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10.0 INTRODUCTION

The emergence of the European Union (EU) as an international civilian power, rivaling even the stature of
the United States and beforeits formal dissolutionin December, 1991 the Soviet Union has been afactor of
momentous significancein international relationsover the past three decades. Ever since itsinception on

1 January 1958 the European Community as it was known then has acted as the focal point in the rise of
Western Europe from the ravages of the Second World War. As the largest trading bloc in the world, the
Community became an economic competitor of the United States and Japan even as it expanded itself
successively from the original six to the present twenty five member states, established a large free trade
areawith the remaining member statesof the European Free Trade Association (EFTA), concluded and later
extended association agreements with more than fifty states in Africa, Caribbean and the Pacific, and
established a system of concessionary relationswith other statesof the Third World. In othes words, the EU
has established itself asa major power center with a decisive say in the management of the economic and
commercia relations among the nations of the world.

10.1 OBJECTIVES

After going through this unit, you will be able to understand:

e what prevented the emergence of a full structure of foreign policy co-operation among the member
states of the then European Community (EC) from the very inception;

e thenature and contours of European Political Co-operation;
e how the EPC evolved into the CFSP;
= thenature, objectives and mechanism of the CFSP; and

e the nature, objectives and mechanism of the European Security and Defence Policy.



10.2 ORIGINANDEVOLUTIONOFEUROPEANPOLITICAL
CO-OPERATION

Itis noteworthy that its undoubted economic stature has conferred on the Europeon Union a political clout of
very considerabledimension. Thetreaty of Rome, signed on 25 March 1957 by France, theFederal Republic
of Germany, Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands and L uxembourg — the six origina memberswhich created the
EC imparted an essentially economic character to it by providing for the creation of acustomsunion among
the six with a set of common policiesin the areas of agriculture, transport and commerce and common
institutionsto overseethe functioning of the Community. Explicitly political areas such as the foreign and
defencepoliciesof themember stateswere conscioudly kept out of thejurisdiction of the community in view
of the developments in the early 1950s when an attempt to create a European Defence Community (EDC)
foundered as aresult of oppositionfrom France. The principal reason for thisfailure wasthe unwillingness
of sovereign statesto allow advancement of European integrationin a jealously guarded domain that was
highly and patently political.

Theissue of political co-operationamong the member states was therefore kept outside the Treaty of Rome
which provided the constitutional framework for the European community. However such co-operation on
aninter-governmental basisbecameacornerstoneof the EC’s functioning. Theeconomiccharacter conferred
on the community by thefounding fathers was designed to promotegreater functional co-operationin areas
where loss of national sovereignty was deemed lesscritical by the member states. On the other hand it was
a soexpectedthat suchfunctional co-operationwould ultimately pavetheway for greater political co-operation
leadingtofurther politi calintegration within thecommunity.

By theend of 1969 the basic parametersof the European Common Market had been made considerably free
following the elimination of tariff barriers and the introductionof acommon external tariff to be applied on
goods entering the Community from non EC countries. The principal elementsof acommon member states
to venture into a more ambitiousterrain such as political co-operation which became a euphemismfor the
co-ordination of their foreign policies. In the following pages we discussin some detail the evolution of a
framework of co-operation in the field of foreign policy among the member states of the European Union
beginning with the European Political Co-operation (EPC) and developing into the Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP) through the Maastricht and NiceTreaties. 1t shows how, in the process, a European
Security and Defence Policy has also emerged.

The machinery of European Political Co-operation (EPC) originatedin the early 1970s. It wasa product of
theEuropean Community's internal institutional dynamics on theonehand and the compulsionsfor increasing
co-ordinationin their foreign policieson the part of the member states, on the other, to meet the challengesof
international relationsin an erathat waswitnessingnot only adétente between the two super powersbut also
the emergence of other power centers such as China and Japan. The internal power struggle within the
community between the Commission which is the bureaucratic apparatus of the EC/EU and the member
states, represented in theinstitution of the Council of Ministers, regarding the pace of European integration
paved the way for the emergence of the machinery of political co-operationwhich, prior to the Maastricht
Treaty, acted as an instrument for foreign policy co-ordination.

The genesis of EPC can be traced to the Mague summit conferenceof the Heads of State and government
of the EC member states which declared on 2 December 1969 that entering the final stage of the Common
Market meant " paving the way for a United Europe capable of assumingits responsibilitiesin the world of
tomorrow and of making acontributioncommensuratewithitstraditionsand itsmissions.” In orderto ensure
"progressin the matter of political unification” the summit instructed the foreign ministers of the member
statesto produceareport in this respect which becamethefirst in aseries of such landmark documentsthat
effectively set up the machinery of the EPC. These were: the Luxembourg Report of October 1970, the
Copenhagen Report of July 1973 and the London Report of October 1981. While the Luxembourg Report
essentially laid down the aims and methods of pragmatic co-operationin the sphere of foreign policy *'to be
achieved through continuouscollaboration among theforei gn ministersand theforeign servicesof themember
states without any special bodies being set up™ the Copenhagen Report introduced an element of procedural
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formality by establishing "'the basic obligation of the Member States to consult each other on al important
foreign policy questionsbefore adopting their own formal position.” TheLondon Report defined joint action
asthe goal of EPC and expressly mentioned for thefirst time the political aspects of security as a subject of
co-operation.

The next milestonein theevolutionof foreign policy co-ordination within the EPC was the Single European
Act of 1987 whose principa objective was to provide a renewed spurt in the efforts of the Community
towards a European Union in the early 1980s. In thefield of political co-operation it was intended that the
EPC machinery was to be further strengthened by means of intensified consultationsfor timely joint action
by the member states, devel opment of common positions, progressivedevel opment and definition of common
principlesand objectives and, most significantly,co-ordinationsof positionsof member stateson the political
and economic aspects of security.

While the search for an external identity for the European Community was given more concrete dimension
through the Single European Act (SEA) which retained the legal separation between the EPC (inter-
governmental) and the EC (supra-national) the real significanceof the Act wasthat the principal elementsin
the procedurefor political co-operation, as had been devel oped since 1970, wereenshrined in aninternational
treaty for thefirst time. Thevery first provision stated that Community members' shall endeavour jointly to
formulate and implement a European foreign policy.”" The other striking feature of the Single Act wasthe
formal incorporation of security co-operation, alsofor the first time, within the framework of EPC abeit the
political and economic aspectsdf iti.e. themilitary dimension of security would continueto rest with NATO.

103 DEVELOPMENT OF CFSP

The CFSP pillar of the European Union cameinto existencein 1993 following the adoption of the Maastricht
Treaty, known in official parlance as the Treaty on European Union (TEU). The backdropof the Maastricht
Treaty was the end of the cold war when the community was expecting to take on greater international
responsibilities such as providing peace and security to Eastern Europe. As the community was poised to
deepen integration in the wake of German re-unification the EPC was considered inadequate for the 'new
world order' and the CFSP was created through the Maastricht Treaty as its replacement.

The CFSP’s institutional structureis not very different fromthat of the EPC. Thetreaty spelt out itsobjective
as"'toassertits(EU) identity on theinternational scene, in particular through theimplementationof acommon
defence palicy." The CFSPisto bededt with by " systematic co-operation between member governments
and "gradually implementing' joint action between them. It is to be subject to community institutions or
brought withinthetreaty of Rome. Inother wordsit would continueto beimplementedon aninter-governmental

basisthough a provision was kept for ageneral constitutional review of the Maastricht Treaty in 1996'to see
whether the new inter-governmental co-operation in foreign/security....policy can be brought more under
standard community rules” i.e. within the EC/EU’s supranationa framework. So far as the CFSP decision
making is concerned the broad guidelines are set by the European Council and theforeign affairs ministeria

council takesdecisionsto implement them. A Political Committee preparesthe Council's work in respect of

the CFSP items and the committee in turn is assisted by European Correspondents and CFSP working
groups. TheEuropean Commissonisfully involvedin thedecision-making process. TheEuropean parliament
also provides inputs through recommendations though these need not be incorporated into decisions. The
European Court of Justice does not have any jurisdiction over the CFSP process.

Since the CFSP is meant to be advancement over the EPC its decision-making provisions are intended to
reflect this spirit. 1n order to help ensuring consistency of action by the community and CFSP pillars the
commission has been empowered to proposeactions, alongside the member states. Besidesthe strengthened
commitments to the pursuit of a common international identity on the part of the member states another
striking feature of the CFSPis the agreement on the greater use of aqualified majority voting (QMV) in the
implementation of ajoint action once the Council of Ministersdecidesby unanimity that ""an area.or matter
covered by the foreign and security policy should be the subject of joint action.”” However QMV has never
actually been used whichis an indication that member states are not keen to relinquish unanimous voting
over foreign policy issues. Another innovation is that while EPC had no budget (member states had to split
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the costs) the CFSP activities, under the Maastricht Treaty can be funded through the community budget
thoughit istiny compared to other similar activities.

The CFSPis different from the EPC in another significant respect too. The TEU givesthe EC/EU arolein
defencefor thefirsttime. Since NATO wasthe organizationresponsiblefor defence the EPC never discussed
theseissues. In the 1980s as the Reagan Administration's hostility towards the Soviet bloc manifesteditself
through the second cold war some EC member states sought to develop West European co-operation in
security and defence. The EPC wasfound to beinadequatefor this purpose becauseof itslimitedjurisdiction
and it was decided in 1984 to revive the Western European Union (WEU) as a forum which could discuss
defence issuesin the exclusive European framework. The WEU which had been formed in 1954 on the
basisof amutual defencetreaty and which wasdormant for much of thecold war gradually becameassociated
with the EPC.

The end of the cold war transformed the defence-related security scenario in Europe with the American
troops withdrawingfrom the region and the Europeansexpected to contribute to international peacekeeping
missions. It seemed therefore imperative that the CFSP should have a military dimension. However the
problem seemed to be the relationship such a European defence structure should have with NATO since the
latter's pre-eminent rolein European security could not be jeopardized. Besides several member states were
not in favour of turning the EU into an alliance by givingit adefencerole. There seemed to be aconsensus
that defence could be discussed and the WEU could be the EU's defence arm. The Maastricht treaty
provided that the union can request the WEU "'to elaborate and implement decisions and actions of the Union
which have defenceimplications”. Such a provision created problemsfor the neutralslike Ireland who was
joined by Austria, Finland and Sweden in 1995. The Danish public opinion too did not take kindly to the
defenceprovision asit initially rejected the Maastricht treaty in areferendumin June 1992. Denmark was
granted an opt-out from the defence provisions.

Other difficulties arosein the process of the WEU functioning as the defencearm of the EU. To begin with
the WEU lacked capabilitiesin implementing decisions with defenceimplications. 1n adeclaration adopted
at Petersberg in June 192 the WEU pronounced that it would engage only in humanitarian and rescue,
peacekeeping and crisis management tasks (the Petesberg tasks) and not common defence. Since the
member states of the WEU pledged forces only to carry out Petersberg tasksit laced operational resources.
This gap was sought to be bridged in June 1996 when NATO approved the concept of Combined Joint Task
Forces (CJTFs) which could be led by WEU using NATO facilities and resources. Naturaly such an
arrangement proved to be impractical. The other problem related to the differing membershipsin the EU,
WEU and NATO. The WEU tried to solve this problem by creating severa types of membership such as
observers, associates and associate partners who could attend some WEU council meetings and participate
in WEU missions. Consequently the WEU ended up with a very largefamily — 28 states which was not a
very practical solution.

10.4 THE CFSP: FROM THE MAASTRICHT TREATY TO THE
NICETREATY

The CFSP entered into force with the Maastricht treaty in November 1993. Its record since then however
remained mixed. While the desire to project an increasingly grester common international identity was
reflected in the various constitutional milestones the actionsin the field of foreign relations of some of the
larger member states such as France and Britain often created the impression that they were unwilling or
unableof both to abandon the legacy of their imperial past especialy in regard to dealings with their former
colonies. The union adopted many Joint Actions and Common Positionsmany of whichindicated along-term
approach to international relations. The election processesin Russiaand South Africain their transition to
demacracies were monitored by EU observers; special envoys were sent to the Middle East and the Great
lakes region of Africato expedite the peace processes there. However the fedling still lingered that the
EU’s. political clout was not matching its economic weight. It proved to be largely ineffective during the
Bosnian, war its most substantial contribution being administering the divided town of Mostar in Bosnia-
Herzegovina. It was ultimately the United States which brought about the Dayton agreement leading to the
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end of theBosnian conflict. The EU' record in other crisis of the mid-1990swas also not very noteworthy.

Liketherest of the international community the EU too was largely a bystander to the genocidein Rwanda
and during the Kosovo crisis it was NATO's firepower that resolved the conflict.

The Amsterdam treaty of 1997 which came into force in 1999 sought to address the weaknesses of the
CFSP through asubstantial revision of itsprovisions. While the decision-making machinery remained much
the same other improvements were agreed upon. Keeping the prospective enlargementsin mind greater
resort to QMV was now a necessity if CFSP was to function. Provision was also kept in the Amsterdam
treaty for constructive absentation and the use of QMV when a common strategy is adopted. In order to
make the EU more pro-activein response to international crises a Policy planning and Early Warning Unit
within the Council Secretariat was set up. It was staffed by Commission, WEU and national officials. The
Unit monitors developments of relevance to the CFSP, provides early warnings of crises and produces
policy option papers. The most notableinnovation of the Amsterdam treaty was the creation of the post of
the High Representativefor the CFSP to help formulate and implement policy decisions and head the Policy
Unit. Togivethe CFSP more continuity in itsinternational representationthe High Representativeparticipates
inanew troikawith the current and theincoming presi denciesin association with the Commission. However
the High Representativeis still only apart of the system and not the systemitself. Heiscertainly not the EU
foreign minister. So far as the defence arrangementswere concerned the Amsterdam treaty did not attempt
any substantial reform of the Maastricht provisions. As the United Kingdom and the neutral states such as
Ireland, Austria, Sweden and Finland objected to the merger the Petersberg tasks were incorporated in the
treaty. The EU would obviously have to make use of the WEU to carry out these tasks.

The CFSP’s output since the Amsterdam treaty coming into force has continued to grow. Notable actions
agreed upon include three Common Strategies on Russia (June 1999), Ukrain (December 1999) and the
Mediterranean (June 2000). However these were only broad statements of objectives, mere re-statements
of what the EU was already doing. They only providefor along-termfocus whichisworth littlein rapidly
changing situations. Thisisillustrated by the fact that the two areas where the EU has been very active-
South-Eastem Europe and the Middle-East-have not been subjected to Common Strategies as these are
volatileregions necessitating quick responsesto fast moving situations.

More noteworthy has been the record of the High Representativeand the Policy Unit. However they both
suffer from a dearth of financial resources and personnel. Thefirst High Representative Javier Solana who
continues in office at the moment is aformer Spanish foreign minister and NATO Secretary-Genera. He
was appointed in October 1999 and is generally perceived to be a success due to his contributions to the
Middle East peace process and a peaceful solution to the conflict in the Former Yugosav Republic of
Macedonia. Solanais certainly regarded as a 'face' for EU foreign policy.

105 FUROPFANSFCURITY ANDDFFENCFPOLICY

Despite considerable differences, especialy between France and Britain with regard to NATO, security
co-operation has ranked high in the thinking of the EC/EU member states since the 1980s. As already
mentioned a concretefocusin this regard was brought into beingin the Maastricht treaty which provided that
the CFSPwas"....to strengthenthe security of the community and its member statesin all ways; to preserve
peace and strengthen international security...” Asdiscussed earlier not much in thisareacould be achieved
beforethe Amsterdamtreaty dueto theinsistenceof the UK and someother like-minded statesthat devel opment
of an EU defence dimension would seriously undermine the credibility and functioning of NATO which
should continue to be the cornerstone of European defence. However in 1998 the British government
changed its stance when Tony Blair, the British Prime Minister, signaed the change in the St Malo initiative
with France, the other major military power in Western Europe. The St Malo declaration said that the EU
must be willing and able to respond to international crises by undertaking autonomous action, backed up,
where necessary, by credible military forces. However even thisjoint stand by the British and the French
could not hidethedifferencesintheir visions. Britainfavoured EU actiononly when NATO wasunwilling or
unableto act; Francedid not think that NATO had such a primary role. Notwithstandingsuch afundamental
difference the two countries seemed to agree to develop the EU’s military capabilities.
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The role of the neutral member states of the EU in this regard was noteworthy. These states had earlier
expressed their lack of enthusiasmin a military dimension of the EU. However the turning poing was the
Kosovo crisis when the EU was marginalized due to its lack of military resources and NATO became the
primary actor. Thelanguagedf the St Malo declarationwas repeated in the June 1999 Col ogne Council and
thefamous 'headline goal' was set by the Welsinki European Council in December 1999 which said that by
2003 the EU must be ableto deploy within sixty days, and sustainat |east for one year, military forcesof upto
50,000-60,000 persons capabl ecf thefull rangeof Petershergtasksi.e. fulfill basically humanitarianmissions.
In November 2000 the member states agreed to specific commitmentsof personnel and in November 2001
the same with respect to equipment and other resourcesto meet the headline goas. However there are till
major shortcomings.

It wasfelt that new bodieswould have to be set up to provide political guidance and strategic direction to
such operations. Three new bodies came up within the Council framework i.e. a Politica and Security
Committee (PSC), a Militiary Committeeand a Military Staff, The PSC comprised the ambassadorsfrom
the member states who are permanent residentsof Brusellsand the Committee meets at |east twice a week.
Replacing effectively the earlier Politica Committee the PSC helps formulate and implement common EU
external policies, co-ordinates CFSP working groups and gives political directionto the development of the
EU military capabilities. The PSC also strives to build strong relations with other community institutions
located in Brussels such as the Commission, the High Reprsentativeand the Policy Unit. This has resulted
inthe'Brussdlization' of EU foreign policy indicatingthat foreign policy issuesaremore and morediscussed,
and decided, in Brussels. The member states chiefs of defence or their military representativessit in the
Military Committeewhich gives military adviceto th PSC. The Military Staff consistsof 135 peopleand it
provides early warning and strategic planning for the Petersbergtasks. It isaso helping toidentify gapsin
the EU’s military capabilities.

Sinceitsfunctionshave beenlargely overtaken by eventsthe—WEU has now ceased toexist asan organization
and thedefencedimensionis now guided by abilateral EU. NATO relationship. However the defence side
of the common security and defence palicy still remainsrelatively undevel oped as the neutral EU member
states are not keen to turn the EU mnto an aliance. There are also concerns that the EU will duplicate
NATO's resources and thus competewith it. The possibilitiesof such acompetition do not however arisein
the near future as the EU is dependent on NATO's resources to be able to carry out the Petersberg Tasks.

The Political and Security Committee was invested with a higher degree of authority by the Nice treaty of
2000whichprovidedfor thepossibility of the PSC to beauthorized by theEuropean Council to takeappropriate
decisions toexercisepolitical control and strategicdirectionof acrisismanagement operation. Consequently
the PSC’s role in European Security and Defence Policy becomeseven more prominent.

The decision-making procedure of the CFSP outlined above raises the question about the objectives the
member states seek to achieve. The objectives set out in the Maastricht Treaty are somewhat vague and
couched in generaizedterms. These are:

— Safeguard the Union's common values, interests and independence

— Strengthen the security of the Union and its member statesin all ways

— Preserve peace and strengthen international security

— Promoteinternational co-operation and

— Develop and consolidate democracy and the rule o law, and respect for human rights.
In June 1992 theforeign ministerssuggested six specific CFSP objectives:

—  Strengthening democracy and respect for human and minority rights

— Encouragingregional co-operation

—  Contributingto the prevention and settlement of conflicts

—  Contributing to more effective, international co-ordinationof emergency situations

Strengtheninginternati onal co-operationareas such asthefight against arms proliferation, terrorismand
trafficinillicit drugsand

— Promotinggood government
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These objectives are also shared with the community pillar (supra-national). For instance promotion of

regional co-operation has been along-standingcommunity objective. The Community hasconducteddial ogues
with theregional groupingssincethe1970s. Regional co-operationinitiatives such asthe Euro-Mediterranean
partnership and the Pact for Stahility in South-Eastem Europe were sponsored by the EU with such specific
objective in mind. The EU’s overall external policy also aims to promote human rights and democracy as
enshrinedinthea+ zements the Union has entered into with various countries and regional groupings located
in different parts of the world.

In spite of its willingnessto increasingly articulate common objectivesthe EU rarely prioritisesthem. There
are any number of declarations, such as Common Strategies which list numerous objectives (such as the
promotion of human rightsand regional co-operation) however without any indications asto which are more
important. Yet another seriousproblemin EU external policy-makingi sinconsistency in pursuit of itsobjectives.
For instance in some cases the EU may reduce ad to third countries for human rights violations; in some
other cases such violations areignored if it isin the political, security or economic interests of one or more
member states to continue uninterrupted relations. Thefundamental question, therefore, that arisesisthat of
the willingness of the member states to pursue a coherent, consistent common external policy.

As various experts on the subject argue the fundamental obstacle to the pursuit of a coherent, consistent
common foreign and security policy are the member states themselves. The member states still seem to
care more for their own foreign policies than a common ,policy for the Union. Asit stands now the Union
does not have any exclusive jurisdiction over foreign policy. Even when the member states agree to act
collectively such action is neither mandatory nor is it always forthcoming. Long-standing observers of the
European foreign policy process argue that the fundamental problem isthat the member states hardly share
extensive common interestsand agreement on creating amore supranati onal forei gn-policy making machinery
as well ason common foreign policies withinthe current framework istended to be blocked due to this 'logic
of diversity'. Some observers even argue that common European interests can never be developed when
there is no single European state. In the present set up the member states are at best linked by a weak sense
of shared identity.

And yetit can hardly bedenied that thelogic of diversity could not prevent themember statesfrom continuing
to develop the mechanism for foreign policy co-operation or from acknowledging that they do have common
interests and objectives and desire to pursue them collectively. Such a desire does not always result in
common action since shared interests do not necessarily lead to agreement on policy. But thereare pressures
for collective action, which can result in common foreign policies.

10.6 RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

The European Council at Laeken (2001) confirmed that European crisis management forces were" ready for
action". Two years later, the European Union took over the United nations mission in Bosnia-Herzegovina
(Police Mission), the NATO missionin Macedonia (called Operation “Concordia’)- thefirst military mission
of the ESDP) and the UN peace mission in Congo (known as " Operation Artemis™) — the first EU crisis
intervention outside Europe.

The treaty establishing a Constitution of Europe, which was signed in Rome by the 25 Member States of the
European Union made the following proposals regarding the CFSP and ESDP:

iy  creationof anew post of Union Minister for Foreign Affairs. The Foreign Minister, among others,
was to have the right of initiative and was to be responsible for the implementation of all decisions
regarding the CFSP and ESDP. As the chairman of the Foreign Affairs Council, he was head of the
CFSPand at the same time, in his capacity as Vice-President of the European Commission responsible
for foreign relations and the coordination of all aspectsof foreign affairs with the European Union. He
was also to be accountable for the coordination of the EU member States' position in international
organizations. He wasto be madein-charge of a" European External Action Service'™, which combined
the diplomatic services of the Council and the Commission in an uniform structure;
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iy Structured cooperation: A procedure of structured cooperation was established between Member
States who have previously fulfilled certain "*high military capability criteria” and wish to enter into
""more binding commitments™. T other members fulfill the criteria, they could join in such structured
cooperation.

iii) Enhanced cooper ation wasintroduced wherein it mould be possible for a group of Member States to
have closer cooperation in the area of mutual defence; and

iv) Establishment of a European Armaments, Research and Military Capabilities Agency which
was entrusted with the task of fulfilling a number of tasks such as information, analysis, support,
coordination and proposalsin order to enhance the operational capabilities of ESDP.

However, theratification processof the Treaty on establishing aEEuropean Constitution could not becompl eted
because an overwhelming majority rejected it in referendain France (May 2005) and the Netherlands (June
2005). As a result, the above-mentioned provisions have not yet come into effect. Nevertheless, they
represented a major reform of the CFSP structures.

Though the Treaty is unlikely to be revived as it was originally approved and we are now in a " reflection
period, it does not imply that itsinstitutional innovations are now over. For instance, it is possible that the
European External Action Service may beestablished through aninter-institutional agreement. TheEuropean
Defence Agency is aready functioning independently of the Constitutional Treaty.

10.7 SUMMARY

In spiteof initial reservations among the founding member states foreign policy cooperation in the European
Union has come along way since itsinception as European political co-operation (EPC) in theearly 1970s.
since then the Union has become an international actor of a very particular sort. Due to its occasional
common policies, global network of economic and political tiesand even its mere presence expectationshave
been generated of a proactive, strategic international role and a genuine influence on external developments
from the EU. Itsrecord however has been a mixed one. On some occasions these expectations have been
fulfilled; but very often they have not been fulfilled especialy in head-line grabbing crises. A standard
response of the EU's member states has been to overcome these disappointments by continually reforming
the mechanism for foreign policy co-operation-the EPC—was found to be inadequate. Hence its evolution
into the CFSP which in turn became considerably more complex than its Maastricht treaty roots.

External relationsisnow guided by a process of constant interaction between the inter-governmental CFSP
pillar and the supra-national community pillar. Whileit is undeniable that there hasbeen adramatic increase
intheEU's external relations'output’ expectationsthat theEU will act decisively, consistently andinfluentially
ininternational relations have not aways been fulfilled. This may be due to the fact that the machinery for
conducting externa relations has become too complex; however the basic problem continues to be the
willingness-rather the lack of it-to act collectively in international affairs. Itis possible that more and more
common policieswill emergein thedaysto come; however the member states may still interrupt itscoherence
and consistency in the name of national interests.

108 EXERCISES

1) Why was foreign and security policy not incorporated as a part of-the Treaty of Rome?

2) What werethe principal stages which led to the evolution of European Political Co-operation (EPC)?
3) Discuss briefly how the EPC was transformed into the CFSP through the Maastricht Treaty.

4) Discusswithreferenceto the post Maastricht developmentsin the CFSP process, the reformsintroduced
by the Amsterdam treaty and their impact on the process as a whole.

5) What were the factors that facilitated the development of the common European security and defense
policy?
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