council Decision of 22 January 2001 setting up the 

Political and Security Committee (2001/78/CFSP), Brussels, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/l_027 

20010130en00010003.pdf, p. 2.  
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specific policy proposals while keeping in mind the overall aim of cohesive and coherent 

action
190

 in EU foreign affairs.
191

 

 

In its work the PSC is advised by two other permanent bodies that form the second and third 

institutional settings to be dwelled on. As concerns the substance of their advising function 

the two bodies are divided along the traditional civil-military divide:  

With regard to the former, the so called CIVCOM informs and advises the PSC in all non-

military matters. Correspondingly, military advice and recommendations are brought forward 

by the EUMC.
192

 However, the EUMC represents a somewhat exceptional advising body, 

given that alongside its mere consulting tasks it also sets out the course of the entire spectrum 

of military activities conducted under the auspices of the EU.
193

  

To adequately shoulder this great responsibility, the committee is not only composed of 

national representatives directly subordinated to the MSs Chiefs of Defence, but additionally 

assisted by another permanent body, namely the European Union Military Staff (EUMS). 

Representing the fourth and last subordinated body of the Council’s institutional track that 

was outlined throughout this section, it plays an important role in the provision of military 

expertise. Even though working under the guidance of the EUMC, the group of military staff 

is also directly subject to orders of the HR and thus embedded in the EEAS’s institutional 

structures. Consequently, its military expertise work, including the coordination of 

instruments, capability provision and development as well as the drafting of strategic 

operational options in crisis situations, creates added-value for both the superordinate Council 

and the HR.
194

  

 

Finishing this thorough description of actors and institutionalized structures within the realm 

of CSDP, it is essential to note again that several more bodies and subordinate settings could 

be elaborated. For the sake of clarity and due to space constraints the respective number has 

however been reduced to four. Nevertheless, this restriction must also be seen as a decisive 

                                                           
190  Ibid., p. 2 f.; Algieri, pp. 58 ff., p.101 and European External Action Service (2014l).  
191  In addition to these analytical and recommending functions the committee is also assigned to improve political dialogue 

and coordination with external crisis management actors like NATO. 
192  Algieri, p. 101 f. and European External Action Service (2014l). 
193  Official Journal of the European Communities L27 (2001a), Council Decision of 22 January 2001 setting up the 

Military Committee of the European Union (2001/79/CFSP), Brussels, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpl 

oad/l_02720010130en00040006.pdf, p. 5. 
194  Algieri, p. 101 f. and European External Action Service (2014l). 
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indicator of how complex the CSDP institutional structures and bodies have become over the 

relatively short course of the policy field’s existence.
195

  

What is more, alongside the vertical differentiation presented here the existence of a 

horizontal dimension of CSDP actors is to be acknowledged. Although the conceptualisation 

of CSDP has always been intended to take place on an intergovernmental basis, the two main 

supranational institutions, namely the Commission and the EP have at least some, albeit very 

limited, competences to influence the CSDP, its nature and its development over time. 

Consequently, their relevance as concerns the research aim of this paper is considered 

likewise limited.
196

 

 

4.4.2 Forms and mechanisms of cooperation 

In addition to the great number of actors engaged in the sphere of CSDP a likewise significant 

amount of quasi institutionalized mechanism and cooperation forms has evolved. Hence, this 

section will provide an overview of the most important and most often practiced processes.  

In doing so, two dimensions are to be identified: The first concerns external forms of 

cooperation and thus the collaboration with inter alia NATO (mainly in the military sphere), 

the UN (e.g. civilian crisis management cooperation like peacebuilding tasks and mission) or 

other non-governmental organizations engaged in international security and crisis 

management. But since this paper has a clear inward-looking focus aiming at revealing the 

inherent nature of CSDP, this dimension will and cannot be further elaborated. Nevertheless, 

it is important to be fully aware of the fact that within the sphere of CSDP the EU has also 

established a vivid scope of external contacts and cooperation within which it engages in the 

international security sphere. 

Accordingly, the second dimension focuses on internal cooperation forms. Given the 

intergovernmental nature of CSDP the benefit of internal collaboration mechanisms becomes 

easily apparent. Therefore, it is important to allow space for smaller MS groupings to discuss 

or initiate new ideas that in a later step can be enhanced or even commonly agreed upon in the 

Council. 

                                                           
195  For further and more detailed information as concerns the institutional structure of CSDP see European External Action 

Service (2014l) as a first reference point. 
196  Whereas the EP is not more than consulted and informed by the respective CSDP bodies on actions and development 

within the policy field, the Commission stands in permanent working contact with a variety of CSDP bodies and actors. 

Most important in this context is however that certain financial means for crisis management (especially in the sphere 

of humanitarian assistance) derive from the EU budget which gives the Commission some influencing power on how 

specific civilian CSDP actions are carried out. See Algieri, pp. 102 ff. 



57 

 

Within this realm of differentiated integration forms in CSDP particularly two formats have 

gained important momentum: One concerns small MS groupings at the national governmental 

level, while the other takes place on the level of defence capability development. 

 

Starting with the political high-level collaboration, the entire history of CSDP has witnessed 

central initiatives for progress which have been brought forward by a small group or pair of 

MSs. These include inter alia the initial British-French joint declaration of Saint-Malo (see 

subchapter 4.3.) regarded as the official starting point of CSDP or the development of the 

Battlegroup concept (see chapter 4.3.1.) in close collaboration of France, Germany and the 

UK.
197

  

In general, the notion of the ‘Big Three’ deciding over the if and how of further EU policy 

development is at least equally, if not more, present in the realm of CSDP as in other EU 

policies. Especially with regard to their military capability equipment, the UK and France, 

and to a lesser extent Germany will remain driving forces in the realm of CSDP.
198

    

 

Shifting the focus to the second dimension the just outlined principle of smaller groupings 

working more closely together in the field of security and defence is brought to a more 

specific level. Given that the overall success of CSDP is to a great extent dependent on how 

the EU as an international crisis management actor performs on the ground, stimulus for 

closer cooperation is especially needed in the sphere of capability deployment and 

development. Therefore, the fragmentation of the defence sectors along national borders must 

be considered as the main reason for the set-up of more flexible cooperation mechanisms in 

the field of military capabilities allowing respective deployment and development of 

resources to flow quicker.  

Thus the LBT (TEU Art. 42.6) saw the introduction of the so called Permanent Structures 

Cooperation (PESCO) which offers a group of MSs the possibility to conduct closer 

collaboration in the field of defence on the basis of a set-up of criteria for participation.
199

 

                                                           
197  Lindstrom, Gustav (2007), Enter the EU Battlegroups, Chaillot Paper no. 97, European Union Institute for Securtiy 

Studies (EUISS), Paris, http://www.iss.europa.eu/uploads/media/cp097.pdf, p. 12 and Sola, Natividad Fernández 

(2013), Reasons for the Current Failure of the European Union as an International Security Actor, in: Boening, Astrid 

(et al.) (eds.), Global Power Europe Vol. 1 – Theoretical and Institutional Approaches to the EU’s External Relations, 

p. 82. 
198  Lehne, Stefan (2012), The Big Three in EU Foreign Policy, The Carnegie Papers, Carnegie Europe, Washington D.C., 

http://scienzepolitiche.uniroma3.it/gbonvicini/files/2013/04/eu_big_three.pdf, pp. 5 ff. and p. 20 f.  
199  A PESCO protocol annexed to the treaty additionally sets the parameters for the respective participation criteria (Art. 2) 

to be established in the case of actual cooperation and defines two major objectives PESCO shall serve (Art. 1), namely 

the contribution to EU Battlegroups and capability development. 
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While the set-up of such criteria makes the cooperation in itself more binding to the 

respective participants the determination of aims further guides MS cooperation into technical 

areas where closer cooperation and improvement of defence capabilities is most needed.
200

 

Nevertheless, the still differing understanding of PESCO among MSs and thus their 

reluctance to enter this form of differentiated integration has led to the launch of another 

concept, named ‘pooling and sharing’.
201

 With no reference to the PESCO mechanism 

‘pooling and sharing’ has developed into an independent concept under the auspices of the 

EDA which helps to cooperate respective MS projects. To further direct the process recent 

years saw the adoption of both a pooling and sharing priority list and a code of conduct.
202

 

How the concepts and its general usability develop in the future remains to be seen, 

nonetheless hopes are high that the established framework could mark ‘the first step towards a 

capability generation conference’
203

 in which the entirety of MSs could take part. Especially 

with regard to the general decrease of national defence budgets inter alia due to the on-going 

economic crisis an incentive to reach this point is already in place.
204

 

 

Taken as a whole, different forms of cooperation in the realm of CSDP have become an 

important element of the policy field. Against the backdrop of CSDP’s intergovernmental 

character, the benefit of such formats can be significant.  

Hence, and for future initiatives to have more possibilities to evolve and consolidate, it 

remains pivotal that MSs willing to improve their engagement under the CSDP framework are 

offered the opportunity to do so while being able to draw expertise and advice by already 

established institutional bodies like the EDA.
205

  

 

4.5 Critique and perception of stagnation 

Despite of all being said in the preceding sections, CSDP has also witnessed a considerable 

amount of critique from both within and without. Scientific discussions thereby range from 

MSs unwillingness to agree on CSDP action and to commit themselves more, the 

                                                           
200  Biscop/Coelmont, p. 87. 
201  With reference to the just described grouping mechanisms on the government level the establishment of the ‘pooling 

and sharing’ concept goes back to a German-Swedish initiative (also called ‘Ghent Initiative’) for improving EU 

military cooperation (see: European Defence Agency (2014b), European Defence Cooperation – Pooling & Sharing, 

Brussels, https://www.eda.europa.eu/aboutus/whatwedo/pooling-and-sharing). 
202  Ibid. and Biscop/Coelmont, p. 88. 
203  Cf. Biscop/Coelmont, p. 88. 
204  Techau, Jan (2013a), Ambitions, Not Threats, Are the Key to European Defence, in: Judy Dempsey’s Strategic Europe, 

Carnegie Europe, Brussels, http://carnegieeurope.eu/strategiceurope/?fa=53448. 
205  Ibid., p. 89. 
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overemphasis of civilian approaches to crisis management to limited EU visibility in the field, 

operative deficits and institutional weaknesses. 

Nevertheless, positive opinions and statements on CSDP and the improvements it has made 

over time have not been absent either. Here emphasis is put on inter alia the broad range of 

crisis management tasks the EU is, at least on paper, able to conduct, the fact that external 

request for CSDP missions has grown and the sheer quantitative number of missions and 

operations that have been conducted (total of 35).
206

 

 

But while the next chapter will draw a much more detailed critical picture on the basis of 

what has been outlined throughout this chapter, one central critical aspect deserves the right to 

be revisited, since it is even this aspect that inspired this research work in the first place:  

As outlined in the introduction of this paper and in spite of all coordinative progress having 

been achieved in the realm of CSDP, things have come to a deadlock throughout the last few 

years. The new impetus that was hoped to be brought to the EU’s external sphere with the 

entry into force of the LBT by the rearrangement of competences (HR) and the establishment 

of new institutional settings (mainly EEAS) has not become reality.
207

  

With particular regard to CSDP, considerable initiatives or progress dates back to the direct 

aftermath of the LBT reforms, namely to the establishment of the ‘pooling and sharing’ 

concept.  

 

Hence the possible reasons for this stagnation gain centre stage and thus bring this study back 

to its research aim, namely the systematization of the responsible factors of CSDP paralysis 

and their causes based on neo-insitutionalist reasoning in order to enhance our understanding 

of CSDP and its internal structures. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
206  Sola, p. 77 f. and Sandawi, Sammi (2010), Die Vermessung der ESVP/GSVP: Erfahrungen, Lehren und Trends aus 

bisherigen Einsätzen, in: Feichtinger, Walter/Gebhard, Carmen (eds.), Globale Sicherheits Europäische Potenziale – 

Herausforderungen, Ansätze, Instrumente, Böhlau Verlag, Vienna, p. 245 f. and pp. 254 ff. 
207  Menon, Anand (2011a), European Defence Policy from Lisbon to Libya, in: Survival: Global Politics and Strategy, 

Vol. 53 no. 3, p. 76, p. 81 and p. 87. 
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5 Derived analytical framework208 
 

Up to this point both the theoretical foundation of this paper as well as a detailed portray of 

CSDP were elaborated, so that it is within the scope of the following chapters to bring the two 

parts together. The analytical framework being constituted throughout this chapter will hence 

provide the structural foundation for the ensuing analysis which forms the heart of the present 

research project by providing explanations for CSDP’s current state of paralysis based on 

neo-institutionalist reasoning.  

 

On the basis of the thorough picture being drawn from CSDP in the preceding chapter it is 

possible to identify a quite significant set of problems that has begun to unfold itself 

throughout the descriptive process. More concretely, in viewing the outlined aspects in their 

entirety, points or even whole spheres of inconsistencies become apparent. Together with 

critical literature on CSDP one is to come across when studying the subject it is reasonable to 

speak of these inconsistencies in terms of aspects that play a decisive role in what has been 

describes as the perceived state of paralysis CSDP is currently in. Consequently, what will be 

done within the scope of this chapter is to set out these factors and systematize them which 

conclusively means to provide an answer to the first research question.
209

 

 

The systematization being carried out will result in a threefold picture of CSDP’s main 

weaknesses that is inspired by both the critical CSDP literature and the threefold theoretical 

approach that was presented in chapter three and is to be applied in the upcoming chapter. 

These three categories are to be thought of in a sequenced order, whereas the first overarching 

deficiency (political weakness) leads to the second (strategic weakness) and the second 

respectively results in the third (operational and capability deficits).  

However, the three categories are not meant to fully exhaust the picture of CSDP’s potential 

weaknesses or deficits. Hence, both a greater generalization as well as differentiation of the 

respective categories is thought of being possible but not best suited for the particular scope 

and contentual as well as theoretical context of this paper. Moreover, the interrelations 

between the different deficient aspects and their classification should not be considered as 

                                                           
208  For a tabular overview of the analytical framework being outlined throughout this chapter, see p. 93 (Appendix, 9.2 

Threefold analytical framework for CSDP). 
209  To a considerable extent, this categorization must also be viewed as being implicitly deduced from the theoretical 

remarks of chapter three while an explicit application of them, as already mentioned, will follow in the next chapter. 
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absolute. Nevertheless, outlining every single connection between them would rather lead to 

irritation than to a better overview which keeps the author from doing so.
210

  

 

5.1 Political weakness 

The first and simultaneously overarching deficit CSDP unmistakably carries with it is a 

political one. Given the sensitive nature of security and defence issues for the sovereignty of 

the MSs one the one and the rapid development and differentiation of the EU policy field on 

the other hand, it is debatable if there ever were or is a real and thorough consensus as 

concerns the political foundation of CSDP.
211

  

Even if the existing bulk of treaty provisions, common statements, strategies or institutional 

bodies in the realm of CSDP might speak against this, the still purely intergovernmental 

nature of the policy field significantly weakens this argument. With every MS having an 

ultimate veto right over what is to be agreed upon, the evolution of CSDP must also be seen 

through more individualistic and rational lenses as concerns the motives that brought it 

about.
212

 

 

Against the backdrop of an intergovernmental policy field dealing with politically very 

sensitive issues a number of deduced deficits needs to be considered: 

Starting with the deriving factors of the policy field’s sensitive nature, both a lack of MS 

willingness to act and cooperate as well as a lack of sufficient public support needs to be 

registered. Especially with regard to military engagement the national public opinion in the 

majority of MSs holds a rather reluctant view.
213

  

Closely linked to these two, mutually reinforcing aspects is the MSs disunity over the use of 

force. While for example France and the UK are not that reluctant as concerns military 

capability deployment, respectively military interventions, the Nordic states and Germany 

prefer CSDP engagement to be of civilian nature. Two major situations in which this 

disagreement has become most apparent are by far the Iraq war and the Libyan crisis.
214

 

                                                           
210  Nonetheless, and since a tabular illustration can more vividly demonstrate the interrelationship of aspects, the annexed 

table on p. 93 (Appendix, 9.2 Threefold analytical framework for CSDP) will indicate additional possible connections. 
211  Menon (2011a), p. 79 and Meyer, Christoph O. (2013), European Strategic Culture – Taking stock and looking ahead, 

in: Biscop, Sven/Whitman, Richard G. (eds.), The Routledge Handbook of European Security, Routledge Taylor & 

Francis Group, London, p. 50. 
212  Subchapter 6.1. will further elaborate on this rationalistic approach to CSDP. 
213  Sola, p. 83 f. 
214  Menon (2011a), p. 75 f., p. 83 and Gourlay, p. 91. 
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CSDP’s intergovernmental structure leads to another set of problems that play part in 

contributing to the political weakness of the policy field:  

First of all, the increased number of EU MSs and their individual veto power in CSDP 

decision-making has become a major obstacle for progress. Not only does the achievement of 

a final agreement takes much more time if all MSs need to approve, the diverse national 

views on security and defence issues and the role a common European framework should play 

with regard to them also mean that the finally reached consensus is often elusive and 

imprecise.
215

 

Additionally, a decision-making structure based on unanimity voting requires political 

leadership which is most of the time and due to the unwillingness of EU MS to engage more 

within the CSDP framework not in sight. Consequently, with neither one of the MSs nor an 

EU institutional body being willing or able to noticeable push for new initiatives the policy 

field as such is much likely condemned to stalemate.
216

 

Finally, CSDP’s intergovernmental nature has also led to institutional consequences. Given 

the ultimate decision competence of the MSs and the embeddedness of CSDP in CFSP as well 

as its close relation to other EU foreign policies carried out under supranational authority (e.g. 

ENP, development policy or trade policies) too many strands of competences and 

responsibilities (inter alia MS, HR, Council and EC) clash. Their entwinement on the one and 

the need to coordinate their actions in line with the treaty provisions
217

 calling for consistency 

between the different EU foreign policies on the other hand must be considered of 

additionally hampering CSDP’s decision-making processes and the execution of action. The 

overarching coordinating and leadership role assigned to the HR with the entry into force of 

the LBT as well as the actual value of the EEAS to support this work continue to be 

disputed.
218

 

 

This brings the discussion to another crucial and third aspect that contributes to CSDP’s 

deficits in the political dimension, namely the great expectations the different amending 

treaties and above all the LBT carried with them. Taking into account the general reluctance 

of the MSs and the limited public support, it seems particularly odd that new treaty provisions 

                                                           
215  Menon (2011a), p. 82 f. 
216  Techau (2013a). 
217  TEU Art. 21.3; see also p. 38 f. 
218  Sola, pp. 77 ff. 
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entail such ambitious aims that generate disproportionately much hope that things will 

actually improve.  

Given that since the LBT is in force general business and new initiatives have been limited, it 

has become more than just apparent that the high ambitions and great expectations it 

generated for both CFSP and CSDP have failed to materialise.
219

 

 

Apart from these three defining components of CSDP’s political weakness, a fourth but more 

solitary one should be sketched out: CSDP carried out under the framework of the EU does 

not constitute the only apparatus or forum within which security and defence issues are 

discussed and in form of common action executed. Both NATO and the OSCE should be 

considered as parallel structures against which CSDP has to stand its ground.  

Even more, the legally admitted free choice of where each MS sees common defence realised, 

either in NATO or under the framework of CSDP
220

 leads to different reference points of 

loyalty among them. 

Hence, convincing both the MSs and the general public of CSDP’s additional benefit and 

added value represents another political obstacle to greater support for progress and 

improvement. 

 

5.2 Strategic weakness 

As a consequence of its political weakness, CSDP also features strategic shortcomings. 

Strategic thereby refers not only to mere considerations of how to plan and carry out crisis 

management action but also to determining aspects of how CSDP engagement is understood 

and classified both as part of the European integration project
221

 and as an EU crisis 

management instrument in international security policies.  

 

The disunity of the EU MS as concerns these strategic understandings of CSDP
222

 as well as a 

constantly changing geopolitical and security environment should be considered as the two 

main determining forces constituting the policy field’s strategic deficits. The consequences 

                                                           
219  Ibid., p. 78 and Menon (2011a), p. 87. 
220  TEU Art.42.2; see also p. 35. 
221  In this context it is important to acknowledge that the way of how CSDP is most commonly understood by both the EU 

MSs elites and the general public is greatly influenced by how they identify themselves with the EU as a whole. Given 

that the actual existence of a common EU identity is a matter of ongoing scientific debate, the actual development of a 

common foreign policy identity necessary to solidify the political foundation of CSDP continues to be out of sight. For 

more information on how identity politics shape CSDP, see inter alia: Risse, Thomas (2012), Identity Matters: 

Exploring the Ambivalence of EU Foreign Policy, in: Global Policy, Vol. 3, pp. 87-95. 
222  Meyer, p. 57. 
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deriving from these realities are manifold. Beyond that, they have an adverse impact on 

CSDP’s operational abilities and skills, an aspect the next section (subchapter 5.3.) will deal 

with. 

  

First of all, the EU MSs lack a common threat perception or what is even more perceive no 

threat at all that would be severe enough to fuel a new debate on how to more effectively and 

co-ordinately engage under a common EU framework.
223

 Not only do the different MSs have 

distinct security priorities due to their geographic location or history, a great majority of them 

still seems to hold the belief of the US helping out if serious security problems arise. 

What is more, through the achievements of the ENP the perception towards the EU 

neighbouring states causing imminent danger for European security seems to be reduced. 

With twelve out of 16 defined ENP countries fully participating as partners in the respective 

policy framework and thus having agreed on ENP action plans that demonstrate their 

commitment to the fundamental and democratic principles of the EU,
224

 the picture of an 

apparently secure orbit of, in great parts, like-minded countries surrounding the EU has 

established itself. Recent, developments in Ukraine have however shown that this perceived 

ring is nothing more than an illusion. 

 

Second and often criticized in the literature, EU MSs lack a common strategic culture. For the 

context of CSDP this non-existence means that there is no ‘identifiable set of norms, beliefs 

and habits of mind regarding the use of force shared by the relevant political actors’
225

. If one 

is to think about the most relevant political CSDP actors in terms of the ‘Big Three’ the case 

of Libya has once more and quite vividly demonstrated how far the UK and France on the one 

and Germany on the other side have moved apart as concerns CSDP military matters.
226

 In 

more distinct terms, normative incompatibilities between the three do also become apparent 

as concerns the definitional scope of defence, the intended relation to the US, and modes of 

war fighting.
227

  

                                                           
223  Techau, Jan (2013c), Why Good Arguments Won’t save European Defense, in: Judy Dempsey’s Strategic Europe, 

Carnegie Europe, Brussels, http://carnegieeurope.eu/strategiceurope/?fa=53641&reloadFlag=1. 
224  European External Action Service (2014i), European Neighborhood Policy (ENP) Overview, Brussels, 

http://eeas.europa.eu/enp/. 
225  Cf. Meyer, p. 53. 
226  Dempsey, Judy (2013), We Have a Mandate for More EU Foreign Policy, in: Judy Dempsey’s Strategic Europe, 

Carnegie Europe, Brussels, http://carnegieeurope.eu/strategiceurope/?fa=53528. 
227  Nevertheless, it needs to be acknowledged that a considerable amount of scientific literature stating the opposite, 

namely the convergence of the ‘Big Three’ in their strategic culture, exists. However, progress is mainly happening on 
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Relevant EU institutions like the HR, the EEAS and with it its multicultural personnel have so 

far failed to bring diverging national security and strategic cultures closer together. What is 

more, even the main institutional bodies attached to CSDP’s military sphere which were in 

place long before the LBT entered into force, namely the PSC, EUMC and EUMS, have not 

managed to transfer their developed pro-CSDP attitude and spirit to the higher political 

level.
228

  

Hence, with a relatively small set of norms, beliefs and habits being shared on CSDP’s 

highest political level, there is a long way to go towards reaching a shared strategic culture 

that is able to provide a common ‘sense of orientation and direction’
229

 and thus a principal 

and long-term reference point for CSDP action in crisis situations. 

 

Furthermore and thirdly, the only and solid strategic basis agreed upon by all MSs, namely 

the ESS, must be considered an outdated framework for future cooperation. With the outer 

European security environment having dramatically changed since the publication of the 

document in 2003 the strategic guidance it provided and the fundamental strategic consensus 

it has set are no longer guaranteed.
230

 More precisely, the time in which the US or the West in 

general dominated and led world politics, the economic size of China was much smaller and 

the devastating consequences from the military interventionist policies in Iraq and 

Afghanistan were not in sight, is over.  

The American pivot to Asia, the economic crisis hitting Europe, the threat of cyber-attacks as 

well as the just recently emerging political struggles in the Eastern neighbourhood have put 

the EU and thus CSDP in a completely different strategic context
231

 which it needs to 

acknowledge and approach differently than a decade ago.  

Given the lack of clarity and accordance of how to tackle these issues there is a long way 

ahead of EU elites.  

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
a superficial and short-term level ignoring more fundamental and long-term conflict lines decisive for each of the three. 

See e.g. Meyer, p. 55. 
228  Meyer, pp. 53 ff. 
229  Cf. ibid., p. 51. 
230  Keohane, Daniel (2013), Does the EU Need a New Foreign Policy Strategy?, International Relations and Security 

Network (ISN), Swiss Federal Institute of Technology (ETH) Zurich, Zurich, http://isn.ethz.ch/Digital-

Library/Articles/Detail/?lng=en&id=171319. 
231  De France, Olivier/Whitney, Nick (2013), Europe’s Strategic Cacophony, ECFR Policy Brief, European Council on 

Foreign Relations (ECFR), London, http://ecfr.eu/page/-/ECFR77_SECURITY_BRIEF_AW.pdf, p. 2. 
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5.3 Operational and capability deficits 

Last but not least, CSDP is confronted with deficits at the operational level. While these 

shortcomings must be thought of as the ultimate consequence deriving from both political and 

strategic deficits, the impact they have is unquestionable the greatest since it is in the field 

that CSDP actions become visible for the external world and are measured in their success 

and effectiveness.  

 

Due to the sensitive nature of CSDP, the EU MSs disagree on a number of issues as concerns 

operational action: As has already been indicated at different stages of this paper, there only is 

a limited amount of high-level consensus with regard to the deployment of military 

operations. Different acute crisis situations have illustrated how such a disagreement leads to 

CSDP deadlock and thus no (or delayed) action under the EU framework at all. Nevertheless, 

official EU documents like the ESS state the preference of civilian and preventive CSDP 

engagement and thus indicate that emphasis is laid on non-military action and the use of force 

as a last resort. 

 

Second, the unwillingness of national governments to pool their finances on defence and 

share their capabilities leads to increased fragmentation of defence efforts along national 

borders which produces unnecessary and costly duplication of rarely used capabilities.  

What is more, the altered security environment and thus the changed nature of crises require 

more flexible answers and instruments. However, the needed, new mix of capabilities one the 

one and the non-existence of common capability standards on the other hand keep the 

operational capacity of CSDP from improving.
232

 

The institutional steps that were taken to counter these deficits, namely to ascribe the central 

and coordinative role in the field of capability development to the EDA did so far only lead to 

limited results.
233

   

 

Finally, economic and financial aspects must be taken into consideration when speaking of 

CSDP operational and capability deficits: Due to the fact that deploying and sustaining armed 

forces is not only normatively disputed but also a highly costly business, CSDP operations 

                                                           
232  Biscop/Coelmont, p. 79 f.; Menon (2011a), p. 79 and Dempsey, Judy (2014), The Miserable State of European 

Defence, in: Judy Dempsey’s Strategic Europe, Carnegie Europe, Brussels, http://carnegieeurope.eu/strategiceurope/?fa 

=54400&reloadFlag=1. 
233  Menon (2011a), p. 84 f. 
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increasingly face a funding problem. Given the intergovernmental nature of CSDP and thus 

no EU budget category for the funding of CSDP actions the EU MSs agreed on a financing 

framework for common costs. But while the so called Athena Mechanism only applies to 

military operations, all other CSDP aspects are financed on the basis of ‘costs lie where they 

fall’
234

. Consequently, incentives for particularly capability development and technology 

projects are hard to find. National austerity measures and the decrease of national defence 

budgets in times of an ongoing economic crisis have further aggravated the situation.
235

 

Against this background, it remains even more unfortunate that two CSDP associated 

operational concepts, namely the ‘pooling and sharing’ concept and the deployment of EU 

Battlegroups have so far found limited, respectively no application. 

 

5.4 Interim conclusion 

Within the scope of this chapter it has been tried to shed light on CSDP deficits and their 

interrelationship. The systematization of these shortcomings along three major dimensions 

has illustrated how profoundly and far-reaching they are.  

Accordingly, the perceived CSDP deadlock is the result of the interplay of a political, 

strategic and operational weakness. The defining components of these weaknesses are 

mutually dependent. This in turn implies that the aggravation of one also leads to the 

worsening of the two others. If these thoughts are developed further, we may even speak of a 

vicious cycle of different weaknesses that will continue to restrain or even petrify the 

stalemate. 

Hence, addressing these weaknesses is a difficult task to undertake. However, in order to do 

so, there is the need to find out more about their roots and causes.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
234  Cf. Council of the European Union (2014), Foreign Affairs – Financing security and defence military operations, 

Brussels, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/policies/fac/financing-security-and-defence-military-operations-%28athena 

%29. 
235  Menon (2011a), p. 83 f. 
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6 The causes of CSDP paralysing factors – A neo-institutionalist analysis 
 

Provided with the systematized list of factors that are held responsible for the paralysing state 

of CSDP this chapter will go even deeper into the subject and thus tries to determine the 

causes and roots of them. This is done with explanatory help of the Three New 

Institutionalisms and in line with their operationalization already outlined in subchapter 3.2. 

Necessary to note once again in this context is the complementary manner in which the three 

explanatory strands will be used in order to provide answers for the second research question: 

With each using a different set of explanatory elements and thus focussing on different 

aspects as concerns the interaction of the individual actor (MS) and the institution (CSDP as 

an institutionalized policy structure) as well as the establishment and change of the latter, a 

comprehensive theoretical basis for the neo-institutionalist explanation of CSDP’s paralysing 

factors is established. 

 

Together with the findings of the preceding chapter the results deriving from this theoretical 

analysis will then serve as the ground for a final, concluding discussion dealing with the 

implications and effects
236

 the determined paralysing factors as well as their causes and roots 

will have for the future of CSDP. 

 

6.1 Rational-individualist explanations 

Rationalist-inspired explanations of the current state of CSDP are everything else but new. 

Regarding the establishment of the policy-field and its further evolution in the light of self-

seeking MSs that try to optimize their preference through the engagement under a common 

policy framework is one of the most common ways to theoretically approach CSDP.
237

 Given 

the vital but likewise sensitive role security and defence issues play for the ultimate autonomy 

and self-determination of the nation state, it is both reasonable and necessary to do so.  

 

Hence, rationalist components, especially in form of motivation for action play a decisive role 

in CSDP. This becomes most notably apparent on the highest political level:  

                                                           
236  Third, supplementary research question. 
237  For an example of how rationalist arguments in form of realist reasoning are applied to CSDP, see the remarks made at 

the outset of chapter three (p. 18 f.) that introduced the theoretical foundations of this paper. 



69 

 

During the European Council (if dealing with security and defence issues) or the monthly 

Foreign Affairs Council meetings government bargaining in order to reach the most 

favourable result for one’s own country is daily fare.  

Pioneering initiatives brought forward in the realm of CSDP are likewise part of self-seeking 

deliberations considered enforceable only if additional support by other MSs is obtained. In 

view of the fact that in the majority of cases either institutional- or policy-related progress in 

CSDP has been the result of bilateral or small-number MS groupings by pushing for new 

concepts or stimulating new debates on certain CSDP aspects (e.g. the Declaration of Saint-

Malo, the Battlegroup concept or the PESCO mechanism), we owe a lot to exactly such 

rational interests and impulses.  

 

Simultaneously however, and coming back to the analytical framework presented earlier, such 

pronounced egoistic behaviour as regards security and defence issues does also have negative 

implications for CSDP. 

Accordingly, a reflection of such behaviour also needs to be recognized on lower institutional 

levels. Particularly the PSC, in its role as the main body of political control and strategic 

guidance in CSDP meeting on the ambassadorial level, must in itself be regarded as an 

extended arm of the MSs governments reaching into more precise areas of CSDP decision-

making. This connoted transfer of political bargains to the next lower institutional layer 

mitigates positive institutional effects that normally imply regulated and thus easier 

cooperation. 

Besides the reflection of ‘power plays’ on even this level due to the sensitive issues being 

discussed, other defining components of CSDP’s political weakness become more 

comprehensible under a rationalist spotlight too. Thus, the lack of willingness and political 

leadership seen through a rationalist lens are a thoroughly normal consequence deriving from 

the merely strategic use of CSDP by the respective MSs. If there is no advantage to be taken 

from it, cooperation under a common policy framework is very likely not to happen. 

Additionally, the rationalist strand of the New Institutionalism provides important 

explanations on why CSDP, albeit officially described of emphasising civilian instruments of 

crisis management, has far more developed and differentiated military institutional structures 

than non-military ones. This military-civilian paradox, which in a reversed way also occurs 

with regard to the quantitative imbalance of civilian and military mission, must simply be 

seen as the result of two strong MSs, namely the UK and France asserting their more liberal 
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view on the use of force in the bargaining processes, knowing that due to their sheer 

importance for the execution of any CSDP mission their interests cannot be ignored. 

 

As concerns CSDP’s strategic and operational deficits, corresponding explanations must be 

applied. There simply has not been enough common ground on more precise or additional 

strategic priorities to renew or expand the ESS given the MSs prefixed and hard to change 

preferences on the topics concerned. The same is true for common capability development 

projects, a shared strategic culture and hence equally trained national personnel seconded to 

carry out inter alia joint military operations under the EU flag. 

  

To sum up, and thus also considering the possibility of institutional change in CSDP, 

prospects for success are not that bright. As long as there are no shared interests or common 

pushes for new initiative able to prevail over the several bargaining processes and to finally 

conquer the unanimity threshold in the Council, CSDP’s current state of stalemate is unlikely 

to end. With this being the case, what CSDP will be capable of in the future will, from a 

rational-choice point of view, be determined by what passes the unanimity requirement. 

However, history has shown that acute external threats (e.g. Balkan secession wars or the 

terrorist attacks of 9/11) can alter the chances for progress and even an improvement of 

certain aspects of CSDP quite rapidly and unexpectedly. The question nevertheless is if this is 

a price worth to pay.  

 

Hence, it is worth paying attention to rationalist reasons for and explanations of CSDP’s state 

of paralysis. In the end, it is often the unwillingness of one or several MSs to agree on 

respective new aspects of CSDP that prevents the policy field from developing further. 

Nevertheless, this paper advises against adopting a too stiffened view on them given that in a 

variety of cases or situations causes require a much more differentiated explanation. 

 

6.2 Historical legacies 

In line with what has just been said, a more detailed set of explanations as concerns the 

apparent deficits of CSDP is provided by the historical strand of the New Institutionalism. 

Respectively, the contextual explanatory dimension it adds to this analysis is of great 

significance.  
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To put it the other way round, examining CSDP as a solitary element of international security 

politics ignores decisive aspects having, respectively still, influencing its original 

establishment, evolution and workings. 

 

Consequently, in temporal and causal terms the establishment and evolution CSDP must be 

regarded as not only an answer to the Balkan secession wars of the 1990s but also as an EU 

integrative step in a time where closer security and defence cooperation was simply 

considered as the next move towards the, back then, much more enthusiastic endeavours to a 

fully political Union.
238

 In a nutshell, history created a context for CSDP within which its 

further development and differentiation was at least partly predetermined. 

 

This of course had implications for what has become a political, strategic and operational 

weakness of the policy field. In a much more enthusiastic time, the self-created image that 

was communicated to the outer world was a way too ambitious
239

 and too broadly defined as 

to perform it adequately. The rapid set-up of institutional bodies and mechanisms in order to 

do so was likewise inconsiderately carried out, so that much of what now is in place has 

turned out to be inaccurate. Especially with regard to the outdated strategic framework 

provided by the ESS a core elements of CSDP has fainted. Yet, altering it means to bear in 

mind the existing bulk of actors, institutional bodies and their competences. 

What is more, the overlap and imprecise division of competences makes lasting decisions and 

sustainable integrative steps very hard to achieve. Consequently, the struggle over 

competences and the prerogative of interpretation (e.g. HR vs. PSC
240

) over policy related 

aspects and events hampers the required constant interplay of the different institutional bodies 

in order to develop common ideas, values and beliefs.  

This evolved stickiness of change, particularly given the high threshold in CSDP decision-

making, additionally limits the scope of what CSDP will be capable of in the future. Hence, 

with different actors and established institutions having developed their own dynamics and 

                                                           
238  By the mid of the 1990s the European Integration project had just finalised a number of very decisive and 

predominantly economic, integrative steps which in 1992 culminated in the completion of the Single European Market, 

one of the biggest achievements in EU history. 
239  Consider inter alia the numerous discussions as concerns the capability-expectations gap introduced by Hill in 1993 

(see Hill and subchapter 1.1., p. 3). 
240  As already indicated through the depictions of subchapter 4.4.1 dealing with CSDP’s main actors (see pp. 51 ff.) and to 

be further illustrated in the appendix 9.1 (see p. 92). For further indices in the primary literature, see Official Journal of 

the European Communities L27 (2001b), p. 3. 
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ideas of how to improve or further shape CSDP, it has become increasingly difficult to 

overcome the current situation of stalemate. 

 

Alongside, these path-dependent constraints it is thus important to not lose sight of what has 

been possible at the original outset of CSDP’s establishment. It is safe to assume that the 

ideas
241

 and hopes that stood behind it have never again been so dedicated and positive. Since 

then the notion of effective security and defence activities under a common EU framework in 

order to make the European ‘voice heard in world affairs’
242

 and to contribute ‘to the vitality 

of a modernised Atlantic Alliance’
243

 has slowly but steadily demerged into a force field of 

diverging interests and ideas. 

In times of very low political and public support as well as of different layers of competences 

within CSDP, starting a political discourse to bring these ideas back together or to generate 

new ones in order to revitalise the policy field has become a difficult task to undertake. 

 

6.3 Normative and cultural origins 

The third and final strand of neo-institutionalist explanation as concerns the causes of CSDP’s 

paralysed state of play is of likewise crucial meaning to comprehensively answer the second 

research question. Since it sheds light on the normative aspects shaping CSDP, it touches the 

heart of what the policy field is founded on. 

 

Against this background, the first and elementary thing to record is the crucial role norms 

have and do play in every action carried out under the CSDP framework. As already 

described in chapter four, EU foreign policy action ‘shall be guided by the principles which 

have inspired its own creation’
244

. Carrying its fundamental democratic norms into the world 

to spread freedom and democracy is thus a tasks of highest normative and indirectly also 

cultural kind. 

                                                           
241  Meant again here is the view of CSDP as the next logical step towards the ultimate goal of a fully political Union 

already mentioned at the outset of this subchapter. Nevertheless, other, more precise ideas, both of politicians and 

political scientists, connected to the set-up of the policy field at the end of the 1990s are important to be taken into 

consideration too. Examples that have not become reality are inter alia the idea of CSDP as a purely independent 

setting from NATO and thus the US or even as a much clearer and likewise strong counterbalance to the US security 

approach. 
242  Cf. European Union Institute for Security Studies (EUISS). 
243  Cf. ibid. 
244  Cf. TEU Art. 21.1. 
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But while it is not part of this analysis and research project more generally to assess the 

feasibility of this underlying aspiration it is quite obvious how it is both internally and 

externally reflected in CSDP: The clear emphasis of civilian and preventive crisis 

management instruments on the one and the characterization of the EU as a normative or 

civilian power in international security policies on the other side speak volumes.  

Hence, its underlying norms have made CSDP to the specific kind of policy field it is today. 

 

Since this shaping force of fundamental, overarching democratic norms alone does not 

constitute any sort of deficits for the policy sphere per se, we witness greater problems if we 

look deeper into the specific norm-related preferences and cultures the individual EU MSs 

bring with them. Thus, what leads to a political and in consequence also to a strategic and 

operational weakness is a normative and cultural clash.  

On top of that, external norms and values additionally shape CSDP’s workings and actions. 

Embedded into the UN and NATO frameworks different normative incentives exert a decisive 

impact on how CSDP crisis management actions is perceived and even more important 

considered internationally legitimized. The best example for both internal as well as external 

normative struggles is the question under which conditions the use of force is justifiable and 

contributes to the improvement of a specific crisis situation. Here concepts like the 

responsibility to protect or humanitarian interventionism represent highly controversial issues, 

even though the majority of MSs share the same fundamental, democratic norms and values. 

 

As regards the chances for institutional change and improvement of CSDP, sociological 

explanations are equally sceptical. Even if the different EU MSs as well as the respective 

institutions are considered to act in accordance to a logic of appropriateness and thus might 

change their view on respective norms and values if new experiences will teach them better, 

the way to actually achieve this change of mind is still a long or better to say constantly 

continuing process. What we witness is not more than a general agreement on fundamental 

normative aspects with more precise mindsets lacking consistency.
245

 

 

                                                           
245  Repeatedly outlined and disputed normative aspects are inter alia the conditions under which the use of force should or 

must be used, the security relations to NATO and the US, or more generally security-related approaches or actions 

towards specific crisis situations (e.g. political crisis in Ukraine and the influence of Russia in it). 
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In sum, stressing the shaping force of normative and cultural aspects in such sensitive policy 

areas like CSDP once again reminds us of the profundity of the three major and 

interdependent weaknesses having been identified in this paper. 

Nevertheless, if we see the existing ability of normative and cultural adjustment as a constant 

process, a more positive view ensues. The all-pervasive nature of norms inherent in every act 

of communication and interaction in CSDP given the sensitive issues discussed hence 

provides considerable space for the policy field’s improvement. 
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7 Conclusions 
 

Having reached the end of this research work, it is time to place its central findings into the 

broader context of international security politics and thus closing the circle of the scientific 

investigation having been carried out. This is done through a short wrap-up of both the 

analytical-empirical and theoretical parts as well as a further interpretation of them.  

By this means answers to the third research question dealing with the effects of CSDP’s 

paralysing factors will be provided. 

What shall remain is a thorough but likewise critical view on CSDP and its future; a view that 

developed over the entire course of this research project. 

 

7.1 CSDP – An EU policy falling victim to itself? 

Albeit being a relatively young EU policy field, CSDP has quite rapidly developed into a 

highly differentiated policy sphere with regard to both institutional structures and qualitative 

as well as quantitative objectives. Nevertheless, and as this paper has tried to gradually reveal, 

this swift development has come with a price: In contrast to its initial phase, recent years have 

witnessed increased inactivity. 

But rather than seeking out the guilty in the economic crisis which is still dominating EU 

debates, this research work has dwelled on a number of other and much more profound 

aspects that must be held responsible for its stalemate. 

Accordingly, CSDP faces three major weaknesses, one of political, one of strategic and one of 

operational nature. Albeit their interdependent relationship their actual visibility varies 

whereby the operational one is most perceptible. 

 

More importantly however, the origins of these weaknesses seem to lie in the very nature of 

the policy field itself. Above all, its intergovernmental structure, most notably expressed 

through unanimity voting on the highest political level, and the thereby arising different layers 

of intermingled competences on the lower institutional levels have made a smooth decision-

making process and hence the set-up of sufficiently planned and coordinated CSDP action 

very hard to achieve.  

Additionally, the underlying normative character of the policy field creates an external picture 

that fails to actually become reality due to internal constraints. 
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While it has been tried over years to compensate for the respective deficits through the 

establishment of additional institutional bodies, but which to the contrary seem to have rather 

contributed to this dilemma than improve the situation, we are nevertheless left with the 

question if CSDP has fallen victim to its own, contested political foundation. 

Even more, do we have to infer from this that the perceived paralysis of CSDP is more than 

just a current state of affairs but the ultimate consequence of a policy approach that right from 

the beginning lacked decisive common ground and understanding of what purpose to serve 

and which directions to follow? 

And in line with this, has the policy field reached its integrative limits? 

 

It remains hard to make predictions on such questions, given that the detailed examination of 

CSDP throughout this paper has revealed how sudden and unexpected at least short-term 

change in both positive and negative terms can occur if the security situation alters 

abruptly.
246

   

 

7.2 European defence post-2014 – An institutional outlook 

In response to these quite devastating implications deriving from the analytical framework 

created in chapter five neo-institutionalist explanations have helped to clear the view by 

uncovering possible starting points for a renewed approach of improving EU security and 

defence cooperation. By emphasising inter alia causal and temporal mechanisms as well as 

normative and rational aspects of CSDP’s evolution they illuminated what actually has and is 

causing the policy field’s gridlock and thus identified where necessary reforms have to begin. 

Therefore, the complementary understanding of CSDP mechanisms makes the New 

Institutionalism and its different strands to a much more preferable theoretical approach than 

long-dominating realist traditions. More precisely, cultural, normative and temporal 

considerations help to focus our attention to permanently ongoing institutional mechanisms 

and interactions that can sustainable be influenced and hence altered.  

Pure rational-choice approaches and their very restricted view of institutional change do not 

offer this opportunity.  

                                                           
246  See particularly the events of 9/11 and the following launch of the ESS on the one and the intense disputes over a 

military involvement in Iraq on the other hand. 
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What is more, other still nascent neo-institutionalist approaches should be thought of as being 

able to further enhance our understanding of CSDP in the future by filling remaining 

explanatory gaps realism or liberalism were not capable of doing.  

 

In line with this, a neo-institutionalist outlook on the future of CSDP should be best described 

as a principally positive but modest one: All three explanatory strands consider the solution of 

stalemate as an indeed possible but likewise hard process.  

This unifying aspect does therefore indicate that the effects of CSDP’s paralysed state of play 

do not necessarily mean a limit to further CSDP integration. It is rather another constraining 

layer on the way ahead that simultaneously serves as a reminder that even after more than 15 

years of existence and several efforts of institutional improvement culminating in the 

requirements of the LBT, fundamental debates and difficulties have still not been adequately 

addressed. 

Nevertheless, time is increasingly playing against all future efforts since a continuing working 

under the recent structures will very likely further strengthen the identified factors of 

stagnation. 

 

7.3 Final remarks and recommendations 

This study aimed to improve our understanding of CSDP as an EU policy field. Against the 

backdrop of an increasingly perceived period of inactivity in the respective policy sphere over 

the last couple of years, it has identified and systematized the main responsible factors of this 

gridlock and additionally tried to find answers to the original evolution of them by drawing on 

the three main theoretical strands of the New Institutionalism.  

 

The findings this twofold approach brought about are severe but not unchangeable. They 

rather require a fundamental and comprehensive change of thinking by all relevant actors, 

most notably the EU MSs. 

First new incentives and a renewed recognition of the need to bring CSDP back onto the EU 

policy agenda started with the holding of European Council meeting aimed to deal explicitly 

with security and defence issues in December 2013. In line with this, renewed scientific and 

political debates in the run-up to the meeting were promising.  
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Nevertheless, respective results and conclusions have not only been limited but also missed 

the point: They more or less reflect on aspects we have heard over years, like the ongoing 

relevance of defence, credibility and effectiveness or further developing capabilities.
247

 But 

what makes it even worse, most parts of the meeting focused again on economic and 

monetary issues. 

A next assessment by the European Council on the respective CSDP matters is scheduled for 

June 2015.
248

 However, the timing is suboptimal since most of 2014 is determined by the EU 

elections and thus puts the EU system into a political coma during which it is very much 

unlikely that new incentives will be heard as they need to. Furthermore, what we witness up 

to know is limited campaigning in the explicit field of CSDP and general attention given to 

EU external affairs only with regard to the current political crisis in Ukraine.  

 

All this is not to deny that focusing on specific and short-term aspects is unimportant, but it 

will not help to sustainably react to the much more profound and underlying problems 

identified in this paper. 

Hence, what CSDP needs are in my opinion three essential things: First of all, there must be a 

purely political debate at the highest political level aiming at once for all setting a common 

political foundation for the policy field and thereby bringing clarity to the division of 

competences for a way ahead. This should include inter alia an unambiguous positioning of 

all MSs with regard to NATO and a precise common agreement under what conditions the 

use of force is both acceptable and reasonable. Here, the incorporation of the greater 

European public into the debates is vital. 

In the very end, decisive polity-related recommendations have to emerge: Based on a greater 

political foundation certain competences should be delegated to lower institutional levels. For 

the beginning the ambassadorial structure of the PSC could be reconsidered, allowing for a 

more common EU rather than MSs focused management of political and strategic guidance. 

 

Second, a strategic debate is required. Based on the identified shortcomings of the ESS the 

EU is in an undeniable need to reposition itself strategically. A new strategic priority list 

could take first remedial action and in the long-term result in a renewed, guiding strategic 

                                                           
247  European Council (2013b), European Council 19/20 December 2013 – Part I paragraphs 1-22 of the European Council 

Conclusions, Brussels, https://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/140214.pdf, inter alia 

p. 2 and p. 5. 
248  Ibid., p. 10. 
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document that should have fixed intervals for reassessment.  Here, the Final Report of the HR 

published in October 2013 in preparation for the December European Council meeting
249

 

could serve as a starting point since it thoroughly describes the current strategic EU context 

and already sets a first, although relatively broad, set of priorities.  

What must follow from this are concrete policy recommendations that take these priorities 

into account. In this regard, the increased importance of a common EU maritime strategy and 

policy provides a good opportunity, given that the two current missions in Somalia (EU 

NAFOR and EUTM Somalia) are one of a few successful, and what is more, military 

operations currently carried out under the CSDP framework. 

 

Third, all actors need to lower their expectations and hence acknowledge that improvement 

deriving from the top not only is but has to be a long-term process in order to reach 

sustainable results that guide CSDP into a promising future. A substantial and sustainable way 

ahead should thereby be understood in terms of a policy field that is able to deliver long-term 

objectives and the means to achieve them in a regulated and smooth policy-making process, 

thus allowing the policy sphere as such to live up to the expectations imposed on it.  

 

In the end, we must arrive at a point where CSDP is more than just a stepchild of European 

integration but an important and indispensable building block for both European and 

international security based on an understanding that in today’s world shared defence not only 

matters but is impossible to circumvent if Europe wants to remain a secure and prosperous 

place that effectively contributes to expand this area of security and mutual respect far beyond 

its borders. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
249  See European External Action Service (2013c). 
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9 Appendix: Synoptical tables 
 

9.1 Main CSDP actors and institutional bodies  

  

Main CSDP 

bodies 

Main CSDP actors 

Member States (MSs) High Representative (HR) Council 

EDA 

- Assistance on defence 

capability coordination (e.g.  

through ‘pooling and 

sharing’) 

- Support in capability 

development 

- Coordinate and improve 

defence research and 

technology 

- Chair of EDA board - Established by a Council 

Joint Action 

EEAS 

- Staff (inter alia) composed 

of MS diplomatic personnel 

- Diplomatic assistance: 

Worldwide network of EU 

delegations 

- Institutional location of 

CSDP crisis management 

structures 

- Staff (inter alia) composed 

of Council Secretariat 

personnel 

EUSR / 

- Promotion & implementation 

of EU policies in troubled 

regions 

- Mediating tasks in conflict 

situations 

- Prearrangements & follow-up 

work in the field 

- Appointment by a Council 

Decision 

PSC  

CIVCOM 

/ 

 

 

 

 

 

/ 

 

 

 

 

 

- Direct order towards the 

EUMS/provision of military 

expertise towards the HR 

- Preparatory work for 

Foreign Affairs Council 

meetings 

- Permanent monitoring of 

international security 

environment 

- Conducting political 

dialogue with external 

partners 

- Political control & strategic 

guidance in crisis situations  

- Civil & military advice 

- Provision of civilian & 

military expertise  

EUMC 

EUMS 

 

 

* Grey shades indicate the categories outlined in the written text. 
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9.2 Threefold analytical framework for CSDP 

 

Defining 

components 

Perceived paralysis of CSDP 

Political weakness Strategic weakness 
Operational and capability 

deficits 
 

Sensitive nature of 

defence & security 

issues (for national 

sovereignty) 

- Scepticism about CSDP’s 

political foundation 

- Lack of MS willingness to 

act & cooperate  

→ lack of leadership 

- Lack of public support 

- MS disunity over the use of 

force 

- Lack of common threat 

perception 

- Military vs. civilian 

emphasis of operational 

engagement 

- MS unwillingness to pool 

finances for operations & 

capability development: 

→ Fragmentation of defence 

efforts along national lines 

→ no common capability 

standards 

→ Unnecessary & costly 

duplication of (rarely used) 

capabilities  

Intergovernmental 

structure of CSDP 

(unanimity voting) 

& institutional 

arrangements 

- Cumbersome process: More 

time needed to reach 

consensus 

- Elusive and imprecise 

agreements 

- Lack of leadership 

- Institutional consequences: 

many strands of competences 

vs. the requirement for EU 

foreign policy consistency 

- Very broad definitions of 

strategic aims & priorities 

- Time delay in the launch of 

missions → reactive crisis 

management answers 

- Weak role of EDA 

Great expectations 

on the Treaty of 

Lisbon 

- Paradox: limited support vs. 

disproportionate ambitions 

- HR & EEAS so far failed to 

live up to them 

/ 

- Activities considerably 

reduced since its entry into 

force 

Parallelism of 

defence structures 

(in Europe) 

- Different reference points of 

loyalty (CSDP vs. NATO) / / 

Understanding of 

CSDP in an EU & 

international 

security context 

- MS disunity on this 

understanding  

- No common EU identity 

- Lack of common threat 

perception 

- Lack of common strategic 

culture 

- EU’s operational 

performance as the main 

external measurement for 

CSDP’s success  

Change of 

geopolitical & 

outer security 

environment 

- No political clarity & 

agreement on how to deal 

with new security threats 

- Outdated strategic 

framework (2003 ESS) 

- Today’s crisis situations 

require a different & much 

more flexible mix of 

instruments & capabilities 

→ more cost-effective 

Economic crisis - CSDP slipped down the 

priority list  / 

- Austerity measures 

- Decrease in national defence 

budgets 

 

 

* Grey shades indicate the categories outlined in the written text. 

 


