Statement of the Problem
The attacks of September of 11th have been considered by the EU as an attack to democracies. Because European citizens perished in the attacks as US citizens, the EU feels fully engaged in the problem. Within this framework the EU gives full support to the US on his struggle against terrorism. European countries encourage an international cooperation. The very European citizens provide indeed this initiative: On September 12, Le Monde French daily newspaper put on the front page of it 'Nous sommes tous américains'. ("We are all American") Indeed the fight against terrorism remains uppermost in the minds of all the members of the European Union as well as European citizens. There remains unanimous support for the military action that has been taken in Afghanistan and a determination to continue their efforts to root out the Al Qa'ida terrorist network. 
Isolationism cannot work in the modern world
11 September made also the EU crystallize the need, and focus the political will, to deal with the world's problems. "A vital lesson of 11 September is that the EU cannot afford to neglect its interests and responsibilities anywhere in the world" as says Jack Straw , foreign secretary of Britain. Indeed the main idea in EU after the Laeken Summit became "Isolationism cannot work in the modern world." Thus the EU aims to make the ESDP more operational, and further the preparation of the European army, which would be enabled under the supervision of the NATO. The third countries involved with the operations will contribute to the process but decision-making. Briefly the EU decided to deal more with world problems whereas it does not pretend to be a world power. Within this view the EU provides full support to countries and intergovernmental organizations in their combating the terrorism.
Different measures, different legislations
Meanwhile, despite the cooperation between the US and the EU, problems arise concerning the distinction between measures applied by the EU and those by the US. After the terrorist attacks of September of 11th, American Congress brought into force anti-terrorism laws which categorizes terrorist crimes under the label of federal crimes. Thus military tribunals were engaged where suspected terrorists would be tried by death penalty without right to defend themselves by a lawyer. Both President George W.Bush and the Congress consider the death penalty as a requirement seeing the American people's suffer after the attacks.
Such a policy from the US made the EU withdraw partly its support. In fact the application of death penalty is sanctioned in European countries. The European Convention of Human Rights does not allow a member state the extradition of a suspect to a country where he would be tried by death penalty. The European Court of Human Rights stated before on the non-violence of that principle. Alvaro Gil Robles, the European high commissionaire of Human Rights insisted that the Court would not step back. According to Robles, "the EU believes as necessary combating against terrorism but the way this struggle is lead is to conform with the fundamental rights of people" . Robles made the following statement: "We mustn't let terrorists think that our defense is such weak to violate our principles."
In fact, according to the Rome Treaty signed in 1988 by 66 countries including also the US, countries are fully competent to try criminals within their jurisdiction. But the International Criminal Court sanctions the death penalty. Or else, it intervenes and undertakes the process. 
According to "European Convention of Human Rights", no member state can extradite detainees to any country where they can be sentenced to death penalty and where there is the possibility of the violation of civil rights guaranteed by the Convention. As a result, member states cannot extradite any detainee to such countries. 
Indeed, the problem of extradition emerged between the US, Spain and the UK. As a response to American demand of extradition Spanish government spokesman mentioned that Spain might give the detainee if some guarantees were provided by the US authorities. On the contrary, the UK strongly opposed the mentioned request as the suspect would be tried by death penalty. 
Obviously neither within the EU nor among the cooperating countries has been reached a common policy. The very reason of such a disparity results from the lack of a common definition on terrorism and constitutional procedure. Although the European Convention of Human Rights is brought into force in the EU, only in 8 countries among 20 the abolishment of death penalty is executed without reserves. The jurisdictions and legislations specific to each country harm to the cooperation among the member states as well as between the EU and the third countries.
In a "sui generis" organization like the EU, the member states face considerable problems during the negotiations and the voting process. The procedure of unanimity, which is adopted among the member states for the most important decisions, makes the consensus difficult. But the difficulty of the consensus is chiefly based on the differences between the jurisdictions of the member states and their political positions. Moreover, the populaces of the member states are for the benefits of the Union but in general they reject the measures that would harm their sovereignty. In fact, the problem of sovereignty is fundamental for the decisions. 
The problem of consensus was posed during the negotiations about common measures in the EU, for the fight against international and local terrorism. Even if the EU took common measures concerning different areas such as airline insurance, freezing the assets of terrorist groups, and the common European arrest warrant, which aims to prevent the criminals from evading justice by border-hopping, some countries kept their objections to these measures. For example, Italy refused to agree on the details of the warrant. Also, the support brought by Spain to the US, about the extradition, shows that member states took different positions in this fight.
European citizens and the international crisis:
Having considered the official reactions and decisions by the EU it also worths considering the European citizens opinions upon the issue. Do they support the EU's policies? An opinion survey conducted by the Commission of a sample of 15 000 residents of the EU between 13th and 23rd of November reflects of their reaction upon the actions taken by the EU after September of 11th attacks. This survey being carried out just after the start of the war in Afganistan reveals the features of the public behaviour in the EU. The results are as follows:
· 80%: following events "closely" or "very closely", primarily on television 

· 60%: The european response to the crisis should be at national and european level. 
· 12% in favour of solely national reaction 

· 21% solely European action 

· 48%: FOR sending troops 43%: Against 
· but the majority support the coalition led by US 

· 70%: suppot a massive funding for the reconstruction of Afganistan 
· the majority is for the implementation of humanitarian aid 

· 85%: the US must absolutely take precautions in order to prevent the extension of the war to the other countries 

· 85%: believe that the Arab communities and Muslim world could not be charged for the terrorist acts committed by a few individuals. 

· 1 out of 5:certainly expect terrorist attacks 

· 9 out of 10: think that it's "essential" or "necessary" to improve the cooperation between the police and judicial authorities of European countries. 

Consequently, Europeans are in favour of the support for humanitarian aid, rather than sending troops. They expect the EU to contribute to the reconstruction of Afghanistan and to the return to democracy. The Europeans also underline the anxiety of the folk thus call the governers to adopt measures in order to comfort them while dwelling upon the struggle.
A more operational Europe
Before the attacks of 11 September, Europe is said to be in the middle of a slow process of autonomisation toward the US, which was flamed up by the new cabinet of Bush, in the subject of foreign policy. The attacks of 11 September appear to blockade this process. François Léotard, special representer of the EU in Macedonia, interviewed by Nadege Ragaru, specialist on the Balkans, clarified the defense actions (especially concerning the transatlantic relations) and the "self-defense identity" of the Union which is being implemented: 
"It is indispensable to make a distinction between the relations concerning the states, and those concerning the people. If we consider the people, we can say that they don't ignore the importance of the US in the reconstruction of Europe, and after the events of 11 September, the Europeans, who are based on similar values with the US, were also affected by the case. Normally, there could be some divergence between the interests of the states, but it is impossible to observe a deep divergence between the American and European people. The EU has a desire of becoming a political power and it's clear that this power will be allied to the US. But the EU is also willing to become an important actor on diplomatic and military scenes and performs this role actually in the Balkans and the Middle East, with the consent of Washington. The EU has the intention of stressing its proper objectives, which could sometimes differ from those of American governors. Europe has of course some objections to the foreign policy of the US, but it isn't the right time to declare them publicly."
The EU is criticized for not intervening by a common policy in the crisis of Macedonia. According to Léotard, the strong motivation of the Union for the intervention in Macedonia is due to the fragile position of the Balkans after the establishment of certain stability and the importance of a crisis, which can be caused by the conflicts in this region of Europe.



(1) Speech given by the foreign secretary Jack Straw at the launch of the center for European Reform Pamphlet, the Royal United Services Institute, 11 December 2001 
(2) Cumhuriyet, daily Turkish newspaper, Interview with Alvaro Gil Robles by Başak Taraktaş
(3) "Politique Internationale", Automn 2001 
NATO-EU Relations and European Security
1) SPAIN
I.COMBAT TERRORISM
Spain under its Presidency attaches considerable importance to combat against terrorism and is determined to apply the decisions taken at the Justice and Home Affairs Council meeting held on 20th of September and the Extraordinary meeting of the European Council held on 21st of September . In the field of Justice and Security, Spain is sensitive about moving in the direction established by the Declaration of Heads of State and Government and by the Plan to Combat Terrorism established in the Extraordinary European Council of September of 21st.
Spain and its Presidency will focus on the four following aspects: 
1. Reinforcing the instruments of the rule of law throughout the Union which would include all sanctions and policies against terrorism. Spain aims to create and to strengthen the Eurojust and the necessary instruments mentioned in the Framework Decision on Combating Terrorism, the Framework Decision concerning the European Arrest Warrant and Surrender, the Framework Decision concerning Asset Confiscation, the Mutual Recognition of Judicial Decisions.
2. Strengthening the cooperation among the Law Enforcement Forces of Member States by elaborating a Common Lists of Terrorist Organizations, Joint Investigating Teams, by boosting Europol, as well as other means concerning the exchange and the use of available information. The cooperation range also including security for the airlines, and measures against financement of terrorism (such as money laundering, asset freezing) Spain gives special importance to the Joint JHA/ECOFIN Council in these areas and to cooperation between the Financial Intelligence Units of member States. 
Spain also encourages international cooperation especially with the United Nations in areas such as achieving a General Convention against International Terrorism as well as the relationships.
3. CFSP: Spain affirms the necessity of improving the EU's military and civil instruments for crisis management.
2. THE SITUATION IN AFGHANISTAN
Spain and its Presidency will encourage the development of the decisions adopted at the Laeken summit concerning the situation in Afghanistan. It will pay special attention to providing humanitarian aid in Afghanistan, to the reconstruction of the political body according to the decisions taken at the Bonn Conference and participate in the future Multinational Force under the auspices of the United Nations. Moreover, it will be necessary to review the relations between the EU and the neighborhood of Afghanistan consisted of India, Pakistan and the Republics of Central Asia.
2) DENMARK
Denmark has been one of the most active countries in establishing peacekeeping forces and took the initiative in forming an international brigade available for international operations.
Denmark's international relations can be described in terms of four circles: a global circle dominated by co-operation within the UN, links with the Third World and global economic integration; an Atlantic circle based on the membership of NATO and the relationship with the USA; a European circle determined by developments within the EU, and finally a regional circle consisting of the Baltic and the Nordic countries.
At the beginning, Denmark adopted a much more cautious policy than the one of the Union. Because the Union was considered primarily as an economic cooperation, Denmark refused cooperating with the Union on defense policy. She opted for an intervention under the supervision of NATO. Indeed the UN and the Nordic countries were regarded as the areas where Denmark could pursue more idealistic objectives of right and justice.
On the other hand, Denmark remains among the biggest contributors to the improvement of the fight against terrorism. The country supports the construction of a legal framework based on international cooperation, which comprise several measures against terrorist organizations and terrorist funding. Denmark also approved the decisions taken in the extraordinary meeting of the European Council on September 21st and supported the framework determined in Laeken. 
Denmark's position as a neighbor of Poland and the Baltic countries, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, together with its status as both a Nordic and a European country has given rise to new challenges. Denmark has committed itself to a programme supporting the development of an army and peacekeeping forces in the Baltic countries. It has strongly supported the countries' applications to join NATO and the EU. At the same time, Denmark has joined Germany and Poland in developing a co-operation within the NATO framework to establish a headquarters unit in Poland.
3) GREECE 
The conclusions and action plans of the extraordinary European Council Meeting of the 21st of September establish the basis of the Greek foreign and security policy. In particular, they consider important the specific legislation within the framework of the Schengen Convention, which has been adopted on the fight against terrorism, organized crime and drug smuggling regarding the possession, acquisition, dealing and trafficking in general of firearms and ammunition by individuals or legal entities on the territory of the European Union. 
In addition to existing legislation, Greece is currently preparing an internal draft law to deal with specific issues of organized crime and terrorist acts. Mr. Elias Gounaris, permanent representative of Greece in UN's General Assembly declared that cooperation between all major international antiterrorism conventions, is also a major point of the political position of the Greek government. However, Greece is for the restriction of the mission of the EU with Petersberg Tasks while NATO remains primary force for collective defense. Greece agrees the European Army and the declaration for making it operational but, in Laeken, Mr. Yorgos Papandreu, minister of foreign affairs of the Hellenistic Republic, expressed Greece's concern about the relations between NATO and European Army. The Greek government refused the Istanbul Convention related to ESDP, discussed and signed by Turkey, USA and UK. Consequently, the final conclusion of the Laeken Summit stipulated that the relations and copperation between the Union and NATO will be determined later. Istanbul Convention's provisions include the recognition of a right of veto to Turkey, concerning military interventions realised by the European Army with the support of NATO. Convention also secures the affairs related to Cyprus and the Aegean against any military intervention. Mr. Alain Richard, minister of defense of France declared that the determination of the military structures and legal basis of the European Army will be related to Greece's final position. Greece also recognized the right of the victims to be compensated by the State for material damage they had sustained because or by reason of a terrorist act.
4) FRANCE
After the call of the US to politically and military support to deal with terrorist acts in the international arena, France showed solidarity with Americans. When NATO invoked for the first time the clause in its treaty that says an attack on one nation is an attack on all nations, France was in the coalition of allied nations and showed solidarity with regard to the implementation of Article V in the North Atlantic Treaty despite the fact that France has sometimes been at odds with the US over aspects of foreign policy. Moreover, considering that terrorists acts are a threat to the international community, President of Republic Jacques Chirac stated that France did not hesitate in joining the coalition and taking measures that US deem necessary due to the necessity to fight the vice of terrorism and considered that in this area, there cannot be any differences between the attitude of France, that of all civilized countries, whatever their religious, economic, philosophical backgrounds, and the United States. And the prime minister, Lionel Jospin, equally promised, at a service of commemoration, that France, at the heart of Europe, will play a full role in a determined, long-term war against terrorism. . But the fact remains that of all the European nations that have so far pledged support to George Bush in his war on terrorism, France appears the most lukewarm. Because France feared that the "terrible trap" of engaging in any action that may tip the world into "a clash of civilizations". The very real fear in France, a country that is home to more than five million Muslims, was that any strike against the presumed authors of suicide attacks in New York and Washington risks being seen as a war on Islam.
Besides the social fracture, the involvement in military action was seen risk and France put forward some reticence in this issue.
5) FINLAND
Finland strongly condemned the terrorist attacks against the United States. The European Council, which met in extraordinary session on 21 September 2001, gave clear support to the United States in the action against terrorism. It was agreed in the Conclusions of the European Council that the European Union would cooperate with the United States in bringing to justice and punishing the perpetrators, sponsors and accomplices of terrorist acts. On the basis of Security Council Resolution 1368, a riposte by the US is legitimate. The European Council also approved a plan of action to combat terrorism, calling for the broadest possible global coalition against terrorism, under United Nations aegis.1. Finnish position. Finland condemns terrorism in all its forms. Terrorism is a threat to the implementation of human rights, democracy and the rule of law as well as to international peace and security. Finland underlines the importance of international cooperation, collective action, and respect for human rights and for the rule of law in the combat against terrorism, including the following measures: 
·Bringing those responsible for terrorist act to justice 
·Strengthening the role of the United Nations conventions against terrorism 
·Strengthening transatlantic cooperation to combat terrorism (exchange of information, effective cooperation between the competent authorities, cooperation in the suppression of the financing of terrorism) 
·Concentration of efforts to resolve regional conflicts (in particular the conflict in the Middle East) 
·Strengthening the system of international law 
·In the long run, eradication of poverty and enhancement of good governance, democracy and respect for human rights, in order to eliminate ground for terrorism
·Strengthening the international instruments concerning arms control and weapons of mass destruction 
·Ensuring a central role for the UN Security Council in action against terrorism
Measures taken in the different sectors of administration since 11 September 2001Although Finland is not considered a priority target for terrorists, several emergency plans have been made and precautionary measures have been taken in the different sectors of administration. Preparations are underway to add to the Penal Code an explicit provision prohibiting willful provision or collection by any means, directly or indirectly, of funds with the intention that the funds should be used, or in the knowledge that they are to be used, in order to carry out terrorist acts. This will also enable Finland to ratify the International Convention for the Suppression of the Financing of Terrorism. To meet the requirements set by the Security Council resolution 1373, the Council of the European Union agreed on 10 December on a common position and on a regulation constituting the basis for the freezing of funds and other financial assets or economic resources of a natural or legal person, entity or group designated by the Council of the European Union. By virtue of the afore-mentioned instruments, it will also be prohibited to make available any funds and other financial assets or economic resources to the same persons. The EU legislation is envisaged to enter into force in early 2002. Finland condemns terrorism and supports collective action to suppress terrorism. Finland mainly participates in such action within the framework of the European Union, the United Nations and other international organizations. Finland has actively contributed e.g. to the preparation of international conventions for the suppression of terrorism. Finland fully implements its obligations under international conventions and aims in various ways at strengthened cooperation in combating terrorism. Furthermore, Finland has bilateral cooperation in particular with the competent authorities of those states, which play a key role in the international action against terrorism. This year Finland has donated FIM 40.5 million in humanitarian aid to Afghanistan through international organizations. In long-term development cooperation Finland underlines the importance of the eradication of poverty, and of the enhancement of good governance, democracy and respect for human rights. The Ministry for Foreign Affairs will improve the preparedness of its embassies to provide help for Finnish nationals in possible crises abroad. The embassies will also improve the provision of public information in particular with the help of the Internet.
6) IRELAND
Ireland considers ESDP as an important step in securing the world peace and security. However Ireland states that the EU is not as active as required and on a wide range not ready to act effectively in world affairs, especially about Afghanistan. Therefore Ireland is positive about the cooperation between the EU and the NATO as long as both foundations protect their independence.
Nevertheless there are discrepancies between the EU and Ireland about the Europe Arrest Warrant and the Common Definition of Terrorism such as handing over some criminals to another country for investigation.
Ireland also demands the increase of the effectiveness of smaller countries in legitimate body of the EU. According to Ireland any decision would have to be taken in the light of the circumstances of each particular situation, under the aegis of the General Affairs Council.
7) PORTUGAL
Portugal believes that the credibility of European Security cannot be fulfilled without the ESDP and is against the idea that formation period might break the unity of NATO. They think coordination between the European Army and the NATO would better benefit the world peace. 
8) ITALY
Italy is a country, which had great problems about organized crimes and terrorism and agrees all precautions and measures about terrorism that has been taken by the EU. It also increased the precautions inside itself. It adopted 3 Decree Laws and took decisions to wipe out the financial sources of terrorism. Italy considers the Safety of Transport as a major part of obstructing terrorism. It has found Coordination Unit of International Corporation Against Terrorism accordingly.
9) THE NETHERLANDS
The Netherlands is one of the greatest supporters of formation of a common european defence and security policy. They think that only the united movement of the European countries may secure the peace in Europe and stability in the Balkans. The Netherlands supports the struggle against terrorism but stresses the respect to the human rights. The Netherlands pays attention to this problem while dealing with the problems with third countries. They also refuse the demands to block protests and organizations by claiming that these movements are legal rights of citizens and cannot be blocked as long as they do not contain criminal acts just as in their problem with Turkey.
10) BELGIUM
Belgium wishes a strategic independence and capability of conducting operations for the EU. Therefore she is with the foundation of the European Army and thinks that this army must be active especially in the Balkans and Central Africa. She also declares that she is open to any establishment of relations with the Balkan countries apart from the Union for securing peace and stability generally in Europe and especially in the Balkans.
Belgium, who supports the decisions taken by the Union against terrorism, is controlling the revealed activity of terrorism, instead of pressing and pushing terrorist foundations to underground. This policy and sensitivity of Belgium about respecting the human rights sometimes cause various problems with other countries, like Turkey, during handing over terrorists and struggling terrorism.
11) AUSTRIA
In the field of CFSP, Austrian government contributed considerably to numerous EU Joint Declarations and demarches. Apart from focusing on global challenges, such as the protection of human rights, disarmament, combating the proliferation of small and light weapons, Austria's commitment is also oriented towards regional issues, such as the reconstruction of Afghanistan and the EU's role in the Middle East peace process. During its OSCE Chairmanship in 2000 Austria has been endeavoring to enable a closer co-operation between the EU and the OSCE, setting priorities in South Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia. 
Moreover, Austrian government aims at co-operating actively in the progressive framing of a common defense policy as well as in its implementation and on a basis of solidarity to contribute to the integration of the WEU into the EU. 
For the reconstruction of Afghanistan, Austria pledged 12.3 million as a contribution for the period from the end of 2001 to 2004. The total sum is made up of the component amounts: promotion of women, mine clearance and drug control. The majority of the funds for reconstruction will be handled by a trust fund in cooperation with international organizations such as UNDP, UNFPA, UNOCHA or UNIFEM.
As a contribution to safeguarding peace in Afghanistan, the Austrian Federal Army dispatched a contingent of 60 - 75 soldiers to join the ISAF (International Security Assistance Force) operation for a period of 6 months. Moreover, Austria also made material contributions to support Afghan refugees in Austria. In the year 2001 the government of Austria spent approximately 8.7 million on assisting Afghan refugees.
The key role played by the EU as a whole, in the reconstruction process was one of the main points that became apparent in Tokyo. In this context it is essential to point out that Austria itself has not only made essential bilateral contributions in Tokyo, but being a net payer within the EU, it also contributed to the substantial reconstruction assistance via the EU Commission.
Austria's political position about European security, is based on the extension of a European zone of peace, stability and welfare all across Europe. Austrian government defends the grooving necessity of closer cooperation in a world changed by the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001.
12) SWEDEN
Concerning the relations with Afghanistan, the Swedish government aims at developing cooperation with the country for the purpose of fighting poverty. Swedish development assistance is focused on education, health, mine clearance, food safety and the return of refugees. It will be primarily channeled through the UN, the Red Cross movement and Swedish NGOs, including the Swedish Committee for Afghanistan. The Swedish parliament decided to send a Swedish platoon to Afghanistan. The unit will participate in the multinational security force (International Security Assistance Force, ISAF) with mandate from the United Nations. The Swedish unit is an intelligence platoon consisting of two to three patrols with command, control and logistic mechanisms that through surveillance, patrol and reconnaissance will contribute to heightened security in the Kabul area. After talks with the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, UNHCR, the Swedish Government reallocated an additional amount to Afghanistan from Sweden's annual contribution to the organization. Sweden's main contribution to the fight against terrorism is in the form of intelligence and humanitarian assistance. The Swedish government has no plans to take part in military action.
Concerning the extraordinary meeting of the European Council on 21 September, the Swedish government judged legitimate the military intervention to Afghanistan as it is upheld in the UN Charter, the right of the US to defend itself, by military means if necessary. That right has also been confirmed in a resolution adopted unanimously by the UN Security Council. Sweden has been one of the strongest supporters of the CFSP and the European common defense policy. 
Sweden declared that it would support any type of peacekeeping and peacemaking operations that will observe the principles of international law and ensure that all actions undertaken are defensible and it added that any response must be carefully weighed and all necessary precautions must be taken to avoid harming civilians.

13) UK
Principles Guiding British Policy 
Britain is committed to combating terrorism wherever it occurs. UK considers the preservation of life as a paramount objective. Britain's political position is focused on four principles: 
· Terrorism is a crime: acts of terrorism are unjustified and unacceptable in all circumstances, whatever the motives of the perpetrators; 
· There must be no concessions to hostage-takers or other terrorists; 
· The fight against terrorism needs close international cooperation and coordination;
· The highest standards of human rights behavior must be applied in the fight against terrorism. The rule of law applies also to suspected terrorists.
Britain supports the deployment of an international security assistance force authorised by the UN Security Council. She is willing, in principle, to lead such a force.
This force was a critical part of the agreement reached in Bonn on December the 5th for the establishment of a Provisional government in Afghanistan. The situation in Afghanistan remains fragile; the new political process remains in its infancy. As the war is being won, Britain aims at playing its part in securing the peace. 
14) LUXEMBURG
The September of 11th attacks made no change in Luxemburg's political position. Following the EU's streamline, the country called for an international cooperation against terrorism. Within this view they consider as legitimate every possible measure against terrorist organizations as well as their funding. 
Luxemburg insists for a more operational CFSP, which requires improving military capabilities.
15) GERMANY 
After the September 11 attacks, Germany made some changes in both its internal and external policy. Because several terrorist groups were established in the country, the Federal government decided to make some amendments in German constitution. Gerard Schroeder, chancellor of German Federation, in his speech before the Bundestag in 11th of October 2001 made the following statement: " We are considering to amend our criminal law to make easier the prosecution of foreign criminals and terrorist organizations." In the same speech the Chancellor also pointed out some measures on asylum and immigration policy as well as on the law of associations. Within this framework, religious groups would no longer enjoy so many privileges within the law of associations. However it is worth noting that the country rejects any accusation of terrorist act addressing Muslim population. The government also stressed that Germany would become more strict upon asylum and immigration policy. 
Beyond it, Germany fully supports an international cooperation against terrorism The German Parliament granted competence to the government to send military troops to Afghanistan. 
The country calls on the member states to establish closer cooperation within the Union's body. Furthermore, the German government encourages the development of CFSP especially by improving its capabilities on crisis prevention and management.
POLITICAL PARTIES:
ELDR
ELDR Group focuses its critics on the misuse of the European funding on the grounds that a stronger Europe depends on an efficient allocation of resources. Within this view, they call for the control of expenditures within the EU budget. Fight against fraud, recovering of losses likely play the major role. 
Fighting Terrorism:
ELDR is deeply concerned about the growing threat to the civil order by organised crime -human trafficking, drug and arm trafficking, money laundering-. They affirm the terrorism can only be fought by democracy and rule of law. As opposed to those who dare sacrificing the rule of law and turning to undemocratic ways ELDR believes in democracy and freedoms. 
European Liberal Democrats support a methodical development of Europol. ELDR involves Europol officers to conform completely to codes of conduct. Delegation of Europol officers is subject to purposeful parliamentary scrutiny for which European Parliament and European parliaments will be in close collaboration.
ELDR encourages the development of coordination between national criminal jurisdictions, ministers and judicial authorities of member states as they believe a "European legal order" will facilitate the fight against terrorism. 
During the extraordinary meeting of the European Council on 21 September, ELDR called on the Council to settle the operation and financing of the Rapid Reaction Force. ELDR also asked to leaders to establish closer cooperation with Russia'. 
Europe's Future Defense
European Liberal Democrats fully support the development of the European security and defence policy. Within this view, they affirm good transatlantic relations within the context of NATO favor to European security interests. ELDR especially involves close cooperation with the USA for collective defence. 
European Liberal Democrats also calls for a stronger international cooperation which lies on participation and on a deep collaboration between international security organisations. European Liberal Democrats are in favor of the enlargement of NATO as long as it enchances peace and stability thoroughout the world. Thus Liberals stand for closer relations with Russia and Ukraine. 
ELDR believes the Union should enhance OSCE's capabilities of the OSCE for preventive diplomacy, the protection of human rights and the strengthening of European civil society. Indeed ELDR believes OSCE play major role by setting norms for the conduct of relations between states and in crisis prevention. 
ELDR follows the idea that "Europe must act wherever the rule of law is ignored and the human rights are violated."According to liberals the Union should above all direct its defence policy into streightening its capacity in crisis management and peace-keeping.
Global Security
European Liberal Democrats think the EU must deal more about the world problems. According to liberals the Union must act under the auspices of the UN. They think that EU must realize necessary reforms to develop CFSP. Thus, they call on all member states to ratify the Ottawa Treaty banning anti-personnel mines and to increase their contribution to landmine clearance worldwide. 
ELDR welcomes the establishment of an International Criminal Court and urges all EU member states and applicant countries to give effect to the decision. They also welcome the inclusion of peace-keeping and peace-making missions within the Treaty of Amsterdam. ELDR wish Brussels to become the new joint planning and diplomatic machinery of the EU. 
Further Developments
Commission proposed a Council regulation on 'specific restrictive measures directed against certain persons and entities. ELDR fully support such a regulation and welcome all measures to freeze the assets of terrorism. However, the Group recommended the Council to insert a "sunset clause" to limit the lifetime of such legislation in case it requires reviews. 
However, ELDR is not satisfied with the recenlty drawn up list of terrorist organization as the list does contain none of the responsibles of terrorist acts happened in Europe. 
Liberals point out that no provision was made to compensate the negative effects of asset-freezing. In fact many businesses were affected by, especially Muslim-owned enterprises even though not mixed up with illegal operations. ELDR strongly regrets that no sufficient legal base exists within the EU treaties aside article 308. Thus the party call on the Heads of State and governments to create necessary legal basis to beat this supranational threat.
GREENS
In order to deepen its ties of friendship,solidarity and cooperation with the other countries of Europe, the union should strive to strenghten the OSCE,where instruements should be developed capabale of addressing problems of joint security, while dispending all thoses structure which, like NATO and WEU are hangover from the political blocks of the Cold War.
A secure peace cannot be guaranteed by militarty instruements but rather ensuring democracy gains a firm hold throughout the world ,above all by reducing the huge gap separating the centre from 'periphery' which is the main cause of instability and excessive concentration of power, as well as largescale migration, racism and xenophobia.
It is vital that the European Union correct its Eurocentric approach and its current model of development (which will only serve to increase disparities and result in serious environment social and political risks) and develop a policy in all international for a aimed at reforming all those international institutions which were founded in the 1950s and have to become inadequate and biased spokesmen for, rather than representative of, all the peoples of the Earth.
The greens condemn terrorism and are in favor of taking general decisions in European Union body. They are also not against anti-terrorist operations but stress the importance of non-violation of human rights during these operations. They warn Europe about a conversion of this struggle to a struggle between the West and East or the North and South.
The Greens think that the September 11th attacks on the US proved that urgent and gathered must be taken against terrorism. They also think that the war started in Afghanistan is against the human rights. According to the Greens the US is punishing not the terrorists but the Afghan people. Therefore the EU must not support this war and furthermore stop it in green opinion.
EPP-ED
I. The instruments for combating terrorism
A.Principles
The EPP-ED Group firmly supported the European Parliament's declaration on terrorism in Spain. In it the European Parliament declared that 'terrorism is an attack on the community of values that the European Union represents, violating such fundamental principles as the right to life and to personal freedom'
Through its many proposals, the EPP-ED Group has helped highlight the question of internal and external security, responding to citizens' need for greater physical and legal safety and security. The Group emphasised the need for police forces to work together since terrorism have become international. At its Study Days in Granada in April 1992 and in Estoril in June 1994, the EPP-ED Group pointed to the need to place more emphasis on judicial aspects and to create real links between judicial and police action.
In February 1999, at its XIIIth Congress in Brussels, the EPP-ED Group noted that the time had come 'to depart from traditional models of crime-fighting, which are based on an outdated conception of impermeable borders, and to use methods based on close cooperation by the judiciary, intelligence organisations, experience gained within the framework of external security, police, and customs authorities working together transnationally.'
The EPP-ED Group also said that 'European Union cooperation in the fight against terrorism must be reinforced. The Union must find ways of defending the liberty of its citizens and the security of its Member States against malevolent enemies. Cooperation in the areas of policing and the judiciary, exchange of information, intelligence, and political solidarity, are elements in the fight against terrorism.'
At its Bureau meeting and its Study Days in Vienna, from 1 to 5 March 1999, the EPP-ED Group discussed the subject: 'Europe: towards an area of freedom and security based on the rule of law'. Mr Hartmut Nassauer, a member of the EPP-ED Group, looked at 'the need to communitarise major sections of the third pillar'. In relation to national sovereignty, he asked: 'Would it not be more sensible to transfer a tiny part of this sovereignty to the Community level to ensure that we win the fight against crime? Would that not be in the interest of citizens?'
The agenda of the EPP-ED Group's Study Days in Thessaloniki from 7 to 11 May 2001 included the question of asylum, immigration and internal security policy in the future enlarged Europe. Mr Hubert Pirker, a member of the EPP-ED Group, pointed out that 'security is a basic need for citizens' and that 'while security falls within the remit of the states, it is increasingly up to the European Union to ensure it can be guaranteed. The threats have changed. Organised crime knows no frontiers,… their progress in communication technologies is giving rise to new forms of crime'.
B. Europol
1. Organisation, statute, initial objectives
The 15 Member States of the European Union set up Europol in order to improve security within Europe. Europol is an intergovernmental criminal police office that promotes exchanges of information between national police forces on drugs, terrorism, international crime and paedophilia. It is concerned with areas where the security of Europeans is at highest risk, including questions relating to terrorism.
The convention that set it up was signed and ratified by all the Member States of the European Union. Europol has been fully operational since 1 July 1999. The Amsterdam Treaty, which entered into force on 1 May 1999, confirms its operational role and provides for reinforced coordination of specific investigations conducted by the responsible Member State authorities.
2. Reports on the subject and further developments
In 1996, the EPP-ED Group endorsed the report by Mr Hartmut Nassauer, a member of the EPP-ED Group, on the Europol Convention and the future of Europol (Nassauer report, A4-0061/96: report on the Europol Convention and the future of Europol, adopted by the European Parliament on 14 March 1996). This report took the view that basic civil liberties in democracies are increasingly threatened by crime and that 'organised crime on an international scale is something new and threatening and … a new approach to fighting it is required'. It also considered that the agreement between the Member States on the Europol Convention was a necessary, albeit insufficient, step towards fighting organised crime.
In 1999, the EPP-ED Group endorsed another report by Mr Hartmut Nassauer on reinforcing parliamentary controls and extending the powers of Europol (Nassauer report, A4-0064/99: report on reinforcing parliamentary controls and extending the powers of Europol, adopted by the European Parliament on 13 April 1999). This report saw the creation of a European Police Office as a necessary measure in the fight against organised crime.
During the debate held on Monday, 12 April 1999, Mr Hartmut Nassauer pointed out that 'Europol will finally begin its work on 1 July, by which time approximately four years will have passed since the legal basis for a European Police Office was laid down in the Maastricht Treaty. For Europol these have been four difficult years during which its establishment has been delayed and obstructed, not least because of so-called national sovereignty…What we mean is that Europol should have the power to coordinate cross-border investigations responsibly and the accompanying right to issue instructions to national police authorities… If organised crime is planned, organised and carried out centrally, it makes sense that we should equip ourselves with a prosecution authority that also plans and acts centrally. That is why we need Europol.'
Mr. Hartmut Nassauer also regretted the fact that Europol did not have wide enough powers and that it was not subject to adequate controls.
Lastly, during the Study Days in Vienna in March 1999, the EPP-ED Group noted, in relation to its discussions on the subject: 'Europe: towards an area of freedom and security based on the rule of law' that 'the police authorities continue to take a largely national approach although crime is committed beyond the frontiers from which it often benefits. Organised crime has adapted quickly to new technical opportunities and progress in telecommunications, while government bodies approach them with caution. This represents a terrible threat for the political, economic and social systems of the Member States of the European Union, as well as their partners in Europe and the world. The European Union as a whole must react quickly and energetically. Individual measures no longer suffice. We need an overall concept that is based on the European Union's action plan to fight organised crime and that incorporates prevention and repression… Europol is the most recent and most promising initiative in Europe and perhaps in the world for fighting international organised crime. Europol's successes during the first years of its life are encouraging, but there is still a long way to go before it exerts a real influence in the fight against crime in the European Union.'
3. Towards the relaunch of Europol 
During the debate on 19 September 2001 on the fight against terrorism, the Chairman of the EPP-ED Group, Mr Hans-Gert Poettering, stated that 'Europol must become a genuine instrument for fighting crime… The European Union must stand united to combat terrorism, shoulder to shoulder with the Americans. The 2002 budget would be an opportunity to vote for an increase in the Europol appropriations. In any case, we must ensure that differences are resolved peacefully and not by military means.'
The Chairman of the Group also stated that (Press release of 22 September 2001) 'the challenge facing the international community in the fight against terrorism must lead to the development of a European common foreign and security policy as well as a common internal policy. Europol must be established as a truly effective European police authority.'
On 20 September 2001, he had already said (Press release of 20 September 2001) that 'As regards the practical arrangements for the fight against terrorism, the public expects Europe to be able to act. Europol must be supported in its role of crime prevention. The introduction of a European arrest warrant is a positive development.' Mr Hans-Gert Poettering also called on Member States to improve their cooperation within the framework of Europol, and to do so without delay: 'Those who are against European cooperation within the framework of Europo lreject solidarity inside Europe and with the victims of terrorism in the USA and throughout the world.'
The EPP-ED Group of the European Parliament tabled an amendment to the general budget of the European Union for 2002 on increasing the resources of Europol. During the sitting of 3 October 2001 (Debate on the statements by the Council and the European Commission on the extraordinary European Council of 21 September 2001), Mr Hubert Pirker called for Europol to be given greater financial and human resources and to be incorporated in the Community pillar. He also called for closer judicial cooperation as an essential adjunct of police cooperation.
C. Eurojust and judicial cooperation 
1. The first steps towards judicial cooperation
The Reding report (Reding report, A4-0368/96: report on combating terrorism in Europe, adopted by the European Parliament on 30 January 1997) already sought to strengthen judicial cooperation between the Member States of the European Union. It urged the Member States to classify acts of terrorism as serious, extraditable crimes in their respective criminal law systems. Moreover, it called on the Council, in a longer-term perspective, to seek to harmonise throughout Europe criminal law on serious crime with a cross-border aspect; in the meantime it called for agreements to be drafted to improve judicial cooperation in response to acts of terrorism. Finally, it called on the Member States to implement vigorously the principle that not only perpetrators of terrorist acts but also accomplices are liable to extradition.
2. The creation of Eurojust 
The Tampere European Council that met on 15 and 16 October 1999 brought new developments and gave new impetus to the process of judicial cooperation in the fight against crime by setting up a judicial cooperation system, Eurojust. This body, which coordinates investigation and prosecution activities, is the judicial counterpart of Europol.
During the debate on Eurojust at the sitting of Thursday, 17 May 2001, Mr Christian Ulrik von Boetticher, member of the EPP-ED Group, stated that 'the establishment of Eurojust is another step on the way to fighting organised crime in Europe more effectively.'
3. Further developments
The report by Enrico Ferri, member of the EPP-ED Group, of the Multidisciplinary Group on Organised Crime (Ferri report, A5-0398/2000: report of the Multidisciplinary Group on Organised Crime, adopted by the European Parliament on 1 February 2001), showed the need to strengthen judicial cooperation within the European Union by bringing the different European legislations closer together and supporting the European judicial network. This report believed that 'effective judicial cooperation in criminal matters is likely to help uphold the principle of sovereignty against criminal organisations' while 'the loopholes and shortcomings of existing national legal systems and international agreements in criminal matters can give rise to areas and situations of impunity.'
Therefore the Union must 'in due course… set up, pending the necessary approximation of criminal laws and the relevant penalties, a Public Prosecutor's Office with jurisdiction over the Member States' territory as a whole, assisted by national investigatory authorities for the most serious cases of cross-border crime, and in particular terrorism.'
It also calls on the Union to set up 'a centralised documentation instrument which may be consulted at all times, containing the relevant legislation on judicial cooperation in criminal matters' and 'a European electronic register of final decisions and orders issued in criminal matters and of procedures currently pending before national authorities.'
Furthermore, it 'urges the Member States, pending the harmonisation of criminal laws and the achievement of greater compatibility of procedures, to guarantee the greatest possible degree of practical mutual cooperation between judicial authorities.'
During the debate on 31 January 2001, Mr Enrico Ferri defended his report, which calls for: 'relatively rapid intervention by Eurojust and particularly by the so-called European Public Prosecutor who, at least on matters of serious crime, can effectively take the lead. We therefore call for cooperation from the judicial authorities, public prosecutors and judges of the different Member States, which will then become part of the European Public Prosecutor as support at the level of the different states.'
In addition, Mr Carlos Coehlo, member of the EPP-ED Group, said there was an urgent need to harmonise national legislation on criminal offences and the applicable sanctions in the field of organised crime and to adopt 'common definitions, incriminations and sanctions with regard to the approximation of legislation in criminal matters.'
During the debate of 17 May 2001 on Eurojust (Report A5-0153/2001 with a view to adopting a Council decision setting up Eurojust with a view to reinforcing the fight against serious organised crime), Mr Christian Ulrik von Boetticher stated that 'Eurojust and the European Judicial Network should not stand alongside each other or only enter loosely into contact with each other; they need to be bound together in one unit… Then Europe really will be a success and make a contribution to the people of Europe living in greater security.'
The extraordinary European Council of 21 September 2001 called on the Justice and Home Affairs Council to implement the package of measures adopted at the Tampere European Council as soon as possible, and in particular to set up the Eurojust unit.
Finally, on Thursday, 27 September 2001, the Justice Ministers of the 15 Member States agreed on the broad lines of the structure and powers of Eurojust, the future body responsible for cooperation between European judges, which they hoped would come into operation as from 1 January 2002. Its objectives will be to promote coordination between the national authorities responsible for investigations, to improve cooperation and to promote mutual judicial assistance and the execution of extradition requests.
D. The European arrest warrant
The EPP-ED Group has for a very long time called for the introduction of a European search and arrest warrant, believing that it would serve as a good instrument in the fight against terrorism and that it could replace extradition procedures that are far too complicated. The extraordinary European Council of 21 September 2001 in fact agreed to introduce a European arrest warrant. It also agreed on the adoption of a common definition of terrorism. This warrant will take the place of the existing system of extradition between Member States and make it possible for one national judicial authority to surrender the individuals involved directly to another judicial authority.
E. Fundamentalism
In 1997, the EPP-ED Group voted for the report by Mr Arie Oostlander, member of the EPP-ED Group, on the risks of fundamentalism (Oostlander report, A4-0328/97: report on fundamentalism). The report stated that 'the terrorist excesses of various forms of religious fundamentalism are an international phenomenon, measures to combat which should receive support at European level.' It welcomed the fact that the Amsterdam Treaty increases the scope for cooperation in combating terrorism, while deploring the lack of democratic and judicial control in this connection and fearing that its practical implementation would not get under way for years.
The report believed that the European Union 'must pursue a determined and coherent policy against governments which support or tolerate terrorism' and called for 'a common foreignpolicy courageously and unequivocally advocating democracy, the rule of law and human rights.' It therefore urged the Union to pursue 'a preventive policy against any form of violent religious fundamentalism so that foreign fomenters of unrest are unable to find fertile ground in Europe.'
At the sitting of 19 September 2001 (Debate on the statements by the Council and the Commission with a view to the informal and extraordinary European Council meeting of Friday, 21 September 2001 on measures to combat terrorism), General Morillon, a member of the EPP-ED Group, set out the broad lines the European Union should follow in the fight against religious terrorism: 'In the face of this threat, we will be forced to review our common defence but also to work towards establishing a new world order that will enable Europe in particular to play a greater part in the settlement of the regional conflicts which, in the Middle East, as also in Afghanistan and in Africa, cause endless bloodshed on our planet.
In the fight against fundamentalist terrorism, we must concentrate our efforts on giving stronger backing to all those who support moderate and tolerant Islam, be they in power or in opposition. In Afghanistan, for example, we did not manage to respond to Commander Massoud's urgent call for the destruction of the hornets' nest that became established there. We must give our backing to his supporters within the Northern Alliance, as the sole representatives of the recognised government of the country, and help them in every way to overthrow the barbarous Taliban regime. In the fight against fundamentalist terrorism, we must thoroughly reform our defence. Europe does not have the means to do so. The American Congress and Senate have just allocated US$ 40 billion to the President of the United States. Let me ask the President-in-Office of the Council and the Commissioner how much money they have at their disposal today so as to demonstrate in more than just fine words that we are resolved to stand shoulder to shoulder with the American people in the fight that is imposed upon us? Today nothing is as it was. I hope that we will draw the necessary conclusions when we adopt our draft budget for 2002 at second reading.'
SOCIALISTS
The Party of European Socialists wants to make use of the weight the EU carries in the world to make sure that international organisations put into place better social and environmental minimum Standards.It wants the EU to contribute to global equality, social development, peace and democracy and to develop a new human rights agenda. According to PES, the EU must contribute actively to the efforts for the respect of international law and UN decisions. It must also work for the prevention of the use of the threat of violence in the international system.
The PES believes that the EU's Balkan Policy, in the shape of the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe, is an example that demonstrates that the EU's responsibilities do not end at its borders and that it is possible to develop different forms of association and partnership. It is for this reason that the Euro-Mediterranean policy agreed in Barcelona must be strengthened and developed in the interests of stability and progress for Europe and for the people of its south. The PES also demands new initiatives to strengthen the cooperation with the western CIS (Russia, Ukraine, Belarus and Moldova), such as the EU's policy on the northern dimension, concentrating on economic and social reform, improved transparency of their societies and freedom of the media. Only by working in this direction will we avoid the creation of new "Iron Curtains" in certain parts of Europe. 
According to the PES the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) addresses the needs of the new Europe and the conditions of globalisation under which the European Union can only punch its weight if it acts in concert. It is also a condition for a long-term, sustainable and just partnership with Europe's American allies and for the European Union's co-operation with Russia. The PES believes that there is the need of a coherent representation of the European Union in international organisations. Through the CFSP, the EU must develop an all-embracing concept of security which includes political, military and economic, social and environmental elements and which takes into account the whole range of requirements for successful crisis prevention and civil and military crisis management. A close co-operation with the UN and the OSCE is necessary for this, as well as with NATO. We need to develop new forms of democratic scrutiny of the CFSP. For the socialists common security aims to do away with all weapons of mass destruction and achieve a drastic reduction and reorganisation of the conventional armed forces up to the point of a mutual structural non-offensive defence capability.This process should be accelerated by limited unilateral steps and signals. These include a considerable reduction in arms spending, the reduction of troop numbers, and a general nuclear test ban.
The socialists aim to prevent the export of arms and military equipment. They want to transcend the system of military deterrence and organise transbloc security. This includes keeping space free of weapons. They also claim that they shall fight for the worldwide elimination of all weapons of mass destruction.
NATO-EU Relations and European Security
The Helsinki meeting of the Council of the European Union held in December 1999 established a "Headline Goal" for EU member states in terms of their military capabilities for crisis management operations. The aim is to enable the EU, by 2003, to deploy and sustain for at least one year, military forces of up to 60 000 troops to undertake the full range of the so-mentioned Petersburg tasks set out in the Amsterdam Treaty of 1997. This consists of humanitarian and rescue tasks; peacekeeping tasks; and tasks of combat forces in crises management, including peacemaking. Their role would be to undertake military operations led by the EU in response to international crises, in circumstances where the NATO as a whole is not engaged militarily. This process is part of the EU's resolve to develop a common European policy of security and defense that would underpin its Common Foreign and Security militarily. It will avoid unnecessary duplication with NATO structures and does not imply the creation of a European army.
The EU also decided to develop arrangements for full consultation, cooperation, with European NATO members who are not members of the EU on issues related to European security and defense policy and crises management. Both organizations (NATO-EU) agreed that consultations and cooperation will be developed between them on questions of common interest relating to security, defense and crises management, so that crises can be faced with the most appropriate military response and effective crises management ensured.
The first formal meeting of NATO and the EU Foreign Ministers took place in Budapest in May 2001 in the margins of the Ministerial meeting of North Atlantic Council.
Since mid-2000, joint NATO-EU Ad Hoc Working Groups have been meeting to discuss security issues (for example, procedures for the exchange of classified information, including intelligence) and since the first meeting, both organizations are working towards the conclusion of a permanent NATO-EU security agreement. Unfortunately a common final solution has not been found yet.
EUROPEAN SECURITY and DEFENSE
Is the European Security and Defense Identity efficient enough to act on behalf of NATO? How can it be made more operational? 
NATO remains the cornerstone of European security. The EU is preparing itself to take on a range of mission (called the Petersburg tasks), which comprise: humanitarian and rescue tasks; peacekeeping; and crisis management operations, including peacemaking. The EU has no plans to assume responsibility for the collective defense of Europe. NATO continues to retain the mandate and the capacity to take on full spectrum of mission, from conflict prevention and crisis management, up to and including defense, involving major war fighting.
Within this framework, the European Security and Defense Identity (ESDP) has the following goals: improving the European contribution to NATO-led operations; and second, giving Europe a capability to act where NATO as an organization is not engaged. ESDI is designed to improve the flexibility of Euro-Atlantic crises management. The response will no longer be "NATO or nothing"; another option will be available. In fact, as the EU is developing a much more modest capacity to command an operation, which will be deployed only in circumstances where NATO as an Alliance is not engaged, the two alternatives are not in competition.
However Europe's capacity to contribute to Euro-Atlantic security is hampered by deficiencies in capability, particularly when compared with the US. Europe has deficiencies in mobility of its forces in the field, in high-tech weapons and communications, and a variety of other important areas. In fact, the US spends more than double what the European allies spend on equipment and about six times what they spend on research and development. These investments translate into capability, which was demonstrated in the Kosovo air campaign. NATO is addressing this issue through its Defense Capabilities Initiative.
What about a "European Army"?
There will be no standing European Union force. Each country has only one set of forces, and one defense budget. European Governments will keep their national forces at appropriate states of readiness for any mission to which they might be assigned: a national operation; a NATO collective defense or peace support operation; or a EU "Petersburg" operation. Remember there is no NATO army either. Any decision to deploy national forces, on any mission, will be taken by the states concerned. However Germany and France both believe in necessity of common armament standardization and common technological research and development, which will progressively allow the launch of a "European army". On the other hand countries like Portugal and Denmark are reluctant to the mentioned idea. 
If the EU is handling a "Petersburg" operation and has tied up NATO assets and capabilities, what happens in NATO if an Article 5 or major non-Article 5 challenges comes up?
Principally, the EU will intervene in crises where NATO as a whole is not engaged. This clearly means that NATO will have to decide whether it wants to be involved directly. In practice, arrangements for permanent consultation between NATO and the EU will enable full transparency and discussions between both organizations before decisions on operations are made. 
Within this framework, detailed arrangements will be put in place to define the terms on which NATO assets will be provided to EU-led operations. These terms will of course cover the recall of NATO assets in case they are needed. In practice, this would be unlikely since NATO plans to have the capacity to undertake multiple operations of the size the EU is contemplating. In order for ESDI to deliver its full potential, NATO and the EU need to develop strong and regular institutional relations. This will allow for coherent planning before crises, efficient coordination during crises, and the most efficient use of assets and capabilities. Progress has already been made with a NATO-EU interim security agreement for the exchange of classified information between both organizations, and with the agreement on arrangements for regular EU-NATO consultation and cooperation, at all levels. For instance, NATO's decision-making body, the North Atlantic Council, and the European Union's Political and Security Committee will meet three times under each 6-month EU Presidency, and one Ministerial meeting between NATO and the EU will also be held.
As the EU members are members of NATO, they are equal to any other member state of NATO that is not a member of the EU. So they have the same rights as them. An "EU caucus" is then out of question. All Allies will have a say when the EU leads an operation drawing on the use of NATO assets. There are also consultation arrangements between NATO and the EU as organizations. Moreover, the EU has developed special arrangements for consultation with the 6 non-EU European Allies, as well as with Canada. Regular meetings will be organized with them. They will also be able to request additional meetings. In times of crisis, their participation in the EU' s Committee of Contributors will give them an equal voice in the daily conduct of an operation in which they participate. 
On the other hand the question of who will command EU-led operations has not been clarified yet. It nevertheless seems clear that the commission of D-SACEUR will have a key role as a "strategic coordinator" for EU-led operations. He will be the operational link in this capacity between NATO and the EU in times of crisis. 
Can ESDI be an obstacle that diverts resources away from NATO?
Principally ESDI is not an obstacle for NATO or the member states. ESDI encourages European states to improve their current military capabilities. These improved capabilities will be available for either EU-led or NATO-led operations. This is in harmony with NATO's own Defense Capabilities Initiative. 
Whereas it is worth considering if the EU's defense planning duplicate NATO's defense planning. Indeed current talks between the two organizations are designed to avoid the mentioned problem. Each NATO and EU country has only one set of forces, and one defense budget. We cannot afford costly and inefficient duplication. All the countries concerned are aware of the requirement to ensure that these forces are structured and equipped for all the missions they might be assigned: NATO and EU, rather than NATO or EU. That is why coherent defense planning between NATO and the EU is vital. 
FIGHTING TERRORISM
How to define "terrorism" and "terrorist" for a better struggle against terrorism? 
Terrorist activities are "intentional acts, which may seriously damage a country or an international organization, intimidating a population, compelling a Government or an international organization to perform or abstain from performing any act, seriously destabilizing or destroying the fundamental political, constitutional, economic or social structures of a country or an international organization" This is the common definition of terrorism reached by the ministers of justice and home affairs of the EU countries recently, an important piece of the anti-terrorism package promoted after the terrorist attacks in the US. Thus the definition of terrorist becomes "a structured group of more than two persons, established over a period of time and acting in concert to commit terrorist acts."
The offences are divided into eleven categories including hostage taking, seizure of aircraft, supply or use of weapons, causing extensive destruction to a Government or public facility, a transport system, an infrastructure facility, including an information system, disrupting the supply of water, participating in the activities of a terrorist group, including by supplying information or material resources, or by funding its activities in any way, with knowledge of the fact that such participation will contribute to the criminal activities of the group. The ministers of justice and home affairs adjusted the definition of terrorism to avoid that demonstrations or anti-globalisation actions, fall under the label of terrorism. The Union also agreed on sanctions for terrorist acts, providing that the leader of a terrorist group will be punished with jail in term of maximum 15 years, and a member of a terrorist group can get eight years. 
Whereas there need to distinguish in legal terms, crime and terrorism. Would the crime of a person or people who fly a plane into a building be considered as terrorists or criminals? Although these decisions mentioned above are somehow "agreed" by the ministers of the member states, there is still no real consensus on the matter. Some people even go as far as to question whether it is needed to elaborate a specific anti-terrorism legislation because they think that the actual legislation against criminals is sufficient and can be applied for the terrorist activities. 
How to consider the new anti-terrorist legislation and the high survey of people towards fundamental rights? Do the common measures limit personal freedom? 
"Security or freedom?" Need for a new dwelling upon Hobbes' theories?
Several European lawyers claimed that the definition of terrorism of the EU and the new legislation limit and threaten the democratic rights of citizens such as freedom of association, the right to strike and freedom of expression. They affirmed that such measures might even contradict to Gothenburg and Geneva Conventions. European citizens also back them up fearing any restriction to their personal freedoms.
As an reply to these critics Marc Verwilghen, Belgian minister, affirmed that the Union in the meetings took these risks into consideration. European countries try to comfort the citizens. The debate goes on… 
How to create a "single market in law and order" in the EU for a more efficient fight against terrorism?
Creation of "pan-European arrest warrants" is the one of the first steps taken by the EU. The warrants allows to a court, let's say in Spain issue a warrant for a suspect in Germany or Britain, for any of a wide range of serious offences. Then the authority of the country where the suspect lives only needs to confirm the person's identity, and he or she should be handed over within a few weeks. Appeals procedures, which can now result in delays of several years in extradition cases, will be curtailed and loopholes closed.
Minimum penalties, some more severe than at present, have been agreed among all EU member states. The European Parliament wants Europol to be transformed into a cross-border police force with powers similar to those of the FBI in the US. Europol has already set up a new Anti-terrorism Task Force to identify suspects and potential targets in Europe and it will receive much more complete intelligence from police and security services of the member states. The whole system will be administered by "Eurojust", which could clear away possible obstacles. Indeed the EU takes over new authority in law and orders areas which until now have been jealously guarded as the preserve of national sovereignty.
European Commission had signed another agreement concerning terrorism in 1997. This agreement aims to eliminate the sources feeding terrorism. The most significant part of the agreement is about "kidnapping, hostages and any kinds of illicit actions violating the human rights" and "all the crimes committed by bombs, hand grenades, rockets to threaten another's life". According to the agreement all kind of crime could not be classified as a "political crime
How to prevent funding of terrorism?
Combating the funding of terrorism involves to European Union a whole-hearted contribution. The European Council calls upon the ECOFIN and Justice and Home Affairs Councils to take the necessary measures to combat any form of financing like money laundering. It calls upon member states to sign and ratify as a matter of urgency the United Nations Convention for the Suppression of the Financing of Terrorism. Furthermore some measures are to be brought into force against non-cooperative countries and territories identified by the Financial Action Task Force.
How about the extradition of suspects or detainees to a country where they would be tried by death penalty?
According to the Rome Treaty of 1957, only the states, which do not apply death penalty, can request the extradition of a criminal from a signatory state. Also European Convention of Human Rights definitely sanctions to a member state such an extradition. On the other hand Union has not reached a common position yet. According to the recent developments, Spain declared the request by the United States might be accepted if "some" guarantees are provided while the United Kingdom clearly rejected the request.
How to take position towards third countries?
European Union agrees that the terrorism cannot be fought unless the problem in the Middle East is resolved. The EU in close collaboration with the United States, the Russian Federation and partners in the Arab and Muslim world, will make every endeavor to bring the parties to the Middle East conflict to a lasting understanding on the basis of the relevant United Nations resolutions. Thus the EU calls for in-depth political dialogue between those countries. 
Likewise, the EU plans to deal more with the world problems. To this end, the EU makes the ESDP operational and furthers the range of the CFSP. The ESDP under the supervision of the NATO will also involve third countries to negotiations but the decision making process.
How about an enlargement in the range of the war against terrorism? 
European countries do not support any enlargement of this war. The reasons are several: First, European countries like some others doubt about the evidences United States use to approve Afghanistan operations. For instance, Germany believes that the evidences are not acceptable enough. 
Secondly, the objective of the war may distort: "Another war to another Muslim country shall provoke a wrong idea in the international community" as claims German government. It may turn out to a "war between West and the Muslims". Also, "The larger becomes the war, the harder to end it" as believes Britain. Because the war involves states to choose a side, such an enlargement would also raise the tensions in problematic regions like Middle East. So the cooperative countries risk loosing support in such regions. 
Thirdly, the public opinion is against the enlargement. Given the Muslim population in the member states, governments do not stand in favor of an enlargement. Such an objection is especially observed in France. 
Fourthly, the EU thinks the terrorism would not end unless Afghanistan is restructured. Within this framework, the EU fully supports the new Afghan administration and helps the administration to bring stability in the country. Having in mind the ongoing effects of underdevelopment on terrorism, the Union strongly encourages any initiative by intergovernmental bodies and NGO's to improve economical and social aspect of the country.
