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PREFACE

This Occasional Paper sems from a series of meetings of an ISS Task Force on ‘The
Coherence of CFSP' held in Paris between October 2000 and April 2001.

Task Forces are amdl groups of expets and officids from member States, internationd
bodies and think tanks that convene periodicdly to discuss a given topic or policy area. They
usudly include a ‘core group’ of members and other participants that join in according to the
spexific focus of each meeting.

In particular, the papers that we decided to print here were first given at the second mesting of
the Task Force held in January 2001. The authors have subgtantiadly revised and updated their
initid contributions in light dso of the ensuing debate. We thank them — dong with dl the
other participants — for their willingness to put their thoughts on paper and to dlow us to
circulate them in the present format. A dightly modified verson of the Introduction is due to
be published in a forthcoming issue of the European Foreign Affairs Review.

All the Inditute's publications are available upon request as well as directly accessble on our
Website (www.weu.int/inditute).

Antonio Misgroli



INTRODUCTION

Antonio Missiroli

The terms of the debate

The issue of ‘coherence’ in the EU's externd action came up roughly one year ago, in the late
Spring of 2000. It was raised by the European Commissioner for Externad Relations, Chris
Patten, first in an internd EU paper then in a series of dmost identicd public speeches hdd in
mid-June a RIIA in London and IFRI in Paris JAnnexe A]. It sparked a broader discussion
that ultimately revolved around the modalities and the scope of European security policy.

In essence, Patten andysed the role of the Commission in the emerging Structure of CFSP and
argued that, much as ‘foreign policy remans primarily a mater for democraicdly eected
member State governments, it was equaly necessary for them to acknowledge that ‘mere
inter-governmentalism is a recipe for weskness and mediocrity: for a European foreign policy
of the lowest common denominator’, especidly in the light of the forthcoming enlargement.
In fact, he maintained, there is a srong need ‘to harness the drengths of the European
Community in the saervice of European foreign policy’. For its part, the Commisson — as the
Treaty reads - is ‘fully associated to CFSP with a shared right of initiative. It would therefore
be absurd, Patten insisted, ‘to divorce European foreign policy from the inditutions which
have been given respongbility for most of the indruments for its accomplishment: for
externa trade questions, including sanctions, for European externa assistance; for many of
the external aspects of Jugtice and Home affairs. Petten cursorily mentioned the fact that the
Union and its member States ‘account for 55 % of dl offica internationd development
assgtance, and some 66 % of al grant ad’, athough he acknowledged that ‘the money is not
well managed’. He specified, however, that ‘EC ad volumes have increased two or three
times as fast as the staff at our disposal to manage the funds' .

After reviewing the various efforts undertaken by the Commisson to improve on that, and
after mentioning dso its regpongbilities for European security policy in specific (from nor
military crigs management to border control), Patten pleaded for ‘the indivisibility of Euro-
pean foreign policy, which cannot be confined to one pillar of the Treaty’ [emphasis added].
If it wants to be more than ‘just declaratory’, he added, it has ‘to integrate three Strands
nationd policies, community policies, and CFSP itself (the so-called ‘ second pillar’)’.2

This said, the EU ad budget proper (EC plus European Development Fund) is not particularly rich: its overall
annual size (presently 12 hillion EUR) is more or less equal to any one of the Scandinavian countries’. In
2000, roughly 2 hillions went to the CEECs, 1 billion to energency, humanitarian and food aid, 1 hillion to
the Mediterranean, 500 millions each to the former USSR, Asia and Latin America. On the whole, limited
resources are spread across too many areas and projects, and the Commission relevant personnel’s ratiois of
1.9 steffers (as compared e.g. to the World Bank’ s average of 7) per 10 million EUR of expenditure.

Patten’s speech at IFRI (15.06.00) can be found on www.europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations. For an
adapted version of the RII1A speech, cf. C. Patten, Projecting Stability, ‘ The World Today’, vol. 56, no. 7, July
2000, pp.17-19. Patten argued also that, in perspective, ‘defence trade and production cannot be treated as a
chasse gardée within the Single Market’, as is presently the case through art.296 TEC. For a comprehensive
assessment of the international role of the EU cf. J.Peterson, Introduction: The European Union as a global
actor, in J.Peterson, H.Sjursen (eds.), A Common Foreign Policy for Europe? Competing Visions of the
CFSP, London, Routledge, 1998, pp.3-17.
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Since Paten’'s intervention the discusson has followed two padle paths the inditutiond
one, whereby some targeted responses have been consdered and partly put in the pipdine,
and the political one, which has become a matter of strong media interest. In both cases, of
course, the fact that an Inter-Governmenta Conference (IGC) was under way played a
relevant role. The issue, however, was nothing new in that it had aready been raised a the
entry into force of the Single European Act (1987) with the fledgling indtitutiondisation of
European Politicadl Cooperation (EPC) procedures. At that time it was defined as one of
‘consgtency’ (cohérence in French) between EPC and EC poalicies, thus anticipating the latent
dudism of what would become, with the Treaty on European Union, the Common Foreign
and Security Policy (CFSP). In Smon Nuittdl’s reading, the notion of ‘consstency’ had three
different sub-texts a neutrd but superficid one (requirement of non-contradiction), a ‘benign’
one (interaction in the sarvice of a common and overriding Eurpose), and a definitdy ‘mdign’
one (demand for some bureaucratic and political hierarchisation).

The issue was never solved, however, and since then the Maadtricht and the Amsterdam
Tresty — let done the developments that led to the launching of European Security and
Defence Policy (ESDP) in 1998/99 — have further complicated the picture. As a result, the
three layers of the ‘condgtency’ issue are gill there but their respective implications are wider
and trickier. In fact, dthough the externad activities of the EC are now concentrated under
Petten’s authority, European foreign policy is now spread across three pillars and subject to
the (dill reaively undefined) supervison of the Secretary-Generd of the Council and High
Representative for CFSP (SG/HR), Javier Solana.

At any rate, the firg tangible effect of Commissoner Patten's repeated interventions and of
the ensuing discusson was the working paper submitted by the SG/HR to the informa
Generd Affars Council hed a Evian, in France, on 2/3 September 2000, and titled ‘The
EU's Externd Projection: Improving the Efficency of Our Collective Resources [Annexe
B.1]. The paper explicitly addressed the ‘benign’ Sde of the consstency issue in that it
wondered whether the Union:

a) ‘ismaking the best possible use of the collective resources availableto it’;

b) ‘exets, in the pursuit of its common interests and in defence of its vaues, an influence on
the world scene commensurate with the externa instruments and resources already at its
disposal’;

c) ‘iscapable of projecting itself, and of being perceived, as one actor’ [emphasis added)].

The paper compared eg. the cumulative diplomatic presence of the Union (15 member States

+ EC) in the world* with that of the United States - roughly 40,000 staff member and more

than 1500 missions vs. roughly 15,000 staff and less than 300 missons® - and recapitulated

the overdl presence and weight of the EU 15 in internationa organisations, only to conclude
that ther commitment and resources were not matched by adequate influence. By the same
token, the paper also analysed the financial resources that the 15 + 1 (the EC) devote to some
chosen countries (Russia, India, Mexico, and Albania) and came to the concluson that there

j S.JNuttall, European Foreign Policy, Oxford, Oxford UP, 2000, especialy pp. 25 ss.

The Commission alone currently has more than 120 delegations, permanent representations and offices in
non-member countries (the first ever was opened in London, in 1954, by the ECSC), more than 50 of which
have opened since 1989. Cf. M.Bruter, Diplomacy Without a State: The External Delegations of the European
Commission, ‘Journd of European Public Policy’, VI (1999), 2, pp.183-205.

The comparison with the US is partially misleading, but remains a recurrent (and to a certain extent useful)
argumentative tool in the debate over European foreign policy goals: see e.g. F.Heisbourg (ed.), European
Defence: Making it Work, Chaillot Paper 42, WEU Institute for Security Studies, Paris, 2000, and
G.Andréani, C.Bertram, C.Grant, Europe’'s Military Revolution, CER, London, 2001, that also deals with the
‘consistency’ issue (pp.42 ss.).
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is room for dreamlining ad and improving its effectiveness. On the occason, a number of
possible remedies were discussed and put in the pipeline, such as the drafting of Country
Strategy Reports, the adoption of a ‘sunset clause’ for ad programmes and, more generdly,
the str%ngthmi ng of coordination and communication between (and across) nationd and EU
bodies.

Unfortunatdly, however, the ensuing political discusson ingde the Council did not lead to
any dgnificant or compdling ddiberation. In fact, the subsequent Genera Affars Council,
held on 9 October in Luxembourg, limited itsdf to issuing a communiqué [Annexe B.2] that
looks largely devoid of substance: it mentioned ‘the persstence of red difficulties of on-the-
gpot coordination’ and demanded more transparency, better communication, coordination and
complementarity between Commisson and member States in providing ad to third countries.
It dso emphassed ‘the importance of having a summary by country of the financid assgtance
provided in dl its forms. Community budget, European Development Fund (EDF), European
Invesment Bank (EIB), macro-financid ad, bilaerd budget ad and bilatera credits,
contributions made to such assstance by internationd financid inditutions (IFls), reschedu-
ing and cancellation of debts. Yet no binding decison was taken on how to achieve dl that.
Furthermore, the Council ‘welcomed the intentions expressed by the Commisson in this ared
and ‘noted’ its intention of raiondidng its depatments and ‘its proposds for smplifying the
management procedures for externad aid” — a language thet is in dl likelihood the upshot of an
internal confrontation over a Commission plan to set up a ‘Rapid Reaction Facility’ that was
hardy wedcomed by a lage mgority of the Councl. Findly, the Council dressed ‘the
importance of common drategies for the coordination, coherence and effectiveness of
externd action’ [emphasis added], and cdled on the SG/HR to submit ‘an evauation report
on the operation of the common srategies aready adopted and on ways of making optimum
use of thisinstrument in the future’ .’

Perhaps inevitably, therefore, the discusson included dso the ‘mdign’ dement. In part, it
was an effect of the media and ther way of ddivering the message, whereby persond
rivalries and confrontations may help convey the essence of policy issues. As a result, in the
media coverage the discusson on the coherence of European foreign policy soon became a
battle for turf between Petten and Solana — in spite of ther dlegedly ‘excdlent’ persond
relaionship — or between Prodi, Solana and the occasona EU president in office. Of course,
the smultaneous unfolding of the IGC further contributed to that, as did the debate triggered
by the German Foreign minister Joschka Fischer on te finalité politique of European integra-
tion, thus a times raigng the politicd and inditutiond stakes in a discusson that dso had a
specificaly functiond dimension.

For additiond evidence, one only has to consder the speech held by Commisson President
Romano Prodi before the European Parliament, in Strasbourg, on 3 October 2000 [Annexe
C]. In the context of a passonate defence of the community method and an equaly passionate
citicdism of the purdy inter-governmental gpproach, in fact, Prodi denounced what he caled
the ‘danger of fragmentation’. He argued that, with the credtion of the SG/HR, the Amder-
dam Treaty provided ‘only a provisond response to a partial need” and that - regardless of
Soland's ‘extraordinary persond commitment which has enabled him to achieve important
and unexpected results — ‘the present organisationd modd is not sudainable in the long
term’. This modd, he went on, ‘confuses the roles of the Council and the Commisson in a

® Cf.‘Agence Europe', No. 7790 and 7791, September 2000.
" Cf. Effectiveness of the Union’s External Action — Conclusions, EU Council press release 12012/00 (Press
364), now on ue.eu.int/Newsroom.
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way tha could ultimately jeopardise both struts of the inditutiona system and exclude [the
European] Parliament from any effective power’. The current Stuation, Prodi added, should
be seen ‘as a trandtiond phase, useful for launching European action in a new area but
destined to be resbsorbed into the conventiond inditutiond sructure, as happened in smilar
cases uch as Schengen’. He closed his argument by saying that ‘the function of High
Representative should be integrated into the Commission, with a specia datus talored to the
needs of security and defence’.

This is not to say, of course, that bureaucratic politics and struggles for power and influence
are not part of the problem. The opposite is true, epecidly if one looks beyond the traditiona
coordinates of the ‘consigency’ debate since 1987 to include especidly ESDP. Since the
Cologne and the Hesinki European Council, in 1999, ESDP has become a conditutive part of
CFSP, thus virtudly strengthening and completing the gamut of policy indruments a the
disposd of the EU as an internationa actor. At the same time, however, ESDP has brought
into the European foreign policy folder entirdy new bureaucratic and inditutional bodies (and
interests) - the member States minidries of Defence, the ‘interim’ Politicd and Security
Committee (PSC or rather COPS, according to the French acronym), the equdly ‘interiny
military ingtances, not to mention NATO - thus potentidly compliceating the origind problem.
This is probably dso why the focus of the discusson opened by Peatten has soon shifted from
European foreign policy in generd, or ‘externd action’, towards ‘criSs management’ — a term
formadly introduced in the EU language with the Cologne Declaration in June 1999 — and
security policy proper. Before addressing this stage of the discusson, however, it may be
useful to take a couple of steps backwards and reassess both the terminology and the underly-
ing set of questions.

Consistency, coherence, and security

The Treaty language - from the Single European Act to the TEU - refers to the need for
consistency: at3 TEU dates inter dia that ‘(.) the Union shdl in paticular ensure the
conggency of its externd activities as a whole in the context of its externd relations, secu-
rity, economic and development policies. The Council and the Commisson shdl be responsi-
ble for ensuring such condstency and shal cooperate to this end (.)’. The French text,
however, speaks of cohérence, and the German one of Kohérenz. Such terms, however, carry
different legd implications. In principle, in fact, ‘condstency’ in law means absence of
contradiction, ‘coherence implies dso podtive connections. the former is more about
compatibility and maeking good sense, the latter more about synergy and adding vaue.
Logicdly, the two tems aso ental different degrees of dricture. For ingance, it is quite
concelvable that something is more or less coherent, while something cannot be more or less
condgtent: itisor it isnot.

From a politicd as wdl as functiond point of view, however, the difference may prove less
ggnificant. Both terms hint a the need for coordinated policies with the god of ensuring that
the EU acts unitarily: dl the more so when they refer to the Union's externd activities, which
are inherently inter-pillar. The assumption is of course thet, by acting unitarily and with a
common purpose, the EU (i.e. the 15 plus the 1 Community/Union) becomes aso, ipso facto,
more efficdent and effective an assumption tha is more intuitive than well-founded, given
that European foreign policy has often achieved unanimity at the expense of effectiveness and

8 Prodi’ s speech can be found on www.europa.eu.int/rapid/start.
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that, in generd, a policy can be effective without necessarily being consstent (as the ‘carrot-
and-gtick’ metaphor and the ‘good cop-bad cop’ example epitomise).

Furthermore, in light of the Treaties, consstency and/or coherence are not a legd require-
ment: the provisons on CFSP may be regarded as guidelines or rules, but they do not fal into
the domain of the EC and, consequently, the competence of the European Court of Justice
does not extend to CFSP. In a way, therefore, the articles under Title V of the TEU must be
considered as legdlly binding but not enforcesble, much as they are palitically constraining.®

The picture becomes more intricate if we decline consstency and/or coherence horizontally
(between and across the EU pillars) or vertically (between EU and member States policies).
In other words consistency, as a minima requirement, and coherence, as a dedrable plus, can
both (or ether) be criteria to assess the ways in which the EU as an internaiond actor
projects itsdf externadly. From an higtoricd perspective, it is arguable that while consstency
has increased over the past ten years - from the cacophonies of the early 1990s in the Bakans
to, say, Cologne, Helsnki or, more recently, Evian — coherence 4ill leaves much to be
desired. Some compatibility and coordination among the member States foreign policies (15)
have for the most part been achieved, with the possble exception of the United Nations arena
(where, however, their perdgent lack is Treaty-based). Complementarity (15 + 1) has just
been conceptudised as a dedrable and rational god: now it comes down to putting it into
practice. Yet synergy, i.e. the ability to add vaue to and multiply the impact of al externd
policies by acting together (15 + 1 + n), looks till far on the EU horizon.

A further sat of quedtions is related to the hierarchisation issue who or what comes fird? In
gengd, it is aguable that a truly hierarchicd foreign and security policy architecture — if it
exigds a dl - is more typicd of an individud Sta€'s conditutiond st-up and bureaucratic
machinery than of the ‘condominium’-type EU/CFSP structure and decison-making proce-
dures®® Even for and within States, however, such hierarchies are more theoretical than red:
in plurdigt systems, bureaucratic politics issues are never settled once and for al. In essence,
therefore, the question is more politica then legd, dthough in principle CFSP and exter-
nd/EC activities should be complementary and not hierarchical. However, if an expandve
definition (and practice) of ‘joint actions and ‘common drategies is adopted, the CFSP remit
would probably extend to the EC. In other words, consistency and coherence may eventualy
materidise but somewha a the expense of the community dimenson. Yet member States,
too, would be increasingly congrained by a consstent and more coherent CFSP. ‘pure inter-
governmentdism is no longer in operdion, dthough it gill plays an important  psychologicd
and presentationd role, especidly for nationd officias and decison-makers. At dl events, a
gmilar tendency to blur the dividing lines between EU methods and spheres is dready
menifesing itsdf in the growing ‘Brussessation’ of CFSP, whereby decisons are incress-
ingly prepared and eventudly taken in Brussds, rather than in and by (or between) nationd

® See H.-GKrenzler, H.C.Schneider, The Question of Consistency, in E.Regelsberger, P.de Schouteete,
W.Wessels (eds.), Foreign Policy of the European Union: From EPC to CFSP and Beyond, Boulder, Lynne
Rienner, 1997, pp.133-151; C.Tietje, The Concept of Coherence in the Treaty on European Union and the
CFSP, ‘European Foreign Affairs Review’, | (1997), 2, pp. 211-233, U.Schmadz, The Amsterdam Provisions
on External Coherence: Bridging the Union’s Foreign Policy Dualism?, ‘ European Foreign Affairs Review’,
111 (1998), 3, pp.421-442. For a comprehensive overview see in particular S.Duke, Consistency as an Issue in
EU External Activities, EIPA Working Paper, 99/W/06.

19 For the ‘condominium’ -model see P.C.Schmitter, Imagining the Future of the Euro-Polity with the Help of
New Concepts, in G.Marks, P.C.Schmitter, W.Streeck (eds.), Governance in the European Union, London,
Sage, 1996, pp.121-150.
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cgpitdls, in a multi-levdl game that no longer isolates pure second-pillar procedures and
instances from the others*

Findly, both coherence and condstency are aso a matter of appearance or, more specificaly,
of how the EU represents itsdf to third parties or within multilatera inditutions. On the one
hand, therefore, the matter relates to the troika issue - that Amsterdam has not managed to
solve in a stidfactory (nor effective) way, especidly in light of the forthcoming enlargement -
and, dbet to a lesser extent, to the role of the ‘specid representatives. On the other, Euro-
pean outward representation may and perhaps should be assessed in light of the Union's and
the member States action in pluri-multilateral contexts, thet is, in foreign policy areas where
the Union is one but not the sole actor. In the Bakans for ingance - where aso te UN, the
OSCE and NATO ae involved in a joint endeavour - they both look problematic. In the
Bdltic region, by contragt, they both seem in place (so far). This is to say that consstency and
coherence have aso an inter- or cross-organisational dimenson. EU member States are dso
members of the above mentioned multilaterd or regiona organisations (let done of interne-
tiond financid inditutions), within which they may act as a bloc, as a caucus, even as a
potential sub-regiond ‘agent’, or just as equal partners.

This sad, achieving consstency and coherence for CFSP today is markedly different from
yesterday. The emphags, in fact, has shifted from the ‘F of foreign to the 'S of security, i.e.
the ‘S that is common to both CFSP and ESDP and that combines diplomatic (the ‘F) and
militay (the ‘D’) action with other, less traditiond and virtudly complementary policy
instruments which do not lie primearily in the second pillar remit.*?

Until the Single European Act, not even the ‘F represented an acceptable common policy
area. Since 1987, the ‘'S was accepted only insofar as it was limited to the ‘economic aspects
of security’. With Maadtricht and Amgterdam it has gained ground, but mostly as an extenson
of the ‘F and insofar as it stopped short of the ‘D’ proper. After S.Mdo, Cologne, Helsinki
and Feira - that have led i.a to the establishment of a European Rapid Reaction Force (ERRF)
and, in perspective, a European Police Force (EPF) - it finds itsdf in a pivotd postion to
shape the role of the Union as an internationa actor.

Higoricdly as wel as functiondly, however, security policy has severd different dimensions
and implications for the EU.

Firdly, it hasan internal/political dimension that can, in turn, be broken down into three:

a) the dimengon of integration per sg, that has been a very effective security policy in its own
right: war among member States is now inconceivable, and the Union has become — to quote
Karl W. Deutsch — a* security community’;

b) the dimenson of enlargement, that has been in many respects a security policy by other
means, and

1 On the notion of ‘Brusselsisation’ cf. D.J.Allen, The European Rescue of European National Policy?, inin
C.JHill (ed.), The Actors in Europe’s Foreign Policy, London, Routledge, 1996, pp.288-304, and D.J.Allen,
‘Who Speaks for Europe?’ — The Search for an Effective and Coherent External Policy, in J.Peterson,
H.Sjursen (eds.), A Common Foreign Policy for Europe?, quot. fn.3, pp.41-58. On ‘multi-level’ governance
see J.Peterson, Decision-Making in the European Union: Towards a Framework for Analysis, ‘Journa of
European Public Policy’, 1l (1995), 1, pp.69-93, and J.Peterson, E.Bomberg, Decision-Making in the Euro-
pean Union, Basingstoke, Macmillan, 1999.

2 For an overview of its changing contents and scope cf. T.Terriff et al., Security Studies Today, Cambridge,
Polity Press, 1999.
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c) the dimenson of cohesion, that predetermines and limits common action: not bresking
ranks has often been more important than acting.

Secondly, the ‘'S has an external/functional dimension, that encompasses both traditiond
policies - trade (preferentid as wdl as multilaterd agreements), aid (development and
humanitarian), and CFSP proper (second pillar) — and new ones, from border regimes (inward
and outward) to criss management (civilian and military).

Thirdly, it has dso a geographic dimenson, tha ranges from the gpplicant countries (cur-
rently 6 + 6 + 1, for whom specific policies have been desgned and implemented) to the
immediate periphery (the Western Bakans, the Mediterranean, Ukraine and the CIS, for most
of which ad hoc ‘patnerships have been concelved), from the ex colonies (a target of
gpecific trade and ad policies and of gspecid bilatera relationships) to the globd arena
(through the UN, the IMFAWB, and the WTO channels).

Fourthly and findly, the ‘S has a bureaucratic dimenson, that is made al the more complex
by the fact that — as opposed to the ‘F and the ‘D’ — it has no sngle dearly identifiable body,
a the nationa or continental level, desgned or entitted to ded specificdly with it no minis-
try, no EU DG or Secretariat, no internationd organisation with comparable overlgpping
membership (neither NATO nor the OSCE qudify, dbealt for different reasons).

It is therefore not by accident that, since its incluson in the CFSP remit, security policy has
never rested upon a dable adminidrative sructure. The Commisson itsdf has undergone
severd reorganisations in this area since 1993. Initidly it separated externa economic (DG 1)
and palitica (DG 1 A) affars, then (with Jacques Santer) it divided them geogrephicaly and
among severd Commissoners and Directorates-Generd. With Romano Prodi, a long lag, it
has concentrated them in two man DG — Rdex and Enlagement — that now share the
Charlemagne building with DG Trade. Moreover, some functions have been outsourced, other
ones remain spread across the pillars, and the Council Secretariat’s DG E is another relevant
bureaucratic actor to be reckoned with. Findly, the Amsterdam Treaty has edtablished the
function of High Representaive for CFSP and the Policy Planning Unit (PPU, initidly
definedlgas Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit), and the Nice Treaty has added the
COPS.

All this is to say that the EU has not yet completed its trangtion from a purely and genuindy
‘civilian power' — as it certainly was a the outset and long afterwards™® — to a fully-fledged
international actor in its own right that ams to project security beyond its borders. The
completion of such transtion is Hill open-ended and hardly a foregone concluson: the ‘S of
European security policy lies @ a critical juncture aong that way. Hence the primary impor-
tance and politicd relevance of its congstency and coherence with other EU policies.

13 see D.Spence, Foreign Ministriesin National and European Context, in B.Hocking (ed.), Foreign Ministries:
Change and Adaptation, Basingstoke, Macmillan, 1999, pp.247-268.

14 For the original notion of ‘civilian power’ see F.Duchéne, The European Community and the Uncertainties of
Interdependence, in M.Kohnstamm, W.Hager (eds.), A Nation Writ Large? Foreign-Policy Problems before
the European Community, London, Macmillan, 1973, pp.1-21. For more recent variations on the same theme
cf. R.Rosencrance, The European Union: A New Type of International Actor, in J.Zielonka (ed.), Paradoxes
of European Foreign Policy, The Hague, Kluwer, 1998, pp.15-24; and G.Therborn, Europe in the 21% Cen-
tury: The World' s Scandinavia, ‘Irish Studiesin International Affairs’, 8, 1997, pp.21-34.
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Conflict prevention and crisis management

It should therefore come as no surprise that the subsequent discusson on the consstency and
coherence of European security policy has centred upon conflict prevention and criss
management. Once again, the terminology is hardly new: in this case, however, it sems from
the internationa rather than the specificdly European discourse. In fact, the ways in which a
crigs dtuation can be prevented from escdding into violent conflict have long been the
object of a rich academic literature, mostly linked to peace research as much as to the fied
activities of the UN and its agencies™® According to such literature, conflict prevention is seen
as encompassing a wide aray of indruments (politicd, economic and military) as well as of
types of action related to the various causes (structura, proximate, and occasond) of a given
crigs. In turn, crisis management proper is seen as more contingency-oriented and short-term,
and may imply a more direct use of militay means (peace-enforcement and peace-keeping)
and ‘negativeé diplomacy (sanctions, embargoes, freezing of rdations). As such, crigs
management entails criSs assessment, criSs response and  termination, and podt-criss
rehabilitation or peace-building (which, in turn, may become a tool to prevent the recurrence
of the same conflict in the future).

Generdly spesking, however, the dividing lines between the two sets of policies may a times
be fuzzy and the tools — especidly from the EU’s perspective — may very often be roughly the
same they are only gpplied in different mixes and blends according to the specific nature of
the crisis, its tempora stage and its geographica location.’®.. This incidentdly, is dso what
makes cong stency and coherence so crucid for their effective use.

The new focus of the EU on conflict prevention and criss management met a specific
bureaucratic interest - that of the Commission, in whose remit fdl many aspects of conflict
prevention - and a contingent politica interest: that of the forthcoming Swedish presdency of
the Union, which saw in that an opportunity to play on its national strengths and to convey to
its domestic public opinion a more acceptable and familiar image of CFSP/ESDP. More
generdly, the emphass on conflict prevention and on dvilian (as diginct from military) criss
management served a broader purpose. In fact, some member States fdt ill at ease with the
dleged ‘militaristion’ of CFSP that the momentum following Cologne and Helsnki seemed
to have produced. Moreover, conflict prevention and civilian criss management as policy
goas appeared comparatively less controversa among the Fifteen, and dso less demanding
on resources. Actudly, most of them were dready there, a the national or European or
multilaterd level. They just required better coordination and synergy.

As a consequence, the fird red internd (and ‘benign’) EU exercise in this direction was made
in the run-up to the Nice European Council - on the basis of a mandate given by the previous
Council hdd in Fera - when the SG/HR and the Commission jointly delivered a paper on
‘Improving the Coherence and Effectiveness of the European Union Action in the Fed of
Conflict Prevention’” [Annexe D.1]. The am of the paper was to ‘reaffirm and mantan
conflict prevention as a fixed priority of EU externd action’, to establish ‘priorities for action’

15 Cf. JSNye jr., Understanding International Conflicts: An Introduction to Theory and History, New York,
Harper & Coallins, 1993; M.S.Lund, Preventing Violent Conflicts: A Strategy for Preventive Diplomacy,
Washington (D.C.), US Institute for Peace Press, 1996; |.W.Zartman, L.Rasmussen (eds.), Peacemaking in
International Conflict, Washington (D.C.), US Institute for Peace Press, 1997.

16 For an overview see P.Cross, G.Rasamoelina (eds)), Conflict Prevention Policy of the European Union:
Recent Engagements, Future Instruments, SWP-CPN Yearbook 1998/1999, Baden-Baden, Nomos, 1999;
M.Lund, G.Rasamoelina (eds.), The Impact of Conflict Prevention Policy: Cases, Measures, Assessments,
SWP-CPN Y earbook 1999/2000, Baden-Baden, Nomos, 2000.
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in the fidd in order to become ‘progressively more pro-active and less reactive’. The man

challenges ahead, as pinpointed by the paper, conssted therefore mainly in:

a) ensuring ‘the coherent use of what is now a very broad range of resources (..) better
integrating development, trade, economic and humanitarian ingruments with CFSP in
struments and civilian and military capabilities for criss marnegement’;

b) deploying ‘those resources in atimely, comprehensive and integrated way’;

c) developing ‘targeted common approaches to countries and regions a risk of conflict
taking into account of CFSP, development, trade, economic, and justice and home affairs .

To this end, the paper gave a lig of short-term key recommendations that basicdly reterated

the need for more horizontal and more cross-organisational coherence, while inviting the

COPS to edablish its role as ‘a focd point in developing conflict prevention policies in

CFSP and ESDP."

However much the paper represented an important starting point, it did not redly tackle the
thorniest (and potentidly ‘mdign’) issues that arose from the new chadlenges. Moreover, both
the SG/HR and the Commission also addressed the same topic separately. Solana presented a
short autonomous ‘contribution’ on ‘Procedures for Comprehensve, Coherent Criss Man
agement:. Reference Framework’ [Annexe D.2] that dedt more specificdly with the horizon-
tal and vertical dimendons of coherence. The contribution - of which the European Coundil
took ‘note’ - correctly pointed out that a criss management policy must be responsve and
bring results in order to gan and enhance credibility. As a community governed by law,
however, the Union ‘cannot contemplate any derogation from the provisons governing the
atributions and powers of its ingitutions and bodies, starting with the Commission’s right of
initiative and the implementation of the indruments that fal within its competence’. In this
context, the SG/HR concluded that ‘to ensure effectiveness in inditutiond coherence [.] it is
esentid that a single body should have access to dl the information, proposds and initiatives
relating to the criss involved in order to meke a globa assessment’ [emphasis added]. Such
body, in Solana's view and following the conclusons of the Hesnki summit, could only be
the COPS. The paper ds0 dressed that ‘dl the civilian and military means available should be
cgpable of being mobilised as reguired by esch individud criss, thus underlying the impor-
tance of the vericd dimenson of coherence. And mantained that ‘without a permanent
centrd coordination body and drategic supervison, there can be no guarantee that our
collective efforts will be brought together in the desired time sequence. Findly, the SG/HR
argued that a specific CFSP joint action should be drafted in order to define the appropriate
crisis management procedures. ..

At roughly the same time, the Commisson initisted an internd exercise on conflict preven:
tion policy guiddines that would eventudly lead to a detalled and comprehensve ‘Communi-
cation’ officidly deivered on 11 April 2001 [Annexe F]. The document pursued four man
objectives, namely:

- ahieving a more sysematic and coordinated use of community indruments, in particular
externa cooperation programmes;

- improving the efficdency of actions by deveoping specific methods to identify and fight
againg the root causes of conflicts a an early stage {nstead of only addressing the symp-
toms a times of acute crises);

- improving the capacity of the EU to react quickly to nascent conflicts; and

7 The paper can be found on http://ue.eu.int/Newsroomas well as http://ue.eu.int/Solana.
18 The ‘contribution’ can be found on http://eu.ue.int/Newsroomas well as http:/eu.ue.int/Solana.
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- promoting targeted internationa cooperation on conflict prevention with dl the EU's
principa partners.

More specificdly - and for the limited purpose of the present andyss - the document entailed
a lig of recommendations that drew an important distinction between long-term and short-
term conflict prevention. Accordingly, community policies and insruments would be para
mount for the former, horizonta and verticad coherence crucid for the latter, while cross
organisationa coherence would be an essentid complement - in terms of both legitimacy and
effectiveness - for both. ™

Taken together, the SG/HR's ‘contribution’ and the Commisson’'s Communication conditute
important steps forward in the discusson. Solana underlined the need to combine consstency
and effectiveness by centralisng the drategic control of EU criss management in the COPS
and by cdling upon the Councll in dl its various configurations (induding the Ecofin and the
JHAC). Patten underlined the need to set targeted indicators to assess the conflict potentid in
given areas and to improve on the indruments dresdy avalable to the Union. Both acknowi-
edged the need for a common politicd will in managing short-term crises and overcoming the
potentia lack of coherence indde the legdly and bureaucraticdly fragmented European
security policy system. Both dso acknowledged the need for cross-organisational coherence,
dthough the internationdl interlocutors may vary according to the stage and geographica
location of a given crigs In fact, if the UN is equdly important in al phases, OSCE and
international financid inditutions may be more reevant to long-term conflict prevention, and
NATO to short-teem criSs management. Findly, both acknowledged that coherence is not
only desirable but also indispensable.

This sad, unless a legdly more condraining framework is established - in the shape of a joint
action, as suggested by Solana, and/or in the context of the Treaty review set for 2004 - the
potentia for occasond turf batles and ‘mdign’ initiatives and interpretations is there to dtay.
On the one hand, of course it is difficult to set detalled procedures without ever having
‘managed’ a criss as European Union. In addition, actua crises — especidly those where the
military component (the ‘D’) plays a centrd role - tend to generate practices that often
circumvent or even contradict previoudy agreed mechanisms. the impact of the Kosovo
conflict on NATO dructures is a good case in point. On the other hand, the Union is a legd
community, and its coheson and legitimacy rest upon the consensud codification of common
rules of mnduct and action: even in the redm of CFSP, in fact, it is difficult to ignore how far
‘legdistion’ has gone dnce its edablishment, and how deeply it has affected policy imple-
mentation.*

As long as European security policy is in the making, therefore, it could be as wise as it is

inescgpable to initidly stick to the provison whereby a ‘criss is such — and therefore triggers

dl the ad hoc procedures and bodies related to that — only when the Council so decides.

Accordingly, the Union would get down to ‘managing’ a cridgs only when the Council comes

to the unanimous politica judgement that:

a) agiven crigs affects the common interests of the member States;

b) acting on the part of the Union can make a difference;

¢) the Union has dl the required means b tackle and possbly solve that crids, i.e. adequate
means for crisis response and termination.

19 The ‘ Communication’ can be found on http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/cfsp/news.
20 See M.E.Smith, Diplomacy by Decree: The Legalization of EU Foreign Policy, ‘Journa of Common Market
Studies’, IXL (2001), 1, pp.79-104.
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What may prove decisve in this scenario, however, is the exisence of an adequate common
crisis assessment capacity. Such capacity would have to goply to dl the possble stages of
crigs management but especidly to the critical passage to early action, tha is expected to
bridge the gap between prevention and response. It would aso cal for a maximum of coher-
ence verticd, horizonta, and cross-organisationd. Yet, for the time being, the only Structures
it can rely upon — gpart from the member States own — are:

- on the Commission’s side, the Conflict Prevention Network (CPN), origindly set up in 1997
and managed by the Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, and the newly edtablished Rapid
Reaction Mechanism,

- on the Council’s side, the PPU (dong with its Situation Centre) and the fledgling COPS
with its military bodies, on which rest dso the competence for criss response and termination
(in possible conjunction with NATO).

Post-criss rehahilitation and peace-building, in turn, are expected to involve a wider st of
inditutional (the Council and the Commission), internationd (IFls, UN, OSCE) and non
governmenta actors.

Nice and after
Did the Nice European Council fundamentally change the picture?

As regards the IGC proper, the new Treaty has indeed smplified it by bascadly doing away
with the WEU (at.17 TEU) and by giving the COPS - as dready mentioned - the key role in
crigs management (art.25 TEU). In the former case, the previous wording had dready
become obsolete with the Cologne and the Helsnki Declaration: the gain here is manly
functiond in that the EU does not need to ‘outsource military criSs management to a
separate, if relaed (dso through patidly overlgoping membership), internationdl organisa
tion?! In the later case, the eventud outcome was hardly a foregone conclusion: in fact,
member States were a odds over the opportunity to ‘legdise ESDP (and, if so, to what
extent), and only the tenacity of a few of them made it possble to at least insert the PSC - but
neither the Military Committee (MC) nor the Military Staff (MS) organisation - in the Tresty.
In addition, it is worth noting that the de facto disappearance of the previous Politicd Com-
mittee (Po.Co.) that used to steer the CFSP - its role shdl be limited to offica meetings with
third countries and findisng preparations for European Councils - further consolidates the
‘Brussdlsisation’ of CFSP. According to the new text, the role of the COPS entals early
warning (¢ .. shadl monitor the internationd dtuation in the areas covered by the CFSP),
evauating and presenting possible responses (* .. shal contribute to the definition of policies
by deivering options to the Council’), keeping an eye on their subsequent development (* ..
shdl monitor the implementation of agreed policies) and, on certan conditions, carrying
them out directly (* .. shdl exercise politicd control and drategic direction of criss manage-

21 As aresult, there will be less need for cross-organizational coherence and more efficiency. A tentative ‘flow-
chart’ drawn up on the occasion of a joint exercise held in June 1998 between EU and WEU in order to ‘test’
the Amsterdam provisions, in fact, showed that no fewer than 25 distinct procedural steps across the two
organizations might have been necessary to trigger the management of an international crisis. The steps would
have amounted to 37 (or 45, depending on the type of interface) if NATO assets were to be used. See WEU
CM (98) 39, Modus Operandi of Article J.4.2/Article 17.3 and Flow Chart (13 November 1998).
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ment operations). The new art.25, in other words, creates the legd basis for criss manage-
ment — by aso induding the term itslf in the TEU for the first time?2

However, the Nice Treaty addresses the issue of CFSP coherence in a more direct fashion,
namey in the new provisons on ‘enhanced cooperation under Title V of the TEU' (due to be
induded in the new art.27), that did not exist in the Amsterdam Treaty.>® Clause I, in particu-
lar, states that enhanced cooperation shal respect a) the ‘consstency of CFSP (i.e. the
vertical one) and b) the ‘condgtency between dl the Union's policies and its externd activi-
ties (the horizontd one). Furthermore, clauses K-M emphasise - as compared to the provi-
sons for the other pillars — the role of the Council and the SG/HR as the main bodies of
reference for triggering, implementing and possibly widening enhanced cooperation. Unfor-
tunatdy, however, dause J explicitly limits enhanced cooperation in CFSP to the ‘implemen
tation of a joint action or a common postion’ - thus excluding the common drategies - and
rules out ‘ matters having military or defence implications’, thus excluding ESDP proper.

To a certain extent, therefore, the outcome of the Nice negotiations on enhanced cooperation
under Title V - influenced as it was, in the end, by short-term political cdculaions and
eleventhrhour dedls — undid what had been painfully achieved with artt.17 and 25. Firdly, it
restricted the applicability of the providons to joint actions and common postions, thus
depriving enhanced cooperation of its possible strategic vaue and scope. Secondly, it inserted
a potentid device for incoherence in that it set ESDP agpart from the ‘rest’ of CFSP as a no-
go-aea On the one hand, it has made it impossble to goply any form of enhanced coopera
tion to the crucid doman of defence industry and procurement as well as to al matters
having operationa implications. On the other, it makes it de facto impossble to apply
enhanced cooperation to criSs management proper as its military component cannot be
incorporated. Such an unsatisfactory outcome is dl the more regrettable in light of the
progress previoudy made insde the IGC: in the wake of the presentation, on 4 October 2000,
of a Germantltdian joint postion paper on enhanced cooperation, the French presidency had
in fact issued a tentative draft, on 17 November, that mentioned dso ‘initiatives in the fied of
security and defence contributing to the acquistion of criss management capabilities as
possible areas of gpplication. Findly, 4ill on the eve of the European Council, the British
delegation seemed ready to accept a least the mentioning of defence industry, only to change
itsmind at the final round in Nice:

By contradt, the ‘Presidency Report on the ESDP and its Annexes represent the most serious
effort made so far by the EU to outline a criss management policy worth its name, much as
they spectacularly confirm the preference of most member States for developing the new
policy, so to speak, through common law raher than Roman law, through ‘soft’ Council
declarations and reports rather than ‘hard’ Treaty provisons?®

The Nice Presdency Report, in any case, describes in some detail both the generd gods and
the specific ingruments for what it cdls ‘an overall crigs management and conflict preven

22 The new text can be found i.a in M.Rutten (comp.) From . Malo to Nice — European Defence: Core
Documents, Chaillot Paper 47, Paris, WEU Institute for Security Studies, 2001

2 On the entire issue cf. A.Missiroli, CFSP, Defence and Flexibility, Chaillot Paper 38, Paris, WEU Institute for
Security Studies, 2000.

24 Cf. the Council’s Website on the |GC and, more specifically, CONFER 4783/00 and 4803/00.

%5 gimilarly, EPC had developed through customary law before being incorporated into the SEA and acquiring
formally recognized procedures: see R.Dehousse, J.H.H.Weiler, EPC and the Single Act: From Soft Law to
Hard Law?, in M.Holland (ed.), The Future of European Political Cooperation: Essays on Theory and
Practice, Basingstoke, Macmillan, 1991, pp.121-142.
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tion capability in support of the objectives of the CFSP. The Report maintains that the EU is
st to assume ‘the criss management function of the WEU' as wdl as its own ‘respongbili-
ties in the sphere of conflict prevention’. It dso stresses the need to ‘respond more effectively
and more coherently to requests from leading organisations such as the UN or the OSCE [..]
without any unnecessary duplication’, to ‘ensure synergy between the civilian and military
agoects of crids management’ and, ‘in a crids dtuation’, to ‘mantain effective permanent
coordination between CFSP discussons and those conducted in other pillars [emphasis
added]’. Findly, it tries to envissge some ad hoc procedures and inditutiona short-cuts ‘in
the event of a crids — namdy, if and when the Council decides there is one - mog of which
am at giving the COPS and the SG/HR the necessary clout and direct access to the Council.

All in dl, there catainly reman grey areas, open questions and sizeable unknowns, starting
with the rdationships (functiond as wel as hierarchicd) between the COREPER and the
COPS, between the COPS and the SG/HR, between the SG/HR and the rotationd EU
presdency. Yet the picture of European security policy resulting from the Nice ddiberations -
in terms of inditutiona bodies, decison-making procedures, and functiond wheresbouts —
may end up resembling very closdly the one given in Figure [1] (see overleaf). Of course, that
isa dtatic picture: it is bound to change — especidly in the rdative importance of each body -
according to the geogrephicd area of destination and the most gppropriate mix of policy tools
to be put in place. And it is bound to change even more ‘in the event of a criss, when it may
eadly be deformed and ‘jerked’ in front of unexpected events, actors, and consequences. On
the whole, however, the coherence and the effectiveness of European security policy will be
messured againgt and along the coordinates and Cartesian axes of Figure [1].

As for ESDP, and especidly for the ‘D’ proper, the Nice Presidency Report envisaged a series
of ad hoc mechanisms to cary out EU-led military (and police) operations that took into
account the peculiarities of the policy. In essence, coherence and effectiveness had to be
declined with the foreseeable actors involved. As a result, such operations could be under-
taken without the participation of adl EU membes and with the paticipation of nonEU
members, be they candidates for adhesion (12 + 1), other European NATO members (2,
namey Norway and lcedand), or ‘third countries (eg. Ukraine, Russa, but potentidly aso
Canada). Accordingly, while prdiminary consultations on a possble joint military action
would take place in a15 + 15 format, the key politicdl decisons would be taken only by the
EU-15, and the operationd ones by a so-cdled ‘Committee of Contributors open to al
countries engaging ‘ sgnificant’ forces in a given operation.

In a way, therefore, the formula for carrying out any such action would be 15 - x +y + n
where X represents the non-participating EU members, y the participating non-members, and
n the added value of acting together. In the case of ESDP, however, the unknown n includes
aso the possble link with NATO, that is much more than just another international organisa-
tion to liase and coordinate with. In fact, in the event of use of NATO assts for EU-led
operations ‘when NATO as such is not involved’, as the texts read, European NATO mem-
bers are set to have a specid say (the 15 + 6 framework foreseen also by the Nice Presidency
Report). Actudly, direct relations between the EU and NATO darted to be developed after
Helsnki and led to a draft agreement for direct access to NATO assets by the EU: the
agreement falled to be findised a the EU-NATO Minigterid that took place in Brussds a few
days after Nice, essentidly because of Turkish oppostion, but is gill on the table. And it
clearly proves how differently and more subdtantiadly cross-organisationa coherence is an
issuefor the‘D’, ascompared to the ‘F and eventhe'S.
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Conclusion

A couple of weeks after the Nice European Council the office of the SG/HR, following the
Council’s conclusons of 9 October 2000 on the effectiveness of the Union's externa action,
creulated an initidly redricted Report that sharply criticised the way in which the common
srategies introduced with the Amsterdam Tresty had been prepared, deivered and imple-
mented. The Report, however, was lesked to the press and immediately became of public
domain [Annexe E].%°

In essence, the Report argued that the common drategies adopted so far by the EU - on
Russa, Ukraine and the Mediterranean — ‘have not yet contributed to a stronger and more
effective EU in internationd affairs, much as they have contributed to ‘putting together dl
EU objectives and means in the areas covered in a comprehensive, cross-pillar gpproach’. As
a reault, incidentdly, the fourth common drategy initidly planned on the Bakans has been
temporarily dropped. For the Union, in fact, the risk is to ‘widen even further the gap between
their poor effectiveness [..] and the high expectations they raisg’. According to the Report, the
three common drategies have been of a declaratory rather than operationd nature; they have
not added much to dready existing EC/EU policies, they have not facilitated the recourse to
qudified mgority voting (QMV) for their implementation; and they were dl made public and
published in the Offica Journd of the EU. On the whole it concluded, they have modly
failed to achieve the gods they were designed for in the first place.

Instead, the Report argued, common strategies ‘should be well adapted to improve coordina-
tion and synergy between CFSP, Community action and member States activities. Experi-
ence has shown, it went on, that ‘dready the fird step towards this god, the compilation of
inventories [ ..], will not be achieved in the short run’, mainly because ‘the review process in
member States to bring their nationa policy actions in line with the common draegies is a
bet a an early sage. The Report suggested, in concluson, that future common drategies
should be internd EU policy documents, should be ‘focused and sdective in ther scope’,
should have ‘a cdear added vaue and ‘identify verifisble objectives findly, they ‘must
enhance coherence by bringing together dl means and resources available to the EU’ [emphe-
ss added].

In the absence of any specific and binding Treaty provison as much as of any tangible acquis
securitaire to rely on - and in light of the chalenges and expectations that European security
policy will presumably have to face up to over the next months and years - this may wel be
the man (if not the only) way to proceed in the desred direction with a ‘benign’ attitude.
Indeed, it would be a tragic irony if what is increasingly regarded as the comparative advan:
tage and perhaps the greatest asset of the EU as an international actor — namdy, the pluri-
functiond nature, the unique variety and the virtua completeness of the policy instruments
and resources it can resort to - turned into a source of divison and a liahility. All the more o
a a time when the Union is on its way to becoming the kind of ‘amalgamated security
community’ - as diginct from NATO's ‘plurdigic’ one, in which dl members retain a high

26 Cf. P.Norman, Solana Hits at EU Strategies, ‘Financial Times, 23 January 2001, p.2; L.Zecchini, Javier
Solana dresse un bilan accablant des «stratégies communes», ‘Le Monde', 24 janvier 2001, p.3. For a
stringent case-study cf. H.Haukkala, S.Medvedev (eds.), The EU Common Strategy on Russia: Learning the
Grammar of CFSP, Helsinki-Berlin, FIIA-IEP, 2001.
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degree of sovereignty — Karl W. Deutsch could only imagine and dream of dmost hdf a
century ago.?’

27 The reference is to K.W.Deutsch, Political Community and the North Atlantic Area, Princeton (N.J),
Princeton University Press, 1957. For an interesting reappraisal see E.Adler, M.T.Barnett (eds.), Security
Communities, Cambridge (Mass.), Cambridge University Press, 1998.
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CHAPTER ONE: CONFLICT PREVENTION AND CFSP COHERENCE

Renata Dwan:

I.1 Coherencein conflict prevention

The chdlenge of coherence has dogged efforts to develop conflict prevention policies,
whether nationd, regiond (EU) or internationd (UN). This is a function of three interrelated
factors. First, there is the complexity of cause there is rardy any single source of conflict but
raher a range of contributing eements that may escdae into violence. Disntegration into
violence may be gradud or be suddenly sparked by one reatively innocuous event. This
makes it difficult to locate and address concrete and specific targets: precisely what conflict
prevention policies require if they are to move beyond a broad aspiration of avoidance of
violent conflict.

Research on conflict prevention has atempted to identify the causes of conflict and to map
out the dynamics of conflict escdation, including the factors tha trigger violence. Such work
has helped edtablish the widey accepted digtinction between ‘dructurd’ or ‘long-term’
prevention and ‘direct’ or ‘short-term’ prevention. The former addresses root causes of
conflict and, prectically, clusers around policies of development, poverty reduction, ingitu-
tiond capacity devdopment and good governance. The targets of dructura prevention
policies, be they regions, dates or societies, ae usudly defined by rdativey low leves of
socio-economic and politica indicators. Short-term  prevention policies, however, focus on
efforts to prevent an exising dispute or crigs dtuation from escading into violence. This
includes classic preventive diplomecy (inter dia, démarches, medietion, trade and economic
sanctions or financid inducements) in addition to intendfied devedopment and assgtance
policies. To that extent, there is dgnificant overlap between the two preventive drategies.
However, short term and long term prevention differ in one important respect. Short-term
prevention is by definition resctiver its success therefore often hinges on the timing of its
implementation as much as on the appropriate mixture of coercion and cgolement it brings to
bear in acrigs stuation.

The poor record of such prevention efforts and recognition that they do little to transform the
underlying sources of conflict have led to increesed emphass on proactive, structurd preven:
tion policies by diverse international actors. UN Secretary-Generd Kofi Annan’'s Millenium
report, Security Council debate on conflict prevention in 1999 and 2000, the G8 Summit in
Okinawa, Japan have each aticulated this emerging consensus® Judicious though such a
longer-term orientation may be, it raises a serious problem of policy scope. How is a conflict
prevention policy that covers dl sources of conflict to be defined? And if everything is
prevention, what is distinct about prevention?

The difficulty of definition of scope creates a second chdlenge for effective conflict preven
tion. Wide-ranging prevention policies require multiple actors, internd as well as externd to
the target group or area. Each, in turn, brings a diverse st of overlgpping tools to be smulta-
neousy employed in a pre or post-conflict Stuaion. This has been illudrated, for example, in

1 Project Leader, Conflict Prevention, Management and Resolution, SIPRI.

2 Annan, K., ‘We the Peoples': The Role of the United Nations in the 21% Century (New York, 2000); UN,
Statement by the President of the Security Council, UN doc., S/PRST/2000/25, 20 July 2000; G8 Initiatives
for Conflict Prevention, Kyushu-Okinawa Summit, 21-23 July 2000.
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the current debate on ‘conflict diamonds that has been driven by non-governmenta organsa
tions and ad actors and has thrown focus on the impact of the private sector in fudling
conflict through trade in ‘conflict diamonds. States and international organisations are
increesingly aware of the need to engage such nongate actors in prevention drategies, as the
UN’s Globa Compact initigtive, directed a encouraging private corporations to commit
themsealves to best practices in the area of human rights, labour and the environment, demon-
strates. Secretary-General Annan, meanwhile, has commissoned a report on conflict preven
tion to be released in May 2001 that is intended to elaborate the range of potential tools for
prevention and how the resources and expertise of al relevant actors might be harnessed.

The multiplicity of actors and tools required for effective prevention, moreover, demands that
policymakers have subgtantid information about, contacts with and authority over a wide
range of dtate and non-date actors. This leads to the third and most complex chalenge of
prevention, the imperaive of coordination. A coherent prevention srategy requires a flexible
mixture of diverse policies to be carried out by decentralized actors. Where and how is such a
srategy to be coordinated? And how are prevention policies to be adapted to changing
conditions within and outdde the target dtate? The chdlenge of coordination remans a
fundamenta obdacle to effective conflict prevention as the Report of the Pand on United
Nations Peace Operations (Brahimi Report) recently identified and is a centrd theme shaping
current UN institutiond reform.

The EU confronts these three chdlenges in its efforts to eaborate a coherent policy of
prevention as wel as a st of difficulties unique to the Union. This paper will make three
points1) the EU has a strong preventive capacity, primarily in longer term gructurd preven
tion and in the complex ‘package of policy tools it can potentidly deploy 2) the Union's
indtitutional  gructure is an impediment to the effective coordination of prevention policies
within the EU and with other internationa actors and 3) effective prevention requires a clear
politicd drategy which the Union's common foreign and security policy does not currently
provide. The current emphasis on EU criss management, in fact, threatens to wesken rather
than enhance, EU preventive capacity.

I.2 Coherent EU conflict prevention?

The Union and its fifteen member sates are among the mogt active supporters of internationa
conflict prevention efforts EU dates greeted the Brahimi Report and its comprehensve
recommendations enthudadticdly; they were primary actors behind the G8 initiative of July
2000 while EU financid assstance to African regiond organisations has included support for
the inditutiondisation of conflict prevention such as the Economic Community of West
African States (ECOWAS) mechanism for conflict prevention and resolution. Conflict
prevention in Africa has been on the EU agenda since 1994 and was the subject of a common
postion in 1997. The EU perspective has consstently placed prevention within the context of
long term development cooperation, emphassing the need to address root causes of conflict
and dressng the dgnificance of loca capacity and inditution building. Examples of the
diverse EU tools avalable include politicad didogue within partnership agreements such as
the AfricanCaribbeanPecific (ACP)-EU cooperation agreement of June 2000 (Cotonou
Agreement), ams embargoes and export control initiatives to prevent illicit trade in small

® Report of the Secretary-General on the implementation of the report of the Panel on United Nations peace
operations, UN doc., A/55/502, 20 Oct. 2000.
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ams and light wegpons, and February’s Council decison to remove dl tariffs (except ams)
on trade with least devel oped countries.

Laudable though the emphasis on long term prevention is, one consequence of the approach
to date is that it has tended to limit the EU’'s prevention orientation geographicaly (primerily
Africa) and functionaly (focused on generd trade and development policies). This has
impeded the development of more drategic thinking about EU conflict prevention and the
development of a wide spectrum of preventive ingruments. kt may have adso served to create
the impresson that prevention is not s much a priority for the Union but rather a policy that
sgnas a lack of political interest and a reluctance to commit greater resources to a particular
areaor issue.

There are some fears that prevention is becoming even less of priority for EU development
ad. The emphass on trade liberdisation and economic growth as the way to Sability and
development, reflected in the EU’'s encouragement of regiond free trade agreements, threat-
ens to underesimate the potentidly destebilizing nature of liberdisation processes® Al
though the Commisson's recent Communication on Conflict Prevention has noted its
intention to give support to regiona organisations with ‘a clear conflict prevertion mandate,
there is little indication as to how such asssance could be implemented in practice More
broadly, there appears to be no consderation of how regiona dsrategies can be developed in
co-ordination with the the drategic documents drawn up for countries receiving EU assgtance
(Country Strategy Papers)® The tendency towards unquestioned advocacy of regiond
integration reflects a continued assumption that the EU experience is not only a desrable but
afeasble model for export to other areas of the world.

Meanwhile, interna coordination of prevention policy and eaboration of the ways in which
EU development assdance can effectively target root causes of conflict has been potentialy
undermined by the recent restructuring of the Commission. Conflict prevention, hitherto, was
inditutiondised in a smdl unit within DG Devdopment (DGVIII) while andyticd cgpacity
was outsourced to a network of researchers and ingitutes (the Conflict Prevention Network)
managed by the German Siftung Wissenschafts und Politik. The prevention unit has now been
disbanded and policy responshility assgned to individud country/area desks within DG
Devdopment and DG RELEX. This threatens to further disperse conflict prevention policy-
making and implementation within the Commisson. It severdy impedes the monitoring of
policies and, thereby, the development of coherent prevention drategies. The Commisson
clearly recognises that an integrated gpproach is the greastest challenge to effective prevention
and regards Country Strategy Papers, with the support of ‘appropriate potentid conflict
indicators as the best mechaniam to achieve it. However, there is little substantive discusson
of how intraeCommisson co-ordination is to be achieved on day-to-day levd and the chal-
lenge of policy coherence appears to be concelved in terms of co-ordination between the
Commission and member states® Most worrying is the absence of any discussion of the need
for oversght, assessment and review of conflict prevention policies and practice. Given the
breadth of actors involved in long-term prevention, some form of centralised policy assess-
ment processis crucid for coherence and effectiveness.

4 Saferworld/International Alert, Preventing violent conflict: Opportunities for the Swedish and Belgian

Presidencies of the European Union in 2001 (December 2000); Debiel, T. and Fischer, M., Crisis Prevention
and Conflict Management by the European Union: Concepts, Capacities and Problems of Coherence, Berg-
hof Report No. 4, (September 2000).

Commission of the European Communities, Communication from the Commission on Conflict Prevention,
11 April 2001.

See Commission Communication annex ‘List of recommendations'.
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The overdl weakness of EU prevention policies reflects, in large part, the absence of a clear
drategic direction, as the Commisson's Communication implicitly indicates. Such leadership
can be provided only through a common foreign and security policy that aticulates EU
interests and sets politicd gods and priorities. It is arguable that inditutiond and policy
development to date has done little to facilitate a coherent EU prevention policy in this regard.
The 1997 Tresty of Amgerdam edtablished, for the first time, an inditutiond locus for the
development of conflict prevention within the CFSP pillar, with the creation of the High
Representative for CFSP and the Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit. This Unit was
intended to provide early-warning, andyss and policy options to the High Representative,
thereby equipping the Council with the tools necessary for the edtablishment of drategic
priorities as well as a capacity to respond quickly to emerging crises. After less than two years
in exigence, however, it is clear that the Unit lacks the politicd clout and resources to
effectively monitor, gather information and andyse crigis Stuations around the world.

The Political and Security Committee (PSC) established in Helsinki has been tasked to be the
focd point for prevention policies within CFSP and the EDSP and, in pursuit of policy
coherence, can request and act upon information from other EU bodies. It faces two chal-
lenges to link dructurd prevention policy indruments and actors with the foreign and
security structures and tools currently being developed and, within EDSP, to link the cvil and
military agpects of an EU prevention policy. The Union's pillar sructure complicates the first
task, while the lack of consensus over the nature and extent of an EU military capacity makes
the second particularly contentious. Moreover, the context in which interaction between the
cvilian and military dements of EU criSs management capacity is being discussed is focused
primarily on short-term response to violent conflict. This has deflected attention away from
longer-term  gpproaches to conflict, despite the bext efforts of the Swedish presidency to
highlight conflict prevention in the context of ESDP. Yet one of the weeknesses of the
Swedish gpproach in sdling conflict prevention as a priority, arguably, has been the breadth
of its approach. The European programme for prevention of violent conflicts that it is cur-
rently drafting for the Gothenburg Council touches on the wide variety of aress, tools and
actors that can be employed in a prevention policy but fails to focus on key issues or areas for
atention. The establishment of clear targets may well be centrad to convincing those EU dates
scepticd of the feasibility of coherent conflict prevention drategies. In ther asence, and the
presence of a short-term crigs management preoccupation the prospects for mechanisms that
can coordinate and generate prevention policies across and within the Union's three pillars
remain dim.

1.3 An EU conflict prevention capability

Given exiging gaps in internationd preventive capecity and the CFSP's current development
where might an EU conflict prevention policy bring added vaue and how might its coherency
be improved? The EU’'s market Sze, trade and development profile and civilian, democrétic
identity give it enormous potentid to develop a capacity for conflict prevention. In the short
term, its contribution is likely to be greatest in two areas 1) its dructurad prevention policies
and 2) its role as a promoter and facilitator for preventive capacity development among other
international actors.

The breadth of policy instruments available to the EU set the Union asde from most interne-
tiond organisations, state and non-dtate actors. This capacity includes trade and development
policies, humanitarian and civil protection assstance, technical and financid assgtance to
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inditution and cgpacity building across a wide variety of civil adminidrative spheres, avil
society and democracy development programmes and economic rehabilitation assstance. The
diverse interests, relations and resources of member dates can provide information and
expertise capacity for a wide range of target arees. However cumbersome the Union's
financial and technical assgtance processes, they are a resource available to few internationa
organisations. From this spectrum of policy tools a preventive package of measures can be put
together on a case-by-case bass and implemented over a sustained period of time,

Rather than focus on the development of a short-term crigs prevention capacity, the deploy-
ment of which hinges on prior politicd consensus and drategy, the Union might better
concentrate on increesing the effectiveness of its long-term preventive policies. Improved
coordination of EU policy actors and tools, as well as the establishment of a centraised
sructure for monitoring and assessing prevention policies would be immediate targets in this
regard. A more comprehensive eaboration of how EU assgtance can practicdly affect the
sources of conflict dongsde increased policy coordination would make a consderable
contribution to the gradud articulation of an EU prevention strategy.

The EU's aticulation of prevention as an issue of internationd concern and the efforts of
some member dates, particulally Sweden, Germany and the Netherlands, to put conflict
prevention on various inditutiona agendas, has established the EU in a postion of leadership
regarding the promotion and eaboration of conflict prevention policies. To the extent that
such efforts encourage ‘learning’ about prevention and develop consensus on ways and means
of its implementation, this is to be encouraged. However, there is some risk that advocacy of
prevention could be seen as an exclusvely western preserve or a means by which intervention
in the sovereign dfars of a date is legitimated. One way of avoiding this is for the EU to
engage with a wide range of actors on prevention issues. Current criSs management capacity
development emphasizes coordination with the UN, the OSCE and the Council of Europe. It
is worth consdering, however, whether a wider partnership approach should be taken in the
context of prevention.

Three target groups could be envisaged. First, dthough the EU has encouraged non-European
regiona and subregiond organisations such as the Organisation for African Unity (OAU), the
Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) and the South African Deveop-
ment Community (SADC) to address prevention and criss management, it has arguably failed
to follow through in providing assstance for capacity development and in establishing policy
coordination mechaniams. Increased information sharing, annua discusson of prevention,
communication during crigs dtudions as wel as susained financid, technicd and training
assgtance to capacity-building are some of the ways partnerships — and overdl prevention -
could be enhanced.

Second, the EU could engage more comprehensvely with private business actors in conflict
prevention. The engagement of transnationd corporaions, many of which are European in
origin and/or base, is something the EU is in a pogtion to contribute, either within a UN or
autonomous EU framework and encompass preventive agpproaches based on transparency,
impact assessment andysis and best practice guiddines. Third, dthough substantid discus-
son of the role of nongovernmentd organisations (NGOS) in contributing to prevention and
criss management is taking place, there has been little exploraion of the mechanisms by
which NGOS can be brought into EU prevention policymaking and implementation proc-
eses. The Commisson Communication on Conflict Prevention agan noted the dgnificance
of NGO engagement in prevention but shed little light on how partnerships with the EU in
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this area could be developed. Reations between internationd organisations and non-state
actors are a sendtive issue and NGOS are rightfully keen to maintain their independence and
impartiglity. Nevertheless, the nature of the EU, its record of NGO promotion and the
practica relationships it has developed wth many, place it in a better position than most other
international organisations to eaborate partnerships with non-date actors in conflict preven
tion. In the end, coordination in prevention and among the actors engaged in prevention might
be the greatest contribution to a coherent EU prevention policy.



CHAPTER TWO: IN SEARCH OF COHERENCE — THE STABILITY
PACT FOR THE BALKANS

Spyros Economidest

The ‘Stahility Pact for South Eastern Europe was launched a the Cologne European Council
on 10 June 1999, and inaugurated at a specid summit convened in Sargevo on 30 July 1999.
At its launch, the Stability Pact (SP) comprised 28 daes and 17 internationa ingtitu-
tionsorganisations, Internationd Financid Inditutions (IFI's) and regiond initiatives, which
would act as full paticipants and/or fadlitators of this initigtive. The main ams of the Pact
would be to ‘develop a shared drategy for tability and growth of the region and to ...
implement that drategy’. In turn this would ‘accelerate democratic and economic develop-
ment in the region’ resulting in peace, prosperity and sability, which would be enhanced by
good neighbourly relations and hilaterd and regiond co-operation. As an added incentive, the
SP indicated to the region's recipient States thet their active participation could result in the
speeding up of ther entry into * Euro-Atlantic structures ; primarily the EU and NATO.

The SP consdts of the ‘South Eastern European Regiond Table, chaired by the Specid Co-
ordinator, which is subdivided into three sub- or ‘“Working Tables deding with, ‘Democrati-
sation and Human Rights, ‘Economic Recongtruction, Development and Co-operation’, and
‘Security’. As the Pect is an EU initidtive, it gppoints the Speciad Co-ordinator, and the
European Commission, in tandem with the World Bank, is responsble for co-ordinaing
donor activities and a single comprehensive development plan for the region.

The Pact has a times been likened both to the ‘New Ded’ and the ‘Marshdl Plan’, offering
the funds to finance a coherent and comprehensive programme of economic recongtruction
and development, and to provide the economic basis for inter-ethnic harmony, and regiond
pesce and Sability. The premise is that sound economic policies, and stable and growing
economies, will progressvely lead to the dampening down, if not the resolution, of the
politicd and ethnic divisons which have plagued Southeestern Europe in the 1990s. Ulti-
mately, this path will lead to EU accesson through the newly established process d Stabilisa-
tion and Accession Agreements.

The top priority following the inauguration of the SP was to cal a donors conference to raise
the necessary funds to finance economic recondruction and development on which the
initiative hinged. Democratistion, the protection of human rights and, most importantly,
security could not be guaranteed without a swift and coherent economic plan. This was made
even more urgent by the ungable Stuation in the Western Bakans, which is the main focus of
this paper. The delicate baance between the entities in Bosnia and Herzegovina, the rapidly
degenerating dtuation in Montenegro and Kosovo - let done economic deterioration in
Croatia and the internd politicd challenges faced by the Former Yugodav republic of
Macedonia (FY ROM) - emphasised the urgent need to get the Pact into action in practice.

Despite this urgent need, the firsd meeting of the donors, the ‘Regiond Funding Conference
did not take place untii March 2000, eight months after the Sargevo summit. A this confer-
ence the Speciad Co-ordinator, Bodo Hombach, unveiled the ‘Quick Start’ package. This was
intended both to ‘jump start’ the workings of the SP, and by choosing to cdl it ‘Quick Start’

1 Lecturer in International Relations, London School of Economics.
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(QS), to counteract accusations of inaction in political and diplomatic terms. The donors were
presented with a series of 35 projects and programmes to be addressed under the three
Working Tables, with heavy emphasis placed on infrastructure? The cost of this package was
intidly estimated a €1.1 hillion. But the success of the conference in rasing pledges from
the donors to the tune of €2.4 billion meant that €1.59 hillion was committed to QS, with the
difference to be dlocated to specific projects identified by the donors and secondary SP
package known as ‘Near Term'.

Of the €24 hillion pledged a the donors conference, the European Commission contributed

€531.5 million, EU Member-States contributed €552.5 million, and other countri es contrib-
uted €233.1 million. The remaining amount was made up of a €393.9 million pledge by IFI’s,

€150 million from the Council of Europe Development Bank, and €415 million from the
Black Sea Trade and Development Bank.

1.1 A first general assessment

These may be seen as impressive sums, especiadly when viewed in conjunction with the €5
billion that the European Commisson has projected as the ensuing expenditure on smilar SP
projects in the period 2000-2006. Nevertheless, the Office for South East Europe — a joint
endeavour between the European Commisson and the World Bank which is responsible for
co-ordinating and implementing the plans set out by the Regiond Funding Conference — has
acknowledged that the execution of the QS is facing difficulties.

Such difficulties gem from two factors, according to the Office of South East Europe. Firdly,
some of the recipients (or ‘beneficiary countries as they are known) in the Western Bakans
are ether lacking the technical capacity to absorb the dlocated funds or are hampered by
legidative complications. Secondly, pat of the rather lacklustre peformance of the QS
package up to now is dtributed to political uncertainty and upheavas in most Western Bakan
dtates* Thisindudes

the reluctance to co- operate separating the two Bosnian entities,
the stand off in Montenegro over the issue of independence,

the war in Kosovo and its palitica aftermath,

FYROM’s ddicate ethnic and political baancing act, let done
the aftershocks caused by Milosevic's downfal in Serbia

Thexe difficulties in implementing QS semming from these factors are drengthened by a
tortuous technica process in getting the projects off the ground. The pledges made by the
donors have to be trandformed into a firm commitment ether through legidative gpprovd, in
the case of dtates, or by approva of the relevant Boards of IFI’s. Agreements have then to be
sgned with the ‘beneficdary countries (involving dl sorts of domedic politicd machina
tions), tenders are then put out for bidding, and only then can condruction begin on the
projects. As of December 2000, 10 projects were aready under way while only 50% of the
projects are under bid or have been dlocated. This is a pressing issue as there is a drict QS
deedline dipulating that 1 April 2001 is the ‘cut-off’ point for bidding to commence. Ulti-

2 One of these projectsin Bosnia and Herzegovina was dropped soon after the QS package was announced.

3 Office for Southeastern Europe; European Commission/ World Bank, Stability Pact Infrastructure Projects:
Implementation Status as of End-December 2000 www.seerecon.org/gs-nt/infrastructure-dec00.htm

4 .
Ibid.
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mately, a combination of delay in action on the behaf of the EU, of procedures, and of
politica ingability in the Western Bakans has taken the ‘quick’ out of QS.

Wha is principaly in quedtion is the coherence and effectiveness in the planning and imple-
mentation of the whole SP package. Initidly, the SP (and especidly QS) was welcomed as a
massve contribution to the economic and politicd deveopment of the Western Bakans. At
fird glance the sums pledged, and subsequently committed, were seen as subgtantial enough
to provide the necessary incentive and wherewithd for the desired changes in the Bakans.
Yet, once the €1.2 billion findly committed to QS (and the €720 mill ion committed to ‘Near
Term’ or donors hilatera projects) is apportioned among the Western Bakan beneficiaries
and analysed country by country, a different picture emerges® The amounts committed, and
which may ultimady be spent, seem too smdl to make any difference in each individud case
and cetanly pae into indgnificance when compared to the coss of mantaining operations
like SFOR in Bosnia, and KFOR in Kosovo.

Bendficiary Projects Cogt in€ million
6 122.1
Albania
Bosnia and Herzegovina 3 99.0
Croatia 3 130.1
FYROM 4 114.4
Kosovo 1 25.0
Montenegro 1 16.2
Cross-Border projects 1 117.6
Other 10 45.4
Tota 29 669.8

This table was derived from a table provided by European Commisson/World Bank Office
for South East Europe, Stability Pact Infrastructure Projects. Implementation Status as of
End-December 2000.

This table amply highlights the rdaive unimportance of the QS funds when congdered in
terems of their soread of beneficiaries and the reatively low numbers of projects they are
actudly contributing to. It seems highly unlikely that the sums committed above will provide
a robust enough spine for economic recondruction and development as intended. In turn, if
the QS infragtructure is not successful, then it seems impossible that any of the other issues
under condderation under the Working Tables will stand much chance of achieving positive
resultsin the short- to medium-term.

There is some gppreciation of this problem among the EU Member-States. A clear indication
of the exising doubts about the SP (and its effectiveness) is the continuing pursuit of individ-
ud policies by some Member-States towards the Western Balkans. Perhaps the best example
of thisis Germany. It was the single largest donor to the QS (€ 149.5 million), and indeed the
indigator of the whole SP that was launched under its Presdency of the Council and is
headed by a German. Despite this deep participation in the inception and workings of the SP,

® The seven Western Bikan beneficiaries are; Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, FYROM, FR
Y ugoslavia (including Kosovo and Montenegro). The relationship with Serbiais obviously very recent. It was
not initially included in the SP and is only now being drawn into the orbit of the Pact

25



In search of coherence — the Stability Pact for the Balkans

Germany retains a robust and active individuad policy towards the Bakans. In 2000, Ger-
many dlocated DM 300 million to the SP and DM 140 million to bilaterd projects in the
Bakans, of which DM 40 million went to Montenegro.® It is dlear that Germany sees the SP
as the pole around which dl efforts a ‘active crigs prevention’ and resolution should revolve,
but nonetheless a reliance on co-ordinated efforts aone is not as the only potentid remedy to
the region's problems.” But it smultaneoudy pursues its own separate foreign policy agenda
thereby distinctly muddying the waters not only of the SP but aso of CFSP in generdl.

[1.2 Overlaps and differences

Perhgps the mgor problem facing the EU is a problem that has haunted dl internationa
intigtives in the Badkans. An andogy often used to explan the multiplicty of Wesern
security and defence arrangements is that of the ‘adphabet soup’. If we borrow this anaogy
and extend it to cover the wide range of internationd initiatives towards the Bakans today,
we could say that not only is it an ‘alphabet soup’, but that this aphabet comes in more than
one sript. This is just as true in the Balkans today: a multiplicity of actors, with overlgpping
agendas and competencies, and no clear mechanism for direction and co-ordinaion. The SP
was intended to provide the clear focus that was lacking by co-ordinating humanitarian,
political, economic and security issues under one umbrdla, and providing the finances to go
with it. Each initiative launched by the SP (beyond QS) under one of the three working tables
covers issues which are dready being dedt with under the auspices of other internationd
inditutions and organisations, including the EU. One only needs to look briefly at the Stua
tion within each ‘beneficiary’ country, and the activities of various externd actors there, to
conclude that there exists a great degree of overlap.

In Croatia, for example, the desth of Presdent Tudiman has resulted in a radicaly different
politicd climate resulting from the change in government. This has not redly been reflected
in the economic dtudion, which is gill sagnant with an aling liberdisation programme and
extremey dow moves towards market reform, accompanied by dangeroudy high unemploy-
ment and financid problems. Further democratisation, as well as economic reform, is of
primary concern to the EU in its rdations with Croatia The EU’s policies are dominated by
the incentive of potentid EU membership for Croatia They ae dso reinforced by the
workings of the SP across dl three tables, and the work of the EU Monitoring Mission
(EUMM) to the Western Bakans, which is respongble for monitoring border issues, politica
and security developments, issues concerning refugees and inter-ethic raions. This means
that we have the involvement of the EC which is primarily in charge of enlargement issues
the Specid Co-ordinator responsble for SP issues, and Javier Solana as the CFSP High
Representative to whom the EUMM reports. This sdective example is indicative of the
different lines of communication and the posshility that exisds for confuson and duplication
of tasks. And it is not aided by the activities of the EBRD, World Bank, OECD and IMF,
which are dl involved in advisng and supervisng Croatian economic reform.  All indications
thus far suggest that the SP has not managed to convince in the role of the co-ordinator of the
activities of dl these actors. Who reports to whom and who has overdl respongbility ill
remainsamgor question mark.

Bosnia and Herzegovina presents amilar problems with the added factor of a wider range of
actors. While EU membership is not a pressing issue for the Commission, it gill has to work

6 www.seerecon.org/DonorPrograms/Germany-StabilityPact.htm.

" 1pid.
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on the premise tha this country aims to accede as soon as it is feashly possble. Smilaly, the
EUMM presence in Bosiia is supplemented, but not necessarily complemented, by the
Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe’'s (OSCE) Misson to Bosnia and the
exigence of a powerful High Representative of the Internationd Community (the former EU
Specid Envoy, Wolfgang Petritsch). And what of SFOR?  Security and gability in this fragile
date are Hill utterly dependent on the presence of what is fundamentaly a NATO force. It is
arguable that without the NATO presence there would be no peace to police. The EUMM
would not be able to carry out its monitoring activities, the OSCE would not be able to pursue
confidence building measures or monitor wegpons holdings, the demining process under the
aegis of the United Nations Mine Action Centre would be rendered meaningless, and the
ability of the UNHCR to ded with refugees and displaced persons would become negligible.
The question of who controls policy-making and implementation with respect to Bosnia, and
of where the EU and the SP spedficdly fit into this jigsaw puzzle, is an extremdy difficult
one to untangle. It will shortly aso be tested to the hilt if the Bosnian Croats continue their
recent policy of intransgence accompanied by demands for a union with Croatia proper of the
Croat controlled territory of the Bosnian federation.

Albania is probably the least discussed of the Western Bakan states. Economicaly deprived
and with a dowly evolving politicd sysem, Albania has been rocked by financd and
democratic mismanagement, as well as the massve shock of the war in Kosovo. The forth
coming summer dection will give us a dearer indicaion of the politicd dimate within
Albania and whether the current government can hold of the nationdist chdlenge, which Sdi
Berisha is likdy to unleash. Here it is not questions of macroeconomic reform that are of
prime concern, but rather issues of good governance, judicid reform, law and order, democra-
tisstion, migration, smuggling and the trafficking of human beings which dominate the
agenda. Let done the security issues resulting from the Kosovo criss and the emergent
tensons in FYROM. Here the SP could play a mgor role as dl these issues are covered under
the three working tables. Nonethdess, it is likey to play a secondary role as long as the
agenda is dominated by security concerns relaing to the ethnic Albanian communities in
Kosovo and FYROM, which are generally acknowledged to be the main Bakan flashpoints
that could lead to further conflict in the region.

While Albania has been the least discussed country in the Western Bakans, the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) has dominaed the headlines and the policy-making agenda.
The overthrow of Slobodan Milosevic has put western initiatives in a very difficult podtion.
While he was in power, an enemy exided who could be blamed for the ills which have
befdlen Croatia, Bosnia, Kosovo and to a lesser extent FYROM, in the last ten years. His
demise has not necessarily dtered the regional scenario. Montenegro is gill pushing the idea
of independence, despite not only the scepticiam of the Kostunica government but dso of
interna disagreement within the republic. Serbia il remains a vita dement in any long-term
solution to the Kosovo issue, and t seems unlikdly thet it will reedily give up its dams to that
province to satisfy the whims of the internationd community. On the contrary, only recently
did it become clear to the west that Serbia's power and military presence might have to be
utilised to achieve western gods in the region, namey when the west dlowed the JNA to
occupy positions within the ‘ground safety zones on the Kosovo/Serbia border. While the EU
has taken the lead in formulating policy towards Serbia post-Milosevic, especidly with the
emergency economic assstance package of some€200 million announced a the end of last

year, the SP is only dowly edging itself onto the scene. Here CFSP has the lead; the Commis-
son follows with the OSCE hovering in the background. Yet, NATO, the High Representa
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tive of the Internationa Community to Kosovo, and UNMIK, are the organisations that ill
dominate the agenda because of the vital nature of developments in Kosovo.

This is doubly true because of the explosve events that we have witnessed over the last few
weeks in FYROM. The crucid and deicate ethnic baance that has been maintained in
FYROM over the last 10 years is now under threat from the challenge posed by the extremist
ethnic Albanian organisation NLA and its supporters across the border in Kosovo. In dtempt-
ing to preserve the baance in FYROM, dl the mgor IFls, the OSCE, and the EU - both
through the CFSP and the European Commisson — have been extremdy active. The SP
covers dl the mgor issues petaning to the internationd dStuation in FYROM, but the
chdlenge has come from an externa actor. To that extent it is NATO, in the form of the
40,000-plus KFOR presence that guarantees ‘peace in Kosovo, and is the only organisation
which can guarantee the stability and integrity of FYROM. The SP, in this Stuation, is neither
able to implement initiatives swiftly enough to create the basic economic and paliticd climate
that could lead to long-term ethnic harmony in FYROM, nor does it have the means to do so

as this presupposes a military capability.

I1.3 Conclusions

The SP waslaunched in a hail of publicity, and promised to provide both the mechanisms and
wherewitha for amore proactive EU policy towards the Western Balkans. It has had avery

dow start and has yet to provide the required foca point or co-ordinating role for EU policies
towards Southeastern Europe.
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CHAPTER THREE: REFUGEE CRISSISMANAGEMENT AND THE EU
— AN EMERGING TEST CASE

Ferruccio Pastor et

In the framework of a broader reflection on crigs management a the EU levd, refugee crises
management certainly deserves a specid attention.? As a matter of fact, the European experi-
ence in the "90s has demongrated that forced migration is now, more often than in the padt, a
centrd am rather than a mere side-effect of conflict. At least three ressons can be given for
such adisturbing trend:

a) the firg and most evident one is the close reationship between increased politica instabil-
ity a the globd levd and the diffuson of the practice of ‘ethnic deanang. In severd
contexts, channelling violence agang paticular categories of cvilians in the name of some
form of ethnic purity has often be perceived as the best way to mobilize masses behind non-
democratic leaderships,

b) second: on many occasions, paticularly in the Western Balkans, forced migration has been
used as a means to breed regiond de-dtabilization in order to take some geo-political advan
tage fromit;

c) third: producing forced migration has proved a viable Strategy to put pressure on Western
governments (for which migration has clearly emerged, in the international arena, as a mgor
Achilles hed) in order to extract materia benefits of different nature.

Until very recently, talking of refugee crises management a the EU leve did not make much
sene. As a matter of fact, the biggest forced migration flows of the *90s have been managed
by each Member State autonomoudy, in a rather uncoordinated way.* Despite this, all
European nationd responses showed a amilarity in that they were based on different forms of
temporary protection (TP) rather than on group determination of refugee status on a prima
facie bass, which in the past had been the mogt typicd response to mass inflows, particularly
outsde Western Europe® The reason for this preference is obvioudy politicdl and derives
from the grester flexibility of temporary protection schemes as a tool for managing refugee
Crises.

! Researcher, CeSPI.

The concept of ‘refugee crisis has to be specified. In an historical sense (similar to that used by Myron
Weiner in its influential book about The Global Migration Crisis. Challenge to States and to Human Rights,
Harper Collins, New York, 1995), it refers to the extraordinary increase in the numbers of asylum seekers
received in Western Europe (4.468 between 1985 and 1997, of which 48% in Germany; see Eurostat, Patterns
and trends in international migration in Western Europe, European Commission, Brussels, 2000, p. 6). In the
context of this article, though, we will talk about ‘refugee crisis' in a narrower sense, i.e. to indicate a mas-
sive, relatively sudden and generally unexpected influx of asylum seekers. With regard to this meaning of the
expression, ‘refugee crises management’ istypically an emergency policy.

For an historical overview, see: United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, The Sate of the World's
Refugees. 50 Years of Humanitarian Action, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2000, available also on-line on
UNHCR’ swebsite (www.unhcr.ch/sowr2000/toc2.htn) .

For an overview of national responses, at different stages, to mass inflows from former Yugoslavia, see: J.
Van Selm, Refugee Protection in Europe: Lessons of the Yugoslav Crisis, Kluwer Law International, 1997; J.
Van SemThorburn, (ed.), Kosovo' s Refugees in the European Union, Continuum, 2000.

For a comparative assessment of the two approaches in the light of the current challenges, see for instance:
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, Global Consultations on International Protection, Protec-
tion of refugees in massinflux situations: overall protection framework, EC/GC/01/4, 19 February 2001.
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However, beyond this fundamenta anaogy, nationa responses differed deeply in many
respects, such as, for instance:

the maximum duration of temporary protection(from six months to five years maximum),

the posshility of sugpending the examination of asylum applications during the temporary
protection period,

the degree of recognition of the individud rights to family regroupment and to employ-
ment, and

the welfare benefits granted to the beneficiaries of temporary protection.

Such disparities produced crucid imbaances as they oriented refugee flows preferentidly
towards the most ‘generous countries. This was one of the key reasons which pushed
European inditutions to put a harmonisation process in motion, firg under the treaty of
Maastricht, in the third pillar framework,® and later in the new ingtitutional context crested by
the the Amgerdam treaty, with the presentation by the Commisson of a proposd for a
Council directive ‘on minimum standards for giving temporary protection in the event of a
mass influx of displaced persons and on measures promoting a baance of efforts between
Member States in receiving such persons and bearing the consequences thereof’.” The draft
Directive provides for a financid solidarity mechanism by making reference to the Council
decision establishing a European Refugee Fund, adopted in September 20002

In spite of these encouraging developments, the path towards an overal EU capacity in the
fied of refugee criss management is dill fraught with subgtantid obstacles. In the next pages,
we will focus on the most problematic aspects of the EU policy-making process in this fied,
on the bass of a tripatite mode of refugee criss management based on the didtinction
between: crigs prevention (2), flow management and refugee protection (3), refugee return
and community recongtruction (4).

I11.1 The stage of crisis prevention

When addressing the prevention of refugee crises, a didtinction should be made between
general crigs prevention policy ingruments and migration-specific tools. Quite obvioudy,
effective generd crigs prevention dso has effects on the refugee dimenson of a complex
crigs. This was clearly acknowledged by the European Council during its October 1999
extraordinary mesting devoted to the development of an area of freedom, security and justice
in the EU. On that occasion, the EU Heads of State and Government officidly endorsed a

® Council Resolution of 25 September 1995 on burden-sharing with regard to the admission and residence of
displaced persons on a temporary basis, based on article K.1 of the Union Treaty; Council Decision of 4
March 1996 on an alert and emergency procedure for burden-sharing with regard to the admission and resi-
dence of displaced persons on atemporary basis, based on article K.3(2)(a); Council Joint Action of 26 April
1999 establishing projects and measures to provide practical support in relation to the reception and voluntary
repatriation of refugees, displaced persons and asylum seekers, including emergency assistance to persons
who have fled as a result of recent events in Kosovo, based on article K.3 of the Union Treaty; Commission
proposal of 5 March 1997 for a Council Joint Action based on article K.3(2)(b) ot the Union Treaty concem-
ing temporary protection of displaced persons, later (24 June 1998) split in two distinct proposals, which
reflected the Council’ s discussion and some of the European Parliament’s (EP) amendments, focusing respec-
tively on general provisions and on burden-sharing.

" COM(2000) 303 final, Brussels, 24 May 2000.

8 Council Decision of 28 September 2000 establishing a European Refugee Fund (2000/596/EC).
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drategic option in favour of a comprehendve gpproach to migraion management which
includes crigs prevention in dl itsdimensions

‘The European Union needs a comprehensve agpproach to migration addressng politicd,
human rights and development issues in countries and regions of origin and trangt. This
requires combating poverty, improving living conditions and job opportunities, preventing
conflicts and consolideting democratic dtates and ensuring respect for human rights in
paticular rights of minorities, women and children. To that end, the Union as wel as
Member States are invited to contribute, within their respective competence under the
Tredties, to a greater coherence of internal and externa policies of the Union. Partnership
with third countries concerned will adso be a key dement for the success of such a palicy,
with aview to promoting co-development’.°

Yet within the framework of comprehensve criss prevention there are some preventive
policy tools which are peculiar to the JHA fidd and, sometimes, to the specific area of
refugee crises management.l® In particular, it is worth focusing here on monitoring and early
warning mechanisms, designed to detect the early sgns of anomaous trends in refugee flows
and migration in generd.

The Council document on ‘European Union priorities and policy objectives for externd
relations in the fied of judice and home affairs, submitted to the European Council meeting
in June 2000, sngled out an ‘early warning mechanism on new problems that might arise as
one of the central tasks of the Union's work in the HA fidd.*!

Something dready exigs, such as the CIREA (Centre for Information, Reflection and
Exchange on Asylum), an informd exchange and consultation group with no decison-making
powers. But, in the words of the Commission, ‘there are good grounds for wondering whether
the CIREA ill meets the need of a common European asylum sysem [...] Clealy it is

°  European Council, Tampere 15-16 October 1999, Presidency Conclusions, item 11.

1911 the context of the ongoing reflection on ‘ cross-pillarisation’ in the EU’s external action, there is a double-
sided link between general crisis prevention policies and specific refugee crises prevention tools: comprehen-
sive crisis management has to take into account migration management objectives (see the passage of the
Tampere Conclusions quoted in the text), but also the opposite relation has to be guaranteed: ‘... the causes of
a mass influx of displaced persons lie in events affecting the Union’s external relations, its common foreign
and security policy and its security and defence identity. Community humanitarian aid is aso involved.
Upstream of any crisis the European Union has early-warning capacities and participates in measures to
prevent and manage crises. In relation to Justice and Home Affairs in particular, the point is to boost the
Union’'s external action by incorporating these questions into the definition and implementation of other
policies and actions. Temporary protection in the event of a mass influx thus becomes acomponent of a
coherent and more and more efficient set of Union capacities for action, offering the greatest possible ability
to tackle the causes of a mass influx and take crisis action through local measures or post-crisis action, nota-
bly in terms of returns' (European Commission, Proposal for a Council directive on minimum standards for
giving temporary protection .., COM(2000) 303 final, Brussels, 24 May 2000, Explanatory Memorandum,
par. 5.11., pp. 10-11). Similar concepts are expressed in more general terms in the Council Report on ‘ Euro-
pean Union priorities and policy objectives for external relations in the field of justice and home affairs’,
submitted to the European Council meeting in June 2000 in Feira:
‘The JHA dimension should form part of the Union's overall strategy. It should be incorporated into the
Union's external policy on the basis of a ‘cross-pillar' approach and ‘cross-pillar' measures. Once the objec-
tives have been defined, they should be implemented by making joint use of the Community provisions
available under the CFSP and those on cooperation laid down in Title VI of the TEU’ (Council of the Euro-
pean Union, document 7653/00, Brussels, 6 June 2000, p. 4).

1 Council of the European Union, 7653/00, Brussels, 6 June 2000, p. 2.
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becoming more and more difficult to achieve common evauations, and the results have so far
rarely filtered through to the staff who actually process requests .2

What are then the new needs that existing bodies, like CIREA, do not meet? Firg and
foremogt, the need for in-depth, congtantly updated, relidble information on the Studion in
the refugees country of origin:

‘A common procedure and a uniform datus entail even grester mohilisation of the externd
policy means of action avalable to the Union, for example in gathering and exchanging
information on countries of origin, monitoring flows and the human rights Stuaion, moni-
toring recongruction and humanitarian ad in countries and regions of origin. The Union's

diplomatic missions could be asked to play arole here’ 13

Specidized monitoring mechanisms on actud migration trends are lacking as wel. A rapid
det system on illegd migration has been st up by the May 1999 JHA Council, but this
seems to work just as a dructure for exchange of information, without an autonomous
andyss capacity. Well aware of such deficiencies, the Commisson envisages the crestion of
a more effective gdructure. At the present stage, nevertheless, the ‘Scoreboard to review
progress on the creation of an ‘area of freedom, security and justice’ in the European Union’,
drawvn up and regularly updated by the Commission, does not go beyond the project of a
‘virtua European Migration Observetory’, based on the interconnection of (not aways)
existing nationd agencies*

While this European endeavour is gill a the dage of preparatory actions, naiond governe-
ments try and fill the ggo on ther own. A regiond ealy waning sysem on unauthorized
migration was planned in the framework of the Adriatic Initiative, launched last year by Itdy
(Ancona, 19-20 May 2000). More recently, a bilaterd BritistItdian initistive was launched,
which amed primarily a reinforcing the druggle agang illegd migration through a set of
tools. among them an ‘EU liason officer network in the Western Bakans whose objective is
to encourage ‘the sharing of information, intelligence, and tasks in order to ‘boost our joint
reoonse to illegd immigration’ . The proposd received support by the EU Commissioner
Antonio Vitorino and was findly endorsed by the JHA Council (15-16 March 2001). This led
to a ‘Troika misson to Belgrade and Sargevo (27-28 March 2001) for bilateral meetings
with representatives of the Yugodav and Bosnian governments and a multilaterd minigterid
meeting involving other countries of the region (Albania, BiH, Croatia, FYROM, FRY)
concelved as a follow-up to the November 2000 Zagreb Summit. The relaionship of such a
process with the Stability Pact framework is dill to be clarified.

12 European Commission, Communication to the Council and the European Parliament, Towards a common
asylum procedure and a uniform status, valid throughout the Union, for persons granted asylum, COM(2000)
755 final, Brussels, 22 November 2000, p. 15.

13 European Commission, Communication to the Council and the European Parliament, Towards a common
asylum procedure and a uniform status ..., cited above,, p. 16.

14| ast biannual update: COM (2000) 782 final, 30 November 2000, p. 10.

15 G. Amato - T. Blair, The UK and Italy push for reinforced EU action in the fight against Balkans people
trafficking, Observer on Sunday, 4 February 2001. On the same day, the article was published in Italian in ‘1l
CorrieredellaSera .
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I11.2 The stage of flow management and refugee protection

Once a refugee criss has exploded, the crucid policy issue becomes how to ded with the
extraordinary, continuous movement of population? In other words, how to guarantee
adequate protection to the victims, how to manage the sudden yet ongoing flow in a sudtain
able way? In particular, a crucid choice has to be made as to whether to deal with the mass
influx with ‘ordinary’, individud, Geneva-based forms of protection, or to activate some
‘extraordinary’, collective protection regime (which, in the European case, woud probably
mean a particular versdon of temporary protection). With particular regard to the EU context,
such choice can be broken down into three key questions:

when to give collective protection?
where to give collective protection?
who pays for collective protection?

a) When - The issue is highly controversd as in severd Member States the satus of asylum-
seekers or recognized refugees is far more advantageous (and costly for the recelving State)
than that of the beneficiaries of temporary protection schemes’® This explains the widespread
midrug in the non-governmental sector towards temporary protection as such, often per-
ceived as a ploy to rule out de facto the Geneva convention. The Commisson has openly
acknowledged the existence of such risk:

‘“Temporary protection is sometimes criticised by those who congder that in cetan Mem-
ber States it is implemented as an ingrument that can be used to circumvent or even evade
the obligations flowing from the Geneva Convention. There is indeed a red risk tha the
Stuaion could go out of control. The European Union's responshility is crucid, and it
must manifeg its intention to ensure, by means of its legidaive ingruments, that thet is not
its objective .

In order to prevent inappropriate uses of the ingrument, the EU's executive body, in its May
2000 proposdal, foresees that temporary protection should be granted only ‘in the event of a
meass influx of displaced persons from third countries who are unable to return to their country
of origin [...] where there is a risk that the asylum system will be unable to process this influx
without adver se effects for its efficient operation’ [art. 2(a), emphasis added)].

UNHCR has judged this definition ‘generdly consstent with internationdly agreed princi-
ples.}” Some NGOs, however, have expressed stronger concerns and urged the definition of
more redrictive criteria for the establishment of TP a the EU levd. Amnesty Internationd,
for instance, stated that:

‘A 'mass influx' should dways be defined by the number of people entering the EU and
never by the number of people actudly or potentidly leaving a particular country of origin.
A temporary protection regime should not be enacted any time a crisis bresks in any cout

16 Thisis not the case in other Member States (such as Italy) where, due to the persisting lack of a comprehen-
sive legislation on asylum, the level of financial (or other forms of) public support to asylumseekersis
extremely low.

17 United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, UNHCR commentary on the draft European Union
directive on temporary protection in the event of a mass influx, Geneva, September 2000, p. 4.
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try in the world, but only when refugees fleeing those countries arive within the EU in
exceptiondlly great numbers and in ashort period of time' .1

b) Where - The gpparent effort to externdise the cods of internationa protection, accompa-
nied by a growing (and sometimes ambiguous) emphasis on the ‘right to return’, explains the
preference for in loco or regiona protection repeatedly shown by EU countries during the
'90s. Such preference was among the factors contributing to such crucid drategic decisons
as the establishment of the ‘no-fly-zone in Northern Irag and of the ‘safe havens during the
Bosnian war, the Itdianled ‘Albad operation which darted the dabilisation of Albania after
the 1997 crigs, and the contanment of the great mgority of Kosovar refugees in Albania and
FYROM in 1999.

The question of where protection should be granted (in the country of origin, somewhere in
the surrounding region or within EU borders) is amongs the harshest dilemmas for any future
EU refugee crises management policy. On paper, in loco or regionaised protection is proba-
bly the best option, a least in the short term. But in practice, @ther it is implemented in an
extremdy effective and convincing way or it risks turning into a boosting factor for crimind
snuggling organizations. Alreedy now, even in gtudions which cannot be labeled as
‘refugee crises, it is edimated that a mgority of the asylum-seekers entering the EU have had
recourse to professond smugglers’®. And this trend, unaccepteble from a human rights
perspective, is likdy to be accentuated a the height of a crigs. This is why, in an officid
postion paper on the EU Commisson’'s draft directive on temporary protection, UNHCR
explicitly ated that:

‘The proposa could suggest that States should not impose any measures, such as visa e
quirements or sanctions on cariers transporting improperly documented persons, which
may prevent refugees from gaining access to temporary protection’.2°

Pointing out the risk of such perverse effects does not mean abandoning the search for better
forms of regionaised protection. In this area more than anywhere dse, innovative efforts and
cregtive proposals are needed on dl sdes Luckily, something new is emerging: UNHCR, for
ingdance, which had traditiondly focused manly on the need for more generous admisson
policiesby EU States, is now exploring new paths:

‘[...] condderation could be given to mutualy beneficid arrangements between the EU and
sdected countries in certan regions to edablish ‘regiond asylum processng centres to
srve as an initid locus for identifying protection needs of asylum-seekers origingting from
those regions. The central focus of such a scheme is tha, by bringing digibility procedures
closer to countries of origin, refugees could file asylum clams in States other than those
that may subsequently grant them asylum if their clams are recognised. As a reault, the

18 Amnesty International, Amnesty International Response to the European Commission's proposal for a
Council directive on minimum standards for giving temporary protection in the event of a mass influx of
displaced persons and on measures promoting a balance of efforts between Member States in receiving such
persons and bearing the consequences thereof, 2000, p. 3.

19 See J. Morrison, The Trafficking and Smuggling of Refugees. The End Game in European Asylum Policy?,
Report produced for the UNHCR, Geneva, January 2000.

20 United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, UNHCR summary observations on the Commission
Proposal for a Council Directive on temporary protection, Geneva, 15 September 2000, p. 3.

A



Ferruccio Pastore

impetus to move extraregiondly in an irregular manner or to resort to the services of un

scrupulous people smugglers may be diminated, or at least reduced considerably’

A dmilar gpproach is envisaged by the European Commisson, which is now conducting a
feagbility study onit:

‘Processing the request for protection in the region of origin and fecilitating the ariva of
refugees a the territory of the Member States by a resettlement scheme are ways of offer-
ing rgpid access to protection without refugees being a the mercy of illegd immigration or
trafficking gangs or having to wait years for recognition of ther gatus. [...] This option, as
the Commission sees it, must be complementary and without prgudice to proper treatment
of individua requests expressed by spontaneous arrivals .22

c) Who pays - The issue of burdensharing has been, for years now, a the heart of the
European debate on the harmonisation of asylum policies. It has proved to be thorny, and two
subsequent proposals by the Commission (see fn. 5) have been put aside for lack of unanim-
ity. In the new proposd, tabled by the Commisson in May 2000 and currently under negotia-
tion>® each Europesn temporary protection programme is established by the Council [the
decison is adopted by qudified mgority on a proposd by the Commisson: at. 5(1)] for any
specific mass influx and for a given category of refugees The activation of a TP regime
obliges Member dates to receive refugees from that particular area and/or group. In the
meantime, two mechanisms of ‘solidarity’ enter into force:

i) financid solidarity granted through the European Refugee Fund (seefn. 7);

i) solidarity in physical reception, based on the rule of double acceptance (acceptance of the
refugee by the country chosen as a find dedtination; willingness on the part of the refugee to
be received in the country chosen as destination).

Such a modd of burdensharing would certainly represent a great step forward from the
present Stuation, where no binding arrangement exigs. Neverthdess, given the limited funds
dlocated 0 far (EUR 35 million a year for the period 2001-2004, plus EUR 10 million a year
for emergency measures) and the voluntary nature of the envisaged mechanism for ‘physica
solidarity’ 2%, the proposed solution could turn out to be too wesk to manage adequately future
refugee crises. Even the competent Commissoner recently showed, before the European
Parliament, congiderable prudence on this specific point:

‘Je ne peux pas vous garantir que le systéme va fonctionner, mais nous avons, en tout cas,
tenté d’'éaborer un indrument qui doit permettre de garantir tant le principe de solidarité
dans | accueil physique que celui de la solidarité financiére’ 2°

2L United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, Reconciling Migration Control and Refugee Protection in
the European Union: A UNHCR Per spective, Discussion Paper, Geneva, October 2000, point 54, p. 21.

22 European Commission, Communication to the Council and the European Parliament, Towards a common
asylum procedure and a uniformstatus ..., cited above., p. 9.

2 Currently, negotiations are going on at COREPER level, under strong pressure from the Swedish Presidency,
to reach apolitical agreement at the next JHA Council (May 2001).

24 |n order to avoid this voluntariness turning into arbitrariness, the draft directive provides that: ‘ The Member
States shall receive persons who are eligible for temporary protectionin a spirit of community solidarity. They
shall either indicate — in figures or in general terms — their capacity to receive such persons, or state the
reasons for their incapacity to do so’ [art. 25(1), emphasis added]. European Parliament amendments to the
proposal have particularly stressed the need to restrain the Member States licence to refuse ‘ physical solidar-

ity’.
% Agence Europe, Bulletin quotidien N° 7925, 17 March 2001, PE/IMMIGRATION/ASILE: Le Parlement
approuve, avec des amendements, la proposition de directive sur la protection temporaire des réfugiés, mais
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I11.3 The stage of refugee return and community reconstruction

The last stage in the management of a refugee criss is represented by dther integration in the
recaiving country (be it one of first ariva or one of resettlement) or return/repatriation. The
Commisson May 2000 proposd, by saying that ‘when the temporary protection ends, the
ordinary law on protection and entry and resdence of foreign nationds in the Member States
shdl apply’ @rt. 19), leaves untouched the Member States authority to manage this stage in a
discretionary way, by choosng between the granting of asylum or of subsidiary protection (or
of integration through other channels), voluntary return, forced repatriation or resettlement to
willing third countries

In spite of a very explicit preference for voluntary return (articles 20-22), the draft directive
does not provide any mechanism to harmonise Member States policies once temporary
protection comes to an end. This is clearly a limit and a weakness of the proposd, as a
coherent and transparent common return policy is an important facilitating factor, if not a pre-
condition, for effective podt-conflict recongruction. On the contrary, the perdstence of a
multiplicty of uncoordinated nationa approaches in the post-TP phase could undermine the
effectiveness of any future joint EU endeavour in the fild of community recondruction and
post-crids gabilisaion.

Such a risk would be more acute the more Member States give preference to forcible repatria-
tion. As a matter of fact, devedopments since Dayton seem to teach us a very uncomfortable
lesson: while a voluntary returnee is most often a vauable resource in the recongruction and
dabilisation process, a person who is forcibly repatriated will turn very soon into ether a
clandestine migrant or become (a least in the short-medium term) an obstacle, and possibly
an active opponent, of any sound community reconstruction.?®

rejette les multiples initiatives des Etats Membres — M. Vitorino annonce des initiatives de la Commission, p.
14.

Such lesson is obviously more difficult to learn and put in practice for countries carrying the heaviest refugee
burdens. This is clearly shown by divergent national policies vis-a-vis those Bosnian refugees who did not
adhere to voluntary return programmes. Whereas some EU countries have granted them permanent or long-
term status (Denmark, Italy, Norway, Sweden), others (Germany in particular) have refused to do so and
either deported them or just granted (sometimes de facto) extensions of temporary protection. Such behaviour
is openly criticised not only by UNHCR but also by the United States, which in Fiscal Year 2000 admitted
23,000 refugees from former Yugoslavia (of which 12,000 resettled from Germany). The divergence in return
policies is particularly evident in the following passage of US Federa Government Report to Congress on
‘Proposed Refugee Admissions for Fiscal Year 2001': ‘... Germany has not granted permanent status to
Bosnian refugees to date. These Bosnian refugees must therefore either seek third country resettlement or
return to Bosnia although UNHCR continues to urge asylum countries, including Germany, to continue to
provide temporary asylum to Bosnian refugees. Thisis particularly important for those who cannot yet return
in safety and security to areas where they would be in the minority. [...] We continue to urge countries which
have provided temporary protection to support UNHCR’ s comprehensive strategy on repatriation and returns,
which includes continued protection for vulnerable ethnic groups, including many who came from areas
where they would be in the ethnic minority’ (the full report is available on the State Department website:
www.state.gov/www/global/prm/admissions_resettle.html , pp. 13-14).
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CHAPTER FOUR: SETTING THE AGENDA OF EUROPEAN CRISIS
MANAGEMENT —THE CHALLENGE TO COHERENCE

Ben Tonrat

It remains problematic to speak of the European Union's Common Foreign and Security
Policy (CFSP) even in the aftermath of the Amgterdam Treaty, the entire ‘St Mao process
and its culmination a the 2000 Nice Summit. While a ‘common defence policy’ has been
added to the subgtantive remit of CFSP and the former now includes the European Rapid
Reaction Force (ERRF), the internationa capacity of the Union cannot properly be described
as a ‘foreign policy’ in the dae-centric sense tha is usudly associated with that term.
Ingead, it may be more useful to andyse the development of a European foreign policy
condominium. Congtructed from the joint sovereignty of the Union (in the legd person of the
Community’s Externd Reations) and the Member Staes (in ther tresty commitment to
CFSP), this condominium is a necessarily complex cregtion of politicd and bureaucretic
dructures. These dructures are located in nationd capitds, from within the acquis of the
European Communities and from the Brussds-based intergovernmental Structures created to
sugtain the office of the High Representative and the ERRF.

The key issue for andydsts of the CFSP is the coherence of policy resulting from this condo-
minum — where coherence is assumed to be a necessary criterion of policy effectiveness. The
commitment of most Member State governments to the Union's CFSP is rooted in their belief
that co-ordinated and concerted collective action is more effective than the disparate foreign
policy efforts of Member States acting individudly.  Within nationd foreign policy dlites,
however, motivations vary.? For some, CFSP is viewed as a means of amplifying or adding
politicd-military muscle to exiding naiond foreign policy objectives — enadling nationd
policy makers as it were to piggy-back nationd interests upon the shoulders of a collective
policy. For others, cooperation in foreign and security policy is a crucid means by which the
politicd identity and cohesiveness of the Union as a whole is strengthened and deepened.
Regardless, however, of their mativation, nationad policy elites recognise that the strength of
any collective policy rests (at least partly) in its coherence.

Within the Union, the aspiration for ‘coherence is presented in severd different contexts. In
one sense it is taken to mean that the Union's internationd actions will reman consstent and
mutudly reinforcing regardless of how decisons on them are taken. The Hesnki Report, for
example, inggs that ‘decisons will respect European Community competences and ensure
inter-pillar coherence in conformity with Articde 3 of the EU Treaty’® Alongsde decision
making, coherence is aso invoked to ensure complementarity in foreign policy means. In his
report to the Nice summit, Javier Solana argued that ‘ The centra issue for the Union is one of
coherence in deploying the right combination and sequence of insruments in a timey and
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integrated manner.*  Coherence is dso applied to reations between the Union and other
internationadl  bodies such as NATO. The conclusons of the Fera summit, for example,
ingsted that ‘It will be important to ensure coherence, for those Member States concerned,
with NATO's defence planning process and the Planning and Review Process’®  Fndly,
coherence is dso viewed as a function of the drength of policy makers own politica will.
The Secretary Generd, in his report to the Nice summit, underlined the view that ‘Achieving
coherence and responsiveness is not soldly a mater of instruments but of politicd will.® In
sum therefore, coherence must be sought at severd levels between the instruments and
capabilities available within each pillar of the Union, between the pillars themsdves, between
Member State and Community activities, between the Union and its international partners and
in the political commitment of policy dlites.

If, then, it is coherence that we seek and if we accept that we are reviewing not a common
policy but a policy condominium, then we can gppropriately review how setting the agenda of
criss management can challenge policy coherence.

V.1 The Foreign Policy Condominium and Coherence

Clealy one might gat such an andyss from the point & which the foreign, security and
defence policy emerges, tha is at the Union level. Policy-making is centred clearly within the
Council and specificdly the European Council and the Generd Affars Council. Assging the
Council in that role is the superdructure of the Brussds-based intergovernmental bodies
edablished for the Office of the High Representative and the ERRF. The Commisson has a
padld but somewha subsdiay role since its policy responghilities for externd reéations,
trade and internationd development assistance etc. tend either to run pardle with or to be fed
into these Council dructures. The Council, in the pursuit of overdl policy coherence, is thus
a the hub of the process. For its part, the European Parliament is a margina player with only
limited oversight functions but some potentiadly significant budgetary control.

Much has been done a Union level to improve coherence for criss management in both
theory and practice.  The structure of decison making and the inditutional framework that has
been edtablished now clearly — if not yet decisvely — centres the policy process, decision
meking and operationa control within the Council.” Effective working reationships and
inditutiondised modus operandi have been established between and across the pillared
dructure of the Union and the focus provided by the High Representative and his daff offers
sgnificant added vaue to that end. For its part the Commisson has worked with the grain of
these devdopments and, while rightly protective of its exclusve competences, appears to
accept that its role is more like that of an additiond team member rather than that of Manager.

Improving the Coherence and Effectiveness of the European Union Action in the Field of Conflict Prevention,
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Outganding issues that undermine effective coherence relate to the pillared naure of the
Union, the consequent divison of responghilities that is driven by politicd need rather than
policy requirement, and the lack of democratic accountability that may serve to undermine the
legitimacy of the system.

However, the over-riding chalenge to the Union in setting the agenda of criss management is
that it remains essentidly reactive. While developing its broad paette of policy responses to
vaious crigs contingencies, the Union remains weak in anticipating and forestdling crises i.e.
in setting the agenda of criss management.  The CFSP policy-planning unit, while cruad, is
scandaloudy smdl. There is as yet no integration of political and economic reporting from
oversess delegation offices with that from Member State embasses — except through the
limted COREU tdex sysem. There is only the mogs rudimentary inteligence cooperation
between nationd agencies and there is no meaningful capacity a Union leve for ether
human or sgnds inteligence. There is only the mogt rudimentary attention paid to engaging
public attention on internationa issues from a Union perspective.  Finaly, there gppears to be
no drategy on the part of the Union for involving or interacting with mgjor NGO actors.

At the levd of Member Sates the dgnificance of the condominium dructure is crucd in
terems of criss management agenda setting. Through a comparatively cdear and hierarchica
policy-making structure, Member States retain the capacity to decide whether or not an issue
is dedt with & Union levd. Nationd politicd dites may choose to exercise their veto at
European Council levdl agang the edtablishment of a common drategy or they may ab-
dan/withdraw from the operationd implementation of policy within the Generd Affars
Council where QMV applies (but is never actualy applied). While path dependency may
predispose Member States toward Union-centred policy making and while they are obliged by
treaty provison not to frudrate the creation or implementation of a collective policy, Member
States nonetheless retain their sovereign rights.  They therefore have the option of deding
with any paticular criss unilaterdly, multilateraly (through other inditutions such as the UN
and NATO or through ad hoc coditions), or collectively through the EU. This menu of criss
management options provides Member States with a crucid capacity to establish their own
agendain criss management.

As a result of their metgphorica capacity to sdect the restaurant from whose menu they will
choose their criss management response, Member States make it extremey difficult for the
policy making sysem a EU leve to turn out a condgtent (and thereby coherent) product.
Without the discipline of a legdly defined Union-centred policy making hierarchy, the Union
must face the fact that coherence will remain problematic. Member States and Union
inditutions can only seek to minimise the most egregious examples of policy contradiction
and bureaucratic conflict. Only a the point a which a collective Union-centred foreign,
security and defence policy becomes defined by Member State policy elites as being intrindc
to the pursuit of therr ‘nationa interess can this dStuation be expected to change. This
requires such a fundamental reassessment of rdations between the Member States and ther
collective European ingtitutions thet it is difficult to conceive in the short to medium term.

The find segment of the policy condominium from which the Union's CFSP emerges is the
one that recelves the least academic and expert atention. The non-state sector is one with
tremendous power to st the agenda of criss management without regard for the need of
congstency, coherence, or drategic planning.  Through the media and through their own
direct action, non-governmental organisations (NGOs) have the capacity to set and pursue a
political agenda with regard to criss management. The definition of a criss, the formation of
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public opinion, the direction of popular and/or grass roots political action, and the setting of
foreign policy priorities dl owe something to the activity of NGOs a the nondate levd.
Traditiondly, the largest such actors (eg. Amnesty Internationd, Oxfam) work trans-
nationdly, directing their attention to the shaping of public opinion a dae leve within the
context of larger transnationd campaigns. Smdler such actors limit themsdves to activities
in their own nation-dtate and the pursuit of nationd lobbying drategies. Only in the last 10-
15 years, as the Union's internationd capacity has grown and begun to crysalise, have such
actors begun to focus serious attention and resources to the Union itself as an actor — particu-
larly through the European Parliament — as a means of getting their particular message across.
They face, however, amgor hurdle,

The Union, by its very nature, lacks a ‘demos or even a defined politicd space to which an
NGO can apped. NGOs usualy engage with a polity’s sense of itsdf, of its identity and of its
vaues as the key means by which it wins attention, funding and politica action. Within the
European Union such a politicad space does not exig ether in media or politica terms and
only to a very limited degree can it be identified in inditutiond terms. However, NGOs
remain criticaly important within netiond politicd spaces and, in the absence of any Euro-
pean ‘space, mug inevitably ‘nationdise ther agendasetting message on criss manage-
ment. Thus nationd political actors in the Member States are placed in the podtion of
responding to national demands for action in any particular criSs Stuation. The effect of this
is to leave such nationd dites with the choice as to the ‘best’ drategy by which nationdly
defined and contextudised foreign policy objectives might be pursued. This has the effect of
defining crises in nationd terms and only ‘europeaniang’ them as a utilitarian drategic
choice.

An dternaive mode — and one which would be designed to increase the coherence of both
the criss management policy and the agenda setting — would be to set about the creation of
some kind of foreign policy ‘space’ in the Union. By providing NGO's with access, infor-
mation and some input to policy, it might lead them to ‘europeanise the context through
which they communicate and mobilise nationd publics  This might also imply that gppeds to
vaues, identity and sdf might be made upon a European bass dongsde the nationd. It
might dso serve to create in these NGOs the same kind of ‘consultation refleX’ so early
identified in the congruction of European Political Cooperation (EPC) and later the CFSP.
This might dso prompt them to think of policy solutions more frequently in European as well
as nationd terms.  Nationd policy makers might then begin to face increasng grass-roots
demands for European solutions to crisds management Stuations.

Such an approach does have its difficulties. By creating such a policy space at European level
— and seeking to develop a truly European debate on foreign policy choices and responses to
crises — the exiding democratic deficit in this area would be exacerbated. While nationd
parliaments treditiondly face unique difficulties in holding ther Executives to account on
matters of nationad security and foreign policy (and specia procedures in this regard usudly
apply), the European Paliament is perhaps exceptiondly week in its ability to hold the
Council and/lor Commisson to account. While the Paliament might have an important
contribution to make in legitimigng a truly common European foreign policy, it is evident
that nationd politicd dites are some condderable digance from dlowing such practices to
develop. Nonetheless, for those Member State governments that wish to creaste an effective
and coherent common foreign and security policy, this is an issue that will have to be ad-
dressed.
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1VV.2 Conclusion

The centrd thess of this andysis is that the ‘coherence of the Union's Common Foreign and
Security Policy must be judged upon a basis other than that usualy ascribed to the nationd
foreign policy of a Member State.  With that qudification in mind, it is then possble to assess
how and why the coherence of the Union is undermined within the policy condominium that
cregtes it.  While it is right and proper that consderable andytica attention has been directed
to minimisng incondgencies a the Union levd of the policy condominium (and many dill
reman), it must be acknowledged that the issue is more fundamentd and profound than that.
So long as Member States retain the exclusive right to determine whether or not a particu-
lar crisis receives Union attention, coherence will remain at issue. That particular Rubicon
is, however, unlikey to be crossed in the absence of a fundamentd regppraisd of Union
Member State relations. Findly, it is argued here that atention must adso be directed towards
the non-date sector and in particular the role of NGO's in setting the agenda on criss man-
agement and foreign policy. In the absence of a formd invitation and gppropriate Structures
to involve them in the policy making process a EU levd, such NGOs will continue to
contextudise their work through sate channels and thus undermine efforts to creste an
informed and accountable debate surrounding the creation of a truly common foreign and
security policy for Europe.
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= A European Foreign Policy: Ambition and Reality

(Speech given at the Indtitut Francais des Rdlations Internationdes (IFRI), Paris, 15 June
2000)

More than 40 years ago the European Commisson’s first Presdent, Wdter Halstein, wanted
to formdise the Commisson's reations with the representatives of third countries in Brus-
sds. Presdent de Gaulle dapped him down, pooh-poohing this ‘artificd country springing
from the brow of a technocrat’. | suppose that some — not least in what we would cdl, within
the Commisson, ‘the country that | know best’ - would regard this speech as a smilarly
reprenengble trespass into that artificia country. None of this is surprisng. For foreign policy
goes to the heart of what it means to be a nation. And the Commisson's role is sill disputed.
When it comes to trade policy or agriculture, we know where we stand. The Commission acts,
more or less, according to Jean Monnet's brilliant vison. But what exactly is the Common
Foreign and Security Policy? Should the Member States be willing to curb their nationd
ingincts for the sake of it?

These questions have never been answered to anyone's satisfaction. Hidtory is littered with
faled atempts to creste a Common Foreign and Security Policy which could be more than the
sum of its parts. The Pleven Plan; the de Gasperi Plan; the Fouchet Plan ... With European
Paolitical Co-operation, in 1970, the baby a least survived. Indeed it grew. But it was dways
rather a sckly cresture. After twenty years, in 1989, it boasted an impressve jungle of
committees, it issued ringing declarations (usualy a week or two after they could influence
events); but — as some academic commentators put it recently - ‘the structure resembled a
diplomatic game, providing work for officds without engaging or informing Paliaments or
press, let done public opinion. It thus falled to promote any subgantia convergence of
nationd attitudes.’

Since then, the European Union has started to raise its game. The Maadtricht Treaty of 1992
created the Common Foreign and Security Policy. The Amsterdam Treaty cdled into being
the High Representative, ‘Mongeur PESC'. And the Helsnki European Council last Decem:
ber took the firgt big step into defence policy. What caused this new impetus? | would suggest
three reasons in particular:

Fird, the mismatch between the time and effort being put into Politicd Co-operation,
and the feeble outcome, had become too glaring. As the European Union matured in
other respects, with enlargement, the advent of the Single Market and the drive to-
wards a sngle currency — it became ever clearer that foreign policy was lagging be-
hind.
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Second, the fal of the Berlin Wall changed the whole landscape of Europe. We had
aways known what we were against. Now we had to work out what we were for. And
we needed to be able to tackle instability on our borders. Europe’s weakness was ex-
posed, in paticular, by our humiliaing ‘hour of Europe in Bosnia, where we could
neither sop the fighting, nor bring about any serious negotiation until the Americans
chose to intervene. Europe's subsequent reliance on US military capacity in Kosovo
had a smilaly gdvanisng effect. The Member States recognised that they needed a
genuine Common Foreign and Security Policy to reverse thistide.

And third, perhaps, there has been a changing rdationship with the US. American
engagement in Europe since the Second World War has been a blessng in dmost
every respect. Yet America has divided us. Some Europeans — fodlidly in my view —
have measured their devotion to the cause of Europe by their anti-Americanism. Oth
ers have shied away from a muscular European foreign policy, and especidly defence
policy, for fear that this would sever the dl-important transatlantic link. Both have
been wrong. And both are coming to see it. Europe and America need one another.
The danger is not of US isolationiam, but of unilaterdism - accompanied, sometimes,
by disregard for the great aoroad. Europe will encourage that tendency if it is not seen
to be doing more for itsdlf.

So we have our new CFSP. Javier Solana, as its High Representative, also presides over the
Council Secretariat. As the Commissoner for Externd Reaions, | combine responshilities
which used to be soread between severa Commissoners. | do not want to turn this into a
speech about inditutions — but | should discuss very briefly one centrad issue, which is the
role of the Commission in the emerging structur e of CFSP.

In the important advances achieved in CFSP in the last decade, the Member States have not
given the Commisson a sole right of initiaive, nor, in generd, have they agreed to abide by
mgjority votes, nor do they accept that Europe has ‘occupied the space reducing nationd
freedom of action. It is important to understand this and paticularly important that the
European Commisson should understand it. Foreign policy remans primaily a matter for
democraticaly eected Member State governments.

But it is equdly necessary that dl Member States should acknowledge what those actudly
doing the work of CFSP have long understood: that mere inter-Governmentalism is a recipe
for weskness and mediocrity: for a European foreign policy of the lowest common denomina
tor. That will become more and more obvious as the Union takes in new members. Individud
Member States can blunt the deficiencies of inter-Governmentalism by playing a prominent
role. As Presdent Chirac sad in his important foreign policy speech of 30 May: ‘some
members can act as a driving force...” to give Europe a coherent, high-profile foreign policy.
But force of will and the gpped to shared vadues are not enough. That is why the Member
States decided at Maadtricht and & Amdgerdam to combine the Community and the inter-
Governmenta methods. Only in this way would they be able to dng, if not in unison, a least
in closer harmony.

What they came up with is far from perfect. Luckily Javier Solana and | work extremely well
together - but we are not much helped in tha by the new inditutiond meachinery. CFSP is a
work in progress which will be further streamlined in the years to come. The important point
isthat — however awkward they may be - the new structures, procedures and instruments of
CFSP recognise the need to harness the strengths of the European Community in the service
of European foreign policy. That is why the Treaty ‘fully associates the European Commis-
son with CFSP. We participate fully in the decison-making process in the Council, with a
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shared right of initiative which we shdl exercise. Our role canot be reduced to one of
‘panting by numbers — smply filling in the blanks on a canvas drawn by others. Nor should
it be. It would be absurd to divorce European foreign policy from the inditutions which have
been given responghility for most of the ingruments for its accomplishment: for externd
trade quedtions, including sanctions, for European externd assigtance; for many of the
externd aspects of Justice and Home Affairs.

What is needed is a sendble and sengtive partnership between the indtitutions of the Union
and the Member States. We should be engaged not in trench warfare, but in a common
enterprise to ensure that the world's largest trading group aso makes its presence felt politi-
cdly.

Let me move from this inditutiond hors d oeuvre to the main course. What we are actudly
trying to do together? What do the Member States want to do with their new structures? And
how should we measure our success?

The EU has wide responsabilities and interests — and CFSP must have a globd reach. But
within that, we need to focus our efforts. | suggest tha the EU might set itsdf three overdl
gods.

The first is to manage more effectively our relationships with our nearest neighbours.
The US, because of its boundiess confidence in technology, its pre-eminence as a
world power and its geographical postion, can contemplate technical solutions — such
as Nationd Missle Defence — to the threets that it faces. Whatever scepticism or e+
thusasm one may have about this gpproach — and for what it's worth | remain to be
whoally convinced — it is symptomatic of a belief that the world can be kept a bay. In-
terestingly, this bdief has increased US rdiance on tools (military thrests and action)
which, in Europe, are a Member State responsibility. In Europe, by contrast, our geog-
raphy rules out such an gpproach, even were we to believe in it. We can only achieve
security by engaging condructively with our neerest neighbours. This requires the ap-
plication of tools such as trade, externd assstance, environmenta co-operation, com:
petition policy and so on, which are maiters of Community competence. The Member
States cannot, separately, pursue a wholly effective externa relations policy not just
because they are too smdl, but because such a policy depends upon insruments over
which they have wisdy decided to pool their resources.

A second god we should set oursalves is to goply our experience of multilatera co-
operation to a wider stage. The EU has been a unique, and a uniquely successful, e-
periment in regiond integration. It seeks to preserve what is best aout its members:
their separate cultures, languages, traditions, and historica identities — while overcom-
ing what has been worst: nationdism, xenophobia, mutudly dedtructive trade and
monetary policies, and (ultimately) their tendency to go to war with one ancther.
There have been many frudrations and falures dong the way. For my own taste, the
EU has been too interventionist. | sympathise with the demand that we should be more
enthusadtic about subsdiarity. The EU is sometimes wasteful and inefficient, partly
because Member States have often denied us the resources we need to manage our d-
fars better. The EU is not loved. Yet it has been a tremendous force for stability and
prosperity on this continent — and a pole of attraction for countries emerging from dic-
tatorship. Michad Prowse suggested in a recent column in the Financid Times that in
the coming century Europe will offer the world a ‘saisfying overal combination of
individua liberty, economic opportunity and socid incdusion. It will offer the individ-
ud more persond freedom than intolerant Asia. And the vaue of this freedom will be
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enhanced by a sense of community and commitment to socid wedfare that is largdy
missng in aomigtic Americal. That is an optimigic vison. | hope it is true. But it sats
a chalenge for the European Union's externa relations, too. For the skills we are c-
vedoping to manage our own dfars are enormoudy reevant to a world that is ill
gruggling to evolve an economic, legd and politicad framework to contain the pas-
sons of dates, to hep manage relations between them, and to channd globdisation in
beneficent directions. Not only can the EU contribute to the world's sumbling efforts
to co-operate more effectively in multilateral frameworks (in the UN, the WTO, and
0 on). But our own modd of integration is ingpiring regiond experiments from Aga
to Latin America And through our commitment to human rights we can explode the
absurd notion that there is a tenson between commercid interests and active support
for freedom. It has long been clear to me tha the freest societies are dso the best
neighbours and the best places to invest and do business. The EU’s ambition must be
to reflect abroad what is best about our own modd. Our sense of civil society. The
bal ance we seek to gtrike between national freedoms and common disciplines.

A third overdl god the European Union should set itself is to become a serious counr
terpart to the United States. As | have sad, it is a fdlacy to imagine that there is a
choice to be made between Europeanism and Atlanticism. They are mutudly reinforc-
ing. We need to work closdy with the United States, which has been, and remains, a
gaunch friend of Europe. There is much — very much — to admire in the US. But there
are ds0 many aress in which | think they have got it wrong. The UN, for exanple, ex
vironmentad policy and a pusuit of extraterritorial powers combined with a neurdgic
hodility to any externd authority over thar own afars. But we will not win agr
ments like these unless we are oursalves taken serioudy. At present, in many aeas, we
are not. Nor do we deserve to be. By working more effectively together, deveoping
the Common Foreign and Security Policy so that it adlows us better to project our
combined potentid, we may hope to contribute to a hedthier globa balance.

Let me turn now from the generd to the particular. What should be the ambition of CFSP in
key areas of policy - and how should the European Commission be making its contribution?

Our firg responghility is internal rather than externa: to help creste a dynamic European
economy which can fud a serious foreign policy. ‘Give me the cod’ sad the firs post-war
British Foreign Secretary, Ernie Bevin, ‘And I'll give you the policy’. But the Commisson’s
external trade policy isaso acrucid part of European foreign policy:

Fird, the EU must contribute to open, rule-based international trade. The EU must
be a champion of globaisation, which is a force for good not only for the economic
benefits which trade can bring to the poorest countries, but because it aso serves to
promote open societies and liberd ideas. | welcome the recent WTO ded which Pas-
cd Lamy has negotiated with Ching;

But globdisation is not some force of nature beyond our control. For example, we
must address the risk of polarisation between the connected and the isolated. Lib-
eral trade and advanced technology are making people better off, but not everywhere
and not in every country. Europe spends some €11 hillion a year on ice-cream. Yet
174 out of every 1000 African children fail to reach the age of five.

And this brings me & once to external assistance - an area in which the EU redity, a
present, fals embarrassingly far below its potentid. The EU and its Member States account
for 55% of dl officid internationd development assstance, and some 66% of dl grant ad.
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Yet the money is not well managed. In saying tha, | do not want to cast aspersons on the
many excdlent and dedicated saff who have worked ther hearts out trying to turn things
around. But they have been saddled with lousy procedures. And there are too few of them. EC
ad volumes have increased two or three times as fast as the daff a our digposa to manage
the funds. We have to work with absurdly heavy procedures imposed by Member States
wanting to micromanage projects, and to secure contracts. As a result, in the last 5 years the
average dday in disbursement of committed funds has increased from 3 years to 4.5 years.
For certain programmes the backlog of outstanding commitments is equivdent to more than
8.5 years payments.

Last month we announced our plans b clean up this mess. We are proposing to the budgetary
authority that a proportion of each assstance programme should be committed to its manage-
ment. With these additional resources:

We can do a better job of multiannua programming, and seek to involve the Member
States a that stage, s0 that they do not delay the projects themsdves by excessve
oversight procedures.

We can cregte a sngle office of the Commisson, to be caled EuropeAid, which will
identify projects and then oversee their implementation, from gtart to finish.

And we can devolve more work to our oversees ddegations, bringing management
nearer to the projects themselves, and involving beneficiary countries more closdy in
decison-making.

This is perhgos my highest gngle priority in my present job — working cdosdy with Poul
Nielson who has particular responghbility for development co-operation. If we cannot manage
our funds effectivdly, we should not manage them a dl. Yet if funds ae wel managed,
externa assgtance is an area where there is an obvious vaue-added in action a a Community
leve.

Nowhere is it more important that we should be fast and effective in delivering assstance than
in the Western Balkans. This region poses a tremendous challenge for Europe and for CFSP -
and for me and Javier Solana in particular. 1 was ddighted when President Chirac announced,
in his speech of 30 May, tha the Bakans would be a the top of the French Presdency’s
CFSP agenda. | welcome the prospect of another Summit, as | welcome his cal for a more
coherent, forceful and determined drategy. The Commisson has explained in some detall
wha such a dsrategy means in terms of EU spending. The EU’s overdl gpproach is clear. We
areworking for:

the gradud integration of these countries into the Union by way of Stabilisation and
Association Agreements

that will involve the regeneration of these economies through intra-regiona trade, as
wel as through asymmetric trade concessions by the EU to encourage the trangtion
towards free trade;

but in the fird ingance it means the most rapid possble recondruction of shattered
lives, shattered societies and shattered infrastructure. Not only have we established a
Reconstruction Agency to oversee this work in Kosovo, but we have proposed a new
Regulation to draw the work together within asingle legd instrument.
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In dl this we are working cosdy with the UN and with the Stability Pact under Bodo
Hombach. Thereis a huge job to be done.

These are not inherently wicked or violent societies. They are people, rather, ill living with
the consequences of a flawed regionad congruction following the Congress of Berlin more
than a hundred years ago. And in Serbia they are suffering under appdling leadership. Despite
some encouraging developments, such as recent changes in Croatia, the present redity is ugly.
We mugt light the path to Europe.

In the M editerranean, too, the EU has the capacity to make a red difference. Not so long ago
the EU's Mediteranean policy was conceived primarily in terms of development co-
operation. Tha time has long passed. We do have a massve development programme, of
course. It has grown exponentidly in recent years, and now represents about a quarter of the
Union's entire external assstance effort. But aid is only one facet of a much wider policy.
Five years ago we launched the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership — the so-called ‘Barcelona
Process . We are seeking a shared area of peace, prosperity and security to our south, rooted
in free trade — the Mediterranean equivdent of NAFTA. We seek to promote human rights,
democracy and the rule of law throughout the region. And we seek a co-operative partnership
that can help to sustain the coming peace in the Middle East.

There is a risk that words like partnership become mere platitudes of diplomatic intercourse if
they are not backed by hard targets and timetables. That is why | am determined to relaunch
the Barcelona Process. Ministers have cdled on the European Commission to propose idess
before the summer bresk.

| could continue on a world tour amost indefinitely, but you will be relieved to hear that | do
not propose in this speech to expand on the ambition or the redity of the EU’'s engagement in
Latin America, or Africa, or Ada, or in the Middle East. Let me conclude, however, with
brief comments on three further topics of particular importance for Europes whole future
Russa the EU's imminent enlargement; and the beginnings of an independent European
military cagpeacity.

Russia, first, whose transformation has been one of the most sgnificant features of the last 50
years. Russas future reationship with the EU is an issue of profound importance for our
continent — and it remains a conundrum. For Russa is undoubtedly European. But she is not
Wegtern. Russia a great power. Yet her enfeebled economy is only 8% the sze of the EU’'s
while depending on us for 40% of its externa trade. Where does this leave our long-term
relaionship? And where does it leave countries from Central Ada to the Caucasus to Ukraine
which lie between the great continenta poles? This is a question which can provoke passon
ate theoretica debate about the geographical limits of the Union; and about religious and
culturd divides. My own approach is pragmatic. Our interest and our obligation is to engage
with al these countries, and with Russa above dl, to hep them develop the dructures they
need for sound economic and palitical development. Let usfocus, for now, on that priority.

The Russans have dways placed greater fath in strong leaders than in strong inditutions. But
if they are now to attract investment; if they are to overcome their huge problems of nuclear
safety; if they are to defeat their cancer of corruption and fraud; if they are to reemerge, in
short, as the great power they should be — they need strong and effective inditutions to
underpin the rule of law. No amount of good laws will make any difference if they cannot be
gpplied in practice, and if the courts are too weak to enforce them.
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The EU is keen to work in partnership with Russa. At the EU-Russa Summit in Moscow at
the end of last month | could sense the hope of a fresh start under Mr Putin. But we can only
hdp if Russa shows its own commitment to individud rights and the rule of law. Events in
Chechnya continue to cast along shadow.

As | sad, the future of Russa has a profound bearing on the EU’s own enlargement, which
is going to trandform the European Union over the coming years The full implications of
taking in s many new members are impossble to predict. It will require radicd changes in
our present ingditutions, which has dready provoked the fascinating debate launched by
Joschka Fischer last month. | will not join that debate here except to say that while | have
some sympathy for Joschkas conception of nation daes shaing soveraignty within a
conditutional contract subject to greater democratic control and accountability, | am con
cerned that powers should be vested upwards from the separate nations in the centra structure
that is created — not downwards from that Structure. Nation dtates are the basic politica unit
and will remain the man focus of public loydty. Enlargement of the EU will dso require
radical changes in EU policies, including the Common Agriculturd Policy. That could be a
helpful stimulus, and not a disbenfit of enlargement, if we gpproach it sensbly.

Whatever its structurd and policy consequences, enlargement conditutes the single greatest
contribution the EU can make to European — even to globd — ability. | see the projection of
stability as the EU’s essentid mission, and the centra objective of CFSP. The enlargement of
the EU itsdf is the grestest example of that policy. We have dready seen, in Greece, Spain
and Portugd, how membership of the EU has helped to tabilise countries emerging from
dictatorship.

Finaly, | promised to say a few words about security, and the Commisson’s role within the
emerging structures. Heads of Government have dated ther immediate god very clearly. By
the year 2003 they want to ke able to deploy 50 — 60 000 troops capable of the full range of
what are known as the Petersberg tasks. humanitarian and rescue work, criss management,
peace-keeping, and even peace-making. The French have made clear their determination to
drive full throttle for that goa during their Presdency. Javier Solana is deeply involved both
on the operationd sde, building command and control structures for European operations,
and on the inditutiona dde too, tackling the complexities of the EU-NATO relationship
induding the involvement of nonNATO members of the EU and of nonEU members of
NATO. It is essentid that the whole project should be closdy coordinated with NATO,
saving to reinforce Europe's contribution to its own security. It is work that | strongly
support. Yet | do so in many respects as an interested observer rather than as a contributor.

Does this mean that the Commisson should keep out of the whole fidd? Some — even in this
hal perhgps — would answer yes military questions are for the Member States, and the
Community inditutions should mind ther own busness That is wrong for two reasons a
least:

Firg, while the Commisson has nothing to say — nor do we seek a role — in defence, it
is impossble to separate purdy military matters from related issues in which we are
competent, and have a red contribution to make. Military and the non-military actions
cannot be placed nesatly into separate boxes. Nor should they be, because they need to
be closdly co-ordinated in the service of a s$ngle srategy. The Commisson, for exam:
ple, may be bankrolling police support to hep head off a conflict; or we may be a-
ranging the training of border sarvices where uncontrolled mass migration is
generating conflict; or we may be heping to re-establish adminidrative structures in
countries emerging from crigs — as we see in the Bakans today. The Commisson has
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an impressve range of ingruments and expertise which need to be incorporated into
the EU’'s overdl gpproach in crigs dtuations — from de-mining projects to mediation
to support for independent media All this means that we need to be involved in the
day to day work of the emerging security sructures of the EU. The Commisson is
currently working with the Member States to develop nortmilitary headline gods that
will complement the military godl.

The second reason it makes no sense to try to fence off the emerging security struc-
tures from the Commission is that defence trade and production cannot be trested as a
chasse gardée within the Single Market. Competition between defence companies. R-
search and development. Exports of defence equipment. Internal market aspects of de-
fence trade, and dual-use goods which have cvil as wdl as military applications. Al
these are areas in which the benefits of the Single Market should not be denied to
European industry.

These are areas in which the Commisson needs to tread with great senstivity. As | have sad,
we do not seek a role in defence or military decison-making. But | would plead for the
indivisihility of European foreign policy, which cannot be confined to one pillar of the Treaty.
The Commission needs to be fully associated with al of CFSP.

Let me conclude with this

The Common Foreign and Security Policy has developed dowly in the European Union, and
is dill week, because it is an area in which the Member States are rightly jedous of their
national prerogatives. There are didtinct limits on how far they want to go in pooling ther
capacity, and on how much they want to spend. But in recent years they have begun to fashion
a Common Foreign and Security Policy which can be more than just declaratory. And they
have recognised that this needs to integrate three srands. national policies, Community
policies, and CFSP itdf (the so-caled ‘Second Rilla’). European foreign policy must
combine dl three, and it will become stronger as that combination becomes seamless.

The Commission will play its role in this important work. If CFSP is to be taken serioudy,
this will involve hard choices The Commisson will try to make Member States face up to
those choices, which will sometimes mean saying things that are unpopular. We shdl tdl the
Member States, for example, when we condder that they are willing the end without provid-
ing the budgetary means. But if we are to do that we must retain the independence which is
our strength as an inditution.

Europe's foreign policy ambition should extend a long way beyond the present redity. CFSP
is dill in its infancy. If it is to grow to meaturity it needs the nurture of both its parents. the
member dates, and the Community inditutions. And — as any psychologigt will tel you — the
child ismore likely to be happy and hedlthy if those parents love one ancther.
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THE EU'SEXTERNAL PROJECTION:
IMPROVING THE EFFICIENCY OF OUR COLLECTIVE RESOURCES

Council Paper given at Evian (September 2000)

INTRODUCTION

The EU isdready aleading actor in world affairs.

The origind contractua and autonomous (trade/aid) programmes developed over time in the
Community framework, combined with several years of CFSP practice and with the wedth of
bilaterd relations and diplomatic structures of the 15 member States, provides the EU with
unique cumulative cgpabiliies  Ongoing inditutiond developments, namely the prospective
grengthening both of its geo-paliticd dimenson (enlargement) and of its crigs management
capacity (ESDP) will in the coming years further incresse the EU's externd projection. This
paper sets out to acknowledge and build on these achievements, focussng on practica and
concrete measures for further improving our effectiveness.

The question arises whether the Union:
—  isactudly making the best possible use of the collective resources avalableto it;

—  exets in the pursuit of its common interests and in defence of its vaues an influence
on the world scene commensurate with the externa instruments and resources aready at

itsdispod,;
—  iscagpable of projecting itself, and of being perceived, as one actor.

The present report is intended to provide a summary overview of those insruments and
resources. It highlights the scope for maximisng synergies in the utilistion of nationd,
CFSP and Community instruments, as well as the issues to be addressed at politica levd in

this perspective.

. NON-FINANCIAL ASPECTS

1. EU Representation in third countries

The cumulative diploméatic presence of the EU (15+Commisson) in third counr
tries is unpardlded, in terms of both staff numbers and geographic coverage. As
a comparison, the EU fidd roughly 40,000 (diplomatic) staff members throughout
a network of more than 1500 diplomatic missons, whereas the US has roughly
15000 doaff for a diplomatic network of less than 300 missons (see
DOC.APPENDIX 1.).

This huge deployment of human and financid resources is not matched in dl in
stances by a comparable output, in terms of access, information and influence.
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National MSs Embassies and Representations are of course mainly geared to the
sarvice of national (trade, economic, military, cultura, etc)interests. However,
EU business is increesngly on ther agenda, and not only on the occason of
Presidency/Troika functions.

Regular (15+1) onthe-spot coordination; debriefing on the occason of
EU/Commission vidgts HOMs joint reports have become commonplace in most
capitds. There is clearly scope, however, for exerting more influence on locd ar
thorities, maximisng the collective weight and vighility through everyones ef-
fots for more effective joint action and information-sharing regarding EU-
rdlevant issues, and especidly for better two-way communication and informeation
flows (with Brussls).

Three particular issues arise in this respect:

* coordination of Ministerial visits: High-levd EU vists especidly by in
dividua Troika members, should be coordinated more effectively, to avoid
overlgpoping of diplomatic efforts and unnecessary concentration over time.
Conversdly, better coordination and planning would dlow for timely inten
dficaion of vidts to given cgpitdsregions, where regular EU politica pres-
ence appearsin our interest.

* SG/HR's diplomatic assistance/channels. whereas it is understood that the
SG/HR has to operate in close contact with the Presidency on the spot, lack
of direct diplomatic Structures sometimes conditutes an imparment of his
cgpacity to carry out urgent or informa demarches, as well as for his logis
tic/protocol back up. Some reflections should be pursued on this point,
dong the lines of the Hednki concdudons (Trumpf-Riris), with a view to
making a better use of Commisson ddegations and Member States mis-
sons.

* updating mechanisms of EU cooperation and representation on the
spot: those mechanisms are by now outdated™®’, and need to be brought up
to goeed with the Union's current ambitions. Some thought should be given
to the possihility of extending systematic cooperation in some (ESDP - rele-
vant) capitds to the military fiedld. By the same token, Presdency de-
marches should not have ther impact diminished by padld (dbet
coherent) activity by MSs missons. In short, at. 20 of the Treaty should be
given the fullest implementation.

Q.1: How can we further increase synergies and cooperation between MSs
and Commission representations in third countries, with a view to in-
creasing the EU's political leverage and visibility? Should the SG/HR
make proposalsto this effect?

*)

Cooperation between the Missions of the Member States and the Commission Delegationsin third
countries and at international organisations(Decision of 28.2.1986 by Foreign Ministers meeting within

EPC)

Cooperation between the missionsin third countries (approved by the Political Committee on 18.5.1984
with additional details approved on 15.5.1986).
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Q.3

Q.22 How can we improve the planning of Ministerial visits? Should Com-
mission delegations serve the SG/HR aswell?

EU weight and influence in inter national organisations

The EU is dready an active and cohesve group in international organisations, ro-
tably in the UN, where its views are represented in various ways in each UN b-
rum. The EU makes some 175 statements and explanations of vote last year in the
GA, ECOSOC and the Security Council and the High Representative has recently
addressed the Security Council on behdf of the Union. At the last GA, EU Mem-
ber States voted identicaly in 95% of the cases (278 out of 293 resolutions). EU
podtions a the UN Commisson on Human Rights are increasingly coordinated
and underpinned by joint dtatements, specific EU initiatives, didogue with other
participants and a common approach to voting. There is consderable scope for
extending this gpproach to other areas of UN activity.

In this area as well, however, it is clear that the EU's contribution, be it terms of
its commitment, its intdlectud investment, its cumulaive (MSs+Commission)
participation in decison making bodies and its financid support & not matched by
Its capacity to project its values and influence policy accordingly.

This perception arises not only with regard to the limited recognition of EU pos-
tions in the phase of policy-making (see as a comparison, US satus within 1FI's);
but dso in terms of candidates (whether or not from the EU) for top or executive
positions appointed with full EU backing.

Doc.Appendix Il recapitulates MSs (+Commisson where appropriate) cumulated
capitd share in and/or financid contributions to a number of (economic/financid)
multilaterd  organisations and agencies, highlighting the presence of EU naionds
in executive podtions, and the pogtions likely to be filled in the monthsyears
ahead.

The Treaty lays down the principle that Member States shdl coordinate their a-
tion in international organisations. It is the case both for CFSP (article 19 TEU)
and for development cooperation (article 180 TEC). We should ensure that the
provisons of the Treety are given the fullest implementation.

How can we ensure better representation of EU interests and positions within
international organisations, through more efficient coordination, including a
more coherent policy for appointments to executive positions? What should
betherole of the SG/HR in this context?

New CFSP instruments

The ongoing build up of common conflict prevention and crisis management
tools, including the cgpability to deploy military means, will over time undoubt-
edly reinforce the profile of the EU as an externd actor. We will have to pay
much attention to ensuring the credibility of the process throughout, between now
and 2003, with a view to enhancing the vighility of the EU as an important player
in the area of internationa security.
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Common strategies should dso contribute to increasing the coherence and effec-
tiveness of our externd action. Whatever the judgement on thelr actua formula
tion, we now have the politicd and legd framework to set in motion more
effective coordination of policy initigtives a naiond and common levd vis-avis
some of our most important partners. We cannot afford to misuse or neglect this
potentidly powerful instrument. Its potentid should instead be urgently recov-
ered, and the drategies adopted revitadised through follow~up action. A torough
evauation of such action (by the SG/HR) should follow, before proceeding to &
ble new CS proposals.

I[I. FINANCIAL ASPECTS

Looking at the compound of EU's external commitments, from a financial angle, three
main trends can be observed:

— EU external relations are based on a wide array of evolutionary policy objectives,
as diverse as regional security and stability; promotion of trade/economic inter-
ests of EU enterprises; fight against poverty; promotion of human rights/rule of
law; environmental protection; and so on.

- Many contractual and autonomous arrangements are either inherited from privi-
leged links existing between third countries and individual MSs prior to member-
ship; or else the result of a naturally multi-pronged extension of EU relations,
owing to some MSstraditional (cultural, regional, etc.) priorities and affinities.

— Leaving aside global trade negotiations, trade concessions have traditionally rep-
resented an important channel for privileged relations. The budgetary impact
thereof may in many cases be only virtual; or else not limited to trade with one
specific partner. But the substantial economic benefits deriving from trade con-
cessions ought to be brought into the picture when comparing the situation of
partner countries benefiting from EU financial assistance.

1. Measuring the EU'sfinancial effort

It would be wrong to measure the degree of politicd priority atributed to any
given country relying solely on figures drawn from the Community budget.

An accurate and comprehensve picture of EU's financid efforts vis-avis our
partners should include, a any point intime

* Community assstance — whether from the budget proper (projects, pro-
grammes and macro-financid); from the EDF; or from the EIB;

* Member States bilateral assistance
* An approximation of the EU's burden from IFls multilaterd assstance

(snce MSs are mgor shareholders and financing sources for 1Fls) and from
public debt re-scheduling (Paris Club).
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In fact, the share of the EU (15+EC) in world ODA (Officid Development Aid)
wasamassve]|...]for [....], compared to[....] for the US, and [....] for Japan.

Doc.Appendix 111 sets out rdevant examples of such "consolidated” picture for
financia assgance with regard to a few case-dtudies Russia, Albania, Mexico,
India

Quite clearly, there is much scope for improving the informeation flow on MSs and
Community financid asssance. This would avoid embarrassing lack of coordi-
nation a multilaerd leve, and would increase manifold the vighility of our col-
lective efforts.

Sadly, there are no automatic channds of communication, and no centraisation of
information on MSs hilateral activities in this fidd & EU levd®™) (dthough they
exig for limited purposes in other fora such as the OECD/DAC). Equdly in
comprehengble, is the fact that the full picture of commitments/disbursements
originating from the Community budget and directed to any specific country is not
readily available to the Council and MSs.

Improvements are clearly needed on both accounts.

Q.4: What can we do to enhance the level of coordination regarding EU f-
nancial assstance to third countries? Should the Council Secretariat —
on the bass of regular information from MSs and the Commission —
produce systematically updated pictures of overall EU efforts (eg.
along of the current exerciseon " country fiches")?

2. Financial assistance from the Community budget

The externd financid assgance from the Community budget varies consderably
from case to case in teems of legd foundetion, as wel as of politicd motiva
tion/judtification theredf.
For the sake of this report, this type of expenditure can be re-grouped under three
main headings.

Contractua obligations Doc.Appendix |V ligs the budget lines in "heading 4"

which are classified as compulsory expenditure.

Assgance relaied to generd Community policies (pre-accesson, nuclear se-
curity, environment; fight against drugs productionv/trafficking; etc.)

Assgance related to multilateral donors commitments, to current politi-
ca/economic priorities; to back up sectorid negotiating objectives, humanitar-
ian; non EDF development assstance.

There is no doubt that the EU is bound by its tresty engagements (pacta sunt
servanda).

(*) Anad-

hoc Council Secretariat exercise of compilation of consolidated figures for the West Balkans has

already proved itsworth, as a (successful) reaction to the draft Warner Amendment in the US Congress.
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Q.5

Many of these commitments, as with other foreign policy activities, are un-
dertaken on the basis of the Union's and its Member States own interests.
The immediacy of the sdf-interest varies a times it will be long-term, for
example, efforts to foster democracy. At others it will be more immediate,
for example pre-accesson ad (bringing acceding countries into line with
exiging members); nucler safety and environmental programmes in Cen
tra and Eastern Europe (in terms of shetering EU populations from perni-
cdous soill-over effects); financid compensation for contractual access to
fishery resources, and so on.

Furthermore the sdf-interest involved will vary in its origin. At times it will
be a clear collective interest of the Union. And a others the key influence
will come from a sngle Member States or group of Member States. These
factors, and the fact that our externd assgstance activities have grown up
over many years, make it harder to carry out a Strategic assessment of priori-
ties or to conduct better advance planning.

Should the GAC, on the basis of presentations by the Commission, and
the SG/HR, hold an annual orientation debate in advance of the estab-
lishment of the Preliminary Draft Budget?

3. Flexibility

It is widely recognised that Community assstance should react more flexibly to
changing circumstances , eg. urgent needs or reduced absorption capacity. A cer-
tan degree of flexibility is dready possble for non-compulsory expenditure
within the exigting legal and budgetary framework:

1

The Commisson can adjust the figures for a programme or a region in its
preliminary draft budget (PDB) or in a rectifying letter to the PDB. "Head-
ing 4" amounts in the financid perspective are celings, not targets for dis-
bursement.

During the budgetary year , a rectifying and/or supplementary budget can be
adopted.

A "flexibility ingrument® of 200 million euro annudly is avalable under
certain conditions.

A negdive reserve, with a maximum amount of 200 mio, can be used to ex-
ploit "savings' in certain areas to the benefit of another with more needs

An emergency resrve is avalable for urgent needs, namdy humanitarian
assistance.

The Commisson has competence for executing tranders between lines
within the same budgetary chapter.
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The Commisson has made reform proposds recently in order to increase the
margin for manoeuvre and, in paticular, to tackle the problem of outstanding
commitments.

(Doc.Appendix V: explanatory note on the preceding points)

Q.6: Does the Council agree on the principle of a more systematic use of the
above mentioned possibilities ?

Q.7: Does the Council intend to examine in a postive spirit new proposals by
the Commission, aimed at increasing flexibility and the capacity to re-
act to changing circumstances?

Q.8: What other avenues should be explored to increase the efficiency of
Community assistance? (more assistance to national/regional budgets?
mor e assistance through NGOs?)

*k*k*

[FOLL OW-UP]

*

Coreper is invited to examine the above mentioned questions. The views of Heads of
Misson in key areas (NY, Geneva) should be sought as an input to this process. The
Presdency and the SG/HR will report to the GAC in February 2001. The GAC will
have a debate in order to give orientations to the Commisson in the run-up to the pre-
liminary draft budget for 2002.

Presdencies and the SG/HR are invited to ensure coherence between GAC orientations
and Budget Council debates (for example by means of a "foreign policy statement” by
the SG/HR).]
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DOC.APPENDIX |
9 August 2000

DRAFT

EU DIPLOMATIC RESOURCES

Diplomatic Missons

Per sonnel posted abroad *

Embasses | Consulates® | Missons | TO- MFA | Loca TO-
to 10s TAL TAL
Bdgium 80 26 9 115 395 1293 1688
Denmark 73 20 7 100 1613
(1997)
Germany 141 62 12 215 5536
(1996)
Greece (2000) 907 477 1384
Spain (2000) 101 26
France (2000) 149 99 17° 265 4366
Ireland (2000) 41 7 5 53 488
Italy (2000) 117 61 12 190 2472 1772 4244
Luxembourg 44° 3 13° 60 67 156 223
The  Nether- 103 30 12 148 1244 1583 2827
lands (1999) +27 +18
Audtria (1998) 80 19° 6 105 826 619 1545
Portugal 68 64 124 144 553 1842 2395
(1998)
Sweden 89 10 7 106 600 1000 1600
Finland (1998) 64 8 8 80 690 750 1440
United 145 61 10 216 2438 7500 11.938
Kingdom (yr 1995
(2000) esimate)
European 123 -- 5 128
Commisson
TOTAL EU >39000
us 164 | 74 4705 |9508 | 14213
(yr | (yr1997) | (yr 19
1997) 97)

! Personnel posted from Ministries other than MFAS not included.

% All types except Honorary Consuls.

® 17 Permanent Representations and 4 Delegations to 10s,

* dont 17 Ambassades résidentes et 27 Ambassades non-résidentes

® dont un bureau d'action humanitaire

® dont 7 missions en co-accréditation

" 2 Embassy Officesin Bonn & Lagos.

z 1 Representation Office.

Office not included.
1% Including 4 Temporary Representations and Delegations.
" Foreign Service Nationals.
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DOC.APPENDIX 11

EU'sfinancial support : the broad picture

— Some examples

RUSSIA

1)  Community financiad assistance 12 1991-1999 1335 million euro
2)  Member States bilaterd financid support 1990-1998

grarts 6125 million euro
loans and export credits 3 1647 million euro

3) EU Member States share 1 in multilaterd financia support since 1992

IMF 5625 million euro
World Bank 1431 million euro
EBRD 1512 million euro
INDIA
1)  Community financiad assistance* snce1990 963 million euro

2)  Member States bilaterd financid support 1990-1998

grants 3408 million euro
loans and export credits 2 2834 million euro

3) EU Member States share ® in multilatera financid support

IMF since 1990 1284 million euro
World Bank/IDA (ongoing) 2667 million euro
ADB 1986 -1999 915 million euro
MEXICO
1)  Community financid assstance 1° 1990 - 1998 106 million euro

12 Nearly exclusively grants from the Community budget. The figures for Community assistance reflect a higher
concessional element than the combined figures for bilateral and multilateral assistance.
13 Includes Paris Club.
14 Formally speaking, it is not possible to identify the "share" of EU Member Statesin multilateral
assistance. The figures can only be interpreted as an approximative indication of EU effort or ligbility.
They aretheresult of apurely arithmetic exercise, multiplying the cumulated share of EU Member States
(plus the Community and the EIB in the case of EBRD) in the capital of the respectiveinstitution with the
amount of financial assistance in favour of the recipient country.
15 Nearly exclusively grants from the Community budget. The figures for Community assistance reflect a higher
concessional element than the combined figuresfor bilateral and multilateral assistance.
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2)  Member States hilaterd financia support 1990 - 1998
grants 446 million euro
loans and export credits *° 1535 million euro
3)  EU Member States share >’ in multilaterd financid assistance
IMF 1990-1999 4531 million euro
World Bank (ongoing projects) 715 million euro
IADB 1990-1999 631 million euro
ALBANIA
1)  Community financid assstance* 1990 - 1999 990 million euro
2)  Member States hilateral financid support 1990-1998
grants 610 million euro
loans and export credits 2 125 million euro
3)  EU Member Sates share® in multilateral financia support since 1992
IMF 27 million euro
IDA 166 million euro
EBRD 58 million euro
Sources:

EU Commisson (for Community assstance)) OECD (for bilatera assstance), IMF,

World Bank, EBRD

Average conversion rates (1991/99) applied : 1 USD =0,8385 euro

1 SDR =1,1782 euro

16 | ncludes Paris Club.
17 Formally speaking, it is not possible to identify the "share” of EU Member Statesin multilateral assistance.
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Thefigures can only be interpreted as a approximative indication of EU effort or liability. They are the result
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and the EIB in the case of EBRD) in the capital of the respective institution with the amount of financial
assistance in favour of the recipient country.
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DOC.APPENDIX IV

" Obligatory expenses' budgetary lines

B7-200

B7-4010
B7-4011
B7-4032
B7-4050

B7-4051

B7-421

B7-510
B7-511
B7-536

B7-6600
B7-8000
B7-8001
B7-820
B7-822

B7-821

Products mobilised under the Food Aid Convention

Firgt, Second and Third Financid Protocols with Mdtaand Cyprus

Fourth Financid Protocols with Mdta and Cyprus

Specid ad for Turkey

Firda and Second Financid Protocols with the southern Mediterranean
countries

Third and Fourth Financid Protocols with the southern Mediterranesn
countries

Aid to the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Paedtinian Refu-
geesin the Near East

Provison of paid-up shares of subscribed capital (EBRD)

Cadllable portion of subscribed capitd (EBRD)

Community contribution to the European Bank for Recongruction and
Development for the Chernobyl Shelter Fund

External cooperation measures (KEDO)

Internationd fisheries agreements

Contributions to internationa organisations

agricultural agreements

Agreement with the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organisation
(FAO)

International  European Community financid contribution to the bodies set
up by the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, 1982

"Non obligatory expenses' budgetary lines

These lines are grouped around the budget concerning externd actions in ether geographic or
thematic chapters.  All the larger geographica areas have their own chapters including the
magor progranmes (Pre-accesson and Phare, NIS and Tacis, Bakans and Obnova, Mediter-
ranean and Meda, Latin America, Asa, South Africa). The thematic parts concern appropria-
tions reaive to food ad, humanitarian ad, human rights and democracy, commerce,
cooperation with the NGOs etc.

Document Appendix V

(Ways in which the Commission is currently able
to influence the breakdown of appropriations)
not included here
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GENERAL AFFAIRS COUNCIL, Luxembourg, 9 October 2000

Effectiveness of the Union’s externa action — conclusons

The European Council invited the Council to take the necessary steps to ensure that optimum
use was made of the various means at the Union's disposa for more effective and awmprehen-
sve externd action by the Union.

The Council condgders that reinforcing the coherence of the Union's externd action and
redisng its policy objectives are priorities if the Union is to pull its full weght in interne-
tiond affars.

To make better use of the collective means a the Union's digposad and improve the synergy
between Community action and Member State action, the Council has taken the following
measures:

1. Reinforcing coordination between the Commission and the Member States

1.1. The Council refers to its conclusons of 18 May 2000 which were gpproved following the
Commisson's report on the implementation of the guiddines for reinforcing operationd
coordination between the Community and the Member States. The report pointed to certan
improvements but aso the persstence of red difficulties of onthe-spot coordination, with
considerable differences according to the regions and countries concerned.

1.2. Coordination and Transparency

The Council congders that the current streamlining of procedures for managing Community
externd ad programmes should be backed up by a firm commitment on the pat of the
Commisson and the Member States to increased trangparency concerning al their coopera-
tion activities, induding those a locd leved, in dl regions of the world that receive such
assistance.

The Council therefore cals on the Commisson, in conjunction with the Member States, to
continue and to intendfy the work currently being done especidly by implementing the
Council's decisons of 9 March 1998 and 18 May 2000, and to organise, on the spot, a regular
mutual exchange of information on al aspects of the redevant cooperation programmes,
including the preparation of and follow~up to the implementation of individud projects, so as
to ensure effective coordination of the assstance efforts made by the Community and each
Member State and to reinforce their coherence and complementarity. The practica details of
the on-the-spot coordination will be the subject of guiddines proposed by the Commission,
which the Council's subordinate bodies will have to examine with a view to adoption by the
Council when the first policy debate on the EU's externd action is held in January or February
2001. The guiddines will have to be incorporated into the Community's various cooperation
programmes.



Annexe B.2

The Council stresses that the ams of greater trangparency and of a regular mutual exchange of
information between the Commisson and the Member States in the context of Community
ad programmes must aso be pursued in the geographicaly determined groups and commit-
teesin Brusss.

1.3. Role of the recipient country

In accordance with its conclusions of 18 May 2000, the Council dso cdls on the Commission
and the Member States to reinforce the role of the recipient country in defining its dSrategies
and development programmes as well asthe generd coordination of resources.

1.4. Dialogue with the other donors of funds

The Council points out that greater coordination within the Union does not mean shutting out
the wider diaogue that dso needs to be improved with the other donors of funds, especidly
the Bretton Woods ingtitutions and the UN agencies.

1.5. Evduation

The Council and the Commisson undertake to implement these coordination efforts forth
with. It is agreed that a review should be made at the time of the first annua policy debate in
January or February 2001 on the basis of a Presdency report involving an evauation by the
Commisson and the heads of misson on the spot and taking account of the work aready
done, and that the initia focus should be, for practicd reasons, on the countries and regions
mentioned in Annex No 1. An overdl assessment concerning the other partner countries
should be available in the course of 2001.

2. Making better use of the Union's overdl effort and increasing its effectiveness
2.1. Drawing up an instrument summarising relations between the Union and third countries

To improve the preparétion of its discussons on externd action, the Council wishes to have
as soon as possble information summarisng the whole fidd of relations between the Union
and each of the partner countries.

To this end, the Council condders that the firg "summary files' on relations between the
Union and certain third countries, drawn up on the initigtive of the Secretary-Generd/High
Representative, are a useful source of information. The Council cdls on the Member States
and the Commisson to supply in good time the reevant information on ther bilaerd
relations with dl the Union's partners which is necessry for drawing up and updating
complete files. To begin with, the Council cdls on the Secretary-Generd/High Representa
tive, in asociaion with the Commisson, to supply the complete files concerning the coun
tries and regions listed in Annex No 2 before the first policy debate in January or February
2001.

In connection with this exercise, the Council emphasises the importance of having a summary
by country of the financid assstance provided by the Community and the Member States in
dl its fooms Community budget, EDF, EIB, macro-financid ad, bilatera budget ad and
bilatera credits, contributions made to such assdance by internationd financia inditutions,
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rescheduling and cancellation of debts. It is dso essentid to have informaion on what is
being done by the other donors.

A summary of this kind requires a sysematic pooling of the financid data hed by the
Commission, the Member States and the internationd organisations. The Council asks the
Presidency, assisted by the next Presdency, to see that there is suitable coordination between
the Commission, the Council Generd Secretariat and the Member States for collecting,
adjusting and updating these data, in particular by usng the data avaldble in the internationd
bodies.

2.2. Scoreboard of commitments and disbursements

The Council dso cals on the Commission to draw up, for the first policy debate in January or
February 2001, a scoreboard showing — country by country for the preceding fnancid year —
the state of commitments, disbursements and commitments outstanding in respect of the man
programmes financed by the Community budget and by the EDF.

2.3. Streamlining of Commisson departments and smplification of adminidrative procedures
for externd action

The Council's objective is the concrete improvement of the management of Community ad to
third countries — an improvement that is necessary for the European Union's internationd
credibility and the vighility and effectiveness of its externd action as a whole. The Council
therefore welcomes the intentions expressed by the Commisson in this area. The Council
notes the Commisson's intention of rationdisng its depatments and its proposds for
amplifying the management procedures for externd ad. In this connection, the recasting of
the Financid Regulation is an important opportunity to assst the process of modernisng the
management of externd ad by means of a horizontd gpplication of sound management
measures. In this context, the Council recdls its conclusions of 18 September 2000 on the
implementation of a system for the autometic release of dormant commitments.

Taking note of the Commisson's proposds on daff, the Council sresses the importance of
the avalability of the adminidrative capacity and the expertise that are needed to achieve the
Community's externa objectives.

2.4. Following up the reform

In the interests of improving the impact of externad ad, the Council cals on the Commisson
to continue and intendfy its evduation programme and to submit an annua summary report,
with an initid report for the policy debate in January or February 2001. It dso requests the
Commisson to submit for that meeting the expected improvements concerning the manage-
ment of the main Community programmes.

2.5. Complementarity between the Community and its Member States

The Council stresses the need for the Community and its Member States to establish grester
complementarity between their assstance measures for third countries while presarving the
Commisson’s responghilities. It cdls on the Commission to look at the conditions for grester
cooperation with the Member States or their implementing agencies, especidly in the identifi-
cation of projects, the exchange of expertise and, where appropriate, the management of
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certain projects. It asks the Commisson to send it a report on this question in the course of
2001.

3. Common strategies

The Council notes the importance of common srategies for the coordination, coherence and
effectiveness of externd action. It cals on the Secretary-Generd/High Representative to
submit, for the first policy debate in January or February 2001, an evauation report on the
operation of the common dsrategies aready adopted and on ways of making optimum use of
thisingrument in the future.

4. Holding a palicy debate at the beginning of each year

The Council has agreed to hold an initia policy debate on the whole of the Union's externa
action and in paticular on externd ad and its effectiveness a its medting in January or
February 2001 on the basis of a report from the Presdency incorporating quantitative and
qualitative contributions from the Secretary-Generd/High Representative, the Commission,
the Presdency and the Member States and taking into account the work being done in the
Development Council. The debate will make it possible to take stock of the progress achieved
in improving the effectiveness of dl agpects of Community ad and to determine the basic
principles and the main policy objectives of the effectiveness of the Union's externd action
for the year ahead. The indtitutions of the Union and the Member States are asked to take
account of the outcome of the debate.

The Council asks the Presidency, asssted by the General Secretary/High Representative, and
the Commission to report to the European Parliament on those results.
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Romano ProDI

Presdent of the European Commission
Plenary Session of the European Parliament

Madam President, Members of the European Parliament,
The Biaritz Summit will be decisve, for it is here tha we will have to tackle issues of
fundamenta importance for enlargement and for indtitutiond reform.

Enlar gement

We have embarked on an enlargement process whose ambitious and inspiring god is to forge
the unity of the whole continent of Europe. This is a process the Commisson intends to
pursue right through to its concluson, exactly as it was mandated to do, conducting the
negotiations objectively and rigoroudy, country by country. Rigour and objectivity ae
essentid if we are to secure the public support that is indigpensable both in the candidate
countries and in those countries that are aready members of the Union. The time has there-
fore come for some extra impetus over and above the efforts of the negotiators we must now
explain and persuade. There is an acute need in the Member States of the Union for a debate
to explan the full dgnificance of this extraordinary passage we ae writing in the higory
books by rebuilding a united Europe. And at the same time to convey the potentid benefits to
be gained from the creation of a market of 500 million consumers. The new democracies, for
their part, are making enormous, profound and unprecedented efforts to adapt their politica
and economic sysems to the Community Studtion. Yet there are equdly cear sgns in the
candidate countries of growing concern about the lack of a clear and binding timetable for
accession. We must respond to their efforts and their worries.

I nstitutional reform

Before enlargement can go ahead, we must implement the necessary reform of the Commu-
nity inditutions. Without the requiste inditutiond changes, the prospect of dmost doubling
the number of Member States will pose formidable problems for effective decison-making.
Failure to introduce such changes could throw the Union into crigs. This is the task facing the
Biarritz Summit and, later, the summit in Nice. If a Treaty of Nice that satidfied dl the criteria
| have spoken of were adopted in December, dlowing time for nationd ratification proce-
dures the Union could be ready for enlargement a the beginning of 2003. The issues are well-
documented, as is the Commisson's postion. We need- to smplify the mechanism for closer
cooperation, a the same time leaving the door open to those Member States that wish to
paticipate. The coherence of the acquis communautareand the uniformity of the judicid
framework must be presarved. Closer cooperation should be an inclusve not an exclusve
indrument, but no-one should prevent a group of Member States from achieving the closer
union to which the Tredties explicitly refer and which should be properly regulated within the
framework of the Union's inditutions..3 We need to cushion the impact of increased member-
ship on the workings of the inditutions. to ensure a Commisson that can continue to operate
under a system of collective responghility, and a Council where the reweighting of votes
makes it possible to adopt decisons which have the support of a mgority of Member States
representing a mgority of the population. We need to reform the Community court system.
And findly, but to my mind mos importantly, we need to limit the scope for using the veto
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and redrict to the absolute minimum the decisons that require unanimity. These reforms are
amply the minimum changes necessay - and | repeat necessary - before enlargement, to
ensure that enlargement does not irreversbly undermine the European Union's &hbility to act.
Equdly important for the future of Europe, in Biarritz and later Nice, will be the debate on the
Charter of Fundamenta Rights. This will become the reference point both for those countries
that are dready members of the Union and for those preparing for entry. The qudity and
even-handedness of the proposal are exemplary, and | would like to express my appreciation
of the work done by the members of the Convention and their President, Mr Herzog.

The debate on the future of Europe

The lesson for us dl today, as we cdebrate the tenth anniversary of German unification, is
that Europe can rise to the great chdlenges that history throws in its path. Looking ahead,
beyond Biarritz and Nice, we have a duty to reflect on our future. My am today is not to
present a complete blueprint for tomorrow's Europe. | smply want to set down some pointers
for the debate. The future of a newly reunited Europe is not carved in stone. The outcome of
the current political debate will depend on the determination we can display. The possble
outcomes are the maintenance of the status quo, which would mean in effect a step backwards
for Europe. Or a partid but deceptive increase in intergovernmental cooperation. Or, dterna
tively, we can continue to build on the inditutiond architecture of the Union in a way that is
consgtent with the principles of democracy, the badance of powers and subsdiarity. | am
heartened that there now seems to be more of a consensus that these issues need to be al-
dressed than there was this time last year when | first raised them in this very chamber.

The grength of the Community model

If we are to shed a condructive light on the future, we must take as our Starting point our
current dtuation, our past higory and the recent debate inspired by many influentid contribu-
tors. All the lasting achievements of the European Union, from the single market to the euro,
including four successve enlargements, have been the product of our unique system, based on
a ddicate bdance between the Community inditutions. This system, revolving around the
inditutiond triangle of the Council, Parliament and the Commisson, has proved extraordinar-
ily successful. Its origindity lies without doubt in the Commisson and its right of initiative.4
The Commisson is the mdting pot into which the various nationa interests and tensons are
poured, and from which emerge proposds that seek to reconcile these often conflicting
interests. In this way it provides not only a synthesis and andyss of the problems a issue but
dso a dating-point for negotiations in which, once nationd differences have been aired, the
common European interest can be identified. This executive, that combines independence
with a sengtivity to the balance of powers and interests in dl the Member States (both large
and andl), is the sne qua nonfor the effective pooling of sovereignty in the Community.
However, the role of the Commisson is a necessxy but not a sufficient condition for Euro-
pean integration. The European interest is the product of an inditutiond sysem in which
Parliament, Council and the Court of Judice play an equdly decisve role It is from this
gysem, the combination of dl these inditutions, that the synthess emerges There are those
who see a podtive sde to any confrontation between the Council and the Commission, as if
this might somehow be to Parliament's advantage. But nothing could be further from the truth.
A grong Council drengthens the action of the Commisson and this is equaly true of Parlia-
ment. The European system is one of checks and bdances, in which the smooth running of
eech inditution serves the common interes. Any weekening of these inditutions weekens the
whole. Yet | detect a worrying tendency to think that further European integration can be
achieved usng methods based primarily on direct cooperation between governments.
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The weakness of the intergover nmental model

This is extremdy disurbing because the intergovernmentd modd can leed to only two
possble outcomes, both of them undesrable: - dther it will tun the Community into an
internationa talking shop, incgpable of producing a red pooling of sovereignty around the
common interest; - or it will decelve people by condantly creating new bodies which are
exempt from any form of democratic scrutiny -- a red government of bureaucrats. Giving new
powers to some sort of committee of ministers, serviced by an unaccountable secretariat,
would not represent any sort of progress either for democracy or for effective decison
making. To clam, as some do, that the individud legitimecy of the participating governments
somehow provides, on its own, a sufficient guarantee of democratic accountability for the
intergovernmental modd is misguided. The European process can only derive its democratic
vitdity from a dud legitimation: the direct legitimation of the European people, as repre-
sented by you, the Members of the European Parliament, and the legitimation of the Member
States, which in turn is based on democratic nationd €eections. The European Parliament, as
the expresson of Europe-wide direct universd suffrage, is the inditution specificdly dedi-
cated to representing the Union of the peoples of Europe. And it is from your endorsement of
the Commisson that the Commisson derives its democratic legitimecy. This then comple-
ments the other source of legitimacy, namely the Member States represented in the Council..5
Enhancing the intergovernmentd modd a the expense not only of the Commisson but aso,
ultimately, of the Council would therefore undermine the democratic nature of the whole
European structure and would be a serioudy retrograde step. In short, we run grave risks if we
cdl into question the principle of a Community based on the rule of law, respect for which is
guaranteed by the Court of Justice, to which any European citizen has the right to apped. We
currently have a paradoxica dtuation in which even the ddiberations of the fifteen Judtice
Minigters on such sengtive issues as pend law and police cooperation escape the scrutiny of
Paliament and the Court of Judtice. This cannot go on. In the recent controversy surrounding
the politicadl developments in Audria, the compulson to ress any racist or authoritarian
tendencies, a reaction with which | fully sympathise, ended up by cregting an atifica
diginction between the bilaterd action of the Member States and action by the Union as a
whole. Democracy was made to look like something for individud Member States aone. But
| believe that democracy cannot be a matter for subsdiarity: it must thrive a every leve. |
cannot help feding, too, tha when there is a problem of fundamenta values a European
Union leve it should first be debated before this House, the democratic heart of our Union. It
is of course only right that when it comes to the specific role of government there should be
an open debate about what should and should not be done a European level and a nationa
level. It is then up to each individua Member State to decide what should be done a regiond
or loca leve. | therefore agree that the time has come to open the debate on the distribution of
powers between the Union and the Member States. The Commission will launch this debate
with a White Paper on governance, which we are dready drafting. We will be trying to define
a form of interaction between the exising levels of decison-making that is transparent and
democratic and a the same time capable of ensuring coherent and effective action. Any
further trend towards an intergovernmental approach, by contrast, woud cregte conflicting
centres of power within the European structure. It would lead to fragmentation where what is
needed is unity.

The danger of fragmentation

There is no need to remind this House of our tragic inability to act in the Bakan war, pre-
cisely because of the fragmentation of our decison-making processes. It is not because of our
action that we have logt credibility but because of our inability to act. | would like to give two
more examples of this fragmentation. Firs, the credtion of High Representatives. In the area
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of foreign and security policy the Amsterdam Treaty provided only a provisond response to
a lagting need. While | can assure Javier Solana of the wholehearted support of the Commis-
son, and | admire the extraordinary persona commitment which has enabled him to achieve
important and unexpected results, | have to dress that the present organisationd mode is not
sugtaingble in the long term. This modd confuses the roles of the Council and the Commis-
son in a way tha could ultimately jeopardise6 both struts of the ingitutional sysem and
exclude Parliament from any effective power. The current Stuation should be seen as a
trangtiona phase, useful for launching European action in a new area, but destined to be
reabsorbed into the conventiond inditutiond Structure, as hgppened in Smilar cases such as
Schengen. That is why | firmly beieve that the function of High Representative should be
integrated into the Commisson, with a specid datus talored to the needs of security and
defence. We should draw the same conclusons when considering the solutions to be adopted
for other sectors, such as economic policy and the euro. The current management of economic
policy projects an image of Europe as indecisve and muddled. The Centrd Bank is independ-
ent, but unlike every other protagonist on the world economic stage it is not flanked by a
gable economic policy body representing an overdl view of the economic drategies of the
Union and its members and capable of taking decisions with the necessary speed. The search
for such an essentid point of reference for any monetary policy must not lead to the creation
of another High Representative, this time for economic policy. The smple, naturd, effective
solution is there, under our very noses the Commisson, acting on a mandae from the
Council, should be the voice of the Union's economic policy. In fact you only have to read the
Treaty to understand that, while the Centrd Bank is the pivot of monetary policy, the body
responsible for the overadl assessment of the European Union's economic policy can only be
the Commisson. The Commisson is thus the obvious interlocutor for the Centrd Bank. My
second example of the risk of fragmentation is the desire expressed by some Member Satesin
the intergovernmental conference to amend the Treaty to facilitate the creation of agencies on
which the Council can then confer executive powers. Let us have no illusons: there is a red
danger that this will creste conflicting centres of power. Agencies may indeed be needed to
give the Union bodies and authorities of the kind that exis in dl systems today, and to dlow
the Commisson better to peform its executive role without excessve bureaucratic burdens.
But this must be done by mantaning the logic of the Community sysem. Those agencies
must operate under the authority of the Commisson — which is answerable to you for ther
actions. You cannot on the one hand deplore the lack of effective and united European action
and on the other be content with the weakness of the ingruments avalable to the Community
for carying out such action. The recent petrol criss is a pefect illudraion: the need for a
unified response was obvious — as was our inability to ddiver one.

Conclusion

Often in the history of European integration the Presdent of the Commisson has stood before
this House and said that we find ourselves at a crossroads. If | say it once again, it is because |
genuindy believe that it has never been more true. The debate about the future of Europe in
the light of enlargement is a hedthy and vitad one. Although | regret the outcome of the recent
referendum in Denmark, 1.7 respect the fact that it followed a hedthy debate. However, it
goes to show, once agan, tha within the Union not everyone feds equaly strongly that they
are a part of the European project. We have achieved a great deal over the past 50 years, but
we should not be so complacent as to believe that these achievements are irreversble. If we
are not careful to preserve the key dements of the conditutionad architecture designed and
executed by the founding fathers, we will reverse some of the achievements that we take for
granted today. Democratic accountability. Legitimacy. The rule of law. We have built a
unique system in which the guarantees of the democratic state governed by the rule of law on
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which our societies are founded dso form the bass for the Community. They must continue
to guide any further advances in common action a European levd. Many people, dl over the
world, look to our European model and its successes for inspiration. Many look to our
origind "union of minorities' as the only indrument capable of reconciling the demands of
globdisation with the reassertion of the rights of the citizen. | am not so nai ve as to pretend
that the Community system is perfect. This is precisely why we have set in motion, and will
cary through, an in-depth reform of the Commisson. A reform not only of the way it
operates but dso of its adminigrative sructures. It is now legitimate to expect a amilar effort
from the other indtitutions. | ill believe, passonatdy, that the Community sysem, with its
checks and baances, offers the best possble guarantee of the fundamenta vaues we cherish.
If development of the Union is pursued while weakening the politica role of the Commission,
if our capecity for executive action is eroded, if the extendon of the intergovernmenta mode
corrupts the judicda and inditutiond mechanisms of the Community, if the democratic
legitimacy of the sysem, guaranteed by this House, is undermined, if dl this is dlowed to
happen, then the achievements of the single market, the common policies, the solidarity
mechanisms, and the srength Europe exercises by spesking with a sngle voice in interme-
tiond negotiations, will dl be a risk. Smilaly, any atempt to equip Europe to act more
effectively by continuing to develop a Union based on shared vaues, democratic principles
and the rule of law will be in van. Madam Presdent, Ladies and Gentlemen, The Community
system has been a unique success, and we have only just begun to explore its potentia. Our
peoples pin their hopes on the European Union and look to it to ensure that the future is one
of peace. The achievements of the past equip us wdl to meet the chdlenges of the future
What we need now is the wisdom and foresght to preserve what we have inherited in order to
bequeath something even better and grander to future generations.

Thank you.
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The Secretary General/High Representative and the Commission

IMPROVING THE COHERENCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE EUROPEAN
UNION ACTION IN THE FIELD OF CONFLICT PREVENTION

Report Presented to the Nice European Council (Nice, 8 December 2000)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
M ain challenges facing the European Union in effective conflict prevention

to reaffirm and maintain conflict prevention as a fixed priority of EU external action;

to establish and sustain priorities for action in the field of conflict prevention;

to move the timescale for EU action forward, becoming progressively more pro-active
and less reactive;

to ensure the coherent use of what is now a very broad range of resources in pursuit of
priorities, better integrating development, trade, economic and humanitarian instruments
with CFSP instruments and civilian and military capabilities for crisis management;

to deploy those resources in a timely, comprehensive and integrated way;

to build and sustain effective partnerships with those who share our values and priorities
at global, regional, national and local level;

to devel op targeted common approaches to countries and regions at risk of conflict taking
account of CFSP, development, trade, economic and justice and home affairs issues.

Key recommendationsin theshort term

early consideration of conflict prevention by the GAC, possibly during annual orientation
debate, and periodic identification of priority areas for EU action;

SG/HR and Commission to assist in over seeing implementation of policies;

the Palitical and Security Committee invited to develop role as a focal point in devel oping
conflict prevention policiesin CFSP and CSDP;

Commission to bring forward Communications on Conflict Prevention and on Linking
Relief, Rehabilitation and Devel opment;

Council and Commission to pursue review of relevant budgetary regulations and proce-
dures and to examine issues of co-ordination between Community instruments and those
of Member States;

intensify coordination with the UN, building on the UNSG proposals, and supporting
drive for greater UN effectiveness generated by the Millennium and Brahimi Reports,
deepen dialogue with and support for key partners including OSCE, Council of Europe
and ICRC, aswell as academic and NGO communities,

draw on experience of partnersin preparing EU action plans and approaches to specific
countries and regions,
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systematically support the rights of access to potential conflict zones by ICRC, OSCE and
UN Human Rights Rapporteurs,

prioritise support for effective action on small armsincluding in UN and G8 frameworks;
ratify and implement new international instruments including the Rome Satute on the
International Criminal Court and the Ottawa Convention on the Prohibition of the Use,
Sock Piling, Production and Transfer of Anti Personnel Mines and On their Destruction;
review use of diplomatic instruments for conflict prevention including the role of Special
Representatives and heads of mission;

Council Working Groups invited to develop the practice of scheduling informal discussion
with relevant partner organisations;

better coordination of information sources available to Union and regular preparation by
the Policy Unit and by the Commission of papers on conflict prevention issues for consid-
eration by policy makers.

| Introduction

1. Conflict prevention is & the heart of the European Union which is in itsdf a drikingly
successful example of how reconciliation, stability and prosperity can be promoted through
closer cooperation and understanding. The process of enlargement ams to extend these
benefits to a wider circle of European dtates. Preserving peace, promoting stability and
drengthening internationa  security worldwide is a fundamental objective for the Union, and
preventing violent conflict condtitutes one of its most important externd policy chalenges.

2. Conflict bears a human cost in suffering and undermines economic development. It dso
affects EU interests by cresting ingtability, by reducing trade and putting investments a risk,
by imposng a heavy finandad burden in recondruction and ultimately by threstening the
security of its ditizens. The financid cogs of preventing conflict are smdl compared to the
cod of addressng its consequences. Millions of civilians in Africa have died from violent
conflict in recent years, and our efforts in support of lasting economic and socid development
are repeatedly set back by recurring conflict. Conflict has moved much closer in recent years
to the EU's own borders. an estimated 200,000 people have been killed and some 1.8 million
remain displaced following a decade of conflict in the Western Balkans. Democratic change
in the FRY has opened new prospects for lasting peace and dability in the region but the
process of recovery will be a long one and the financid cost high. Alreedy the Union has
invested some Euro 18 hillion in recongruction for the region as a whole. Recent develop-
ments in the Middle East are a reminder of how rapidly conflict can escdate, with potentid
consequences not only for regiond stability but also for the globa economy.

3.Agang the background of its work on strengthening the Common European Security and
Defence Policy, the European Council a Feira underlined its determination to prevent conflict
and invited the Secretary Generd/High Representative and the Commission to "submit to the
Nice European Council, as a bass for further work, concrete recommendations on how to
improve the coherence and effectiveness of the European Union action in the fidd of conflict
prevention, fully teking into account and building upon exiging ingruments, capabilities and
policy guideines.

4. The purpose of this report is to build on the existing work undertaken by the Union, to
indicate some of the broader chdlenges facing the Union as it prepares to undertake further
work on conflict prevention, to put forward some concrete recommendations aimed at
improving our effectiveness in the short term, and to set out a more coherent framework for
possible future action.
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Il Coherent action: the central challenge of conflict prevention

5. Conflict prevention is not a new issue on the EU's agenda. For some years now, the Union
has made sustained efforts to adept its externd action to a changing international security
environment characterised by a growth in conflict within borders where civilians are increes-
ingly both the victims and the intended targets of violent conflict. The Council has repestedly
emphasised the importance of effective early action to prevent violent conflict. Our experi-
ence of the consequences of conflict has been ingrumentd in the development of civilian and
military criss management capabilities, and is a driving factor in the development of a more
effective and responsve common foreign and security policy. A key chdlenge now facing the
Union is to ensure the most effective use of the full range of tools which have become
available in order to prevent conflict from occurring in the first place.

6. The European Union is wdl placed to engage in conflict prevention. Its cgpabilities
include trade policy instruments, cooperation agreements, development assstance and other
forms of economic cooperation, socid and environmenta policies, humanitarian assistance
from both ECHO and member dates dcivilian and military criss management capabilities,
diplomatic instruments and cooperation in the area of Jusice and Home Affairs In many of
these areas the Union has very consderable influence. It is the world's largest provider of
development and humanitarian assstance and the biggest trading partner.

7. Specific dtuations of potentid conflict present unique chdlenges. Policies amed a
defusng tensons in the Middle East will be quite different from those deployed to prevent a
recurrence of conflict in the Western Bakans or in the Horn of Africa The centrd issue for
the Union is one of coherence in deploying the right combination and sequence of instruments
in a timely and integrated manner. This demands greater coherence and complementarity a
svead levds beween the indruments and capabilities avalable within each pillar, between
the pillars themsdves, between Member State and Community activities, and between the
Union and itsinternationa partnersin conflict prevention.

8. Moreover, the coherence of conflict prevention policies cannot be separated from the
broader issue of how the EU sets priorities in the area of externad reaions. While some
regions, including those close to the EU's own borders, will reman a high priority, the Union
must be ready to engage el'sewhere when confronted with a clear risk of violent conflict. The
work under way since Evian on improving coordination of EU externa assgance will dso
serve to improve our ability to address Stuations of emerging conflict.

9. Policies can only be effective if the Union adopts a proactive gpproach, identifying prob-
lems before they become acute, and trandating early warning into early action. Measuring the
success of conflict prevention policies is paticularly difficult, and the absence of eadly
identifiable results can be a sumbling block in securing support a a politica level. Politicd
will is essentid if the Union is to develop and susain a new emphass a dl leves of our
externd action: a shift from a culture of reaction to a culture of prevention.

Recommendations

- Conflict prevention should be addressed by the GAC, possibly during its annual orienta-
tion debate on external relations, integrating the issue into its work and addressing the
broader issue of coherence at Council level, including with the Development Council.
The GAC should regularly identify priority areas for EU action in the field of conflict
prevention, taking account of recommendations from the SG/HR and the Commission.
Where priorities are identified, the Council should invite the SG/HR and the Commission
to oversee the implementation of policies and to report accordingly.
The Union should set the explicit aim of developing targeted, common approaches to
countries and regions at risk of conflict taking account of CFSP, development, trade, eco-
nomic and justice and home affairs issues.

72



Annexe D.1

l1l. Building mor e effective partner ships

10. The causes of conflict are usualy complex and therefore require complex policy re-
sponses which can only be ddlivered by a broad range of actors, ®me of whom have specific
mandates under internationd law. Recent experience clearly demondrates the need for the
European Union to cooperate closdy in this area with other regiond and internationa
organisations as well as with the non-governmental sector.

11. The United Nations, with its Charter responshbilities, globa presence and broad inditu-
tiond framework, is uniquely placed both to contribute to tackling the root causes of conflict
and to take shorter term preventive measures. The UNSG has recently made specific propos-
ds for drengthening didogue with the Union. Agencies such as UNHCR, UNDP and UNI-
CEF, as wdl as the UN High Commissoner for Human Rights and the Coordinator for
Humanitarian Affars, have access to extensve information networks and can play an impor-
tant role in addressing specific problems associated with conflict. The UN is currently taking
deps towards greater effectiveness in conflict prevention. The European Union can play a key
role in heping to maintain the momentum to this work.

12. Regiond cooperation and the growth of regiond and sub-regiond organisgtions is a
deveopment which in itsdf plays a vauable role in conflict prevention. Organisations such as
the OAS, OAU, SADC, ECOWAS, the ARF and ASEAN are adopting an operationd role in
this area. Key partners for the EU are the OSCE and the Council of Europe. Each plays a
diginct role the OSCE through its fidd missons, the High Commissoner on Nationd
Minorities and its emerging mechanisms for preventing and managing conflict, and the
Council of Europe through its Parliamentary Assembly and its role in standard setting and
human rights. Partnership for Peace, through its work on Petersherg Tasks, and the EAPC can
aso play avauable contributory rolein conflict prevention.

13. The G8, IMF and World Bank have taken an active role in developing an gpproach to
conflict prevention which focuses on the broader economic factors underlying conflict,
including issues such asthe trade in small arms and diamonds.

14. Non-governmenta organisations have an increesangly influentid role to play in conflict
prevention. Many ae wdl-placed to work with the victims of conflict and to identify and
address root causes at an early stage. Others have done vauable work on policy eaboration
and conflict mediation. Experience in Serbia demondrates that a srong and active civil
society and independent media are themselves important factors for democratic change and
long-term  g&bility. The growth in the number of dvilian victims of conflict underlines the
increesingly important role of the Internationd Committee of the Red Cross in promoting and
upholding humanitarian law.

15. The EU’s extendve pdliticd didogue offers regular opportunities to address the issue of
conflict prevention with our partners in a more flexible and timely way, both with those who
aredirectly a risk of conflict and those with the potentid to assist those at risk.

16. Building effective partnerships with such a broad range of actors sets specific chalenges
for the European Union: fird, to establish a focussed didogue with agreed contact points
based on mutua priorities; second, to incorporate their input into our own policy formulation;
third, to establish practica cooperation on operationa ssues and fourth, to support mandate
based organisations in playing ther role for conflict prevention to the full. The principles
guiding our gpproach to partnership should include those of added vaue, comparative
advantage and mutudly reinforcing indtitutions.

Recommendations
Further development of mechanisms for coordination with the UN system, building on the
proposals already put forward by the UN SG.

73



Annexe D.1

Support the drive for greater UN effectiveness in conflict prevention, maintaining the
momentum generated by the Millennium Report and the Brahimi Report on peacekeeping.
Deepen dialogue with other key international and regional partners such as the OSCE,
the Council of Europe and the ICRC, with a view to identifying common priorities,
strengthening support for their mandates and cooperating in the implementation of EU
policies.

Draw on the experience of other actors in preparing EU action plans and approaches to
specific countries and regions.

Intensify dialogue with the academic and NGO communities in order to improve effective-
ness in identifying potential conflict and to ensure close convergence of effort on priority
iSsues.

Systematically support the rights of access to potential conflict zones by other mandated
organisations including the ICRC, OSCE and UN Human Rights Rapporteurs.
Consistently integrate conflict prevention priorities into our political dialogue with
international partners (as is already the case with Canada and Japan) as well as with
those directly at risk of conflict.

Support conflict prevention initiatives in the G8 framework, in particular in areas where
the G8 can bring particular value such as small arms and the illicit trade in high-value
commodities.

IV Long-term measures

17. There is a wide range of measures which can ke deployed over the long-term in support
of an overdl drategy of conflict prevention. Many of these aready condtitute a mgor part of
the Union's action in the area of externd relations. In generd, long-term action is not focussed
on the avoidance of a specific and imminent outbreak of conflict, but is desgned to address
the underlying causes of conflict and thereby to contribute to the overal objective of peace
and dability. The role of the Union as a globa trading partner and as the largest donor of
development cooperation give it the posshbility of contributing to conflict prevention even in
those areas which are not the subject of specific policy priorities. The recently agreed standard
framework for Country Strategy Papers should become an important bads for ensuring
coherence between the long term cooperation programs and other complementary actions
amed a preventing conflict. Long term action may be divided into horizontd instruments
which are explicit in their overal objective of preventing conflict, and broader policies which
address wider economic and developmental issues, but in doing so have an important role to
play in creating the conditions for longer-term sability.

18. Mawy of the horizontd issues ae rdaivdy new on the international agenda. The
esablisiment of the Internationd Crimind Court and the cregtion of new internationd
indruments governing landmines and the issue of child soldiers will enable us to address new
and emerging concerns but must be followed up by sustained and concerted efforts amed at
full retification of the insruments and implementation of ther sandards. This cals for coser
convergence between Community and Member State programmes aimed at addressng such
issues. Our emphass on human rights vaues and on upholding internationd legd standards
provides a framework for much of this effort. Human rights and humanitarian violations lie &
the heat of many conflicts. Addressng the ggp between internationa commitments and
practicd implementation must be a priority in our conflict prevention policies.

19. Other concerns have yet to be addressed, not least the issue of the trade in smal arms and
the trade in diamonds. The Union should continue to support such initiatives which have a
clear role h preventing conflict and should remain open to suggestions (both from indde and
outside) for further imaginative proposas which would deserve its support.
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20. Increasingly important dso are the wide range of insruments faling under the heading
of 'Jugtice and Home Affairs. Measures desgned to tackle organised crime, drug trafficking
and money laundering dl have the long-term effect of creating grester stability and therefore
contributing to the prevention of conflict. Initiatives undertaken in recent years in the U.N.,
G-8 and other contexts have helped to create frameworks in which concerted action on these
issues can be taken a internationd level. The Union has been involved in dl of these initia-
tives and has sought to adapt its own insruments in support of them. The chdlenge for the
Union now is to develop policy-making mechanisms which dlow it to integrate these initia-
tives into its overal politicd approach to specific countries and regions, to assess thar
respective benefits, and to set priorities for the future.

21. Alongsde these horizontd measures, there is a wide range of instruments which can
contribute to the prevention of conflict. These should be used in a more targeted manner to
address the root-causes of violent conflicts, such as inequdity of opportunity, lack of legiti-
macy and effectiveness of government, lack of frameworks for peaceful conciliation of
interests and absence of an active and organised civil society. In many countries, conflict
prevention can dso be consdered a development objective because without peace and
democratic Sability there can be no poverty dleviation and no sustainable devel opment.

22. The mogt effective way for the Union to use its cooperation ingruments in conflict
prevention is by integrating long-term peace-building measures into its country cooperation
drategies. In countries in ungtable gtuations, specific projects and programs within the
cooperation sectors included in the Country Strategy Papers should be dedicated to supporting
a peaceful resolution of conflict and strengthening the democratic state. These should support
politicd didogue and mediation efforts democratic inditutions, the rule of law and the
adminigration of judice, an effective and impartia police force, and, for countries emerging
from armed conflict, the demobilisation and reintegration of ex-combatants, including child
soldiers. Furthermore, in traditiond sectors of development cooperation (infrastructure,
hedth, education etc.)), the reduction of exising imbaances in a society, whether ethnic,
regiond, or economic, must be taken into account in alocating funds to specific sectors.

23. The Union should aso drengthen its support for non-date actors which play a role in
developing a culture of democracy, tolerance and peaceful resolution of conflict, through
support for projects and programmes which assst independent media, civil society, loca
NGOs, women’s groups €tc.

24. Effective deployment of both horizontal measures and measures designed to tackle the
root causes of conflict requires much greater coordination between Community instruments
and those rdevant ingruments of the Member States. This should involve cooperation both
in-country and between capitals at an early stage.

Recommendations

Closer consideration should be given to coherence and coordination between measures
envisaged or taken in the different phases of a conflict or crisis situation. The Commission
will present in January 2001 a Communication on Linking Relief, Rehabilitation and De-
velopment which will i.a. include proposals to enable a quicker and more coherent trans-
tion from one phase of assistance to another in countries going through a crisis, whether
political or other in nature.

An inventory should be made of EU instruments and policies which could be brought to
bear on conflict situations. A Commission Communication on conflict prevention in
Soring 2001 will focus specifically on the use and possible adaptation of Community in-
struments in this respect. The Commission will also pursue work on the " Conflict Preven-
tion Handbook" detailing instruments and procedures.
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In the context of "post-Evian" discussions on ways to improve co-ordination between
Community instruments for external cooperation and those of Member States, greater
exchange of information on economic and political issues, both at the level of capitals and
in country, is recommended. This should include a revitalisation of the Electronic Bulletin
Board (EBB), established by the Commission in 1999 to link country desk officersin the
Commission, Council and Member Sates.

An early decision by the Council on the proposed recasting of the Financial Regulation
would facilitate the successful completion of the reform of EC external cooperation pro-
grammes. In this context, the Commission will also pursue internally the objective of more
rapid mobilisation of funds under its various cooperation programmes.

The Union should give priority to effective preparation for the UN Conference on Small
Arms and to the ratification and implementation of new international instruments includ-
ing the Rome Statute on the International Criminal Court and the Ottawa Convention on
the Prohibition of the Use, Sock Piling, Production and Transfer of Anti Personnel Mines
and On their Destruction.

V Short term measures

25. Stuations which have the potentid to lead to conflict in the short term are often charac-
terised by complexity and rapid change. If it is to use its insruments and capabilities to bext
effect, the Union must address specific chdlenges to the way in which policy is formulated
and implemented.

26. Fird, efforts a conflict prevention must be underpinned by vigorous and continuous
diplomatic engagement, involving the tranamisson of cdear messages to countries and regions
inagtuation of politica deterioration as well asto its other internationd partners. Progress
has been made. The EU’s traditiond diplomatic instruments such as structured political
didogue, démarches, and high-levd vists ae increesngly effective. The use of specid
representatives has adlowed sustained engagement in both the Middle East, Africa and the
Western Balkans. The appointment of the High Representative with new resources in the
Council Secretariat has raised the levd of our diplomatic engagement and broadened its
scope. This must be underpinned however by a more focused, flexible and robust approach to
didogue than is often the case a present. There is a need for more informa contact with a
broad range of actors, clear mandates and for a more effective use of the privileged relation
ships of individuad Member States in support of a common political objective. Such an
goproach has been successful in asssting a peaceful trangtion to democracy in Serbia The
effectiveness of didogue will be further enhanced by the development of ESDP and the
devdopment of a comprehensve range of dvilian and military instruments, broadening the
toolbox for conflict prevention and engbling the EU to deploy civilian and military criss
management ingruments for conflict prevention purposes.

27. Second, moving the focus of policy-making away from a responsve to a more proactive
gpproach represents a particular chdlenge for the Union. The earlier the Union is able to
anticipate and address problems, the lower the ultimate human and financid cost. Conflict
prevention has to begin in gStuations of "ungable peace’, where dructurd problems are
gpparent but have not yet resulted in open violence. The Union has access to information from
many sources and a range of cgpabilities, many of them new, for assessng gStuations and
formulating policy options Ther potentid has ill to be fully developed. Trandating early
warning into early action will require the gpplication of politicd will by the Councl and its
bodies a dl levels in order to encourage the early assessment of potentia problems and the
formulation of possble policy options.
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28. Third, as is the case with our longer term measures, there is a clear need for comprehen
dve and integrated policies which address the full range of factors which can produce or
execerbate violence. These include discrimination againgt minorities, forced population
disolacement, the abuse of human rights, and week inditutions, the availability of smdl ams,
abuse of humanitarian law, exduson of internationd organisations and curtallment of media
freedoms.

29. Fourth, a recurring chdlenge is the need for responsveness in the deployment of
gopropriate ingruments. Deployment can involve a range of authorities and different proce-
dures for decison meking and accountability: humanitarian ad and trade policy fdl within
Community competence while responshility for third pillar insruments and new civilian and
military cgpabilities lies primarily with Member States. Achieving coherence and responsive-
ness is not soley amatter of instruments but of politica will.

Recommendations

- Evaluate use of diplomatic instruments for conflict prevention (including use of Special
Representatives) with objective of more focussed, flexible and robust diplomatic engage-
ment.
The Political and Security Committee should continue to develop its potential as a focal
point within the framework of CFSP and CSDP for the devel opment, implementation and
monitoring of conflict prevention policies.
Council Working Groups should support PSC in this task and develop the practice of joint
meetings and informal discussion with relevant partner organisations
More proactive use of heads of mission for conflict prevention, including through visits to
potential conflict zones, and the preparation of regular systematic reports.
Better coordination of the wide range of information sources now available for identifying
and monitoring potential conflicts including Member States commitment to sharing all
relevant information
Regular preparation by the Policy Unit and by the Commission of conflict prevention
papers for consideration by policy makers.

VI Concluson

30. Effective action by the EU in the area of conflict prevention will require sustained
politicd will and should become a priority. Future work should acknowledge our failures but
aso build on our successes. The Union has, for example, made a very substantia contribution
to the establishment of permanent gability in Central and Eastern Europe. The rapid ddivery
of politicad and financid support to Montenegro was important in dabilisng a potentid
conflict Stuation while our support for democratic forces in Serbia and the recent Zagreb
Summit with its emphass on the Stability and Association Process have opened up new
prospects for lasting peace in the region. It can build dso on successes further afidd. After a
decade which has seen many falures, the wider internationa community has, for example,
acted to address the spird of conflict in East Timor and has stepped in to provide the support
and security necessary for the re-establishment of public authority and civil society.

31. The chdlenges which face the Union as it sets about improving its coherence and
effectiveness for conflict prevention are amilar to those which it faces throughout its externd
action: to establish and sugtain priorities for action; to ensure the coherent use of what is now
a very broad range of resources in pursuit of those priorities, to deploy those resources in a
pro-active, flexible and integrated way; and to build and sudan effective partnerships with
those who share our vaues and priorities a globd, regiond, national and loca level. Address-
ing these issues in the context of conflict prevention can give impetus to our efforts towards
grester coherence in al externa action. It is an ambitious political undertaking and will be
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achieved only with the exercise of political will. Nonetheless, it demands a high place in the
Council's priorities. The benefits of effective conflict prevention— to humaen life, politicd
dability, nationd and community budgets, and trade and invetment — will far outwegh the
effort invested.
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The Secretary-General/High Representative
Contribution to the Nice European Council (Nice, 8" December 2000)

PROCEDURES FOR COMPREHENSIVE, COHERENT CRISSMANAGEMENT:
REFERENCE FRAMEWORK

1. The European Union intends to manage crises in a comprehensve and coherent manner
usng avil and militay means. This implies that a politicad will exids to tha end; tha the
Union has the requidte civilian and military capacities and that satidfactory procedures are
put into effect. With regard to those procedures, a coherent framework needs to be defined
within which ingruments coming under the various pillars and the competence of different
indtitutions and bodies are implemented in synergy.

Inevitably, this is a complex task. Its complexity is due on the one hand to the existence of
decison-making mechanisms peculiar to each pillar, and on the other hand to the fact that the
inditutions and their various subordinate bodies have didinct (and occasondly exclusive)
powers and prerogatives under the Tresties.

This document ams to defing in compliance with the Treaty, a reference framework for a
comprehengve, coherent management procedure for any crises which the Union might have
to face.

2. Two key factors should be regarded as the basis of this document:

The man am of a crigs management procedure must be to ensure tha the Union re-
gponds effectively and coherently. There is a cdear requirement for results, without which
the added vaue of acting in common as wdl as the credibility of the Union itsdf, would
be called into question.

The Union is a Community governed by law. This means tha, even in the context of
criss management, there will be no derogation from the provisons governing the attribu-
tions and powers of its inditutions and bodies. This gpplies in paticular to the Commis-
gon's right of initiative and the implementation of the indruments which fdl within its
competence.

These two principles are not incompatible provided that the interaction between different
sectors, bodies and decision-making processes is governed by a desire to ensure effectiveness
in inditutional coherence. Obvioudy, this means that political will must dways be present a
al levds and within dl the bodies involved in criSs management.

3. In order to ensure consstency between the indruments avallable to the Union, it is essentid
that a angle body should have access to dl the information, proposds and initiatives relating
to the crigs involved in order to make a globd assessment; following the conclusons of the
Helsnki European Coundil, this role would fal to the Political and Security Committee. This
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is without prgudice ether to inditutiona prerogetives or to the decison-making mechanisms
peculiar to each pillar.

4. It is d0 essentid that dl the civilian and military means avalable should be capable of
being mobilised as required by each individud criss Without a permanent centrd co-
ordination body and drategic supervison, there can be no guarantee that our collective efforts
will be brought together in the desred time sequence. However, the actud ability of such a
body to cary out its task of co-ordinaing a comprehendve crigs response will ultimately
depend on the establishment of smple, rapid and effective procedures in the context of the
definition of permanent bodies.

5. The Council decison identifying the cvil and military indruments which the Union must
implement in regponse to a crigs could, where gppropriate, take the form of a Joint Action in
full respect of the gngle inditutiond framework and of Article 47 of the TEU. This Joint
Action will define the conditions under which the SG/HR, with the assent of the PSC, will be
responsble for implementing its politicd and military aspects. This will give the military
leadership a clear and continuous point of reference, and will help to ensure consstency of the
Union's representation in contacts with third countries, internationd organisations and any
other interested party.

6. The Secretary-Genera/High Representative, asssting the Presidency of the Union or acting
as Charman of the PSC as the case may be, will contribute with his suggestions to the
drategic direction of the response to the criss He will remain in close contact with the
Commisson a dl times. He will likewise ensure that the resources of the Council Secretariat,
including the European Union's Situation Centre, are properly mobilised.

7. Throughout the criss, the Chairman of the Military Committee will take part in the PSC;
the other members of the Militay Committee will be encouraged to do likewise. The Chair-
men of the Militay Committee will dso be the channd for conveying politico-military
guidelines to the operationd commander. On military matters, the Secretary Generd/High
Representative will receive advice from the Charman of the Militay Committee and be
asssted by the Director Generd of the EU Military Staff.

8. In order that full use can be made of dl indruments avalable to the Union, it is vitd to
ensure the condgtency not only of the work of the various Council bodies but dso of the
Council's decigons in its various configurations (Ecofin, Justice and Home Affairs, etc) and
of the actions of the Member States, the Community and the Commission. In addition to the
role of the Council and the Commisson as lad down in Article 3 of the TEU, this consstency
will be guaranteed by Coreper, the GAC and, a the highest leve, by the European Council.
Its conclusons will therefore be an invaluable dement, which should be used to the full. All
those involved in criss management must aso be equipped with mechanisms and procedures
which are flexible enough to dlow decisons to be taken and consultations to be hdd in
auffident time.

9. Delegations have dready been sent more detailed suggestions for procedures, which are in
principle appropricte for governing criss management in the Union framework effectively.
They should be gudied in detall and evauaed by civilian and military experts. In any event,
such procedures should not be vdidated until they have been tested, in exercises which will
be carried out shortly. In this context, the detailed document on the subject, which has aready
been digtributed by the Secretariat, and the guideines sat out above, form an evolving whole,
which will be reviewed and updated in the light of experience.
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The Secretary-General / High Representative

An evaluation report, Brussels, 21 December 2000

COMMON STRATEGIES REPORT

INTRODUCTION

The General Affairs Council of 9 October 2000 drew conclusions on the effectiveness
of the Union's externa action. On Common Strategies, the Council noted "the impor-
tance of common drategies for the coordination, coherence and effectiveness of exter-
na action. It cdls on the Secretary-Generd/High Representative to submit, for the
firga policy debate in January or February 2001, an evauation report on the operation
of the common drategies dready adopted and on ways of making optimum use of this
ingrument in the future.”

This internd evauation report which it is intended should reman confidentid, is in
three parts: The firg recalls the ingrument of Common Strategies, the second dedls
with "lessons learned”, and the last section draws conclusons and makes recommen
dations on improving the effectiveness of Common Strategies. The report also takes
into account internd reflections by the Commisson.

The Common Strategies adopted so far have not yet contributed to a stronger and
more effective EU in internationd affairs. At the same time, they have contributed to
putting together al EU objectives and means in the areas covered in a comprehensive,
cross-pillar approach. We should now draw the lessons from the shortcomings of our
present Common Strategies and take the steps necessary to improve both the devel-
opment and the implementation of Common Strategies in the future.  Otherwise we
will widen even further the gap between their poor effectiveness on the one hand and
on the other hand the high expectations they raise.

THE INSTRUMENT OF COMMON STRATEGIES

The Treaty of Amgerdam introduced into the Tresty on European Union the ingtru-
ment of common gdrategies. The idea behind them was to creste an insrument setting
the globd vison of the Union within the area of externd rdations in the medium or
long run towards a specific area or theme and, in the CFSP (second pillar) to provide
for decisonr-meking by QMV in implementing decisons, notably in the adoption of
common positions and joint actions.

Accordingly, Article 13, paragraph 2 provides that the European Council shal decide
on common grategies to be implemented by the Union in areas where Member States
have important interests in common. While common drategies must be compatible
with the principles and generd guidelines for the common foreign and security policy,
the TEU offers the European Council great flexibility as to their content. The Treaty
prescribes, however, that they should set out three condituent elements, namdy ther
objectives, duration and the means to be made available by the Union and the Member
Staes. This gives common drategies an operaiond nature, going well beyond decla
rations of policy.
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10.

As far as the means are concerned common srategies can cover the posshilities open
to the Union, including those under the EC Treaty. In te later case, the instruments
covered by the EC Treaty must be adopted in accordance with the procedures provided
for by that Treaty. As far as CFSP measures (title V. TEU) are concerned, since a
common drategy provides automatically for adoption by qualified mgority of any im+
plementing act there is no need for the common drategy itself to provide for a legd
base for implementation on CFSP.

The common strategies adopted by the Council so far have been published in the
Officdd Journd. Thisis however not mandatory either under the Tregty provisons or
under the rules of procedure of the Council. Each time the Council adopts acommon
drategy, therefore, it can decide whether to publishit. A decison on publication must
be adopted by unanimity (Article 17 (3) of the rules of procedure of the Council).

LESSONS LEARNED

Scope of Common Strategies

The EU wanted to use the fird common drategies to focus on reaions with the
geographicd areas surrounding the Union (Russa, Ukraine, Bdkans, Mediterranean),
not leest in order to underline the importance it ataches to rdations with dl its imme-
diate neighbours. These were, however, areas for which broad-based policies and e-
tablished mechanisms of cooperation adready existed or were being developed (PCAs
with Russa and Ukraine, Barcelona Process, Stabilisation and Association Process,
Stability Pact), putting in question the added vaue of CS in areas where policies were
dready 0 wdl edablished. The choice of such complex, high-profile and wdl trod-
den areas put the ingrument of the common drategy to a very public test, the risk of
which might have been reduced by choosng less ambitious and less wel-worn
themes. One of the tests is whether the Union has been able to use CS to implement
policies on issues which redly matter. In the case of Russa for example, the CS is
comprehengive in scope, and yet it has not proved ussful in helping the Union to al-
dress the important specific issue of Chechnya These consderations have led to the
implicit dropping of the Bakan CS, but they raise the question: what next?

The European Council a Vienna, which s&t in motion work on the first four CS, aso
foresaw future CS on thematic issues. Although none has so far been decided, consd-
erations similar to those above could apply to thematic subjects.

Methods used to draw up exising CS

The European Council gave very little by way of guiddines, so successve Presden
cies have had to develop their own approaches, which were subject to long and de-
taled negotiating processes in working groups and specid committees, using
traditional bottomrup working methods. Orientation discussions a Council, Coreper
and POCO leved did little to change this, but confirmed the wide range of views. The
wide scope of the CS and the particular, sometimes detailled concerns of individud
Member States resulted in a "Christmas tree’ approach based on the "lowest common
denominator” where Member States and the Commission indsted on covering al pos
sble aspects of reations, including so many different issues in the CS that in the end it
became difficult to digtinguish priorities from questions of secondary importance.
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Publicity
11. The question of non-publication in whole or in pat 0 that CS could be red and

unvanished internal policy documents was decided ealy on in favour of full publication.
This has made them smooth, declaratory texts, well-suited for public diplomacy purposes.
But they are less useful as internd working tools badancing pros and cons, reconciling
different objectives and generdly prioritisng EU action. They cannot in particular address
sendtive questions such as EU interests and gods not suited for publication, aress of dis-
agreement with externd partners or difficulties contradictions in the EU's gpproach.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

The fact that the CS are public documents has reinforced their nature of "fair-weather"
ingruments, making it difficult to handle them in times of crigs or to develop them in
light of new devdopments. This could be seen for example when the Union reviewed
its relations with Russa at the height of the Chechnya crigs.

Impact of CS on relations with the countries involved

The CS succeeded in emphasising the importance the Union attaches to its relaions
with the specific countries involved (a fact clearly appreciated by them), notably by
developing the concept of "drategic partnerships' with Russa and the Ukraine. But
as far as substance was concerned the CS did not cover new ground and instead tended
to become inventories of exidting policies. At the same time, once Russa and the
Ukraine knew that the EU was working on a CS with them, they tried actively to -
fluence their content.

In Russa and the Ukraine the drawing up of the CS firg led to uncertainty about the
relationship of the new indruments with the exising comprehensve Partnership and
Cooperation Agreements. This was followed by efforts to water down the centrd role
of the exiding contractud arangements by trying to give the CS a "quasi-contractud"
connotation and by stressing a hierarchical order putting CS above the PCAs.

In the case of Russa, the publication of the CS prompted our partner country to
formulate and publish its own drategy towards the EU; the Russians then wanted to
engage the EU in negotiations on aress of both agreement and disagreement between
the two drategies, which actudly digtracted from the bilaterad relationship and tended
to rddivise the CSitsdf.

Regarding the Mediterranean region, the perceived lack of added value of the CS
compared with the dready comprehensve Barcdona Process and the difficulties in
defining the reationship between the CS and the EU's role in the Middle East Peace
Process have put the consstency of the EU's gpproach towards the region into ques-
tion. The unspoken competition between the CS and the ongoing effort to draw up a
"Charter for Peace and Stability” in the Barcelona framework has added to this confu-
son.

CSasbassfor OMV

So far, CS have not been used as basis for QMV decisons in CFSP. In fact the Rillar
2 content of CS devoted to a comprehensive review of the whole of the EU's relations
with a country or region has, a least s0 far, been close to minima, s0 the question of
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18.

19.

20.

21.

QMV has not arisen - with one exception in the drafting of the Mediterranean CS.
Agreement was findly reached on excluding the MEPP as such from that CS, but the
discusson pointed to a possble future difficulty: the broader the nature, the more
Member States may be reductant to commit themselves to CS, since they cannot fore-
see dearly on which decisions QMV might be mandatory.

CS as coordinating instruments

The Presdency work-plans mandated by the CS have in principle helped to make CS
implementation more focused and to improve intra as well as inter-Presidency coor-
dination.  But if the truth be told, these have in practice falen into the category of
routine exercises to which little atention is pad. No sense of priority or urgency
emerges from them at the political leve.

The ingrument of CS should be well adapted to improve coordination and Synergy
between CFSP, Community action and Member States activities. Experience has
shown that dready the firs step towards this god, the compilation of inventories of
what is done bilaterdly in the field of CS, will not be achieved in the short run, nota-
bly given the comprehensive scope of the existing CS.  This seems to indicate that the
review process in Member States to bring ther national policy actions in line with CS
isat best a an early stage.

Little thought has been given to how different CS should be coordinated with each
other (thereis, for example, aclear read- across between the CSs on Russia and the
Ukraine). In addition, the possibility of digning the associated countries with our CS
have not been used.

Summing up: The existing Common Strategies tend to be too broadly defined in
scope to be truly effective and to have added value. They are sometimes so thor-
oughly negotiated anong the Member States that they do not contain real priori-
ties or posteriorities and have become little more than inventories of existing
policies and activities. Whilst having these comprehensive statements of policy in
a single document no doubt has its uses as a reference document, the CS has
tended increasingly to become a bureaucratic exercise. The fact that they are
written to be published has resulted in texts that lack the sharpness needed to
make them a truly useful internal strategy. The introduction by each presidency
of a new working plan with new priorities has so far failed to add to the objective
of deploying a consstent and coherent EU approach and has strengthened the
impression of stop and go policies. Precisely because they are so comprehensive,
Common Strategies lack flexibility: too often they cover a wide range of issues
but do not enable the Union to implement policies on specific issues that really
matter. Last but not least, policy issues related to CFSP are formulated in such a
manner that the main aim of Common Strategies to introduce QMV in CFSP has
not so far been realised.
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V. CONCLUSIONS

22.

23.

How to make a better use of the C.S.?

In order to make the Common Strategies efficient interna working ingruments of the
Union, and not only public declarations of aready stated policies, they need a new b-
cus. Ultimately they can only become a srong and useful EU instrument if the neces-
sary politica will can be generaed to turn them into a rea foreign policy asst of the
Union. Ther vaue added could be in concentrating on:

bringing together dl EU and Member States policies and resources in a spe-
cific area, and

CFSP issues which can then be implemented by usng Qudified Mgority Vot-
ing.

How to do this? the following criteria are suggested:

*

Common Strategies should be internal EU policy documents. An dterna
tive would be to keep a part of the Common Strategy confidential. This should
not only be applied to new Common Strategies, but aso to the existing Com-
mon Strategies when revised.

Common Strategies should be focused and selective in their_scope; palitica
correctness or the importance of a topic is not enough, as experience to date
shows. They should in the future not am a a very broad subject, such as an
entire country or region or a wide theme, but ded with a clearly defined and
limited area.

These congderations gpply to thematic as to geographical subjects.  Addition
dly for thematic subjects, it might make sense to avoid themes which would,
in the implementation of a legdly binding indrument, inevitably expose poss-
bly glaring contradictions in gpplying well accepted principles where other fac-
tors are aso important.

Common strategies should have a clear added value which should be iden-
tified before the CS is decided on by the European Council. Thisvaue
added could, for example, come from a will to identify aress for subsequent
implementing common podtions and joint actions by QMV. This way the
drafters would have a clear mandate for their task.

Common drategies should identify verifiable objectives agang which pro-
gressin implementation can be measured.

Common Strategies must enhance coherence by bringing together dl means
and resources available to the EU. Member States should act coherently in
non-EU inditutions and promote Common Strategy objectives in the UN,
OSCE, Council of Europe and possibly the World Bank, IMF, Paris Club etc.
They adso should use Common Strategies as the man framework for ther bi-
lateral policies.
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24.  Thefadllowing procedura suggestions could help to the above-mentioned criteria

* When the European Council invites the Council to prepare a Common Strat-
egy, it should give clear drategic directions on the priority areas, scope, means
and timeframe. A Common Strategy should not be the subject of detailed bot-
tom-up gpproach negotiations among Member States.

* To ensure that the above criteria are adhered to, suggestions for a Common
Strategy could be made by the SG/HR after consultations with the Presidency
and the European Commisson. This should help guard againg short-termiam
and avoid stop-and-go poalicies.

* Presdencies should build ther work plans on the previous ones in order to
promote condgstency and continuity, a the same time dlowing for flexibility in
the light of new chdlenges. An incoming Presdency should therefore not
necessarily need to propose a largely new work plan; it could aso reconfirm or
supplement an exiging one. By narrowing the scope of new Common Strate-
gies as proposed above, the problem of having diverse workplans will probably
tend to solve itslf.

* In order to improve coordination, work plans should dso include the review of
CSimplementation by both the Union and the Member States.

25.  In order to mobilise fully the added vadue of Common Strategies dl indruments,
including those of the Community and of Member States mugt a dl times be used in a
coherent way. Therefore, proper articulation between the CFSP area and the other
"pillars’ and adequate cross-pillar coherence is essentiad, and indeed obligatory under
aticle 3 TEU. In order to achieve this without encroaching upon the respective pre-
rogatives and competences, a practical approach is needed.

* The European Council should note the Commisson's intention to focus its ac-
tion on the redisation of the objectives of the Common Strategies through
relevant Community messures and, as necessary, inviteit to act appropriately.

* The Genead Affars Council should retan overdl respongbility for ensuring
coherence in the implementation of Common Strategies. In doing so it should
draw on the advice and recommendations of expert committees such as the
EFC, the Article 36 Committee and the Article 133 Committee.

* There should be a clearer divison than a present within the Common Strategy
between the CFSP-proposals (laying the legd bass for QMV) and the broad
policy orientations in other pillars.

27. In concluson, Common Strategies will be more credible if used to develop a limited,
specific foreign policy objective with the priorities and value added identified in ad-
vance and the necessary budgetary and policy means linked directly with it.
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EUROPEAN COMMISSION
Brussels, 11.04.2001 — COM(2001) 211 final

Communication from the Commission on Conflict Prevention

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The ever-growing lig of causes of conflicts cdls for international co-operation and multilat-
erd action of a new order. The EU, itsdf an on-going exercise in making peace and prosper-
ity, tes a big role to play in globd efforts for conflict prevention. For this, it has at its disposa
awide range of instruments for long term or short term action.

Both among its immediate neighbours and throughout the world, the EU seeks to project
dability in supporting regional integration and in building trade links. With a long experi-
ence in these fidds, the EU is well placed to do so. Direct support to regiond structures in
Africa and autonomous trade concessons to the Western Bakans are examples of instruments
with along-term stabilisation perspective.

Development policy and other co-operation programmes provide the most powerful
insruments a the Community’s disposal for tregting the root causes of conflict. There is a
need to teke a genuindy long-term and integrated approach, which will address al aspects of
Sructurd  sability in countries a risk. In doing so, co-ordinaion between Commisson and
Member States activities must be ensured. On a practical level, strategic documents (Country
Strategy Papers) elaorated for each country recelving EC assistance will be the key tools to
maingream such an approach into co-operaion programmes. Appropriate indicators will aso
be used.

In countries showing conflict potential, there may be a need to focus externd ad on the
(re)lemergence of a favourable political environment (eg. support to democracy, rule of
law, civil society, independent media, gender equality etc). There may be dso a need for
the Community to become more involved in security sector reform. When a country
emerges from conflict, the Community should contribute to the consolidetion of peace
through specific programmes such asrehabilitation.

Another gpproach to maingreaming conflict prevention is to find more effective ways, within
the Union and in the wider internationa context, to address cross-cutting issues which may
contribute to tenson and conflict. The most important ones concern drugs, smal arms, naturd
resources, environmenta degradation, population flows, human trefficking and to some
extent, private sector interests in undable areas. Community instruments in these areas may
be further devel oped.

In pardld to long term preventive action, the EU should improve its ability to react quickly
where a dtudtion in a paticular country seems to be entering a downward spird. This clearly
requires an effective early warning sysem. In pre-crigs gtuaions, many Community indru-
ments including new ones such as the Rapid Reaction Mechanism can be used. The EU can
deploy a variety of options ranging from political dialogue to Special Representatives and
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induding, in the future, civilian crisgs management mechaniams All of thee may be im
proved, made more systematic and flexible. But in any case they need to be based on a
common political line between EU Member States.

Potential conflicts often cross borders. This demands international co-operation on long
term prevention ectivities as well as co-ordination of responses to pre-criss Stuations. The
EU will therefore srengthen its co-operation with internationd partners active in the field of
conflict prevention, such as US, Canada, Russa, Jgpan and Norway, man internationa
organisations such as UN and OSCE aswell as NGOs.

Annex
List of recommendations

The Commission:
L ong-term prevention

- will give higher priority to its support for regiond integration and in particular regiond
organisations with a clear conflict prevention mandate;

- will ensure that its devdopment policy and other co-operation programmes are more
clearly focused on addressing root causes of conflict in an integrated way;

- will use in dl Country Strategy Papers appropriate indicators to analyse potential conflict
Stuations;

- will devdop practical progamming tools for manstreaming conflict prevention messures
in co-operation programmes with countries at risk;

- will exchange Country Strategy Papers with corresponding documents from Member
States.

- will st up a pilot sysem, in close co-operation with Council Policy Unit, for the regular
exchange of information between Commisson, Council Policy Unit and Member Sae
desk officers, for two unstable areas: the Balkans and the Gresat Lakes.

- is conddering co-financing World Bank and IMF funding instruments which will support
the implementation of Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers in the ACP countries,

- will implement, for countries showing conflict potentid, more targeted actions, where
gopropriate, to open the way to a more favourable democratic environment. In particular
increased emphasis will be placed on support to eectora processes, parliamentary activi-
ties and the adminidration of judice. In doing s0, the Commisson will in paticular pro-
mote the equa participation of men and women in socid, economic and paliticd life.

- intends, within the limits of its competencies, to play an increesingly active role in the
security sector aea This will take the form of activities aming a improving police ser-
vices, promoting converson, disssmament and non-proliferation both as regards wesgpons
of mass dedruction and conventional wegpons. The Commisson could support human
rights training for the whole security sector.

- will, in pog-conflict Stuations, concentrate EC assigtance on the consolidation of peace
and the prevention of future conflicts, in particular through rehabilitation programmes,
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child-related rehabilitation measures and DDR programmes as well as programmes sup-
porting reconciliation processes.

will focus its co-operation/anti-drug actions on the two main routes by which drugs reach
Europe, through the Bakans and between Latin America and the Caribbean. In so doing ,
it will continue to draw on the expertise of Member States.

will give higher priority to its support aimed a controlling the spread of smdl ams. It
will work for an amhbitious Union pogtion in view of the forthcoming UN conference on
illegd trade in light wegpons and smdl arms. When managing programmes on smdl ams,
the Commission will closdly examine the Stuation of the customs sector.

will play an active role in the Kimberley task force on the cetification sysem for rough
diamonds and will present a policy paper to the Council by the end of the year outlining
options on thisissue;

will support, where a clear commitment to regiond collaboration exidts, regiond actions
aming at afair management of shared water resources,

will address issues of naturd resources and environmenta degradation through its
bilateral and regiond programmes and will enhance support for the implementation by
patner countries of Multilaterd Environmenta Agreements. High priority will dso be
given to environmenta rehabilitation projects in post-conflict programmes;

will seek to degpen its didogue with specidised organisations in view of better detecting
destabilisng population flows a an early stage. Such organisations could include the IOM
and UNHCR;

is committed to promoting activdy the OECD guiddines for Multinational Enterprises
which am at encouraging businesses to behave responsibly when operating abroad, and in
particular in developing countries,

Short term prevention

will work with the SG/HR on regular reviews of potentia conflict zones, including the
edtablishment of early warning mechaniams,

will initiate a debate within the Council on ways of endbling the EU to devise and
implement preventive sanctions,

condders that more sysematic use must be made of the politicd didogue where a criss
gppears imminent. Such didogue should be based on a strong politicad line. It should be
more focused, time-flexible and robust than in the past. The Commisson is prepared to
work with the SG/HR on developing concrete proposdsin thisfield,,

condders that the Specid Representatives should be used more widely as mediators, that
they should be empowered to adopt a firm position on the Stuation covered by the terms
of their mandate, and tha they should be availdble for short-term (e.g. Sx-mornth) mis-
sons as wdl. The Commission is prepared to work with the SG/HR on developing con-
crete proposasin thisfidd,

is encouraging Member States to work together and with the UN and OSCE, on training in
the fidds of rule of law and civil adminigration for personnd to be deployed in interne:
tiond missons. The Commisson is prepared to support such traning programmes with
Community funds,
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International co-oper ation

- proposes to integrate more systemdticdly into the political didogue with partner countries
discussons on early-waning sysems and regular monitoring of potentia conflict zones.
In pogt-conflict Stuations, it intends to play a more active role within the "Friends of"
approach and to foster exchanges of information among donors,

- condders that conflict prevention should be a mgor dement of the enhanced Structurd
didogue being put in place between the Union and the UNSG. For its part, the Commis-
sion has dready developed a programming didogue with UNHCR and WFP and proposes
to establish asmilar didogue with other UN agencies, funds and programmes,

- is prepared, a the operationa level, to exchange its Country Strategy Papers with the UN
Common Country Assessments. It intends to launch a didogue with UN agencies on this
ubject. It is dso currently looking at the posshility of providing financia support for the
Trust Fund for Preventive Action;

- intends to rase the link between naturd resource depletion and security during the
preparations for the tenyear review of Rio, the 2002 World Summit on Sugtainable De-
velopment in Johannesburg;

- will continue to pursue its co-operation with OSCE and Council of Europe in the area of
Conflict Prevention, notably by developing common modules/programmes for daff tran
ing for field operations (cf. OSCE REACT system);

- plans to use the G8 CPOM to promote the EU's postions on smal arms and light weep-
ons, conflict and development, illicit trade in diamonds, children in armed conflicts, inter-
national civilian police, role of women and corporate socid responsability and foster
coherence between this forum and other international ones where these issues are dis-
cussed.

will give higher priority, through the Europeen Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights
to activities that contribute to the prevention of conflicts and help to ded with the conse-
quences of conflicts.
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