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Introduction 

It seems that at the turn of this century--and after almost 50 years of seemingly never-ending discussions and innumerous abortive attempts--the EU finally achieved the creation of a decisive and authoritative European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) that is effective and at the same time independent of the US and NATO.
 However, the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) is still behind in terms of coherency and decisiveness. After having been assigned the role of the tail light of European integration process during the Cold War period, CFSP (and in particular ESDP) gained momentum at the end of the 1990s that it is expected to be the future driving force of the integration process.
 The following explains the development of the CFSP/ESDP up to these most recent and surprising results, and argues that this progress cannot be explained by integrationist theories, but rather by the impact of external factors, such as US attempts to block this process as well as regional and international crises.
 And it seems that almost a decade and a half after the end of the Cold War, the dissipation of a major threat to Europe has finally brought into the limelight the irrevocable fissures and different cultures of the transatlantic partners, leading to a disintegration of the formerly monolithic Western bloc. Therefore, the basic prediction of our chapter is that the process of strengthening CFSP and ESDP is irreversible and will continue; however, restrictions and impediments have to be built into this process in order to curtail it before it transforms an economically powerful and enlarged EU into a power with global ambitions.

I.  Tail light of the European Integration Process:  Security Cooperation and the EPC during the Cold War 

The European integration process during the Cold War period succeeded in advancing the economic integration of the European region in the European Economic Community (EEC). But while the US supported closer political integration in  Europe
, it thwarted almost any attempt at security cooperation among the Europeans, which had the potential to question the dominance of NATO and the presence of US forces on European soil. Moreover, disunity among the Europeans themselves was responsible for the failure of the most prominent attempt to create a supranational European Defense Community in the early 1950s and the endeavors to revitalize the WEU in the 1980s. In the following, it will be explained how these plans to proceed with an integration of foreign, security or even defense policy were limited by the constraints and structure set for Europe by the fear of a resurgent aggressive Germany as well as Europeans’ dependency on the United States to provide their security. 

US-European relations: An ambivalent relationship between partnership and dependency

Laments like the following by a former secretary general of the Western European Union on the rich history of failed attempts to create a European security organization are legendary:

(I)n the graveyard of aborted attempts to bring about a European Union, in the graveyard where the tombs are many, the most numerous ones contain the initiatives devoted to the creation of a European security dimension.

But why in the first place did the Europeans strive to create their own defence structure, when they had managed to convince the United States to contribute to the defence and protection of Europe by creating NATO and systems of  nuclear deterrence? And why was it destined to always fail? 

The Europeans’ dominant and enduring experience of the first half of the 20th century was one of suffering and devastation caused by two world wars: the first provoked by an aggressive imperial Germany, the second by fascist Nazi Germany. Both wars were terminated only by the intervention of the United States involving a high number of US casualties. Therefore after the end of WW II, one of the most important goals for the Europeans was to take precautionary measures so that history could not repeat itself. In 1947 Britain and France created the first post-war European security arrangement, the Treaty of Dünkirchen, which contained a mutual assistance clause to help each other in case Germany again turned aggressive or in case it refused to pay its war reparations. With the Cold War taking its course, fear of Germany was joined by the fear of an increasingly expansionist Soviet Union. These fears were addressed by the creation of a security pact between France, Britain and the three Benelux countries (Luxembourg, Belgium and the Netherlands), who agreed to create the “Western Union”, which was endorsed by the Brussels Treaty of April 1948. 

But the Europeans were concerned that their efforts to protect themselves against a resurgent Germany and an aggressive Soviet Union were not sufficient, and that it was wise to convince the United States to join them in their efforts in building up an effective military defence structure. Therefore, through the initiative of the British, the Europeans started negotiations with the United States and Canada, which concluded in 1949 with the signing of the Washington Treaty and the decision to create the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation. While the conclusion of the Washington Treaty provoked controversy in the US administration and Senate, the Europeans celebrated their success in convincing the US to commit itself to contribute to the protection of Europe as an important victory.
 While the Brussels Treaty remained in force, the Western Union’s defence obligations could now be safely shifted NATO. Still, despite these proven and undisputed historical facts--that it was the Europeans who begged the United States to join the endeavour of establishing Europe’s defence--the myth in Europe persists that the United States imposed itself on Europe after WW II in order to establish an open market for selling their Coca Cola. 

Fear of Germany
 was the catalyst not only for the first post-war European security pacts and – at least in part – for the creation of NATO, it also provoked the first serious endeavour to create a truly European supranational defence community. In the early 1950s, when the Cold War gained momentum with the outbreak of the Korean War, it became obvious that the US was not willing to renounce a strong contribution by the Germans to the conventional defence of Europe. This was the first time that the Europeans were confronted with the effects of their dependency on the United States by having to accept that the country they feared most was allowed to rearm again only few years after it had waged war against the whole of Europe.
 To make the best out of a nasty necessity, in 1952 France led a group of six European countries, Belgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands and Germany itself, in launching a European Defence Community (EDC), the main goal of which was to integrate and firmly control the German forces.
 At the same time, a European Political Community (EPC) was to be created and both EDC and EPC envisioned a whole set of institutions including a directly elected European parliament furnished with legislative powers. 

The US was truly supportive of this idea, but the idea collapsed—ironically, through the actions of those who had promoted it. While the plan had already been ratified by the parliaments of the other five member states, the French national assembly rejected this plan out of fear of a rearmed Germany, but also in response to nationalistic sentiments. The whole incident caused so much embarrassment that “the subject remained taboo in Western Europe for thirty years.”
 But there was one positive side-effect of the failed EDC adventure: in 1954, the Brussels Treaty of 1947 was modified so as to allow the accession of Germany
 and to create the Western European Union (WEU). Thus the unofficial intention connected with the creation of the WEU was to take over the envisioned role of the failed EDC and to control a rearmed Germany.
 With the WEU, a European Defence Organisation was born, whose raison d’être was less than obvious due to its selective membership
, the lack of a military structure, and a sidelined existence in the shadow of its competitor NATO. But later, in the mid 1980s and even more so in the 1990s until its dissolution, the WEU assumed a useful function by serving as a base and point of reference for European efforts to create a European Security and Defence Policy outside of the NATO framework.

Meanwhile the US realised that European defence based exclusively on conventional weapons was insufficient, and during the 1950s started to build up a system of nuclear deterrence. The corresponding NATO strategy of “Flexible Response”
 stipulated that initially European and US conventional troops would try to halt a Soviet attack, but that in case this did not bring the Soviet advance to a halt, the decisive blow would be executed by nuclear strikes on advancing Warsaw Pact troops’ or even on Soviet territory itself. With this system in place, Europe’s physical survival would have depended on the willingness of the US administration to launch its European-based nuclear weapons against the Soviet Union, thus risking a nuclear counterattack on US soil. Thus the effectiveness of the “Flexible Response” strategy did not depend on NATO’s military effectiveness, but rather on the questionable doctrine that the United States would view an attack on Europe as an attack on the US homeland, thus sacrificing “New York and Washington for Berlin”. 

But it was not only because of the lack of credibility of  NATO’s nuclear strategy that the Europeans grew increasingly dissatisfied with the system of nuclear deterrence and coupling their destiny with that of the United States: 1) The persistently confrontational relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union, or rather NATO and the Warsaw Pact, had the potential to turn any moment and any kind of crisis from a cold into a devastating hot war, 2) In case of a military confrontation, Europe would most probably be the battlefield, and therefore have to bear the devastating consequences of a nuclear war; thus, the strategy of “Flexible Response” came under increasing criticism since, if applied, it would have destroyed what was meant to be defended, 3) In view of the dominance of the US within NATO and the ownership of these nuclear weapons clearly resting with the US military, the United States’ European allies had no say in the decision whether, when, where and how to deliver the first nuclear warning shot against a Soviet advance. Any attempts by the Europeans to have a greater say in these decisions were thwarted by the United States, and 4) The system of  being “coupled” to the US nuclear umbrella implied the potential of getting “decoupled” from the US. Therefore European governments, in particular the front-line state of the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG), were always concerned with avoiding any provocation of the American government, since any deterioration of US‑German relations would have automatically resulted in either a psychological undermining of the US nuclear umbrella or a more or less explicit threat of a partial withdrawal of American soldiers from European soil. 

This was the context of some serious endeavours by the Europeans to seek alternatives to the dependency on the US and the possibly deadly implications of NATO’s nuclear strategy. But by then the US had learned to appreciate the advantages of its dominance in Europe, which spilled over into other fields like economics and currency policy,
 and US generosity in tolerating these movements of European independence waned. The first to realize that were France and Germany, who initiated a bilateral rapprochement by concluding the 1963 Elysee Treaty, in which they agreed on close political, economic, cultural, and  - this was the key point - military cooperation. France’s motivation was different from that of West Germany in that it wished to generally weaken US dominance in Europe. Since France is a sovereign nation with its own nuclear weapons and a permanent seat in the UN Security Council, the Kennedy administration had neither the right nor the chance to interfere directly in the policies of this independent European power. But in a bilateral relationship it is enough when one partner withdraws, and President Kennedy intervened heavily and successfully with the West German government to prevent this French-German rapprochement. After this episode, the West German government did not again dare to stick out its neck, and the momentum for closer French-German cooperation was lost until the 1980s. This intervention did not mean that the US was completely opposed to a European defence identity or that it did not want Western Europe to assume greater responsibility in the security domain, but the US would take care not to lose control of this process by allowing this pursuit to occur outside NATO structures.

The 1970s were a calm decade in this respect, characterized by a policy of détente and the status quo of the bipolar system which had lost some of its fright. That changed fundamentally in the 1980s when President Reagan who, with his confrontational course against the Soviet Union (encapsulated by his Star Wars project and “empire of evil” rhetoric), risked bringing the world to the brink of war. Undermining all the successes of the détente and arms-control policies of the 1970s, the Reagan administration was determined to go ahead with the deployment of Intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF weapons), which could hit the Soviet Union from European territory. While initially it was the Europeans themselves who had convinced the Carter administration to deploy this category of nuclear weapon to back NATO's strategy of flexible response, the Europeans desperately tried to get out this deal in the early 1980s
 in view of massive demonstrations in Europe which got so powerful that politicians feared losing elections solely due to this issue. Moreover, in view of the deteriorating relationships between the US and its European allies, the credibility of the “US nuclear umbrella” seemed to have been further undermined.

The Europeans’ desperate attempts in the 1980s to revitalize the dormant WEU in order to intensify  European security and defense cooperation have to be seen in this context.
 In 1984 the French initiated the reactivation of the WEU by launching an attempt to create a security and defense identity within the framework of the EC and European Political Cooperation (EPC). But three EC members, Greece, Ireland and Denmark, resisted such a move and thus the plan failed. But in the October 1984 Rome Declaration the remaining seven WEU members of the ten EC countries expressed their intention to use the WEU as a forum to coordinate affairs regarding NATO and security in general. But here, too, the success was very limited, and NATO remained the primary institution for coordination.
 While during the Iraq-Iran War (1987-89) the WEU succeeded in coordinating a minesweeping operation in the Persian Gulf, in the first Gulf War (1990-1991) the WEU disappointingly failed to organize a unified European response or contribution to the war against Iraq. 

But US resistance to these plans is only partly responsible for the hampered development of the WEU.
 The Atlanticists in the WEU, like Britain, only tolerated the WEU as an instrument to create a European pillar within NATO, and there were strong fissures and disagreement among the WEU members on the structure and location of the WEU.
 It should also be mentioned that, after all, it was also very comfortable for the Europeans to be dominated and to organize a defense system under the leadership of the US superpower: first, the system of  NATO’s “burdensharing”, which referred to a more equitable sharing of the security and defense burden of the West, was a cheap solution for the Europeans, since the biggest portion of the burden (the deployment of nuclear weapons and the large numbers of technologically highly equipped US conventional forces deployed in Europe) was provided by the US. Second, despite the unpopular decisions in the defense area and in particular the so-called “hardware decisions” like the deployment of nuclear weapons, it was very convenient to be able to point to the American superpower as the scapegoat. The Europeans made wide use of this artifice in the early 1980s when, in response to fierce public protest, they--though they themselves had originally asked the Carter administration to deploy INF missiles on European soil--started to blame this decision on the hegemonic policy of the United States. Thus, in sum, it is difficult to decide to what degree European disunity and ambivalence contributed to the lack of European integration in the security and defense area during the Cold War, or to US resistance to these plans. However, it is undisputed that in view of the Europeans’ dependency on the United States for securing the ultimate policy goal of any state – its physical survival – the Europeans’ room to maneuver in this respect was more than limited. 

European Political Cooperation as a starting point for a common foreign policy

In parallel to these developments in the security policy, the EC also started to build up its external relations. The so-called European Political Cooperation (EPC) was the first procedure to be set up to coordinate the foreign policies of the member states. The Treaties of Rome (1957) had made no mention of foreign policy. After some attempts to establish a political community and/or a common foreign policy failed in the early 1950s, the idea of political cooperation was revived at the EC Summit in The Hague where the leaders called for a “United Europe capable of assuming its responsibilities in the world of tomorrow”.
 This led into the establishment of the European Political Cooperation in 1972. The EPC procedure was established as intergovernmental cooperation. This means that all activities of the EPC took place outside the EC Treaties.
 To underline, European cooperation was extended into a significant new area of activity, but remained a loose and voluntary arrangement outside the Community and thus beyond Community control (or ‘competence’ in Euro-jargon).

Latin America and Central America in particular became a special field for the EPC in the 1970s and especially in the 1980s because of the emphasis both regions made on political dialogue and cooperation.
 Europe became engaged in Central America in the peace process of Esquipulas by supporting the regional peace initiatives. The active peace strategy has been important for the peace process in Central America and can be seen as one of the first common policy initiatives under the European Political Cooperation that has taken a firm position in opposition to US policy. The external ties with Latin America and Asia were also expanded in the 1970s, because the community adopted a program-of financial and technical aid for the developing countries of the two regions in 1976. The establishment of a common budget offered the possibility to introduce common trade mechanisms and to include development aid. Of course, a certain transfer of competence to the European Economic Community in economic negotiations took place with these arrangements.

In addition to the Central American crisis an even more important area of activity of the ECP was the CSCE process. The coordination of European foreign policies became important under EPC in the Helsinki Process in the 1970s. The EPC pushed the development of the relations with the countries of the Soviet Bloc in the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). The European Political Cooperation was also developed due to internal factors like the enlargement of the Community as well as the wish of the German government to legitimise its “Ostpolitik” by locating it within the European Political Cooperation and expanding it within the CSCE. This exemplifies that the confidence and peace-building in Europe was only one side of the coin. The other side of the coin was its contribution in reducing the dependency from the US, since the CSCE process helped to develop common European positions. In the beginning, the European countries were more concerned with how EPC should work than with what this policy should be.
 The policy-making process of EPC included the then-created European Council, which was supported by the Political Committee which prepared the foreign minister’ meetings. Day-to-day coordination was made by COREU, European Correspondents, who formed a communications network linking the foreign ministries. The need for coordination in foreign affairs became apparent in view on an increase of economic activities. 

When the customs union set up by the EEC Treaty came into full effect in 1968, the Common Commercial Policy had to increasingly take into account the external dimension of European economic policies. Although the European Economic Community had focused for a long time on domestic policy issues, the so-called spill-over effect made it necessary to develop external economic and trade policies. Another dimension closely related to the external dimension of the rise of the EU as a trading bloc was the forming of close relations with the former colonies of Africa, the Caribbean, and the Pacific (ACP) regions which became associated with the Yaoundé convention of 1963 (this special relationship was later driven further by generations of the Lomé Convention and of the Cotounou Convention). These were not only the first ties established with far-away regions, but also the starting point of European Community’s strong development and cooperation policies. Moreover, today’s EU is a leader in humanitarian and development assistance.
 Moreover, the EC negotiated association agreements with its Mediterranean neighbours, Turkey and Greece. Other cooperation and association agreements followed with countries in ‘the neighbourhood’. 

The EC gained economic weight when the Community of the Six expanded to Nine (with the accession of the United Kingdom, Denmark, and Ireland) in 1973. The accession of the UK in particular made the Community one of world’s largest trading blocs, accounting for about 20% of world trade. The EC became a conceivable actor on the international trading scene.
 The EC signed free-trade agreements in 1972 and 1973 with the countries of the European Free Trade Association; this became necessary when the UK and Denmark switched allegiances from the EFTA to the European Economic Community.

The early 1980s is often described as a period of “eurosclerosis” because the European integration process lost speed and dynamism, although the Commission was pushing the idea of the internal market that had been formulated already in the Treaties of Rome. The lethargy was overcome by the national governments when they turned away from their neo-Keynesian economic policy to monetarism under the pressure of global competition. In 1985, the access of Spain and Portugal completed the dozen after the integration of Greece in 1981, but had also made institutional reforms necessary. The future establishment of an internal market was perceived as an instrument to overcome economic stagnation, stalled trade, and weakened stability. Accordingly, the Single European Act (SEA) came into force in 1987, which committed the Community to adopt measures to proceed in the establishment of a common market. At the same time, it demanded further cooperation on foreign policy. For the first time, the rules were laid down contractually, and the secretariat was located permanently in Brussels. The second half of the 1980s brought regional integration a step further because the Commission gained importance under Jacques Delors not only in the negotiations on a common internal market but also in playing an increased role in expanding the external (commercial) relations of the European Community. Consequently, the European Community started to support regional integration processes in other world regions, especially in Latin America, building on close ties which had been established already. What became obvious was the EC’s unique emphasis on and promotion of regionalism.

To summarize, the majority of external relations had been of economic and commercial origin. Some of the trade agreements and economic relations built on historic and colonial ties (in development and cooperation policy) were driven by proximity (economic ties with neighbouring regions), or built on expediency (with Japan and the US).
 The coordination of foreign policy in the EPC showed some areas of increased activity such as the CSCE. With the end of the 1980s, the contradiction became apparent that, as Hill pointed out,  the EC was “an economic giant and a political dwarf”.
 The economic role was not matched by a corresponding role in world politics, and international expectations that the EC should make more political use of its economic weight were frustrated by the internal division of member states and the fact that the European Political Cooperation remained a sickly creature.
 The European Community’s member states presented multiple personalities to the rest of the world: in trade negotiations, governments outside the EC had to deal with the member states as a group, but foreign and security interests have to be negotiated individually.
 US Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger, once asked “When I want to speak to Europe, whom do I call?” – a question that reflects the lack of focus and the absence of leadership in foreign policy. As Christopher Patten  the Commissioner of External Relations from 1999-2004 states, the EC “issued ringing declarations from time to time, usually a few weeks after noteworthy international events. But it remained essentially a commentator rather than an actor.” 
 To overcome this incompetence was the main task for the 1990s. 

II. The CFSP/ESDP in the Post-Cold War Decade: a Mixed Record of Progress, Stagnation, and Set-backs

 The most radical and far-reaching global change took place with the end of the East-West Conflict (1989-91) which terminated the bipolar global power structure. This fundamentally changed the situation for the European Community– the EC was forced to give up its comfortable role of a commentator in order to react to the changes in the regional and global order.

Changes in the institutional setting: The Maastricht and Amsterdam Treaties

The push in the foreign policy process began in the 1990s in reaction to new external demands after the dissolution of the communist bloc. This created the necessity to develop a common foreign policy towards the newly independent countries of the former Soviet Block, but trade and economic policies also gained importance in the designing of stable external relations with Eastern Europe. Internal necessity evolved from the completion of the Single Market and the drive towards Economic and Monetary union. Tighter integration was a trade off for the German government, which negotiated for unification. The German Chancellor Kohl wanted a a reunited Germany in a more integrated Europe, a strategy also to get an ‘okay’ for reunification form the British and the French neighbors in particular.  Further European integration was the consequence of the internal processes of balancing altered power distribution among the member states as well as pursuing a stringent economic strategy in pushing the Economic and Monetary Union. In 1989 the European Council decided to hold a new intergovernmental conference to consider amending the EC treaties with the perspective to create an Economic and Monetary Union. This prompted actors--initially the European Parliament--to demand a political union as well.
 This concept included a thorough reform of the Community’s institutional structures, an expansion of Community’s competencies, and the ‘communitarization or communitization’ of foreign policy.
 The replacement of the European Political Cooperation by the Common Foreign Policy promised a more effective European conduct of foreign policy and design of external relations, not only in the coordination of economic policy but also including defence and security policy. 

The Maastricht Treaty of the European Union (signed in 1991 and entered into force 1993) tried to respond to and meet the global changes, and to create a more effective European policy with the objective of simultaneously bringing down the different positions to a common denominator. To meet these aims, the foreign policy became part of the institutional structure of the EU: the Treaty on European Union (TEU), signed in Maastricht, established a Union based on three pillars (employing a Greek temple analogy).
 The second pillar was the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). Pillar one, by far the strongest, contained the three Communities, with all the major internal areas of policy and the majority of external areas falling within Community competence
, and pillar three, which deals with cooperation in the areas related to justice and home affairs, are decided by intergovernmental agreement. The desire to integrate CFSP more firmly into the Union was reflected by increasing both the Commission’s weight and also by defining the Council with the rotating presidency as the key decision maker.
 

The new procedures in the CFSP open the possibility for joint actions that can be initiated and/or implemented by a qualified majority voting in the Council on the basis of principles and guidelines agreed upon in unanimity in the Council.
 The dominant actors are the European Council (of the heads of government and state) and the General Affairs and External Relations Council (of foreign ministers) that work out joint actions, common positions, and strategies. In practice, foreign policy is made in a tangled web in order to reach a common denominator: the Commission shares the right of initiative with the member states, the Parliament plays an active role (e.g., in suggesting new issues to be put on the agenda) and the CFSP relies for its operating and administrative expenses on the Community budget.
 Although the Maastricht Treaty allows the European Parliament only a very limited role in the CSFP process – to be consultative and to approve the CFSP budget - the Parliament exploits its opportunities and succeeds thereby in asserting its own role. According to the TEU, it is regularly informed on the principles and the opinions by the presidency and the Commission (Art 21 of TEU). Despite the rights and task of the EU Parliament it cannot be obscured that one of the continuing deficits in CSFP is the lack of transparency and democratic oversight.
 

In the Maastricht Treaty, the EU laid down the general objectives (Art J.1 of Title V) that it planned to pursue in close cooperation with its allies and partners. These include:

· safeguarding the common values, fundamental interests, independence, and integrity of the Union and strengthening its security in all ways;

· preserving peace and strengthening international security in accordance with the principles of the UN Charter, the Helsinki Final Act, and the Paris Charter of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe;

· promoting regional and international cooperation; and

· developing and consolidating democracy, the rule of law, and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms.

This reflected a foreign policy approach based on certain principles and values--a trend that became apparent during the mid-1980s when human rights were defined as an important objective to follow in foreign policy.
 With this engagement, the EU also laid the basis for becoming a ‘soft power’, as most of the ‘joint actions’ that followed were based on upholding human rights, democratic principles and humanitarian aid:

Examples of Joint Actions under CFSP
:

- Support for the convoying of humanitarian aid in Bosnia-Herzegovina (1993)

- Dispatch of a team of observers for the parliamentary elections in the Russian Federation (1993)

- Support for the transition toward democracy and multiracial South Africa (1993)

- Support for Middle East Peace Process (1994)

- Preparation for the 1995 conference on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons (1994)

- Observation of the elections to the Palestinian Council (1995)

- Nomination of an EU Special Envoy for the African Great Lakes Region (Rwanda and Burundi) (1995)

The need for further reforms in Europe was especially expressed by Germany. The German presidency in the Council pushed forward reforms in 1994, solidifying the different speeds of European integration in 1995 with the negotiations on a economic and monetary union. In 1995, the easy accession of the three EFTA-members (Sweden, Finland and Austria) took place.
While a clear communitization of foreign policy has failed, nevertheless, a “Brusselization” has taken place.
 The Commission has been fully associated with the work carried out in the common foreign and security policy field. The Commission and any member state does have the right of initiative. They can refer to the Council any question relating to CSFP and can submit proposals to the Council. While the European Council has remained responsible for providing overall direction and guidelines, the General Affairs and External Relations Council was placed in the centre of the process as the key decision-maker with the revolving presidency representing its deliberations. Three different types of European foreign-policy making can be identified: 1) Community foreign policy refers to the foreign economic policy dimension which covers common commercial policy, and trade and development relations with third parties, 2) Union foreign policy refers to the more overtly political dimension of European foreign policy and consists of the coordination of the foreign policies of the member states, and 3) National foreign policy refers to the separate foreign policies of the member states which cooperate, accept advantages of shared information, respond to common threats, and save costs incurred by increased collaboration, which has thereby altered patterns of national policy making.

The Amsterdam Treaty (signed in 1997 and entered into force in 1999) retained the pillar structure and failed to make radical changes, as it was intended to improve consistency between and coordination of Community and Union foreign policy.
 The initiative in the CFSP was still shared between member states and Commission (Art. 22). Art. 23 envisaged three voting procedures for the Council: unanimity, qualified majority voting, and a majority of member states.
 The Council is now tasked to lay down guidelines and adopt “common strategies” (a new instrument) that define the goals to be achieved and the means to be used in foreign policy. Unanimity is still the general principle and applies in respect to implementing guidelines and ‘common strategies’, although one-third of the members may abstain from the decision without blocking it (“constructive abstention”). Proposed action relating to agreed common strategies, however, may be taken by qualified majority vote. This vote may be blocked by any member state by referring to “important and stated reasons of national policy”. Any decision with military implications must be taken unanimously. From Article 12 to 15 in the Treaty of Amsterdam, the policy instruments are listed and specified as: principles and guidelines; common strategies; joint actions; common positions; and systematic cooperation.
 The Amsterdam Treaty made a very careful attempt at expanding qualified majority voting in the second pillar of political cooperation, because it opened the possibility after an unanimous agreement on ‘common strategies’ to proceed with majority voting in ‘joint actions’ and ‘common positions’.
 The Amsterdam Treaty introduced enhanced cooperation that allowed groups to advance in a specific area without the consensus of all EU members. 

The Amsterdam Treaty was said to develop the pillar of CSFP further. It had become apparent that cross-pillar issues which encompassed the first pillar, the Economic and Monetary Union, as well as the second pillar, the Common Foreign and Security Policy, required further reforms. It was an attempt to reduce the great gap in the capabilities to act between the commercial policy and the foreign policy; the complexity of internal relations and the growing demand for “package deals” demanded these adjustments. New developments in the WTO, such as the inclusion of negotiations on services and intellectual property, lead to the 1994 ruling of the European Court  that these issues are of mixed competence and cannot be negotiated exclusively by the European Commission.
 In the commercial policy,
 the interplay between the Commission and the Council has become more important again since then, as the Commission negotiates agreements on the basis of a mandate given by the Council. Internal struggles of influences and competencies increased among the main European institutions involved, which discovered and used issues and activities also to strengthen their own positions within the European institutional interplay. 
The Amsterdam Treaty established the post of a High Representative for the CFSP; with the creation of ‘Mr. CFSP’, the EU was given a “single voice” in external representation. This reform was considered by the Commission, France and Britain as potentially the most important change in the CSFP that came about as a result of the Amsterdam Treaty.
 The “High Representative” of the CSFP serves as the Secretary of the General Affairs and External Relations Council. He heads up and is aided in his work by a Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit. The High Representative assists the Council by contributing to the formulation, preparation and implementation of policy decisions; he conducts political dialogues with third countries on behalf of the Council and when requested by the presidency; and he assists the presidency in representing the EU abroad.
Since Amsterdam, the Troika has consisted of the Foreign Minister of the country which has the presidency of the Council (the presidency rotates every six months among the EU member states), the High Representative, and the Commissioner for External Relations. The European Council, which engages in regular meetings of heads of governments or states, together with the President of the European Commission, has a twofold function. First, it provides overall political direction to the EU and second, it serves as a “clearing house”
 to resolve problems that have proved to be intractable in the Council of Ministers. The right to put forth initiatives in the CSFP corresponds to the member states and the Commission. However, in practice, the majority of proposals are submitted by the president of the Council, which rotates among the member states.

Notwithstanding that the Treaty of Amsterdam has not yet essentially changed the role of the Commission, its contribution to ensuring consistency of foreign policy action across the three-pillar structure may still be enforced. Thus, the external policy machinery of the Commission was reformed in October 1999 by the new Commission President Romano Prodi in the Directorate General for External Relations (DG Relex), headed by Chris Patten, and DG Trade, headed by Pascal Lamy. In setting the foreign policy into a coherent framework under so-called country and regional strategy papers--and thereby transforming it from confusion to coherence
--the Commission has been very active. This lies in the institutional interest of the Commission because by producing a coherent policy concept, the Commission can also gain a more weighty position in the policy making process.

As Smith emphasizes, there is a contrast in EU policy between the capacity to establish broad strategic directions and frameworks, and the capacity to achieve results in specific issue areas.
 The Commission is a fertile source of documents setting a framework for the development of relationships, but these cannot always be implemented in detail because of the intervention of both internal and external forces. There is an inherent antagonism, defensiveness and conservatism about EU strategy resulting from the complex internal constraints. 

The pillar structure of the EU, the shared competence between the Union and Member states, and the different policy-making and decision-making structures aggravate the problems of coherence and consistency in external relations.
 Clearly, a “jump into unified actorness or supra-nationalism”
 has not been undertaken by these institutional and procedural changes and, thus, to a great extent depends on the convergence of national interests among the member states. Nevertheless, the forming of the foreign policy process depends on the actors themselves and their range of activities as the procedure provides a wide range of influence fields for each of the actors. In the Council the major players have been the larger states. It is, however, arguable that governments from the smaller states have gained disproportionately from participation in the CSFP as a result of their turns at the presidency, in terms of international and domestic prestige as well as of information flow and multilateral influence outside the EU.
 In the establishment of their necessary institutional bodies, the Europeans decided to make the European Council, and not the Commission, the decisive body for the planning competence for CFSP, and  this put it within reach of the national governments. This means that the Europeans seem not be determined to overcome their structural weakness in that they continue to pursue their particular national interests under the cover of the EU.

Materialization of CFSP in the 1990s

Even during its formation and early implementation, the newly created CFSP was already exposed to external demands and urgencies. The most radical changes took place in Eastern and Central Europe and the former Soviet Union (1989-91). These turnovers were reflected in European policy by the response to external challenges and demands: a priority was placed on regional stability in Europe by starting the membership talks with Eastern European countries. This was a ‘back to the roots’ approach as in the beginning the European integration process was a peace project, which has often been forgotten because of its economic success story. Future enlargement was the response given by the EC/EU (and NATO) to the Eastern European demand for stability, prosperity and protection from Russia. “These responses were not merely economic but eminently political in intent and character”.

The EU expanded its relations with the former Soviet Union and its Central and Eastern European satellites. The starting point (virtually from scratch) was the recognition by the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (COMECON) of the EC in 1988.
 The EU started with association treaties with the countries of Central and Eastern Europe, which led to the negotiations of accession and to the incorporation of 10 new members on May 1, 2004. The candidate countries had to meet the so-called criteria of Copenhagen (a catalogue of political and economic principles) and to take over the acquis communautaire. Following concentric circles, the EU concluded partnership and cooperation agreements with the republics of the former Soviet Union. To the political, economic and trade relations created by these agreements, the EU has added considerable financial aid, investment and technical assistance through the PHARE programs and the TACIS programs.
 The fact that the EU became a significant actor is closely linked to its engagement in the East: the EU is not only the prime organizer of the economic rescue of Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, but has also drawn its neighbors into a complex web of agreements of political, social and economic nature.
 This encompassing relationship, which exports European norms, rules and institutions, sets the EU apart from other actors which tend to establish mere free-trade areas (such as the US). 

The real test cases for the Common Foreign Policy however, derived from crises in the 1990s, including the first Iraq War and especially the civil war in ex-Yugoslavia. The crisis in the Gulf following the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait prompted the US (along with an international coalition) to a war in 1991. This crisis unveiled the weakness of the EU institutional machinery to produce a common position as well as the lack of a military force to impose such a decision, as the Commission President Jacques Delors noted. Whereas Britain and France joined the coalition, Belgium, Spain and Portugal were involved only in mine sweeping and enforcing the blockade. Germany was constrained by the constitutional limits on the deployment of German troops ‘outside of area’. This reveals two factors and determinants of the common foreign policy: 1) the importance of the transatlantic relationship and, with that, the EU’s relations with the US (and NATO), and 2) the internal EU disagreement and insecurity about the general purpose of European integration.
 This has functioned as a constituent and determining factor until today.

An even more demanding test of foreign and security policy capacity emerged with the civil war in (ex)-Yugoslavia in the EU’s neighborhood. The war in (ex-)Yugoslavia functioned as a catalyst especially for the development of the ESDP: The German chancellor Helmuth Kohl described it as “Europe’s shame” because the EU failed  to respond appropriately to end the fighting and crimes against humanity. The EU had neither political nor military capacities to react to a problem of such proportions. The EU member states were split over the questions of how to react because of differences in culture and historical interests. The inability to demonstrate a political will stemmed also from the fact that the institutional machinery of the EU was too weak to produce a common decision.
 However, this crisis helped to spur the development of European foreign policy.

Still, regional proximity set the priorities. Eastern European neighbors, the Mediterranean, Russia, and, because of the special relationship, the former colonies under the Lomé Convention, lay in the centre of the formulation of the foreign policy. The Barcelona process was intended to further continue and consolidate the economic liberalization of the region, which began with some of the Barcelona participants as early as the 1970s. In 1995, the EU-15 launched the process of offering a political and economic partnership to 12 countries of the Mediterranean basin. These 12 Mediterranean countries included the Maghreb states Morocco, Tunisia and Algeria, the Mashreq states of Egypt, Israel, the Palestine Authority, Lebanon, Syria, and the non-Mediterranean country Jordan, as well as the three candidates for EU membership: Turkey, Malta and Cyprus.
 The Barcelona declaration encompassed a preamble with three baskets: one on political and security partnership, a second on an economic and financial partnership, and a third on social, cultural and human affairs. The Euro-Med partnership also contained substantial financial aid packages. The focal point of the Barcelona process was the gradual establishment of a Free Trade Area using the framework of bilateral association agreements between the EU and the Non-EU Mediterranean countries.
 It was also expected that by liberalizing and stabilizing the Southern Mediterranean countries both partners of the Barcelona process would be helped.

Despite the fact that the EU concentrated on neighboring regions (and especially the then-candidate countries) to stabilize the region, the EU was also in search of other areas of activities. In 1996, the EU started a closer cooperation with the Asian countries in the Asia-Europe Meeting, and with the Latin American and Caribbean countries in 1999 in particular. Newly- or long-initiated regionalism and integration processes in Latin America have been revitalised. Consequently, Latin America with its (sub)-regional structure has been an easy and somehow natural partner. The trend towards inter-regional relations has been reinforced by the Commission, which tried to strengthen its role within the set of European institutions by expanding their activities. It hoped for a reciprocal positive effect for more integration -- which would supposedly transfer more power to the Commission -- by supporting regional integration processes worldwide.

It is important to see that in the ‘successful’ external policies the EU combined a political and economic approach. The 1990s experienced the emergence of other economic actors and a relative diminishment of traditional economic powers such as the US--what Messerlin called the ‘diminishing giant’ syndrome.
 At the same time the transatlantic relationship with the US was characterized by an ambivalent relationship incorporating both competition and cooperation. That prompted the then US President Clinton, then Governor of Arkansas, to the statement that “we have moved from the age of geo-politics to the age of geo-economics”
. The European Single Market can be used at the same time as a weapon or an asset of influence because it is a powerful attraction for non-EU actors in the world political economy. There is however, a fundamental contradiction between the two images: the “fortress” is dedicated to preserving the advantages of those inside the “walls” and committed to the framework on the one hand and, on the other hand, the market is a “magnet” attracting exchange and investments.
 Both policies are a means of bargaining power in the world political economy. As Smith further underlines, the EU’s roots are grounded in a “trading state” and its predominant concern is stability and growth in the world economy. With a so-called “hub-and-spoke” system, the EU establishes zones of political influence with the intensive use of discriminatory trade agreements.
 The EU has elaborated a hierarchy of trade treaties which reflects the subtle gradations among countries. Each of these agreements is characterized by a well-codified set of barriers. The trade agreements manifest an increasingly clear political dimension. 

During the first half of the 1990s, the EU was untouched by this “diminishing giant”
 syndrome because of its eastward expansion. Yet, the EU’s web of Central and East European Agreements reached its height in the mid 1990s, when it concluded Partnership and Cooperation Agreements with Russia and other former Soviet Union republics. Meanwhile, the US has tried to offset the diminishing giant’s syndrome by penetrating the Latin American periphery. In other words, the US enlarged NAFTA by including Mexico and started the project of the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA). This was a strong impetus for the EU, combined with the absence of clear perspectives in the former Soviet Union, to become more engaged--especially in Latin America.

The external strategy to become gradually and step by step a global actor by simultaneously (re-in)forcing inter-regional ties, has to be seen as both a response to regional and global change and demands as well as a reflection of internal developments. With the decision to enlarge the Union eastward for stability reasons, Germany moved into the center of an enlarged European Union. Germany’s unification and regained sovereignty contributed to the rebirth of old fears especially by its French neighbor. Furthermore, the German support for enlargement and the orientation of the Eastern European countries towards Germany increased these tendencies and threatened the French-German axis. Concerns arose in regard to the balance of interests and equilibrium of power in Europe. French, Spanish and Italian worries of becoming marginalised in an enlarged Europe lead to new or renewed conceptions of strengthening other external ties with their traditional partners like Latin America and the Mediterranean region. The internal balance between EU member states and EU institutions was one factor that pushed forward the external relations. 

To summarize, the relations with the neighboring countries reflect the EU pattern of expanding its economic activities and its legal framework to its near neighbors. The EU expanded its dominated zone of stability, common values and the rule of law in concentric circles first to its northern and southern neighbors (which became members in the 1980s and 1990s) and then to its eastern neighbors. This pattern became prevalent in the 1990s with the EU enlargement and the Barcelona Process. The EU used the new instrument of ‘common strategies’ for Russia, Ukraine and the Mediterranean – that is, for neighboring countries. This reveals the pattern that the EU consistently builds up relations with the ‘near abroad’.

The overall record of the common foreign policy has been mixed and patchy. With far-away regions the EU has a uneven record – either it built on colonial ties, genealogy, or generations of agreements (for instance, with Latin America) or else had a reactive attitude to problems of civil uprising or other issues: ‘common positions’ have been adopted for relations with Ukraine, Burundi and Rwanda. The EU undertook a number of ‘joint actions’ in Bosnia Russia and South Africa.
 The end of bipolarity has urged the EU to define its role in the changing global system. A global role for the EU however, depends on relations with far-away regions. This includes overcoming the contradiction of being “an economic giant and a political dwarf”, by bridging the “expectations-capabilities gap”
 and by becoming step by step an actor with increasing political – and limited military – global weight. The expectations-capability gap also hints to the lack of military capacities which was so apparent in the second half of the 1990s. This demanded a proceeding in ESDP to add a military component and instruments for the possibility for autonomous military action.

ESDP: back and forth

As for the ESDP, the end of cold war and the dissolution of the main threat to Europe, the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact, resulted in a fundamentally different political and strategic environment in Europe. As one consequence of these political changes, the US lost its strategic interest in the European region, as evidenced by George Bush administration’s disinterest in the violent  break-up of Yugoslavia.
 But for the Europeans, too, the new epoch was a fresh start to pursue the old project of creating a joint European security and defense identity. However, it took another decade to come close to what could be labeled as an “autonomous European defense structure.” The 1990s have to be characterized as the decade in which institutional provisions and settings for ESDP were put on track, though in an ineffective and half-hearted way.
 Again it was the United States that hindered the EU from getting its act together, by playing their powerful NATO card or simply by intimidating the Europeans whenever deemed necessary. But again, this was only one side of the coin. The other was the indecisiveness of the EU states themselves, which were reluctant to build up an effective European military force in view of the enormous budgetary costs involved. But, as will be explained later, the Europeans changed course on this question and started to pursue the ESDP process with vigor and determination as a consequence of the experience of the Kosovo war and in response to the realization that they and their former ally, the United States, were slowly but irreversibly drifting apart. 

As early as early 1991, during the preparations for the Maastricht Treaty, the United States intervened heavily to avoid any misunderstandings on part of the Europeans that the US might have shifted its long-standing objection to an autonomous European security structure. The US launched the infamous Bartholomew-Dobbins memorandum, which was a non-official letter from the US State Department to all the governments of the European member states. The memorandum contained the unambiguous message to the Europeans that the US would not tolerate the Europeans’ ambition to write into the Maastricht Treaty any kind of provisions which would allow the development of a European competitor to NATO.
 The Europeans succeeded in dissipating the US concerns by allowing the Atlanticists to prevail in the formulation of the treaty’s defense section which appeared only in “vague and non-committal terms”.
 While on the one hand the WEU was supposed to play the role of the defense arm of the Union, at the same time it was supposed to strengthen the European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance.
 Thus both sides were content: the Europeanists welcomed this decision as a critical step forward in the project of an autonomous European defence structure, and the European Atlanticists as well as the George Bush government were satisfied with the results of the Maastricht treaty because it did not jeopardise NATO’s primacy in matters of security and defense. 

Set back:  “Berlin Plus”  

While in the immediate post-cold war period NATO, too, had experienced some serious setbacks, by the mid 1990s the organization had reemerged like a Phoenix from its ashes as the uncontested winner of the post-cold war race of the mandate for Europe’s security, leaving behind its competitors, the WEU and the OSCE. At times this contest resulted in a full-blown competition between the organizations with wasteful duplications of effort: for example, between NATO and the WEU in their collaboration in the Adriatic operations in support of the UN embargo on the former Yugoslavia in 1992. In order to clarify this competitive relationship, at the NATO summit in Berlin in June 1996 NATO members agreed to allow the WEU to use NATO’s logistics for operations under WEU command, called  Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTF).
 It had been only the positive attitude of the Clinton administration towards the Europeans’ aspirations for more independence in security matters which had made this decision possible. The relationship between the United States and the Europeans even approached a level of closeness and egalitarianism that France returned to participate in NATO’s military bodies and the CJTF initiative.

Another landmark of NATO accommodating European interests was the so-called “Berlin-plus” accords launched at the historic April 1999 Washington NATO meeting, in which NATO announced that it would agree to develop arrangements to provide the EU with ready access to NATO resources. Since then, the “Berlin plus” accords have been considered as a “work in progress” and have experienced continuous elaboration. But the Clinton administration made sure that these Berlin accords would not question NATO’s primacy by setting clearly formulated principles to be followed: the first is to create a “separable, but not separate” European Security and Defense Identity (ESDI) which would be further integrated into NATO’s structure; the second is the principle of the Three “D’s”:  no de-coupling, no duplication and no discrimination. “No de-coupling” means that a separation of ESDI from NATO would not be tolerated, “no duplication” expresses US concern that the EU would start to duplicate NATO structures and capabilities, and “no discrimination” refers to fears of the US that the EU would discriminate against non-EU NATO member states, particularly Turkey.

This breakthrough in NATO-EU cooperation that materialized in the CJTF agreement was in part responsible for the failure of the 1997 Amsterdam treaty to set the necessary procedural reforms for the development of an autonomous security and defense identity.
 Although French and German politicians had lobbied hard to have the WEU merged into the EU, their Atlanticist European counterparts did not see the necessity for this step in view of the smooth cooperation between the WEU and NATO. Eventually EU ministers at least decided  to commit themselves to an “enhanced cooperation” between the EU and the WEU thus establishing a link between the WEU and Pillar II, but for many critics, with respect to defense integration, “this Treaty of Amsterdam only appeared to add to the ambiguity about the Union’s future role in this field.”
 

Unwavering in the face of these discouraging developments, WEU ministers succeeded in advancing and strengthening their organization between 1992-1997. In 1992 the WEU launched the so-called Petersberg Declaration, which clarified that military forces under WEU command would be employed on humanitarian and peacekeeping missions and as a means of crisis management in peace‑enforcing missions. With this declaration, the WEU members announced their determination to use military forces beyond the purpose of collective defense and to decide for themselves when and under which circumstances they considered it appropriate to dispatch their soldiers. The WEU even succeeded in integrating these Petersberg Tasks into the Amsterdam Treaty, but the necessary military instrument to implement these tasks was not put in place. Moreover, the WEU engaged in a number of military activities, such as mine-sweeping in the Persian Gulf, enforcing a UN embargo in the Adriatic and the Danube in July 1992, and a military operation in Mostar, Bosnia-Herzegovina during 1994-1996.
 

Individual EU member states also started to launch their own European military initiatives, either on a multinational basis or in the context of the WEU. In Florence in November 1996, the Mediterranean countries France, Italy, Spain and Portugal inaugurated their joint rapid deployment force to control the Mediterranean. This includes a 15,000-man strong land force, EUROFOR, and a maritime force with amphibious capabilities, EUROMARFOR. Both forces’ establishment has to be seen in context of the EU-Mediterranean Partnership, contemplated in the context of the above described Barcelona process. In 1992 Belgium, Spain, Luxembourg, France and Germany also established the EUROCOPRS, which grew out of the Euro Brigade.
 The irritation surrounding the establishment of the Euro‑Corps is another manifestation of US skepticism of any serious European defense and security cooperation, since only after it was settled that the command of the Euro-Corps would be passed on to NATO, did the US agree to the establishment of this new military corps.
 However, all these activities could not distract from the fact that, in view of their insignificant size and military ineffectiveness, these forces did not contribute to any materialization of the ESDI. They were not even called to contribute to peace-keeping, let alone peace-enforcing missions in the devastating Balkan wars that raged in Europe for almost a decade.
 But it was exactly this war in Kosovo which served as a catalyst to eventually provoke the Europeans to get serious about the build up of an autonomous European defense structure. 

Turning point: Lessons of  the war in Kosovo 

The outbreak of the war in the former Yugoslavia in 1991
 rudely woke the Europeans from the dream that, with the end of the Cold War, Europe’s military forces could be dismantled and Europe would eventually enter an epoch of long-lasting peace and stability. While in the beginning of the war the US was very definite in its position that the Balkans did not belong to their sphere of interests, the Clinton administration changed its policy line and started to intervene in response to an ever more dreadful escalation of the war. Thus it was the United States that, after launching an air campaign, brokered the Dayton peace accord in 1995, which brought home the message to the Europeans that without the presence and support of the Americans the Europeans were incapable of pacifying major crises in their own region. Richard Holbrooke, the then-US Undersecretary of State for European and Canadian affairs, brokered the Dayton compromise between the warring parties and found some strong and unflattering words for his Europeans colleagues:

“….While the Europeans are obviously essential to any solution in their backyard, it is clear that without American leadership it won’t happen. Europeans have to ask themselves why it is that America remains as important as it was in the Cold War era to the solution of problems on the European mainland. This is not true in Asia. America is a Pacific power with vast economic and strategic interests there, but we are no longer essential to political balance in Asia as we were during the Korean and Vietnam wars. In Europe, we still are. This is one of the great conundrums of the post-Cold War world.”

When in December 1998 the ongoing crisis in the Balkans escalated as a result of the ethnic cleansing of Albanian Muslims by their Serb compatriots in the Yugoslavian province of Kosovo, the Europeans again proved incapable of settling this new outbreak of violence. But this time the US joined the scene early on and took the lead in the negotiations with Milosevic for a peace settlement. But negotiations broke down at the meeting in Rambouillet, and not a few Europeans felt that this was due to the unnecessarily uncompromising attitude of the US delegation. But once the diplomatic venues to solve the crisis had been exhausted, the Europeans were absolutely determined not to repeat the drama of the war in Bosnia and to allow atrocities like the July 1995 massacre of  Srebrenica, in which 7000 Muslim men and boys were killed by the hands of the Serbs.

The air-campaign of NATO which raged over Serbia and Kosovo in spring 1999 in order to enforce Milosevic’s approval of a peace settlement brought into the limelight strong differences among the allies in terms of military capabilities and strategy. To compensate for the Europeans’ lack of aircraft and missiles, the US had to take the lion’s share of the burden and flew over 60% of the total missions, accounting for more than 80% of the weapons delivered. The Europeans again strongly disagreed with the US military strategy which they felt incurred too many civilian casualties by relying exclusively on air power and purposely targeting civilian buildings and areas in order to weaken Milosevic.
 Consequently the United States concluded from this war episode that never again would they wage a war in collaboration with the Europeans, who had nothing to contribute other than complicating the decision-making process on how to wage the war. For the Europeans, the war brought home the message that if you contribute only marginally to a war you lose control of its management. Accordingly the Europeans realized that it was high time to build up a European security structure which would enable them to solve the next European crisis without US interference. Thus, it seems the war in Kosovo served as a catalyst for the eventual creation of an autonomous European defense structure. 

Britain’s reversal

Britain’s dramatic reversal of its traditional resistance against an autonomous European defense structure, as epitomized by the French-British summit in St. Malo in December 1998,  is regarded as an important factor in the acceleration of the development of ESDP.
 In their joint declaration issued at the summit, the British and French leaders agreed that the EU must implement the Treaty of Amsterdam by providing  “the capacity for autonomous action, backed up by credible military forces, the means to decide to use them, and a readiness to do so, in order to respond to international crises.”
 This was indeed a breakthrough, since the word “autonomous” was used for the first time in the context of the ESDP. The following reasons and circumstances are responsible for Blair’s radical turn. First, this turn towards Europe was only possible after the opposition Labour party came to office in the elections of spring 1997. Second, Blair advanced this move precisely in order to save the Atlantic Alliance by acknowledging the fact that NATO needed a strong European contribution to survive.
 And third, Blair saw an easy opportunity to augment Britain’s power in Europe: since Britain had opted out of the Euro project and the Schengen agreement, defense was one important area left where Britain could demonstrate commitment to Europe. Thus Blair had to seize the opportunity to create a strong British-French link, thus replacing the traditional French-German axis around which the build up of an ESDP had been organized so far.
 Independent of these reasons, the fact of the matter is that from the landmark results of the St. Malo meeting on, “compared to the previous 50-odd years, things now moved remarkably quickly.”
 

III. The CFSP/ESDP at the Turn of 21st Century: from the Tail  Light to the Motor of European integration?

CFSP: Demands, reforms and a patchy record

After the Treaty of Amsterdam came into force, the EU was increasingly occupied by the task of deepening and enlarging the Union which took up energy and political and financial resources. The EU was trying to enhance its global role: an important step on the international economic scene was the Euro, which was officially launched in January 1999, and which became the common currency on January 1st 2002 for twelve of the member states. However, the Economic and Monetary Union faced increasing problems. The economy slowed, and a slow recovery was further hindered by the terror attacks. In 2003, the EU and its big member states like Germany were still on the edge of recession.

In an already very difficult internal situation, the EU faced external challenges. International security dramatically changed after the terror attacks in the US on September 11th, 2001. This is because, first,  the new terror threat made apparent the vulnerability of the industrialised western states and developed economies, and second, because of the unilaterally dominated reaction of the US and its “global war against terrorism”, later called the ‘war on terror’. The new US military strategy of military predominance and preemptive strikes and the war against Iraq have made apparent a growing rift in the West. This has made the EU attempts at multilateral governance (such as the well known Kyoto Protocol, the International Criminal Court, the Bio- and Chemical Weapons Convention and the lesser known Energy Charter Treaty, among others) a counter model to the US foreign policy, which relies on geopolitics and military crisis management to handle interdependence. 

Yet, the more an increased global role was sought and needed and the more a European way had to be pursued in competition to the US, the more the internal differences were revealed which were again aggravated by the economic crises. This put new pressure on the European Union as well as on the approach, which is built ideally on the three “co’s”: consensus, coordination and cooperation. The EU was not only incapable of reaching a common position but also of even building multilateral dialogue. The crisis prompted member states such as Germany and France on the one hand, and the UK, Spain, Italy and the candidate countries Poland and the Czech Republic on the other hand to explicitly state national positions, against and for a military intervention. EU institutions did not only not work but were by-passed in the decision-making process. Germany and France were closer to the Russian position than to the policies of the UK and Spain.

This happened at a moment when the European Union faced increasing pressure for internal reforms in the run up to enlargement on May 1st, 2004. The European Councils of Nice on 7-11th of December 2000, which signed the Nice Treaty and of Laeken on 14-15th December 2001 which approved the need for a European constitution went further in internal reforms. The inauguration of the European Convention took place on the 28th of February 2002. However, the controversial political discussions showed that the fifteen members have still neither reached a consensus on the institutional set and the decision-making structure in the European Union nor in the Common Foreign and Security Policy, which are preconditions for striving for a global role as a soft power. There was no overarching consensus on whether to deepen the integration process and to expand supranational decision-making. Still, inter-governmentalism was favored by member states, and United Kingdom and Spain found new advocates among the new members, such as Poland, to strengthen intergovernmental mechanisms in the European Constitution which was agreed upon at the Council in Brussels on 18th of June 2004.
 

The fact that the EU lacked an internal consensus in the Iraq crisis and on the transatlantic relationship was defined as a problem lateron in discussion among the EU member states. To a certain extent the Iraq crisis functioned as a catharsis. The recent developments in the EU reflect the perceived necessity to build up a coherent strategy and to move at least selectively beyond the close concentric circles of neighboring countries. It also made clear that external relations cannot be only seen as a by-product of commercial and economic relations. This is a tendency that has been reinforced in the last years, if one looks at the agreements with foreign countries which originate from commercial and economic motivations. To overcome this gap, Javier Solana presented a vague draft of a security strategy at the June 2003 Council in Greece, which was approved at the Summit in Brussels in December 2003.
 The European Security Strategy (“A secure Europe in a better world”) outlined the main global challenges, the key threats to the EU, and called in its definition of strategic objectives for a “more active, more coherent and more capable” response in cooperation with partners. Civil crisis management is seen as the main task for the future. 

The main global challenges are defined in the security strategy as follows:

· globalisation (which has increased the scope of non-state groups and has increased the interdependence and vulnerability of the EU in transport, energy, information, etc.)

· poverty and disease

· security-building as a precondition for development

· competition for natural resources and energy dependence

The main emphasized objectives to meet the challenges and to tackle the key threats (which range from terrorism, organised crime and proliferation of weapons of mass destruction to regional conflicts and state failure) still remain vague, with the exception of the neighborhood and the support for an international order based on effective multilateralism, which are laid down more concretely. Still, the trans-Atlantic relationship (considered a “core element” and “irreplaceable”) is where the difficulties lie. Defining the quality of the relationship with the United States has been the most sensitive and difficult issue among the EU member states during recent months. Besides the transatlantic partnership, it is important to note that the paper mentions explicitly the neighboring states of Ukraine, Moldova and Belarus, and the Southern Caucasus. Extending economic benefits is seen again as an adequate instrument of dealing with political problems. The strategy paper also mentions the European energy policy which is a good example to illustrate that the lack of a Common Foreign and Security Strategy also affects other policy areas such as the management of energy imports to the European Union.

The materialization of the common foreign policy in the forming of the external relations emphasized the importance of the ‘near abroad’ EU and reflected the pattern of stabilizing the wider region in concentric circles. The enlargement of May 1st, 2004 is just the most visible result of this pattern. The so-called neighborhood policy has been formulated in the “Wider Europe” concept.
 Whereas the transatlantic relationship remains the main axis, the relations with other far-away regions are characterized by ‘business-as-usual’ or by reaction.
 

The Nice Treaty (signed in 2001 and entered into force in 2004) once again widened the principle of qualified majority voting: for instance, for EU Special representatives. In Amsterdam, it was required that “at least a majority” of member states was involved; now, according to the Nice Treaty, a minimum of 8 member states will be required. The main innovation of the Nice Treaty is a complex system of a majority, which is based on member states’ votes and the percentage of the population they represent. For Common Foreign Security policy, despite the possible qualified majority voting, unanimity is still the norm. This means that after enlargement, the use of an enhanced cooperation mechanism could be applied with less than a simple majority of states. 

To summarize, it is apparent that internally the European Union is preoccupied with three major political projects. Each of them has the potential to dramatically expand the EU’s global reach and global influence. The first project is developing a foreign policy, and security and defense capacity, the second is enlargement (and the integration of the new member states) and the third is the further deepening of Economic and Monetary Union.
 Each of them will have a remarkable influence on Europe’s role as a key player in the international system; however, all of them lie in the centre of internal European decision-making which is far from reaching an overall consensus. Despite the internal difficulties the EU managed to move further in ESDP.

Rapid Development of ESDP after St. Malo

In several Council meetings during 1999 and 2000, the European Union took a series of  far-reaching decisions that aimed at an enhancement of the effectiveness of CFSP and ESDP. Most of these decisions have been endorsed by the December 2000 Treaty of Nice,  and some agreements have been incorporated as the Treaty’s Addendum, whose implementation is not subject to Treaty Ratification.
 

During a EU Council meeting in Cologne in June 1999, European ministers eventually agreed on the historical decision to abandon the WEU by simply absorbing it into the EU.
 Thus the EU succeeded in ridding itself of an organization which lacked the jurisdiction to make decisions on behalf of the EU due to the fact that five of its fifteen members rejected WEU membership because of its explicit military character.
 The Cologne communiqué also adopted the St. Malo terminology by announcing the build up of military forces which would have the capacity for “autonomous action… in order to respond to international crises without prejudice to actions by NATO.”
 That EU ministers were serious about this decision could  be seen in the creation of a number of completely new bodies which were later endorsed by the Nice Treaty: a Political and Security Committee (PSE)
 and a European Military Committee (EUMC), to be backed by the European Union Military Staff (EUMS). Furthermore, it was required that the Military Staff would need a Situation Center, as well as a Satellite Center and Institute for Security Studies.

 In December 1999 at the Helsinki European Council meeting, the European ministers committed to the task of creating the necessary military instrument for the ESDP. The EU ministers set up the so-called “Headline Goal”, which included a date by which member states would deploy a Rapid Reaction Force (RRF) of 50,000-60,000 persons. They agreed that the force would be deployable within 60 days by 2003, sustainable for a year up to 4000 km outside of Europe, and capable of the full range of the Petersberg tasks. Furthermore, the RRF would need its own planning staff and satellite reconnaissance.
 The ministers assured that “this process will avoid unnecessary duplication and does not imply the creation of a European army.”
  Furthermore, they reinforced that they would always act in “accordance with the principles of the United Nations.”
 They also acknowledged that new bodies were needed for guaranteeing “full consultation, cooperation and transparency between the EU and NATO.”
 To signal the beginning of a new era, the EU ministers also replaced the old term “ESDI” with a new term. The June 1999 EU Council meeting in Cologne had introduced the term “Common European Security and Defense Policy” (CESDP) in EU documents. Later, the term “European Security and Defense Policy” (ESDP) was used. Most recently, the new European Constitution, approved in June 2004, dropped the “European” and referred to a “Common Security and Defense Policy” (CSDP).

With this emphasis on the military side, it is usually overlooked that EU ministers in Helsinki also decided to build on the strength of the EU which is, as Alyson Bailes puts it, “the ability to combine military inputs to a crisis with other – for example diplomatic, humanitarian, and economic - ones under a single decision-making centre.”
 For the build up of these non-military crisis management mechanisms, EU ministers suggested drawing up inventories of and pooling resources in a number of areas such as “civilian police, humanitarian assistance, administrative and legal rehabilitation, search and rescue, and electoral and human rights monitoring, etc.”
 Furthermore, they drew up an Action Plan in order to enhance and strengthen “the synergy and responsiveness of national, collective and NGO resources”
 and to develop a “rapid reaction capability” by defining those non-military resources that the nation states could put at the disposal of “the UN or the OSCE, or, where appropriate, in autonomous EU actions.”
 Thus decisions were taken to build up the EU’s capacity for conflict prevention and the efficiency and responsiveness of the non-military structure of ESDP. As announced by the Council meeting in Feira in June 2000, a Committee for Civilian Crisis Management would be created as well as the provision of 5000 police officers for international missions, to be set up by 2003.
 These provisions ended the intense activities between St. Malo and Nice in December 2000. 

These serious and determined provisions to enhance ESDP’s efficiency are often accompanied by scepticism as to whether or not ESDP would be more about “institutions than capabilities”, meaning that EU member states would not be ready to allocate considerable parts of their national budgets to create ESDP’s military structure. There is no doubt that compensating for the Europeans’ lack of strategic air and sea lift capabilities, as well as the creation of an effective Command, Control and Communication (C3I) system will incur a great expense for the Europeans.
 European capability deficiencies are strikingly obvious when compared to US forces: the Europeans together spend only 40% of what the US spends, while not achieving nearly 40% of US capability.
 And as critics warn,  the EU will encounter further obstacles in its project to strengthen the Union’s military effectiveness when efforts are “balkanized” by not only 15, but instead 25 national force structures.
 However, the Europeans seem really determined to fix this and to build up a European armament industry: in the beginning of 2002 the EU established its own procurement program, the European Capabilities Action plan (ECAP), and a 2003 French-British summit meeting in Le Touquet declared the creation of an “intergovernmental defence capabilities development and acquisition agency”.
 On a practical level, the “capability gap” is going to be closed by building a European Satellite system, the Galileo project, and by constructing a new transport system, the Airbus 400 M. 

NATO: bold reforms and new capabilities

During the heyday of the development of ESDP, NATO came under pressure to beef up its capacities and area of jurisdiction, and used the historical meeting of its 50th anniversary in Washington in April 1999 to launch two bold reforms: the “Defense Capabilities Initiative” (DCI) and the decision to go “out-of-area”. The DCI program seeks to improve NATO members’ capabilities in no less than 58 functional areas which are important for the successful implementation of military actions.
 Furthermore, NATO succeeded in shedding its Cold-War constraint not to intervene “out-of-area”– which, according to the 1949 Washington treaty is defined as the area outside of North America and Europe as well as the North Atlantic area north of the Tropic of the Cancer, by basically omitting to define its area of jurisdiction.  Thus NATO gave itself authorization to play the role of a global actor. In terms of ESDP, the NATO summit endorsed the Europeans’ efforts to strengthen CFSP and ESDP, and acknowledged “the resolve of the European Union to have the capacity for autonomous action so that it can take decisions and approve military action where the Alliance as a whole is not engaged.”
 But this did not imply that NATO (or rather the US) gave up the idea that ESDI should continue to develop within NATO. 

At the NATO 2002 Prague summit, the US proposed to set up a NATO Rapid Reaction Force, called NATO Response Force (NRF), with 21,000 soldiers and to be deployed on a global scale. However, since NATO’s and the EU’s reaction forces draw from the same pool, it raises the question of whether this is not precisely the type of “duplication” which was always intended to be avoided.
 Here again the ambiguity with which EU ministers have operated in their pursuit of the goal of an independent European defense identity is evident: the same EU ministers who promoted the ESDP in the European Council Meeting in Brussels then rushed to attend a NATO meeting and granted the Alliance the same jurisdiction for Europe’s security affairs that they had  previously reserved for the EU. Thus they accepted decisions which undermined European efforts to develop its ESDP by, for example, setting up an EU as well as a NATO Rapid Reaction Force. In view of expected counterproductive effects for the EU Reaction Forces, there is suspicion is that NATO - or rather the US -  launched the NRC project as ”a way of putting pressure on European governments and ‘creaming off’ their best forces to join in US adventures”.
 Now, having soon at their disposal two different Rapid Reaction Forces, the US and Europeans have the chance to reinforce their division of labour as discussed and practiced during the 1990s: while the Europeans are responsible for peace-keeping missions, the US will be responsible for peace-enforcing missions that involve high intensity combat.
  

Meanwhile, the ESDP demonstrated its first tangible successes: under pressure by Germany and France, NATO agreed to pass control over the ongoing NATO peacekeeping mission in Kosovo (KFOR) to the EUROCORPS for a six-month period. In April 2000, a contingent of 335 EUROCORPS officers led by a Spanish general finally took over command of the KFOR headquarters. Moreover, in March 2003 the EU took over the mandate from NATO in the FYR Macedonia for the so-called operation Concordia. At a summit meeting in Brussels in April 2003, France, Germany, Belgium and Luxembourg launched the ambitious plan to set up a truly separate EU military headquarters in Tervuren in Brussels, separate from NATO. But the plan encountered strong opposition by the United States, joined by Britain.
 A NATO meeting was called, and Europeans and the United States worked hard on a compromise which stipulated a less provocative solution: that the EU would develop its own civil-military planning cell, to be used for EU missions independent of NATO.
 Furthermore it was decided to create the concept of so-called “framework nations” to provide the basic planning and command headquarters, to be supplemented by personnel and resources from participating allies. This was applied for the first time in the July 2003 operation Artemis, where under French command 1400 personnel were sent to stabilize the situation in Bunia in the Democratic Republic of Congo. Operation Artemis was heralded as the “first ‘autonomous’ EU military operation and the first ESDP operation to be deployed outside Europe.”
 

Although in 2003 it was officially declared that the Helsinki Headline Goals had been met, the June 2003 European Council meeting in Thessaloniki acknowledged that EU operational capability was still dissatisfying. As a consequence, the need was recognized to look beyond 2003 and to set up new Headline Goals (2004-2010)  to address deficiencies in key areas.
  Part of the  new Headline Goals is the new “Battle” or “Combat” concept which was launched at the Franco-British summit meeting in Le Touquet in November 2003 and was endorsed by the new European Constitution. The concept envisions setting up 6-10 groups of highly trained combat formations deployable within a period of 5 to 30 days, sustainable for at least 30 days and available “by 2007 at the latest”.
 The new European Constitution also approved the project - under discussion in EU circles for many years - to set up a “European agency in the field of defense capabilities development, research, acquisition and armaments”.
 

Thus, as a result of the Kosovo war which revealed strong US-European fissures, EU ministers provided ESDP with all necessary institutional provisions as well as with the necessary military instrument, a European Rapid Reaction Force. But skepticism is warranted as to whether the Europeans will really commit the necessary resources and budgets for the establishment of the Rapid Reaction Force. But with the build up of two competitive Rapid Reaction Forces, the future of ESDP will hinge on the question of which Rapid Reaction Force will be called for the next mission: NATO’s NRF or the EU’s RRF?

IV. Development, Prospects and Conclusion

September 11 and the crumbling of the West as a Monolithic Bloc

As argued throughout this chapter, the determination with which the Europeans pursue an autonomous Security and Defense Policy depends critically on the state of affairs of US-European relations. And there is no doubt about it: transatlantic relations are at a historic low point. With the end of the Cold War, Europe has ceased to be an area of major strategic concern for the US, and the absence of a common enemy led to weakening of Western solidarity. Moreover, September 11 is supposed to have deepened the gulf between both partners, since it is the date of re-definition for the United States, while for the Europeans the defining date is still 1989.
 The importance of the divergent dates of US and European collective consciousness is possibly overstated, but it remains undisputed that with September 11 and its consequences the list of long-standing transatlantic tensions is being topped by deep frictions on world-order questions, the most prominent being the different attitudes to the response to international terrorism. Therefore it not possible anymore to simply assume that the US and Europe share common values,
 and the impact of the Iraq war on the Europeans’ determination to decouple themselves from a belligerent United States cannot be overstated.
 Robert Kagan encapsulates this cultural gulf  in his famous and much quoted observation that the Europeans strive for  the realization of “Kant’s ‘Perpetual Peace’”, while the United States perceives itself to operate in an “anarchic Hobbesian world” where the use of military power is still indispensable to achieve a liberal world order. And he concludes: 

That is why on major strategic international questions today, Americans are from Mars and Europeans are from Venus. They agree on little and understand one another less and less.
 

As a result of these divergences, the North Atlantic Alliance is also losing relevance and has ceased to preserve its traditional function of serving as a framing structure that keeps the allies on track. It seems that NATO’s days are numbered and that Kosovo was the last American war in Europe,
 demonstrated unambiguously by the US willingness and capability to fight the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq without support of the Alliance. The bon mot of the hour is that the US has started to view NATO as being not more than a “toolbox”
, or to use another metaphor: NATO comes in as the “cleaning lady” for the Americans, after the US army has engaged in the real important job of high intensity combat.
 Now, while it cannot be denied that the West is in the process of disintegration, there is also no doubt that the transatlantic axis is still the most important point of reference for the US and Europeans to search for support. The difference in the cold-war period will be only that they have ceased to be “allies” and will interact in the future as “partners of choice.” 

Problems ahead for creating a European defense alliance

This is the background for the Europeans’ sudden determination to overcome all further stumbling blocks in order to turn their ESDP into an effective instrument of a Common European Foreign Policy. One obstacle follows from the participation of states in the European Union who have the status of “neutrality”. After the most recent round of EU enlargement concluded in May 2004, this number has grown from four to six: Austria, Finland, Sweden, Ireland, Malta and Cyprus. These neutral states have succeeded in watering down the European Constitution’s mutual defense or “solidarity” clause to the point of being worthless. As approved by the Intergovernmental Conference of June 2004, the Constitution stipulates that in case of armed aggression on the territory of a member state, “the other Member states shall have towards it an obligation of aid and assistance by all means in their power”. But a clause was inserted that “this shall not prejudice the specific character of the security  and defense policy of certain member states.”
 In other words: “countries will assist each other in case of attack unless they remain neutral.”
 Additionally, the five non-EU NATO members (Turkey, Iceland, Norway, and the two new ones Romania and Bulgaria) further complicate the plan to establish a European force outside NATO: these countries will feel discriminated against if the EU prevails with its plans to exclude any veto from a NATO member in decisions related to ESDP. Turkey in particular is articulating its protest very loudly, while at the same time exploiting this issue in making its case that Turkey’s inclusion in the EU is unavoidable. 

The European Constitution: A crumbling of the ‘antique temple’ structure and a new building--but still many architects

The Convention worked out a draft treaty on a European constitution for almost one and half years. Finally, after harsh discussions in the European Council the draft treaty was approved with changes in June 2004. The 25 member states still have to ratify the treaty. ‘Intergovernmentalists’ fought against ‘integrationists’ who wanted to pool more sovereignty (competencies) in EU institutions. This struggle is also reflected in the architecture of the common foreign policy:  Although the constitutional treaty merges the treaties of the European Communities and of the European Union in one unique document, thus providing the EU with a “unique legal personality”
, the EU will still not be in full charge of its foreign and security policy. As Giovanna Bono argues, despite the abolishment of the pillars, the intergovernmental nature of CFSP is reaffirmed, since the pillars will continue to have an impact on the political and legal level.
 But in any case the Constitutional Treaty will give the foreign and security policy a new status: The competencies in the CFSP of the Union are neither exclusive nor divided and there is a distinction made between the EU’s exclusive competence and shared competence between the Union and its member states.
 This implies high ambiguity and the outcome remains to be seen.

What is an important new element is that the convention allow the ‘core’ member states to proceed in their cooperation. The most innovative and visible change is the creation of a post of foreign ministers, which merges the position of the ‘Mr. CFSP’ and the Commissioner for External Relations.
 The Minister of Foreign Affairs shall also be one of the vice-presidents of the Commission. It is difficult to assess in advance, but it is very likely that these innovations will strengthen the influence of the larger member states.

For the CSFP, the constitutional treaty maintains the main restrictions for using qualified majority voting. The modality of voting itself is changed and the complex Nice system is replaced by a so-called formula of double majority: the majority of the member states representing at least 60% of the population of the Union. Again, unanimity is still the norm (as it is under the constitution for foreign-policy decision making), but the constitution opens the possibility of constructive abstention of at least one-third of the member states representing two-thirds of the population of the Union – and qualified majority as the exception.
 However, the principle of national interest is upheld by maintaining the right to invoke ‘reasons of vital national interest’ to block a decision taken on the basis of qualified majority voting. For ESDP the constitution opens the possibility for deepened cooperation by permitting “ad-hoc coalitions of the willing” and “structured cooperation”: the opportunity is offered to develop a “hard-core” in the area of defense by allowing only a select group of member states to undertake missions in context of ESDP without the full participation of all EU member states.

To summarize, a real ‘communitarization’ of foreign policy is not written in the constitution; the intergovernmental mechanisms of decision-making still prevail. However, the post of a Minister of Foreign Affairs with equally close contact with the Commission, and the Council will most probably stand for a more coherent and consistent policy. For the first time, there will a person ‘to call, if someone wants to talk with Europe’.

The question remains whether a ‘communitarization and Brusselization’ of foreign policy has taken place. The outcome is very complex and ambivalent, as we have seen, and depends very much on issues still to be tackled. Still, intergovernmental decision-making prevails, better explained by neo-realism with its focus on a – generally temporary - convergence of interests among member states than by neo-functionalism with its assumption of an automatic spill-over in other policy fields as a result of policy makers’ dissatisfaction with the achievement of an agreed collective goal in a specific sector. Institutionalism is capable to explain why smaller or less powerful member states such as Belgium or Spain ‘europeanized’ their foreign policies, since it focuses on the institutional architecture which changes member states’ attitude and perspectives in that direction that they perceive cooperation and integration as the best strategy to pursue their policies.
 Instiutionalists also predicted correctly that NATO would survive the collapse of the Soviet Union, because the Atlantic Alliance had to be kept alive for fulfilling certain institutional interests, while neo-realists in consistency with their premises predicted that NATO would collapse immediately following the end of the cold war.
 But in general, empirical analyses on ESDP guided by theories are rare.
 For the reasons it can only be speculated, most probably, because ESDP with its uneven development over the decades eludes any consistent  theoretical explanation. However, there are exceptions to this rule: for example the analysis of Robin Laird, which explains the integration process with concepts of  “caucuses” and “bilateral and trilateral relations.”
 Also approaches focussing on the culture of national security as developed by Peter Katzenstein allow us to look at a variety of  “national, supranational and transgovernmental” actors without assuming a priori a hierarchical order between these actors. 

In the CFSP, we have found many indicators that member states’ decisions are either produced by the largest common denominator or as a result of complementary interests, but only to a certain extent. The constitution is a good example that national interests are upheld and can be articulated to block decisions in the foreign policy field. Foreign policy is traditionally a field of ‘raison d’état’ and as such is closely aligned with states’ sovereignty. In this central policy area, the EU member states have been reluctant to pool sovereignty, not to speak of transferring sovereignty. However, there is an increased consciousness for harmonizing interests and adjusting positions in order to project European interests. There are tendencies to link the international role to certain general ideas and values.
 Moreover, some member states have reoriented their foreign policies and ‘Europeanized’ their foreign policy. ‘Europeanization’ means that the member states transfer their foreign policy issues to part of the CSFP and pursue their objectives through the EU. Spain in particular has been very skilful in transferring its policy agenda into the European Agenda, as the relations with Latin America and the Mediterranean very much reflect Spanish ideas. Also Ireland, Denmark and Holland have experienced that ‘political cooperation improved the effectiveness, broadened the range and increased the capabilities of foreign policy-making’.
 It is yet to be proven if this strategy will continue to influence the foreign policy agenda.. The outcome is ambivalent and it is a question for the future whether the member states which are still working on their newly gained sovereignty will work to pool or even transfer sovereignty to the EU. The constitution opens the possibility for enhanced cooperation but new instruments have not been very much used. To the contrary, the member states for instance were very reluctant to pass ‘common strategies’ with countries other than Russia, Ukraine and the Mediterranean because this would have opened the possibility of proceeding further without the necessity of achieving unanimity. Even the existing ‘common strategies were more shopping lists than long-term coherent strategies.

The pillar structure of the EU, the shared competence between the Union and member states, and, accordingly, the different policy-making and decision-making structures, aggravate the problems of coherence and consistency in external relations.
 Clearly, a “jump into unified actorness or supra-nationalism”
 has not been undertaken by these institutional and procedural changes and keeps common foreign policy to a considerable extent dependent on a convergence of national interests among the member states. Currently, three types of foreign policy exist in the EU: 1) national foreign policies of the member states, 2) the Common Foreign and Security Policy which has been strengthened over the time and 3) the external commercial relations which have been expanded to new issues such as intellectual property and trade in services which brought mixed competencies back in through back door. 
Conclusion

The analysis of the CFSP has revealed four characteristics and/ or patterns:

1) The EU mainly builds on ‘soft power’;

2) the EU combines economic and political instruments to structure its external relations;
3)  the EU expands its dominated zone of stability in concentric circles, and
4) reacts in the ‘far abroad’ on new issues or situations.
To summarize, the EU can be seen as a soft power that builds on its economic leverage but has also introduced certain norms and principles which are reflected in the treaties and which it strives to spread internationally. Soft power in international relations means to define the enduring and valid rules of the game in a process of multilateral consensus-building by influencing the others to accept and to comply with them. If one country/region influences the way others see the world, it gains “soft power”.
 “Soft power” rests on the attractiveness to others of certain actors and their principles
, institutional sets, and civil institutions such as human rights, representative democracy and the rule of law. What was set in the Maastricht and Amsterdam Treaties and further emphasised in the Convention was value-orientation as a principle defining EU foreign policy, development policy and cooperation. The attractiveness of the EU derives from its model as a stable and peaceful zone, thereby promoting as a Union global initiatives for multilateral cooperation in response to global problems and challenges such as climate change.  The EU is the main provider of ‘soft security’ in the world and is performing an important stabilizing function.
 

The EU has increased its role as a global mediator of conflicts and promoter of a civilization of foreign policy. Despite its patchy record in the 1990s, the EU has now developed a more successful record. With respect to “good governance” and “state and nation building”, the EU has gained prestige in global governance as a “civil power”, which supports international institutions in their provision of global public goods and promotes a civilization of international relations.
 The EU is of the few international actors that has developed a broad range of instruments and programs (ranging from observation missions to peace-keeping missions). The emerging European Security and Defense Policy is not conceived first to project power, but instead to follow its tradition of civil conflict- and war prevention through peaceful reconciliation. Especially in its neighborhood, the EU has functioned a ‘regional pacifier’.
 In neighboring regions this policy builds on economic recovery through gradual integration
, thus meeting the new panoply of security risks in the post-Cold War era by a combination of “hard and soft” security components.

The formulated objective of its security strategy is to build up an international order which is based on effective multilateralism. This rule-based order is extended into the economic, trade and financial international arenas. The EU is striving for a role as a ‘joint’ supervisor of international economic, commercial and financial transactions.  The EU has been the prime organiser of the economic rescue of Central and Eastern Europe and the Former Soviet Union.
. With the “hub-and-spoke” system, the EU establishes zones of political influence with the intensive use of exclusive and/or discriminatory trade agreements.
 

So far, the EU still has a patchy record in achieving the role as a global player. The EU concentrates its common foreign policy strategies to the “Wider Europe” and has built up its zone of stability and security in concentric circles. Relations with neighboring countries such as Russia, Ukraine and the Mediterranean have been advanced by using common foreign policy instruments -- the so-called ‘common strategies’ introduced by the Amsterdam Treaty. This follows the EU pattern of building up foreign relations in concentric circles as well as by simultaneously combining economic relations with the expansion of the political sphere through the reinforcement of international law, contracts etc., because these relations have an impact on EU territory and economic well-being. This hints at the result that the EU has indeed gained a strong regional leadership role in the “Wider Europe” but, outside the region, only reacts to external developments, new issues or internal demands. This is the other side of the coin:  the lack of a global strategy strengthens the US role. 

One reason for this reactive pattern outside the neighborhood is that the EU lacks an internal foreign policy consensus which also affects the definition of the EU’s global role. The lack of consensus among the member states plays into the US strategy of a “Europe of  the grand nations” (according to President Bush)
 and undermines the Europeans’ strive for a global role to balance US influence. The Iraq crisis has revealed already that the cohesion in foreign policy (in its three dimensions) will be more difficult with 25 members than with 15 members.
But with the beginning of this century, the message that has eventually gotten through to the Europeans is that they would have to take care of their own conflicts in Europe, because a US intervention like that seen in Kosovo will not happen again. And with the lessons of the Kosovo war in mind, the Europeans developed ESDP with such velocity and such determination that it now serves as the motor of European integration. But proponents of integrationist theory cannot chalk this up as a victory: ESDP succeeded too late and is too eclectic to be explained by integrationist theory; rather, it has to be linked to a “particular set of circumstances” and “exogenous shocks”.
 

While this has been accompanied by the process of further disintegration of the Western bloc, the transatlantic axis still remains the most relevant point of reference for the Europeans in their search for support. The new “partners of choice” seem to agree on a functional division of labour in fulfilling their commitment to enforce and keep international peace and stability: Europe is supposed to play the role of the “soft power” and be responsible for non-military and (at most) peace-keeping missions, while the US should continue to play on the strength of its military power and materialize  “peace-enforcing” missions which involve high intensity combat. While this kind of division of labour would have the advantage for the Europeans of being released from the obligation of building up an effective and costly European army, the Europeans would be well advised not to give up on this project: a strong Europe is urgently needed to act as a counterweight to the United States and as a constraint to its uncontrolled use of  military power.
 Therefore, both the United States and the Europeans should each strengthen both ends of the spectrum of conflict-management instruments: civilian and military. But the Europeans should avoid any impression that they are in the process of building up a new and challenging superpower with an urge “to write history“.
 Instead, they should rather engage in global peace making as inconspicuously and with as little use of military power as possible. 
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