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Abstract

CFSP’s performance is widely regarded as weak. Why did Europe’s stance in world politics not improve with the
Treaty of Maastricht? The article analyses the present policy approach and the institutionalist and military-
strategic reform proposals. It is argued that policy and proposals suffer from drawbacks leading to an uncompre-
hensive formulation of a Common Foreign and Security Policy. Both do not provide CFSP with a necessary strategy
but instead largely duplicate existing organizations. Furthermore, they propose concepts that are not viable be-
cause member states do not agree on a common defense policy. In addition, they fail to offer answers adequate to
today’s challenges, which are not primarily military in nature. Instead, a socioeconomic security policy appears
to be a more realistic option. It is necessary because no other organization provides it sufficiently; it is viable be-
cause member states could agree on it; and it is adequate because the stabilization of countries in Eastern Europe is
best achieved by social and economic policy—and not by military deterrence.
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L Introduction

With the Treaty of Maastricht the European Political Cooperation (EPC)
in foreign relations was upgraded and defined as one of the three pillars of
the European Union. In addition to the economic policy-areas administe-
red by the Commission in Brussels and the agreements on Justice /Internal
Affairs, the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) became an inte-
gral part of the European Union.

The 1991 decision to establish the CFSP can be explained by five fac-
tors:!1 (1) With the end of cold war-bipolarity, longstanding security struc-
tures vanished and supposedly left a policy vacuum which had to be filled
with a new European approach. (2) The Europeanization of Western Eu-
rope’s security policy also seemed necessary because of the selective with-
drawal of the United States from the European theater. (3) With the
deepening of economic integration, EU’s international role as an economic
giant but political "dwarf” in foreign policy and security matters became
more accentuated. (4) In addition to these aparent policy requirements
EPC’s vague legal status and the weakness of its formal institutional fra-
mework led to the demand for a stronger juridical basis and clearer defini-
tion of its purpose. (5) Spill-over effects from economic to political integra-
tion occured as the dynamics of the single market-project stimulated politi-
cal cooperation. These overlapping and mutually reinforcing reasons for
creating a CFSP seemed to augur well for its future development.

Five years after Maastricht, however, CFSP’s performance is rather
disappointing: EU’s role as an international actor in the foreign policy and
security field was not strengthened and the Yugoslavia-case demonstrates,
that decisive conflict-resolution activities have not been achieved by CFSP.

These factors reflect various theoretical approaches like functionalism, neorealism,
intergovernmentalism and new institutionalism. As this paper does not claim to make

a contribution to the theoretical debate, a further elaboration of theories is not
undertaken (see note 3). On the grounds for CFSP see Reinhardt Rummel, West Eu-
ropean Cooperation in Foreign and Security Policy, in: Annals of the American Aca-
demy for Political and Social Sciences, No. 531, January 1994, pp. 112-123; Roger
Morgan, The Prospects for Europe’s Common Foreign and Security Policy, in: Ar-
mand Clesse et.al. (Ed.), The International System After the Collapse of the East-
West-Order, (Dordrecht/Boston: Martinus Nijhoff, 1994) pp. 413-423.
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One of the main lessons from CFSP’s performance is that it often duplica-
tes functions better accomplished by NATO, the United States, United Na-
tions, or even the CSCE. This applies not only to the Yugoslavia case, but
also to other important challenges to European security, such as the incor-
poration of the former east bloc into a common security framework, orche-
strated by NATO’s "Partnership for Peace". Thus the question arises as to
whether an EU-policy in the security-field is necessary, given the per-
formance of older organizations and the sustained presence of the US.
Even if an EU-specific foreign policy proves to be meaningful, is the pre-
sent CFSP form and implementation the adequate response to such con-
temporary challenges as the stabilization of eastern European countries?
These questions are not only important for evaluating the CFSP and its
prospects for becoming a policy-shaping mechanism. They are also at the
core of the refom debate at the intergovernmental conference (IGC) which
began in Spring 1996.

In light of the widely acknowledged weakness? of CFSP in its three
years of existence, this paper tries to answer the basic question, whether
the EU needs a CFSP, and if so, which kind of strategy and institutional
features should it adopt to meet foreign policy and security problems at the
end of the 20th century.3 It is assumed here, that the shaping of any policy
has to start with an assessment of the actual policy-needs and of the strate-
gies adequate to meet these challenges and viable to be agreed upon by the
EU-members.

In a first step (1) the analytical framework is layed out. The following
chapter (2) assesses the character and scope of CFSP. What is the CFSP,

2 See Ginter Burghardt, The Potential and Limits of CFSP - Implementing
Maastricht (What Comes Next?), Working Paper, EU-Commission DG IA, Brussels,
1994a.

3

This paper analyses the performance of CFSP and the proposals for its reform and
offers a conceptualization for a more viable and adequate policy. For a theoretical
contribution on European foreign policy see Michael Smith, Beyond the Stable State?
Foreign Policy Challenges and Opportunities in the New Europe, in: Walter Carls-
naes/Steve Smith (Ed.), European Foreign Policy. The EC and Changing Perspecti-
ves in Europe, (London: Sage, 1994) pp. 21-44 and Wolfgang Wessels, Von der EPZ
zur GASP - Theorienpluralismus mit begrenzter Aussagekraft, in: Elfriede Regels-
berger (Ed.), Die Gemeinsame Aufen- und Sicherheitspolitik der Europdischen
Union, IEP, (Bonn: Europa Union Verlag, 1993), pp.9-29.
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what are its purposes, and how does it work? Then (3) a short history of
CFSP activities is given and the reasons for its weakness are analysed.
Where has it acted, and why did it not improve EU’s international stance
substancially? The fourth part (4) discusses the institutionalist and the mili-
tary-strategic proposals for reshaping of CFSP. The core argument of this
paper is, that the present policy-appoach and reform-proposals are impor-
tant but remain deficient, because they neglect the diversity of national in-
terests and the existing security institutions and because they fail to focus
on two essential questions: What are the real foreign and security challen-
ges for Europe today, and, which could be the viable and appropriate stra-
tegies to address them? In the fifth part (5) an answer to these questions is
provided. It is argued that a civil socio-economic CFSP is the appropiate
and viable policy, because of the predominantly non-military nature of
today’s challenges, because of member state’s opposition to common de-
fense, and because military security is already provided by other organi-
zations. The sixth section concludes the paper with the basic arguments for
a more realistic CFSP.

IL. Analytical Framework: Necessity, Viability and Adequacy

The successful development and implementation of any intergovernmental
political cooperation depends on the extent to which it is necessary because
other policy instruments do not perform sufficiently, viable to be agreed
upon by member states and adequate vis a vis the challenges it is supposed
to meet. The following framework serves as analytical tool to answer three
questions: (1) why has CFSP not strengthened EU’s role as a foreign and
security policy actor?, (2) does the EU need a Common Foreign and Secu-
rity Policy at all?, and (3) if it does so, which kind of approach would be
necessary, viable and adequate? It is assumed here that any policy has to
fullfil certain criteria if it is to become a policy-shaping mechanism. The
following concept is indeed basic in nature and might seem self-evident.
But considering the often normative, descriptive or vague character of the
CFSP-debate, even evident analytical tools can provide cognitive progress.
Presuming that actors in international relations are rational in promoting
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their interests, the following three concepts can contribute towards an
analysis of policy-performance and policy-prospects of CFSP.

Necessity. When new international policy-instruments are created by a
group of states - as in the case of CFSP - their performance will depend on
the existence or non-existence of other policy-instruments run by the same
actors and dealing with the same issues as the new approach. If other insti-
tutions and strategies do exist in the same policy field and if their perfor-
mangce is by and large seen as successfull, then the motivation of the states
who created the new approach to strengthen it, will be weak. This applies
as long as the new mechanism does not provide any policy options and
instruments (or access to them), which the older approaches can not deli-
ver. Only if the new policy offers desired options to the states, which other
international mechanisms and the states alone can not provide, does it be-
come a necessary step, thus increasing its prospects to be endorsed and
promoted by the respective member states.

Viability. Obviously an international policy approach depends on the poli-
tical will of its member states to agree on its activities. The performance of
an intergovernmental mechanism (like CFSP) depends on the national in-
terests of its member states. Even though the respective treaty text or the
particular interests of related bureaucracies might advocate specific goals,
the actual performance will still reflect what is perceived by member states
as lying in their interest. Therefore the viability of joint international poli-
cies rests on how far national interests of the members converge and on the
policy goals pursued by them. This causal link is only modified if inter-
national cooperation is institutionalized through a supranational actor with
relative autonomy from its creators (states). This applies to pillar one, but
not to CFSP.

Adequacy. The success of international policy instruments depends also on
whether they are appropriate for the challenges they are supposed to meet.
If the strategy and the instruments applied do not address the respective
problems in an adequate way, any policy will fail. In addition, the support
of member states towards the international policy approach depends on
whether the joint initiative is perceived as appropriate (and therefore pro-
missing) vis a vis the issues at stake. Therefore the conception of any policy
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depends on an evaluation of the challenges it is to meet. Inadequate strate-
gies will not motivate member states to support a joint intergovernmental
approach. The adequacy of a policy does not only depend on approprate
strategies vis a vis the specific challenges, but also on an efficient institu-
tionalization of operational procedures and capabilities to execute the
respective measures.

Of course this sketch is an ideal-type concept, because it assumes rational

analysis and action to the extent that

= national interests (of whatever nature) predominantly shape inter-
governmental cooperation, that

= duplication of existing policy instruments lowers the chances for success
of the new approach, and that

m strategies which do not meet their respective challenges, tend not to per-
form well.4

III. Character and Scope of CFSP (how does it work?)

The Common Foreign and Security Policy is an intergovernmental mecha-
nism, thus shaped and controlled by the governments of the member states
in the European Council and the Council of Ministers. The Commission,
which is solely responsible in many economic policy areas (first pillar) has
only the right to propose initiatives to the Council in CFSP matters. Decisi-
ons on CFSP have to be taken unanimously in the Council. Only operatio-
nal implementation can be voted by majority, and only when the Council
has unanimously so decided. This implies that national interests have to be
coordinated on every issue and that every EU member has veto-power. As
a result, only the lowest common policy denominator is often achieved, due
to divergent national interests of the 15 member states. But compared to
the previous European Political Cooperation, CFSP represents integrative

4 History of international relations is crowded with examples of unnecessary, coinci-
dental, and inadequate policies. But such explanatory factors do not provide an ana-
lytical framework, and - by and large - are also not conductive to most policy activi-
ties.
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progress - if only in comparison with the low starting point.> CFSP’s inno-
vations compared to EPC include the incorporation of security as an issue
area of common policy, the above-mentioned right of the Commission to
initiate cooperation, and the possibility of majority-vote.

CFSP goals were formulated vaguely in the Treaty of Maastricht.¢
Article J.1. states inter alia, that CFSP should "safeguard the common va-
lues, fundamental interests and independence of the Union"; "strengthen
the security of the Union and of its member-states” and "develop and con-
solidate democracy, the rule of law and respect for human rights". With
these programmatic aims the job discription for CFSP is more than impre-
cise. At the same time, the Maastricht Treaty does not provide clear defini-
tions of interests. Nor does it specify regulations about how and when to
initiate which CFSP actions. Operational provisions are very general, sta-
ting for example that member states should inform each other on any for-
eign and security issue of common relevance and that a common position
should be reached where appropriate (J.2.). Those member-states with a
seat in the UN Security Council are requested to represent EU’s position.

Regarding the defense/military dimension of security policy, the
Maastricht Treaty provides that the Western European Union (WEU)
forms an integral part of the European Union, to which the execution of
EU actions may be delegated. The Treaty (J.4.) expresses the aspiration for
a European military policy by proclaiming "the eventual framing of a
common defense policy which might in time lead to a common defense",”
Furthermore, a proposal by France and Germany was included, stating that
CFSP-decisions should not preclude any deeper cooperation between two
or more member-states. Thus a common foreign and security policy inside
the EU-member group but outside CFSP was made possible. The Euro-
corps - in which the Franco-German brigade is now joined by detachments

For an assessment of EPC see Elfriede Regelsberger, European Political Co-
operation, in: Jonathan Story (Ed.), The New Europe. Politics, Government and Eco-
nomy since 1945, (Oxford: Blackwell, 1993), pp. 270-291; and Simon J. Nuttall, Eu-
ropean Political Cooperation, (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1992).

6  Title V, Article J.1.-J.11 of the Treaty on the European Union.

Thus it is the "ambition of Maastricht, to endow the Union with a foreign and secu-
rity policy and with military might", Morgan p. 423.
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from Belgium, Spain and Luxemburg - is the most prominent example of a
closer security cooperation of EU members outside CFSP - besides NATO,
which includes 11 of the 15 EU-members.8

IV. CFSP Performance and the Reasons for its Weakness

CFSP has officially existed since the Maastricht Treaty went into force in
November 1993. But activities undertaken since the agreement on the
treaty in 1991 were shaped in light of the new regulations. However, apart
from a dramatic increase in the number of meetings and declarations, no
substantial improvement of the impact of EU’s foreign and security policy
has occured. EU’s role as an international actor in foreign and security po-
licy matters continues to be that of a "dwarf”; national foreign and security
policies remain the dominant feature; and the EU has not developed into a
leading player in traditional "high politics”.¢ The following activities took
place under CFSP auspicies:
= Creation of a Stability Pact to promote a negotiated settlement of mi-
norities- and border-disputes among eastern European countries.
. Support of the Gaza-Jericho-Agreement by providing development
aid for infrastructural projects.
Monitoring the elections in Russia and South Africa.
Humanitarian aid to Bosnia and administration of the city of Mostar.
Continuous attempts to reach a negotiated peace in Bosnia.
Agreements among EU-members on restrictions for weapon exports
and promotion of the prolongation of the nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty.

Besides the Stability-Pact and the engagement in the Bosnian peace-pro-
cess, the EU-activities were of a microscopic relevance and did not require
the CFSP-framework to take place. Regarding the two major activities, the

8 11 of the 15 member states of the EU are members of NATO: Belgium, Denmark,
Germany, Greece, France, Great Britain, Italy, Netherlands, Luxemburg, Portugal,
Spain. Austria, Sweden, Ireland and Finnland are EU-members, but not NATO-
members. On NATO and European security see Catherine McArdle Kelleher, The
Future of European Security, (Washington D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1995).

9 See Burghardt, 19%4a
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CFSP-balance is disappointing because they produced no visible results,
and also raised doubts about the necessity of a CFSP to promote such in-
itiatives. The Balladur-project of a Stability Pact vis a vis eastern Europe
encountered eastern European countries (essentially the Visegrdd Group),
which were interested in discussing their future membership in the EU, but
considered the minorities- and border-issues a bilateral affair not to be
dealt with on a multilateral stage and as topics already settled by themsel-
ves in bilateral agreements.!® But economic assistance and diplomatic
pressures via the carrot of "future membership” did lead to communiqués
on common positions in the issues at stake. In the end, the round-table
discussions produced friendly declarations. In 1995 the Stability Pact was
handed over to the OSCE (the former CSCE), which has offered an institu-
tional framework for such issues since the 1970s. This showed, that the
CFSP was largely duplicating an already existing mechanism.

The performance of the EU in the peace-negociations in the former
Yugoslavia was disappointing because no break-through success was achie-
ved even though the EU tried hard. Numerous peace-agreements were ne-
gociated, in part agreed upon, and then broken by one of the warring par-
ties. But the main reason for disappointment was, that the decisive and visi-
ble steps towards a peaceful settlement were undertaken by others: The
United Nations provided the peacekeeping forces, NATO executed mili-
tary monitoring and air-strikes, and the United States promoted the peace-
agreement of Dayton (Ohio) in 1995. In order to implement the Dayton
provisions, an international force (IFOR) was created by NATO. EU’s
activities can be considered as a contribution towards the Dayton agree-
ment, but were not sufficient to reach a "European” settlement.!!

Assessing the performance of CFSP towards third countries, it is just
as important to look at the instances where it did act, as those where it did
not. Examples are the conflicts in Rwanda, where France intervened mili-

10 See Wail Street Journal, EU’s Struggle to Form Foreign Policy Shows Scant Sign of
Abating, February 22, 1994.

On the reasons for EU’s weak performance in the Yugoslavia-case Rummel states,
that "it was first of all the lack of preventive diplomacy that reduced the influence of
the Community, not the lack of economic or military leverage”, Rummel, 1994, p.
122.

11
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tarily alone; the Irag-embargo, where different implementation was the
rule; the ban on nuclear testing, where French national interests prevailed;
and - most important - the policy vis a vis Russia. Embedding Russia in an
international security framework was not orchestrated by CFSP, but by
NATOs "Partnership for Peace".12 Whether PfP proves to be successful or
not, it was not a CFSP action. And the economic stabilization of Russia was
largely organized and payed for unilateraly by Germany due to its more
imminent interest in Russia’s continuing willingness to cooperate with the
West and in preventing a definitive collapse of Russia’s market reforms.

Stating that CFSP’s - and EPC’s - performance was disappointing, one
has to acknowledge, that this is only true in light of the expectations crea-
ted by the far reaching treaty-declarations and political rhetoric of Euro-
pean politicians. Considering EU’s missing experience in handling military
conflicts like Yugoslavia, it can be argued, that "... the Community has been
doing rather well in this test."13 Compared with the historical pattern of na-
tional diplomacy, the coordination of policies of the EU-members achieved
by EPC and CFSP represent a significant alteration of the traditional way
of foreign policy conduct. As Christopher Hill has pointed out, EPC/CFSP
is mainly percieved as weak and unsatisfying because of the "capability-ex-
pectations gap"!4 between real resources/political will and "talked up” ex-
pectations.

While showing weakness in its policy towards EU-external problems,
CFSP provisions can be thought of as a success regarding EU-internal co-
hesion. Given the significant differences in foreign policy attitudes be-
tween, say, France and Germany on Yugoslavia, it is surprising how few
conflicts emerged between EU-members. Thus CFSP seems to accomplish
the important task of promoting EU-internal concertation and

12 Onthe "Partnership for Peace” see Nick Williams, Partnership for Peace: Permantent
Fixture or Declining Asset?, in: Survival, 38 (Spring 1996) 1, pp. 98-110.

13 Reinhardt Rummel, Regional Integration in the Global Test, in: Reinhardt Rummel

(Ed.), Toward Political Union: Planning a Common Foreign and Security Policy in

the European Community, (Baden-Baden: Nomos, 1992), p. 29.

Christopher Hill, The Capability-Expectations Gap, or Conceptualizing Europe’s

International Role, in: Simmon Bulmer/Andrew Scott (Ed.), Economic and Political

Integration in Europe: Internal Dynamics and Global Context, (Oxford: Blackwell,

1994), pp. 103-126.
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coordination on an intergovernmental level This became especially
important since the single market and the Maastricht Treaty deepened
economic integration and thus magnified the potential economic costs of a
spill-over of tensions over foreign and security issues into the economic
realm.

The reasons for CFSP’s weakness regarding its external activities can
be traced back to three factors:!5

(1) First, there is an apparent divergence of national interests of the
main EU-players towards a common foreign and security policy and to-
wards the issues at stake. Largely for historical reasons, Germany is reluc-
tant to pursue national interests alone and to develop an autonomous secu-
rity policy. Germany is therefore the strongest advocate of a community-
approach towards CFSP and is willing to transfer sovereiguity, as it is
anyway uneasy to act independently in the international arena. France and
Great Britain, on the other hand, show little willingness to give up any con-
trol over foreign and security matters. National controlled capabilities are
perceived as sufficient, and NATO is considered the maximum of interna-
tional coordination seen as compatible with the wish to preserve national
autonomy. This is true especially in the case of the United Kingdom, while
France would make small concessions towards a strenghening of suprana-
tional EU-power if this would imply further control over Germany and a
fostering of Europe’s autonomy vis a vis the US. Even though most mem-
ber states agree that they would gain international power by unifying their
foreign policies, there is a "lack of political will to act decisively as a
Union."!6. Besides the "Big Three" the other member states play only a mi-
nor role in shaping a foreign and security policy: some seem unable to co-
operate in CFSP matters (Greece), others follow the "Big Ones” (like the
Benelux following France or Britain), some play a sound but weak coope-

15 See Stefan A. Schirm, Regionalisierung der Internationalen Politik ? Neue Ansdtze zu

gemeinsamer Aufen- und Sicherheitspolitik in Europa, Lateinamerika und Siidost-
asien, Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik AP 2868, Ebenhausen, September 1994 and
Fraser Cameron, Europe Towards 1996: Developing the CFSP, EU-Commission DG
1A, Paper presented at the Third Castelgandoifo Colloquium, CePSI, 30 June 1995.

16 Cameron, p. 3.
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rative role (Spain), and many would adhere to most proposals as long as
they get enough side-payments from the core group.

(2) Besides the lack of political will, there is a lack of strategic clarity.
CFSP is missing any definition of common interests, of precise goals, and
operational provisions to achieve them. CFSP lacks a vision of European
foreign and security interests which could prevail over specific national
attitudes. Apparently, important member states like the UK and France do
not see the necessity of common strategies beyond national level
approaches and NATO. In the traditional conception of security as military
defense no threats have been identified by these countries, which could be
met more effectively by EU-actions then with national policy, NATO etc.
Given the virtual absence of the classical security threat - military attack -
it becomes more necessary (and difficult) to define clearly what the EU
considers a foreign and security policy challenge. Such a definition requires
a clear concept of the character of the EU itself: Does it want to be a world
power like the US? Would it make sense to become a super-power? Is it
feasible to become such a world power? Or is it more realistic and viable to
think of the EU as an "ever closer union" of states running an organization
(with common bodies) in order to foster economic development, security
and political stabilitiy of its member nations?

(3) The third problem is institutional weakness. Obviously decision-
making by unanimity does not provide flexibility and the ability for rapid
reaction. Multiple veto-points facilitate the mobilization of blocking coali-
tions by a minority. In addition, institutional weakness exists regarding the
fragmented representation of CFSP in the international theatre, insuffi-
cient analyses capacity, and unclear funding for joint actions. The Yugosla-
via case also showed that mediation-power in military conflicts is best un-
derlined by an own military capacity of the mediator: Agreements which
are not enforcable can easily be broken. Thus the loose incorporation of
WEU into CFSP seemed to be insufficient. In general, institutional rules
can not only provide operational efficiency but also shape the expectations
and attitudes of member states. Therefore a weak and unprecise institutio-
nalization of CFSP undermines the adhesion of EU-members to common
attitudes and rules.

13
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V. Are the Institutionalist and Military-Strategic Proposals for
CFSP-Reform Adequate?

Proposals adressing these weaknesses in the academic and the policy-ma-
king realm focus mainly on two - partly overlapping - lines of argument
which are labeled here as the institutionalist and the military-strategic
approach to improve CFSP.

The institutionalist approach refers to the above mentioned deficits
of CFSP. Reform proposals range from the - still intergovernmental - in-
troduction of majority vote procedures, creation of a planning capacity and
unified external representation, to a - supranational - institutionalization of
a communitarian body for CFSP purposes to which member state
sovereignty is partly transfered. Both directions point to the advantages of
majority-vote procedures. But advocates of majority-vote also have to
acknowledge, that a continuous overruling of certain member-states or
groups of them would lead to a de-europeanization of CFSP. It would split
the EU into a majority-group which would be interested in CFSP, and a
minority whose integration into the development of the EU would loosen
up. A CFSP encompassing all EU-members only works if consensus is the
rule and not the exception. But since a CFSP depending on all member sta-
tes will not work due to divergent national interests and uncooperative sta-
tes like Greece,!7 a core-group CFSP seems the only viable option. This re-
fers to proposals of "multiple speed” or "concentric circles”, where a "core
group” around France and Germany would undertake activities, that other
member states could not prevent by veto, but would also not be forced to
endorse.’® A core-group lead is de facto already happening, as the franco-
german axis shapes most of EU’s activities.!® A de jure institutionalization

17 The negociation of side-payments for every decision on CFSP-matters would turn

CFSP into 2 Bazaar.

For the conceptual debate on a core-group, concentric circles and multiple speeds see

Mathias Jopp, Die Reform der Gemeinsamen Auflen- und Sicherheitspolitik - insti-

tutionelle Vorschldge und ihre Realisierungschancen, in: Integration, 18 (July 1995)
3, pp. 134-139 and Robert Tourlemon, Kerneuropa - Deutsch-franzésische Aktions-
gemeinschaft in Sicht?, in: Integration 18 (1995) 2, S. 61-67.

On the franco-german axis see Christian Deubner, Deutschland, Frankreich und das

Europa der Neunziger Jahre im Konflikt von Interessen und Wahrnehmungen, Stif-

tung Wissenschaft und Politik AP 2847, Ebenhausen, 1994.

18

19

14



Stefan A. Schirm: Does Europe Need a Common Foreign and Security Policy?

of such an approach would foster a more active and efficient CFSP but
would put into question the overall European character of CFSP.

The creation of additional policy-planning and analysis capacities lo-
cated or in the Commission or in the Council (General Secretariat) is a
precondition for any kind of more visible CFSP and is widely agreed upon.
This is the reform-step most likely to be undertaken in course of the Inter-
governmental Conference which started in March 1996.20 Unified external
representation is also a basic requirement to act internationally, as third
countries need an "address” to communicate with. Proposals for a suprana-
tional CFSP representation with relative autonomy from member state in-
fluence seem utopian in light of the strong nationalist stance taken by Bri-
tain and others. An intergovernmentally monitored "foreign minister” with
the right to act autonomously on previously defined strategical lines
appears to be more viable. Thus a common representation as well as plan-
ning capacity and majority/core-vote require a precise definition of the
contents of politics, of common European interests and strategies - neither
of which are addressed by the institutional approach.

The institutional debate with the most fundamental implications con-
cerns the incorporation of the WEU in the EU (and its relationship to
NATO). Acording to the Maastricht Treaty the WEU is an integral part of
the development of the EU and can be asked to carry out EU-actions. Fur-
ther specifications on how this might proceed have not been agreed upon.
Proposals range from the full merger of both organizations to the transfer
of all CFSP activities to a "New Western European Union™L.,

Summing up, the problem with the institutionalist proposals is (1) that
they only partially offer realistic steps, and (2) that they do not address the
contents of politics. (1) Only the creation of an "Think Tank" and a selec-
tive fostering of majority-vote appears to offer implementable impro-
vements. A transfer of CFSP to WEU, new institutions or a

20 The French and German foreign ministers also agreed on the fostering of majority-
vote procedures, see Siiddeutsche Zeitung, February 29, 1996, p. 1, 10.

See John Sawers, A new Approach to Europe’s Common Foreign and Security
Policy, paper presented at the Center for International Affairs, Cambridge MA, 1996
and for an overview Jopp, 1995, pp. 136ff.
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supranationalization of CFSP can not be considered viable because of the
opposition of e.g Britain, and because of divergent national interests in
foreign and security issues. In addition, more institutions in the foreign and
security field would duplicate the existing organizations, thus leading to
bureaucratization and a "proliferation of institutions"22. (2) Institutional ef-
ficiency is necessary but not sufficient for an improvement of any policy - it
can not substitute for common interests and strong political will which have
to form the content of politics.

Political interests are at the core of the second approach to improve
CFSP, the military-strategic. This line of reasoning calls for military capa-
bilities for the EU and starts from three assumptions. First, it is assumed
that powerful diplomacy needs military capacity as a tool for threat and
implementation. Second, it is percieved that the US is pulling out of the
European theater by reducing its military presence. Third, it is argued that
any relevant security policy has to include military means in order to play
the most important game of world politics - the game of "high politics™.23 It
is argued on these reasons, that CFSP has to be strengthened by a Euro-
pean Security and Defense Identity (ESDI) and by a European military ca-
pacity to be build up in the framework of the WEU.2¢ Legally the military-
strategic argument draws on the provision in the Maastricht Treaty on a
common defense policy.

The military-strategic argument offers an interesting complement to
the debate, but it too has drawbacks. Since it suggests that Europe needs a
military orgamization beyond NATO it assumes that NATO for some
reasons can not provide for sufficient security. This seems uncomprehensi-

22 Jopp, 1995, p. 136

23 On arguments for a military-strategic approach see e.g. Ian Davidson, Hard Choices
Ahead. European States Need to be Prepared to Pay for Military Independence, Fi-
nancial Times, December 14, 1994, p. 12, Mathias Jopp, Langer Weg - Kiihnes Ziel.
Gemeinsame Verteidigungspolitik, in: Europa Archiv, No. 13/14 1994, pp. 397-404.
For a critique of the military-strategic argument see Klaus Becher, Europe’s Growing
Responsibilities in International Security: Adapting the Tools, in: Armand Cleese
et.al., The Imternational System after the Collapse of the East-West Order, Dor-
drecht, 1994, pp. 400-401.

24  See Lawrence Martin/John Roper (Eds.), Towards a Common Defense Policy,
WEU, (Paris, 1995).
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ble in light of NATO’s recent "excellent health™5 and its activities in Yu-
goslavia (1995-) and towards eastern Europe including Russia. The quest-
ion remains unanswered, what an EU-NATO could have accomplished that
NATO could not.26 The main difference between a NATO-like WEU and
NATO itself would be the exclusion of the United States and thus an en-
hanced autonomy of the EU-countries vis 2 vis the US. This is indeed a
reason sometimes offered, because of the assumption that the interests of
the US and Europe grew more divergent after the end of the Cold War.
Washington seems to be less concerned with European security and more
with domestic, particularly economic issues. Underlining this observation,
President Clinton has actively promoted the build-up of an ESDI and ad-
vocated a stronger European engagement in the continent’s security -
inside the transatlantic partnership (NATO).

The relevant question for Europe is, whether to pursue security
policy inside of a framework which counts on the US as a member or
through an institutional splitting. Creating an European NATO through an
upgrading of WEU would doubtless imply further autonomy for the EU. At
the same time, it would increase the probability of transatlantic tensions
because it offers the possibility for a security policy without and against US
interests. Political conflicts with the US belong to the worst security

25 Pphilip Zelikow, The Masque of Institutions, in: Survival, 38 (Spring 1996) 1, p. 11.

26 It is sometimes argued that an EU-NATO would have strengthened EU’s stance in
Yugoslavia because of the reluctant attitude of the US towards military envolvement
of NATO in the early years of the conflict. Taking the divergent positions of EU-
members towards military action and towards the Yugoslavia-policy (towards Serbs,
Croats and Bosnians) into account, the assumption of a potential common military
EU-action seems questionable. If european states would have agreed on an action,
they could have done so at any time as the US did not force them not to do so - it
only did not want to participate itself in 1991-1995. The other questionable assump-
tion of the military-approach in the Yugoslavia-case is, that military action would
have been the appropriate step for conflict resolution. Just as plausible is the point
that the economic sanctions on Serbia were decisive for the withdrawal of the Ser-
bian support to the Bosnian Serbs which in turn was decisive for their adherance to
the Dayton agreement. That is not to say that actions like the air-strikes did not con-
tribute to a settlement. But air-strikes could have been undertaken at any time by
those EU-members willing to do so. A NATO decision was not a necessary precon-
dition. WEU - in its present form - could have provided a multilateral political legiti-
mation.
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scenarios one can think of for Western Europe. Comparing the potential
gains in autonomy with the potential increase in tensions, the EU has to
make a very careful choice, as its most important international partnership
in economic, diplomatic, cultural and military aspects might be damaged.
The dangers of an institutional split are magnified by the inability - and the
unwillingness - of the EU to achieve the leadership-capacity which the US
offers, as Europe is not going to become a unified state like the US. The
EU will thus - for the forseeable future - not be able to substitute for the
US in military and security affairs.27

Of course, security policy also has to take into account the unlikely
case of the US pulling out of Europe. In this unlikely scenario a stronger
European defense policy would become more necessary and more attrac-
tive to EU-members. But even in this case, it is difficult to find reasons for
the establishment of a new organization duplicating existing ones. Instead,
a Europeanized NATO would provide the necessary organizing structure
for defense and keep the transatlantic partnership involved in European
security. In order to allow European states to act inside NATO but without
the participation of the US the mentioned strengthening of the "European
Pillar” of NATO is necessary. The US does support this step (see below).

The military-strategic line of thought sometimes draws on the argu-
ment, that the EU can not continue to undertake only the "easy parts" of
security, leaving the more "difficult” military portions involving casualities
and heavy expenditure to the US. This argument does not accord with the
facts. In 1992 the EU core countries France, Germany and Great Britain
spent on average 3,3 % of their GNP on defense, while the US spent 5,3 %
(Japan: 1%).226 Considering, that the three European countries are mid-
range powers and do not intend to perform a global security role like the
US does, they actually devoted a relatively large share of their domestic
product to defense - 62% of the GNP-portion the "Superpower” USA

27 "Europeans, in turn, should do all they can to ensure that the Americans remain

involved - while preparing for the inevitable occasions when US commitment will not
be as strong as Europe would like" states Philip H. Gordon, Recasting the Atlantic
Alliance, in: Survival, 38 (Spring 1996) 1, p. 51.

28 See United Nations Development Programme, Human Development Report 1995,
(New York: Oxford UP, 1995), p. 182.

18



Stefan A. Schirm: Does Europe Need a Common Foreign and Security Policy?

spent. Proposals for a European military capacity should also take into ac-
count that Europe does posess extensive military capacity when adding na-
tional forces. The latter include the large and modern French, German, and
British armies, navies and air forces, as well as Britain’s and France’s
nuclear weapons. These military forces (except for Germany’s) have been
participating regularly in out of area deployments such as the Gulf War II,
Ruanda, Somalia, Yugoslavia etc.. The detachment suffering most casuali-
ties in the former Yugoslavia years were French troops, and not US forces.
Considering the strong military capacities of European countries and exis-
ting multilateral organizations, the demands for a new European defense
capability do not convince. Pursuing European security inside a Europea-
nized NATO does not preclude EU-members from taking action without
the US and keeps America involved in a transatlantic security framework.

The rapprochement of France towards NATO in December 1995
shows that even the country traditionally most preoccupied with keeping
distance from Washington has acknowledged the importance of NATO and
thus of the US for European security. Maintaining NATO as the focal in-
strument of European security would prevent the risk of transatlantic tensi-
ons, as it forces the participating countries to achieve agreements and act
jointly in order to operate. Institutional frameworks can not substitute for
convergent national interests. But NATO should also not be underestima-
ted as it shapes member-state expectations and policies that reinforce
transatlantic cooperation.?® Claims for the necessity of an EU military or-
ganization on the grounds of NATO’s "paralysis” 1991-1994 and EU’s per-
formance in Ex-Yugoslavia do not seem convincing: What is often percei-
ved as European "weakness" in the Yugoslavia case did in fact reflect
member state preferences. If EU countries had wished to intervene milita-
rily they could have done so with combined national forces, under the exis-
ting political framework of WEU. A new institutional structure - an "EU-
NATO" - would not have changed nationa! attitudes opposed to European
military intervention.

29 On the policy shaping power of institutions see Robert O. Keohane, International
Institutions and State Power: Essays in International Relations Theory, (Boulder
CO: Westview, 1989).
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While the military-strategic approach is problematic if it only duplica-
tes NATO by creating an identic organization reserved for EU-member
states, it would make a qualitative difference if it would contribute to a
more unified definition of interests, common positions, and policy than
NATO does. Thinking along these lines, the military-strategic approach
does offer a possible content to CFSP in the sense that it provides a way to
define interests and implementation left open in the Maastricht Treaty.
Specific European security interests and capabilities in the military realm
could be defined and incorporated in a modified NATO doctrine in coope-
ration with the US. Such a Europeanization of NATO not only avoids
institutional splitting and duplication but also seems viable because the US
supports ESDI and wants to reduce its engagement via a transfer of re-
sponsibility (and expenditure) to European NATO-members.

Both the institutionalist and the military-strategic proposals for a re-
form of CFSP neglect the fundamental differences in attitudes among EU
members regarding (1) specific security challenges and (2) the willingness
to transfer any control of their foreign and security policy to a common
body. As mentioned earlier, only Germany would consider such a "pooling
of sovereignity"3® in CFSP matters. The specific interests also make it dif-
ficult to conceive a communitarian CFSP/ESDI as a realistic option. Ger-
many is mainly concerned with eastern Europe, France is preoccupied with
northern Africa and its former colonial territories, and Britain wavers
between a global military vision of its former great power status and a posi-
tion of an observer, mildly interested in the balance of power on "the con-
tinent". In any case, there is no consensus for a subordination of national
defense policies and capabilities under a common EU-policy.3!

While the institutional approach seems insufficient because it neglects
the content of policy (interests, challenges), the military-strategic seems to
be unconvincing when merely directed at new organizational features (EU-
NATO) and unrealistic when discussing a unified comunitarian CFSP and

30 Robert O. Keohane/Stanley Hoffmann, Conclusions: Community Politics and Insti-

tutional Change, in: William Wallace (Ed.), The Dynamics of European Integration,
(London: Pinter, 1990), p. 277.

See Nicole Gnesotto, Common European Defence and Transatlantic Relations, in:
Survival, 38 (Spring 1996) 1, p. 21.
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ESDIL The next chapter discusses the question, whether the military dimen-
sion constitutes an adequate answer to todays challenges in the foreign and
security policy area to Western Europe. This is particularly necessary be-
cause both lines of reform proposals - the institutionalist and the military-
strategic - neglect fundamental questions: What are the challenges that
CFSP is actually supposed to meet? What are the strategies adequate to
meet them? What strategies are viable to be agreed upon by the EU-mem-
bers?

V1. What are the Challenges and the Adequate Strategies?
Towards a Socio-Economic Approach to Security

As mentioned at the beginning of this paper, several grounds were relevant
for the creation of CFSP. In light of the political developments and the
analyses outlined so far, these reasons have to be reconsidered. Five years
after Maastricht, some do not seem as convincing as they might have in
1991. The presence of the United States in Europe is still the most impor-
tant security anchor for the continent, as shown in the Yugoslavia-case and
in the NATO-initiatives towards eastern Europe and Russia. The US did
not leave the European theater but continued to provide security. The ar-
gument that the end of the cold war left a security vacuum might have ac-
corded with the reality of 1991 but has been invalidated by NATOs per-
formance since then. Institutional weaknesses of EPC must be acknowled-
ged, but member states were not willing to overcome them in the regulati-
ons for CFSP as discussed earlier. Finally, the argument has to be conside-
red, that the EU as an economic giant can not continue to be a foreign and
security policy-"dwarf". The logic of this reasoning was never very compel-
ling as it just suggests an automatic link between economic resources and
military/security power. Why does an important economic actor have to be
at the same time an important foreign and security policy actor? Unless
there are challenges which can not be met with existing policy-instruments,
there seems to be no convincing reason for a CFSP. So, does Europe need
a CFSP at all?

Yes, it does. Europe needs a Common Foreign and Security Policy,
but not necessarily the one established with the Maastricht Treaty and
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discussed in the institutionalist and military-strategic proposals for a re-
form. An appraisal of the foreign policy and security problems Europe
faces today, reveals challenges which can not sufficiently be met by existing
or proposed policy instruments. The following are considered immediate or
potential threats to EU’s core interests of economic development, de-
mocracy, the rule of law, peace and regional stability:

The countries directly located at the eastern border of the EU suffer
under political and economic instability, which might result in the up-
surge of new nationalism and in internal conflicts. These could spill-
over to the EU in form of illegal migration, the break-down of trade,
the loss of investment etc.

Russia presents an unconsolidated state in political and economic
terms. Economic hardship and political unrest could lead to a weak-
ening of democratic development and market reforms. Nationalists
could - if they seize power - feel tempted to recurr to old imperial at-
titudes in order to distract attention from socio-economic hardships.
As a consequence, EU’s economic interests might be harmed and
even a renewed military threat could become possible.

The countries in northern Africa face severe domestic cleavages due
to socio-economic disparities and islamic fundamentalism.

Due to political instability, poverty and a weak enforcement of law in
many neighbouring countries Europe already faces an increase in mi-
gration and a spread of organized crime directed towards the EU.
Chaos and impoverishment in "Third World"-countries pose additio-
nal security challenges, such as destruction of the environment, eco-
nomic crisises, domestic and regional conflicts damaging EU’s eco-
nomic interests, illegal migration etc..

Last, but definitely not least:

After the unifying force of the cold war disappeared and due to
growing domestic economic problems, the member-states of the EU
face an increased possibility for tensions among them. As resouces
grow scarce, distributional disputes might increase within and among
the EU-states. A more egoistic pursue of national interests might da-
mage European integration. EU-internal divergencies will probably
become more acentuated with the upcoming enlargement to the east.
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The common characteristic of all of these challenges is, that they can not be
addressed by military means. To put it clearly: Of course they might deve-
lop into conflicts which would make it appropriate for the EU or NATO to
intervene militarily. But until then, it is in the interest of Western European
countries to prevent a militarization of the above mentioned security pro-
blems. Insofar as preventive security policy involves "cold" military action
such as surveillance, peacekeeping and deterrence; NATO, the United Na-
tions, and the WEU offer a widely experienced and ready to deploy arsenal
of policy-instruments.

Europe, however, does not face any threat of military attack as it did
during the Cold War. For this reason, military organizations do not provide
sufficient answers to roday’s security challenges. The presemt security
landscape requires a reorientation of security policy away from traditional
military concerns and towards a focus on non-military problems and the
means to handle them. A report by DG 1A and the University of Munich
states: "Rather than relying primarily on defence and deterrence, European
security now requires a multifaceted approach in which a variety of instru-
ments are used together to reduce the risks of instability and insecurity on
Europe’s frontiers and in its neighbouring states”.32 Borrowing from US
policy in dealing with illegal migration, crime and a socio-economically
instable neighbour by erecting physical walls and a special police force
(border control) vis a vis Mexico does not offer an efficient model. By
creating NAFTA, the US acknowledged that economic policy might be the
better security policy.33

32 Bertelsmann Stiftung, CFSP and the Future of the European Union, Interim Report,

Research Group on European Affairs (University of Munich) and Planning Staff of
the European Commission (DG1A), Munich/Brussels, July 1995, p. 8. The report
continues stating: "For security policy to be successful, it needs to be well resourced,
swift and flexible. In current circumstances, it is more likely to be about the "soft se-
curity” provided by instruments such as human rights monitoring, trade policy, eco-
nomic and technical assistance than about the "hard security” provided by military
defence."”

On the foreign policy and security grounds for NAFTA see Stefan A. Schirm, Macht
und Wandel: Die Beziehungen der USA zu Mexico und Brasilien. AuBenpolitik, Wirt-
schaft und Sicherheit, (Opladen: Leske & Budrich, 1994), pp. 103-120 and Paul
Krugmann, The Uncomfortable Truth about NAFTA. It’s Foreign Policy, Stupid, in:
Foreign Affairs, 72 (November-December 1993) 5, pp. 13-19.
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What Europe needs is a foreign and security policy by civil means to
address non-military challenges and to prevent the escalation of tensions
into military relevant conflicts. For the stabilization of the countries of
eastern Europe or northern Africa, additional military capability would be
inadequate and enhanced institutional efficiency would be insufficient. Po-
litical, economic, and social stability requires foremost economic deve-
lopment and the legal as well as political institutions to satisfy the needs of
the population in these countries.3* In order to stabilize eastern Europe
CFSP has to contribute towards fostering participative political systems,
economic development percieved as providing equal opportunities, and the
rule of law. For these purposes the European Union is prepared, as it acts
on the same lines internally and because it posesses a fourty-year experi-
ence in mediating and integrating economic and social policies.35

Promoting international relations along an economic logic lies in the
very nature of the European Union. This is best exemplified by its leading
role in the world political economy, its abilities to shape global politics e.g.
in the Uruguay-Round of GATT, in North-South-relations and in monetary
policy. With the end of the Cold War the essence of international relations
revolves more around technological, developmental, trade- and currency-
related issues, therefore magnifying Europes specific role. As EU’s interna-
tional "power” is of an economic nature, as the real security challenges
have socio-economic grounds, and as EU-members do not agree on a
merged and common military security policy, a socio-economic approach to
CFSP provides the appropriate concept.36

34 A civil "Peace-Concept” for Europe is developed by Dieter Senghaas, Eine friedens-
theoretische Leitperspektive fiir das Europa nach dem Ost-West-Konflikt, in: Cord
Jakobeit and Alparslan Yenal (Ed.), Gesamt Europa. Analysen, Probleme und Ent-
wicklungsperspektiven, (Opladen: Leske & Budrich, 1993), pp. 654-666.

The experiences made in these respects with underdeveloped regions and former
instablity of political systems in member states like Spain, Portugal, Greece and Italy
provide a useful know-how. EC’s structural- and cohesion-funds are examples of po-
licy tools in social and economic stabilization.

Roger Morgan takes a pragmatic view: "If, then, the "high road” to world power sta-
tus for Europe - the road of politico-military "high politics" along which the proposed
CFSP points - is strewn with obstacles of varying shapes and sizes, the EC’s leaders
might be well advised to take another look at the "low road”, that of commercial and

35

36
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Europe can thus focus on its specific strength as a civil power?” in or-
der to promote a "stability transfer™? as a preventive security policy. The
EU has unique experience with the management of divergent interests in a
situation of mutual interdependence. It has large economic resources and a
huge potential for the diffusion of politico-economic expertise - whether in
the technological area or in intergovernmental policy-making. Mobilizing
its abilities for peaceful change through the deepening of international ties
leads to a non-military security strategy for the prevention of conflicts. Ob-
viously such a mechanism must complement conventional-military security;
it can not substitute for it. The question is one of emphasis.

To some extent a socio-economic approach to foreign and security
policy is already in place. But present activities are insufficient, only loosly
coordinated and not incorporated into a structured and strategically direc-
ted CFSP-framework:

= Several activities of the Commssion contribute towards a stabilization
of other countries. The PHARE- and TACIS-programes provide
technical assistance to eastern Europe; development aid (DG 8) is gi-
ven to the "Third World"; the Lomé-agreements on trade benefit for-
mer French and British colonies; the energy-cooperation with eastern
Europe includes impovement of safety-standards in nuclear power
plants etc..

= At the intergovernmental level the most effective civil means is pro-
bably the carrot-strategy of offering full membership to the Visegrdd-
countries and thus supporting market reforms and democratic politi-
cal proceedures by the governments, and giving the population a per-
spective for what is largely percieved as a better future. The Euro-
Agreements on trade provide economic opportunities and thus sup-

monetary affairs, and of Europe’s weight in the global political economy rather than
in the politico-military balance of power"; in: Morgan, p. 422.

See Laurent Goetschel, Die Europiische Union. Sicherheit durch zivile Integration,
in: Osterreichisches Studienzentrum fiir Frieden und Konfliktlosung et.al. (Hrsg.),
Tod durch Bomben. Wider den Mythos vom ethnischen Konflikt, (Chur/Zirich:
Rilegger, 1995), pp. 56-59.

38 Becher, p. 401.
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port for stability in the associated countries.?® The "Stability Pact” of
1994 was a diplomatic attempt for preventive security policy as it en-
visaged the peaceful settlement of temsions before they developed
into open conflicts.

To reach a comprehensive and powerful civil CFSP - adequate to the real
challenges - a coordination of these activities and the development of new
tools is as necessary as a clear definition of policy-objectives, strategies,
and instruments. Therefore a socio-economic CFSP goes far beyond the
present status-quo, but builds upon it. Defining CFSP as a strategy to im-
prove European security by stabilizing certain countries through economic
development and the strengthening of democratic institutions demands an
improved analytical capacity in order to identify potential or actual sources
for security challenges and in order to identify the adequate instruments to
prevent escalation of tensions into conflicts. Defining security policy along
these lines meets the non-military character of actual challenges and re-
flects the character of the EU itself: The EU represents a "trading model™0
that pursues stability and wealth through commerce and mutualy beneficial
international ties rather than through military domination.

In order to improve a civil approach for CFSP, the EU has to undergo
several levels of definition. The first is the definition of interests following
the above mentioned security scenario.4! A second step is the conceptuali-
zation of security policy as an instrument to meet actual challenges, that
are not military in nature, and thus leaving military aspects to existing or-
ganizations. Thirdly, geographic priorities have to be set, acknowledging,

39 See Heinz Kramer, The European Community’s Response to the "New Eastern Eu-
rope”, in: Journal of Common Market Studies, 31 (1993) 2, pp. 226.
40 Richard N. Rosecrance, Trading States in a New Concert of Europe, in: Helga Haf-
tendorn/Christian Tuschhoff (Ed.), America and Europe in an Era of Change,
(Boulder CO: Westview, 1993), p. 127.
The director general of DG 1A mentions six "interests and priorities”: consolidation
of the EU following enlargement; integration of central and eastern European coun-
tries into the Union; developing an ESDI as the European pillar of a reinforced
North Atlantic Alliance; promoting a stable immediate neighbourhood; maintainig
close political and economic ties with the U.S. and Japan; safeguarding the security of
energy supplies and raw materials, in: Guinter Burghardt, The New Europe, Speech to
the 16th World Congress of the International Political Science Association, Berlin, 23
August 1994b.
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that e.g Rwanda, Somalia or Chechyna do not posess the same intrinsic
relevance to the EU as e.g. the Visegrdd countries. The fourth concerns the
identification of policy instruments and the question, which of these tools
are to remain at the national level, which should be handled at the inter-
governmental EU-level, and which are best transfered to the EU-commis-
sion. As mentioned above, several instruments exist at the commission-
level (first pillar). Thus the task is to reduce the fragmentation of instru-
ments and to bring them together under a common strategy and implemen-
tation. Such a strategy must also specify in which cases which policies have
to be applied and with which contitionality. Creating regulations for these
specific questions, the EU can draw on its large experience, for example
with the PHARE-program, and also on the know-how of other internatio-
nal organizations running a socio-econonomic strategies in stabilizing sta-
tes, such as the World Bank and the European Bank for Reconstruction
and Development.

Taking the economic needs of neighbouring countries and EU’s cha-
racter as a "Trading Model" into accound, one of the most effective tools
for a civil CFSP is commerce. Enlarged - and conditioned - trading oppor-
tunities can contribute to economic development and provide a pre-
condition to stability. Equitable distribution of growth and political instabi-
lity have to be dealt with by other means. As liberalized trade also benefits
EU member countries (comparable to the accession of e.g. Portugal and
Spain), a socio-economic CFSP is also more cost-efficient than military-in-
stitutional options. The build-up of an EU-NATO organization would im-
ply heavy financial burdens without stimulating economic development in-
side EU.

But why should member states pursue a civil foreign and security po-
licy through EU instead of approaching it on their own? One can think of
several arguments. First of all, a common approach is more efficient than
individual policies because it avoids duplication of activities, thus reducing
financial costs and political costs (in form of contradicting or parallel na-
tional policies). Second, CFSP allows for a better domestic acceptance be-
cause it is usually difficult to gain short-term public support for long-term
foreign and security measures. Arguing with external (European) commit-
ments national governments can better justify long term policies which do
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not show immediate returns.#2 Third, a European approach provides the
member states with a tool to block special interests of private business by
defining certain economic policies as "European security issues”. The same
blocking mechanism can be thought of vis 2 vis the traditional defense
establishment (military, industry, bureaucracies), whose special interests
can better be blocked by defining "European security” as a strategy focus-
sing on stabilization of neighbours instead of deterrence. Fourth, a com-
mon approach will be percieved by third countries as more powerful than
national policy if it follows a clear strategy to which all important EU
members agree, and if it possesses an effective operational institutionaliza-
tion. Joint EU-actions leave third countries no alternative West European
partners. An exploitation of divergencies between national policies in Eu-
rope by third countries becomes unviable.

Centralized coordination, planning and analyses, and flexible decision
making for a civilian CFSP require some of the proposals made by the in-
stitutionalist arguments discussed above. A new CFSP-body with enhanced
decision-making power and relative autonomy to act within a clearly esta-
blished strategy is necessary. This strategy has to be decided upon in an in-
tergovernmental way by the governments - everything else, for example a
supranationalization, is not realistic, as a "common" foreign and security
policy proved not to be agreeable upon.43

The socio-economic approach towards a civil CFSP takes into ac-
count the divergent national interests of EU-members in the military-de-
fense area, by proposing a strategy which does not structurally interfere
with these differences as does the military-strategic approach. Respecting
national divergencies on the military-defense side and existing organizati-
ons also makes the socio-economic concept more realistic in terms of its
chances for implementation than the proposals for a militarization of
CFSP. Furthermore, it serves the "last but not least” security challenge
mentioned above. It fosters EU-internal cohesion by providing a common

42 I would like to thank Andrew Moravcsik for suggesting this argument.

43 Sometimes the language of politics can run ahead of the realities, and if the idea of a
"Common Foreign and Security Policy” is taken too literally, the members of the Eu-
ropean Community may well come to regret killing the dull but accurate title of
"Political Co-operation”", Hill, p. 124.
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European interest and strategy and does not rely on policy-realms in which
differences remain fundamental, as in the area of traditional foreign and
defense policy.

Avoiding EU-internal tensions in foreign and security policy issues is
an important task for CFSP, not only due to deeper economic integration
but also because of the radical changes in the international system since
1989: With the demise of the Soviet Union the external impetus for integra-
tion ceased to exist. The disappearance of the "threat to unite against"# in-
creased the probability of national divergencies among EU-members.
These could be prevented by internal concertation through a CFSP which
aims at identifying common interests and means instead of duplicating exi-
sting organizations and playing with sovereignity-intense issues like
military policy. To those preoccupied with a potential German "hegemony”,
leaving NATO as the only central defense institution represents a better
means to embed Germany than would a purely European defense alliance.
In addition, divergencies between European NATO members and the US
inside NATO seem a much more tolerable problem, than tensions among
European members of a purely European military organization.

Possible EU-internal functions of CFSP also lead to a reconsideration
of the "dwarf"-argument, which holds that with the deepening of economic
integration EU’s international role as an "economic giant but political
dwarf in foreign policy and security matters” became more accentuated and
was percieved as less bearable.45 As argued above, there is no automatic
need for a major economic actor to become a major military-security actor,
if mecessary security functions are accomplished by existing institutions.
This is true for EU-external actions because of the existence of NATO,
WEU, and national forces. But there is another argument for a link
between the deepening of economic integration and the strengthening of
foreign and security cooperation: The merger of economic policies with the
single market and the monetary union ties the member countries closer to

44 Kenneth N. Waltz, The Emerging Structure of International Politics, in: International
Security, 18 (Fall 1993) 2, p. 78.

This argument was for example stated by the "CFSP-commissioner” Hans van den

Broek, asking the IGC 1996 to define "if Europe’s political influence in the world is
to match its economic power", in: Agence Europe, No. 6342, 22 October 1994.
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each other and thus makes them more dependent on smoothly functioning
cooperative links. The EU became more vulnerable to disputes among
members over different attitudes towards EU-external problems. Since the
integrative costs of political tensions rise, it becomes more important to
prevent negative spill-overs from other policy areas into the economic
realm. Coordinating policy in the sovereignity-loaded and national interest-
focused foreign and security field becomes more necessary.

Considering the growing awareness of divergent national interests re-
garding the monetary union and trade matters leads to a second potential
internal function of CFSP. Besides preventing foreign and security policies
from affecting the economic integration negatively, a closer CFSP-coope-
ration could stimulate a greater sense of political unity and could spill-over
positively mto other areas. This twofold internal function of CFSP - preven-
ting costs of tensions and stimulating union - is best achieved if CFSP (1)
concentrates on the definition of common interests and strategies, (2) ope-
rates where real challenges exist and new policy-instuments are needed,
and (3) does not depend on sovereignity-transfer in the military-strategic
field, which would increase the possibility for tensions and disputes.

A civilian CFSP is also more plausible than a military-strategic policy
because it builds on the values and traditions of European integration in
the last four decades. It follows the functionalist logic of much of EC/EU’s
achievements as it is directed at issues that require improved political tools
(stabilization of neighbours) and it follows the path of decade-long socio-
economic integration in Western Europe. In contrast, attempts to form a
political union encompassing defense have failed ever since the European
Defense Community in the early fifties. Regarding its driving political va-
lues, European integration has been guided by the idea of achieving eco-
nomic development and creating a "security community™’ through the
deepening of international ties as well as the strengthening and the mana-
gement of international interdependence. Projecting these concepts on
neighbouring countries provides the values any political order needs to

46 Morgan, p. 418.

47 Onthe concept of a "Security Community” see Karl W. Deutsch et.al., Political Com-
munity and the North Atlantic Area, (Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press,
1957), p- 5.
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reach consensus - also a continent-wide European security order. Military
capabilities and institutional duplication have not been part of the guiding
concepts of European integration.

VII. Conclusion: Towards a Necessary, Viable and Adequate CFSP

Looking at the actual CFSP, the proposals for its reform, and its potential
future activities, this paper focused on three questions. Which kind of
CFSP is necessary considering existing institutions? Which concept is viable
regarding member-state interests? Which form is adequate to meet actual
security challenges? The argument developed here is that present policy
and proposals do not fully satisfy the criterias of necessity, of viability and
of adequacy. They are instead best met with a civil socio-economic
approach to foreign and security policy which could build upon existing
instruments, experience and consensus.

Necessity. Considering the strong performance of NATO in recent
years, the continuing political leadership and military presence of the Uni-
ted States in Europe and the capabilities of other organizations like OSCE,
UN, and WEU, a military-strategic approach towards CFSP seems super-
fluous. The main effect of an EU-NATO would be the exclusion of the US
and thus a higher probability of transatlantic tensions potentially damaging
European security instead of improving it. As institutions form members
expectations and attitudes, a continuing effort to coordinate policies bet-
ween the US and the EU inside a common institution provides a mecha-
nism to handle tensions. In order to ensure that if the need arises, Europe
could deploy troops available for activities without the US, strengthening
the European pillar inside NATO makes more sense than a duplication of
NATO.

Viability. As two of the three "big players” in the EU (Britain and
France) and some "small players” are not willing to transfer sovereignity-
rights in foreign and security policy - much less in military matters - to any
kind of common European mechanism, a CFSP along traditional defense
policy lines is not realistic. Therefore military-institutionalist proposals that
envisage a community-approach towards a Furopeanization of traditional
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foreign and security policy are not viable. Instead a civil and socio-econo-
mic approach to CFSP is viable because it (1) reflects the character of the
Union as an organization promoting stability and wealth through the
management of interdependence, because it (2) affects policy-areas in
which member states traditionally agree to pursue common activities, and
because it (3) is already practiced in a fragmented way by the Commission
and the Council

Adequacy. To make sense, a Common Foreign and Security Policy
has to be able to meet the actual security challenges Europe faces today. As
these problems are not military in nature, an enhanced military capacity of
the EU and an institutional deepening of traditional security means are not
adequate. Instead a civil socio-economic approach would be the most
effective policy to stabilize the neighbouring countries economically and
politically, and thus to enhance EU’s own security and promote its econo-
mic interests as well as democracy, the rule of law and peaceful settlement
of disputes.

Operating along these lines, the European Union has the best chances
to become a more important global player. It would concentrate on its
strengths instead of duplicating existing and functioning organizations. Its
members could agree on such policies but not on others. Most important, it
would meet the challenges the post-cold war world faces instead of sticking
to inadequate parameters and instruments. If the widespread observation
proves to be true, that todays international system is shaped more by eco-
nomic logic than by military capabilities, then a powerful international role
is best attained by the economic means, experience and consensus repre-
sented by the European Union. When socio-economic and political instabi-
lity is the main threat to security, the traditional notion of defense changes:
Military power becomes an instrument of last resort and socio-economic
policy becomes the first priority.
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