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the need for giving an impetus to the 
European Security and Defence Policy, 
ESDP, and strengthening European crisis 
management capabilities was discussed in 
the Franco-British summit at Le Touguet in 
February 2003. The initial ideas discussed 
and the plans drafted received a more con-
crete form in another meeting in London in 
November 2003. In order to enhance the 
EU’s rapid reaction capability the countries 
proposed establishing a number of joint 
tactical groups – each consisting of approxi-
mately 1 500 soldiers. This proposal was 
endorsed by Germany in February 2004, 
and was as a trilateral proposal submitted 
to the EU Political and Security Committee 
the same month. The European Union Mili-
tary Committee was asked to give its advice 
on technical aspects of the concept. A politi-
cal go-ahead was given by the informal de-
fence ministers’ meeting in Brussels on April 
5 and 6, 2003.1 
 The concept has its institutional roots in 
three arrangements within the ESDP: the 
Helsinki Headline Goal process starting in 
1999, the European Security Strategy from 
December 2003, and Operation Artemis in 
the Democratic Republic of Congo in the 
summer of 2003.2 The concept’s military 
rationality also stems from these arrange-
ments. In the Helsinki Headline Goal pro-
cess, the EU member states were committed 
to develop an EU rapid reaction force of 60 
000 troops available at 60 days’ notice. The 

forces were to carry out the full range of Pe-
tersberg tasks3, including the most demand-
ing operations up to corps level. The forces 
“should be self-sustaining with the necessary 
command and control and intelligence capa-
bilities, logistics, and other combat support 
sources and additionally, as appropriate na-
val and air elements”.4 The Helsinki Head-
line process has helped to set goals for the 
troops and nations, the Headline Goal Cat-
alogue, to establish an EU list of available 
forces the Headline Force Catalogue, and to 
identify the shortfalls between the two, the 
Headline Progress Catalogue. At the end of 
2001, the European Capability Action Plan, 
ECAP was launched to remedy identified 
shortcomings in the Helsinki Headline Goal 
and find solutions to the most important 
deficiencies.5 This was to be achieved by 
rationalizing member states’ defence efforts 
and increasing synergy between national 
and multinational projects. The first phase 
of the ECAP was concluded in May 2003. 
The ECAP focused mostly on procurement 
or structural and doctrinal initiatives and 
programmes and thus not directly on en-
hanced crisis management capacity. At least 
the progress within the Headline process has 
been slow enough to make some nations ac-
celerate the crisis management development 
with a new arrangement. 
 The qualitative shortfall of the Helsinki 
Headline Goal process was – though the 
quantitative goals were formally met in 
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that has to be more active, more coherent 
and more capable. All these three factors set 
demands for the general development of the 
European defence policies and armed for-
ces as well as the Battlegroup concept. The 
Union has to have the capacity to act before 
a severe crisis occurs. Engagement must be 
preventive. Several operations should be 
able to be sustained simultaneously. Forces 
need to be flexible and mobile. The scope is 
global, although special concern is given to 
the security of Europe’s neighbourhood.7 
 A new headline goal was set up in 2004. 
In the 2010 Headline Goal the European 
Council was said to reflect the Security Stra-
tegy and take into account the lessons lear-
ned from EU-led operations. This reiterated 
the task covering “the whole spectrum of 
crisis management operations covered by 
the Treaty of the European Union” and 
put an emphasis on the existing shortfalls 
as well as on interoperability, deployability 
and sustainability.8 One can claim that whe-
reas the Helsinki Headline Goal managed 
to establish an institutional framework the 
2010 Headline Goal tries to put some flesh 
on the bones. 
 Operation Artemis, the Interim Emer-
gency Multinational Force, IEMF, which 
preceded the Battlegroup concept, was only 
nominally an EU venture. The formal re-
quest by the United Nations Secretary Gen-
eral was made to France who then agreed 
to deploy one battalion to Bunia, North-
eastern Congo.9 France later expanded the 
request to the EU. The force was mandated 
in the United Nations Resolution 1484 “to 
contribute to the stabilization of the security 
conditions and the improvement of the hu-
manitarian situation in Bunia, to ensure the 
protection of the airport, the internally dis-
placed persons in the camps in Bunia and, 
if the situation requires it, to contribute to 
the safety of the civilian population, United 

2003 – that it actually did not create any 
credible rapid response capability. There 
was no guarantee that the troops and re-
sources listed in the catalogues could have 
been operational and available in time for 
imminent implementation. As the Interna-
tional Crisis Group bluntly states on the 
failure of achieving the Headline Goal by 
the end of 2003 “The EU is a long way from 
having such a force, much less being able 
to project it approximately 4 000 km from 
Brussels that is its aim”.6 Militarily speak-
ing, the European Rapid Reaction Corps 
lacked an order of battle which would have 
organized units into such larger functional 
and hierarchical entities as battalions, task 
forces or brigades. It also lacked any sys-
tematic effort to train the dedicated troops 
and units under an EU framework. 
 In the European Security Strategy the Eu-
ropean Union identified a number of risks 
and threats that need to be addressed. The 
document states that large-scale aggression 
against any member state is improbable. 
New threats that Europe faces are “more 
diverse, less visible and less predictable”. 
Terrorism, the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction, regional conflicts, state 
failures, and organized crime constitute 
the new threats Europe has to address. Co-
operation with the United States and the 
EU’s own policies have contributed to the 
fight against terrorism and proliferation. 
Regional conflicts and the problems that 
failed states are facing have been tackled 
with Union interventions. The new threats, 
nevertheless, require other than traditional 
approaches that have been based on self-
defence. The first line of defence is often 
abroad, thus the EU “should be ready to act 
before a crisis occurs”. The strategy links 
together the potential the EU has, 450 mil-
lion people, and a quarter of world’s gross 
domestic product, with the contribution 
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quickly draw down; the force became fully 
operational on 6 July and the first elements 
began to withdraw on August 16.13 The 
report also states that the limited area of 
operations, the town of Bunia, pushed the 
problem elsewhere. The overall assessment 
is nevertheless positive. The IEMF restored 
security to Bunia and put an end to an im-
mediate crisis. Most importantly it enabled 
the reinforced MONUC to deploy a robust 
brigade to take over and extend beyond 
Bunia.14 

 The question remains to what extent the 
previous crises are models for the develop-
ers of European crisis management capabil-
ities. The Helsinki Headline Goals together 
with the crisis scenarios seem to repeat the 
experiences of the Kosovo campaign. The 
Battlegroup concept resembles  Operation 
Artemis in the Democratic Republic of 
Congo.15 Minimally, troop composition, 
modest tasks, a limited area of operations, 
a short timeframe, command and control 
arrangements and hand-over to a larger 
peacekeeping force sound familiar. Copy-
ing or modelling the previous operations is 
not necessarily wrong, but the problem lies 
with the fact that hardly any crisis mirrors 
its predecessors. It is essential, therefore, 
that the EU crisis management arrange-
ments remain flexible in order to meet the 
unexpected. Given the ambition to act on 
a wide spectrum of crises it is doubtful that 
a number of similarsized Battlegroups and 
those of similar quality could tackle all 
situations. Yet, if there were groups of dif-
ferent sizes and quality, that is, for exam-
ple,   one heavy infantry , the second one 
amphibious, the third airborne, this would 
provide too differentiated a capacity for 
the political masters. What is needed in the 
future is  first and foremost a real capacity, 
not just a list of at least a brigade-size unit 
and, secondly a rapid and flexible capacity 

Nations personnel and the humanitarian 
presence in the town”.10 France was the 
framework nation, and sixteen other EU or 
non-EU nations participated in the force.11 
The first elements were deployed to Bunia 
on 6 June and full deployment was reached 
a month later. It should be noted that a 
UN Mission in the Democratic Republic of 
Congo, MONUC, had been present in the 
region since November 1999. This facili-
tated the deployment and some operations 
of the IEMF. The composition of the force 
provided the following strengths:

- An airport of Entebbe’s quality en-
abled operational support

- Special forces gave capability to en-
gage and neutralize armed threats

- The majority of the forces (French) 
were able to communicate with the 
local population

- Intelligence capability was excel-
lent

- The use of air assets (lift, reconnais-
sance, strike) was effective

- A field-level unit hospital with sur-
gical capacity.12

Operation Artemis was an opportunity for 
the EU to show its capability to take ac-
tion and operate autonomously. It enabled 
member states to show their commitments 
to EU crisis management and to Africa The 
goals set for the operation were, however, 
modest, and one can question the long per-
spective benefit of the enterprise no matter 
how positive the experiences. Minimally, 
without MONUC the results would have 
been short-lived. The United Nations re-
port criticizes the IEMF on the strict insis-
tence of the three-month deployment sig-
nalling the transitory nature of the force. 
It also shortened the period on the ground 
as it took time to first build up and then 
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of Battlegroups will have to be 
defined;

 A Battlegroup Generation pro-2. 
cess needs to be developed as a 
matter of urgency;

 In order to be able to meet the 3. 
IOC requirements by 2005, an 
interim solution for the Battle-
group provision might have to be 
utilized;

 The possible role of the Military 4. 
Committee in the context of Batt-
legroup training and exercises 
could be developed;

 The issue of strategic mobility 5. 
needs to be addressed;

 A detailed road map with regard 6. 
to the implementation of the 
Battlegroup Concept should be 
developed.18

Priority was given to the development of 
the detailed military standards and criteria 
for the Battlegroups and to the establish-
ment of the Battlegroup generation pro-
cess, as most of the listed work depends 
on and is derived from these activities. In 
July the EU Military Committee tasked 
the EU Military Staff to develop a road 
map describing all the areas discussed in 
the Battlegroup Concept including the 
timelines set for the concept. The Military 
Committee agreed upon the road map in 
January 2005 and submitted it to the Po-
litical and Security Committee. It covered 
in detail the process and procedures to 
achieve the Initial Operational Capability 
in 2005, and outlined the general develop-
ment to reach the Full Operational Capa-
bility in 2007. Within the already started 
Headline Goal 2010 work, the capability 
development process led to a production 
of a new Requirements Catalogue con-
taining also Rapid Response Elements. 

for minor incidents as well. The goals of 
the Council of Helsinki should be material-
ized.
 In April 2004, Secretary General/High 
Representative Javier Solana proposed a 
methodology for developing the capabili-
ties required, as well as a calendar foresee-
ing the setting up of the Initial Operational 
Capability, IOC, by 2005 and the Full Op-
erational Capability, FOC, by 2007. The 
Council approved the proposal in May 
2004 and then integrated it into the Head-
line Goal 2010. This document outlines 
the aims and objectives in developing the 
overall EU military capabilities but also 
specifically provides political guidance for 
developing the Battlegroup concept. It con-
tinues the work started with the Helsinki 
Headline process but combines that with 
the objectives set in the European Security 
Strategy. The main focus is on interoper-
ability, deployability and sustainability. In 
its 17 May 2004 conclusions, the Council 
recognized the need for rapid decision-
making and planning. The EU ambition is 
to be able to make the decision to launch 
an operation within 5 days of the approval 
of the Crisis Management Concept by the 
Council. On the deployment of forces, the 
aim is to start implementing the mission on 
the ground no later than 10 days after an 
EU decision to launch an operation.16 They 
should be sustainable for 30 days of initial 
operations, extendable to 120 days, if re-
supplied appropriately.17

 A military Battlegroup concept was ap-
prov ed by the EU Military Committee in 
June 2004. The following aspects were 
emphasized and need to be further worked 
out (under the responsibility of the Mili-
tary Committee):

 Within the scope of the Headline 1. 
Goal 2010, the required number 
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In order to avoid duplication of efforts 
with NATO, emphasis was given to the 
analogous standards, practical methods 
and procedures with the NATO Response 
Force. This required cooperation and ex-
change of information between the orga-
nizations. One key issue here was the re-
lease of NRF-related documents to the EU 
by NATO. During the first half of 2005 
issues such as the number of Battlegroups 
to be kept on standby, command and con-
trol characteristics at different levels of 
operations, standards and criteria, train-
ing and certification, and supporting logis-
tic concepts were in the limelight. In the 
first Battlegroup Generation Conference in 
May, the member states provided their ini-
tial offers for the next three and half years 
and their commitments for a timeframe 
from one and half to three and half years. 
Detailed commitments were required for 
the timeframe from six moths to one and a 
half years. Ongoing processes included co-
ordination with NATO (NRF) in issues of 
complementarity, with the United Nations 
civil-military coordination, and with the 
Council General Secretariat deployment of 
civilian EU instruments in the event of a 
Battlegroup operation.    
The entire process from a vague political 
proposal to defined political and military 
ambitions took the EU machinery about 
one year. An additional year was required 
before the interim capacity was achieved. 
The “speed of light” development can be 
based on the institutional and political will 
to have something more concrete than a list 
of potential capabilities. The interim capac-
ity for 2005 and 2006 relied on the exist-
ing forces and units of the bigger member 
states, such as the United Kingdom, France 
and Italy. The Full Operational Capability 
was declared on 1 January 2007 when two 
BGs formed by Germany, the Netherlands 

and Finland, and France and Belgium, re-
spectively, started their standby periods of 
six months. Since then, the EU has had at 
its disposal the required two Battlegroups. 

The Battlegroup: structures, 
materiel and performance
Within the EU, a Battlegroup is defined 
as a “specific form of rapid response. It is 
the minimum military effective, credible, 
rapidly deployable, coherent force pack-
age capable of stand-alone operations; it 
can also be employed for the initial phase 
of larger operations. The Battlegroup is 
based on combined arms and a battalion 
sized force, and reinforced with Combat 
Support and Combat Service Support ele-
ments. A Battlegroup could be formed by 
a Framework Nation or by a multinational 
coalition of Member States. In all cases, 
interoperability and military effectiveness 
will be key criteria. A Battlegroup must be 
associated with a Force Headquarters and 
pre-identified operational and strategic 
enablers, such as strategic lift and logis-
tics”.19 The European Union should have 
the capacity to undertake two concurrent 
single battlegroupsize rapid response oper-
ations, including the ability to launch both 
such operations almost simultaneously. 
 To make the concept more understand-
able, certain military terminology should 
be explained. The term battlegroup itself 
raises some eyebrows, especially among 
those who are not familiar with  military 
terminology and those who want to op-
pose the idea of an EU rapid response ca-
pability. Usually, a battle group refers to 
a standing naval group consisting of an 
aircraft carrier, surface combatants (i.e. 
vessels), and submarines operating under 
one commander. Land forces have tradi-
tionally been organized in permanent or-
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ganizations of, for example,  companies, 
battalions, regiments, brigades, or corps. A 
battalion is a unit usually consisting of  3-4 
similar companies, a headquarters element 
and additional smaller supporting platoons 
and sections. As companies normally are 
about 80 to 150 troops strong, a battalion 
could be a couple of hundred to several hun-
dred strong. A task force or a battle group 
in this respect has meant a temporary or 
semi-permanent grouping of units, usually 
companies, under one commander for the 
purpose of carrying out a specific operation 
or sequence of a larger campaign. A classic 
example is the Finnish concept of task force/
battle group consisting of an infantry bat-
talion and an artillery battalion. With this 
temporary grouping of two separate arms, 
one was able to combine the speed of the 
infantry with the firepower of the artillery 
without engaging the more rigid and robust 
organization of a brigade in the battle. The 
EU Battlegroup is similarly combined of dif-
ferent branches. This means that the group 
consists of a mechanized (infantry) battalion 
(3-4 companies), together with supporting 
units of different arms, for example engine-
ers, air-defence, or fire-support companies 
or platoons. Combat support refers specifi-
cally to those units whose primary mission 
is to furnish operational assistance for the 
combat elements and which have their role 
fulfilling the combat tasks of a Battlegroup. 
Combat service support elements provide 
other assets than primarily operational as-
sistance or functions. Their tasks include, 
for example, administration, maintenance, 
construction, medical services, and trans-
portation. 
 A generic EU Battlegroup, the socalled 
EU BG Package, could, for example, consist 
of the following units, elements and func-
tions:

1. Force Headquarters including a dedicated 
Staff, Communications and Information Support 
and an Augmented Staff

2. Battle Group
Mechanized Infantry Battalion• 
Headquarters
Headquarters Company
2–3 x Mechanized Infantry Companies
1 x Light Infantry Company
Logistic Company
Combat Support • 
Fire Support Company/Battery
Engineer Platoon
Air Defence Platoon
Reconnaissance Platoon
Communication and Information Systems 
Support
Electronic Warfare
Intelligence Platoon/Teams
Helicopter Support Unit
Forward Air Control
Combat Service Support• 
Logistic Company
Medical Platoon
Military Police Platoon
Geographical Support

3. Operational and strategic enablers
Air• 
Strategic Airlift
Tactical Airlift
Close Air Support
Air Port of Departure units
Maritime• 
Strategic Sealift
Carrier-based  Air assets
Sea Port of Departure units
Logistics• 
Combat Service Support
Equipment Support
Medical Combat Support
Other• 
Special Forces
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ity of a Battlegroup mission, a Force Com-
mander will weigh the need of avoiding fa-
tal casualties and the necessity of fulfilling 
set tasks. 
 With respect to the equipment and weap-
ons systems the Battlegroups possess, the 
most effective are the infantry fighting ve-
hicles/armoured personnel carriers with 
their mounted weapons. They can range, 
for example, from the Hägglunds CV 90 se-
ries equipped with guns with a calibre from 
30 up to 120 mm, to the Mowag Piranha 
with a 30 mm gun to the Sisu XA-180/200 
series with a 12.7 mm or 50 calibre heavy 
machine gun, a tactical air defence sys-
tem or armoured piercing missiles such as 
ITOW. Fire support units can be equipped 
with light field guns (howitzers) or 120 mm 
mortars. Even these relatively light weap-
ons systems weigh well over 10 metric tons 
each. Each mechanized infantry company 

 Given the high political profile that the 
Battlegroups possess, and the potential po-
litical and strategic implications of their 
activities together with the set stand-alone 
ambition, it is understandable that they are 
provided or supported with a vast number 
of highly sophisticated military units and 
functions. Essential for its success are: the 
force commander’s or force headquarters’ 
command and control capabilities; accurate 
and integrated intelligence; fire-power and 
force projection capacity; and force protec-
tion and a medical service. Integrated intel-
ligence and decision-making processes are a 
necessity for the timely and accurate use of 
forces, tasking and targeting. A substantial 
firepower and force projection capacity not 
only helps to achieve the tactical goals of 
a Battlegroup, but functions as a deterring 
factor among lesser opponents. Given the 
political sensibility and potential vulnerabil-

 Item Kg/man/ 
day 

Metric tonnes/ 
BG/30 days 

 

Class I Subsistence/Food/ 
Water 

3.2 
50  

144 
2250 

 
Arid areas 

Class II Clothing, individual 1.4 63  
Class III Petroleum, oil and 

lubricants 
0.23 10,3  

Class IV Construction 3.8 171  
Class V Ammunition - 10020  
Class VI Personal demand 1.5 67,5  
Class VII Major items 

- Vehicles/weapon 
systems  

 

-  
650 
162 
114 

 
25 * CV 90 (26 tn) 
12 * XA-185 (13,5 
tn) 
6 * AMOS (19 tn) 

Class VIII Medical supplies 0.3 13,5  
Class IX Repair parts - 30  
Total   1525 

3631 
Without water 
With water 

 

                                                 
-

 

  Table: Sustainment requirements for a Battlegroup.
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could have approximately 10 – 12 fighting 
vehicles and a fire support company/battery 
of 6 – 9 field guns or mortar systems. 
 The aforementioned sustainability ambi-
tion of 30 days for initial operations re quires 
that the EU has the ability to lift simultane-
ously both the troops and their materiel to 
the mission area. Battlegroups must have 
the logistic capacity to handle the amount of 
materiel and supplies needed for the dura-
tion of the operation. By using sustainment 
requirements one can calculate the amount 
of materiel needed. The following table is 
based on the parameters used by the United 
States Army for their transportation plan-
ning21 and is intended to facilitate an under-
standing of the logistical and transportation 
demands. The list of materiel is more illu-
minating than exhaustive. Nevertheless, one 
can argue that a generic Battlegroup, in fact 
any modern military unit, follows this logis-
tic suit. 
 Deployment by air is naturally the fastest 
way of deploying troops. The set 10 day am-
bition does not necessarily demand that the 
entire Battlegroup needs to be operational 
within the timeframe but that the execution 
of the operation begins by that time. Tech-
nically, airlifting a Battlegroup is possible. 
The Americans, for example, deployed by 
air a light brigade of approximately 2 000 
men with their materiel and equipment 
from the United States for the IFOR op-
eration in Bosnia-Herzegovina. It took four 
days and 288 C-17 sorties.22 In Operation 
Artemis, 50 Antonov An-24, 20 Airbus 300 
and 72 C-130 Hercules sorties were needed 
to lift the approx. 1 500 troop-strong force 
from Europe to Entebbe, Uganda, and from 
there on to Bunia, Congo, an additional 
276 C-130 sorties; the amount of materiel 
weighed 2 410 tons.23 Sealift can be used to 
deploy parts of a Battlegroup, to re-supply 
one Battlegroup or even to rotate Battle-

groups in some cases during the extended 
120-day period. An example of deploying 
a Battlegroup from the northern shores of 
the Mediterranean to the southern shores 
within 24 – 48 hours is one example of the 
ambitions.24 Yet, some of the conflicts  occur 
in landlocked states – far from potential sea-
ports. Although not an intention or a wish 
to deploy two Battlegroups simultaneously, 
the EU’s ambition to conduct two operations 
almost simultaneously nevertheless impacts 
on strategic air and sealift capabilities. The 
need to have or reserve some capacity for 
the NATO Response Force does not ease 
the situation. Personnel could be airlifted in 
passenger aircraft, but the airstrips must be 
held to higher standards. A specific Global 
Approach Deployability (GAD) process is 
therefore introduced within the European 
Capability Action Plan. It envisages the co-
ordination of all strategic lift assets, mecha-
nisms and initiatives in particular support of 
Battlegroup operations.25 
 The main alternatives for strategic airlift 
capabilities are the pooling, chartering or 
acquisition of capacity. By pooling, the EU 
would try to use  existing means more effec-
tively. This would rely mostly on the mem-
ber states’ about 150 C-160 Transall (16 
tonnes payload, 1800 km range) and some 
140 C-130 Hercules aircraft (19 tonnes, 
3200-5000 km). The problem with this is 
their modest capacity. Another possibil-
ity is to charter Ukrainian or Russian An-
124 Condor (120 to 150 tonnes, 5000 km) 
aircraft . American aeroplanes such as the 
C-5 Galaxy (120 tonnes, 5200 km) or the 
C-17 Globemaster (78 tonnes, 5000 km) 
could be made available under the Berlin 
Plus arrangement. This alternative would 
diminish the claims of an autonomous EU 
capacity even further. The acquisition of 
larger Airbus A400 M aircraft (payload 29 
tonnes) has been agreed upon, but one has 
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to observe that the last of the planned 80 to 
200 planes will be delivered in the 2020’s. 
Despite the constant emphasis on strategic 
lift (particularly airlift capacities) the EU 
has to settle for ad hoc solutions, rely on 
American, Russian, Ukrainian or even com-
mercial assets or limit its crisis management 
ambitions before it obtains an autonomous 
capability in this field.26 NATO faces simi-
lar challenges. It has developed the socalled 
Strategic Airlift Capability (SAC) and Strate-
gic Airlift Interim Solution (SALIS) arrange-
ments to meet the needs. Within SAC some 
NATO members, together with Sweden and 
Finland, are jointly acquiring and sustain-
ing three Boeing C-17 aircraft. Within SA-
LIS some NATO and Partner countries have 
pooled their resources to charter Russian 
and Ukrainian Antonov An 124-100 trans-
port aircraft. The EU could under the Berlin 
Plus arrangement be allowed to use these 
NATO assets for its purposes.27

 Sealift is by no means a simple solution, 
either. It requires specific carriers, access to a 
harbour or a suitable beach, and in the event 
of a landlocked crisis the units and materiel 
need to be deployed and transferred from 
the seaport to the area of operations. It is 
time-consuming but has an overwhelming 
transportation capacity. Tech nically, sealift 
shipping falls into three broad categories: 
dry cargo ships (Ro/Ro) for the transporta-
tion of equipment and supplies, tankers for 
petroleum, oil and lubricants, and passen-
ger ships for personnel and medical needs. 
To move an entire Battlegroup can be cal-
culated to require some 17 000 m2 of deck 
space and 150 sea containers. One Ro/Ro 
ship is needed for the core battalion with 
the combat support elements and another 
one for the combat service support units 
and additional materiel and supplies. In 
the event of an amphibious landing,  half a 
dozen amphibious ships28 are needed. Pro-

viding these vessels is not a problem for the 
member states and their navies. The crux is 
the readiness of the ships and their crews, 
i.e. the time it takes to prepare and load the 
ships, sail to the area and unload  troops 
and materiel. Ro/Ro vessels can be expected 
to travel at an average of 20 knots and tank-
ers at a speed of 12 knots.29 For such a task 
force a sealift of 4 000 kilometres (2 100 
nautical miles) would then take seven to 
eight days. If the preparatory work does not 
take too long,  a sealift fulfils, theoretically 
speaking, the requirements set by the EU  
for the deployment. A combination of air 
and sealift would naturally provide a suit-
able and feasible solution for the EU. 
 By the end of 2004, member states and 
Norway as a third state are committed to 
form the following thirteen Battlegroups:

- France
- Italy
- Spain
- The United Kingdom
-  France, Germany, Belgium, Lux-

embourg and potentially Spain
-  France and Belgium
- Germany, the Netherlands and Fin-

land
- Germany, Austria and Czech Repu-

blic
- Italy, Hungary and Slovenia
- Italy, Spain, Greece and Portugal
- Poland, Germany, Slovakia, Latvia 

and Lithuania 
- Sweden, Finland and including 

Norway as a third State (later Esto-
nia and Ireland joined this “Nord-
ic” BG)

- The United Kingdom and the 
Netherlands.30

During the Initial Operational Capability 
period of 2005 – 2006, the EU had the am-
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bition to have at least one coherent Battle-
group package to undertake one such op-
eration. This capacity was provided by the 
United Kingdom and France during the first 
half and by Italy in the second half of 2005. 
In 2006, Germany and France formed a 
joint Battlegroup, and Spain, Italy, Portugal 
and Greece a multinational one. For 2007 
and onwards the Battlegroups will be gener-
ated through EU Battlegroup coordination 
conferences. Current commitments cover 
the first half of the 2010’s. 
 The participation of non-EU European 
countries and other country candidates for 
accession to the EU is in line with the Nice 
European Council Conclusions. For Swe-
den and Finland, Norwegian contribution 
to the joint Battlegroup was both politically 
and militarily most welcome. Achieving a 
consensus in this issue among the member 
states demanded thorough consultations. 
The problem was not Norway, but Turkey. 
Her potential participation and thus access 
to EU planning and decision-making was 
politically sensitive to Greece. Athens was 
ready to accept the principle, but wanted 
modalities for participation to have been 
“worked out” separately. At the end of the 
day this reservation was dropped, and oth-
er potential partners might be included to 
participate as well. The inclusion of a third 
state is to be done without prejudice to the 
rights of any member state. 
 By using different levels of military op-
erations as levels of analysis one can ex-
amine the prospects and problems of the 
Battlegroup concept. The strategic level is 
commonly understood to focus on and set 
the political goals and ambitions of a na-
tion, alliance or group of nations. Its goals 
are often long-lasting and of a wider scale. 
The operational level or operations fulfil the 
strategic goals by conducting operations or 
a series of operations or campaigns. It uses 

the military power given and deployed by its 
highest political and military masters. The 
tactical level is about using or executing 
battles and engagements in order to fulfil 
the concrete military tasks set by the opera-
tional level.31 What is problematic with the 
EU Battlegroups in this respect is that they 
are to serve the political and strategiclevel 
ambitions of the Union, but are of a size and 
capability of a tactical unit. Translating the 
political ambitions implied in the European 
Security Strategy into concrete military ob-
jectives is vital for the whole ESDP. A major 
part of this work is conducted in the Head-
line Goal 2010 process, yet its focus is on 
wider-scale and long-lasting issues and thus 
does not explicitly address the level-prob-
lematique facing the Battlegroup concept. 
 This theoretical contradiction can cause 
practical problems. The EU cannot limit her 
goals according to the tactical tasks such 
as attack, defeat, capture, secure, pro tect 
or clear that a Battlegroup by definition is 
able to conduct. A Battlegroup cannot, on 
the other hand, overextend its capabilities 
to meet the general EU goals of building se-
curity, preventive engagement or crisis man-
agement even described in more concrete 
terms of, for example, preventing genocide, 
or establishing conditions for peace.32Some 
politicians are eager to speak about how 
the Battlegroups would prevent or stop 
genocide or ethnic cleansing. Rwanda and 
Darfur have been mentioned. Yet oppo-
nents capable of such large-scale violence 
could prove to be far too strong for an au-
tonomous Battlegroup. A militia harassing, 
raping and killing civilians hardly operates 
without governmental approval or support. 
As stated by a European Parliament Briefing 
Paper on the Battlegroups:

As a ‘ground forces package’ the efficien-
cy of the BG is intrinsically limited. Its 
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particular in tasks of combat forces in crisis 
management, bearing in mind their size“34 
is most relevant is this respect. Although 
Battlegroups are what the EU wants at the 
moment, is it what it really needs? 
 The above-mentioned tactical perfor-
mance limits the EU’s possibilities of us-
ing the Battlegroups in expeditionary type 
missions. Crises need to be severe enough 
to be pacified but not too demanding for a 
tacticalsize unit. The EU capability for au-
tonomous action is limited by the modest 
military capacities it is getting in the com-
ing years. This increases the need to have 
wider international support and participa-
tion for interventions. Thus, the initial en-
try force and emergency force missions are 
most likely to be executed. Two primary 
partners in this respect are the United Na-
tions and NATO. A regional or sub-regional 
organization, such as the African Union,35 
could theoretically deploy a follow-on force 
to continue a crisis management operation, 
too. Therefore, the most severe concerns 
as to the unilateral, offensive, “colonial or 
imperialistic” nature of the concept seem to 
be undermined by the very military mod-
esty of the concept. The EU needs political 
partners and military support. Similarly, the 
scale of the Battlegroups concept, 1300 – 
1500-strong units mean that they as such 
are no core of any European Army. Such 
ambitions or development could be iden-
tified if so wanted from the general ESDP 
development, and not from the Battlegroup 
concept. The Battlegroups have war-fight-
ing capabilities but no capacity for fighting 
wars! 
 To highlight the differences between 
more robust and modest military effective-
ness, a comparison with the NATO Re-
sponse Force is illuminating. Similarly to the 
Battlegroup Concept the NRF is a techno-
logically advanced force including land, sea 

core – the infantry battalion – is prob-
ably insufficient to assume and exercise 
control of large urban areas. Moreover, 
the different EU-led operations in Africa 
have required various capabilities beyond 
ground forces. Airlift, reconnaissance 
aircraft and fighter-bombers have all par-
ticipated in operations. In the future, one 
can expect a deployment to use sealift, 
requiring different categories of surface 
ships and probably even submarines to 
secure the force in transit.33

Theoretically speaking, the EU Battle-
groups could participate in the following 
mission profiles:

 1. Expeditionary force. Either an autono-
mous or a joint operation (with NATO) 
to solve a limitedsize crisis. 

 2. Entry force. An initial mission by pav-
ing the way to a larger operationalsize 
peace-enforcement or peacekeeping 
follow-on force.

 3. Emergency force. Supporting an exist-
ing (peacekeeping) mission by offering 
a robust capability to solve a local and 
limitedsize crisis.

Of the scenarios elaborated within the Hel-
sinki Headline Goal process, the separation 
of belligerent parties by force is far too de-
manding. Peacekeeping requires a larger 
contingent and humanitarian aid is an un-
suitable task for a battle group. Evacuation 
of (EU) nationals is within the scope, but as 
such the task does not require the establish-
ment of 13 reinforced battalionsized units, 
neither do hostage situations. The remark 
on the Military Capability Commitment 
Conference’s Declaration on European Mil-
itary Capabilities that “Battlegroups will be 
employable across the full range of tasks 
listed in the TEU Art. 17.2 and those iden-
tified in the European Security Strategy, in 
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and air elements (joint), at high readiness, 
and multinational (combined). Its missions 
and size, nevertheless, differ remarkably 
from the EUBG. The NRF should be em-
ployable for the full range of Alliance mis-
sions from deployment as a show of force 
and solidarity to deterring aggression, to de-
ployment as a stand-alone force for Article 5 
or non-Article 5 crisis response operations, 
and to deployment as an initial entry force 
for a larger force. Its land component will 
contain a brigadesize force comprising five 
battalions with requisite combat support. 
Emphasis is given to mobility as one of the 
battalions will be airborne and two will be 
air mobile battalions. The air component 
should be able to conduct up to 200 sorties 
(combat missions) a day. With a theoreti-
cal average of three sorties per aircraft per 
day, this force should add up to a strength 
of 66 aircraft.36 The maritime component 
will comprise up to the size of a NATO 
Task Force  including a carrier group, am-
phibious forces, mine countermeasures and 
support vessels. It should be noted that the 
amount of the manoeuvre units is fivefold 
in the NRF – the air component is of con-
siderable size, and even this size of force is 
considered to be an initial entry force for a 
larger one. Naturally, the effectiveness re-
quirements set by the NATO Council stem 
from the larger and deeper commitments to 
the collective defence of NATO nations. 
 The question of interoperability and 
duplication of efforts or complementarity 
with the EUBG concept is a question that 
can be readily solved as most nations al-
ready follow NATO based standards and 
procedures. A more severe and principled 
issue to be addressed is the organizations’ 
differing views on double earmarking or 
dual-hatting of forces to the NRF and the 
EUBG. NATO does not want to take the 
risk of member states withdrawing their 

troops from the NRF due to other arrange-
ments. The EU, on the other hand, does 
not want to freeze troops to any particular 
organization. NATO’s viewpoint is based 
mostly on military effectiveness and pre-
dictability. However, it leads to certain du-
plication in those states that are members 
of both the EU and NATO. To avoid this 
requires nations to have two sets of rapid 
reaction forces – their tours of duties in 
both of the arrangements must be timed 
and synchronized. Similar synchronizing 
would enable the organizations to accept 
the EU viewpoint. A given national battal-
ion could form the core of a Battlegroup at 
the time it is not earmarked for the NRF; 
given the need for rest, re-supply and re-
training, this does not look feasible. The 
EU wants its member states and NATO na-
tions to retain flexibility and allocate their 
forces according to requirements. 

Decision-making: structures 
and outputs
The European Council of Helsinki in De-
cember 1999 decided to establish permanent 
political and military planning and decision-
making bodies within the Council. After an 
interim period the Political and Security 
Committee (PSC, or the French acronym 
COPS), the European Union Military Com-
mittee (EUMC), and the European Union 
Military Staff (EUMS) were set up and es-
tablished on Council decision on 22 Janu-
ary 2001. Although established before the 
Battlegroup concept entered the EU agenda, 
these bodies and the chosen planning and 
decision-making procedures will be used in 
the event of a Battlegroup operation.
 The Political and Security Committee has 
a key role in political control and strategic 
direction of crisis management operations. 
This is exercised under the responsibility of 
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the Council. It may thus be authorized by 
the Council “to take decisions on the practi-
cal management of a crisis.”37

 The PSC evaluates the essential ele-
ments, such as  strategic military options 
including the chain of command,  concept 
of operations and the operation plan. The 
PSC will deal with all tasks defined in 
Article 25 of the Treaty on the European 
Union. It consists of the ambassadors of 
the member states, and particularly focus-
es on the following (to):

 Keeping track of the internatio-• 
nal situation

 Helping to define policies by • 
drawing up ‘opinions’ for the 
Council

 Monitoring implementation of • 
agreed policies

 Providing guidelines for other • 
Committees on issues within the 
CFSP

 Sending guidelines to the Mili-• 
tary Committee.38

In the event of a crisis, the PSC is to deal 
with crisis situations and examine all the 
options that might be considered. This in-
cludes triggering the development of a draft 
Crisis Management Concept, proposing to 
the Council the political objectives to be 
pursued and the course of action to taken. 
The PSC has powers to amend the Opera-
tion Plan, the Chain of Command and the 
Rules of Engagement. The decisions on the 
objectives and termination of an operation 
remain vested in the Council.39 To achieve 
the political goals, the cohesive set of op-
tions the PSC recommend to the Council 
plays an essential role. The PSC’s actual ef-
ficiency to take urgent decisions has been 
questioned, as it might become too reliant 
on the military and strategic experts.40 One 

can also expect that the General Affairs 
and External Relations Council (GAERC) 
consisting of the foreign and defence min-
isters would like to execute close political 
control in times of crisis or ongoing opera-
tions. Turf wars might also be waged with 
the Committee of the Permanent Represen-
tatives (COREPER), the Commission and 
the Committee for Civilian Aspects of Cri-
sis Management (CIVCOM). To avoid this 
Council decision, the Joint Action outlines 
the principles for intra-agency coordination, 
participation, liaison and information. The 
linchpin role the PSC has in planning and 
development of the Battlegroup concept or 
crisis management capabilities in general 
cannot be underestimated. 
 The highest military body is the Euro-
pean Union Military Committee. It is com-
posed of the Chiefs of Defence of the mem-
ber states, and represented by their military 
representatives. The committee is to give 
military advice to the PSC on all military 
matters within the EU and make recommen-
dations based on military aspects. Its advice 
and recommendations include:

 The development of the overall • 
concept of crisis management in 
its military aspects

 The military aspects relating to • 
the political control and strategic 
direction of crisis management 
operations and situations

 The risk assessment for potential • 
crises

 The military dimension of a • 
crisis situation

 The elaboration,  assessment and • 
review of capability objectives

 The military relationships with • 
non- EU European NATO-mem-
bers, other EU candidates and oth-
er organizations, including NATO
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 The financial estimation for ope-• 
rations and exercises.41

In crisis management situations the EUMC 
issues a Military Strategic Option Directive 
– an initiating authorization and guidance 
– to the DirectorGeneral of the EUMS to 
draw up and present strategic military op-
tions. These options are then evaluated by 
the committee and forwarded to the PSC 
with its evaluation and military advice. Af-
ter the Council’s decision on the military 
option, an Initiating Military Directive for 
the Operation Commander (OpCdr) is is-
sued. As the Operation Commander has 
developed his or her Concept of Opera-
tions and Operation Plan, the EUMC pro-
vides advice and recommendations to the 
PSC. During the operation the committee 
monitors its “proper execution”.42 
 The EU Military Committee provides 
military direction to the EUMS. The EU Mil-
itary Staff performs three main operational 
functions: early warning, situation assess-
ment, and strategic planning. These cover 
the full range of crisis management tasks43 
and all cases of EU-led operations. This in-
cludes identification of European national 
and multinational forces and implementa-
tion of policies and decisions as directed by 
the EUMC. In concrete terms, the EU Mili-
tary Staff plans, assesses and makes recom-
mendations on the concept of crisis man-
agement and the general military strategy. 
In developing the EU crisis management ca-
pabilities, for example  within the Headline 
Goal process, the EUMS ela borates, assesses 
and reviews the capability goals and subse-
quently monitors the training, exercises and 
interoperability of the forces made available 
to the EU by the member states.44 
 In developing Battlegroups, the EUMS 
has had a central task of producing the key 
documents, e.g. Military Strategic Options, 

preparing the meetings of various working 
groups, and cooperating with other bodies 
within the EU and other organizations, most 
notably NATO. With NATO, the EUMS 
has established permanent relations of in-
formation exchange, harmonization and 
consultation. Regarding the planning and 
execution of crisis management operations, 
its main products are the security and risk 
assessments, concept of operations, military 
strategic options, and initiating military di-
rectives. It should be repeated here that the 
Operation Commander has the responsibil-
ity for the detailed planning of the opera-
tion, i.e. developing the Concept of Opera-
tion and Operation Plan. The EUMS, on 
the other hand, also contributes to the non-
military aspects of the military options.45 
 The EU strategic planning procedure  can 
thus be said to consist of four phases and 
it produces the following central documents 
for the mission:

1. Crisis Management Concept (CMC)
In the CMC the EU defines and decides 
the general execution of a crisis manage-
ment operation. The document is prepared 
by the General Secretariat of the Council, 
the EUMS representing the military ex-
pertise, and is approved by the Council. It 
contains an overview of the situation based 
on a Security and Risk Assessment (SRA), 
and outlines of the operation. The use of all 
resources, military and civilian, is essential 
here.46 

2.  Military Strategic Options (MSO) togeth-
er with a possible Council Joint Action The 
Military Committee assigns the EUMS to 
develop Military Strategic Options accord-
ing to the decided CMC. MSOs translate 
the PSC’s request into military terms. They 
include an assessment of risks and feasibil-
ity, a command and control structure, force 
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capability requirements together with an 
indication of possible available forces and 
recommendations regarding an Operation 
Commander, an Operation Headquarters, a 
Force Commander and a Force Headquar-
ters. 
 The Military Committee gives its military 
advice to the Political Security Committee, 
which evaluates the options and submits a 
draft decision to the Council. The Council 
finally chooses the option to be followed 
and appoints the OpCdr and designates the 
OHQ and FCdr.

3. Initiating Military Directive (IMD)
After the Council decision on the MSO the 
PSC sends guidance to the EUMC to direct 
the EUMS to develop an Initiating Military 
Directive – a planning directive for the Op-
eration Commander. The IMD is approved 
by the the PSC before its release.

4. Concept of Operations (CONOPS) and 
Operation Plan (OPLAN) together with 
the decision to launch the operation.
 The Operation Commander prepares a 
CONOPS and OPLAN, which are evalu-

ated by the EUMC and the PSC. The Con-
cept of Operations and the Operation Plan 
describe in detail the execution of the mis-
sion. The use of force together with timing 
and sequencing are critical elements to be 
taken into account. The Council approves 
the documents.
 In the figure above, a simplified flowchart 
of the EU military crisis management plan-
ning and decision-making process is pre-
sented. It focuses on the outputs produced 
by the different political and military bod-
ies produce. 
 The described planning and decision-
making process contains several critical 
vulnerabilities. The procedure can be time-
consuming. Although initial information 
and directives are given, the formal steps 
take time. The ambition of the EU is to be 
able to make a decision to launch an opera-
tion within five days of the approval of the 
Crisis Management Concept by the Coun-
cil.48 Without proper empirical evidence it 
is too early to say which phase or output is 
the most crucial one. 
 For Operation Artemis in 2003, the plan-
ning within the EU began on May 19 when 

   EUMS EUMC PSC Council

CMC   prepares accepts evaluates decides
    advises comments 
    asks MC to assign
    EUMS to prepare MSO

MSO  prepares MSO  advises evaluates chooses MSO
    comments  directs
IMD  prepares IMD  suggests IMD approves IMD 
    sends IMD to OpCdr

CONOPS  prepared by OpCdr  evaluates evaluates  approves
OPLAN

Figure: Military crisis management planning and decision-making within the EU bodies.47 



142

NR 1 J A N UA R I / M AR S  2010

the GAERC requested the SG/HR to study 
the feasibility of a European Union military 
operation. The Council adopted the deci-
sion to take action (Council Joint Action) 
on 5 June.49 The EU OPLAN was issued 
by the Operation Commander and sent to 
the EUMS on 8 June; it was revised by the 
EUMC the next day. A force generation 
conference was held on 9 June. The opera-
tion plan including rules of engagement was 
approved on 11 June. The decision to launch 
the operation was taken on 12 June.50 What 
is significant to Artemis is that some of the 
forces began their tasks before the opera-
tion was formally launched.51 In  Operation 
Althea the General Concept for an ESDP 
Mission in Bosnia-Herzegovina, including a 
Military Component, was approved on 22 
April, the Military Strategic Option on 28 
May  and the IMD release approved on 28 
June, 2004. The Council Joint Action was 
taken on 12 July52 and the operation was 
launched on 2 December, 2004. Naturally, 
Althea does not resemble potential Battle-
group operations, but it illustrates well how 
much timeplanning, decision-making and 
implementation can take. 
 One could suggest that the earlier phases, 
which launch the process and decide on po-
litical preferences and goals, would be more 
timeconsuming than the subsequent ones, 
concentrating more on the military imple-
mentation of the operation. This does not, 
however, mean that the political decision-
making as such would be slow but that po-
tentially conflicting interests appear more 
on the political level than on the military 
one.53 The decision-within-five-days-after-
the-CMC-approval ambition seems feasible 
if the time is reserved to develop and select 
the Military Strategic Option (together with 
the Police Strategic Option and the Civil-
ian Strategic Option) and to take a Council 
Joint Action. If the Initiating Military Direc-

tive and the Concept of Operations together 
with the Operation Plan also need  to be de-
veloped and approved within the timeframe 
the goal is ambitious. Shortcuts are needed 
to ensure parallel planning. Processes like 
Headline Goal 2010 and the Battlegroup 
coordination conferences, which seek to 
ensure states’ commitments to crisis man-
agement, help to remove some practical is-
sues from the political agenda of the day. 
Member states do not need to debate, for 
example,   which Battlegroup would be sent 
or who would participate, as these issues are 
to be decided beforehand, which is in 2005. 
Harmonization, technical standards and 
standardized operational procedures help 
to decrease the number of open military is-
sues. Institutional measures to streamline 
decision-making are to be considered in the 
near future. The SG/HR, Javier Solana, has 
come up with a report on “accelerated deci-
sion- making and planning process for EU 
Rapid Response Operations” as requested 
by the GAERC on 17 May 2004. In his mid-
March 2005 evaluation, Solana underlined 
the need to simplify the procedures. The 
proposals focus on two steps: the advance 
planning prior to approval of the CMC, and 
operational planning prior to the Council 
decision to launch an operation. Advance 
planning should follow the procedures and 
lessons learned from Operation Artemis, i.e. 
to form a crisis response coordination team 
and utilize a task force format in planning. 
The basic documents needed like the draft 
Joint Action or the draft Status of Forces 
Agreement, SOFA, should be prepared 
simul taneously with drafting the CMC. 
Also, the draft CMC and the draft OPLAN 
would be prepared simultaneously and the 
OPLAN finalized, considered and approved 
within the following 5 days. This would 
shorten the procedures by skipping Mili-
tary Strategic Options and the Concepts of 
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Operations altogether. Steps could be aban-
doned also by joint or concurrent sessions 
of the PSC and the EUMC.
 One major question is left open in the 
decision-making structure and will get the 
SG/HR’s attention. The EU does not have 
a permanent Operation Headquarters. The 
question of a standing headquarters was 
debated in the spring of 2003, but such a 
capability independent of NATO was not 
acceptable to Britain. Instead, crisis man-
agement operations will be led from one 
of the designated operational headquarters 
provided by Germany, France, Italy, Britain 
and Greece. The EU has, however, estab-
lished a permanent cell at  SHAPE54 for the 
operational planning of EU-led operations 
using NATO assets under the Berlin Plus ar-
rangement.55 From 1 January 2007 an EU 
Operations Centre began its work to plan 
and conduct ESDP operations on the scale 
(2 000 soldiers) equivalent to Battlegroups. 
The centre does not replace the need of 
an OHQ but will, rather, ensure planning 
capability before an OHQ is designated56 
and provides the EU with a “third option” 
of commanding missions and operations 
of a limited scale. At the moment, no de-
tailed mission planning can begin before the 
Council has decided which headquarters 
will be the Operation Headquarters.57 The 
lack of a standing OHQ leads to the loss 
of institutional memory as the dedicated 
headquarters inevitably will rotate in tour 
of duty. The lessons learned at the military 
strategic – operational level might be hard 
to transfer from one place to another. It is 
probable that the EU will establish a stand-
ing operational headquarters in a few years’ 
time. This would ensure faster and paral-
lel planning. The problem is partly solved 
within the Battlegroup concept as the rota-
tion cycle will facilitate the identification of 
the future OHQ. 

 In addition to the functional planning and 
decision-making process, clear and defined 
command and control relations between the 
participants are important. Several poten-
tially conflicting interfaces exist within the 
EU. The strategic planning and decision-
making system within the second pillar, the 
Common Foreign and Security Policy, head-
ed by the Council and run by the established 
bodies seems to work. The actors are find-
ing their roles and the procedures are being 
developed.58 
 The Council, however, is not the only player 
in crisis management. The European Com-
mission also has its say – and resources. The 
Commission may refer to the Council any 
question relating to CFSP as well as submit 
proposals. It can make suggestions to the 
Policy Unit for work to be undertaken. Its 
influence is mostly based on managing the 
CFSP budget, focusing on long-term struc-
tural issues and immediate humanitarian 
needs that can contribute to conflict preven-
tion and management and on the numerous 
instruments it has at its disposal.59 By using 
a rapid reaction mechanism the Commission 
is able to mobilize civilian resources within 
hours. The mechanism allows grants to 
governmental agencies, international orga-
nizations, non-governmental organizations 
and public and private operators. It covers 
situations of crisis, emerging crisis, threat 
to law and order, security and safety of the 
individual, and situations threatening to es-
calate into armed conflict or to destabilize 
a country.60 The Commission is active in all 
phases of the crisis management planning. 
In the crisis build-up phase the Commission 
participates in ongoing situation and risk 
assessments. During the afore- mentioned 
crisis management planning and implemen-
tation, the Council invites the Commission 
to submit proposals, adopt its measures, 
direct, re-examine or redirect its action to-
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wards the objectives and priorities set by the 
Council decisions. The Commission, for its 
part, presents and keeps the PSC informed 
about the measures under preparation, tak-
en or envisaged.61 COREPER, for its part, 
controls the political agenda of the intergov-
ernmental affairs. It is an ambassadorlevel 
forum for dialogue, negotiation and the 
assistance of the Council. It approves the 
CMC, Joint Action, OPLAN and Rules of 
Engagement before they are dealt with and 
approved by the Council. The PSC chair-
man’s participation in COREPER’s work 
when necessary helps the more institutional 
PSC – Secretariat axis to understand what is 
politically feasible. It should be noted that 
COREPER is to maintain its role even if the 
SR/HG’s proposals are adopted. The terms 
of ends, ways and means are used in strate-
gic studies to analyse actors’ political and 
strategic choices. One can similarly question 
whether the different bodies within the EU 
have the same ends, understand the need for 
comprehensive and complementary ways to 
achieve them, and can actually coordinate 
the political, civilian, financial, police and 
military means that are at their disposal. 
 One essential body of documents are the 
Rules of Engagement, ROE. Rules of en-
gagement provide guidance and instruc-
tions to decision-makers, commanders and 
troops at all levels on the degree and man-
ner in which force may, or may not, be ap-
plied. ROEs operate within the framework 
of existing political directives, legal consid-
erations and the requirements of the mis-
sion. Their functions are to provide political 
guidance, to ensure political and juridical 
control, to define the limits of operational 
action and to define personal responsibili-
ties of all the involved personnel. Although 
often considered just a limit to freedom of 
action, ROEs can be seen to grant author-
ity to an act by legitimizing beforehand cer-

tain behaviour and procedures. It should be 
noted that the right of self-defence is inher-
ent and not compromised by ROEs. The 
problem lies in defining and interpreting the 
conditions for self-defence. ROEs cover re-
actions to a perceived hostile intent as well 
as hostile acts. The latter is easily identified, 
but the former needs sound interpretation. 
Soldiers in the field face situations where 
their decisions have fatal consequences. 
 The commanders of the current peace sup-
port or crisis management operations have 
often faced situations where some contin-
gents, due to limiting national legislations, 
cannot be used for all tasks. Some cannot 
participate in peace enforcing operations 
and some cannot be used in riot controlling. 
This cannot be the case for the Battlegroups. 
The member states need to harmonize their 
national legislation and ROEs in order to 
guarantee preplanning, training and the ac-
tual conduct of the tasks defined by the EU.
 The EU has defined in its Use of Force 
Compendium that the response must be 
commensurate with the threat posed, and 
the damage it may cause; it must also be 
limited to the degree, intensity and duration 
necessary for eliminating the threat. For 
Operation Althea, the EU Council autho-
rized ROEs that permitted:

-  The right to stop, search and seize
-  The right to detain
-   The right to establish and restrict access  

 to secure areas
-  The right to use force to:

1. Defend friendly forces, persons with 
designated special status, and prop-
erty with designated special status

2. Conduct mandated military opera-
tions

3. Prevent serious crimes
-  The right to intercept and divert or en  
   gage aircraft when authorized.62
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Similarly, the use of force up to and includ-
ing deadly force may be authorized. ROEs 
regarding any given Battlegroup operation 
would be considerably more robust and 
complex, but even the simplified list offers 
an illustrative overview of the areas to be 
tackled. 
 The more complex the operation, the 
more complex ROEs are needed. Differ-
ent levels of operation and different ser-
vices must have partly specified ROEs. A 
commander needs rules that guide his or 
her planning and decision-making, for ex-
ample which objects are allowed as tar-
gets and which means can be used against 
them. A Lance Corporal needs guidance 
for his or her behaviour on the ground, 
for instance when and how to use force 
against a suspected target. Air and mari-
time forces use weapons systems that can 
cause formidable damage – what might 
be legally possible might be politically 
impossible. Airspace and international 
waters are also regulated by international 
law, which must be taken into account in 
the ROE. Troops that operate in or from a 
thirdworld country need their own rules.
 Rules of Engagement will be defined 
separately for each and every operation. 
Effective ROEs result from a development 
process that is integrated throughout all 
phases of planning. The process of ROE 
development with the EU crisis manage-
ment planning process is as follows:

- In developing the Concept of Ope-
rations the OpCdr/OHQ describes 
the appropriate use of force in bro-
ad statements

- After the Council has approved the 
CONOPS more detailed operatio-
nal planning begins at the OHQ 
and the FHQ; the use of force an-
nex to the OPLAN contains state-

ments on self-defence and mission-
specific direction and guidance to 
the Force Commander for imple-
mentation, interpretation and app-
lication of authorized ROEs

- After the Council has approved 
the OPLAN, the OpCdr sends a 
formal ROE Request to the Mili-
tary Committee

- The Council, after the advice and 
recommendations of the EUMC, 
issues an Execution Directive, and 
the MC sends an ROE Authoriza-
tion to the OpCdr

- The OpCdr issues an ROE Imple-
mentation Message to the Force 
Commander and he or she furthers 
it on to the troops.

To summarize, the Operation and Force 
Commanders draft the ROE according to 
the political and juridical guidance given 
by the Council/PSC. The political decision-
makers bind and commit themselves to the 
implementation of the operation and the 
ROE by officially approving them. 
 The Lisbon Treaty that came into force 
on 1 December 2009 seeks to make the EU 
more effective. It does not directly address 
the questions related to the Battlegroups 
as such. Many of the provisions written 
in the Treaty were already common prac-
tice before the Treaty was ratified or came 
into force. These include the establishment 
of the European Defence Agency, review-
ing  the crisis management task, creating 
rapid response elements and applying the 
solidarity clause as regards terrorism.63 In 
addition to creating the functions of Presi-
dent of the European Council and the new 
High Representative for the Union in For-
eign Affairs and Security Policy, who is also 
the Vice-President of the Commission, the 
Treaty gradually expands  the practice of 
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qualified majority voting. Yet unanimity is 
still required on decisions with military or 
defence implications. Neither does the Trea-
ty  properly address the question of division 
of labour between the Commission and the 
Council. The permanent structured cooper-
ation mechanism that is open to all member 
states opens up new possibilities for deepen-
ing cooperation in military capabilities. 

Conclusion: Willing to Act, 
Reluctant to Deploy
The fact that Battlegroups are yet to be de-
ployed anywhere has raised questions of 
the feasibility of the whole concept. Besides 
the political problems of finding a suit-
able conflict to solve or the military chal-
lenges of having troops trained, available 
and deployable, one can find societal and 
identity-based explanations for the reluc-
tance to actually use the BGs. This mode 
of explanation builds on the contested and 
contradictory identity constructions within 
the EU. While some nations are willing to 
invest more on global crisis management 
some want either focus on national and 
traditional war-fighting capabilities. The 
crisis management operations likely to take 
place in high altitudes or hot climates are 
not easily seen to support the territorial 
defence of small and coldclimate countries. 
Similarly, some nations prefer to preserve 
the EU principally as a civilian power; and 
certainly, civilian crisis management is the 
flavour of the month. These competing dis-
courses and opinions do not only divide the 
member states but the elites and the people 
in many countries.64 
 The need for crisis management is ob-
vious. It is as clear as the fact that the EU 
wants to develop its capability to contribute 
to peace and stability in its neighbourhood 
as well as globally. It is unclear, however,  

whether the Battlegroup concept is the right 
answer to the existing and expressed desires. 
The Battlegroup as such is a state-of-the-art 
tactical level battle formation, but there ex-
ists a performance gap between the desired 
political impacts and the military execution. 
Suitable tasks that are politically important 
and militarily feasible might be hard to de-
tect. What does it tell us about the politi-
cal ambitions and the military reach of this 
economic giant of ours if we are deploying 
expeditionary forces here and there for mi-
nor duties and for a relatively short period 
of time? Actual effects might be limited, and 
to deploy the troops requires external sup-
port or resources. An autonomous capacity 
awaits itself. Therefore, wider international 
political support and military contribution 
is needed for most ambitious Battlegroup 
missions. Initial entryforce missions and 
limited contributions to ongoing operations 
are currently the most likely and the most 
suitable types of mission. 
 A question therefore arises: should the 
EU concentrate on developing a more ro-
bust capacity to meet the demands of the 
day? What the EU really needs is a “Helsinki 
Headline Goal – director’s cut”, the original 
version of robust crisis management capa-
bility not previously distributed and which 
everyone has heard of but no one has seen. 
Perhaps the ambition of having the capabil-
ity to plan and conduct “two major stabili-
zation and reconstruction operations, with 
a suitable civilian component, supported 
by a maximum of 10 000 men for at least 
two years” as stated in the Presidency Con-
clusions of the European Council at Brus-
sels on 11-12 December 2008 (in Annex 2, 
Footnote 5 [sic!]), could provide an answer 
to the problem performance gap. On the 
other hand, if and when the ten years of 
European Security and Defence Policy have 
been successful “with 23 crisis management 
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operations conducted since 2003”65 would 
not that capacity and orientation do? All 
credit is due to the civil servants and mili-
tary personnel who work hard to fulfil 
goals set for the Battlegroups and for whom 
some may sacrifice their lives in Battle- 

group operations, but does the Emperor 
have new clothes at all?

The author is Leutenant Colonel in the Finnish 
Army and Doctor in Political Science. He ser-
ves at present at the Baltic Defence College.
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