7 Common foreign and security
policy |
A political framework for EU

external action?

It is my belief that in this global age a Union of our size, with our interests, history
and values, has an obligation ro assume its share of responsibilicies ... The question,
therefore, is not whether we play a global role, but fow we play that role.

(Solana 2002: 3, emphasis in original)

These words of Javier Solana, High Representarive of the CFSD, reflect a discourse of
responsibility associated with recent, dramatic changes in the external context of EU
acrion. The opportunities provided by the ending of the Cold War, and the challenges
presented by the post-9/11 security environment, have brought increased demands,
both from within the EU and beyond, that the Union should play an enhanced role
in international affairs, In order to assume its responsibilities, however, the EU musc
develop effective political/strategic coordination of its external acuvities — whether
these are in the field of economic policy, environmental negotiations, development
cooperation or relations with neighbours. If the potential of its significant presence is
to be realized, the economic power of the Union must be articulated to a stronger
sense of collective political purpose.

Following the end of the Cold War, introduction of the CESP (by the TEU in
1993) represented an attempt o provide overall strategic direction for external policy.
The 2003 European Security Strategy — A Secure Furope in a Better World — has a
similar aim; its potential is discussed below. To dare, however, achievement of strategic
direction has praved elusive. This reflects the singular character of the Union, whose
Member States are jealous of their role in the politically sensitive areas of traditional
foreign and security policy. In consequence, the inconsistency problems that have
been identified as impediments to EU policy-making in previous chaprers are
particularly acute in relation to CFSP

Differences in Member State foreign policy priorities reflect a variety of factors,
including pre-existing bilateral ties (or antipathies), geographical location and extent
of suppore for a policy stance distinet from that of the USA. Successive enlargements
of the EU have tended to exacerbate these differences. Divisions have also long persisted
over approaches ro decision-making, with (broadly speaking) large Member States
prefecring intergovernmental metheds and smaller Member States advecating a more
‘Community’ approach. Here, a still unresolved central issue has been the extent to
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which the European Commission, wich its responsibility for the economic instruments
of policy, should be actively involved in decision-making.

Problems of consistency were, of course, starkly revealed by Member State divisions
over the 2003 invasion of Iraq. While it is important to note that ‘business as usual’

- continued across all the Union's external policy areas (including CFSP/ESDP} during

this period,' such highly public disputes over important policy decisions, and the
resulting failure o decide, inevitably impinge upon the Union’s presence in foreign
policy. They also remind us that, despite its title, CESP cannot be regarded as a
common policy in a sense analogous to the Common Commercial Policy; rather ic is
a highly instirutionalized and complex process of consultation and cooperation berween
Member State governments. Nevertheless, where there is consensus among Member
States, effective commen action can ensue.

In the CESP context, problems of coherence are also endemic. Regarded as a
specialized and quintessentially political policy area — frequently referred to as ‘high
politics’ — foreign and security policy has traditionally been considered as entirely
distinet from the mundane low politics’ of external economic relations. In pracrice,
of course, this distinction has always been blurred. It is increasingly so today, given
the significance of the economic instruments of statecraft and of ‘soft’, non-military
security, where, despite recent developments in the field of ESDP, the Union’s principal
strengths continue to lie. The evident overlap between the economic and political
dimensions of external policy has not, however, been reflected in the creation of
insticutions that facilirate their coordination. Instead, the evolution of the EC/EU
has seen the entrenchment of a division between external economic policy and ‘pelitical’
foreign policy that has been formally enshrined in the Treaties and reflected in the
parallel developmens, within the Commission and the Council Secretariac, of two
separate, externally oriented and potentially competing bureaucracies. .

Despite the problems of consistency and coherence so evident in this policy area,
there has been a gradual strengthening, over the past two decades, of commitment to
and capacity for foreign policy cooperation — to an extent that has ‘surprised ics
parricipants and critics alike’ (Smich, M.E. 2004: 2).2 While the principal concern of
this chapter is with the contemporary operation of CFSP and its potential to provide
strategic direction to external policy, awareness of the distinctive fashion in which this
policy area developed is essential to an understanding of contemporary issues.
Consequently we provide an overview of the evolution of foreign policy cooperaticn
from its inception to the present {see Table 7.1 for a schemaric Tepresentation} as a
prelude to discussion of contemporary organizational issues and policy instruments.
Reference is also made to proposals to strengthen the CFSE, which were prominent in
discussions surrounding the Constitutional Treaty. Finally, an assessmenc is made, in
the congext of its fic with current policy, of the potential for the European Security
Scrategy to provide an overarching political Framework for the Union’s external acrivities.

The early years: absence of ‘foreign policy’

The creation of the European Communities following the end of the Second World
War, and in the context of increasing Cold War tensions, reflected both the desirability
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Table 7.1 CFSP: antecedents and development

1970 Luxembourg Report: established European Political Cooperation (EPC), as an
intergovernmental process with no institutional base. Aimed co provide
mechanism for foreign policy cooperation/coordinacion o give political direction
to the EC’s external relations.

1987 Single European Act: provided treaty basis for EPC, which remained an
intergovernmental process berween High Contracting Parties. Dedicated EPC
Secretariat established in Brussels but not a Communicy institurion — staffed by
seconded Member State officials.

1993  Treary on European Union: CFSP established as intergovernmental pillar of che
Union (Pillar 11). Provision for Joint Actions and Common Positions. CESP
Secrerariat incorporated into Council Secrerariat. Commitment of Union o
ensure overzll consistency of ‘external acrivities.

1999  Treaty of Amsterdam: Introduced ‘Common Stracegies’ to be determined by
European Council. Provided for appointment of High Represenrative for the
CFSP Policy Planning and Early Warning Unir established in Council
Secretariat.

2003 Treary of Nice: Codified developments in security sphere introduced ar 1999
Cologne Council. Established Political and Security Committee comprising
Brussels-based national diplomats meeting ewice weekly 1o monitor the
development and implementation of CFSP.

2004 Draft Consticutional Treaty signed by all Member States. Provision made for:
Foreign Minister 1o take roles of High Represenative and Commissioner for
External Relations; creation of External Acton Service comprising officials from
Council Secretariar, Commission and Member States; elected President, for two
and a half year rerm, renewable once.

of coeperating in the construction of 2 peaceful and prosperous Western Europe and

- of seeking, collectively, to recover some of the incternational influence lost by West
European states individually. For much of its history European integration focused
upon economic and social marters.

The Treaty of Rome made no reference to orthodox foreign policy issues.
Nevertheless the necessity for what became known as EC ‘external relatons’ was
acknowledged. The Community was accorded formal legal personality and a further
provision of the Rome Treatry empowered the EC o enter into association agreements
with third parties. As we have seen in previous chaprers, these provisions formed the
basis for the Community’s evolution as an international actor of some significance -
despite the absence of a formal foreign policy role.

By the early 1960s the need 1o balance the EC’s growing significance in external
economic relations with an explicit foreign policy dimension became a subject of
often contenrious discussion. At the centre of this controversy was the extent to which
the Commission should be involved in the formulation of foreign policy, with
intergovernmentaliss, led by French Gaullists, strongly opposed to any Commission
involvement.? The issue was {temporarily) resolved with the adoption of the 1969
Luxembourg Report, which recommended establishment of a system of foreign policy
cooperation on an intergovernmental basis, operating entirely outside the EC
framework. No new institutional structure was proposed and the ensuing system of
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European Political Céoperation (EPC) inirially lacked even a dedicared secretariat,
Since many of the problems arising from the operation of EPC remain evident roday,
it is worth examining its d@velopmcn_t.

European political cooperation

EPC aimed to increase understanding beeween Member States on foreign policy issues
through regularly informing and consulting partners, 2nd to screngthen solidaricy
through harmonization of views, coordination of policy positions and, where possible
or desirable, joint action. Thus EPC involved regular consultation and formal quarrerly
meetings between narional Foreign Ministers, supporied by a Political Commiteee,
comprising Policical Directors (senior Foreign Ministry officials) representing each
Mermber State, and a range of specialist Working Groups composed of Foreign Ministry
officials. Cooperation between Member State missions in chird countries was also
encouraged. Formal external representation was provided by the Presidency, supporred,
from the mid-1970s when the onerousness of the responsibility became apparent, by
the immediate past 2nd future Presidencies, in whar became known as the Troika.
Thus EPC comprised highly formalized, mult-level, intergovernmental cooperation.

Administrative support was provided by the country holding the Presidency and,
in order to emphasize the distinctiveness of this policy area, all meetings took place in
the capital of the Presidency counery. This placed a heavy burden on national officials
and also caused problems of concinuity arising from the inability to establish a
collective, institutional memory. Consequently, by the late 1970s, the practice had
evolved of seconding national officials to assist successive Presidencies. While this
afforded useful experience in working cooperatively, on a daily basis, with counterparts
from other Member Staces, the peripateric nature of the EPC process remained an
impediment to its effectiveness. As Simon Nuttall observes (1992: 20): ‘The fact that
EPC archives had to be carried halfway across Europe in a suitcase every six months
gave rise to particularly unfavourable comment’. A secrerariac for the EPC was
established in Brussels only following entry into force of the SEA.

Despite the formal separation between the EC and EPC, which the SEA
maintained, the pracrical development of policy had, from the outser, impinged upon
EC competences — necessitating liaison becween EPC personnel and the Commission.
Indeed itis difficult to identify a policy area discussed in EPC which did not impinge
upon EC marters. The very first EPC Ministerial Meeting, in November 1970, had
as agenda items East/West relations and the Middle East. Policy in both these areas
impinged upon EC competences and, ultimately, Commission involvement was
significant. Ac this first meering, however, the Commission delegation was, with
reluctance, admiced to the last hour of the day-long meeting.

The EPC/EC relationship was a source of considerable tensian in the early years,
with Member State diplomats ‘... at best inclined to trear the Commission with rhe
high courtesy of condescension’ (Nuttall 1996: 130}. Following a decade of ad boc
arrangements to accommodate Commission involvement in those frequent
circumseances where EC and EPC matters overlapped, and where EC instruments
were essential to policy implementation, it was agreed, in 1981, that the Commission
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should be “fully associated’ with EPC ar all levels. This formula, which has persisted,
permitted attendance of Commission representatives at all EPC meetings. Moreover,
in 1983, in recognition of its role in external policy, the Commission’s participation
in the Troika was agreed by Member States, There was, thus, a gradual evolution of
the EPC/Commission relationship after ics inauspicious beginning,

More generally, in the fifteen years which separated the Luxembourg Report and
the SEA, the EPC process became established and largely accepred pracrice.
Consultation between Foreign Office ministers and officials of the Member States
became routine ac all levels, the Coreu telex system which directly linked EC Foreign
Ministries facilitating instantaneous communication.’ While this level of interaction
fostered habics of cooperation, the more ambitious aims of pelicy coordination and
joint action produced a mixed record.

The EPC process proved successful as a source of declaratory statements deploring/
welcoming developments upon which Member States were agreed, but inidacives
that progressed beyond the routine and declaratory were relatively rare. Nevertheless,
some successes can be identified, particularly in the context of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE).5 This process of East/West consultation,
which commenced in 1973, provided an opportunity to test the new EPC mechanisms,
From the outset the Member States presented joint positions and played a proacive
role in the ongoing construction of East/West dialogue. In relation to the Middte
East conflict, too, a distinctive posture was adopted. Thus, through its 1980 Venice
Declaration, the Community argued for the creation of a Palestinian state alongside
the state of Israel. This first articulation of the now accepted ‘two state solurion’ was
initially greeted with ourrage by both the US and Israeli governments. The EC/EU
has subsequencly shown remarkable consistency in its position on the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict (Asseburg 2003: 183).

Thus EPC gradually developed into an institutionalized system of foreign policy
cooperation that functioned best when dealing with routine marters. At times of
crisis, however, there was a tendency 1o disarray. The end of the Cold War heralded a
series of crises that highlighted the shoricomings of EPC. It also initiated a policy
environment dramarically different from that in which EPC had operated. Thus, in
circumstances where US commirment to the Adantic Alliance was in question, and
amidst fears of political instability in Fastern Europe and the Baikans, expecrations
were growing that the EC would in future play a central role in maintaining peace
and stabiliry in Europe as a whale.”

[t was in this context that an Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) on Political
Union was established, in 1990, charged wich transforming EPC into a foreign policy
system capable of meeting post-Cold War challenges. Throughour its year-long
deliberations the urgency of the IGC rask was constantly demonstraced, whether in
the need to forge new refationships with CEE councries, respond to the (August
1990) invasion of Kuwait by Iraq or manage the outbreak of armed conflict in (chen)
Yugoslavia. These ewo latter crises, despite rapid and coherent EC responses in their
initial stages, very quickly demonstrated the inadequacies of the EPC formar — both
in terms of Member State unity and access to policy instruments.® The conflict in
Yugoslavia was of particular importance since there was widespread acceprance thar,
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in this Buropean conflict, the EC should play the role of mediator. Howex;er, )EC,;?
officials proved to be inexperienced mediators, while the usefulness (and safety ci
EC unarmed monitors was called into question as the conflict escalated. By eatly

1992 EC monitors were relieved to be joined by UN peacekeepers.

CESP: the TEU and its subsequent amendments

The events of 1990-1 fuelled expectations thac the IGC’s conclusions, ens.h.rmedfm
the TEU (signed in 1991 and in force in 1993) would create [hff cor_ndmons or
proactive foreign policy-making — that is, provision of strategic direction, grearer
i licy instruments,
overall policy coherence and assured access to policy e
In practice the TEU proved disappointing. While provision was made for two
new policy instruments — Joint Actions and Common Positions’ — in terms of strategic

direction the objectives of CESP were very broadly stated (in TEU Tide V):

to safeguard the common values, fundamental interests, lndcpcpdcnce _smd
integrity of the Union in conformiry wich the principles of the United Nations |

Charter,

to strengthen the security of the Union in all ways,
to preserve peace and strengthen international security ...
1o promote international cooperarion,

to develop and consolidate democracy and the rule of law, and respece for human
rights and fundamental freedoms.

These objectives reflect the implicit guiding principles oFEP_C -a comn:_:o;ll desire,
through sharing of information, to protect the Union from negative external 11}11 ucr;ct;ls,
and o develop, where appropriate, a foreign policy posture distinct from ¢ atof ¢ ?
USA. They also reflect enduring themes that have contnbl_.lted to constructions lo
the Union as a value-based actor — commitment to multilateralism, in parncud:lu
through the United Narions, and promotion externally of the values purportedly

internally. .
cml\)xrfinci‘;cd tlhese broﬁd objectives fall shorc of providing st.rategic direction, there is n?
doubt that they have been pursued, in a general sense, in the course of the Union’s
external activities. Thus, for example, all Cooperaton a.n.d Assocr,‘u.]on )I\gr,eemcnts
concluded since entry into force of the TEU conrain ‘political Cc!ndltlonailty clfauses,
which provide for suspension of all or part of the agreement in thel:venc of non-
fulfilment of ‘good governance’, human rights and otl'_lcr f)bllganons. )

Within the framework of the TELs overarching objccnch, .the Em.'ope:an (,:,Olfmf:
was accorded responsibility for providing the 'ge.ncral pol}tl_czf.l gm-dcl-mes o l:fc
Union. The European Council accordingly identified ﬁw? initial priority areas for
CFSP action ~ rclations witch CEEC, support for the Middle East peace process,
conflict resolution and humanicarian relief effores in.formcrYugoslavm, and supportf
for democraric processes in South Africa and Russia." Subsequently the scope o
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Joint Actions has expanded considerably, with early additions including arms conrrol,
nuclear non-proliferation and response to conflict in the Greac Lakes region of
Africa.”? However, the absence of an overarching strategy ensured that, as in the
past, CFSP remained largely reactive to external events. Morcover, beyond the
understandable prioritization of relacions with the Eastern and Southern peripheries,
policy choices continued to be influenced by historical ties with former colonies,
particularly in Africa.

From the outset it was evident thac furtherance of the polirical aims of CFSP
would rely, to a considerable extent, upon economic presence and Community policy
inseruments. Despite this, the TEU did not address the problem of coherence; indeed
it furcher consolidated the structural division berween CFSP and other aspects of
external policy. Thus, the Union’s ‘pillar’ structure ensured thar only Pillar I (the EC)
was subject to the Community method of decision-making. The two new pillars,
CESP (Pillar 11) and Justice and Home Affairs (Pillar IIf) were strictly intergovern-
mental and subject o unanimiry in the Council. Nevertheless, the importance of
ensuring effective cross-pillar coordination of external activities was recognized in the
TEU, and the Council and Commission were accorded joine responsibility in this
respect.'? While this may appear to provide an enhanced role for the Commission in
CFSP in practice the EPC formula that the Commission is “fully associated’ was
maintained. Commission representatives may make policy proposals, although they
rarely choose to do so, but have no special right of initiative. In the event, the ability
to use economic policy instruments has reflected growing habits of cooperation —
despite the bifurcated institutional structure created by the TEU.M

In relation to policy inseraments, the policy environment of che period was reflected
in the TEU’s only significant innovation, which aimed to provide the Union with
access to military capability. While reference to military security in the TEU represented
an important departuze from the exclusively civilian character of the European
Community, and the essentially political nature of EPC, the TEU was silent on the
many complex and sensitive issues that needed to be addressed in order to put the
proposals into effect. These matters are the subject of Chapter 8.

Making the CFSP work? The Amsterdam and Nice amendments

As was the case with EPC, the CFSP provisions of the TEU have been subject o
evolution through practice and subsequent Treaty amendment. After only two years
of the CFSP’s operation both the Council and the Commission published reports
expressing disappointment at the failure to progress towards a more proactive and
coherent external policy (Council 1995; Commission 1995b}. Clearly CFSP did not
represent the major change from EPC anricipated by its proponents.

The Treaty of Amsterdam (signed 1997, in force 1999) introduced important
reforms intended to provide polirical direction and o increase the effectiveness and
visibility of CFSE while the Nice Treary {signed 2000, in force 2003) codified develop-
ments since 1999, primarily in relation to matters of security. The CFSP provisions
of both Treaties had the effect of amending the TEU., While these changes reflected
experience in operating the CFSP since 1993, and frustration ac the inability of the
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Union ro respond effectively to the 1999 Kosovo crisis, they did not address problems
of cross-pillar coherence.

Innovations at Amsterdam

In an attemprt 1o provide political direction at the highest level, the Amsterdam Treary
gave the European Ceuncil an explicit strategic role — to ‘decide on commen strategies
to be implemented by the Union in areas where the Member States have important
interests in common’ (TEU Article 13). Commeon Straregies are explicitly cross-pillar
in orientation. They bring together all the policy instruments available ro the Union
and (potentially) provide a framework for subsequent acrion. However, they have been
used, primarily, as a means of combining and codifying existing commitmens in order
to symbalize the importance the Union attaches to relations with key neighbouring
countries and tegions — Russia, Ukraine, the Mediterranean and the Western Balkans.
In short, they have significance as political statements rather than guides to action.

To encourage a more proacrive 2pproach to CFSP matters, it was envisaged chat
measures to implement a unanimously agreed Common Strategy would be subject to
qualified majority voting. In pracrice, however, Member State sensitivities over foreign
policy matters have precluded use of QMV.™ Intreduction of a ‘constructive abstention’
procedure was also intended to remove impediments to proactive policy development,
but again this provision has not been used.' Clearly Member State commirment, in
principle, to enhancing the effectiveness of CFSP decision-making was not translated
into practice.

In terms of effectiveness, and visibility, the most important innovation of the
Amsterdam Treaty was the creation of a new post — Secretary-General of the Council/
High Representative for the CFSE'” The functions of the High Representative were
defined in the Treary in very general terms and much depended upon the abilicy of
the first incumbent to develop this role.™ Here, the appointment of Javier Solana,
who was previously Foreign Minister of Spain and at the time was Secretary-General
of NATQ," demonstrated increased commitment to suengthen the CFSP ‘The
Member States consciously chose a senior politician racher than a senior diplomar for
the role of High Representative’ (Interview, Council Secretariar, July 2001).

Javier Solana brought to his new role considerable experience, political acumen
and (from his incumbency at NATO) excellent connections with key politicians in
Member States and the USA. Said to have ‘a brain the size of the planer’ (Interview,
Permanent Representation, October 2002), he also brought a political style based
upon ease in building personal relationships, a related preference for informal conracts
and impatience with bureaucracy. While these qualities have proved a necessary
antidote to the excessive bureaucratization of CESP processes, he was initially impeded
by lack of knowledge of their operation and the reluctance of Member Stace
governments (particularly in the contexr of the Presidency) to allow cheir high-profile
appointee to act independently. After aimost two years in office, when he had begun
ta achieve diplomatic success in the Batkans, he was likened to ‘a dog on the end of a
lead, over time the lead has been let out but it is still there and could be pulled up ac
any time’ (Interview, Council Secretariar, July 2001).
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Thc. establishment of the post of High Representative was coupled with reform of
Fhe Tr(?lka arrangements for formal di plomaric representation of the Union {originall
mvol:rmg_presenc, past and future Presidencies). Thus the Amsterdam Treaty providcﬁ
fora Trmki comprising up to four members — the Presidency, the future Presidenc
the Figh Representative and a representative of the Commission. "
A further innovation ar Amsterdam was the creation of a Policy Planning and
Early Warning Unit (PPEWU) within the General Secretariat of the Council. Neither
thel tasks nor the composition of the unit were made clear, however. Afier some
deliberation it was decided that it would comprise one seconded diplomar from each
Member Seare, four members of the Council Sectetariat and a single Commission
representative. In terms of the Units role, however, there was little guidance from the
Member States — ‘there was an obsession with whether cach Member State would get
someone on it racher than what it mighe do’ (Interview, Council Secretariar, Jul
:'2001). The result was that the PPEWU became ‘Salana’s tool’ ~ used by him ’as ax)':
ext_ended cabinec to provide ‘day-to-day briefings’ rather than fulfil the more strategic
«Thcy r?lc that its title would imply (ibid.). In consequence there was said to gl,'::c
P;’sg%,njtg;r;ogrij dissatisfaction’ among some members of the Unit (Interview,
The principal outcomes of the Amsterdam reforms were development of a stron
role for the High Representative and an enhanced role for the Council Secrt:tariatf
thus cnsgring further conselidation of the intergovernmental character of CFSP. No
substantive change was made to the role of the Commission and financing for CFSP
was the only cross-pillar issue to be addressed by the Amsterdam Treary (TEU Article
28).* The purpose of this provision, however, was to speed disbursement of funds
from the Community budget for essentially intergovernmencal CFSP operations
(cxd%lding those having military implications, as we shall see in Chapeer 8). Previously,
fundlngdccisions had been made on a case-by-case basis and the resulring delays had,
prove_d inconvenient and embarrassing. Thus, for example, Special Representacives
appointed by the Council had, on occasion, been obliged personally to bear the cost

{1); tgr;;elling 10 take up their appointments (Interview, Council Secretariat DGE, July

The Nice Treaty

CFSP matters were not a central concern of the Nice Treary. Nevertheless che
opportfmiry was taken to codify provisions inirially launched at the 1999 Cologne
Counc.rl. These were primarily in the field of ESDP and will be discussed in Chapter
8. Ar.1 important innovation that spans CFSP and ESDP macters, however, was the
f;gacn)ctn of a new intergovernmental structure, the Political and Security Committee
The PSC effectively replaced the Political Commirtcee, which had operated since
the early days of EPC and comprised national Political Directors meeting monthl
‘While the PSC meets biannually at Political Director level, its normal operation is :;
the level of Brussels-based Ambassaders or Political Counsellors, 2 Meetings are chaired
by the Presidency representarive and occur at least twice-weekly. Their pucpose is to
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| monitor the development and implementation of CESP/ESDP. When necessaty,

additional meetings can be called at short notice.”

CESP: Operational structures

To give effect to the CFSP, changes were required both in Council structures in Pillar .
11 and in the Communicy Pillar. Below we provide an overview of the current
{nstitutional framework of CFSP and the associated problems of consistency and
coherence. Finally, in this section, we consider outstanding problem areas and the
potential for further reform.

Pillar IT structures and procedures

In creating the Union's Pillar structure the TEU furcher institutionalized the
intergovernmental character. of forcign and security policy. This had the effect of
entrenching the roles of the Presidency, the Council and related bodies at the apex of
the CFSP system.

At the highest level, the Presidency, through its role in preparing the agenda for
and chairing the European Council, is central to policy prioritization and initiation.
The Presidency also chairs all intergovernmental CFSP/ESDP bodies, with the:
exceprion of the Military Committee.® Despite the structural advantages of this role,
in pracrice the ability of Presidencies to influence policy varies considerably. This can
reflect limited resources and/or foreign policy ambitions in the case of small Member
States such as Luxembourg, of the eruption of a major crisis that diverts attention
away from the Presidency’s agenda during its six month term of office. Nevercheless,
in the context of ongoing pelicy commitments, Presidencies can and do prioritize.,
regions or issues in which they have a particular interest. Thus Southern Member
States tend ro emphasize the Meditetranean region, Finland has successfully prioritized
relations with Russia, and Sweden, equally successfully, prioritized civilian aspects of
crisis rnzmag«:mv:m.25 Such prioritization, however, can only be achieved if consensus
s reached berween the Member States. The ability to gather support for its agenda is
central 1o a successful Presidency.

The European Council, which normally meets twice during each Presidency, is
subject to unanimity in exercising its ‘guiding role’ ~ thus ensuring thac the operation
of CESP/ESDP is restricted to issues and regions where Member Srate positions are
consistent. This is reflected in the currene priorities of CFSP These are, in terms of
regions, the Western Balkans, relations with ‘Neighbours’ and the Middle East Peace
Process; and, in terms of issues, conflict prevention, the fight against rerrorism, weapons
proliferation and human rights issues, in particular support for the International
Criminal Court (Council of the EU 2003).

In the context of ‘guiding principles established by the European Council, the
General Affairs and External Relations Council (GAERC) constitutes the next, more
operational, level of CFSP decision-making, This formation of the Council was adapted
(from its single, General Affairs format) in 2002 to accommodate separate External
Relations meetings, with the aim of enhancing the efficiency of decision-making and
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the coherence of policy. Despite the reluctance of Member States 1o use the title
‘Foreign Affairs Council’, creation of the GAERC represents a further step in the
evolution of EU foreign policy-making. In its External Relations formar the Cou_ncil
deals with CFSP, ESDP, external crade and development cooperation, and can involve
Member Stace Foreign Ministers and/or Ministers of Defence, Development or Trade,
depending upon the items on the agenda * While GAERC decisions on implementing
measures, such as appointment of Special Representatives, may be taken by QMV,
Member States prefer to decide all CFSP matters by consensus.

Below the level of the Council, an array of bodies is involved with the CFSP
policy process. Foremost among these is the Political and Security Committee,
comprising Brussels-based Member State diplomats. The PSC has day-to-day
responsibility for menitoring the operation of CFSP/ESDP and has become the *hub
around which CESP revolves’ (Cameron 2003: 3). While the PSC submits reports to
the Council, these must formally be transmitted through the Commirtee of Permanent
Representatives (COREPER), comprising Member State Ambassadors to the EU.
COREPER itself deals wich Pillar I matters, but is responsible for all marerial discussed
by the Council. This can be a source of tension. COREPER Ambassadors are resentful
of the growing importance of the PSC, which is ‘thought to deal with more interesting
issues — noranti-dumping’ (Interview, UK Permanent Representation, October 2004).
Potenrially, tensions berween the PSC and COREPER can impede effective

. communication between the PSC and the Council.” Nevertheless the PSC brought
a new sense of dynamism to the CESP.

The minuriae of CESP policy are discussed at the level of Council Working Groups,
which report to the PSC. While the numerous Working Groups are staffed by specialist
Member State officials based in capirals, the increased frequency of Working Group
meetings following the introduction of CFSP obliged participants o spend more
time in Brussels (Interview, Permanent Representation, July 2001).%* In the past,

Working Group reports tended to be excessively long and lacking in substance (a
pracrice established in EPC days).” However, as it became established, the PSC was
able to give firmer guidance to Working Groups, hence encouraging them to produce
more focused analysis (ibid.).

All of these intergovernmental bodies, from the Presidency to the Working Groups,
are serviced by DGE (Directorate-General External Relations) of the Council General
Secretariat. The character of DGE has changed very considerably since the creation
of CFSP In 1994 the existing EPC Secretariat was incorporated into DGE, bringing
together CFSP officials (borh temporarily seconded Member State representatives
and permanent Secretariat staff) with officials responsible for external economic
relations.® DGE has subsequently been augmented by a third elemenc, the EU Military
Staff. The activities of those dealing with CFSP/ESDP are divided becween three
broad areas — policy, operations and ‘other instruments’, that is civil aspects of crisis
management and economic sanctions. Since the complexities of the organizational
structures are apparent only when ESDP is included, these macters are considered

- more fully in Chapter 8.

The appoinctment of the Secretary-General/High Representative and creation of

the Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit, in 1999, considerably sturengthened the
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policy orientation of the Council Secrerariat. However, it also brought new rensions,
with DGE staff, the PPU and Solana’s cabiner all having overlapping and insufficiently
defined responsibilities for furnishing the High Representarive with information and
advice. Amidst the admiration for Solana expressed by all our interviewees, a single
(frequently voiced) criticism concerned his reluctance to address these matters, and
hence 1o realize the potential of Council Secretariar staff. While tensions within the
Secretartat have abated over time, a consequence has been that DGE staff tend to
focus upon servicing the Council, while the PPU works for Solana. Since Solana’s
own role is to ‘assist the Council’ in CFSP matters, this is hardly an efficient way of
dividing responsibilities among Secretariar staff,

Even if these ‘turl” issues were fully resolved, the resources available within the
Council Secretariat, in terms of personnel and information, are meagre when compared
with those of the foreign ministries of many Member States. Hence there continues
to be reliance upon information provided by national miniscries, through seconded
diplomats and the Coreu system. The quality of informacion supplied by Member
States is variable, however, and there is a general reluctance to share information
considered sensitive. Information is also received from the Commission delegations,
but again this is of variable quality. Delegation staff are technical experts rather than
diplomats and the political content of their reporting is ‘very weak’. The focus is ‘first
on trade, second on aid and only third on CFSP’ (Incerview, DG External Relations,
July 2001).

Despirte the inadequacies of the support available o him, Javier Solana, as we have
seen, has been successful in developing his role as High Representative. An important
aspect of this role, given the ephemeral nature of the rotating Presidency, is to provide
the Union with continuity of representation and sustained diplomacy. In this respect,
the High Representative strengthens the ability of the Council Secretariar to provide
CESP with the continuity and insticutional memory that were lacking under EPC.

CFSP in the Community Pillar

The creation of CESP also instigated struceural change in the Commission, inicially
through the creation of a new Directorate-General IA {DGIA), which was given
responsibility for CFSE, relations with Eastern Europe and the NIS, and management
of the Commission delegations. At this time the Community’s external relacions effort
was fragmented geographically, and policy coherence difficult to achieve {see Table
0.1).

The Prodi Commission {1999-2004) initiated fac-reaching reforms, which were
retained by its successor. Central to these reforms was the creation of DG External
Relations, which was given responsibility both for CFSP and for coordination of
relations with third countries. This role is challenged, however, by the continuing
importance of DG Trade, which has established country desks to rival those of DG
External Relations. Moreover, some geographical fragmentation remains, with DG
Development having responsibility for the ACP (but not developing countries in
Asia and Latin America) and DG Enlargement having responsibility for candidate
councries, which are thus separated from countries covered by the European
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Neighbolurhood Policy.”' While the coherence problems caused by these divisions are
of great importance to EC policy areas such as development cooperation, they also
have significance for CFSP, for example in efforts to ‘mainstream’ conflict prevention
measures across all areas of the Commission’s external activicy (
DG External Relations, July 2001). In relation to policy imple
whfther in the administration of aid or the impasition of
policy instruments employed in furcherance of CFSP fall within Community
competence. Effective implementcation Tequires institutional coherence. However,
despite the expectation that coherence would be enhanced by the creation of DCS
External Relations, it was evident from our interviews that tensions between DGs
remain; and that seaff morale in externaily oriented DGs was not high. While this
was primarily a consequence of frequent, poorly managed reorganization, amon

scaff involved with CFSP it was associated also with concerns about the ,growing
marginalization of the Commission as Council structures increased in impon:anci

(ibid.).

Interview, Commission,
mentation more broadly,
economic sanctions, the

Issues of consistency and c‘ross-pil[ar coberence

Duc. to the sensitive nature of CFSP, problems of consistency and coherence are
particulatly acute. Most Member State governments are determined to retain their

mdcpenc_{cnce in matters of foreign and security policy, and to ensure that the more
supranational Community institurions,
from CFSP processes.

tn particular the Commission, are distanced

Comisrenq

The intergovernmental nacure of CESP, and the failure of Member States to urilize
Fhe provisions for QMYV or constructive abstention, ensures that consistency is a key
issue. While many differences of emphasis can be observed,” of greatest importance
are long established divisions between Adanticist Member States such as the UK, the
Netherlands and Portugal and those, led by France, which advocare an indcpem’:lcnt
EU posture, Important, too, are divisions abour the relative importance of civilian
and military instruments of policy, with the neutral Member States determined thae
the former shall not be neglected in favour of the latter.

A furcher source of rension concerns the relative influence of large and small
Merflber States. The practice has grown for groupings of large member states to meet
oytmdc the formal CESP procedures (and also in che context of Pillar HI marrers) co
CllS(?LlSS and on occasion to implement policy iniciarives. The groupings vary, but
ryplc?lly cc.)mprisc ‘the G3’ (France, Germany and the UK), ‘G4’, with [taly in add;tion
and ‘G5’ including Spain. Such groupings comprised exclusively of EU Mcmbe;
States are more or less rolerated by those excluded.® Meetings including non-members
bavc been looked upon less favourably, however, In particular the operation of an
informal directoire, known as ‘the Quinc’, comprising the four largest Member States
and the USA, was greatly resented by smaller Member Scates. The Quine developed
from che establishment, in 1994, of the Conrtact Group for former Yugoslavia
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{comprising the USA, Russia, France, Germany, lraly and the UK) and continued,
with the ‘exclusion of Russia, to discuss CFSP matters informally outside the EU
framework (Gegour 2002). While it may be inevitable that larger Member Stares will
play important roles in CFSP and ESDP matters, it is noteworthy that the group

* formed in 2000 in relation to the Middle East Peace Process (known as the Quartet)

comprises Russia, the USA, the UN and the EU. In conrrast with the Contact Group
arrangements, this marks an important external acknowledgement of the role of the
Union in international affairs. '

Since, in principle, unanimity is more difficule to achieve as the number and
diversity of participants expands, it is possible chat the 2004 enlargement will increase
the consistency problems already evident in relation to CFSP. It should be noted,
however, that during the pre-accession period candidates were invited to align
themselves with CFSP decisions and actions, and did so progressively from 1994,
Thus habits of cooperation were established prior to accession (Regelsberger 2003).

It is evident, nevertheless, chac CEEC Member States bring to CFSP concerns
that could impact, in particular, upon relations with neighbours — notably scepticism
of the Unions attempt to build a ‘strategic partnership’ with Russia, support for
enhanced relations with Ukraine and a scrong preference for prioridizing Eastern over
Southern neighbours. However, che first prioricy of CFSP — seabilization of the Western
Balkans — is strongly supported by CEEC governments, with Sloveniz said to be
making a ‘very positive contribution ... they have good intelligence and are sharing
i (Interview, Council Secretariat, September 2004). CEEC governments, on balance,
also bring a preference for intergovernmentalism and close relations with the USA.
However, this latter is not fully shared by CEEC publics (Commission 20032} and
may be tempered, over time, by the socialization effects of CESP participation.

Cyprus and Malta alse have a distinctive stance on some issues. Thus, as members
of the Non-Aligned Movement, they have a commitment to development cooperation
and strongly support decolonization and self-determination of peoples. On security
issues they are likely to adopr a posture similar to that of the neurral Member States
{Johansson-Nogués 2004). In addition, accession of (Greek) Cyprus while the island
remains divided is a source of problems in specific areas, such as relations with Turkey
and with Northern Cyprus.®*

Coberence

I the context of CESP, coherence problems are greacly exacerbated by the need for
cross-pillar coordination — which is essenrial if the Community's policy instruments,
and Community funding, are to be used to further the political aims of CFSP.

The formula that the Commission is ‘fully associated’ wich CFSP ensures that it is
represented at meetings of CESP institutions at all levels, from the European Council
to the Working Groups. Thus the Commission President attends the European Council
and the Commissioner for Excernal Relations attends the GAERC. Commission
attendance (by the Director of the CFSP Unit in DG External Relations) at the
twice-weekly meetings of the PSC is said to facilitate coordination becween CESP
initiatives and marters falling within Community compertence, such as delivery of
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humanirarian assistance and support for the development of civil society. It is also
considered helpful to have ‘at the table’ representatives of the Communiry, as the
principal source of funding (Interview, Commission, DG External Relations, July
2001). Nevertheless, the Commission had amassed more than thirty years’ experience
of conducting external economic relations prior o the inauguration of CFSE and
lingering jealousy of its prerogarives in this field is understandable.

In CFSP matters the Commission does not enjoy the exclusive right of initiative
that pertains in Pillar I, although it has the right, alongside che Member States, to put
forward policy initiatives. In practice, despite the importance of the policy instruments
it concrols, the Commission has chosen, ‘to the regret of many’, not to use this right
(Cameron 2003: 3).” The Commission’s reticence in this respect reflects both
awareness of Member State sensitivities and resenement at irs relative marginalization
in the context of CFSE.

A further area of potential cross-pillar tension involves the role of High Represen-
tative for the CFSP, which appears to overlap with thar of the new Commissioner for
External Relations. In practice, however, the first incumbents (Javier Solana and Chris
Patten) established a good working relationship, based on a murtual desire to ‘get
things to work’ {Interview, Council Secretariat DGE, July 2001). The practices that
have evolved since 2000 are considered likely to continue now that Chris Patten has
been succeeded as Commissioner by Benita Ferrero-Waldner (Interview, Council
Secretariat, March 2003). Cooperation between Solana and Patten undoubtedly
assisted CFSP implementation, for example in the Macedonian crisis in 2001, where
Solana’s diplomatic efforts were closely supported by Chris Patten and financial
assistance was made available through the Community’s Rapid Reaction Mechanism
{RRM) adopred early in 2001.%

While high-level cooperation is inadequare to ensure fully effective policy

- implementation, it was evident from our interviews that habits of cross-pillar
cooperation have developed berween officials at alt levels, frequently based on necworks
of informal contacts. This is indicative of culwural and generational change, as practices
evolve and shared understandings are constructed. Not only are these understandings
evident from everyday pracice, they are also reflected in legal provisions dealing with
cross-pillar issues such as economic sanctions and the sale of dual-use goods (Koutrakos
2001).

In new areas of policy, where practices and understandings have yet to be con-
structed, cross-pillar tensions continue to arise. A problem area has been the Union’s
response to civil emergencies, where the Commission has long established
responsibilities. The European Neighbourhood Pelicy provides a furcher example
of cross-pillar tensions in a new policy area. While formal respensibility for the
ENP lies with the Commission, it links economic development with security
concerns, cross-border crime, democratization and human rights. In March 2005
the appointment of a CFSP Special Representative to Moldova, primarily in the
context of conflict over the disputed region of Transdniester, was met with

- Commission insistence thar the person appointed should not be involved in
implementation of Maldova’s recently agreed ENP Action Plan. The issue was
resotved through negotiation of a compromise mandare, which states that the Special
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Representative will deal only with ‘relevant aspects’ of the ENP (Furopean Voice,
10-16 March 2003),

It is evident that, despite insitutionalization of cross-pillar cooperation in some
areas, the aims of CESP cannot be realized in the absence of assured, well functioning
links between the making of policy and its implementation. If the CESP is ro provide
more effective policical direction, there is a need for further reform.

Future reform?

As we have seen, the Unions capacity for foreign policy-making has evolved and
strengthened over time, Nevertheless, 2 number of problems remain. Principal among
these are impediments to policy coherence (in particular cross-pillar coordination)
and insufficient continuity, in. terms of strategic direction, as a consequence, inter
alia, of the six-monthly rotating Presidency. These marters were among those addressed
by the Convenrion on the future of Europe, and the provisions contained in the draf
Constitutional Treary, which was approved by the Member State governments in
June 2004, provide a starting point for debare abour futute reform.

To enhance continuity, the Constitution provided for an elected President of the
European Council {Article 1-22).”” Two provisions of the Treaty would {partially)
address problems of policy coherence. First, removal of the pitlar strucrure, with a
single Title covering most aspects of the Union’s ‘External Action’ — char is CFSP
ESDP, international trade, development cooperation, and other forms of economic
and humanitarian assistance (Title V}.% It should be noted, however, that voting
procedures in the Council would, as at present, vary by policy area, with unanimicy
still required for CFSP/ESDP maers. Second, the post of CESP High Representative
is replaced by that of Union Minister for Foreign Affairs. The incumbent would also
be a Vice-President of the Commission, and would be responsible for ensuring the
consistency and coherence of the Union’s external action (Article 1.40-1).% A European
External Action Service (effectively a foreign minisery), comprising officials from the
Council Secrerariat and the Commission, together with seconded seaff from Member
State diplomaric services, would support the Foreign Minister. The external
delegations, which are currently an exclusive responsibility of the Commission, were
also to become parr of the External Action Service.

As with previous treaties, the Constitutional Treaty provides litrle detail concernin g
the practical operation of the proposed arrangements for CFSP, Experience suggests,
however, that changes of the magnitude proposed would be likely, initially, ro exacerbate
existing inter-institutional tenstons. Anxiety arnong Commission and Council Secretariac
staff was evident from our interviews, particularly in relation to the composition and
location of the External Acrion Service.® The dual role of the Foreign Minister/
Commission Vice-President was also a marrer of concern — ‘He will be double-harred,
how will he tile?". Commission officials fear that his approach will be ‘foreign policy led’
~ that he will ‘represent the Council and ensure that Commission resources are available’
{Interview, Council Secretariar DGE, October 2004).%" Javier Solana himself was
originally opposed to the idez of a dual role bur was subsequently said to be enchusiastic
about the opportunities provided (Intecview, Council Secretariar, September 2004)
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A further arez of potential tension concerns the relartive functions of the President
and the Foreign Minister, where again the Treaty gives little guidance. As previously,
much would depend upon the commitment, good will and personal qualities of the

‘incumbents and, more broadly, those responsible For the aperation of the new
institucions and procedures. .

The reforms proposed in the draft Constitutional Treaty are the subject of
continuing debare. Ultimately, furcher stcengthening of the CFSP is contingent upon
the commitment of Member State governments, not only to amending the treaties
but also ro fully utilizing the procedures and institutions thus provided.

CFSP: policy instruments

The singular character of the CFSP is reflected in the elaboration of treary-based
policy instruments thar are intended to provide a framework for coordination of
Member States’ foreign policies. The TEU (Articles 13-15) provides for:

Common Scrategies, determined by the European Council and intended o
provide an overall, cross-pillar approach towards a country or region.

Joint Actions, used to ‘address specific situations where operational action by the
Union is deemed to be required’, such as imposition of economic sanctions or
appointment of a Special Representarive.

Commen Positions, intended to ‘define the approach of the Union to a particular

matter of a geographical or themaric narure’ and used to promoce consistency
berween Member State policies.

Within the framework provided by these (sometimes indistince and overlapping)
legal instruments, the Union employs the traditional tools of foreign policy — that is,
diplomacy, economic measures (incentives or sanctions) and use of military means.
Since Chapter 8 deals specifically with military and policing marters, we discuss here
only diplomaric and economic instruments of policy.

Diplomacy

Diplomatic instruments employed by the Union include Declarations welcoming or
deploring developments in international affairs, which are produced almost daily,®
formal démarches by Troika representarives, conduct of polirical dialogue and
appointment of Special Representatives and election menitors.

In 2002 numerous démarches (489) were undertaken, of which almosc half
concerned human rights issues, in particular to protest at uses of the deatch penaley
and ro encourage support for the International Criminal Court (Council of the EU
2003).* EU démarches were used ro good effect following the terrorist atracks of
9/11 when, in October 2001, visits were made 1o Washington, Moscow, Iran, Saudi
Arabia, Egypr and Syria to coordinate support for measures 1o combar rerrorism.

While it is difficult to assess the impact of this considerable activity, Javier Solana
is said to find the formal, and formulaic, activities of the Troika fruserating. “He
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genuinely believes that the product of formal visits is less than he can achieve informally
on his own’ (Interview, Council Secrertariat, July 2001). Certainly Solana’s involvement
has been decisive on several occasions in the Batkans, most notably in negotiating the

2001 Ohrid Framework Agrecment chat ended armed conflict in Macedonia, and
. the 2002 Belgrade Agreement rhat provided for new constitutional arrangements
- between Serbia and Monrtenegro. Subsequendy, in Ukraine, Solana played an

important role in defusing the crisis that followed flawed Presidential elections in late
2004. :

‘Political dialogue’ is a further aspeet of EU diplomacy that can be somewhat
formulaic. The insertion of provisions for political dialogue in the Union’s association
or parinership agreements with third councries {see Chaprers 5 and 6) enables issures
prioritized by CFST, from human rights to weapons proliferation, to be discussed at
regular mectings, at levels ranging from head of stare/government to technical expert.
Political dialogue is also conducted with non-associated countries and regions wheze
the Union has established special relations — including, amongst others, the USA,
Canada, Japan, China, Australia, Iran, ASEM, the Andean Community and che Gulf
Cooperation Council. The frequency and intensity of political dialogue varies
considerably.”’ According to one participant who has experienced the confusion
somerimes caused by the Union’s four-member “Troika, there can be ‘more negotiation
with the host country over searts for the EU delegation than over the substance of the
agenda {Cameron 2002: 7). i

In order to facilitate policy implementation on the ground, the practice has become
established of deploying EU Spectal Representatives {EUSR} to areas of concern to
the EU. The EUSR’s presence symbolizes the Union’s commitment, while facilitating
sustained diplomacy in support of conflict resolution and transmission of locally
gained information to policy planners in Brussels.* The responsibilicies of EUSRs
are st out by the GAERC in Joint Actions, which take the form of a mandate.
Inevitably, the effectiveness of Special Representatives has varied according to the
difficulry of the tasks assigned, the willingness of local ellites 1o engage with the EUSR
and the skills of the appointee. Moreover, the operation of EUSRs has, on occasion,
been impeded by cross-pillar disputes over provision of funding and other resources.*
In 2003 revised procedures were introduced for their appointment and financing,
While these established thar EUSRs would be funded from the Community budger,
shortfalls and delays in provision of funding have persisted. In 2005 Special
Representatives were operating in relation to the Middle Fast Peace Process, the
Stability Pact for the Western Balkans, the South Caucasus, the Great Lakes region of
Africa, Afghanistan, Bosnia-Herzegovina,® Macedonia and Moldova.

A further, well-established policy practice has been deployment of missions 1o
assist wich the organizadon and monitoring of elections. These may be deployed
either by the Commission, in the context of cooperation or association agreements,*
or under CFSP provisions. Thus, in 2004, CFSP electoral missions operated in Sri
Lanka and Indonesia, while Community monitors were deployed in Mozambique,
Malawi, Ukraine and che West Bank and Gaza. This last involved some 170 monitors
(forty of them deployed for more than a month) to supervise the presidential elections
that followed the death of Yasser Arafar.”® While cross-pillar tensions can arise in
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reladion to CFSP electoral missions, in Community operations these problems do
not afise.

Economic instruments

The economic instruments of policy remain, as we have seen, locared within the
Community. Measures employed to further CFSP priorities can be positive, in terms
of financial assistance or trade concessions, or negative, involving economic sanctions
or other restrictive measures.

The Commission has traditionally shown a preference for positive engagement
and use of incentives in its relations with third countries. Foreign policy aims in the
broadest sense have undoubtedly been served by extension of candidate status to
ncighbour'ing countries, and the subsequent imposition of numerous pre-accession
conditions and strategies. It remains to be seen whether the ‘everything but instirutions’
formula of the European Neighbourhood Policy will be similarly effective.

In more specific terms, in furtherance of the Union’s political aims in relation to
third counries, a dedicated funding instrument, the European Initiative for Democracy
and Human Rights (EIDDHR), was established in 1994, This is used to promote four
priotity areas in recipient countries®' — promotion of democracy and the rule of law;
abolition of the death penalty; prevention of torture; and support for minority rights
(Commission 2001¢). While external consultants have reported positively upon the
impact of EIDHR funding (Smith 2003: 113-14), it is relatively modest when
compared with the development assistance provided from the Community budget
and the EDE

In relation to Community assistance programmes, the Union's political ebjectives
are reflecred in the numerous conditionalicies routinely inserted into agreements with
third countries. These include provisions on human rights, democracy and ‘good

“governance’ and, more recently, on proliferation of WMD) and measures to combat
terrorism. As we saw in Chapter 6, there has been relucrance to invoke these
conditionalities in the context of the Union’s difficult relations with Mediterranean
countries. Nevertheless Karen Smith {2003} lists 32 instances, between 1988 and
2002, where assistance has been reduced or interrupted consequent upon failure to
meet EU provisions on human rights and democracy. Of these, 21 relate 1o ACP
countries. Interruprion of assistance to these impoverished countries is inevitably
controversial, and the 2003 EU-ACP Cotonou Agreement intreduced special
provisions for consultation with the ACP Group, including recourse to arbitrarion,
in the event of proposals to suspend any pare of the Agreement. Suspension of assistance
has also been used in relation to Myanmar (on a long-term basis) and China, Russia
and Pakistan {(amongst others) for short periods.

Decisions concerning imposition of sancrions or restrictive measures are taken in
the contexc of CFSP usually through a Common Position adopted by the GAERC.
Restrictive measures are not confined 10 econemic sanctions (such as rrade embargoes

. or freezing of financial assets), they also include diplomaric sanctions, such as severance
of diplomatic refations and suspension of official visits, and the imposition of admission
restrictions. In practice, imposition of wide-ranging trade sanctions is avoided in
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favour of measures designed to target specified individuals or groups. Thus, in the
context of the Western Balkans for example, financial sanctions and admission
-restrictions have been imposed in relation to named individuals wanted for questioning
by the International Criminal Court for Yugoslavia. Similar restrictions are in force
in relarion to individuals considered to be supporters of Al Quaeda or the Taliban.?
Frequent use is also made of embargoes on arms exports and export of equipment
that can be used for internal repression. Such measures were imposed upon eleven
countries in 2004. Responsibility for implementation of these measures is shared
berween the Commission and the Member States, alchough the Commission is charged
with ensuring overall consistency and with rasks such as publication of lists of targeted
persons and groups.

A final economic instrument that falls within Commission competence is the
Rapid Reaction Mechanism. This was adopted in 2001 and authorized the Com-
mission to make rapid disbursements of funds from a dedicated budget line. The
RRM is intended to support conflict prevention measures or assist in maincaining or
re-establishing civic structures. Following its first use in Macedonia in 2001, it has
been used in Bolivia, Nepal, Georgia, Iraq and Lebanon.

While assessment of the effectiveness of the Union’s policy instruments is difficule,
recent years have undoubtedly seen a very considerable increase in CESP activity. There
has also been increased external recognition of the Union as a political actor. This is
reflected in the broad participation in the EU-led Stability Pact for the Western Balkans
{which includes Canada, Japan, Russia and the USA amongst others) and the Union’s
role in the Middle East Quarter. Further afield, it is instructive to nore the assessment
of the Chinese government — 'the Eutopean Union is 2 major force in the world’ (PRC
2003: 1). As the Union has become more active, and its role is increasingly accorded
recognition, provision of overall strategic direction for the Union's external activities is
imperative. The European Security Strategy is intended to fulfit that function.

The European Security Strategy: a framework for the future?

Through its analysis of the external context of EU action, in terms both of challenges
and opportunities, the Security Strategy secks to promote a shared vision of the Union’s
role in the world. This is intended to provide a framework for future action, and for
use of the Union’s policy instruments.

With the broad aim of procuring ‘A Secure Europe in a Berter World', the Securicy
Strategy commirs the Union to three ‘strategic objectives’ — addressing ‘key threats’,
building a secure neighbourhood and promoting an ‘internacional order based on effective
multilateralism’ (European Council 2003). By examining the extent to which the Union's
recent activities accord with these objectives, we attempr to assess the potential for the
Security Strategy to provide an overarching framework for EU external policy.

Addressing ‘threars’

In the post-9/11 environment, the ‘key threats’ identified by the Security Strategy are
unremarkable — terrorism, proliferation of WMD), regional conflicts, state failure
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and organized crime. While this 2pproach to threat assessment echoes US thinki
on these matters, the EU suacegy for addressing threars differs considerably from tl;g
US [‘)refe,rcnce for (potentially pre-emprive) military action. It reflects the c)l’ual ‘h d?
~and ‘soft’ approach thatis implicit in the repetition of references to ‘security’ in CSEP
and E.SDP. ':l"hus the Security Strategy emphasizes the importance of long-te
essentially .clvilian measures to address the root causes of external threat fb r;'n :
f:xamp‘lc, linking security and development), as well as shorter-term s
mcll.‘ldmg those that utilize ESDP instruments. pem
Smc:c the third source of threat identified by the Security Strategy — regional confli
sratc'fallure and organized crime — overlaps considerably with neighboirhood in s
and is also dealt with in Chapter 8, we deal in this section only with me e
combat terrorism and che spread of WMD. =

Measures to combar terrorism

.In the aftermath of the terrorist arracks of 9/11 the EU acred rapidly. Its initial
mcliuded an extensive series of ministerial and Troika visits durin Oct bffspz‘:]fgﬂ
which le_d to the intensification of political dialogue and cconom%c ang ﬁcrr: all
cooperation with Pakistan, Iran, India, the Cenrral Asian countries and theagnlf
Coopcr::mon States.” Subsequently, following the overthrow of the Taliban re im:
Afghamsta_n, the Union developed a comprehensive approach to post—fonﬂ'm
teconstruction based on Community funding instruments, despatch of a CESP § lfﬂt
.I-{e.;trcscntatlve and promotion of cooperation with neighbouring countries "‘p;f};'
1n:t1a:l response to the events of 9/11 thus represented an atempt self-consci ' 1 .
conssd.er th? underlying sources of support for terrorism. o
T‘h:s holistic approach was supplemented, from July 2002, by measures
th?t t.hc fight against terrorism’ is incorporared in all aspects of external poli : C;sure
rhlns rime the Union’s approach has been overtly security driven. Thuspin Z:dcrrozn
guide ﬁ.!ture, EU policy ‘threat analyses were developed on a large numbc; of countri .
and regions (Council of the EU 2003: 43). On the basis of these analyses, cou tnes
terrorism r;lcments have been included in conrractual relations with th);rd ::o e
an.d c_echmca! assistance has been provided.” Counter-terrorism has also b come s
prlorit}f of the Union’s political dialogue with third countries (ibid.) o preemes
Ann.-terrorism initiatives in the context of Justice and Home A-ffairs and Pill
I[I- (police and judicial cooperation in criminal matters} have been both s oo
driven and exclusionary in effect. Thus, in relation to JHA matters (imm_cc'-'“_ry'
and asylum), the Common Position on combating terrorism adopred in Dclcg:a“t:m
ZOOl_cmphasized the need for strengthening of border controls and in - Cc;
survc1llance,_introducing a discourse of exclusion thac prioritized security cm:rc:::.mse3
for gumfm rights (Den Boer and Monar 2002: 27). In Pillar I1I, initatives incli[::i:;
production of a commeon definicion of terrorism, compilation of a list of ‘terrorist’
organizations (for the purpose of freezing assers and imposing entry gestrictions)
mtroducn'o_n of the European Arrest Warrane and greatly accelerated proccldt?:c;
for extradm?n of suspects. While progress in (strictly intergovernmental) Pillar 111
matters declined somewhar after the early period of activity,” the Madrid terrorist
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attacks of 2004 brought fresh impetus, resulting, inser alia, in the appointment of
an EU anti-terrorism coordinartor.

- Measures to prevent proliferation of WMD

" The EU has long supported multilateral approaches to arms control and non-

proliferation. In addition to coordinating Member State positions, and those of
associated countries, in internarional forums, the Union has actively promoted
universal adherence to the various international conventions perzaining to these
matters. OF particular significance in this respect was the leadership role played by
the Union in relation to the International Cede of Conduct on ballistic missile
proliferation. Following 125 Troika démarches on this topic in 2002, the Code was
launched in November that year with 94 scates initially subscribing {Council of the
EU 2003: 41).

The Union’s active role in multilateral diplomacy has been complemented by
bilateral initiatives. Somewhar controversially, new conditionalities on WMD have
been inserted into cooperation and parenership agreements with third parties, including
the ACP countries, thus prompting accusations that security concerns are being
prioritized over development and, in particular, the eradication of poverty. Moré
specifically, the Union provides funding and technical support to assist countries
with the disposal of chemical weapons. Russia has been the principal beneficiary of -
this funding. '

Of grear importance has been the Union'’s approach to concerns about potential
development of a nuclear weapons programme in Iran. In sharp contrast with the
belligerent stance adopted by the US government, the EU {represented in high-level
diplomatic initiacives by the G3, France, Germany and the UK) embarked upon a
process of ‘conditional engagement’ wirh Iran. Thus, the Union has made negotiation
of an EU—Iran trade and cooperation agteement, and EU supporc for lran's member-
ship of the World Trade Organization, conditional upon suspension by Iran of its
weapons programme — chis to be verified by the International Atomic Energy Authority.
Adoption of this distinctive approach o an undeniably ‘high politics’ issue inevitably
provides ‘a test case for EU foreign policy’ {Everts and Keohane 2003: 179).

Building a secure neighbourbood

Promotion of regional securicy has been the first priotity of CFSP since its inception,
and the Security Strategy continues to emphasize the importance of ‘a ring of well
govcrned countries to the East and South (European Council 2003: 8).

As we saw in Chapter 6, considerable efforc has been expended in this respect —
mose particularly in the Western Balkans where the EU manages the broadly-based,
multilateral Stabilicy Pact, operates bilaceral Stabilization and Association Processes
and has in post three Special Representatives. Proactive diplomacy on the partof the
CESP High Representative has alse contribured to conflict resolution in the region.
Here, roo, the Union has deployed its ESDP instruments both in Macedonia and in
Bosnia-Herzegovina, It is thus in the Western Balkans that the Union has made most
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ptogtess in pursuing strategic objecrives and in utilizing all available instruments of
policy. In this region, the Union 15 now the principal external actor and its success, as
the Securicy Strategy admits, is crucial to the ‘credibility of our foreign policy’
(European Council 2003: 8).

In the context of the 2004 enlargement attention has also turned to ‘new’ Eastern
neighbours, including Ukraine, Moldova and the troubled South Caucasus region.
Here the European Neighbourhood Policy (launched in 2003) aims to promore
stability within and improved relations berween these countries through a range of
(primarily economic) incentives, accompanied by a range of conditions that must be
met by the ‘Neighbours’. The ENP is complemented by diplomatic initiarives,
including interventions by the High Representacive in Ukraine and Moldova,” and
the appointment of Special Representarives to Moldova and the South Caucasus. In
this region, however, the Union's success in building a ‘strategic partnership” with
Russia remains the key to policy success; and here Russian sensitivities impede use of
ESDP instruments.

The Union’s long and problematic relations with Mediterranean neighbours are

also discussed in Chaprer 6. Of particular significance in the CFSP context is the
multi-faceted Euro—Med Partnership (EMP). Launched in 1995 and involving the
Maghreb and Mashreq countries, together with Israel and the Palestinian Authoriry,
this ambitious project aims not only to strengthen bilateral relations berween the EU-
and participating councries but also to create a multilateral forum for political dialogue
berween them. As a consequence of worsening relations between Israel and the
Palestinian Authority, particularly following the outbreak of the second Intifada in
2000, the EMP has faltered. In 2003, in an atiempr to reinvigorate the process, the
Mediterranean countries were included in the European Neighbourhood Pelicy.
Ultimarely, however, the Union’s abilicy to influence its Southern neighbours depends
- upon progress in the Middle East Peace Process.
* The Union has been concerned with the Middle East conflict from the inception
of EPC and has, since 1980, consistently argued for a settlement based on Israel’s
right to peaceful existence and the right of the Palestinian people to achieve statehood.
Until relatively recently, however, the Union has not been acrively involved in high
level conflict resolution efforts, which have been dominared by the USA. Nor has it
tealized the potential of its economic presence in the region. Neither in relation o
the beneficial trade arrangements enjoyed by Israel, nor the very considerable financial
assistance provided to the Palestinian Authoriry,®® has there been Member State
consensus on the introduction of restrictive measures in response to human righes
abuses or use of violence by either party to the conflict. The chief political contribution
of the Union was thus the atctempt, chrough the efforts of jts Special Representative
{(zppointed in 1996) and dialogue promoted within the multilaterat EMP process, to
create an environment conducive to the success of peace negotiations conducted by
others.

The failure of the EMP to prosper after 2000 prompred the Union to seek more
direct involvement in the peace process. A number of localized mediation efforts
were undertaken by the Special Representative and Javier Selana, including an
intervencion that ended a siege by che Israeli milicary of the Church of the Nativity in
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Bethlehem.* Inclusion of the Union (with Russia, the UN and the USA) in the
Quartet formed in 2002 to coordinate policies towards the region, denotes recognition

.of the Union's more proactive political role. In the past the aceirude of the US

government had been ‘you may take your bag of gold and leave it on the doorstep’
{Interview, External Mission, January 2003). Wichin the Quartet the Union has played
a proactive role, particularly in drafting che ‘road map for peace’ adopred by the
Quarter in 2002 and subsequently published, following EU pressure in the face of
US reluctance, in 2003, Despite the subsequent lack of progress in implementing the
‘road map’, its publication as a basis for working towards a settlement of the conflict
represents ‘an important success for European diplomacy’ (Asseburg 2003: 185).
However, despite the enhanced role played by the Union since 2000, the US remains
the dominans actor in che region. Bur if the peace process were to succeed, the Union’s
aim of becoming ‘a deciding factor’ in the post-conflict environment might, perhaps,
be achieved {European Council 2000: 1).

Promoting effective multilateralism

Commitment 1o multilateralism is at the core of EU external activities. A reflection
of its own character, it expresses both cthe Union's preferred approach t international
affairs and a desire to emphasize its distinctiveness from the unilareralism of the
USA. The extent of the Union’s commitment is evident from references, throughout
this book, to the Union’s role in promoting multilareral dialogue (whether in relation
to the ACP, Euro-Med, Mercosur or ASEM), and to its proactive participation in
multilateral processes and organizations.

In previous chapters we have considered, for example, the Union’s role in relation
to the World Trade Organization. Here, the EU is not only a major player, it acrively
promores the extension of WTO membership o problematic applicants such as Russia
and Iran — provided that such countries comply with conditions imposed. The Union
also played a key role in promoting the Kyoto Protocol to the Climate Change
Convention, including use of its economic power to procure ratification by Russia,
thus ensuring entry into force of the Protocol in early 2005. In the present chaprer
reference has been made to the significant diplomatic effort expended by the EU —
particularly to ensure establishment of the International Criminal Court, bur also in
relation to the International Code of Conduct on proliferation of ballistic missiles.

With the exception of areas, such as trade policy, that fall within exclusive
Community competence, the abilicy of the EU actively to promote its policies in
international forums depends upon the unanimous support of the Member Stares.
Consistency is thus vital, not least since the EU itself is a member of few international
organizations.®® In the context of the United Nartions, for example, the Union’s
effectiveness depends upon the ability to coordinate Member State positions, and the
willingness of Member State governments to permir the Presidency to speak on their
behalf.

Since the inception of EPC the Member Staces have attempred to coordinate their
positions in the UN General Assembly and relared UN bodies, with considerable
success in recent years {Dedring 2004). Since the EU can muster 25 votes from Member
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Stlatcs {and considerably more when candidares and associates are persuaded to vote
with the EU) it is not surprising that the Union is ‘recognised among the UN
meml-)crshi p as a formidable force’ without whose support ‘nothing gets accfmplishcd’
(La;:u':kainen 2004: 5). Ir is in the UN Security Council (UNSC), however, that
decisions are taken on key issues pertaining to international security. Here the su ,erior
status accorded to France and the UK, due to their permanent UNSC membel;shi
is inevitably a divisive factor. Since introduction of CFSP in 1993, however tlfc;
practice has developed of presenting written and verbal stacements on behalf 0’{: the
EU, with both the Presidency and Javier Solana regularly addressing the Securi
Council (Laatikainen 2004: 6).* While these coordination efforts are successful Wh:rj:
rclativFly rrfundane issues are ax stake, the divisions berween Member States over the
2003 invasion of Iraq remind us that consiscency problems continue to impede EU
actorness.

The Security Stracegy, in its reference to “¢ffective’ multilateralism, seeks to promore
l_)oth Member State consistency and 2 more robust approach to ensuring that
incernational norms are adhered to. The two are intimarely linked, in that the Union’s
preference for using incentives rather than restricrive measures reflects, in pare, the
greater difficulty in achieving consensus to employ the latter. Only in rell:Jitio,n o
%\/Iyan.rlilar has the Union imposed a comprehensive set of restrictive measures. While
conditional engagement’ is likely to remain the preferred policy option, those who
are unwilling to engage, the Security Strategy warns, ‘should understand ;:hat there is
a price to be paid, including in their relationship with the European Union' (European
Council 2003: 10}. The extent to which Member States can reach consensus o: the
application of negative measures remains to be seen.

Conclusion

Thf_: z.lim of this chaprer was o assess the potential for CESP to provide an overarchin
political framework for the Union's external activities. To achieve this aim we ﬁrsgt
outlined the evolution of a foreign policy system for the EC/EU since 1970

Fn the face of significanc divisions berween Member States conccrn‘in the
dcs.u:abil.ity of common policy in this area, the EPC system was a ccu'n[.vrc)miseg that
Facdlta[cc_l routine consultation and cooperation, but precluded proactive poli
formulanon: However, from the lace 1980s the successful deepening of poliz
integration internally, combined with the dramatically changed external policy
environment of the immediate post-Cold War period, appeared to provide the
condicions for significant progress towards a common foreign policy. In the event the
CFSP prm_/isions of the TEU, while screngthening the policy-making machinery,
prove.d a dlsap[:-)ointmen[. CFSP remained an intergovernmental process, subject t(;
unanimous voting procedures. Indeed the TEU, in creating the pillar scruccure of the
Union, consolidated the separation berween external econemic relations and forei
policy. - &

CF‘SP nevertheless marked an important stage in the evolution of foreign polic
heralding a perceprible shife rowards the basing of decision-making procedures i};
Brussels rather than in communication between officials in national capitals. The
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ililplICmentation of subsequent Treaty amendments further strengthened the CESE,
notably through the appointment of Javier Solana as its first High Representative.

Solana proved an able appointee, who has contributed signiﬁcantly o the effectiveness

and visibilicy of CFSE A further important innovation was the establishment of the

Political and Security Committee, with its ewice-weekly meetings of Brussels-based
- national diplormars, which has become the hub of the foreign policy-making process.

These positive developments have been reflected in increased CFSP activicy. The
Union is now undoubtedly an important regional actor, particularly in relation to
Eascern neighbours. Bur political acrivity has also ranged widely, in terms of content.
and scope, from proactive support for the International Criminal Court to
development of a distinctive, multi-faceted approach ro combating terrorism and to
relations with Iran. This has been asscciated with greater recognition by third parties
of the Union as a political actor; and a discourse that constructs the EU as a serious
protagonist, providing an alternative to US unilateralism and even a porential counter
to US hegemony (Keohane 2002; Kupchan 2002; Morascvik 2003).

A number of problems persist, nevertheless. The most significant of these is lack
of consensus among Member States concerning the content and direction of policy.
This is reflected in the willingness of Member States to agree institutional reforms, or
to insert provision for QMV in the Trearies, and their subsequent relucrance to use
them effectively, or indeed at all. Coherence, in particular cross-piliar coordination;
has also remained an impediment to implementation of CESP decisions. While the -
marginalization of the Commission from CESP processes has been offset by habits of
cooperation, through frequent utilization of Communiey policy instruments by the
CFSP, in new policy areas cross-pillar tensions and jealousies continue to arise.

An attempt to address ourscanding problem areas, and a further phase in the
evolution of the CESP, was marked by the agreement of Member State governments,
in 2004, to the provisions of the Constitutional Treaty. The decision to create the
posts of President and Foreign Minister, in particular, indicates growing awareness,
even in large Member States, that it is boch desirable and necessary to construct a
foreign policy actor capable of connecting the economic power of the EC o some
form of collective political purpose. Debares about the fucure development of CESP/
ESDP will undoubtedly be framed by the provisions of the failed Constitutional
Treary.

The external policy environment has also provided imperus to the process of
constructing the CFSP in particular new understandings about the nature of foreign
and security policy in the post-Cold War, post-9/11 world. In the context of high
profile, damaging divisions between Member States over the 2003 invasion of lraq,
the need to provide strategic direction for EU external action was perceived to be
urgent. Producrion of the European Security Strategy reflecrs that perception.

The Security Stategy provides a framework that links long-term priorities of the
EU - promotion of regional stabiliry and strengthening of multilateral processes and
organizations — with renewed (essenrially post-9/11) commicment to combat tetrorism
and prevent the proliferation of WMD. While these new threats have become the
firsc priority of the Union, the Security Serategy, in its introductory section, envisages
a comprehensive approach to security. It refers to the challenges associated with poverty
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and disease in ‘much of the developing world’ {European Council 2003: 2). It
concludes, nevertheless, that ‘security is a condition of development’ ({ibid.). In
consequence, while use of development assistance for purposes of security is proposed,
poverty eradication, despite its status as an aim of the EU, is not included among the
Union’s ‘strategic objectives’. This omission is a maceer of concern to proponents of a
comprehensive approach to human security, among them several Member State
governments.

To the extent that perceptions of external threac remain a central preoccupation of
the Union and the Member States, a security focus to external policy may provide an
effective strategy for re-framing CFSP priorities. However, a new security discourse
that incorporates, or subordinates, EU development and humanitarian policies is
inconsistent with the deminant, value-based identity constructed for the Union. If
the European Security Strategy is to provide a framework for uniting Member States
in common action, this dissonance muse be resolved through developmenr of shared
understandings about the meaning of security, and about the appropriate use of the
Union's security instruments. We turn to these matters in Chaprer 8.

8 The. EU as a security community
and military actor

The European Union is a global actor, ready to share respensibility for global securiry.
' (Council of the EU 2004a: 1)

The EU is in itself a peace project and a supremely successful one ... Through the
process of enlargement, through the Common Foreign and Security Policy, through
its development co-operation and ics external assistance programmes the EU now
seeks o project stability also beyond its own borders.

{Commission 2601 c: 3)

The evolution of the EU places it at the heart of major contemporary debates, not
only about the meanings of security in a post-modern world, but also the time-
honoured and defining relationship becween sovereignty and the means of viclence.!
The acquisition of military capabilicy by the Union must raise the question as to
whether its civilian identity is now fundamentally chalienged. In attempting to
provide an answer, we consider, in this chapter, the rapid development of ESDP
and the alternative constructions of the security identity of the EU which it has
stimulated,

In many ways the EU, from its original conception in the form of the European
Coal and Steel Community, was always in the business of providing security. This
role derived from its presence. However, significant developments from the late 1990s
through to the first deployment of forces under the European Security and Defence
Policy (ESDP) in 2003 can be regarded as a eransformation in which the Union
acquired not only an unprecedenced military capability but a security straregy to
inform its use. A substantial part of this chapter will thus be devored to examining
the expecrations and opportunities that led to the formation of milirary actor capabiliry
and the associated decision-making procedures and instruments.

Alchough, subsequent to the collapse of the European Defence Community (EDC)
project in 1954, the European Community was explicitly un-involved in defence
matters, this did not prevent expectations and discussions of a potential military role.
In the early 1970s, when the EPC syscem of foreign policy cooperation was initiated,
fears were expressed that this would inevitably lead to che development of a predatory,
militarized ‘European super-state’ (Galtung 1973). Alternatively, it was contended,



