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‘Abstract ‘ - .
Art. J.7 of the Atnsterdam Treaty, which amends the Treaty on European Union, establishes that the Western
European Union shall porovidethe European Union with access to an operational capability for ‘humanitarian
and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks and tasks of combat Jorces in crisis management, mcludlng
peacemakmg Making reference to 1992 WEU Petersberg Declaratton these tasks are commonly known as
" Petersberg operatlons , ’
Thts provision constitutes the mtegratzon of a part of the "WEU acquis" into the framework of the European
Umon even there is no mstztutzonal mtegratzon between the two organwatzons or legal interweave between
' thetr constituent treaties. '
The decision - makmg mechanism for Petersberg operations must be conszdered in relalton to the new CFSP .
set of acts. and it ‘involves considerable mterplay between the European Council, ;he Council and WEU .
‘Council of Ministers. Several problems might arise from the different voting systems of these mstztutlons and a
spectf c questton is posed by the more restricted composmon of the WEU with respect to the EU, namely the
‘ f tve EU member States whtch are not fully - fledged WEU members. :
The deve[opment of an EU crisis management capabtl:ty could have several positive consequences, both on an

mter European level and externally

o) Researcher of International Law, University of Pisa - This paper is the revised e,nd-updated version of an
article published in the European Journal of International Law 9 (1998), 737-749



1. - The Notion of Petersberg Operatlons

' In the early 19905 the tasks of conflict management and peace - keepmg, Wthh once appeared to belong.
Aexclusrvely to the United Natrons became an area of growmg interest for- regional secunty orgamzatlons This trend'
derwed from both a stronger demand for mechanisms of crisis preventlon and management and from the will to
revutallze these orgamzattons in the post cold war security environment.

In June 1992, WEU Forelgn and Defence Ministers met in Bonn to develop the role of WEU as the defence
component_ of the EU to strengthen its operatlonal capacity and to define the relations between the WEU and non -
member States. In the final document, the Petersberg Declaratlon ( ), the Councrl of Mlmsters agreed to expand WEU
functlons in order to mclude the planning and the execution of a range’ of peace related operattons Part 11, para. 4 of the

Declaratron entltled ‘On Strengthening WEU's Operatlonal Role’; announced:.

Apart from contributing to the common defence in accordance with Article 5 of the
Washington Treaty and Article V. of the modified Brussels Treaty respectively, military
units of WEU member States, acting under the authority of WEU, could be employed for:

- Humanitarian and rescue tasks; K

- Peace - keeping tasks;
- - Tasks of combat forces in cnsrs management including peacemakmg

" These tasks have since become known as Petersberg operations or tasks (3. _

" In the following years, the performance of WEU in framing and 1mplementmg Petersberg tasks has been Judged
dlsappomtmg lts activities have been limited to civilian polrce tasks, like the missions in the city of Mostar within the
European Umon Administration of Mostar (), and in Albania as Multinational Advisory Police Element ( ).

. The functioning and the results of the CFSP have been lrkewrse largely criticized and considered 1neffective.

Particularly unsatisfactory has been the implementation of art. 1.4 TEU A.

2. Integratlon of the Petersberg’ Operatlons mto the Amsterdam Treaty

During the IGC three optlons were drscussed regardmg the relations between the EU and WEU ( ): first,
- mamtammg the separation between the WEU and the EU without any significant changes in their relatlonshlp Oy, the’
second, gradually merging the two orgamzatlons (®); third, infegrating a part of the WEU functions into the Treaty.

) WEU Council of Mrmsters Petersberg Declaration, Bonn 19 June 1992. -
2y Viercci; "The Role of Western European Union (WEU) in the’ Mamtenance of Intematlonal Peace and
- Security", 2 International Peacekeeping (London) (1995) 309; Jorgensen, "Western Europe and the Petersberg Tasks
in K. E. Jargensen (ed.), European Approaches to Crisis Management (1997).

) Pagani, "L'Administration de Mostar par 'Union Européenne”, 42 Annuaire frangais de droit mternatzonal
(1996) 234 at 249; see also See Assembly of the Western European Union, WEU Police Forces - Reply to the Annual
Report of the Council, Report submrtted on behalf of the Defence Committee by Mr. Giannattasio, Rapporteur 13 May
1998, Part || : '

)[bld Part i _ : o

%) See, for example, European Commrssron Report on the Operatron of Treaty on European Union, 10 May
" 1995. The effective operation of Article J.4 started just during the Italian Presidency in late 1998.

®) For a thorough review of the different positions on this point, see van Ham, supra note 12. See also WEU
Council of Ministers, WEU Contr:butzon to the European Umon Intergovernmental Conference of 1996, Madrid, 14
: November 1995.
) This option was strongly supported by the UK. _
4 ® ) Many countries, France, Germany, Italy, Spam and the Commnssron and the Parhament promoted the
mtegratron of the two orgamzatlons :
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This last option, which emerged as an ac‘ceptable' compforf)ise and did indeed prevail, led to the insertion of the

_Petersberg tasks into the TEU. It has also resulted in the TEU provision foreseeing “the possibility of the integration of -

- the WEU into the Union, should the European Council so decide" (art. J.7.1). Within this perspective, the decision of '

integrating Petersberg into the TEU faced no opposition and ‘materialize'd in the combined provisions of paragraph 1 and

2 of art. J.7 of the Amsterdam Treaty (°). Paragraph 1 states:

4 The Western European Union (WEU) is an integral part of the development of the
Union providing the Union with access to an operational capability notably in the context of
paragraph 2, ‘ ' S ‘ .- : ‘

- and paragraph 2 states:
Questions referred to in this Article shall include humanitarian and rescue tasks,

~peace - keeping tasks and tasks of combat forces .in crisis management, including
" peacemaking. . ' C ' '

thably these provisions constitute the first codification of th‘e notion of peace - kéeping éﬁd peace related
operations in the costituent treaty of an intel;national‘organizat,ioh‘. No other treaty of such a legal and political relevance
refers to it: There is no mention to peace - kee‘pi'ng in the United Nations Charter; NATO and WEU éngagement in these
tasks has been ensured wighoht a formal revision of their constituent instruments; and CSCE/OSCE documents on peace
- keeping do not hold the legal status of a trety . .

The terms employed in art. J.7.1 might raise several problems, of inferpretatiqn. The notipné of "peace -

, keeping" and "peacemaking”, in particular, have assumed a variety of legal and political meanings. However the action

of the European’Union under Article J.7 will come up against a clear limitation: the exclusion from the list of measures

of peace - enforcement. '

Peace - enforcement operations were expressly ruled out from the list of tasks enumerated in art. J.7.2. One

-might wonder whether their exclusion will inhibif t_he EU from any UN Charter Chabter VII operations ". Such

intei‘pretétion will Strongly inhibit the EU capacity of conflict managément. The future practice will prove the irriport ’

‘and feasibility of this limitation in the range of EU intefvention tools of intervention, given the blurred the distinction

* between peace - keeping and peace - enforcement that has characterized certain recent peace operations.

With regard to the CFSP machinery and its deyeldpment, these provisions represent an-important achieveqient ’

" . and are considered to be one of the very few points of significant progress on security and defence of the Amsterdam

Treaty (*?). They constitute the intcgration.of a part of the "WEU é’équis" into the framework of the European Union.

However there is no institutional integration between the two organizations or any legal interweaving of their constituent

°) See Lenzi, "European Security after Amsterdam", CFSP - Forum (3/1997) 5; Grassi; "L'introduzione delle

‘ dpéraiioni di peace - keeping nel Trattato di Amsterdam. Profili giuridici ed implicazioni politiche”, 53-La ‘Congnit&

internazionale (forthcoming 1998). . ’ ‘ , , ) . A
- 19y See M. Bothe, N. Ronzitti and A. Rosas (eds.), The OSCE and the Mainlengnce of Peace and Security.

Cbnﬂict"Prevention, Crisis Management and Peaceful Settlement of Disputes (1997).

'y This exclusion has been decided late in the IGC, see European Parliament - Cominittee on Foreign Affairs, -
Security and Defence Policy. Draftsman: Mr. Thomas Spencer, Opinion for the Committee on Institutional Affairs on
the Treaty of Amsterdam Chapter 11l Provisions on Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), 29 October 1997 -
PE 224.338/DEF . o . C : o Ny g o o

12y See Commission Européenne - Task force "Conference Intergouvernementale”, Note d'analyse sur-le Traité

- d'Amsterdam, 7 July 1997, par. 12; Parlement Européen - Groupe de travail du Secrétariat Général. Task force
* "Conference Intergouvernementale”, Note sur les priorités du Parlement en relation avec la CIG et avec le nouveau

Traité d'Amsterdam: rapport et premiére valutation des résultats, 15 July 1997, par. 3.2. )



treaties - Art. J.7 wrll work excluswely as an operatlonal brldge between the CFSP and WEU decision maklng
procedures Furthermore the integration into the TEU of the "WEU acquis” on confllct management clearly.
sdemostrates the wrll to exclude from the TEU the collectlve security guarantee provtded by Art. V of the modrﬁed
Brussels Treaty. The [GC clearly failed to bring into the EU the “hard security” aspect of the "WEU acquls

3. An Educated Guess: The Implementation Mechanisms

An analysis of the mechanisms in the new CFSP institutional framework for the implementation of Petersberg

“tasks shows their considerable complexity, which could prompt numerous operative d‘ifﬁculties ™). A

. Some lmportant mnovatlons in the Amsterdam Treaty provide a set of procedures for the EU to lmplement its
CFSP (art. J.2). "Common strategies" and "joint actions" are the most likely procedures to gam lmportasnce for
‘ Petersberg operatlons The decision to use WEU forces for Petersberg tasks, given its pohtlcal 1mportance and the
sensitive nature of decisions concerning the use of military force, will presumably require a decision of the European
Council as the highest political forum of the EU Such decisions will take the form of a "common strategy"”, which,
according to art J.3.2, will set out the objectives of the operatlon its duratron and the means to be made available by the
Union and its Member States. ' _ _ '

Once the European Council had decided on a Petersberg task, the Counc11 would be bound to 1mplement it
' through Jomt actions or other appropriate decisions. This interpretation is confirmed by Art. J. 3 3 which states that the
Councrl shall implement common strategles in particular by adopting joint actlons and common positions.

Quahﬁed majority voting is not an option. for ‘the Council in the adoptlon of joint actions or any further
decisions relating to the lmplementatron of common strategies on a Petersberg task. This voting procedure does mdeed
apply for joint actions adopted on the basis of a common strategy, but for those which have military or defence
irnplications (art. J.13.2). However, in order to render the unanimity voting procedure more ﬂexible Artl J.13.1 provides
the possrblhty of recourse to "qualified (or constructlve) abstention". The quahﬁed abstention of several States will not
impede the adoptron ofa Jomt action, except in the event that they represent more than one third of the votes welghted
accordmg to Art. 148.2 of the Treaty establlshmg the European Commumty This mechamsm thus allows the adoption
of decisions on Petersberg operations even in the case of qualified abstention by all the five Member States whrch are
not WEU members ‘

Followmg the adoption of a ‘common strategy and of the implementing Jomt actions, a correspondmg decision
must be taken by the WEU Council of Ministers. Thls decision will serve as the channel for the EU decision to enter the
' WEU system The Amsterdam Treaty does not merge the decision - makmg procedures of the two orgamzatlons From a
‘legal point of view therr link remams tied to a set of parttcular provtstons which were adopted separately in the legal
framework of the two orgamzatlons Art J.7.3 of the Amsterdam Treaty, which states that "the Union will avail itself of
the WEU to elaborate and 1mplement dectstons and actions of the Union which have.defence implications” was formally -
,accepted by the WEU Council of'.Ministers in a Declaration annexed to the Amsterdam ,Treaty (*. In this Declaration

‘the WEU Council of Ministers expressly notes:

. ') For a scenario -in whtch these mechamsms are apphed to a post - SFOR 1I operatnon in Bosma see
European Parliament, supra note 23.
Y WEU Council of Ministers, Declaration of the. WEU on the Role of Western European Umon and its
" Relations with the European Union and with the Atlanuc Alliance, Amsterdam, 22 July 1997.



When the Umon shall avail 1tself of WEU, WEU wrll elaborate and 1mplement
decisions and actions of the EU which have defence implications (A.5) (.

_ Given the drfferent voting procedures in the WEU Council of Mrmsters and in the Councrl the need for'
decrsron to be taken by both bodies could create a procedural problem, The WEU Council of Mlmsters I'lgld voting
" procedure of unanimity could prompt a State which does not want to support a particular operatlon to oppose it in the
Council, rather than resortmg to qualified abstentron (" ) Procedures for facilitating this process, which could include
* the holdmg of joint meetmgs are currently under examination and will be included in the future arrangements between ‘
the two organizations (). A Protocol annexed to TEU notes that these arrangements for enhanced cooperatlon will be
drawn up within‘a year of the entry into force of the Amsterdam Treaty (‘8)

" It is worth mentioning the issue whether, aﬁer Amsterdam, WEU retains its independent decision - making

competence to run Petersberg operatlons in absence of an EU mandate From a legal pomt of view, the Amsterdam
-Treaty does not modlfy the WEU’s competence and there are no doubts that the WEU continues to hold all its
prerogatlves on the basis of its instituting treaty and subsequent practlce In addmon posrtlons taken. by different WEU
organs confirm its political will to mantain this mdependence ('9) ' -

With regard to the operational conduct of these operatrons thelr military dimension wrll rely on the WEU
procedures and structures, and most likely, on the arrangements set up with NATO ¢ ) However whatever military
- formula will be decided upon, the political control of such operations will remain with the Councrl which, through the' 4
‘ .WEU Councxl of Mmlsters wrll be responsrble of setting, modifying and terminating the mandate. '

Art. J. 8 TUE states that the EU Presidency is. responsible for the lmplementatlon of the CFSP common
measures Thus, it is the Presrdency that will decide on the daily political conduct of an operatron as well as the
- monitoring of its development The Presidency, under authorization of the Councrl could also be called upon to
negotlate any agreement relatmg to rts operatlon after which the Council would undertake to conclude it (Art. . 14) (Y. .

Harmomzatlon of the sequencmg of WEU and EU presrdencres which has already been approved by the WEU Councrl- '

) The proposal of concludmg a'legally binding treaty between the two orgamzatrons has not been accepted
, ') The idea of introducing in the WEU Council of Ministers the principle of constructive abstention circulated
in a French proposal. In the Erfurt meetlng, the WEU Council of Ministers tasked the Permanent Council to study -
measures of consensus - building and decision - making, see WEU Ministerial Councrl Erfurt Declaranon Erfurt 18
" November 1997, par. 5.
') A flow - chart has been prepared by the two orgamzatrons on thelr interaction in decrsrons in conﬂlct
management and it has been tested in a simulated exercise in June 1998.

3 ) Protocol on Art. 1.7 of the Treaty on European Union. A practrcal model for linking the decision - makmg :
process of both Orgamzatlons in crisis management operations has been drafted, see WEU Mrmstenal Councrl Rhodes
Declaration, Rhodes, 12 May 1998. '

'y See for example WEU Ministerial Council, Rhodes Declararzon 12 May 1998 (par 2). For’ a review of all
" these posmons see Assembly of the Western European Union, WEU after Amsterdam: The European Security and
Defencé Identity and the Application of Article V of Modified Brussels Treaty. Reply to the Annual Report of the
Council, Report submitted on behalf of the Political Committee by Mr. Vrettos, Rapporteur 19 November 1997, Part 2.

%) For these aspects see De Spiegeleire, "From Mutually Assured Debilitation to Flexible Response: A New

- Menu of Optlons for'European Crisis Management” and Wilson, "WEU Operational Capability - Delusion or Reality ?"
in fothcommg publication of the WEU Institute for Security Studies, Paris. '
, 'y These agreements could include both political settlements and operational arrangements as such as the .
Status of Forces Agreements. On the EU treaty - making capacity and its difficulties, see Neuwahl, "A Partner with a
Troubled Personality: EU Treaty - Making in Matters of CFSP and JHA after Amsterdam”, 3 European F oretgn Affairs
Review (1998) 177. : :



}of Ministers ‘(2»2), would appear to be an inevitable step towards guaranteeing'unity in the political‘ direction of an
operation, g | A i ' : ‘

- In thls context, the role to be played by the newly created Hrgh Representatrve for the CFSP (art J.8.3), as well
as, ultimately, an ad hoc appointed Special Representatrve w1th an operatron - related mandate (art. J.8.4) has not yet '
been clarified. - o : . S o ‘ _ v .

In the planning of its conﬂlct management policy as well as m its response to specrﬁc crrses the CFSP will also -
beneﬁt from the assessments and recommendatrons of the Pohcy Plannmg and Early Wammg Unit (PPEWU) which

.- was estabhshed by the Amsterdam Treaty through an annexed declaration 3. '

With regard to the ﬁnancmg, in conformity with art. J 18, expenditures arising from operatlons havmg mrlltary'
or defense 1mpllcat10ns are not charged to the budget of the European Communities. They are assrgned to the member' '
States in accordance with. a gross national product- -based scale, unless the Council acting unammously decides
otherwxse On the basrs ofa dlstmctron which will not always be easy to apply, it is understood that the expenses relatmg
to political activities of the EU in preventron of conﬂlcts / peace and security processes wrll remain w1th|n the budget of .-
the European Commumtres 4. )

A State which has resorted to the quallﬁed abstentron under art..J. 13 1 wrll not be obllged to contrrbute to the
_ﬁnancmg of the operatron One may wonder whether the expenses for the military part of the mission should be
allocated within the EU or WEU framework.’ ' '

4. Thevfartivcipation of non - WEU Member States
» In the lmplementatlon of the Petersberg operatlons a specrﬁc problem is posed by the more restrrcted
’ composition of WEU with respect to the EU. Notably, five 5 EU member States - Austria, Denmark, leand Ireland,
: and Sweden are not fully ﬂedged members of the WEU (2’) ’ ' .
 The Amsterdam Treaty ensures the pamcrpatron of all the EU Member States in Petersberg operatlons decrded
by the EU. Art. J.7.3 states: ‘ ' '
When the Union avails itself of the WEU to elaborate and 1mplement decisions of

* the Union on the tasks referred in paragraph 2 all Member States of the Union shall be
entrtled to pamcrpate fully in the tasks in questron

2. )Y WEU Mmrstenal Council, Erfurt Declaranon, Erfurt, 18 November 1997, par 10. .

2y See Schmalz, "Setting up the Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit - A Thorny Path from Idea to
Reallzatron" and the annex Report of the Secretary - General of the Council to the Council, CFSP - Forum (4/1997) 1;
Lodge .and Flynn, "The CFSP after Amsterdam: The Pollcy Planmng and Early Wammg Umt 14 International
" Relations (1998) 7. :
' 2y "prevention of conflicts / peace and security processes" is one of the budgetary lines foreseen for thie
articulation of the CFSP budget chapter as provided by the: Inter - Institutional Agreement between the European
- Parliament, the Council and the European Commission on Provisions Regarding Financing of the Common Foreign and .

Security Polrcy, which has been finalized in Amsterdam at the conclusion of the Amsterdam Treaty. ' :

' - ) In the IGC several proposals were also advanced to introduce clauses of political or financial solrdarlty for
_ those countries whose participation in mrlrtary operations abroad is barred for legal or policy reasons, but they were not
accepted. in the final version of the Treaty, see the Franco - German Document, Orientations sur la PESC Séminaire "
. franco allemand des m:msteres des Affaires etrangeres a Fribourg, 27 February 1996, supra note 14.



‘Allthough the five mentioned States already form part of the WEU system with the status of obsert/ers, (*®), the
EU decision of implementin'g a Petersberg task will imply their integral participation' in the decision - making process of
the WEU. In this regard the second prov1sron of art. 1. 7 3 determines: B ‘
The Council, in agreement with the institutions of the WEU shall adopt the
‘necessary practical arrangements to.allow all Member States contributing to the tasks in.

question to participate fully and on equal footmg in planmng and decision - taking in the
WEU. ;

The Counml 1mplemented this provision trough the Decrslon of 10 May 1999 concerning the practical
arrangements for the pamcrpatlon of all Member States in tasks pursuant to Article l7(2) of the Treaty on European

| Union for which the Union avails itself of the WEU (*)). _
‘These provisions of the Amsterdam Treaty were 1mmedrately welcomed by the WEU Councrl of Mmlsters in an

annexed Declarat1on which echoes the wording of art 7. 3

. WEU will develop the role of the Observers in WEU in line with provisions
contained in Article J.7.3 and will adopt the necessary practical arrangements to all Member
States of the EU contributing to the tasks undertaken by WEU at the request “of the EU to
participate fully and on equal footing in planning and decision - taking in the. WEU .

~ The practieal arrangements which are referred to by the WEU -Council of Ministers have already been
developed. Indeed, the WEU Council of Ministers-decided to apply them on a ptovisional basis before the entry into -
force of the Amsterdam Treaty in relation to operations under art. J.4 of the Maastricht Treaty ). '
- WEU and NATO are also discussing possible practical arrangements which would allow the partrcrpatton of
WEU Observer, which are not NATO members, in operations in which the WEU makes use of NATO assets and
capabilities, for instance the Combined Joint Task Forces model (3°) _
Fmally, it must be recalled that through a Protocol annexed to the Amsterdam Treaty a general optmg out

clause was granted to Denmark for decisions and actlons of the Umon which have defence 1mpllcatlons éh.

: 26) The observer status was expressly created for the member States of the European Union which were not
members of WEU by a WEU Council of Ministers Declaration annexed to the Maastricht Treaty. Rights and duties of
the observer States were set in the 3rd Part of the Petersberg Declaration ('On the Relations between WEU and the Other
Européan Member States of the European Union or the Atlantic Alliance'). The case of the involvement of these States
in WEU actlvmes under the request of the European Union was here already foreseen:

Member States of the European Union, which have accepted the invitation to
become observers...will have the same rights and responsibilities as the full members for
- functions transferred to WEU from other fora and institutions to which they already belong.
27y Official Journal of European Communities, L 123, 13 May 199, 14 -17. :
% )y WEU Ministerial Council, Declaration of the WEU on the Role of Western European Union and its
Relations with the European Union and with the Atlantic Alliance, Amsterdam, 22 July 1997, par. 6.
» Yy WEU Ministerial Council, Erfuirt Declaration, Erfurt, 18 November 1997, par. 9.

: .. ) See Assembly of the Western European Union, WEU after Amsterdam: The European Security and
: Defence Identity and the Application of Article V of the Modified Brussels Treaty - Reply to the Annual Report of the .
Council, Report submitted on behalf of the Political Committee by Mr Vrettos, Rapporteur (Il 1), and WEU Ministerial
Council, Rhodes Declaration, Rhodes, 12 May 1998, par. 14.

3y Protocol on the Posmon of Denmark



5. The Significance of a EU Crisis Management Capability

Various profiles arise in the assessment of the impact that the integration of the Petersberg operatlons into the
TEU will have on the CFSP and on the EU role in the tntemational commumty '

Firstly, as far as the CFSP ﬁmctlomng is concemed art. J.7.2 does not represent a radical tnnovatlon Under
art J.4.2 of the Maastncht Treaty, the EU was already able to request the WEU to lmplement its decnsnons on crisis
management (*2). o

However, for the first time a specific policy has been' codified within the second pillar. This codification dld
not by any means assimilate the policy of cnsls management into an excluswe EU competence, but determined the EU’s
commitment at the highest possible level the EU commitment. From a practical point of view, it sttmulated the creation
or the adjustment of the complex mechanisms Wthh are necessary for its implementation. The reformed CFSP set of
acts, procedures, and organs together vvith the progressive development of the operational role of the WEU, constitute

- the institutional framework for the conduct of the Petersberg operations. Particularly. with regard to the WEU, the
Amsterdam Treaty has generated, before its entry into force, the effect of acceleratlng the process of setting up an

" adequate European mechanism for crisis management. Various dlfﬁculties still seem to weaken this machinery, for
example, the complexnty of the institutional 1nterplay between and w_lthln the EU and WEU, thereby raising some
perplexities regarding effectiveness and timmg o

Nevertheless, at this stage any future maction by the EU can no longer be attributed to an inadequate-
institutional and operational machlnery, but exclusively to the lack of political will of the European States .

Secondly, the EU’s assumptlon of responsibility for conflict management could constitute an. important .
contribution, a‘nd thus make a sngmf icant impact, in the area. ' '

The fact that the WEU has a credible military' capacity for intervention in crisis management will place the EU
in a unique position in the international community and in relation to other security organizations. The EU will have a
twofold comparative advantage‘ on the one hand, it will dispose of an‘acr'oss the\bOard'civilian - military intervention '
capacity and, ‘on the other hand, it will be possnble to guarantee a continuum in crisis management from early wammg
and humanitarian intervention through post - conflict reconstruction and extending to economic development aid.

‘In crisis management operations the avallability of qualified civilian resources is becomlng as |mportant as the :
presence of effective military capac1ty ‘Peace-, democracy - and capacity - building programmes such as election and
human rights assnstance are consrdered crucial for the success of any post - conﬂlct settlement In this regard the EU,

- . particularly through the Commission, has gamed experience and may have the means to mobihze the human and
ﬁnancnal resources required in order to effectlvely confront complex crises. Assummg responsnbillty for the military
aspects of the conflict management as well will make it pos51ble for the EU to gather the various forms of the
mternatlonal mterventlon under a smgle umbrella a development Wthh w111 prove immensely beneﬁmal tn terms of

umty, contmutty of action and effectlveness

E ) According to a certain opinion the EU actually resorted to art. J.4.2 in the case of Mostar, see Willaert and

Marqués - Ruiz, "Vers uné politique étrangere et de sécurité commune: état des lieux Revue du Marché umqu‘
europeen (1995) 35 at 67. See also Pagani, supra note 6 at 251.

3} See for example the declaration of the WEU Secretary General at the WEU Parliamentary Assembly, 18

May 1998, in Atlantic News (No 3011, 20 May 1998) 3.



