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C.A.P/EPC Transatlantic Roundtable

Europe in the Shadow of America?

Prospects for CFSP/ESDP

17/18 July 2003

The Center for Applied Policy Research (C.A.P, Munich) and the European Policy Centre (EPC, Brussels) held a Transatlantic Roundtable on “Europe in the Shadow of America? Prospects for CFSP/ESDP” on 17-18 July 2003. 

Introductory statements were made by Franco Algieri, Director of the CFSP-Project, C.A.P; Fraser Cameron, Director of Studies, the EPC; Michael Matthiessen, Director for Civilian Crisis Management, Council of the European Union; Mihai Carp, Political Affairs Division, Nato; Pawel Swieboda, Director, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Warsaw; Julian Lindley-French, Geneva Centre for Security Policy; Joseph Manso, US Mission to Nato, Kees van Rij, Policy Unit, Council Secretariat, and Professor Barry Posen, Visiting Fellow, the German Marshall Fund of the U.S. This is not an official record of the proceedings and specific remarks are not necessarily attributable.
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The roundtable was part of the C.A.P’s transatlantic project “Improving Responsiveness”. The C.A.P would like to thank the German Marshall Fund of the U.S. for the generous support of its programme. The German Marshall Fund of the U.S. is an American institution that stimulates the exchange of ideas and promotes co-operation between the U.S. and Europe in the spirit of the post-war Marshall Plan.

Report of Expert Session: 17 July 2003

CFSP/ESDP in light of  the Convention and the Iraq debate

Fraser Cameron gave a cautiously optimistic assessment of the CFSP/ESDP parts in the draft treaty. On the positive side, he noted the dual-hatted EU Foreign Minister, which should lead to greater coherence. He also welcomed the synthesis of treaty articles relating to external affairs. Perhaps the most innovative changes related to the different kinds of enhanced cooperation, which was a recognition that some Member States had greater capabilities than others in the defence field. Other positive elements included the EU Armaments Agency and the potential EU diplomatic service.

On the negative side, there was no real increase in QMV for CFSP but this should not be over-emphasized. Leadership and shared interests were equally important. In this respect the personality of the new EU Foreign Minister would be important. A Solana-type clone would be good. He regretted that the solidarity clause of the draft treaty did not entail a mutual defence clause. The Convention had missed a chance to give the process of European integration a sense of finalité. Cameron welcomed the recent Solana Strategy Paper but indicated that the hard work lay ahead. What would “effective multilateralism” look like in practice? Cameron concluded that the past decade had led to increased convergence of foreign policy cultures in the member states. This was something on which to build. 

Franco Algieri struck a rather pessimistic tone in his evaluation of the Convention’s outcome. The overall structure of foreign and security policy in the EU would not become more understandable and focused through the provisions in the draft treaty. The failure of the Convention to declare Qualified Majority Voting (QMV), the standard procedure in CFSP would result in ever more blockades in decision-making.  Algieri predicted that also the Foreign Minister would become a blocked actor (“a tragic figure”) due to his/her double hat, as he/she would have to deal with different, often contradictory loyalties from his/her colleagues and subordinates in the Council and the Commission. Furthermore, the division of labour between the Foreign Minister and the President of the European Council was not clear; therefore the Foreign Minister might face competition with the President. “It would require a very strong personality in office in order to carve out a really decisive room for manoeuvre for the Foreign Minister,” Algieri concluded. 

With a view to the draft stategy of the EU, Algieri criticized that it was unspecific about how the EU could pursue its interests and about the structural changes that were required inside and outside the EU. For example, the role of Nato needed to be clarified in case the EU were to become a more capable military actor.

Discussion

The idea of the Foreign Minister becoming a tragic figure was not shared by everyone in the room. One participant argued, that the President’s competences were mainly related to protocol, therefore there was no competition to be expected between the President and the Foreign Minister. While some participants supported Algieri’s views on QMV, others sided with Cameron in stating that QMV in foreign policy matters was an unrealistic goal for the time being and not really necessary to merge a common foreign policy culture.

An American participant criticized that the EU had not yet lead a public discussion over the allocation of costs of CFSP/ESDP and warned that this may become a crucial stepping stone for further expanding the EU’s crisis management capabilities.

With a view to the internal debate about CFSP post-Iraq, one participant argued that the domestic debate in Britain about the reasons for going to war and the use of intelligence information may lead the country to question its close alliance with the USA and seek support from Continental Europe in future military endeavours. It was concluded, that, in order to keep CFSP/ESDP alive and functioning, an agreement among the three biggest member states – Germany, France and Britain – was necessary.

CFSP/ESDP in practice 

Michael Matthiessen concentrated on the civilian aspects of crisis management. The aim of the civilian part of ESDP was to combine civilian national assets for joint EU missions. At the centre of EU activity are the four priority areas: police, rule of law, civil administration, and civil protection. The EU was successful in achieving its civilian headline goal with 5000 policemen and 200 lawyers, advocates and penitentiary experts by the beginning of 2003. From 1 January 2003, the EU put 500 police officers on the ground in Bosnia-Hercegovina, taking over a former mission from the UN.

Matthiessen stated that the civilian missions differed from military ones by an absence of national commands. The units on the ground were in direct contact with the Council of the EU. In the future, the creation of a European civilian headquarters might become a worthwile option to guarantee adequate planning and mission support, should the Union increase the number of its civilian missions. As an interesting aspect of civilian missions – as opposed to military missions – is that civilian missions involve the Commission and also relate to first and third pillar issues (such as economic assistance and criminal prosecution). This may promote the erosion of the pillar structure of the EU. 

Looking into the future, Matthiessen foresaw a rising ‘demand’ for civilian crisis management missions of the EU, also outside Europe. The EU had the political ambition for an expansion of civilian missions, and the global partners of the EU were favourable to it.

Mihai Carp explained, that over the previous years Nato was constantly adjusting to a changing world and reorganizing its relations with the EU and other actors and organizations. The relationship with the EU was characterized by evolution: moving ahead as the circumstances in southern Serbia and the early days of the conflict in Macedonia required, the EU and Nato co-operated without a formal agreement in order to prevent war. Now, with the Berlin+ agreement between Nato and the EU, the EU could conduct its own missions by using assets and capabilities of Nato. This agreement not only benefited the EU, but it also brought benefits to Nato, as it allowed Nato not to be directly engaged, and it eased the transatlantic burden sharing debate. Furthermore, it could contribute to more complementarity in defence planning in Europe and North America. Carp saw no signs of a competetion between the EU and Nato. On the working level, relations were very positive and pragmatic. There were many jobs where Nato was the organization of choice (as will be the case in Afghanistan), whereas there are other tasks that the EU could fullfill. In order to facilitate EU-Nato co-operation, Carp suggested to establish a permanent EU cell at SHAPE.

Discussion

Discussion focused primarily on the issue of co-operation and competition between Nato and the EU. A possible test case for this may become a potential mission in Moldova, that will include military as well as civilian aspects and monitoring tasks. A whole range of actors, the OSCE, the EU, Nato, Russia, Ukraine, Romania, etc. have their interests at stake, so it will be interesting to observe what kind of arrangement will be concluded in order to satisfy them all.

American participants explained that in American foreign policy circles there was a growing awareness of the EU’s crisis management capacities, esp. in the civilian area. This could soon put increased pressure on the EU to satisfy new expectations of a transatlantic burden sharing in nation-building. The current discussion over European involvement in Iraq may serve as its first example.

With regards to the Balkans, an American participant argued that involvement of Nato in the region was not crucial. The EU could very well do it alone, and Nato did well in adjusting to the changing circumstances. The only reason for Nato to stay involved in the Balkans was to ensure that the U.S. remained engaged in Europeans security matters. A possible transition of SFOR to the EU should take place in several transitiory steps.

Report of Expert Session: 18 July 2003

CFSP/ESDP and enlargement

Pawel Swieboda made an introductory statement on the new Member States between acceptance of the acquis and distinctive national interests. While the new Member States were participating in most EU military missions (e.g. Concordia), they were doing so more as third parties, rather than full-fledged partners. He emphasized that the new member states had joined Nato first, which strongly influenced their current security thinking. The EU was currently undergoing two types of enlargement on the security front: first, in the geographical sense, that came with enlargement and secondly, with its increasing engagement outside the EU, as mentioned in the recent Solana paper.

The most important recent developments had been 9/11 and the Iraq crisis. In the coming months it would be important to consider the implications of these events and what it meant to be a global player. One conclusion from the Solana paper was that the EU was currently unable to fulfill its ambitions. He emphasized that there was a clear need for an early dialogue between Nato and the EU. The main focus areas for the new Member States were the transatlantic relationship and the EU’s neighbourhood policy. The transatlantic relationship needed to be based on an updated list of values, including new issues such as the protection of the environment. It was important to “cut the rhetoric” that the US was no longer interested in the enlargement process, otherwise there was a danger that it would become a self-fulfilling prophecy. One of the principal interests of the new members was the EU’s new neighbourhood policy, which was “gathering speed.” 

Enhanced and structured co-operation as it is sketched out in the draft treaty of the Convention is a concept that Poland regards with interest and distance at the same time. Swieboda explained that cohesion of EU foreign and security policies was a vital principle for Poland; it therefore favoured the consolidation of what has been achieved so far. This principle also applied to the relations between the EU and Nato. With this in mind, Poland viewed Berlin Plus as the track on which ESDP should progress.

Discussion 

A participant replied that he could sense a certain fear that Poland might be excluded in ‘enhanced cooperation.’ However, Poland was likely to be part of the core group and other countries might be in a more difficult position. A split of loyalty was not inevitable and that the spirit of St. Malo should continue. There was a need to focus on what St. Malo was supposed to do, despite current difficulties. Another participant stated that there was a clear difference to the importance accorded to the EU by France, Britain and the US. 

CFSP/ESDP and enlargement (continued)

“Key European actors are at odds with each other and the US,” Julian Lindley-French said, and this was the fundamental issue that needed resolving. The Europeans had a different concept of how to deal with security. If transatlantic relations were split, then this implied that the EU was split. Enlargement would exacerbate this potential rift because the newest Members were largely  pro-American, he said. Another key problem was the fact that British military leadership of Europe was currently and would likely be in the future, far ahead of that of continental Europe, which had a range of implications. 

He emphasized that ESDP was vital because it was the mechanism of progression of the European strategic concept. The idea that the new Member States should choose between ESDP and Nato was wrong. “As we wake up to the world we live in, we need to move away from this strategic choice,” he said.  Instead of following the old neo-functionalist logic, European integration had entered a stage where it had become part of a grand strategy game.  This is why the old mechanisms, such as the Franco-German axis, would not necessarily succeed in the future. Europe needed to embark on the harmonization of national strategic concepts, therefore the UK as a key player was not to be excluded.  However, the St. Malo process was sleeping because the British were tired of “declaration after declaration” and then country after country sneaking out of it. “It is time to stand up and pay for capabilities,” he said. 

He concluded that in the past the EU made declarations and not fulfilled them; this trend had continued, with the notable exception, that it now claimed to have fulfilled its declarations. 

Europe was not fulfilling its Headline Goals. Member States need both: the EU and the Nato concept.

Discussion

One German participant noted that Germany did not have a concept on the direction for Europe because the government was split on the issue. Many mistakes had been made because of self-interest and election policies. While there is much talk of Germany’s ‘neues Selbstbewusstsein’, its new self-confidence, it could hardly be compared to British foreign policy-making in terms of its assertiveness.  Germany was wedged between the EU and Britain, the EU and the US, and between “western-situated Europe” and the new Member States. The question would be whether Germany would be able to play this “triple role”. 

An American participant added that – in contradiction to the popular view in Europe – the United States was indeed adapting to multipolarity. America could very well live with the EU as another pole in the world.

CFSP/ESDP and the US – shared strategic security interests and the corresponding forums

Joseph Manso noted that on the hard security matters most of the cooperation was undertaken through the Berlin Plus agreement with Nato, which allowed the EU to use Nato planning and assets. He further stated the US saw the Berlin Plus agreement as a major step forward and was pleased that it had worked well in Macedonia. This, however, did not mean that the EU was obliged to use Nato assets, but could use their own assets as was decided for the Congo mission. Reflecting on the issue of terrorism, Mr. Manso said that terrorists had become increasingly radicalized, which had heightened US concerns over potential use of WMDs. Furthermore, it was not an option to deal with the issue of North Korea militarily, he said. While Iran and North Korea were part of the ‘axis of evil’, there was no ‘one-size fits all’ solution. What the US was trying to do was to multilateralize the issue. 

Kees van Rij emphasized that the strategy paper was a crucial step in the EU and that the EU-US partnership would only be solid if Europe “got its act together in the security area”. Europe was confronted with new threats and big challenges and effective multilateralism was needed to deal with these issues. A zone of stable democratic countries surrounding Europe was needed, he said. “The EU will need to be more active and work better and more coherent with the capabilities it has.” 

Barry Posen noted that in the US government there is currently a strong tendency to connect rogue states, weapons of mass destruction, terrorists, and terrorism.  At least on paper, the US has said it will not allow rogue states to acquire nuclear weapons because the administration believes there is a high probability that such weapons would end up in the hands of terrorists and then be used against the US.  Hence, not only preventive diplomacy, but if need be, preventive war, is a necessary solution.  The new European strategy paper has some language in it that vaguely asserts a similar connection.  The question in the US will be, does this mean Europe is ready for preventive wars as a matter of policy.  The question in Europe should be: Does the strategy document actually mean to imply that Europe is ready for preventive wars, and is this actually the case? Is there a consensus on this policy?

Discussion

A participant stated that Iran was not Iraq and that Europeans had different ties with Iran than the US. The aggressive rhetoric of the US was creating anti-American sentiments and led to the loss of certain alliances. The US needed to look at this issue from the other side. The US had failed to understand the culture of Iran and had no sense of its history. One would be “a fool” to believe that threatening Iranians would lead to cooperation on their part. The only option was to open up a dialogue with Iran, not close it, he said. Europe had a better understanding of foreign culture and history. American participants replied that the US strategy toward Iran was to scare Iranians into compliance by threating to use force, but not apply force in the way it was done with Iraq.

With regard to the Solana paper, participants noted that the doctrine attempted a clear distinction on the ‘preemtion principle’ in the EU versus the US context. 

A positive element of the Solana paper was that it took a much more flexible interpretation of multilaterlism. It was further stated that, if Europe was to develop a serious foreign policy, it needed to be grounded in a multilateral system, based on the rule of law. Furthermore, Europe had to find a way to make all of its tools function together. The Commission was worried that trade might become a part of foreign policy, but this was based on the false assumption that trade as such was separate and value free. A participant concluded that Europe would need to bring the means and policies together to develop an effective European foreign policy.

