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The common foreign and security policy: introduction



The CFSP, the legal basis of which was relatively belated, is one of the external relations instruments of the European Union (EU). This delay is closely linked to the sensitive nature of this policy, which is at the heart of a state's powers.

Since the failure of two courageous attempts to establish a European defence policy in the 1950s and 1960s, the Pleven plan and the Fouchet plan respectively, the gradual transfer method has proved to be more effective. This took the shape of European Political Cooperation (EPC), launched informally in 1970. Since then, two key milestones have led to significant development of the CFSP: the Treaty on European Union, with the introduction of Title V , the second pillar of the EU, and the Treaty of Amsterdam, with the strengthening of decision-making procedures and instruments.

The Amsterdam reform assumed particular urgency following the break-up of the former Yugoslavia, the tragic conditions there highlighting how vital it was for the Union to be capable of acting and preventing, rather than simply reacting. Then, the Union's particularly ambitious goals were maintained thanks to broad support from its citizens, around two thirds of whom gave their backing. The CFSP has taken a practical step forward at each European Council, the driving force behind integration since the Treaty of Amsterdam. The reason behind this development is the desire to increase the Union's influence to a level more in keeping with its role as the largest donor on the international stage.

FROM 1950 TO 1987: THE CREATION OF EUROPEAN POLITICAL COOPERATION 
Throughout the various stages of European integration, the concepts of a political union, a common foreign policy or even a common defence policy have regularly been put on the table through a series of policy proposals. The first attempts at a substantial transfer of competences for these sensitive policies were blocked by a minority of Member States due to the intergovernmental aspect involved. As a result, the gradual transfer of powers has been given priority since the 1970s. 

In 1950, the Pleven plan aimed to create an integrated European army under joint command. This plan was the subject of negotiation between the six Member States of the European Coal and Steel Community from 1950 to 1952 and led to the signature of the Treaty establishing the European Defence Community (EDC). The corollary of the EDC was a political project aimed at establishing a federal or confederative structure, presented in 1953. The 'European Political Community' would have created a two-chamber parliamentary assembly, a European Executive Council, a Council of Ministers and a Court of Justice. The Political Community was to have very wide powers and was, in the long run, to absorb the ECSC and the EDC. However, this project never came to fruition as it was rejected by the French National Assembly in 1954.

At the beginning of the 1960s, tough negotiations were conducted on the basis of the two Fouchet plans which envisaged closer political cooperation, a union of states and common foreign and defence policies. A committee established to draft specific proposals produced difficult, yet nevertheless ambitious, compromises, such as the establishment of an independent secretariat or the future prospect of qualified majority voting in certain areas. Unfortunately, agreement could not be reached on the proposals of the Fouchet committee and negotiations between the Member States floundered in 1962.

In response to calls by the heads of state and government for a study of possible ways of moving forward on the political level, a report known as the 'Davignon report' was presented in 1970 at the Luxembourg Summit. This was the starting point for EPC, launched informally in 1970 before being formally enshrined in the Single European Act (SEA) in 1987. The main feature of EPC was consultation among the Member States on foreign policy issues and establishment of its joint actions was the responsibility of the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe ( OSCE ) The agreement on EPC was facilitated by the fact that it was a much less coercive method and entailed less coordination than its predecessors.

The establishment of the European Council in 1974 contributed to better coordination of EPC because of the role it gave to the heads of state and government in defining the general orientation of Community policy. From that point, the role of the presidency and the publicity given to the work of the EPC reinforced each other through official statements of position by the European Community (EC).

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the Islamic revolution in Iran brought home to the Member States the growing impotence of the EC on the international scene. Determined to strengthen EPC, in 1981 they adopted the London Report, which required prior consultation by Member States of each other and the European Commission on all foreign policy matters affecting all Member States. 

In 1985, the Dooge Committee Report, drawn up in preparation for the Intergovernmental Conference which was to lead to the Single European Act, contained a number of proposals concerning foreign policy. The provisions introduced by the Single European Act established an institutional basis for EPC, the group of European correspondents and a secretariat working under the direct authority of the presidency. The objectives of EPC were also extended to all foreign policy issues of general interest, and with the entry into force of the Single Act in 1987, 17 years after its launch, EPC obtained its own legal basis.

TITLE V OF THE TREATY ON EUROPEAN UNION
New threats and new requirements, linked to the end of the Cold War, the reunification of Germany and the collapse of the former Yugoslavia, have led the Member States to equip themselves with a resource such as the CFSP. Created with the entry into force of the Treaty on European Union (EU Treaty) in 1993, Title V replaced EPC with an intergovernmental pillar in the Community structure. Article 11 sets out its five main principles:

· to safeguard the common values and fundamental interests of the Union; 

· to strengthen the security of the Union; 

· to preserve peace and strengthen international security; 

· to promote international cooperation; 

· to develop democracy and the rule of law, including human rights. 

The CFSP is also mentioned in Article 2 of the common provisions of the EU Treaty, which stipulates that one of the Union's objectives is 'to assert its identity on the international scene, in particular through the implementation of a common foreign and security policy including the progressive framing of a common defence policy, which might lead to a common defence…'.

Title V constitutes a separate pillar of the European Union, since the way it operates and its intergovernmental nature distinguish it from the traditional pillars of the Community, such as the single market and trade policy. This difference is most striking in the decision-making procedures, which require Member State consensus, whereas in traditional Community areas a majority vote suffices. In addition, the instruments of the CFSP, like those of the third pillar, differ from those of the European Community. The Maastricht Treaty provides the CFSP with the following key instruments:

· common positions, which require the Member States to implement national policies that comply with the position defined by the Union on a particular issue. One example of coordination can be found in the fight against the illicit traffic in diamonds, as a contribution to prevention and settlement of conflicts (2001/758/PESC) ( pdf ) which are centred on countries such as Liberia, Sierra Leone and Angola; 

· joint actions, which are operational actions by the Member States under the auspices of the CFSP. One example is the support for the Palestinian Authority in its efforts to counter terrorist activities emanating from its territories (2000/298/PESC) ( pdf ). 

The Union may express itself through decisions, the conclusion of international agreements, declarations and contacts with third countries.

Another difference in relation to the first pillar is the less important roles played by the Commission, the European Parliament and the Court of Justice, which is in stark contrast with their powers in spheres of Community competence. The Commission's role includes the right to submit legislative proposals and budget execution. It therefore has a certain degree of influence over the formulation and coordination of this 'inter-pillar policy'. The European Parliament may put questions and recommendations to the Council and it holds an extensive annual debate on the implementation of the CFSP.

It is important to note that although the policy is intergovernmental in nature, there are many actors involved in the process. These include the European Council, the Council of Foreign Affairs Ministers, the Political and Security Committee, European correspondents, the CFSP Working Group and CFSP counsellors. To these may be added the aforementioned influence of the Commission and the European Parliament.

Within the framework of external relations, the CFSP has provided new means of taking action, which accompany the traditional methods, particularly trade policy and development cooperation . To achieve harmony and avoid contradictions between these two types of activity (Community and intergovernmental), Article 3 of the EU Treaty provides that: 'The Union shall ensure (...) the consistency of its external activities as a whole in the context of its external relations, security, economic and development policies. The Council and the Commission shall be responsible for ensuring such consistency. They shall assure the implementation of these policies, each in accordance with its respective powers'. This is facilitated by Article 301 of the EC Treaty, which combines the first and second pillar by allowing the Council to apply economic sanctions on behalf of the Union.

Nevertheless, in the first years after its introduction, Member States' joint action under Title V did not work as satisfactorily as they might have hoped. It was against this relatively unsatisfactory background that the negotiations at the next Intergovernmental Conference aimed to introduce the institutional reforms needed to make the CFSP effective.

PROGRESS UNDER THE TREATY OF AMSTERDAM AND SUBSEQUENT DEVELOPMENTS
First and foremost, the CFSP's capacity for action has been reinforced through the introduction of more coherent instruments and more efficient decision-making. It is now possible to adopt measures by a qualified majority vote, with the dual safeguards of constructive abstention and the possibility of referring a decision to the European Council if a Member State resorts to a veto (known as the 'emergency brake'). The Commission, for its part, is also more involved both on the representative side and in implementation. In addition, a closer link was established with the Western European Union ( WEU ), to the extent that the EU can instruct the WEU to carry out Petersberg tasks, and this was followed by an agreement on amalgamating some of the WEU's capacities with the EU.

Common strategies
The Amsterdam Treaty has added a new foreign policy instrument to the existing ones (joint actions and common positions), namely common strategies.

The European Council defines, by consensus, common strategies in areas where the Member States have important interests in common. A common strategy specifies the objectives, duration, and means to be made available by the Union and Member States. In this respect, it forms the general framework for actions under the Union's three pillars, which ensures consistency in its external relations and enables the Council to implement common strategies through joint actions and common positions adopted by a qualified majority. 

The Council is also responsible for recommending common strategies to the European Council, as happened in the case of Russia, the Ukraine and the Mediterranean in December 1998. The first common strategy, the strategy for Russia, was adopted by the Cologne European Council six months later.

Decision-making
The general rule remains that CFSP decisions always require a unanimous vote in their favour. However, Member States can exercise constructive abstention, i.e. an abstention which does not block the adoption of the decision. This mechanism does not apply if the Member States abstaining in this way account for more than one third of the weighted Council votes. If they qualify their abstention by a formal declaration, they are not obliged to apply the decision; but they must accept, in a spirit of solidarity, that the decision commits the Union as a whole and must agree to abstain from any action that might conflict with the Union's action under that decision.

The amended Title V of the EU Treaty does, however, allow for adoption by a qualified majority in two cases:

· for decisions applying a common strategy defined by the European Council; 

· for any decisions implementing a joint action or common position already adopted by the Council. 

With regard to decisions taken by a qualified majority, there is nonetheless a safeguard clause enabling Member States to block majority voting for important reasons of national policy. In such cases, when the Member State concerned has stated its reasons, the Council may decide by a qualified majority to refer the matter to the European Council for a unanimous decision by the heads of state and government.

The High Representative for the CFSP
Since the entry into force of the Treaty of Amsterdam, the Secretary-General of the Council has fulfilled the role of High Representative of the CFSP ( multilingual site). He is responsible for assisting the Council in CFSP-related matters by contributing to the formulation, preparation, and implementation of decisions. At the request of the presidency, he acts on behalf of the Council in conducting political dialogue with third parties and endeavours to improve the visibility and consistency of the CFSP. External representation and implementation of the CFSP are further strengthened by the work of the troika, which incorporates the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the country holding the EU presidency, the High Representative of the CFSP, the Commissioner responsible for External Relations and, if necessary, a representative of the country that will hold the next EU presidency.

Because of this new role, the tasks within the Council have had to be reorganised and the Secretary-General's administrative tasks have been transferred to the deputy Secretary-General. It does not, however, stop the Council appointing special representatives with mandates covering specific political issues whenever it sees fit. This has already happened on several occasions: special representatives have been appointed, for example, for the Middle East peace process, the Great Lakes Region in Africa and the Stability Pact for South-Eastern Europe.

The policy planning and early warning unit
The coherence of the CFSP depends on how Member States react to international developments. Joint analysis of international issues and their impact, and pooling of information should help the Union produce effective and more united reactions.

With this in mind, a policy planning and early warning unit was set up in the General Secretariat of the Council under the authority of the High Representative for the CFSP. This is an important new element in the Treaty of Amsterdam and aims to enable the Member States to work together on a logistic level and, thus, to have a more prominent role on the international stage. Comprising 20 specialists drawn from the General Secretariat of the Council (3), the Member States (15), the Commission (1) and the WEU (1), its tasks mainly include:

· monitoring and analysing developments in areas relevant to the CFSP; 

· providing assessments of the Union's interests in relation to the CFSP; 

· providing timely assessments of events, potential political crises and situations that might have significant repercussions on the CFSP; 

· producing policy option papers for the Council. 

The European security and defence policy 
The capacities and structure of the European security and defence policy (ESDP), which has developed significantly since 1999, are divided into three components. The first two, military crisis management and civilian crisis management, are known as the Petersberg tasks. Conflict prevention is the third component. In June 1999, the Cologne European Council placed crisis management at the core of the process of strengthening the CFSP. This led to priority being given to conflict prevention two years later at the Gothenburg Summit. Since 1999, practically every European Council has endeavoured to develop the Union's capacity for autonomous action under the ESDP, which is an integral part of the CFSP. The goal is for the ESDP to be operational in 2003, which would give the EU a unique position in the world thanks to its comprehensive range of instruments (encompassing economic, diplomatic, military, police and other tools).

The Petersberg tasks have been incorporated into Title V of the Treaty on European Union. This is a crucial step forward at a time when there has been a resurgence of local conflicts posing a real threat to European security (for example, in the former Yugoslavia), even though the risk of large-scale conflicts has fallen significantly compared to the Cold War period. The Petersberg tasks represent a very fitting response by the Union, embodying as they do the Member States' shared determination to safeguard security through operations such as the following:

· humanitarian and rescue tasks; 

· peacekeeping tasks; 

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

The success of crisis management, which will comply with the United Nations Charter , depends on the collaboration with the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation ( NATO ) since the EU will have to use NATO resources, including military capabilities, operational planning capabilities, and so on. A strategic partnership has been set up in order to avoid unnecessary duplication and to target the specific gaps in the field of crisis management, which incorporates the following two elements:

Military component 
The military component was introduced by the Helsinki and Nice European Councils. Firstly, Helsinki established the 'headline goal', that is, the Union's capacity to deploy within 60 days, and sustain for at least one year, up to 60 000 persons (even some of the candidate countries participate with military forces). This was accompanied by new military structures introduced at Nice, the most important being the Political and Security Committee (PSC). Replacing the Political Committee, the PSC keeps track of international developments, helps define policies and monitors implementation of agreed policies. Composed principally of national representatives, it is the lynchpin of crisis management activities. To ensure its smooth operation, the PSC is assisted by a politico-military working group, a committee for civilian aspects of crisis management, as well as the Military Committee (EUMC) and the Military Staff (EUMS). The EUMC gives military advice to the PSC and the High Representative while the EUMS, which is part of the Secretariat of the Council, is responsible for early warning, strategic planning and situation assessment.

Civilian component 
The civilian component , developed at the Feira European Council (1999) and Gothenburg European Council (2001) with extensive contributions by the Commission, aims to improve a field where the international community has shown itself to be lacking. In order to provide added value, the EU intends to establish, before 2003, four main instruments that are mutually dependent. These are:

· police cooperation: possibility of providing up to 5 000 policemen, including 1 000 within 30 days, for tasks ranging from restoring order in cooperation with a military force to the training of local police. Candidate countries, Iceland and Norway participate in this cooperation by providing police capacities; 

· strengthening the rule of law: possibility of providing up to 200 judges, prosecutors and other experts in the field; 

· civilian administration: possibility of providing a team to establish or guarantee elections, taxation, education, water provision, etc.; 

· civil protection: possibility of assisting humanitarian actors through emergency operations, etc. The EU will have to be capable, within three to seven hours, of providing two to three assessment teams consisting of ten experts as well as intervention teams consisting of 2 000 people. 

Furthermore, a committee for civilian aspects of crisis management has been created in order to improve relations between the military and civilian components. Incorporating instruments from the first pillar, this committee ensures cooperation with the Commission whilst highlighting that the success of an operation is closely linked to the reciprocal nature of the military and civilian actions.

Conflict prevention , the third component of the ESDP, is a natural development given the human suffering and enormous costs generated by violent conflicts. The Commission plays an important role in this respect by concentrating on improving the consistency and effectiveness of all of the Union's actions. This new integrated strategy, which is aimed at ensuring long-term structural stability, seeks to establish/restore a favourable political environment in the regions concerned. With the goal of promoting peace and stability, the four main objectives are:

· to make more systematic and coordinated use of the Community's instruments; 

· to identify and combat causes of conflict; 

· to improve the capacity to react to nascent conflicts; 

· to promote international cooperation in this area. 

The Commission has published a wide range of recommendations for activities in this field, incorporating long-term and short-term prevention as well as international cooperation. One of the most important recommendations is the mainstreaming of conflict indicators and the aim of prevention in the formulation of aid and cooperation programmes.

A rapid reaction mechanism, developed by the Commission, was created in February 2001. Used to provide rapid financing for crisis management, the mechanism may be implemented where there is a threat to public order or public safety, or in other similar circumstances that might destabilise a country. This aid is provided in the short term, takes the form of grants and encompasses all of the activities not covered by the Humanitarian Aid Office ( ECHO ). In this way, the EU was able to launch the political, economic and social rebuilding of Afghanistan.

Western European Union (WEU)
Specifically, Article 17 of the Treaty of Amsterdam states that the CFSP covers all questions relating to the security of the Union, including the progressive framing of a common defence policy, which might lead to a common defence, should the European Council so decide. This article introduced a transfer of competences from the WEU to the EU, and almost all of the Petersberg tasks have been incorporated into new structures of the Union, as have subsidiary bodies of the WEU such as the Satellite Centre and the Institute for Security Studies, which have been operational since January 2002.

The WEU marked the development of security and defence in Europe in 1954. However, its role has not developed further since the majority of its powers have been transferred to other international institutions, notably NATO, the Council of Europe and the EU. The WEU's main responsibility relates to Article V - collective defence - and its transfer to the EU seems to have been postponed. Nonetheless, the WEU played an important role in implementing the initial Petersberg tasks, such as the secondment of police to Mostar and cooperation with the police in Albania.

Multilateral cooperation 
The European Union implements the CFSP in collaboration with various international actors. In addition to NATO, which plays an important role in executing the Petersberg tasks, the main bodies concerned are the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and the United Nations ( UN ).

The EC, and subsequently the EU, has been represented at the meetings of the OSCE and its predecessor, the CSCE, since 1989 as it became apparent that there was a need to promote synergies and avoid duplication when the OSCE focused its efforts on conflict prevention, crisis management, democratisation and rehabilitation. Examples of the EU's support for the OSCE include the monitoring of free elections and the development of human rights institutions in new democracies, as in Bosnia- Herzegovina in 1997 and 1998. Moreover, many EU agreements such as PHARE , TACIS , CARDS and MEDA are based on the acquis of the UN, the OSCE and the Council of Europe , which is why the EU is appreciated for its added value.

In addition to the role the UN plays through its Charter, which defines civilian crisis management, it is represented in numerous agreements between its bodies and the Commission. Furthermore, the EU Member States, which are all members of the UN, have coordinated their actions within the UN since 1992 in order to demonstrate the will of the European Union. With regard to civilian crisis management, and in particular the field of policing, the EU has proved to be willing to execute operations within the framework of the UN or the OSCE. At the Gothenburg European Council in June 2001, it was concluded that the EU should develop its capacities in the field of the ESDP in order to ensure that the European Union can play a relevant and more prominent role within the broader context of the UN's crisis management. Four principles govern the EU's action in this collaboration with international organisations:

· providing added value; 

· ensuring interoperability; 

· guaranteeing visibility; 

· ensuring autonomous decision-making. 

Financing of CFSP operational expenditure
The CFSP's overall budget for the year 2002 is estimated at EUR 35 million, which is less than one per cent of the entire budget for external actions. This amount is considered to be inadequate for crisis management, which has developed substantially since 1999 when the financial perspective for the period from 2000 to 2006 was adopted, and there is pressure to increase this budget line. The Union's civilian side is evident in the fact that it concentrates on pre-accession aid, cooperation and humanitarian aid. This made it possible, for example, to provide aid totalling EUR 360 million to Kosovo for the year 2001. This amount, a large proportion of which was provided through Community actions, was aimed at helping to rebuild Kosovo, including its buildings, the public administration, civil society, etc.

The Treaty on European Union stipulated that CFSP operations were to be financed either from the Community budget or by the Member States, applying a scale to be decided case by case. Deemed complex and inefficient, this system was changed by the Treaty of Amsterdam, which provides for expenditure on CFSP operations to be financed from the Community budget, except where the operations have military or defence implications or if the Council unanimously decides otherwise. In this case, Member States that abstain and issue a formal declaration are not obliged to contribute to the financing of the operation.

The two aspects are nevertheless difficult to distinguish as a crisis management operation generally encompasses not only the civilian aspect but also the military aspect; responsibility for costs is thus unclear. Discussions within the Council are attempting to come up with a definition of ESDP operations that is acceptable to all the Member States. The Commission has published a communication ( pdf ) which recognises the lack of coordination of instruments and the lack of flexibility in procedures in the field of civilian crisis management, in other words the police, the rule of law, civil protection and civilian administration. It is therefore essential to ensure a more effective and rapid procedure for civilian crisis management and conflict prevention. Proposing two options, an ad hoc fund and a fund with greater flexibility, the Commission has indicated its preference for the second since the ad hoc fund poses difficulties in terms of responsibility, control and coherence. This opinion is shared by the Court of Auditors. In its view, a rapid decision-making procedure combined with simplified procedures for implementation is the most practical solution and it stresses that the Community instruments and the CFSP instruments complement one another. The option proposed by the Commission makes it possible to ensure maximum transparency and political responsibility within the framework of an interinstitutional agreement.

Changes introduced by the Nice Treaty
Once ratified, the Nice Treaty will make changes to the CFSP, mainly in the following areas:

· Enhanced cooperation, which will be possible for the implementation of a joint action or common position if it relates to issues that do not have any military or defence implications. If no Member States object or call for a unanimous decision in the European Council (the 'emergency brake'), enhanced cooperation is adopted in the Council by a qualified majority, with a threshold of only eight Member States. 

· The Political and Security Committee will be authorised by the European Council to take appropriate decisions to exercise political control and strategic direction of a crisis management operation. This gives it an even more prominent role in the ESDP



Further information is available on the CFSP site of the Council of the European Union 
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