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Introduction: The Paradoxes of Franco-British Security Relations

There is a paradox in the Franco-British security relationship.  The two sides cannot manage European
 security policy without one another; yet they have enormous difficulty, where Transatlantic policy is concerned, in working with one another.  This tension is unhelpful both to the intra-European security project and to NATO. Its resolution would considerably enhance both.  For fifty years (1947-1997), Britain and France effectively stalemated any prospect of serious European cooperation on security issues by their contradictory interpretations of the likely impact in Washington of the advent of serious European military muscle. I call this the Euro-Atlantic Security Dilemma.  London feared that, if Europe demonstrated genuine ability to take care of itself militarily, the US would revert to isolationism.  Paris expressed confidence that the US would take even more seriously allies who took themselves seriously
.  Both approaches were based on speculation and on normative aspirations rather than on hard strategic analysis.
Prior to the Saint-Malo summit of December 1998, a robust European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) simply could not exist. As long as France and Britain remained at loggerheads over the resolution of the Euro-Atlantic Security Dilemma, impasse reigned.  
At most, the EU might aspire, as it did, to generate a distinct security and defence “identity” (ESDI) from inside NATO.  This was the solution adopted at the NATO Council in January 1994 when, for the first time, the US agreed that it would be advantageous for both sides if the Europeans could galvanise their military potential from within the Alliance. In June 1996, at the NATO ministerial in Berlin, agreement was reached on what became known as the “Berlin Plus” arrangements
.  But Berlin Plus could only ever be, at most a necessary facilitating mechanism, at its most limited a stop-gap measure to allow time for the Europeans to move towards military autonomy.  Only when the two countries agreed to focus on serious security cooperation could ESDP
 come into its own. Yet the Saint-Malo agreement to cooperate was itself charged with ambivalence. The UK went to Saint-Malo convinced that, unless the EU became serious about military capacity, the Atlantic Alliance was doomed.  London, it appeared, had finally embraced the long-standing French position on the Euro-Atlantic Security Dilemma.  France attended the summit believing that the achievement of European capacity would – at least temporarily – have to be facilitated by NATO via the Berlin Plus mechanisms. The UK was engaged in an Atlanticist strategy facilitated by the tactical construction of a European instrument (ESDP). France was engaged in a Europeanist strategy facilitated by the tactical embrace of NATO assets.  This fundamental tension continued for several years to infuse – and confuse – the story of ESDP.
After Saint-Malo, the high points and low points of ESDP as a project and as a policy were dictated largely by the closeness or the distance, at any moment in time, between Paris and London
.  Paris periodically flirts with the notion that the special relationship with Berlin can be meaningfully extended to the field of security and defence.  But policy-makers across the EU are conscious of the severe limitations of that bilateral “motor” in this particular policy area.  For several months in 2003, at the height of the European crisis over the Iraq War, France engaged in a process which implied the exclusion of the UK from the ESDP mainstream. The attempt to inject new life into ESDP which characterised the 29 April 2003 summit between  France, Germany, Belgium and Luxembourg was stillborn not only because France herself did not really believe in the initiative, but also because all too few of her European partners did. A European security policy with teeth simply cannot be constructed without the UK. Only when Tony Blair sought to return to the European mainstream in the summer 2003, could ESDP get back on track. The two countries, which alone among the EU member states share a serious imperial past, an interventionist military culture and ongoing global ambitions, are condemned to act as partners.
On transatlantic policy, the picture is equally paradoxical. Since the 1956 Suez crisis, Paris and London have pursued diametrically opposite approaches towards “America policy”.  The UK has sought never again to find itself in open confrontation with the USA. France has sought never again to be dependent on the USA.  Neither approach, on its own, can command the support of a clear majority of European nation-states.  Britain’s perceived unconditional Atlanticism perplexes many Europeans, mainly but not exclusively from the “older” member states. France’s perceived “anti-Americanism”
 infuriates others, who regard the United States, for a variety of reasons, as the supreme guarantor of European stability. It is widely accepted that the biggest challenge to the commonality of the EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) is the achievement of intra-European consensus on how to manage relations with the USA. On policy towards most other major regions and powers across the globe, the EU has little difficulty in finding a position which, while not necessarily representing absolute consensuality, is at least compatible and relatively uncontentious. This is not the case with respect to “America policy”.  France prefers the status “allied but not aligned”. This clashes with Britain’s determination to put NATO first.  French discourse about the virtues of multi-polarity collides with British concerns for the promotion and preservation of uni-polarity.  While the UK is not always the most unquestioningly Atlanticist of all EU states, and while France has rivals for the crown of leading the Europeanist charge, these two countries, because of their relative size and importance, their military seriousness and their uninhibited championing of one approach or the other, have tended to define – and to polarise – the debate in Europe on America policy.

1. Difficult but Do-able: The Management of Franco-British tensions in ESDP 1999-2001
On most of the major policy issues connected with the establishment of ESDP in the early years, Paris and London embarked on discussions with different approaches and agendas. The problems of transatlantic relations and the role of NATO were almost always central
.  Despite the changing circumstances, the original Euro-Atlantic Security Dilemma still prevailed.  Whether the issue was the timing of formal talks between the new collective institutions of ESDP (COPS, EUMC, EUMS) and their NATO equivalents, the involvement in ESDP policy discussions of non-EU NATO allies such as Turkey and Norway, the planning and conceptualization of future European military missions, the ambitions for eventual autonomous European military capacity, the double-hatting of ambassadors to the NATO and COPS or a range of other issues, London and Paris invariably adopted positions which were largely driven by their path dependent policy preferences with regard to the Euro-Atlantic Security Dilemma. Basically, the British view was that “consistency” with NATO objectives, planning and procedures was to be the acid test for any new developments.  The French view was that the new policy and its implementation should prioritise the underlying objective of building up European military capacity and political clout. France saw no necessary reason for that objective to conflict with US or NATO policy, but believed such considerations should not be primary. 
These two quite different approaches were not necessarily contradictory, still less incompatible. NATO and ESDP were, in the opening years of the twenty-first century, finding both their new feet and their new strategic role. The very fact that ESDP had been called into existence sprung directly from a perceived dysfunction in NATO deriving from disputes over burden-sharing, the ambivalent role of US forces in the post-Cold War “defence” of Europe, the US desire to take the Alliance out of area and the tensions between the feared rise of instability in Central and Eastern Europe (particularly the Balkans) and the military inadequacy of most of Europe’s forces.  The establishment of a new division of labour between the two entities was one primary raison d’etre of the whole process. There was, at that level, no necessary contradiction between Paris and London, both of which accepted the necessary elements of this new division of labour: progressive US withdrawal from the European theatre towards other strategic areas of the globe of more direct interest to the US; the build-up of European military capacity with a view to taking up the slack produced by American redeployment; in particular a progressive European replacement of the NATO/US role in the Balkans; the emergence of new institutional arrangements in Europe to permit decision-making on security and defence issues.  Imperceptibly, NATO was transforming itself into a different organization, one which rendered the Euro-Atlantic Security Dilemma of increasingly marginal relevance.  The key to Franco-British harmony was focus. So long as the priority in both countries remained that of developing ESDP, cooperation, while sometimes difficult, proved nevertheless entirely feasible.  Both sides were equally committed, for their own reasons, to making ESDP a success.  The issues referred to above which generated controversy because of the different approaches between Paris and London, were all ironed out in bilateral discussions and multilateral consultations because both sides remained focused. Pragmatic compromises were reached on all issues of significance.  “Theological” discussions about finalité kept experts (and even the chattering classes) animated throughout, but both sides could afford to agree to differ on long-term developments or even strategic objectives since these did not get in the way of immediate pragmatic cooperation. Thus, ESDP progressed through its many stages, punctuated by the semestriel European Council progress reports, culminating in the Nice Presidency Conclusions of December 2000
.

Several factors explain this outcome.  The first was the personal commitment of both Tony Blair and Jacques Chirac to ESDP. Both were keen to “apply the lessons of Kosovo” and to ensure that, when the next European security crisis arose, the EU would be in better shape to manage it. Blair still saw European security capacity as a necessary condition for safeguarding US commitment to the Atlantic Alliance. Chirac saw it as the logical corollary of the EU’s emergence as an international actor. Both men were reassured and encouraged in their approach by the broad, though conditional, support of the Clinton administration. The second facilitating factor was the close-knit epistemic community of senior officials in London and Paris who, from the early 1990s onwards, had gradually developed a common mindset around the necessity and the legitimacy of ESDP
. The third factor underpinning Anglo-French cooperation was a shared culture of professional military intervention and a compatible strategic approach to force projection. Fourth, France and Britain shared similar ambitions for the rationalization and restructuring of the European defense industry
.  Finally, they could focus on ESDP because, although strategic differences were emerging between the EU and the outgoing Clinton administration (over missile defense, military doctrine, commitment to multilateralism and policy towards countries such as Iran and Korea), US global policy was felt to be sufficiently compatible with and even supportive of ESDP to pose no real challenge to the Saint Malo project. For Britain, in particular, ESDP did not call for any agonizing reappraisal of its transatlantic and European partnerships. It was, indeed, the condition for their harmonization.  Had Blair and Chirac, in this period, raised their gaze from a European focus and elected to prioritise other policy areas: the Middle East, the Gulf, China, or US policy across a range of issues, the Franco-British harmony of 1998-2001 might not have been so seamless.  And yet, even before the advent of the Bush administration, NATO, via the “out of area debate”, was silently burying the central issue of US commitment to Europe. NATO was ceasing to be an Alliance designed to deliver US commitment to European security and was becoming an alliance geared to delivering European commitment to American grand strategy.  Under these circumstances, the original Euro-Atlantic Security Dilemma scarcely applied.
2. Responding to Bush (2001-2003): Franco-British tensions reinforced
The switch of policy in Washington – from one in which allies remained significant partners to one in which ad-hoc coalitions became the name of the game – dramatically shifted the parameters of Franco-British cooperation. It also shifted the focus of European policy-makers who were forced by the Bush administration’s actions to raise their gaze from the incestuous preoccupations of the European continent.  Even prior to 9/11, the challenge for allied governments became clear: what position would they take towards a US administration which, in the words of Condoleeza Rice’s premonitory article in January 2000, highlighted the promotion of the national interest?
   In particular, the overtly hostile attitude towards ESDP adopted by several of the heavyweights in the new administration pulled the rug from under the Europeans’ feet.  Within weeks of Bush’s assumption of office, Tony Blair was at Camp David assuring the new President that ESDP would remain in step with NATO
.  However, the challenge to NATO which came in the wake of the 9/11 attacks and of the US attitude, in response to NATO’s invocation of article 5, of “don’t call us, we’ll call you”, effectively made it impossible to maintain the seamless “ESDP-NATO harmony” line of the fading Clinton years.  While Tony Blair re-focused UK policy on the global challenges facing the US ally – and to that extent somewhat downgraded his previous close attention to ESDP –  Jacques Chirac, without ignoring the new global challenges facing the Bush administration, continued resolutely to put ESDP centre-stage
. This mismatch was aggravated by several other developments. Many of the key UK officials who had interacted so constructively with their French counterparts in the second half of the 1990s were rotated into other posts.  UK defence policy shifted gear to one focused both on procurement projects designed to maintain Britain’s interoperability with the US and on power projection to distant theatres in prosecution of a preventive war on terrorism
. At the level of European defence industries, the much hyped merger between the UK’s British Aerospace and Germany’s DASA had failed to materialize. Instead, BAe merged with Marconi to form a de facto Anglo-US company, BAE Systems, while the German company merged with France’s Aérospatiale to create EADS. Shared Franco-British ambitions for the rationalization of the defence industry had not led to shared outcomes.  Above all, true to his February 2001 assurances at Camp David, Tony Blair began to give pride of place in UK security and defence policy to developments in NATO. 
Thus, Britain took the lead in opposing or delaying a range of ESDP developments which France, for its own reasons, was keen to promote: the EU’s June 2001 proposal to take over from NATO responsibility for peace-keeping in Bosnia; the declaration of ESDP “operationality” at Laeken in December 2001; proposals in mid-2002 that the EU should develop a military response to terrorism (a mission which London believed should be the exclusive preserve of NATO). Similarly, the UK took a strong lead in promoting the elements of NATO transformation which were to be enshrined in the Prague summit of November 2002: NATO’s assumption of a global remit; the new focus on the “war on terrorism”; the development of the NATO Response Force; internal restructuring to make the alliance “leaner and fitter” for these global power projection functions; the adoption, in this cause, of a new bilateral relationship with Jose-Maria Aznar’s Spain (thereby implicitly downgrading the Anglo-French “motor” behind ESDP); and finally wholesale enlargement of the Alliance. On all of these issues, France took a different line, insisting that NATO should have no automatic “right of first refusal” over issues directly at the heart of European security concerns and above all that the Alliance should not shunt the emerging ESDP into a marginalized sub-contractor role in regional and even global security, a role essentially limited to post-conflict reconstruction (“doing the dishes”).  These developments, all of which were seriously disruptive of the Franco-British relationship, were compounded by the intra-European crisis over the Iraq War of 2003. But, significantly, the arguments between the British and the French had little to do with the old dilemma of knowing how to retain US commitment to Europe. They were now informed by new divisions over how to respond to US global strategy.  This was the new version of the Euro-Atlantic Security Dilemma.
3. From Nadir to Re-Birth: Franco-British security cooperation beyond illusions
There is little point in rehearsing in this paper the well-known battles among Europeans in general, and between France and the UK in particular, which punctuated the crisis over Iraq from summer 2002 to summer 2003 – about which much has already been written
.  But the Franco-British crisis of confidence which this episode brought out needs to be situated in the broader context of crossed wires between London and Paris over the Euro-Atlantic Security Dilemma.  Already, in the weeks after 9/11, officials in Paris were perplexed and even irritated by the energy with which Tony Blair appeared to have converted himself overnight into a traveling world emissary on behalf of the Bush administration.  Yet, despite Blair’s post-9/11 epiphany, the ESDP project remained relatively unscathed.  The Franco-British “fraternity in arms” which had been discovered in Bosnia in the early 1990s, and which had helped engender the Saint-Malo process, was continuing to function in Kosovo where, by early 2002, France with a reinforced infantry brigade based in the northern sector at Mitrovica, and the UK with a reinforced armored brigade based in the central sector at Pristina were holding the most sensitive sectors in KFOR.  The French forces were encountering serous resistance from Albanian irregulars owing to their perceived “pro-Serb” sympathies. It was the UK which proposed to France that the two countries seal their military synergies with a merger of their respective sectors in the summer of 2002, a proposal which France eagerly embraced. Then suddenly, in April 2002, UK defence secretary Geoff Hoon announced a unilateral British withdrawal of all but a handful of troops from Kosovo.  The withdrawal was rationalised in terms of the success of the KFOR mission, but analysts immediately concluded that the real reason was the preparation and training of the UK troops for service in Iraq, a conflict which was still officially little more than a distant question mark.  For France, this was more than a betrayal. It was experienced as a genuine breach of confidence, a clear UK demonstration of London’s preference for fighting alongside the US and an abandonment of the multilateralism which had recently characterized every aspect of the ESDP relationship
. 
From the spring of 2002, matters went from bad to worse, culminating in the slanging-match between Blair and Chirac in October which led to the postponement of the annual Franco-British summit scheduled for November
. This was marked by a rapid thaw in Franco-German relations (Chirac had offended Schroeder by favouring the CSU candidate Edmund Stoiber for Chancellor in the September 2002 elections), a major feature of which was the wholesale harmonisation of Franco-German positions during the Convention on the Future of Europe.  The high point of this Franco-German rediscovery was the statement made by President Chirac, on 22 January 203, during the celebration of the 40th anniversary of the Franco-German Treaty.  On Iraq, the President declared, France’s position was “identical” to that of Germany
.  Thereafter, the two countries coordinated their efforts – in NATO to “break silence” over military assistance to Turkey; in the UN, to engineer a majority against the US-UK “second resolution” authorizing war against Iraq; in the EU, deploring the statements of support for the War by both Atlanticist EU member states and Central and Eastern European accession states; and finally within ESDP by organizing the controversial quadripartite summit on 29 April 2003 at which the notion of a European Union of Security and Defence (EUSD) was launched, establishing an EU vanguard group which aspired to accelerate ESDP policy in the name of the entire Union. The UK was excluded from this process. A week earlier, during his interview with The Sun “newspaper”, Tony Blair was quoted as having blamed France for the death of British soldiers in Iraq
. This truly was the nadir of the Franco-British security relationship. It appeared to have gone way beyond differences of approach to the Euro-Atlantic Security Dilemma, pitting an unrepentant and unconditionally pro-American Britain against a petulant and increasingly reckless pro-European France. The “other” side of the Euro-Atlantic equation appeared to have disappeared in each case.  What each had apparently failed to notice was that the original Euro-Atlantic Security Dilemma had faded from the scene and had been replaced by a new one. Taking a stance on Iraq had nothing whatever to do with the issue of US engagement in or commitment to Europe. It had to do with a choice about European commitment to US grand strategy.
Interviews in both Paris and London conducted in the summer of 2004 revealed widely held beliefs, on the one hand that the UK was “unconditionally aligned” with the US and, on the other hand, that France was deliberately seeking to turn the EU into a strategic “counterweight” against the US. The reality was quite different. Much of the bitterness of the Franco-British turmoil of this period (summer 2002-summer 2003) was exacerbated by the press and by the propensity of analysts and intellectuals on each side to revert to stereotype. In fact, both countries had pursued what they considered to be their clear national preference: for the UK, support for the lone superpower in a critical conflict, as well as experience of high intensity combat alongside American forces
; for France, rejection of a war deemed liable to destabilize the entire Middle East and rejection of automatic alignment with Washington. Neither of those positions is incompatible with ongoing cooperation on ESDP.  Such cooperation was not compromised by the froth and spin of the media comment on Iraq.  
.
In February 2003, the postponed Franco-British summit took place at Le Touquet. It was regarded by both sides as an excellent summit. How can we explain the apparent paradox of a full-scale row in one corner of the strategic arena coinciding with a major outbreak of intensive cooperation in another? Agreement at Le Touquet was reached on a range of joint projects:
· A commitment to expand the scope of EU peacekeeping missions in the Balkans concretized by a late February 2003 Franco-British proposal on taking over NATO’s mission in Bosnia-Herzegovina. A special agreement on cooperation in Africa complemented this initiative.
· A statement of solidarity and mutual assistance based on the notion of the identity of strategic interests between the two countries. 
· The development of military capacity. Several specific proposals were formulated, including new quantitative and qualitative indicators to ensure the achievement of the Helsinki Headline Goal, and the establishment of a new intergovernmental procurement agency.

· Prioritization of Rapid Reaction capabilities, including initial deployment of air and sea forces within 5 to 10 days. 
· The December 2002 award to a Franco-British consortium of BAES and Thales of the contract for the development of the UK’s two aircraft carriers was seen as the first step towards the joint procurement of air-naval groups. 
The answer to the paradox of cooperation/confrontation lies in the ongoing resolution of the original Euro-Atlantic Security Dilemma.  For the UK, so long as the EU was not deemed to be seriously ready for engagement in military missions, discourse about operationality and precipitation of a combat role in the Balkans were deemed to be irresponsible – not just for Europe but also for the US. The worst of all scenarios for NATO (and therefore for the US allies) would be if Europe took on a mission prematurely, made a mess of it and subsequently obliged the allies to step into an deteriorating and highly un-permissive crisis to pick up the pieces. Of course, the definition of “seriously ready” lies in the mind of the analyst or policy-maker. For the UK, which had always seen “Berlin Plus” as the safety-net behind any hypothetical EU missions, it was not until the resolution of the Berlin Plus conundrum in December 2002 that any EU missions were even conceivable
.  However, by the same token, once Berlin Plus had been resolved, London believed the moment had clearly come to organize the EU’s military capacity in a pragmatic and effective manner, the more to promote the new and necessary division of labour between NATO/the US and the EU/ESDP.  Hence the proposals formulated at Le Touquet.  It was not fortuitous that all of those proposals sought to precipitate and facilitate the development of serious military capacity.  This was to become the UK’s clear and unswerving focus thereafter. Henceforth, the EU was to be called upon to perform.  In that task, Britain’s principal ally would have to be France.
For France, with its unchanging focus on developing the European security project, the “defection” of the UK was regrettable but could not be thought of as terminal. France had sought desperately to “sanctuarise”
 defence relations with the UK. In the event of failure, there were nevertheless other allies that could be brought into focus. The main objective was to progress the ESDP project.  Because France had long believed that the US would learn to live with – and even value – ESDP once it showed its mettle, there was no fear in Paris that Washington would take the huff and disengage from Europe – at least no more so than was called for in Washington’s long-term plans anyway.  Paris had long been certain that US troop withdrawals from Europe were a historical and strategic inevitability – hence the French connivence with the quadripartite summit in Brussels on 29 April 2003.  That summit, which gave rise to ferociously hostile comments in much of the Euro-US press
, was relatively anodyne in its proposals.  Far from constituting an attack on NATO, the summit Declaration stressed, in its opening paragraph, the “shared values and ideas” which constituted the “transatlantic partnership”, itself characterized as a “strategic priority” for Europe
.   The centre-piece of the summit was the proposal to create a “European Union of  Security and Defence” (UESD) involving a number of objectives on the part of its members, most of which were uncontentious, but which included an EU operational planning unit to be located at Tervuren near Brussels. It was around this last proposal that controversy was to rage.  A number of other initiatives were proposed, most of which also appeared in the Franco-British proposals of February – and were subsequently to find themselves written into the June 2004 Constitutional Draft
.    Although the detail remained vague (and contained many devils), the thinking behind UESD seemed modeled on economic and monetary union: a core group of countries would forge ahead (including in the preparation of military operations) and would leave others with the choice of joining or being left out. In the climate of the time, it was hard not to see this as “exclusionary”, and difficult to believe that it would actually enhance the role of NATO. It meshed closely with proposals, emanating from the Convention, on “structured cooperation”, involving “a form of closer cooperation between Member States [stress in text], open to all Member States wishing to carry out the most demanding tasks and fulfilling the requirements for such a commitment to be credible.”  The implications of this wording seemed ominous to Atlanticists. Not only did it look like a “self-electing club”, but it looked like one which intended to try to embark on autonomous military operations in the name of the EU, yet with little or no control by non-participating states. These features, real or imaginary, nevertheless also made their way – along with the new term “structured cooperation” – into the Convention’s June 2003 Draft Constitutional Treaty (Article III-213), despite attempts by up to thirty Convention members (from the UK, Ireland, Sweden, Finland, Estonia and Latvia) to delete the entire article. Structured cooperation was born amid considerable controversy.

Yet the expected Franco-British collision did not happen. Over the course of the summer 2003, both sides moved towards one another.  British enthusiasm for developing military capacity, for early warning systems, for appropriate planning facilities, including the strengthening of HQ capacity, for a defence agency and other military objectives were all entirely compatible with the main UESD proposals. What London remained concerned about were the implications, in “structured cooperation”, that a small number of self-selected states could short-circuit decision-making “at 25” and that the initiative was really designed as an alternative to NATO
.  At the same time, France in particular knew that a UESD without the UK would be but a pale shadow of what it could be with the British on board. The desire to have the UK involved was equally strong in Berlin for slightly different reasons. Pragmatism prevailed. After a successful meeting of Defence Ministers in Rome on 29 August 2003, during which a number of misperceptions were dispelled, Blair, Chirac and Schroeder set their “sherpas” working on a trilateral compromise which was duly agreed at a summit in Berlin on 20 September 2003. Although press comment focused on the continuing differences of opinion between the three men over Iraq policy, the real significance of the trilateral summit came on ESDP. There was a trade-off.  In exchange for solid reassurances from Chirac and Schroeder that “structured cooperation” would be neither exclusionary nor inimical to NATO, Blair dropped his opposition both to the proposal itself (in which, with misperceptions dispelled, he could actually detect great potential) and to the EU operational planning cell (which was primarily symbolic). For their part, Chirac and Schroeder agreed to focus structured cooperation on capabilities rather than on politics.
This breakthrough facilitated much of the real progress on ESDP which was witnessed in 2004. The British proposal to concentrate on military capacity through quality (Headline Goal 2010) rather than quantity (Helsinki Headline Goal) focused on the creation of battle-groups: formations of around 1,500 troops trained for high intensity combat in jungle, mountain or desert terrain. This was a proposal which was immediately endorsed by France, which had appreciated the virtues of just such a force in the 2003 mission in the DRC, and subsequently by Germany.  UK emissaries crisscrossed Central and Eastern Europe in the spring and summer of 2004 persuading the new accession member states that this was a project they could participate in either as a national or as part of a multinational formation. The aim was to maximize European quality capacity. British objectives (pragmatic assumption of necessary missions in Europe’s near-abroad) complemented French objectives (the principled build-up of Europe’s strength). Since this objective was also one which met with US favour, especially at a time when US forces were seriously over-extended, the original Euro-Atlantic Security Dilemma was neatly squared away. Similarly, the 2004 decision to go ahead immediately with the creation of a European Defence Agency (EDA), which initially brought on significant competition between France and the UK over the appointment of the CEO, was resolved to both sides’ satisfaction in spring 2004.  The Agency came into existence, a development which France saw as a major new milestone in the EU’s move towards rationalization of capacity, but under the pragmatic British chairmanship of Nick Witney who will steer it less in the direction of finalité and more in the direction of the immediate resolution of pressing problems: forging linkages between the various EU defence agendas; acting as a catalyst and a generator of new thinking; providing input to the overall armaments transformation process; emphasis on the “-ilities”: sustainability, flexibility, deployability, interoperability; bringing together civilian and military activities and research; and above all, information sharing across the entire defence sector. He will need to establish priorities. But the objectives are equally supported in Paris and in London.  Both capitals know that the disunity of 2003 was potentially fatal for ESDP. Efforts will henceforth be made to ensure that unity persists. The new concentration on synthesizing aspects of internal and external security, on tackling the vast problem of the relationship between globalisation and terrorism
, of coordinating European policy towards the Middle East allows for a holistic and pragmatic problem-solving approach which meets the objectives of both France and the UK.  It is also not incompatible – at least at the level of principles – with US objectives.

One instance of this new Franco-British dialectic is instructive in that it demonstrates the ability to harmonise different approaches: European reactions to Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon’s 16 April 2004 announcement of the withdrawal from Gaza.  Under the “Road Map”, the Israelis are called upon to dismantle all settlements erected since March 2001 and to freeze all settlement activity, including “natural growth”. Implicit in the plan is the notion that an eventual agreement on definitive borders – which will be roughly based on the 1967 situation – will be the result of agreement between the two sides, underwritten by an international conference. The EU endorses this approach and has explicitly stated that it “will not recognize any change to the pre-1967 borders other than those arrived at by agreement between the parties”. However, when, Sharon made it clear that he would unilaterally retain a number of settlements in the West Bank. President George W. Bush’s immediate statement of support for the plan caused consternation across the Arab world since it appeared to contradict the Road Map. The confusion was aggravated two days later when Prime Minister Blair, during a press conference at the White House, appeared to side with Bush, insisting that the world should welcome the Sharon proposal, imperfect though it might be, as an initial step in the right direction.  At the European Council meeting on 26 March, heads of state and government had agreed on a five-point proviso for the putative Gaza withdrawal:

· That it take place in the context of the Road Map

· That it represent a step towards a two state solution

· That it not involve transfer of settlement activity towards the West Bank

· That there should be an organized and negotiated handover to the PA

· That Israel facilitate the rehabilitation and reconstruction of Gaza

Tony Blair’s support for the withdrawal process was couched as a “way back into the Road Map”, even as Egypt’s Hosni Mubarak was denouncing the plan as an incitement to further violence.  The half-full glass and the half-empty glass?  Jacques Chirac initially sided with Mubarak: “Nothing sustainable will be achieved without negotiating between the parties. […] No other solution can lead to peace and security. We are, therefore, extremely concerned.”  Once again, the EU seemed split down the middle on a key security policy issue. The European Council, meeting in Brussels on 18 June 2004, nevertheless succeeded in synthesizing the Blair optimism with the Chirac caveats. It issued a statement welcoming “the prospect of Israeli withdrawal from the Gaza strip” provided that it be implemented in accordance with the five points referred to above. Is the resolution of Franco-British dichotomies becoming a habit?
Conclusion: ESDP in a Global Context: Beyond the Euro-Atlantic Security Dilemma?
In the initial stages of the development of ESDP, it was necessary to focus introspectively on what Europe needed to do to put its house in order. That focus allowed France and the UK to harmonise the different agendas and rationalities behind the project. After 9/11, it was no longer possible to frame the ESDP project within such narrow parameters. The world had stood up and was demanding attention. At first, traditional attitudes towards the original Euro-Atlantic Security Dilemma generated contradictory reflexes within the EU, and particularly between the UK and France, with respect to the appropriate response to US pro-activism – which in fact posed a new and different dilemma. These divergences led to the crisis of 2003.  But with time, as policy preferences came to be set within a more global context, both sides came to see that there was more convergence than divergence in their positions
. Post-Iraq, and post-US withdrawal of troops from Europe, the UK and France were forced to recognize that the 1947 Euro-Atlantic Security Dilemma had disappeared from the scene. The EU is in a new historical situation in which it is called upon to perform. Both France and the UK care deeply about the quality of the EU’s military capacity. Both intend the EU to intervene regularly, possibly even concurrently, in fighting regional and possibly even global bush fires. Both recognize that the ability to fight alongside the US is a sine qua non for their own retention of strategic status. Both consider the number one priority to be resolution of the Middle East crisis (on which their positions are remarkably close) and, beyond that, the question of addressing the sources of international terrorism.  Each knows that, without unity, the EU’s capacity in that regard will be hobbled. Each knows that objectively their mission is shared by the United States, whatever the confusion and/or mistakes which may have attended the Bush administration’s (and their own) handling of the Iraq crisis.  Each recognizes that the transatlantic relationship remains vital, even though one partner may see it as more constraining than the other. Each knows that that relationship will continue to be managed, where security is concerned, largely through NATO. Pragmatically, each has accepted that the new alliance of 26 will be a different organization from the old alliance of sixteen. Unanimity will not always be possible. Coalitions of the willing may have to be generated from inside the alliance
.  It would unduly optimistic to assume that, on each and every aspect of US grand strategy, the EU will henceforth reach a unanimous view.  Differences are likely to persist. On some issues (Iran, “Greater Middle East”), the EU is likely to stick together. On others (China) member states may agree to differ.  A division of labour will have to be carved out between NATO and ESDP. It is not yet clear precisely what that division of labour will be.  Each of the two parties has recognized that the sterile quarrels of 2003 over uni-polarity and multi-polarity lead nowhere. The world is too dangerous and too unstable a place to entertain the luxury of such intellectual jousting. The cold shower of 2003 brought forth the encouraging cooperation of 2004. Have France and Britain tacitly agreed – even without breathing a word about it – to bury their differences over the original Euro-Atlantic Security Dilemma – and just get on with making the world more secure?
� European understood as representing the combined interests of European member states – as distinct from but not in opposition or even contradistinction to the interests of the USA/NATO


	� On this, see my “Britain, France and the European Defence Initiative”, Survival, Volume 42, No.2, (2000), 33-55.


� The “Berlin Plus” arrangements refer to the mechanisms whereby the EU may borrow assets from NATO/theUS in order to carry out crisis management operations. They involver “assured access” to NATO operational planning, “presumption of availability” to the EU of NATO/US capabilities and common assets; and NATO European command options for EU-led operations. The resolution of this issue allowed the EU and NATO to make a landmark Declaration on ESDP (16 December 2002) providing a formal basis for strategic partnership between the two organizations in the area of crisis management and conflict prevention.


� The P standing for Policy – but also for purpose, project, programme


�  See my “France, Britain and the Euro-Atlantic Crisis”, Survival, Vol.45/4, November 2003, 173-192


� This author rejects such a label. See, on this, Philippe Roger, L’Ennemi Américain. Paris, Seuil, 2002; Jean-Francois Revel, L’Obsession anti-américaine, Paris, Plon, 2002


� Michael Quinlan, European Defense Cooperation: Asset or Threat to NATO?, Washington DC, Woodrow Wilson Center, 2001


� See, on all this, the series of documentary collections: European: Core Documents  (Chaillot Papers 47, 51, 57, 67).


� See, on this, my “Discourse, Ideas and Epistemic Communities in European Security and Defence Policy”,  West European Politics, 27/2 (March 2004).


� Joint Declaration on European Defence issued at the Anglo-French summit, 25 November 1999 (Chaillot Paper 47, pp.77-79) and Burkard Schmitt, From Cooperation to Integration: Defence and Aerospace Industries in Europe, Paris, WEU-ISS, 2000, (Chaillot Paper 40)


� Condoleeza Rice, “Promoting the National Interest”, Foreign Affairs, 79/1, January-February 2000


� It is significant that Downing Street issued no communiqué about what was said at that first meeting between Blair and Bush – the only meeting between the two men that was couched in silence. Press reports were unanimous in concluding that the object of the exercise had been to give reassurances about NATO.


� I have analysed the details of these clashes in Survival (see f/n 5)


� UK MOD, The Strategic Defence Review: A New Chapter, July 2002


� Philip H. Gordon & Jeremy Shapiro, Allies at Wa., America, Europe and the Crisis over Iraq, Washington, Brookings 2004 


� Interviews with officials in Paris and London, summer 2004.


� The pretext for the row was the deal stitched up between Chirac and Chancelor Schroeder over the retention of spending levels in the Common Agricultural Policy until 2006, but defence clashes were also just beneath the surface. Officials in Paris and London confirm that the personal chemistry between Chirac and Blair remains very poor.


� Prior to that moment, Chirac had carefully distinguished France’s position (France might join the military coalition against Iraq but will decide at the last moment) from that of Germany (no German participation under any circumstances).


� Blair interview in The Sun, 18 April 2003:  “Interviewed for the first time since the start of the war, Mr Blair talked about […] his anger at treacherous French President Jacques Chirac”.  “Mr Blair admitted he had been furious with Mr Chirac of France for putting British troops at risk by sabotaging UN action against Iraq. ‘I was very upset how it played out at the United Nations,’ he said. ‘If the UN had given a strong and unified ultimatum to Saddam it is possible we could have avoided conflict.’”


� General Mike Jackson, Chief of the General Staff, stressed in an interview on 29 June 2004, that it is a UK military priority to be able to fight alongside US troops.  “For the UK to relinquish its ability to fight high-intensity war would be strategic folly. You don’t know when you will need it. And it is very easy to come down from a war-fighting posture to something below that. […]  But if you settle for a Peace Support army and then you want to go into war-fighting, forget it!”  


� For France, which aspires to autonomy, such precautions seemed excessive.


� The word constantly used in Paris, which might roughly be translated as “ring-fence”. It indicates two elements: 1) privileged and irreversible French cooperation with the UK;  2) the separation of defence policy – on which such cooperation was deemed both necessary and possible – and other elements of EU policy on which it often was not.


� Paul Taylor, “Anti-War EU States Seek Defense Pact Without UK”, Yahoo News, 21 March 2003; Charles Grant, “A Military Plan to Cut Europe in Two”, Financial Times, 16 April 2003; Charles Bremner, “Paris and Berlin prepare Alliance to rival NATO”, The Times, 28 April 2003; Judy Dempsey & Guy Dinmore, “Defence Plan could rival NATO”, Financial Times, 29 April 2003; Ian Black, “France, Germany Deepen UK Rift”, The Guardian, 30 April 2003; David R. Sands, “EU Plan draws rapid reaction”, The Washington Times, 30 April 2003; Mike Peacock, “Blair slams EU defence plan, says glad to miss it”, Reuters, 30 April 2003


� The text of the Declaration on: � HYPERLINK "http://www.elysee.fr/cgi-bin/auracom/aurweb/search/voirf?aur_file=discours/2003/0304EUDF.html&DATE=28042003-30042003&aur_offset_rec=4" ��http://www.elysee.fr/cgi-bin/auracom/aurweb/search/voirf?aur_file=discours/2003/0304EUDF.html&DATE=28042003-30042003&aur_offset_rec=4�. The aim of the summit was explicitly stated as being to reinforce European military capacity in order to “give the Atlantic Alliance a new vitality”. Chancellor Schroeder and Prime Minister Verhofstadt both insisted that the summit was in no way undermining of NATO


� Enhanced cooperation in defence, including the possibility for participating states to take on additional responsibilities; a “solidarity clause”; additional Petersberg Tasks; a European Defence Agency; a European Defence College. Only the latter failed to make it into the Constitutional Draft. 


� UK MOD, “ESDP: 29 August Meeting: UK Food for Thought Paper”. The paper is reproduced in Antonio Missiroli (ed.), From Copenhagen to Brussels. European Defence: Core Documents, Paris EU-ISS, 2004, (Chaillot Paper 67) pp.204-207. The paper is highly suspicious of the need to go beyond enhanced cooperation (which it claimed could work well “at 25”) and embrace something even more integrative called structured cooperation


� Solana’s speech to the EU ISS, Paris, 9 September 2004


� It is not even certain that the crisis of 2003 was inexorable. Until January 2003, the possibility remained open that the UK and France would both join the US campaign against Iraq. In March 2003, the European Council issued a five point statement on the Iraq crisis which was signed unanimously by all member states. The quarrel was as much over timing as over principles. Lessons have been learned in both capitals.


� A case in point is the issue of training Iraqi troops inside Iraq.  Whatever the politics and the diplomacy of the different attitudes towards that issue, the fact that it was resolved within NATO by some nations agreeing to the procedure while refusing to be involved in it is a pragmatic step forward for the alliance. Coalitions are not incompatible with Alliances.





