COMMON FOREIGN and SECURITY POLICY

I) STATEMENT
“I wish to speak to you today about the tragedy of Europe yet all the while there is a remedy which, if it were generally and spontaneously adopted by the great majority of people in many lands, would as if by a miracle transform the whole scene, and would in a few years make all Europe, or the greater part of it, as free and as happy as Switzerland is today. What is this sovereign remedy? It is to recreate the European Family, or as much of it as we can, and to provide it with a structure under which it can dwell in peace, in safety and in freedom. We must build a kind of United States of Europe. The first step in the recreation of the European Family must be the strategic cooperation between European countries.”

It has been more than half a century since these words were spoken by Winston Churchill, the former Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, at the Zurich University while discussing the establishment of the European Union in 1946. 

Since then, with the growing realization -which was brought out by the debilitating effect of two bloody wars- that only peace and concerted action could make the dream of a strong, unified Europe come true, Europe has made a stock of efforts to accomplish this United States of Europe utopia spoken out by Churchill, by establishing several foundations such as European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), European Economic Community (EEC), European Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM), etc. Consequently, European Union for today has decided to adopt a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). But still, as stated a long time ago by the former foreign policy adviser to President Mitterrand, Jacques Attali: 

“Europe in reality is a closed theatre where formidable battles are fought between the member states... there are no common ideals and a common European destiny is inconceivable.”

Europe is still trying to pull itself out of that reality but wouldn’t it be unrealistic to mention that they are successful especially on the matters concerning the “second pillar” (CFSP)? As a matter effect, the Member States face confrontations in foreign policy, which block the establishment of a common position. Moreover, the decision-making procedure adopted in Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) is far from helping to reach a consensus. 

Although the idea refers to a Union in all sense, States’ policy of maintaining their national sovereignty and of holding the right of veto raise as the real impediment in the procedure of decision-making.

Another challenge in front of the Union is on the enlargement subject. While the decision-making procedure remains unsuitable in resolving the confrontations, the EU plans on embracing ten candidate States into the Union. Briefly, the pace and the magnitude of the challenge of crisis management are such that Europe cannot afford to go about widening (its geographical reach) before deepening (its decision making mechanism).

While discussing those issues and deciding about, we must take into account that despite its efforts, its multinational structure does not allow Europe to act with one voice.

II) History

In the beginning

The idea of Europe acting with one voice is not at all a new one; the idealism of “Pax Romana”, which was to unite the European countries under the hood of the Roman Empire, to create an advanced center of civilization living in peace and achieving a sustainable progress in every aspect of culture, was the starting point of this idea. This dream was not realized as the Roman Empire had first been divided in two parts, and then faded away with the conquest of Constantinople, but only put on a hold until the arrival of another opportunity, which was the post-war syndrome created by the World War II, which meant the total destruction of Europe in almost every area of the daily life: economics, cultural heritage, cities, nations.... The similarities between the Roman Empire epoch and the post World War II era have reignited the same idea, which is realised today with the European Union, not, though, with the European States acting and speaking as one. 

Modern Day

In the past, European countries had many opportunities to unite, for instance, Congress of Vienna (1815), which had the goal to unite the Europe of emperors against the nationalisms However, this try couldn’t be successful in long term. The modern efforts of a united Europe started with the end of the World War II with the process being put in action by the 1950 Schumann Declaration, inspired by Jean Monnet and resulted in 1999 with the official declaration of CFSP by the Europe of 15, which quotes:

 “Europe will not be made all at once, or according to a single plan. It will be built through concrete achievements, which first create a de facto solidarity”.

So hard as it seems, the common policy building of Europe takes crucial steps towards a Europe standing together.

The declaration continued with a proposal of establishing immediately a common High Authority to control the production of coal and steel, the main resources of weapons of the time. The proposal included the strict participation of Germany and France while the participation of other countries was desired to a certain extent. This declaration was officially signed in the Treaty of Paris the following year, which went on to establish the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC). The ECSC treaty entered into force in 1952, with Jean Monnet appointed to the Presidency of the High Authority. The foundation of ECSC was followed by a series of treaties that reformed the relations of European States. The treaty of Rome (1957), which established the European Economic Community (EEC) and the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) and which was signed by Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg and Netherlands, was one of these treaties. A common agricultural policy (CAP) has been presented in Stresa (Italy) in 1958. Until the Stuttgart declaration (1973) and the foundation of the European Parliament in 1975, the efforts to come together struggled. Helsinki Final Act that was declared in 1975 stated almost the same principles as the declarations of Stuttgart. The chapters were as listed above:

The participating states declare their determination to respect and put into practice, each of them in its relations with all other participating states, irrespective of their political, economic or social systems as well as of their size, geographical location or level of economic development the following principles, which are all primary significance, guiding their mutual relations:

1. Sovereign equality, respect for the rights inherent in sovereignty

2. Refraining from the threat or use of force

3. Inviolability of frontiers

4. Territorial integrity of States

5. Peaceful settlement of disputes

6. Non-intervention in internal affairs

7. Respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, including the freedom of thought, conscience, religion or belief.

8. Equal rights and self-determination of peoples

9. Cooperation among states

10. Fulfilment in good faith of obligations under international law

As seen in this very example, the efforts of uniting Europe couldn’t go further than the efforts of peacekeeping. Notions like Sovereign equality, inviolability of frontiers and non-intervention in internal affairs were mentioned, with no trace of integrationist goals.  

First word on European Union was spoken in 1984 thanks to the draft treaty of Spinelli, which had been passed by the European Parliament the same year. The notions of extended cooperation and union were spoken the very same year. 1986 was another successful step towards a United Europe, as The Single European Act, modifying the Treaty of Rome and extending majority voting, was signed by the EEC States, this time including newcomers, Spain and Portugal. 

The turning point of the efforts to unite Europe came in 1992. The treaty of Maastricht was signed, and latterly called The Treaty on the European Union, officially signalling the creation of the European Union. The treaty radically changed the regard of States towards a Union in the heart of Europe. Words like sovereign equality, territorial integrity and non-intervention were replaced by the expressions like Common Foreign and Security Policy (which was mentioned for the first time in this treaty) and the European EEC States were referred to as “Member States”. The treaty of Maastricht title V, regarding the provisions on a common foreign and security policy, in articles J and J.1 states:

ARTİCLE J

A common foreign and security policy is hereby established which shall be governed by the following provisions

ARTICLE J.1

1. The union and its Member States shall define and implement a common foreign and security policy, governed by the provisions of the Title and covering all areas of foreign and security policy.

2. The objectives of the common foreign and security policy shall be:

· To safeguard the common values, fundamental interests and independence of the Union;

· To strengthen the security of the Union and its Member States in all ways;

· To preserve peace and strengthen international security, in accordance with the principles of the United Nations Charter as well as the principles of the Helsinki Final Act and the objectives of Paris Charter;

· To promote international cooperation;

· To develop and consolidate democracy and the rule of law, and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms.

3. The Union shall pursue these objectives:

· By establishing systematic cooperation between Member States in the conduct of policy, in accordance with Article J.2.

· By gradually implementing, in accordance with article J.3, joint action in the areas in which the Member States have important interest in common.

4. The Member States shall support the Union’s external and security policy actively and unreservedly in a spirit of loyalty and mutual solidarity. They shall refrain from any action, which is contrary to the interests of the Union or likely to impair its effectiveness as a cohesive force in international relations. The Council shall ensure that these principles are complied with. 

 Moreover, ‘Declaration on Western European Union’ (attached to the Maastricht Treaty), mentions inter alia ‘enhanced cooperation in the field of armaments with the aim of creating a European armaments agency’.
The Treaty of Maastricht, with these provisions on cooperation and the Union, was the turning point in the history of the European Union, giving more importance to having a common foreign and security policy and common positioning. Eventually, this was the first time when these notions were mentioned and the common positioning idea was being concrete. The European nations, by signing this treaty, declared to the world that the future of Europe would be a Union of States, reducing the nations to Member States status and welcoming a policy to safeguard the interest of the Union, and to a very limited extent, the Member States. This was actually the first time when the European Union became truly a union as it was projected in the past. 

In the same year, 19 June 1992, the Petersberg Declaration (Petersberg tasks) was defined.
WEU Member States declared their readiness to make available military units from the whole spectrum of their conventional armed forces for military tasks conducted under the authority of WEU. Thus, military units of WEU Member States could be employed for:

· Humanitarian and rescue tasks; 

· Peace-keeping tasks; 

· Tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peacemaking.

The Petersberg Declaration also stated that WEU is prepared to support, on a case-by-case basis and in accordance with its own procedures, the effective implementation of conflict-prevention and crisis management measures, including peacekeeping activities of the CSCE (now OSCE) or the United Nations Security Council.

However, the evolution of Europe was not to end. 1997 was another landmark in the short history of the European Union, when the Treaty of Amsterdam was signed on October 2nd, by all the representatives, giving the Union more depth in the economic area and mentioning the goal of single currency for the first time. The Euro was considered to be a very important symbol of the Union, as the currency represents for a nation an idol. The single currency belonging to Europe meant that the Union was to become a nation composed of United States. Nevertheless, the problems concerning the complete unification of countries were still alive. While the single currency was very important in showing the ambition and the intention of the European Union to become a fully united body, Denmark, Sweden and the UK reminded the Union once again that these ambitions were to be put on hold for a while, by deferring the decision to adopt the single currency. 

The Treaty of Amsterdam has specifically incorporated Petersberg tasks" in the new Article 17 of the EU Treaty:

 Art. 17.1 of the Amsterdam Treaty on European Union, which is an update of the Maastricht language: ‘The [CFSP] shall include all questions relating to the security of the Union, including the progressive framing of a common defence policy, in accordance with the second subparagraph [Petersberg], which might lead to a common defence, should the European Council so decide.’

 Art. 17-2 of the Amsterdam Treaty on European Union relating to the Petersberg tasks: ‘Questions referred to in this Article shall include humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks and tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peacemaking.’

 Art. 17-1, para. 2 of the Amsterdam Treaty on European Union (WEU): ‘The Union shall accordingly foster closer institutional relations with the WEU with a view to the possibility of the integration of the WEU into the Union, should the European Council so decide.’

As stated in the Amsterdam Treaty, the Petersberg Tasks are about the use of the military forces of the 15 signatory countries. The combination of these means with non-military instruments is not its focus. That they could be used more efficiently and more decisively is abundantly clear, as Europe’s post-Kosovo War record in the Balkans shows. As the Kosovo war and its aftermath have yet again demonstrated, military tools are both necessary and insufficient to achieve long-lasting security and stability. 
The main change introduced by the Treaty of Amsterdam is the establishment of a new post, labelled by the journalists as Mr. CFSP. Javier Solana, former Spanish cabinet minister and secretary general of NATO, was appointed in October 1999, Secretary General of the Council of the European Union and High representative for the Common foreign and security policy. This same year he was elected Secretary General of Western European Union (WEU). The -Treaty also provides the Union with a common security policy that covers all matters relating to its security, including the gradual formulation of a common defence policy. The main role of Mr. Solana is personifying the still weak and new common European foreign and security policy. The CFSP should elaborate a progressive framing of a common defence policy, which might lead to a common defence. The treaty has been highly criticized by the pro-European point of view that it was not courageous enough to build political union. Moreover, community competences in spheres as common foreign and security policy (CFSP) or police and judicial cooperation were not enhanced 
Maastricht and the Amsterdam Treaties were widely considered as being of peripheral importance in the realm of defence. However, in the light of subsequent initiatives, the potential of the Treaty language becomes apparent, sometimes spectacularly so. Indeed, the adoption of the Petersberg tasks, the aim of the integration of WEU (a binding military alliance) into the EU, and the objective of European armaments cooperation gave the Amsterdam TEU an enabling nature, which its framers may not always have intended.
 It’s remarkable that European defence has, during the last years, and at a furious pace since the end of 1998, become a real topic for decision-making in political, military and institutional terms, rather than a purely virtual enterprise that had been confined to the realms of rhetoric following the still-born European Defence Community Treaty of the early 1950s. The impetus to create effective EU capabilities dates from the Franco-British summit meeting held in St Malo in December 1998. At that meeting, the British Government moved away from its previously sceptical position on EU-based capabilities and agreed with France that the EU “must have the capacity for autonomous action, backed up by credible military forces, the means to decide to use them, and strengthened armed forces that can react rapidly to the new risks”. This allowed European defence policy to be addressed at the sequence of bi-lateral and summit meetings involving NATO, the WEU and the EU through 1999, which culminated in the Helsinki EU summit in December 1999

The Helsinki summit established a series of ‘Headline Goals’ in terms of the military capability that should be created among the Europeans, and specified that they should be achieved by the end of 2002, so that an operating capability would be available from 2003. The summit focused on the specifics of the capabilities that Europe should be able to call upon for tasks short of territorial defence (known as the Petersberg Tasks). Leaders agreed that they would aim to set up arrangements that would allow, by the target date of 2003, for up to 60,000 troops with appropriate naval and air support to be deployed within 60 days and sustained in theatre for up to 12 months. The aim was to be able to meet contingencies up to the most demanding end of the Petersberg Task spectrum. 

One of the most fascinating events in the end of the millennium was the launch of Euro for the European Union. The symbol of the fast-becoming solidly united Europe came alive. But the year 1999 has other landmarks than the launch of the Euro in 1st January. The Cologne European Council adopted the first European Union common strategy, which concerned Russia, and declarations on Kosovo and on the strengthening of European common foreign and security policy (CFSP). In other words what had been a set of national and bilateral initiatives was transformed into a formal European Union process. Also Mr. Javier Solana Madariaga was designated High Representative for the CFSP and Secretary-General of the Council. The Year 2000 was another milestone for the European Union as the Europe of 15 decided to further the accession negotiations of ten new countries in the future of Europe. Malta, Romania, Slovakia, Latvia, Lithuania and Bulgaria were among the ones that have started the negotiations in that year. 

The year 2001 saw the signing of the Treaty of Nice, a new treaty amending the Treaty on the European Union and the treaties establishing the European Communities. The Treaty was the latest stepping-stone of the Union towards political Union, for amending all the institutional treaties in one hand to remove any confusion in the evolution of the Union. The Nice Treaty had the goal to ease the decision-making system of the Union to comply with the entry of new members in 2005 and 2007. The idea was to prevent the Union from getting blocked. The common foreign and security policy was to be elaborated and to be progressed as well as the reduction in number of Commission members and the re-weighing of votes in the Council. The Parliament member numbers were to be modified to get a more equal and effective voting system. The Treaty, though is highly criticized, like in Amsterdam, for not bringing adequate solutions to the questions listed below. The re-weighing of votes in Parliament modified the parliamentary number up to 732. The re-weighing of votes in the Council caused serious debates between small and big countries as the new system seemed to favor the big countries. A new and more complicated system of majorities and minorities was implied resulting in the new three-way vetoing system. The qualified majority was brought on for most of the decisions, excluding some deadly measures where countries did not show the intention to leave power to the Union (such as   tax system, immigration, cohesion, social security...) similar changes were aspired by the Commission for reducing the competences of the Council but they were rejected as well. To sum up, The Treaty of Nice had the goal to amend the old treaties to unite them in a single one, which was successfully done. The changes for easing decision-making in the Union were implemented, too, even though there are serious doubts on how effective these clauses will turn out to be. 

Heads of State and Government of the 15 EU member states met in Laeken (Belgium) in  December have adopted the Laeken Declaration being part of a new review of the treaties initiated in Nice which is supposed to prepare the European institutions for enlargement to include the central and eastern European countries (Cyprus and Malta). By establishing a convention in the run-up to Treaty reform, the Declaration just might pave the way for constitutionalisation of the Union. Also, the European security and defence policy (ESDP) was declared "operational" (but with Greece blocking the deal on access to NATO military resources), officially recognising that the Union is now capable of conducting some crise management operations. 

The ministers will put forward new proposals to combat terrorism, and agreed on a definition of terrorism. They launched the EU's Rapid Reaction Force.

Common Foreign and Security Policy
1.CFSP 

Why is CFSP a difficult task to achieve?

Despite the fact that there are numerous efforts to join Europe in a single foreign and security policy, the CFSP still stands as an unrealized mission. It is a priority to analyze why this situation came to that point of clash. A clash that is caused by different reasons which include mainly the national interests of the “Europe of Nations”. The common positioning is the main issue that needs to be solved with effectiveness and cooperation on the basis of supranational interests that should compose the Europe of tomorrow. 
· European identity

For the time being, the European citizenship identity resides undefined. The economic structure of the Union does not bring the cultural integration as it was intended by the inventors of the idea of the united Europe. Cultural differences and ethnic diversity in the middle of Europe are the reasons for that status quo. The post war economic needs and winds of change for peace-making are long past actually, and Europe strongly needs the support of the cultural integration, in order to form the United Europe, contrary to the Europe of nations. So, the European identity has to be solved if Europe wants the national interests that serve the common policy making in Europe.

· Necessity of a constitution

The lack of a constitution causes that there is no real apparent supranational will to embrace the common interests of Western Europe’s big countries. The constitutional power is a necessity to balance the clashing policies and benefits of countries like France, Germany and England. These three, leading the decision-making mechanisms of the Union with their weight in the EU commission and the parliament, have strongly protected their national ideologies and policies to date. Needless to say, the influence of the United States in Europe’s common policy is another threat to the efforts to build-up a self-governing and self-defending Europe. A European Constitution would precisely define the common positions and interests of the countries, leaving no space to external intervention in the Union’ affairs. 

As seen in the recent example of Iraq, external intervention in the Union’s internal affairs is still very persuading, leaving Europe in total indecision. The existence of a duality inside the Union has come to surface with the actual events on the crisis in the middle-east. The bloc of France and Germany opposes the bloc lead by UK and seven other countries. The eight stated that they would cooperate with the US in a war against Iraq. Meanwhile, France and Germany made it clear that they would stand against the decision of war in Iraq. The decision of these eight countries has been publicly announced as a resolution of the European Council, but it is still hardly a common position. 

How to define a common position and the project of CFSP?

A common position in Europe is to be defined inside the means of current political situation. There is little doubt that the political situation allows only small steps towards the future of Europe, though the efforts to bring alive a united decision-making in the Ancient Continent are still as courageous as ever.  Though a true definition of these terms has not been set on the European agenda, and each and every European’s mind is confused on it, there are some points where big nations intervene to be pioneers to clear the meanings of these very complex terms. The Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) was established by the Maastricht Treaty and came into force on 1 November 1993. The provisions of the CFSP were revised by the Amsterdam Treaty, which was signed on 2 October 1997 and came into force on 1 May 1999. Articles 11 to 28 of the Treaty on European Union are now devoted specifically to the CFSP.

Common security policy that covers all matters relating to its security, including the gradual formulation of a common defence policy. This common defence policy could lead to a common defence if the European Council so decided and a decision were adopted and ratified by the fifteen Member States. The CFSP does not, however, affect the specific nature of the security and defence policies of certain Member States, just as it is compatible with the policy conducted under the North Atlantic Treaty.

It provides for the Union to have recourse to the WEU for drawing up and implementing any Union decisions and actions with defence implications. Furthermore, the WEU could be integrated into the Union: this would require a decision of the European Council and a decision adopted and ratified by the fifteen Member States.

The architects of the Amsterdam Treaty assigned an important position to the Petersberg tasks, so named after the place where the WEU Ministerial Council that formulated them was held in June 1992. These are humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks and combat-force tasks in crisis management, including peacemaking.

As a result of the Kosovo conflict, the Cologne European Council placed the Petersberg tasks - as was already the case in the Treaty - at the core of the process of strengthening the European common security and defence policy. The fifteen Heads of State or Government and the President of the Commission, meeting on 3 and 4 June 1999, declared that, to this end, "the Union must have 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 without prejudice to actions by NATO". 

Discussions are under way in the European Union with the aim of exercising political control and strategic guidance in the Petersberg operations conducted by the European Union, and of determining the implementation of operations, with or without the resources and capacities of NATO, and the arrangements for participation in the operations by members of the European Union, the European members of NATO and the associated partners of the WEU.

Last but not least, the Common Foreign and Security Policy in Europe has come from a long evolution process with the involvement of all the dividends in the current European political structure. Today, the level of the CFSP achieved is a great progress compared to and taking into account of what the history presented as natural obstacles to the question above.  

THE INSTRUMENTS OF THE CFSP

With the provisions of the Treaty of Amsterdam and decisions taken at Cologne and Helsinki European Councils regarding the interface between the two components of the CFSP – foreign policy, and security and defence policy – several new instruments (common strategies, international agreements, etc.) are provided in addition to the instruments declared in the Maastricht Treaty (common positions, joint actions and declarations). Contacts with third countries also continue to be important instruments of the CFSP.

Common Strategies

Common strategies, which stand as another innovation of the Amsterdam Treaty, are decided by European Council, on a recommendation from the Council, in areas in which member states have important common interests. Their respective aims and duration, as well as the means to be made available by the Union and its Member States, will have to be specified. They are implemented by the Council by adopting inter alia joint actions and common positions. The defence policy will depend on these strategies, and they will be able to refer explicitly to defence elements.  It is necessary for common strategies to include as precisely as possible the various dimensions of the Union’s external policy in order to guarantee the coherence and consistency that it requires. The first common strategy, concerning Russia, was decided by the Cologne European Council in June 1999.

Common Positions

Setting out the Union’s position on particular goegraphical or topical issues, the Council has the capability to adopt common positions, vis-a-vis a third country or at an  international conference. The Member States then ensure that their national policies are in line with the common position. Between 1994 and 1998, 66 common positions were adopted. An example is the Common Position of 25 May 1998 on Human Rights, Democratic Principles, the Rule of Law and Good Governance in Africa.

Joint Actions

Joint actions are adopted by the Council in certain situations which require operational action by the EU and decided by qualified majority. Each action specifies its objectives, scope, the resources to be made available to the Union, the conditions of implementations and –if necessary- its scope. Decisions in the field of defence will, however, continue to be taken unanimously, which could block the military dimension in the resolution of a crisis by the implicit right to veto.  Moreover, even in the case of a decision taken by qualified majority, a member state may oppose it ‘for important and stated reasons of national policy’. The question will then have to be re-examined by the European Council, which will decide by unanimity. The objective possibility of a veto by other means, particularly in the event of opposition to a military course of action, is thus maintained.

The Conclusion of International Agreements

The Council has the charge to authorise the Presidency to enter into negociations in case of which an agreement needs to be concluded with one or more States or international organisations in the CFSP sphere. The Commission assists the Presidency – where necessary- during such negociations. The agreements are then concluded by the Council, acting unanimously, on a recommendation from the Presidency.

However, the Treaty stipulates that no agreement shall be binding on a Member State whose representive in the Council states that it has to comply with the requirements of its own constitutional procedure; the other members of the Council may agree that the agreement shall apply to them provisionally. Also, there is a declaration annexed to the Treaty to the effect that such an agreement may not imply any transfer of competence from the Member States to European Union.

Constructive Abstention  

Member States may opt not to participate in certain cases. This is an ad hoc flexibility arrangement, making it easier to adopt initiatives which have a broad measure of support (at least 2/3 of the weighted majority) and which are undertaken in the name of the Union. In such a case, it is not required to apply the decision but acknowledges that the decision is binding on the Union. 
Military Operations
Military operations will not rely on the participation of all members of the European Union, but will probably benefit from that of non-member countries. This reality is reflected in the institutionalisation of an ad hoc committee of contributors responsible for the day-to-day running of operations. The decision-making process during the different phases of the management of a given crisis is still cumbersome because of the numerous comings and goings between the ad hoc committee and the Council, in which all member states participate, including those not taking part in the action and therefore its daily management, which can have a decisive influence on its management at the political level.

Declarations

Declarations give public expression to a position, request or expectation of the EU vis-a-vis a third country or an international issue. This flexible instrument makes it possible to react very quickly to sudden incidents in a particular part of the world and to state Union’s point of view. They are entitled “Declaration by the European Union” where the Council meets and adopts a position on an international issue and “ Declaration by the Presidency on behalf of the European Union” where the council does not meet. 

A CFSP/EDP Structure 

The structure includes the High Representative for the CFSP and, under him, a policy unit, at the Council Secretariat; a permanent Political and Security Committee (PSC), a Military Committee, Military Staff and a Situation Centre. This structure will be strengthened if the chairmanship of the PSC is assumed by the Secretary-General of the Council and High Representative for the CFSP. Foreign policy will in fact be managed by a dual structure, the Commission and the High Representative, the decision-making level and consistency being guaranteed by the Council of Ministers. If we take this line of reasoning further, we can affirm that there exists a third structure that is essential to European defence policy – NATO – which member states share with the United States.

Contacts  with Third Countries

Contacts with third countries take place mainly through “political dialogue” meetings and “darches”. The European Union holds a political dialogue with a very large number countries or groups of countries on questions of international policy. Such meetings, of which there are many, take place at all levels: Heads of State, Ministers, Political Directors, senior official and experts. The EU can be presented at them by the Presidency, the Troika or all the Member States of the Council. The Commision is always present. Darches, which are confidential, are undertaken by the EU vis-a-vis third countries. It is generally their purpose to resolve with the State in question matters relating to human rights, democracy or humanitarian action.

The main institutions involved in decision-making on the CFSP 
· The European Council, bringing together the European heads of states and government at least once a year, defines the CFSP’s principles and general guidelines, including those with defence implications (Article 13 of the Treaty of Amsterdam), and the common strategies. 
· The Council of Ministers is the decision-making body in accordance with the guidelines laid down by the European Council, except with regard to common strategies and major defence decisions. 
· The Commission is fully associated with the CFSP work (Article 27 of the Treaty of Amsterdam) and is entitled to take initiatives on an equal footing with the Member States. 
· The Presidency of the Union, held by each Member State for six months by rotation, represents the Council in international fora (Article 18 of the Treaty of Amsterdam). 
· The Council’s General Secretariat assists the Presidency in conducting and monitoring the Union’s business. 
· The European Parliament retains budgetary control over actions in the Community’s external relations’ budget, and therefore has a profound impact on the EU’s capacity to respond to crisis situations. 
DECISION- MAKING PROCEDURE  IN COMMON FOREING  AND SECURITY POLICY

The EU decision-making procedures in the field of foreign and security policy are essentially intergovernmental. As common positions and joint actions are adopted unanimously by the Council, one State has the capability to block the adoption of a text. Thus, this procedure is regarded by some as a potential impediment. The member states meeting in Amsterdam, have envisaged a number of measures to remove such impediments. While unanimity remains the rule, and is obligatory for the adoption of decisions with military or defence implications, two options are available for making the decisions easier:

1. "Constructive abstention" ( or opting out of the CFSP ): During the adoption of a decision, a Member State may couple its abstention with a formal declaration. However, unanimous decisions may still be taken if no more than a third of members have abstained. This provision allows members who do not wish to participate in a given action not to hinder the forming of ‘coalitions of the willing’, depending on the crisis. Unanimity is always the rule, however, with its corollary – the veto. On the other hand, the Treaty does not allow for enhanced cooperation in the field of CFSP;

 2. The use of qualified majority voting: This has been extended to cases where the Council implements common strategies decided on by the European Council and to decisions on the implementation of joint actions and common positions. When a decision is adopted by qualified majority, a Member State may nevertheless invoke important and stated reasons of national policy in order to oppose the adoption of the text. A vote will not then be taken. The Council may, acting by a qualified majority, refer the matter to the European Council for a unanimous decision. It is important to note that qualified majority voting in the CFSP field is, in a way, "reinforced qualified majority voting": for adoption, acts require 62 votes out of 87(71%) in favour cast by at least 10 members. (As each member state has a number of voted tailored to the size of its population, the weights of the votes in EU are enumerated as follows: France, Germany, Italy and United Kingdom 10 votes each; Spain 8 votes; Belgium, Greece, the Netherlands and Portugal 5 votes each; Austria and Sweden 4 votes each; Denmark, Ireland and Finland 3 votes each; Luxemburg 2 votes.)

Consideration is currently being given to ways of improving the operation of the common foreign and security policy in the more general context of improving the operation of the Council in preparation for an enlarged Union. In March 1999 the Council General Secretariat identified five main points of reform with regard to the CSFP:

· Establishing a genuine common initiating capacity by making full use of the scope afforded by the Amsterdam Treaty.

· Improving continuity of action and consistency between the European Union's First Pillar (Community) and Second Pillar (CFSP).

· Improving the General Affairs Council's decision-making efficiency and capacity by better organizing its meetings.

· Ensuring continuity of political action between Council meetings by using various forms of delegated authority.

· Streamlining the Council's task in the day-to-day running of external relations

With the Nice treaty signed in 2001, the concept of enhanced cooperation between several Member States has been  introduced: where the objectives of the Union and the Community cannot be achieved by the Member States as a whole, those Member States in a position to do so (at least eight Member States) may establish between them "enhanced" cooperation. In the CFSP field, this cooperation may relate solely to the implementation of a joint action or a common position, to arms initiatives or to security and defence initiatives contributing to the acquisition of crisis management capabilities.

AN ESSENTIAL PART OF CFSP: EUROPEAN SECURITY AND DEFENCE IDENTITY

Europeans have sought since the European Defence Community proposal failed in the 1950s to develop a vehicle to give expression to a European concept of common defence independent from but closely coordinated with NATO. Americans have reacted with ambivalence, welcoming the notion that Europeans could do more in their own defence but worrying lest that effort undermine transatlantic ties and NATO, and all-important link to Europe. The Europeans in the European Union Treaty concluded in Maastricht have reaffirmed their goal of a "European Security and Defence Identity" (ESDI) [part of but apart from NATO]. At Washington Summit in April 1999, Alliance Heads of State and Government set in train work on the further development of the European Security and Defence Identity. Discussions were initiated to address a number of specific aspects, namely:

• means of ensuring the development of effective mutual consultation, cooperation and transparency between the European Union (EU) and the Alliance, based on the mechanisms established between NATO and the Western European Union (WEU);

• the participation of non-EU European Allies;

•practical arrangements for EU access to NATO planning capabilities and NATO’s assets and capabilities.

Consequently, ESDI would give strength to another European aspiration: the search for a Common Foreign and Security Policy.

Defence – The difficulty to set a common enemy

Whom to defend against?

The European Union's common foreign and security policy includes the eventual framing of a common defence policy which might in time lead to a common defence. Needless to say, the term “defence” contains a positioning against someone or something. So, it is clear that a major problem for a common defence is setting a common enemy. Taking into account that there is no common definition for the notion of enemy and as in the example of Russia, there is no stable “other” because of the winds of change, it is very hard to clarify the frontiers of a common defence policy for the European Union.

· Diversification of the notion of  “enemy”

Although the common defence’s aim is to reduce the risks which threaten the common values and fundamental interests of the Union and its Member States, and to help preserve and strengthen peace in accordance with the United Nations Charter, the Helsinki Final Act, the Washington Treaty (NATO) and the amended Brussels Treaty (WEU); its definition stays uncertain. It is essential to understand that defining a common enemy is only realizable with the existence of common interests between nations. No State would ever want to go into cooperation with actual or recent enemies. Taking into account this situation, anyone can understand how and why it is such a difficult process to define the states that are classified as “enemies” or “others”. 


· Changes through time

The winds of change affecting the surroundings of Europe and Russia in 1990s, have caused numerous debates on who the Union will enlarge in today’s situation. After a recent statement from Valéry Giscard-d’Estaing, the enlargement of the EU face new questions involving possible future candidatures of Israel and Russia. Mr. Giscard-d’Estaing, claiming that not setting limits in the enlargement would be the end of the EU. His statement was important from the point that it contained vital information on how to define strategic partners with the radical political changes in the countries evoked. As Russia was considered to be the major enemy for most of the European states for almost all of the Cold War stage, this situation is radically changing today. After the end of communism in Russia and the dissolution of the Soviets, setting Eastern European countries free, the once super-power has become a weaker power, influencing a lesser number of countries each day. The sudden change from communism to liberalism, caused Russia to become a “strategic partner” of Europe in 1999, with the first CFSP of Europe being accepted and signed by all EU Member States. This case shows how difficult it is to define and keep common policies because of sudden and radical changes which are highly possible in today’s fast-moving world politics. 

Cooperation with WEU and NATO

WEU

Cooperation between the European Community and the Western European Union (WEU) was first formally declared in 1984 in order to establish a “ common European defence identity “  through cooperation among its members in security field and strengthening the European pillar of the North Atlantic Alliance. The Petersberg tasks and the WEU’s operational capacity have been incorporated into the EU with the aim of achieving: ‘an autonomous capacity...to launch and conduct EU-led military operations in response to international crises in support of the CFSP’. The relationship between the European Union and the WEU has been evolutionary to-date. The European Union has had very limited recourse to the WEU and the WEU has focused upon the development of an operational capability to facilitate its aspirations. However, the desire to deepen the relationship on the part of some member states was manifested in the 1996 Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) debating the future development of the European Union.Later on, under the Treaty of Amsterdam, the WEU was made an integral part of the EU, a decision that was finally formalized by the European defence ministers in Marseille in October 2000.  
According to the wishes of its members, which belong to both the EU and NATO, it will form both the European Union's defence component and assume the role of NATO's European pillar.

NATO

NATO will maintain its statut as the prime European security institution for the predictable future. For this reason, the question of access to NATO assets is raised by the setting up of European headline goal force, together with the role of a potentially independent operational capability. NATO remains the choice for larger military engagements, while the EU headline goal force could engage in smaller, more civilian-oriented actions, including civilian crisis-management actions. The Nice European Council in December 2000 established permanent arrangements for consultation and cooperation between NATO and the EU. Also, a Working Group on Capabilities was instituted, consisting of representatives from both NATO and the EU, so as to ensure the coherent development of capabilities. 
NATO has no role to play in terms of intervening in politically fragile ACP states. The political environment in fragile states requires adapted operations, using smaller and more mobile forces, sustainable for longer periods than in previous conflict scenarios, and with a higher degree of multi-national cooperation. 
At the end of the Cold War, a Partnership for Peace (PfP) arrangement is created by Nato. All NATO members joined in PfP. Operations are not concerned with any common defence obligation or geographical limitation. These are objectives and operations to which all non-aligned EU countries have subscribed. There are certain elements of potential duplication between the Petersberg tasks and PfP operations.  A clearer division of responsibilities thus is crucial for the future coherence of European approaches to crisis situations.
QUESTIONS

1) Can the highly nationally oriented foreign and security policy pursued by the Member States and Candidate States lead to the further paralyzation of the CFSP and contribute to a renationalization of security? If yes, what provisions can be taken in order to prevent this problem?  (1)
2) As stated at Maastricht and Amsterdam Treaties, the Member States of EU seek to pursue their common interests. That is where the problem reveals: How to define the common interests as well as a common doctrine on intervention and the use of force, while the States follow their unstable national interests on the international platform?  (1)

3) How can EU Member States, which can not neither get to an agreement on the subjects concerning their common foreign and security policy, nor be able to act as one voice in NATO platform, may avoid this potential danger which can cause more crucial problems in the future?  (1)

4) Are the capabilities of WEU sufficient to overcome a greater conflict? In case of NATO getting to an end, will WEU be able to provide necessary conditions, financial support and equipment for the security and defence of Europe? (2)

5) It is obvious that there are many problems between the 15 about the common foreign and security policy. With the new States joining the Union, EU is to face new challenges.  What should be done to overcome this period of enlargement with the least harm possible?  (1)

6) Till today, the area of conflict faced by EU was limited with the Balkans. The possible enlargement will make EU approach the other conflict areas. Which orientations should be established for a more efficient policy? (1-2)

7) Will the institutions that are available be able to adapt to the objectives of coherence and effectiveness that must in future govern EU’s external actions? What changes should be realized in the decision-making procedures, which is not sufficient in taking decisions? Moreover, is the “enhanced cooperation” established by the Nice Treaty competent and necessary; bearing in mind that might lead to further polarization within the Union? (3)

BLOCK POSITIONS

AUSTRIA

As to the reasons for enlargement, the Foreign Minister points out that enlargement of the EU also means overcoming the separation of Europe one decade after the fall of the Iron Curtain. The accession of Austria's neighbors to the EU is a means to meet the political and economic interests of the current as well as the future EU Member States. 

Austria's foreign policy is determined by the priorities which have to be set due to the relatively tight foreign policy budget. 

These priorities are as follows: 

· strengthening of the EU and of Austria's position within the EU since Austria's foreign relations are shaped to an ever greater extent by the EU and/or in cooperation with Austria's partners in the EU; this applies in particular to Austria's security and defence policy; 

· co-determining EU enlargement, in particular since four neighboring states of Austria will soon become EU members; 

Intensifying Austria's policy of good neighborly relations which as far as the candidate countries are concerned should be conceived as a Strategic Partnership.

BELGİUM

The powers of the Union were extended to include foreign policy (the so-called Common Foreign and Security Policy - CFSP) and foreign affairs and justice. These powers are still based on intergovernmental co-operation, but establish a clear framework for the activity of the Union. With regard to the Common Foreign and Security Policy, Maastricht clarifies, among other things, the role of the presidency, establishes a role for the West European Union as the 'defence arm' of the European Union, and provides for co-ordination among the 15 international organizations. With regard to internal affairs and justice, asylum policy, migration, the combating of drugs and the combating of fraud become matters of common importance for the member states.


The Treaty of Amsterdam makes the external policy of the Union clearer, more consistent and more effective (for example, by specifying a 'high representative' or by 'constructive abstention', where a member state is not obliged to apply a resolution, but accepts that the resolution is binding for the Union; application of a qualified majority for the implementation of unanimously agreed strategies)

BENELUX COUNTRİES

Mentioned in the Benelux Memorandum of December 2002, The Union must have strong common institutions, must favor and extend the Community method and must strengthen those institutional elements which can best further the common interest.

The Commission is the institution that guarantees the common interest. It is the engine of the European integration. This function will be even more important in an enlarged Union with more numerous and more diverse states. Therefore the Commission needs to be reinforced as follows:

· A Commission President elected by the European Parliament according to a procedure to be determined and by a three-fifth-majority vote of its members. Then the Council, in its composition of heads of state and government, will pronounce itself by statuating with qualified majority. 

· A strong Commission and, in accordance with the Nice decisions, eventually reduced in numbers. A Commission guaranteeing the equality of all member states in both its operation as its composition, based on the principle of equal rotation. 

· A Commission responsible before the two institutions involved in its appointment and subject to dismissal through censure by one of those institutions. 

· A Commission mandated with the exclusive right of initiative in legislative matters. 

· A Commission operating as a college.

Engaging the national parliaments without opposing national and European sovereignty.

The most urgent thing to do is to strengthen the possibilities of the parliaments of the member states to exercise control over their representatives in Council:

The Benelux rejects the creation of a Congress of the peoples of Europe. This can only increase the institutional complexity of the Union, and will not create any added value with regard to the present situation.

Regarding the creation of a consultation mechanism that involves the national parliaments in an exist ante control of the principle of subsidiary, the Benelux is of the opinion that this mechanism should at least live up to the following conditions:

The Commission must have the liberty, after re-examination and through a motivated advice, to maintain, modify or withdraw its proposal.

No right for the national parliaments to turn to the Court a posteriori. The parliaments should exercise their right of control on their representatives in Council and not by means of judicial proceedings.

A coherent institutional framework guaranteeing an effective EU external policy.

The capability of the Union to influence international events is dependent on the cohesion between its internal and external policies, on a common will shared by the institutions and the member states, on the availability of adequate means and on the coherence in voicing the position of the Union :

· The roles of High Representative for the CFSP and Commissioner for External Relations should be performed by a single person (known as “double hatting”), who enjoys the status of Commission Vice President, but operating in the field of CFSP and CESDP under the authority of Council. The High Representative/Commissioner for External Relations is nominated by qualified majority by the Council in its composition of Heads of State and Government and in accordance with the President of the Commission. He exercises his competences in accordance with the community procedures or in accordance with the procedures, which apply specifically for the CFSP in function of the field of action concerned. He is discharged of his role as Council Secretary General. He is responsible for the external representation of all issues relating to CFSP or CESDP. 

· The Commission performs external representation for all other policies of the Union, as is already the case at the WTO.

Even before the Constitutional Treaty enters into force, the High Representative should be able to participate in the meetings of the Commission. The analysis and policy planning unit, which is already at his disposal, should be reinforced during this period and become a common service for him and the Commission.

After the coming into force of the new treaty, the High Representative must have the right of initiative in the field of CFSP and should be able to refer to the services of the Commission, which for questions related to the CFSP could be reinforced by experts from the member states.

The Benelux countries invite current and future member states, which share this vision of the future of the European Union to support the proposals outlined in this memorandum.  

DENMARK

European Security 

Both the enlargement and the strengthening of the European Union serve the overall purpose of stabilizing and securing peace on the European continent. Close economic and political co-operation, together with the strengthening of institutions where conflicts of interest can be resolved, are essential means to secure peace and stability: not only within the European Union, but also with regard to the countries and regions bordering the Union. This is but one reason why the European Union provides aid and assistance, improves trade relations, and strengthens the institutional ties with its eastern and southern neighbors. This is also why the European Union is developing a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). 

A new era for the European security architecture has been launched with the strengthening of the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), which is an integrated part of the Common Foreign and Security Policy. The process gathered motion with a bilateral British-French declaration in 1998 and has been further developed through ground-breaking declarations beginning with the meetings of the European Council in Cologne and Helsinki in 1999 - setting the clear goal that the European Union should be able to engage in crisis management operations, where NATO as a whole is not engaged. The aim is to create a European capability in the field of military and civilian crisis management in close cooperation with NATO.

Military and civilian aspects of crisis management are complementary. Therefore it is necessary to focus equally on civilian aspects of crisis prevention and crisis management while developing military means. As an all-encompassing organization, the EU has an excellent starting point and a particular role to play with regard to the integration of civilian and military instruments to solve conflicts. It is a Danish priority to ensure a good balance between military and civilian aspects of crisis management. 

The Danish opt-out with regard to defence matters prohibits Denmark from participating in the development of the military capabilities and in military crisis management operations within the EU. However, Denmark is fully committed to the development of the European Security and Defence Policy, and will not stand in the way of its European Union partners' ambitions in the military area. 

Denmark welcomes this European approach that will eventually enable Europe to assume a larger responsibility for crisis management on its own continent. Furthermore, it will add a new member to the European security orchestra - and thereby give Europe more strings to play when performing crisis management. In this context it is important to supplement and not to duplicate already existing and well-working crisis management facilities within NATO. Close and transparent cooperation between the European Union and NATO is crucial. For Denmark it is important to emphasize that NATO should maintain its role as the main provider of stability and security in the Euro-Atlantic area. 

The present European security architecture might seem confusing and complex - but in reality it is merely a web of institutions that combined may offer pinpointed and full efforts to secure stability in Europe. NATO, the EU and the OSCE may be called the three jewels in the European crown, as they each make important contributions to peace and stability in Europe using their specialized competence and resources. Together they make up a complete picture and add up to a sum that is larger than just three times one. 

Denmark takes a strong interest in global issues that stretch beyond the borders of Europe. Preventing armed conflicts, opposing human rights violations, fighting poverty as well as promoting the trans-national issues of trade and environment are matters of great concern to the Danish public. These priorities of Danish foreign policy are pursued both unilaterally and together with our European Union partners. 

The Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) within the framework of the European Union is a cornerstone of Danish foreign policy beyond Europe. By acting together, the Member States of the European Union can 'punch beyond the weight' of each individual country. The Common Foreign and Security Policy includes all major issues pertinent to the relations between the EU and third countries.

ENGLAND

Common positions, joint actions and common strategies

The Common Foreign and Security Policy is given effect through non-binding instruments such as common statements, declarations and  marches, and through legally binding Common Positions, Joint Actions and Common Strategies. 


Common Positions provide the framework in which the Union and its Member States act collectively and Joint Actions provide the means to do so. They  were introduced by the Treaty of Amsterdam, which entered into force on 1 May 1999.
Common Strategies are designed to focus on areas where EU Member States have important interests in common, and set out the objectives, duration and means to be made available to pursue the EU's policy towards those areas. Common Strategies will be decided by unanimity, but Common Positions or Joint Actions arising from them can be decided by Qualified Majority Voting (QMV). 

European Security and Defence Policy 

     Entry into force of the Treaty of Amsterdam 


The Treaty of Amsterdam, agreed at the Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) on 17 June 1997, entered into force on 1 May 1999. The key changes to the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) machinery are: 

· The appointment of a High Representative to assist with the formulation, preparation and presentation of CFSP policy decisions. Javier Solana, the former Secretary General of NATO, is the first person to hold this position. The UK actively supported Solana's candidature for the post; 

· The establishment of a Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit in the Council Secretariat, under the High Representative, to sharpen the preparation and focus of CFSP decision making; 

· The introduction of Common Strategies (see above). 

The Nice European Council agreed the arrangements for the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP). The decisions taken at Nice were fully in line with UK thinking: 

· collective defence will remain the responsibility of NATO; 

· ESDP will operate only when NATO chooses not to be engaged; 

· ESDP will be restricted to peacekeeping, humanitarian and other management tasks - it is not the creation of a European Army; 

the commitments of national assets to any EU led operations will be based on sovereign national decisions.

FİNLAND

Foreign and security policy

As a member of the European Union and one of the Nordic countries, Finland adheres to the principles of democracy, legitimacy and respect for human rights. One of the goals of the Finnish foreign policy is to promote these values internationally.

According to the current government programme, the overall goal of the Finnish foreign and security policy is to enhance the security and international status of Finland as well as to promote the interests of the country in a world of increasing globalization. The basis of the Finnish security policy lies in a credible defence capability. Finland endeavors to strengthen the role of the European Union as an actor in international politics and world economy. The development of relations with the neighboring countries, the Nordic countries, Russia and the Baltic states, is a key element.

The European Union

As a member of the European Union Finland fully supports the promotion of democracy, human rights, the rule of law and principles of the market economy. The Union provides a platform for meeting the challenges of globalization. As a member of the Union Finland seeks to promote security, stable economic growth, employment, equality and social justice. Finland works actively towards a more effective decision-making process based on good governance, transparency and liability. As a member of the European Monetary Union and during its tenure as the EU President Finland has placed the integration of the monetary policy within the euro area high on its agenda. Finland supports the enlargement of the Union and pursues to strengthen the EU policies in the northern Europe. 

Security

The basic tenet of the Finnish foreign policy is to secure the fundamental interests of the country in a world of increasing cooperation. Finland seeks to promote security based on cooperation globally and regionally. The cornerstone of the security policy is a credible defence capability. Finland is not a member of any military alliance. Cooperation in peacekeeping and crisis management is an important field of action in the Finnish security policy, implemented in various organizations, such as the European Union, NATO’s Partnership for Peace programme, the United Nations and the OSCE. 

FRANCE

The department of strategic affairs, security and disarmament

It defines the policy relating to nuclear disarmament and prevention of the arms race in space, the non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, chemical and biological weapon disarmament and control of classic weapons. It deals with security and defence, issues, particularly in the framework of the Atlantic Alliance and the WEU. More recently, it deals with the fight against terrorism, drug trafficking, international criminality. Finally, it follows affairs in the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe. (OSCE) and the Council of Europe
The service for the common foreign and security policy 

The CFSP is responsible for one of the most recent aspects of diplomacy, that is the embryo of European foreign policy that in 1992 was instituted with the Maastricht Treaty on European Union. The service is involved in preparing for the European Councils, general councils (at ministerial level) and for the policy committee meetings, which brings together the policy directors of the Fifteen. It manages the COREU network. As this is the crossroads between interstate and the Community, the service works in liaison with the department for European co-operation which is not responsible to political affairs: pragmatism carries the day.

GERMANY
Germany supports CFSP has a militaristic implication and believe in necessity of common armament standardization and common technological research and development. While NATO is vital for collective defence for them, they both want a future integration of WEU -which is "the military component of EU"- to EU. 

Whishing a broader cooperation between EU member states, France and Germany think that decisions should be taken with qualified majority and that not only expenses should be covered from union's budget but also, all EU countries should contribute financially weather they support an operation or not.
GREECE

Greece has always been a staunch supporter of the development of a Common Foreign and Security Policy for the EU. In this regard, Greece has actively participated in the entire evolutionary process of the EU over the last decade (inter alias, the Intergovernmental Conferences that led to the adoption of the Maastricht, Amsterdam and Nice Treaties). She has laid particular emphasis on the need to bolster the Union with a credible and strong foreign and security policy, which should have at its disposal the necessary institutional framework, coherence and unity, along with vital operational tools in order to underpin the role of the EU on the international scene. 

In light of the above, and in a spirit of solidarity, she contributes substantially to the development of the CFSP, especially as regards issues related to her geographic proximity (i.e., the Balkans, the Middle East, the Mediterranean and the Caucasus). Greece's main objectives include the eradication of current loci of conflicts, the prevention of potential crises and the consolidation of a climate of security, the implementation of the fundamental principles of international law and the strengthening of the rule of law, and the protection of human and minority rights. 

At the same time, Greece was, from the very beginning, one of the strongest advocates of the inclusion of a credible security and defence dimension in support of the CFSP, as was finally decided by the European Council in Cologne in June 1999. Since then, Greece contributes, by all the means at her disposal, to the development of the ESDP and to the strengthening of Europe's capabilities, being fully aware that only with improved capabilities will the EU be able to pursue a strong and credible foreign policy. 

IRELAND

European Union and Ireland

The European Union has grown significantly over the decades since Ireland's accession, both in the size of its membership, and in the depth and range of its activities. 

This process is set to continue, with the circulation of the euro currency in the 12 participating Member States in January 2002, followed, in the coming years, by a considerable enlargement of the EU. The Union is facing new challenges, but also a period of unprecedented opportunity. 

The overall management of the Union's internal and external agenda, as well as the Union's further development, will continue to give rise to an array of issues of great importance and sensitivity. 

This necessitates intensive consultation and cooperation between Government Departments to ensure the best possible outcome. These growing demands have a particular impact on the Department of Foreign Affairs because of its coordinating role in policy formulation on EU matters. 

General Issues
The wider international environment continues to be characterized by fundamental change and transition. The spectre of East-West conflict and the threat of nuclear war have dramatically receded, but in our own European region the scope for conflict continues, as the situation in the former Yugoslavia and in parts of the former Soviet Union demonstrate. 

The term globalization has come to describe the manner in which phenomena of a global nature, for example threats to collective security, and the flow of trade and capital, have gone beyond the capacity of the traditional nation state to control. Such a process poses a particular challenge to Ireland as a small State with an open economy and a strategic dependence on international cooperation. 

ITALY

Close to Germany and France's views, Italy sees WEU as EU’s military body for crisis management -while NATO handles collective defence-, thinks that WEU should be gradually integrated to EU and supports common European armament committee. 

While positions concerning nature of CFSP, decision making procedures, budgetary arrangements or ideal relations between NATO, WEU and EU are easily accessible; being given that throughout Europe, every state still consider armament a national issue, and thus has its' own policies of defence industry, it is almost impossible to talk common policies on this field. 

It can be said that each state, according to its' capacities are working to meet national needs by national means; best example to this being France. However, as arms production requires a powerful heavy industry backed up by high technology, not every EU member state is able to meet its' national demands by national production; best examples being Belgium, Spain and Austria.

While on the political groups level within political groups of EU, there is a strong movement against armament, in real-politics domain this is not viable, and every state by any means necessary assures its' national defence, thinking that "national defence is best accomplished by national means".

PORTUGAL

Portugal is against flexibility in decision making body, so unanimity is in order, and esteems NATO and WEU are separate. This however should not undermine the development of better and broader relations between these two organizations.

SPAİN
Spain supports CFSP and thinks that WEU should be gradually integrated to EU and it should have means to perform it's mission: Petersberg Tasks while collective defence remains under NATO's responsibility.

Unlike any member state, Spain does not dictate any decision making procedure and proposes decisions to be taken with ad hoc formulas

According to Spain, expenses should be covered from union's budget.

SWEDEN

A more equitable world will be brought closer by a larger EU

This year the European Union will take a historic step when enlargement negotiations with most of the candidate countries reach their conclusion. What enlargement is ultimately about is consolidating the foundation for peace and democracy, prosperity and free movement in Europe. At the same time, we must be on our watch against the xenophobic forces that are asserting themselves and that desire to shut Europe off from the rest of the world. The EU must stand for openness and solidarity. To this end we are striving for harmonization of migration policies on the basis of the right of asylum and humanitarian principles.

Enlargement remains Sweden's foremost priority in our work in the EU. We support the efforts of the candidate countries to adapt to EU requirements and count on being able to welcome the first new members in 2004. This is one concrete result of Sweden’s presidency and the summit meeting in Gutenberg.

The European Union is in the process of transformation. In the space of a few years, the number of members will virtually double and the internal market will gain more than 100 million people. The euro is another major change. The Swedish people will take a position on monetary union in a referendum.

Enlargement increases the need for debate on the future development of the EU. We need to agree on what we want the Union to do and find ways of enabling the EU to function smoothly even with 25-30 members. Discussions will start with a "Convention", but must subsequently become much broader. The Government has appointed a parliamentary committee to stimulate debate in Sweden. 

Sweden continues to build on the good cooperation with the candidate countries that we developed during our presidency. We have many common interests on which we can suitably act together in a larger Union. 

Solidarity and cooperation foster security, for states and individuals


Looking to the future, it is more apparent than ever that security is more than the absence of military conflict. Threats to peace and our security can best be averted by acting concertedly and in cooperation with other countries. 

The primary expression of this conviction at global level is our support for the United Nations. As a member of the European Union, we are part of a community based on solidarity, whose primary purpose is to prevent war on the European continent. 
An adequate defence capability is a central component of Swedish security policy. Sweden is making active efforts to promote disarmament and the non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.
When we held the EU presidency, the Government sought to promote increased coordination between the EU and the UN in conflict prevention and crisis management, and in tackling regional crises. The Union has great potential to contribute, not least in the area of prevention, where the EU can put its breadth to good use. Sweden will maintain its commitment to the work of conflict prevention. In the summer we will host an EU conference aimed at enhancing cooperation between the EU, the UN and other European actors in the field of conflict prevention. 

The EU is now ready to undertake a certain amount of crisis management. This provides the Union with one more instrument for promoting peace and security. According to plan, in the course of the next year the EU will be able to make up to 60 000 military personnel and 5 000 police officers available for international missions. At the same time we are building up our capacity to provide crisis-hit countries with aid in the areas of civil administration, justice and rescue services. 

The enhanced capacity of the EU increases the expectations of the international community that we will help prevent and solve conflicts. We have a political responsibility to try to meet these expectations. The EU should put its resources at the disposal of the UN. Among other things, the Union should be able to send troops to a trouble spot within 30 days and bridge the gap until a regular UN force is able to arrive. This would correspond to the rapid deployment capacity that Kofi Annan has called for.

POLİTİCAL GROUPS

The Greens (EFA) - Group of the European United/Nordic Green Left

The Greens Group wants to see a different Europe, "without the democratic deficit which the Treaty of Maastricht served to confirm" and "free from the neo-liberal monetarist policies that go with it".
Main points of The Greens Group's views are as following:
· In order to deepen its ties of friendship, solidarity and cooperation with the other countries of Europe, the Union should strive to strengthen the OSCE, where instruments should be developed capable of addressing problems of joint security, while disbanding all those structures which, like NATO and the WEU, are a hangover from the political blocs of the Cold War. 
· A secure peace cannot be guaranteed by military instruments but rather by ensuring that democracy gains a firm hold throughout the world and, above all, by reducing the huge gap separating the 'centre' from the 'periphery' , which is the main cause of instability and excessive concentrations of power, as well as largescale migration, racism and xenophobia. 
· It is vital that the European Union correct its Euro centric approach and its current model of development (which will only serve to increase disparities and results in serious environmental, social and political risks) and develop a policy in all international fora aimed at reforming all those international financial and political institutions which were founded in the 1950s and have today become inadequate and biased spokesmen for, rather than representative of, all the peoples of the Earth. 
· Emphasis should be placed on mutual efforts to achieve a balance between everyone's common concerns, rather than the current tendency to seek to bring the South in line with the North."

The Group of the European People’s Party (Christian Democrats)
The Group of the European People's Party (Christian Democrats) and European Democrats in the European Parliament (EPP-ED Group) is a major political force in the European Union; it is the direct heir of the tradition established in the 1950s by Robert Schumannn, Konrad Adenauer and Alcide de Gasperi.

The EPP-ED Group has worked consistently and successfully to consolidate the European Union on the bases of the primacy of law and respect for fundamental rights, on the application of the principle of subsidiarity and an efficient sharing out of power, and on independent democratic institutions, in order to ensure that future progress serves the common interest of all Europeans.

The members of the EPP-ED Group believe strongly  in a Europe of values, united, open, more humane and embracing diversity. They want  a Europe which creates opportunity and wealth within a single market, competitive at world level, and which at the same time promotes the wellbeing of everybody, not only in Europe, but also in the rest of the world, in accordance with the principle of sustainable development enshrined in the EU Treaty as one of the European Community's aims.

The party wishes to see the Union develop a consistent and effective common foreign and security policy and to carry out the institutional reforms necessary to make enlargement a success.

The EPP-ED Group is the political centre in Europe. Moderation and dialogue are the tools our Group deploys. Using them, all our work as members of the EPP-ED Group reflects our unstinting commitment to building a Europe of opportunity, a better Europe for all.

Party of European Socialists (PES)

The PES Group adheres to three basic principles: Common security, sustainable security and democratic security.Application of CFSP for Socialists means better legislation, strict control of arms dealing, education of peace and conflict prevention through diplomacy and decreasing civil unrest by application of better social policies.

 The Rapid Reaction Force can be an important instrument of crisis management and will extend the range of possibilities of the EU. To ensure the flexibility and efficiency of this new instrument and to keep it democratic the PES Group demands the total application of the competence as laid out in the Treaties.According to the Barcelone process, stability and peace throughout the Mediterranean are important objectives, which need major commitment; the adoption of the “Charter of Peace and Stability” netween the partners of the Euro-Mediterranean process will constitute a fundamental step.

European Liberal Democrats&Reform ( ELDR )

European Liberal Democrats believe that the European Union has a duty to project worldwide the principles of freedom, dmocracy,security and justice. They want the Union to invest in Europe’s own security by developing a common foreign and security policy based on these values, including eventually common defence.

Europe must be determined to act wherever the rule of law is ignored, human rights are violated and peace is endangered. The Union should above all direct its defence policy into strengthening its capacity in crisis management and peace-keeping.

European Liberal Democrats welcome the inclusion of peace-keeping and peace-making missions in the Treaty of Amsterdam. They wish to see the new joint planning and diplomatic machinery in Brussels become capable of proposing policy initiatives to the member states.

These reforms should encourage all member states to actively participate in the development of a common foreign and security policy for Europe according to their individual capacities. But an enhanced level of solidarity is necessary. Individual countries should not veto joint activities of the Union; but they should not be obliged to participate when clearly identified, vital national interests would be compromised.

The European Union in partnership with NATO should develop a special form of long-term security association with Albania and Macedonia. The EU still has to learn to speak with one voice and to act swiftly and effectively when its shared foreign and security interests are at stake. ELDR deplores the delay in establishing clear lines of responsibility at the EU level for foreign security policy.

