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Abstract This article assesses the effective meaning, scope and implications of
intra-Community solidarity in the security and defence area. It touches on the
genealogy of the conception of solidarity and its various interpretations as well as
both the tensions this entails and impediments this creates for development of a
common security and defence policy. It concludes that political solidarity has been
gradually taking root on the basis of a common shared modus vivendi, although not
without embarrassing setbacks. Military solidarity is more than a mirage but not
yet a firmly based reality given the existence in the European Union of distinct
foreign and security policy identities shaped by traditionally defined national
interests that still dominate intergovernmental cooperation in the area.

Ignoranti quem portus petat nullus ventus suus est.
Seneca

International Politics (2010) 47, 596–616. doi:10.1057/ip.2010.29

Keywords: European Union; solidarity; CFSP; ESDP/CSDP; Treaty of Lisbon;
enlargement

Introduction

Solidarity is a commonly used expression in the European discourse and yet
it remains a somewhat neglected concept in the literature on European
integration. The association of solidarity with the inner cohesion of the
European Union (EU) is generally accepted. Solidarity engenders a sense or
shared perception of commonality – a ‘we’ perspective – within and between
the EU’s member states which enables a differentiation between the EU and
other international organisations and parts of the world (Hartwig and
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Nicolaides, 2003, pp. 19 and 21, http://www.eipa.nl). As such, solidarity
becomes a key element in the development of a European psychosocial
community (Groom, 1998, p. 29) where it serves as a sort of spiritual cement
binding together idiosyncratic national interests, distinct historic and cultural
backgrounds, and different economic and social traditions.

Solidarity may, at first blush, come across as an unequivocal and homogenous
concept straightforwardly pointing to the prevalence of a reciprocal responsi-
bility. But beyond its surface meaning, solidarity becomes a complex notion,
with no clear-cut normative dimension or consensual conceptualisation, thus
opening up diverse possibilities in terms of meaning, scope, expectations and
implications. It is a core value whose degree of institutionalisation and homo-
geneity of expectations has, since the foundation of the European project, varied
considerably over time and across policy areas, something that has lent it a very
malleable profile. In some ways solidarity is a buzzword without a buzzer.
Moreover, Stjernø warns us to beware since ‘Solidarity is sometimes used as a
nebulous concept that is not defined at all. Its use may be a subterfuge in political
rhetoric to hide the fact that the phenomenon of solidarity is missing or on the
decline in the real world’ (Stjernø, 2004, p. 2). This is an apt warning when
considering the flowering of high rhetoric but sometimes no deeds, or even dirty
deeds, in the area of security and defence in the EU.

Near to the heart of what follows is Kirchner’s analysis of security
governance and a security community (Kirchner, 2006). It bridges the abstract
notions of solidarity and what may be happening, or is being aspired to, in the
security and defence sphere of the EU. Kirchner defines security governance ‘as
an international system of rules that involves the co-ordination, management
and regulation of issues by multiple and separate authorities, interventions by
both public and private actors, formal and informal arrangements and
purposefully directed towards particular policy outcomes’ (Kirchner, 2006,
p. 948) – in short, a regime – while a ‘security community is more state centric
in orientation y’ (Kirchner, 2006, p. 951). This leads us into the real world
from the Schuman Declaration of 1950 to the Treaty of Lisbon of 2007.

From Solidarity to Solidarities

Within the European context, it is more appropriate to speak of solidarities
rather than of solidarity tout court and to allude to solidarity as a contested
notion rather than as an axiom. Expectations may well be the key since the
more reliable they are seen to be, the more likely they are to engender trust.
Trust arising out of dependable expectations may be buttressed by institutional
forms and a myriad of informal and formal shared priorities and experiences.
We thus arrive at a regime, which in a hegemonic system such as NATO, is
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‘top down’, but which can also be ‘bottom up’, as is the aspiration in the EU.
Relevance, shared expectations and regimes may then coagulate into shared
norms and values based on recognition of supportive past behaviour and
confidence in its continuation in future contingencies. In Europe a beginning
has been made, but the process is far from being a given.

The purpose of this article is to explore the security and defence dimension
of solidarity by tracking the evolution of the concept from the foundation of
the European venture to its present situation. The focus is on how solidarity
developed under the umbrella of both the Common Foreign and Security
Policy (CFSP) and the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) as well
as in the sequence of the successive enlargement exercises which altered the
balance between the supporters of a ‘Europeanist solidarity’ and the advocates
of a ‘transatlantic solidarity’.

It is relevant to ask whether a solidaristic attitude exists at all in the security and
defence areas of the EU. In particular, how will the Union’s member states react
to an external threat or a risk that falls under NATO’s Article 5? Underneath the
surface of the apparently axiomatic solidarity lie diverging interpretations and
readings of the limits of the EU’s solidarity as informed by different foreign policy
and security traditions as well as patterns of alliances. This lack of consensus has
generated widespread tensions within member states impeding the advancement of
the CFSP towards its final objective – a common defence. Thus, while conditions
for politico-diplomatic solidarity have succoured roots, support for a genuine all-
encompassing European military solidarity remains doubtful and feeble. We are
on the banks of the Rubicon, but it has yet to be crossed.

Mapping the Evolution of Conceptions of Solidarity in the
Community-Building Process

Solidarity features in a host of statements underpinning major milestones of
the Community-building process, but it has never been spelled out in a
definitive way. Nonetheless, over the years there has been a codification of
solidarity in the EU treaties. This process, which was originally aimed at
creating a European federal entity, carried with it aspirations of solidarity that
would transcend the economic to embrace the security and defence spheres.

A de facto or practical solidarity can be found in Franco-German
reconciliation which would be conducive to the recreation of the European
fabric as envisaged by Winston Churchill in his celebrated speech in Zurich on
16 September 1946. Churchill referred to a sovereign remedy.

What is this sovereign remedy? It is to re-create the European fabric y

The first step in the recreation of the European family must be a
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partnership between France and Germany. In this way only can France
recover the moral and cultural leadership of Europe. There can be no
revival of Europe without a spiritually great France and a spiritually
great Germany. (see Nelsen and Stubb, 1998, pp. 7–10)

Even before such a solidarity gained a treaty-basis it already existed in the
minds and hearts of the European Communities’ architects. In the Schuman
Declaration of 9 May 1950 solidarity stood out as a fundamental paradigmatic
goal, albeit to be achieved piecemeal. Furthermore, solidarity in the context of
the fledgling Community was deemed to follow an evolutionary path starting
with strategically and economically important issues like coal and steel. These
were approached as bread and butter issues in which the costs and benefits
were clear. There was then the prospect and expectation that they might spill
over into the politico-military domain ultimately to enable the creation of a
defence community supplementing and eventually superseding the Atlantic
Alliance or, at least, the Western European Union (WEU). This could be seen
when, shortly after the launching of the European Coal and Steel Community,
a European Defence Community and a European Political Community were
designed with an embryonic United States of Europe in view. The failure to
create a military community in 1954 clearly indicated that, at the time, the Six
were not sufficiently ready to accept mutual dependencies, which were
perceived as challenging a core area of national sovereignty. This failure made
military solidarity a proscribed area and it remained so until relatively recently.

A detailed analysis of the founding Treaties of Paris and Rome finds no
explicit reference to ‘solidarity’.1 However, these fundamental texts resonate
with the idea of solidarity. The most paradigmatic example of this is surely the
Treaty of Rome which calls for an ‘ever close union’. This Treaty is imbued
with the collective will to foster solidarity between the member states to enable
the accomplishment of a final goal, whatever form that ‘ever closer union’
might take.

The Single European Act (SEA) brought with it an important lexical
evolution in an explicit reference to intra-European solidarity linked to the
foreign policy domain. The Preamble of the Treaty recognises the need to
speak ‘with one voice’ as well as ‘to act with consistency and solidarity’ to
safeguard Europe’s common interests and independence. Equally important, in
the treaty text the notion of solidarity featured alongside other major classical
core values like ‘liberty’, ‘equality’ and ‘justice’ as a fundamental part of the
evolving common psychosocial community underlying the institutionalisation
process of the European Community (Groom, 1998, pp. 22 and 29).

Throughout the Cold War period, solidarity, as an intangible conception,
remained associated with the European idea and spirit as an overarching
principle governing European integration. At a more tangible level, however,
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solidarity sustained its utilitarian or instrumental character through the
economic and social link with the Structural Funds and the Cohesion Fund
being its main concrete instruments. Thus economic and social solidarity
became increasingly institutionalised as the norms, rules and decision-making
procedures making-up the modus operandi of the European Funds were
implemented. On the political front, an esprit de corps emerged through formal
and informal cooperation in third country capitals and especially in
multilateral diplomacy in the UN system and elsewhere.

This evolution led Jacques Delors to equate the logic inherent in the
integration process with an affectatio societatis founded on a shared bond. This
should not be restricted to an economic Community but should be upgraded to
a political, diplomatic and military community, a development which
necessitated further deepening at the level of inter-member states’ relationships.
Delors’ position was that progress in the integration process was not
compatible with an à la carte approach (Luif, 1994, p. 28), but should rather
be based on Monnet’s doctrine of equal rights and equal obligations for all in
securing equal levels of integration in the pursuit of commonly accepted goals.
Eventually military solidarity was also expected to emerge and flourish based
on de jure stipulations where no provisions for opting out on the basis of
national interests existed. It was blithely assumed that the growth of a
psychosocial community would proceed, pari passu, with instrumental
integration as each fed positively on the other.

Notwithstanding the significant developments related to solidarity dynamics
and the acquis, the decade and a half after the end of the Cold War did not see
the establishment of an affectatio societatis with military attributes. While
political solidarity gradually took roots – not without dramatic flaws and
embarrassing setbacks – military solidarity remained a highly controversial
topic with states eschewing institutionalisation of mutual dependencies in the
security and defence area. These mutual dependencies were viewed with
mistrust by most of the member states’ elites, especially because of their
negative impact upon the furtherance of healthy transatlantic relations as well
as upon the primacy of NATO in the security architecture of post-Cold War
Europe – not to speak of their putative intrusive implications on the sacrosanct
domain of national state sovereignty.

‘Mutual Solidarity’ in the Treaties of Maastricht, Amsterdam and Nice

The roots of solidarity are to be found in both the catastrophic experiences of
the first half of the twentieth century and the perceptions of threat during the
Cold War. Paul-Henri Spaak, the former Belgian Foreign and Prime Minister,
is supposed to have compared the Atlantic community, which he saw as the
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bastard child of Stalinist aggression, with the love child that was European
integration. Perhaps this metaphor helps to explain why, as the East-West
rivalry fell away, notions of solidarity experienced something of a renaissance
against the backdrop of the Treaty of Maastricht signed in February 1992.
Aspirations for a common security and defence persona were reinvigorated
with the creation of a CFSP as part of the second intergovernmental pillar of
the Union. Incremental intergovernmentalism was considered the best method
to safeguard an area which had been a bastion of national sovereignty and
solidarities with ‘variable geometry’ emerged as a result.

Article J.1.4 of the Title V reads: ‘The Member States shall support the
Union’s external and security policy actively and unreservedly in a spirit of
loyalty and mutual solidarity y’ (authors’ emphasis). Moreover, the states
committed themselves to abstaining from taking any action detrimental to the
Union’s interests or deemed to undermine it in foreign affairs. The important
developments that took place from 1999 in the domain of European security
and defence strengthened the nexus between solidarity and the Union’s
international status as an actor.

Although the concept of ‘mutual solidarity’ was introduced along with
references to common defence (Article J.4.1), it was implicit in the Treaty that
‘mutual solidarity’ did not stand for the acceptance of mutual security
guarantees for the territorial defence of member states. Article J.4.4 made plain
that the defence of the Allies’ territory continued to be covered under Article 5
of the Washington Treaty. However, this in turn did not take in Ireland, whose
tradition of neutrality was safeguarded by the guarantee that the CFSP,
including defence policy, should not violate the ‘specific character of the
security and defence policy of certain Member States’ (Article J.4.4). This
jointly stated guarantee, which became known as the ‘Irish clause’, exempted
Ireland not only from future common defence commitments but also implied
that Ireland would not hinder such common defence commitments which
respected its neutrality.

Thus, while emphasising the notion of solidarity, the Maastricht Treaty
incorporated two limiting mechanisms for military solidarity. The first was
the ‘Irish clause’ (after 1995 also applied to Austria, Finland and Sweden),
and the second the primacy of NATO. The launching of CFSP, the
controversy about NATO’ role in the post-Cold War security architecture
and the extent to which the CFSP was independent of NATO were issues all
germane to the continuing discussion on ‘mutual solidarity’. These two
limiting mechanisms implicitly rendered ‘mutual solidarity’ sufficiently
flexible to enable the member states to have their cake and eat it. The
pragmatic offer of a variable solidarity presented itself as the only viable
option for an intergovernamentally driven policy whose substance priori-
tised member states’ national interests and in which ventures to engage in
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deeper collective cooperation or integration could easily be judged to intrude
upon national sovereignty. Nevertheless, solidarity emerged as a psychoso-
cial commitment giving rise to an ever more confident expectation that any
member belonging to the European economico-political club was likely to
benefit from manifestations of solidarity in case of need.

This expectation was applied to the candidate countries too, and became an
important part in the political calculus of applicant countries in the 1995
enlargement. From the beginning of the 1990s, the EU had presented itself as a
broader security net, which included human and economic security, and as a
vehicle for the confirmation of their Western identity. To be sure the
applicants, notably Finland, turned to NATO for defence against the
uncertainties of the post-Cold War system in general and post-communist
Russia in particular. However, they believed that membership in an
institutionalised peace community, governed by well-established rules and
shared fundamental values such as the EU, would generate a solidarity which
would improve their own security in a new, but uncertain Europe (Ferreira-
Pereira, 2007).

The phrasing of solidarity within the CFSP’s legal framework was not
helpful in elucidating its scope and implications. The Amsterdam Treaty
therefore substituted ‘mutual solidarity’ for the notion of ‘mutual political
solidarity’ (Article J.1.2) as a political gesture. To the ‘Irish Clause’ and
NATO’s primacy the Amsterdam Treaty added a third derogation – that of
constructive abstention which allowed a member not to participate in a
particular activity with an obligation not to hinder actions by other members
or a group of them. Constructive abstention constitutes a tool for flexibility but
it may also prejudice the building up of solidarity in the foreign and security
domain. In addition, if more than a third of the members do not join an
activity then a decision simply cannot be passed. However, an overwhelming
majority can escape from the tyranny of the veto without constituting a
tyranny of the majority. Finally, enhanced cooperation is yet another example
of an expedient, instituted by the Amsterdam treaty-makers, that came to
undermine the idea of an all-encompassing solidarity in security and defence
matters. Through these legal expedients, the revised treaty extended the
institutionalisation of diversity with respect to solidarity; in short, it created a
multilayered solidarity especially at the behest of the neutrals.

Largely because of the Atlanticists, led by Britain, and the militarily non-
allied states, the negotiations of the CFSP provisions sowed the seeds for the
marginalisation of WEU in the European security project (Ferreira-Pereira,
2007). The WEU ‘Petersberg Tasks’ of humanitarian and rescue tasks,
peacekeeping operations and the role of combat forces in crisis management,
including peacemaking, became missions of the Union (Art. J.7.2).2 This was a
fatal body blow to the WEU’s operational existence and in November 2000 the
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WEU Council of Ministers decided to transfer to the EU all WEU Petersberg
functions to constitute an operational EU-led military crisis management
system.

Thus post-Amsterdam it is possible to identify a threefold approach to
solidarity. On the one hand, there is the ‘Europeanist’ solidarity upheld by the
‘Continental’ member states (the original Six, except the Netherlands) who
supported the extension of solidarity to the military realm. However, the
‘transatlantic solidarity’ endorsed by the Atlanticists combined political
solidarity with defence cooperation as the maximum threshold. In between
these two positions, one can place the conditional or ‘limited solidarity’ of the
neutrals vis-à-vis collective defence commitments.

Before the Amsterdam Treaty came into force a benchmark meeting took
place between Jacques Chirac and Tony Blair in Saint-Malo on 4 December
1998. The outcome was a major shift in London’s traditional position
regarding European security and defence which made possible a significant
Anglo-French convergence. The Declaration was a forceful one:

The European Union needs to be in a position to play its full role on the
international stage y To this end, the Union must have the capacity for
autonomous action, backed by credible military forces, the means to
decide to use them and a readiness to do so, in order to respond to
international crises y In order for the European Union to take decisions
and approve military action where the Alliance as a whole is not engaged,
the Union must be given appropriate structures and a capacity for
analysis of situations, sources of intelligence and a capability for relevant
strategic planning without unnecessary duplication y which are
supported by a strong and competitive European defence industry and
technology. (Saint Malo Declaration, http://www.defense.gouv.fr/
dga/content/download/43542/434987/file/accord_franco-britannique_de_
saint-malo_4_decembre_1998_saintmalo.pdf)

It was also a call for more thought on the question of solidarity in such a
sensitive area. Within the Saint-Malo Declaration, the notion of solidarity was
again categorically associated with the ability of Europe to make ‘its voice
heard in world affairs’ not, however, without a touch of ambiguity when it
went on to state that, ‘In strengthening the solidarity between the Member
States of the European Union y while acting in conformity with our
respective obligations in NATO, we are contributing to the vitality of a
modernised Atlantic Alliance which is the foundation of collective defence of
its members’. In short, solidarity in security and defence policy could not
question NATO’s primacy nor encompass an Article 5-type of guarantee as an
EU policy. The British interpretation was that an eventual European defence
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dimension must always be complementary to, if autonomous of, NATO. It is
indisputable, however, that for Britain to have accepted that the EU should
extend its reach into the proscribed arena of military power was a remarkable
change for the Union’s culture (Deighton, 2003, pp. 281–282).

Significantly, among the lessons learned from the intra-European rift caused
by the Iraq War, was a growing solidarity in defence matters between Britain,
France and Germany towards the building up of an EU operational profile in
the domains of peacekeeping, humanitarian and crisis management, outside
the framework of NATO and without recourse to the Alliance’s assets and
capabilities. Indeed, a ‘confiance cordiale’3 between those three major players
emerged from a surge of bilateral and trilateral high level meetings in 2003
leading up to political deliberations of critical importance. The EU gained an
array of structures, instruments and goals to enable it to acquire increased
autonomy, and indeed, independence in terms of strategic and operational
planning, action capability, decision-making and procurement capacity. This
can be exemplified by the formation of EU Battlegroups for crisis management
(Lindström, 2003), the establishment of a European planning cell for civilian
and military missions placed within the EU Military Staff’s organisation
alongside another EU cell to operate at SHAPE, and the setting up of the
European Defence Agency. Outside the Union, there are other examples of this
‘confiance cordiale’ which have a resonance for European solidarity such as the
satellite communications system, Galileo, in which Britain came to participate
despite enormous pressures of Washington not to do so. In addition, Britain
and France agreed to build three large aircraft carriers whose conception and
development is being undertaken in close cooperation.

Taken together, these developments are beginning to give substance to the
aims of the Saint-Malo declaration at the end of the 1998 (Groom, January
2005). The emergence of an individual European voice in security and defence,
which is increasingly to be heard, although not without discordant overtones,
may enhance the degree of psychosocial community as peoples find that they
have a flag to follow which responds to their aspirations to see the EU playing
a more independent role in world affairs, independent, that is, of the United
States (Groom, 2005).

Nevertheless, the solidarity culture did not change fundamentally in the
security and defence arena as it continued to reflect the entrenched national
differences when it came to security needs, defence thinking and sensitivities
forged by national foreign policy identities and traditions. Indeed, the CFSP
revised provisions in the Treaty of Nice maintained the status quo ante. The
semantic reference to ‘mutual political solidarity’ remained along with the
restrictive solidarity mechanisms previously introduced in the Maastricht and
Amsterdam treaties (that is, the ‘Irish Clause’, NATO’s primacy, constructive
abstention and enhanced cooperation).
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The Solidarity Concept in the (Non-Ratified) Constitutional Treaty

Solidarity was a sensitive issue for the delegates to tackle during the
Convention on the Future of Europe (Howorth, 2005, p. 196) as mandated
by the Laeken Summit. Indeed, the Laeken meeting attributed great
significance to solidarity by linking the ‘success story’ of the EU to ‘mutual
solidarity’ and in proclaiming Europe as ‘the continent of solidarity’
(Presidency Conclusions, European Council Meeting in Laeken, December
2001, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/
ec/68827.pdf). Twenty references were made to the concept in the
draft constitution presented by the Convention on 17 July 2003, of which
sixteen were related to security and stability (Hartwig and Nicolaides, 2003,
pp. 20 and 21).

While the Treaty of Nice continued to impart the idea of ‘mutual political
solidarity’, the Anglo-American invasion of Iraq put the fabric of European
solidarity under strain. Nevertheless, France and Germany, supported by
Belgium and Luxembourg, wanted to embrace military solidarity through a
genuine European Union of Security and Defence (EUSD). They pointed to
the need to choose between the status quo ante (that is, political solidarity) or
moving towards a collective defence schema whereby member states would
engage in a true military solidarity. The four-states summit at Brussels
(Tervuren) on 29 April 2009 further pointed to the necessity of a ‘pioneer group
ready to take the initiative’ (Chirac, Interview, 2003, http://www.elysee.fr/
elysee/elysee.fr/anglais_archives/speeches_and_documents/2003/interview_of_
the_president_jacques_chirac_by_robert_graham_and_andrew_gowers_for_
the_financial_times-elysee_palace.1342.html) to form a hard nucleus composed
of those willing to deepen the integration process in key areas such as defence.
Needless to say, the Iraq war also introduced a schism in European solidarity
between Rumsfeld’s ‘old’ and ‘new’ Europe.

The division over Iraq gave rise to the European Security Strategy (ESS)
based on a document originally tabled by Javier Solana entitled ‘A Secure
Europe in a Better World’ (Council of the European Union, 2003). The framers
of the ESS dwelled upon the conceptual link between solidarity and the
Union’s capability and performance as an actor and as a credible and effective
foreign policy player but now, implicitly, they introduced a slight nuance. The
ESS marked the transition of the EU from a regional player to a global actor
and, given its ambitions, European solidarity had now to be at the service of a
global-oriented and cohesive external action to promote stability and peace.
Interestingly enough, six years after the signing of the Amsterdam Treaty, the
framers of the ESS in 2003 were to take up the somewhat more elusive
Maastricht formula when they wrote that, ‘The increasing convergence of
European interests and the strengthening of mutual solidarity of the EU makes
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us a more credible and effective actor’ (Council of the European Union, 2003,
emphasis added).

Drawing on the Convention’s labours and under the impact of the events of
11 September 2001 that reminded all that mutual assistance was not covered by
the Petersberg Tasks (Howorth, 2004, p. 492), the Constitutional Treaty,
signed in October 2004 in Rome, gave greater substance to the solidarity
concept, with France and Germany, admirably seconded by the United
Kingdom, being the major drivers of a more progressive approach to solidarity
directly tied to the ESDP venture. Article I-39 set the tone since the EU’s
foreign and security policy must be ‘based on the development of mutual
political solidarity among Member States y and the achievement of an ever-
increasing degree of convergence of Member States’ actions’. The text’s
solidarity clause conveyed a guarantee of collective assistance (also of a
military nature) in the event of any member falling victim of a terrorist attack
or a human or natural disaster (Article I-43.7, with Article III-329 groverning
the implementation of the solidarity clause). However, this was not a specific
collective defence commitment to all members and its import was limited. This
only related to a non-automatic European internal security-related dispos-
ition to address non-state threats that could only be invoked upon the
request of the political authorities of the state which had fallen victim to
one of the calamities foreseen in the legal text. The Treaty also stipulated
a common security provision with real teeth in the case of military aggres-
sion against one of the EU’s members (Article I-41.7). None of the dispositions
in question were military clauses in their essence, although they could be
viewed by some as the embryo through which ESDP could gradually be
transformed into an EUSD. What could be derived from them was a common
acknowledgement that in the event of an attack against a member state, the
other partners ‘will do what they feel they can (or wish to) do to help out’
(Howorth, 2007, p. 124). As such, the depth and breadth of European
solidarity, and the most fitting tangible ways to express it, continued to be
firmly attached to particular interpretation(s) conditioned by state-driven
dynamics. And what is more the new fundamental text retained the two initial
major mechanisms limiting the scope of solidarity in the CFSP remit – the
‘Irish Clause’ and NATO’s primacy.

Thus the constitutional text forged a paradox since if, on the one hand,
solidarity was given further form and content at a rhetorical level, on the other
hand considerable restrictions were introduced limiting its modus operandi.
This stemmed from the strengthening of the flexibility ethos. The Constitu-
tional Treaty substantially increased the flexibility possible in extending
enhanced cooperation to defence matters and introduced the possibility of
long-standing structured cooperation. These would permit willing and capable
EU-members and non-members to band together to create a pioneer group for

Ferreira-Pereira and Groom

606 r 2010 Macmillan Publishers Ltd. 1384-5748 International Politics Vol. 47, 6, 596–616



the launching of ESDP missions. But the risk remained that policy
fragmentation and free-riding might thereby persist. All in all, the Constitu-
tional Treaty amplified the latitude in interpreting solidarity in the Union’s
legal text covering CFSP, but at the same time it created the potential for
strengthening an underlying ‘mutual solidarity’ as it had been vaguely
advanced in the Maastricht Treaty. The uses and measures of solidarity
became clearer, although they were not yet finely tuned. Moreover, the two
solidarity-related provisions set forth by the Constitutional Treaty took the
maximum common denominator significantly beyond the minimum one
conveyed by the isolated allusion to ‘mutual solidarity’ of 1992.

Solidarity in the Post-Eastern Enlargement and Post-Constitution EU

The issue of solidarity after the two rounds of Eastern enlargement in 2004 and
2007 became even more acute in both the economic and social aspects as well
as in political and military questions. The enlargement exercise is having a
major impact on the quality of solidarity. With 12 new countries there is
evidence that the deepening of collective solidarity in the CFSP purview is
being hampered by the growing diversity of national interests of member states.
Different outlooks and orientations towards distinct regions or sub-regions of
the world complicate consensual decision-making and naturally foster the
atomisation of solidarity. What is more, new member states deepen the chasm
produced by the two classical grand and competing visions of Europe –
intergovernmental versus supranational – and this may well prove problematic
for the consolidation of solidarity which is rightly considered by some as a
prerequisite for a European common defence policy (Champenois, 2003, http//
www.cicerofoundation.org/lectures/champenois_jun03.html). Not unsurpris-
ingly, several presidencies have stressed the necessity for any further
enlargement to bear in mind the organisation’s capacity for absorption of
new members so that solidarity will not be watered down.

In an EU of 27 states, the most likely ways to sustain, and possibly deepen,
integration in such a way so as to secure a minimum threshold of collective
solidarity, may well be for states to embark upon two major processes or
movements at the same time, but at different speeds and with varying degrees
of effectiveness. One process involves the deepening of the integrative dynamics
in specific policy matters as promoted by a core of more ambitious ‘willing and
able’ members. The second process entails the widening of such groups as and
when other members are ready to join in. The Commission has the important
role of ensuring that the process holds together by fostering unity in this
diversity. The enlargement of the Union implies a widening in a further sense.
It is not only a question of admitting new members but also of enabling limited
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groups within the EU to cooperate more fully with outsiders in a
neighbourhood policy – the Mediterranean Union is a case in point.

In the post-enlargement landscape, the 15 members that made up the EU
from 1995 to 2004 are in a position to constitute a more homogenous and
developed integrative core for forward-looking schemes to advance in some
policy areas. This limited group approach is inherent in both the enhanced and
permanent structured cooperation4 foreseen by the Constitutional Treaty
within the ESDP purview, and founded on the notion of deeper structural
cooperation set forth, for example, in the tripartite British-German-French
summit in Berlin, in September 2003. Examples of pioneer or vanguard groups
of countries in a given policy area include such major endeavours as the Euro-
zone or the Schengen agreement. These are a sort of acquis plus. The acquis plus
denotes initiatives and projects taking place in addition to, but which build
upon, the acquis accepted by all or many which also enable deepened
commitments in a given policy area, such as security and defence. Examples
include the arrangements stemming from defence cooperation projects such as
the Eurocorps, Euroforces and the Euro-Battlegroups. Thus, the notion of
solidarity will become multilayered by being enhanced for a few at some levels
from which others are not perpetually excluded. The danger is that this may be
the beginning of the creation of first and second-class membership. But this
danger already exists and could hold the quest for further integration to
ransom without such flexibility.

All enlargements constitute both a threat and a promise. The threat is the
dilution of the existing degree of integration as new members bring different
interests, ideas, ambitions and motives into play. New members do not, by
definition, share the common past and need, in psychosocial as well as in
practical terms, to catch up not just with the acquis but also with what is behind
it and what it means – to become part of it. General de Gaulle pointed out that
British membership would change the world of the Six irrevocably and he was
correct. It has taken generations for Spain, Portugal and Greece to become an
integral part of the psychosocial community. But if new members need time to
catch up, do the old members need to mark time while this occurs? Can the old
members forge ahead so that the new members are left perpetually behind? The
notion of multilayered solidarity seeks to bridge this dichotomy. It allows for
the solidarity shared by all to develop without denying its further extension by
the few. There is a positive side to enlargement, too, since it adds to diversity by
bringing new ideas, different experiences, in short, new blood into veins that
may be hardening. But can this diversity be heuristic or will it lead to the
unravelling of what is, after all, still a fragile process?

What models, then, may the Union follow? If the EU is to be simply a
regulative framework for business between friends, then it will differ little from
the Atlantic community in security and defence, and its activities will remain
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largely circumscribed by the regulative framework. But if it is to go beyond
that towards a psychosocial community with a clear political content then the
notion of solidarity is crucial, whether it is all-embracing or, more likely, as
we have seen, multilayered. The basis of such a solidarity is not yet evident.
A facile assumption behind the previous enlargements was based on the notion
of ‘Six plus the newcomers’, that is to say, the foundations established and
developed by the original Six will continue and that new members, perforce,
will embrace them. The 27 would then appear as the Six writ large, in essence a
Western European EU based on notions of solidarity that reflect Western
European experiences, expectations and values. Although this approach has
the merit of continuity, it is based on the notion of that which was, should also
be, in the future. It has worked, but for whom? For the Six perhaps, but will it
work for the 27? What is more, although recent newcomers are constrained to
accept the acquis, are they also constrained to accept a ‘Western’ conception of
solidarity? After all, they are in a new situation of political independence and
the experience of ‘new’ states frequently is to flaunt their new political freedom
and individual sovereignty. The enlargement has been to countries that see no
real alternative to the EU, but might have chosen otherwise if there had been a
viable choice. It is, therefore, not surprising to see many new members
adopting an Atlanticist notion of solidarity, in defence and security issues, or,
in the case of Cyprus and Malta, strengthening the ranks of the militarily
neutral.

If a ‘Western European plus’ model has been the dominant one, there are
two other models which have to be considered. The first sees the reversal of the
source of the present dominant influence from West to East. An East to West
flow is not likely to be a takeover by a new source of power, legitimacy or
wealth, although it could be a source of new, innovative and constructive ideas.
For future sources of power and wealth, then, with the possible exception of
Poland, the obvious candidate is Turkey – not yet a member. So, if not a
takeover, then what? The rather gloomy prospect is of a decline in standards
because of widespread corruption, mistreatment of groups such as the Roma,
inefficient bureaucracy and the like, ‘learned’ from the East. Our present
hypothesis is that the East will learn good governance and best practice from
the West, but perhaps the East will undermine the West where such bad
practices are already abundant. In such a scenario real notions of solidarity go
by the board as spillback and stagnation set in. The most optimistic outcome is
that a group of states will opt out and start again. Among the rest ‘power
politics’ may reassert itself and we are back to a Europe that blighted the lives
of millions all over the world. Outside Powers may well then scavenge for
pickings, or offer a safe harbour in defence and security terms.

The pathways are not just a regulatory framework, a ‘Western’ Europe or an
‘Eastern’ Europe, there can also be a new Europe. We have already referred to

EU common foreign and security policy

609r 2010 Macmillan Publishers Ltd. 1384-5748 International Politics Vol. 47, 6, 596–616



different notions of solidarity – Continental, Atlanticist and the like – but there
are also different Europes, each of which has something different to offer.
Their boundaries overlap but they include Scandinavia, Mediterranean
Europe, Peninsular and Maritime Europe, Central Europe, South-East Europe
and beyond. This suggests the need for a radical rethink and the founding of a
new solidarity beyond the notion of the acquis, which is essentially in the
market sphere. At first blush a new Europe is both exciting and foreboding. It
is exciting because it starts de nouveau by treating all the Europes as, in
principle, equal, rather than starting with the heritage of a patched up,
expanded Europe of the Six. The possibility of building solidarity, at the level
of the 27, and in particular one which could sustain a defence and security
capability, is meagre. It is here again that a multilayered solidarity becomes the
way forward, a solidarity that is open to others but not forbidden or
undermined by others. In this sense the existing kernel in security and defence
questions becomes practical as a basis for deepening. Moreover the need is
pressing.

No single European state is capable of maintaining balanced military forces
in the future. Only Britain and France are able to do so now and even now
their capacities are tenuous, at best, in terms of global force projection.
However, they do have nuclear weapons and air, land and sea forces that form
a balanced whole, but only for the present. They will not be able to sustain this
capacity into the next generation of weapons systems. If the EU is to be
anything other than a soft Power, albeit a global soft Power, a decision must be
taken about whether to develop a mid-twenty-first century capacity for hard
power commensurate with a global military role. To stay with soft power is a
viable option with advantages, opportunities as well as disadvantages. If,
however, the politico-military ambition is paramount then Europe has to act
together, but not necessarily as a whole. France, Britain and Germany, perhaps
with Italy and Spain, are enough. A European fully integrated military force
along the lines envisaged in 1952 is not anymore likely now to find the
necessary support than it did then. However, a European military framework
based on member state contributions that are specialised could become a well-
balanced whole. If, for example, Britain and France were responsible for the
nuclear component, Germany for land forces, France for air forces and Britain
for naval forces then the task of providing a hard power component for a
global entity is feasible technically and economically. But it requires a shared
notion of solidarity among the three in the area of defence and security and no
obstruction from the others. Such is the long-term implication of the Saint-
Malo Declaration and the subsequent flurry of activity between the three in
2003 which has given rise to a slow but significant implementation of an
independent EU military capacity. The alternative for the three Powers, and
for the EU, is not between national forces and European forces based on the
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three in this restricted sense, but between such European forces and no effective
military capacity at a global level. The basis has to be mutual confidence,
expectations of acceptable behaviour in the long term, whatever that may
bring, shared values, trust and an appropriate political and military
institutional setting; in short, a solidarity between the three within the
framework of the 27 for defence and security. Hanna Ojanen points out,
pertinently in this context, that while many believe that ‘there will be no
common security and defence policy without a common foreign policy y the
reverse could be true, instead: a common defence policy could, in the EU, bring
about a common foreign policy’ (Ojanen, 2006, p. 63).

How might the notion of multilayered solidarity be conceptualised? Jan
Zielonka develops the notion of plurilateral governance (Zielonka, 2007,
p. 192). Enlargement constitutes an effective challenge to those who see the EU
as an hierarchical, centrally directed and rule enforcing entity – with
aspirations towards a Westphalian type statehood, albeit an aspiration rejected
by some of its members. Zielonka sees the Union ‘as a prototype of post-
modern, multi-level, polycentric governance that is decentralized, flexible,
deliberative, informal, inclusive and non-territorial’ (Zielonka, 2007, p. 187).
Defence and security will form part of this as will the solidarity upon which it is
based. There has to be a basis for a mutual solidarity which all will share but
there will also be a basis among a few for a solidarity that some will share to a
greater extent than others, but which has its roots in the foundations of the
mutual solidarity. The EU is, indeed, an exciting experience in governance for
the twenty-first century.

Solidarity in the Treaty of Lisbon: Much of the Same Game?

The Treaty of Lisbon signed in December 2007 is conceived as a gulp of fresh
air after the gloomy interlude marked by the failure of the Constitutional
Treaty. The new legal text drew largely on the most consensual provisions
previously laid down in the Constitutional Treaty as a means of securing its
subsequent trouble-free political approval. Under the umbrella of the Lisbon
Treaty, solidarity does not feature as an undiluted notion in the remits of CFSP
and the now renamed ‘Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP).5

Emulating the Constitutional Treaty, the new legal text uses the Maastricht
Treaty’s ‘mutual solidarity’ alongside the ‘mutual political solidarity’ of the
Amsterdam Treaty. The concept of ‘mutual political solidarity’ retains its
importance as a guiding principle to inform the conduct, definition and
implementation of the EU’s foreign policy (Article 24.2). It is also a sort of
‘working method’ needed to ensure the achievement of growing convergence in
external action for the sake of an improved assertion of the EU’s values and
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interests in the international scene (Article 32). But once again the Treaty of
Lisbon seems to be a missed opportunity of defining, in an unequivocal way,
the breadth and scope of the conception of ‘mutual political solidarity’ in the
CFSP/CSDP’s purview, to substantiate what it means to show ‘mutual
solidarity’ and to clarify how the ‘spirit of solidarity’ should translate itself in
practice when it comes to the protection of a given member state’s territory.

The statement that ‘Member States shall show mutual solidarity’ (Article 32)
suggests that any manifestation of solidarity ultimately depends upon the good
will of members acting according to their particular circumstances and
idiosyncratic interests. It does not imply a straightforward duty-bound
behaviour, but rather hints at a highly recommended conduct for securing
the credibility and respectability of the EU’s role on the global stage.

Article 42.7 states that: ‘If a Member State is the victim of armed aggression
on its territory, the other Member States shall have towards it an obligation of
aid and assistance by all the means in their power, in accordance with Article
51 of the United Nations Charter’. This article (replicating Article I-41.7 of the
Constitutional Treaty) has taken up again the idea of a military solidarity
founded on a voluntary proclivity which may be fractious in nature. There is
no automatic security guarantee entailing military force in case of a military
aggression against a member state and such aid and assistance is left to the
discretion of the member states who are free to decide on a case-by-case basis.
From this it follows that the ‘solidarity paradox’, as earlier elucidated, is
embedded in the Treaty of Lisbon.

In invoking a ‘spirit of solidarity’, Article 222 foresees a mutual help
mechanism in case a member falls victim of a non-state driven calamity (be it a
terrorist attack, a natural or man-made disaster). The activation of such a
mechanism maintains its ex post facto character and dependency upon an
explicit request originating from the national authorities of the distressed
country while the commitment to provide assistance does not necessarily entail
the engagement of military (human and material) resources on the part of EU
partners.

Despite this, that a solidarity clause has come to receive a Title of its own,
within the legal architecture of the amended treaty, signals that the principle of
solidarity associated with the Union’s coherence in external action has gained
increased acceptance and esteem on the part of member states. This does not
come as a surprise bearing in mind the negative experience accumulated during
the 1990s against the backdrop of successive Balkans conflicts and especially
the lessons learnt during the Iraq War. Moreover, such a technical dev-
elopment has a strong potential to amplify the perception of the EU
membership as a security bonus (both for those states who already belong to
the organisation and for those countries who aspire to enter into it) as well as
the Union’s territory as a zone of security and peace.
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Conclusion: Multilayered Solidarity in Security and Defence

This article has attempted to explore the use and meaning of solidarity in the
case of the security and defence areas covered by the CFSP/CSDP. The
question of solidarity, generally speaking, predates the CFSP/CSDP and the
Treaties of the European Union (Maastricht, Amsterdam, Nice and Lisbon)
themselves. In brief, after the first credible effort made, in the context of the
SEA, to anchor solidarity within the legal framework of the Community, the
concept was ascribed greater latitude in the post-Cold War Union Treaties. It
gained formal expression in the specific area of foreign and security policy as
being inextricably connected from the outset with the issue of the Union’s
autonomy as an international actor and its relationship with NATO. The
unratified Constitutional Treaty stands out as the first major manifestation of
an incremental process by which the notion of solidarity, traditionally existing
as a broad fundamental value subsumed in the process of integration and as a
permanent if often latent ethos, was brought into the EU legal framework.
Despite the failed outcome of the Constitutional Treaty, the Lisbon Treaty
drew fundamentally on the ‘solidarity acquis’ as originally established by its
predecessor.

The main argument developed here is that solidarity does not correspond to
an unequivocal conception in the realm of security and defence. Its complex
formation and the ensuing distinct interpretations suggest a sort of multi-
layered solidarity that can be distilled into three major categories –
‘Europeanist’, ‘transatlantic’ or ‘Atlanticist’ and ‘limited’ or ‘conditional’.
Multilayered solidarity reveals tensions in the most sensitive of areas where
displays of national interest remain strong. The Monnet maxim of ‘same rights
and same obligations’ does not apply to the solidarity commitment in the
CFSP/CSDP purview. In fact, it never did as the historical evolution of the
European project never evinced a sort of contagion of solidarity from the
economic and social areas to the realm of general political matters let alone
security and defence. This would necessitate the development of a well-
established psychosocial community and this clearly proved harder to achieve
than an institutional one. In this regard the functionalist logic of spillover and
task expansion through the functional imperative never became an inexorable
process. States have traditionally shown, in a very straightforward manner,
that they did not want to sacrifice their national interests on the altar of
solidarity thereby risking the dilution of national policy-making latitude in the
foreign and defence policy domain. Nevertheless, they did recognise in many
instances that the common interest was an integral part of each state’s national
interest. Despite this, two decades after solidarity entered into the treaty-basis
of the EU and various attempts to give it a more defined contour, a clear
definition of solidarity remains elusive. For the time being the EU remains
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largely as a regulative framework. Nor is it an embryonic nation-state. It has
solidarity within limits which, nevertheless, is, in itself, remarkable given
Europe’s past as the cockpit of world war. The notion of a teleological final
end state for European solidarity is perhaps misguided. The twenty-first
century surely has different requirements beyond a modified Westphalian
system.

For the time being difficulties in garnering general support for military
solidarity in the EU testifies to the continued endemic influence of national
interests. This has been aggravated by the Eastern enlargement. For this reason
solidarity in these areas is likely to be among the (albeit powerful) few rather
than among all. However, such a proclivity, involving the consolidation of
solidarity in the realm of security and defence, is a key for the Union’s
endeavours in building its political and military influence on the international
stage as an increasingly independent political and strategic actor. Like other
‘new’ entities, such as China, India, Japan and Brazil, it is in the process of
defining its international persona and posture in a globalised multilateral world.
At the same time, the Union is moving to plurilateral governance as its modus
operandi. This is a matter of decades, but a frail beginning has been made.
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Notes

1 In the Preamble of the Treaty establishing the European Economic Union, there is one explicit

reference to ‘solidarity’, but in the context of relations between the Six and their overseas territories.

2 This specific development can only be readily understood against the background of a pre-

emptive Finno-Swedish proposal tabled in the beginning of the 1996/1997 IGC’s deliberations

which pointed in that very direction (Ferreira-Pereira, 2005, p. 24).

3 This was Chirac’s phrase in Le Monde of 26 September 2003.

4 These phrases designate participation in an avant garde military group of EU countries.

5 The Treaty of Lisbon (that is, the Consolidated Version of the Treaty on European Union and the

Consolidated Version of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union) contains 19 explicit

references to solidarity in total, six of which allude to the spheres of CFSP and CSDP (that is,

‘principle of solidarity’; ‘mutual political solidarity’; ‘mutual solidarity’ and ‘spirit of solidarity’).

Three relate to the ‘solidarity clause’, six of them introduce the principle of solidarity as a general

provision and the remaining four feature in connection with the Area of Freedom, Security and

Justice (two) and to the sector of energy (two).
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