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“Bound to Cooperate-Europe and the Middle East II” builds on the first volume of the same title, which was compiled and edited by Sven Behrendt and Christian-Peter Hanelt and published in 2000 as part of the Bertelsmann Stiftung’s project “Europe and the Middle East.” For more than a decade, this project has been focusing on the wider Middle East region through the lens of the European Union’s foreign, security and neighbourhood policy. The project brings together analysts, policymakers and representatives of the business, culture and media world from Europe, the Middle East and the United States. Using various formats, it examines a wide spectrum of issues related to developments in the Middle East. Through this engagement, the Stiftung aims to trigger debates in the triangle of Europe, the Middle East and the United States, and to strengthen the role of the European Union in its neighbouring Mediterranean, Middle East and Gulf regions.

Developments in the Middle East are of crucial importance to Europe. The Middle East is a region of crises, conflicts and wars, and at the same time a region of great potential and opportunity. However, in our view, the European Union and its member states still have not found a viable strategic approach to meet both the challenges and opportunities in their direct neighbourhood, and they have not yet developed sufficient foreign and security policy mechanisms to pursue their interests effectively. Despite a number of initiatives since the 1990s, it remains a subject of ongoing debate how the European Union can effectively support economic and political transformation processes throughout the region and thus contribute to a more stable, more prosperous and more democratic Middle East.

With this book, it is our objective to give a platform to the debate  over the EU’s future role as a player in the Middle East. The chapters cover a wide range of topics representing the fields that the “Europe and the Middle East” project has been engaging in since the turn of the millennium. We are pleased to have gained the support of an impressive list of distinguished authors, some of whom we have been working with for many years.

Since the year 2000, both the European Union and the Middle East have undergone significant developments: the EU’s “XXL” enlargement from 15 to 27 member states; the new Treaty of Lisbon that-if it enters into force-will strengthen, among other things, the Union’s foreign and security policy; the attacks of 9/11; the U.S.-led invasion in Iraq; the economic rise of the oil-rich Gulf monarchies; the Iranian nuclear program; the summer 2006 war between Israel and Hezbollah; new efforts to achieve peace between Israel and the Palestinians on the basis of the November 2007 Annapolis conference; and the EU’s recent plans to upgrade the political dimension of its Mediterranean relations through a “Union for the Mediterranean”, to name only a few. And with these key developments, relations between the European Union and the Middle East have undergone significant shifts and gained a new magnitude of importance.

It is against the background of these dynamics that we conceptualized this volume, which consists of three main parts: Part I deals with the past, present and future engagement of the EU as a player in the Middle East and North Africa region. The first two chapters set the stage by providing an overview of the challenges that the EU faces in the Middle East (Almut Möller), and by explaining where the European Union’s foreign, security and defense policies stand with the new Treaty of Lisbon (Thomas Bauer). In light of the EU’s recent initiation to re-organize its Mediterranean and Middle East policies,  Geoffrey Edwards assesses the impact and the shortcomings of the EU’s already existing policies-the Barcelona Process and the European Neighbourhood Policy. Iris Kempe adds a nuance to this debate by elaborating on the structural weaknesses of the Union’s Neighbourhood Policy, which seeks to unite a southern and an eastern dimension within a single policy. Stephen Calleya then discusses the plan for a “Union for the Mediterranean” that is intended as a vehicle for reshaping the future of Euro-Mediterranean relations. Giacomo Luciani illustrates that the European Union’s engagement in the region  goes beyond the countries of the southern shores of the Mediterranean. The future of the EU’s economic and political relations with the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), the only existing mechanism of regional integration so far, ranks high on the agenda of the French EU presidency in the second half of 2008; and such relations are certain to undergo dynamic development in the future, as the EU pays more and more attention to energy security and sustainability issues. Finally, Michele Dunne adds a transatlantic perspective, as EU-Middle East relations necessarily develop within the wider triangle of EU-Middle East-U.S. relations. The inauguration of a new U.S. president in January 2009 will provide crucial momentum for the development of these relations in the near future.

Since it has been one of the EU’s main fields of engagement and has played a significant role in the work of the Bertelsmann Stiftung in recent years, the Arab-Israeli conflict is the focus of Part II. This volume explores the conflict from different angles. Yossi Alpher represents the Israeli perspective, while Ghassan Khatib takes the perspective of the Palestinians. The roles of Iran and Syria as players in the Arab-Israeli conflict are covered in the chapters by Reza Molavi/Angelo Salting Goode and Murhaf Jouejati. Finally, Christian-Peter Hanelt  examines the European Union’s role in the Annapolis and Paris processes launched in late 2007.

Part III focuses on transformation processes in the Arab world. This section explores the central aspects of transformation processes as they unfold in the economic, political, social and cultural realm.  Tobias Schumacher provides an overview on the state of political and economic reform in the countries of the Middle East. In their respective contributions, Julia Schmitt-Thiel and Kai Hafez examine the role of women and the media in these transformation processes. Two chapters-the analysis of Iraq by Daniel Serwer and Megan Chabalowski  and the discussion of Lebanon by Ziad Majed-take a closer look at the state of play in individual countries where developments currently give cause for concern. Finally, the last two chapters cast an analytical eye on the challenge of democratization from the perspective of an Arab (Walid Kazziha) and the rise of political Islam throughout the region (Ivesa Lübben).

We are well aware that it is nigh on impossible to provide in-depth coverage, within a single volume, of all aspects of EU-Middle  East relations as well as internal developments in both regions, while simultaneously situating these developments within a transatlantic perspective. However, we purposely wish to open up this broad spectrum of topics and to raise essential questions as a starting point for more focused debates and further engagement in the future. The volume’s chapters, as diverse as they appear, are bound together insofar as we asked our authors to add a European perspective to their respective topics.

Thus in its own way, this volume offers a reflection of what the European Union, the Middle East and their mutual relations look like at the present moment; they are and will remain “under construction” well into the future. With the chapters of this book, we wish to contribute toward building this future. We hope that the perspectives provided here will be useful and interesting not only for analysts, but also for those engaged in the day-to-day implementation of Middle East policies in European capitals and Washington, and for a broad readership interested in EU-Middle East relations.

Given the rapid pace of change today in the Middle East, we also wish to underscore that most of the papers in this manuscript date from the end of March 2008.

The views expressed by the diverse authors in this volume are not necessarily shared by the editors and by the Bertelsmann Stiftung. However, we appreciate them as proof of a vibrant, open and controversial debate on EU-Middle East relations, and as a source of inspiration for our and your work in the future.






I The European Union as a Player in the Middle East and North Africa Region





The European Union and the Middle East: Coping with Challenges, Seizing Opportunities

Almut Möller




Introduction 

Since the year 2000, when the first volume of “Bound to Cooperate: Europe and the Middle East” was published (Hanelt and Behrendt 2000), both the European Union and the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) region have experienced dynamic changes. This chapter will explore these changes and their impact on relations between these two neighbouring regions. The core argument laid down here is that the enlarged European Union of 27 member states should reconsider its strategic approach and streamline its policies toward the MENA countries in order to ensure that these policies have a stronger impact.

Within this streamlined approach, the European Union should focus on state-building in the Palestinian territories, strengthen its political and economic reform initiatives by concentrating on a limited agenda and better mutual incentives, engage in a dialogue on regional cooperation and integration with the MENA countries and intensify its dialogue with the new U.S. administration that will enter office in 2009.

This chapter examines the Middle East through the lens of the European Union’s foreign and neighbourhood policy. However, the impact that both U.S.-Middle East policy and transatlantic relations have on the European policy-making process cannot be ignored. Thus, while the analysis is cast primarily through the prism of European foreign policy in the region, its arguments will take into consideration the broader context involving the triangle of Europe, the Middle East and the United States.




A New Middle East, a New European Union 

Recent foreign policy analyses have begun to speak of a “new” Middle East-though with different meanings and intentions (see, e.g., Haass 2006; United States Department of State 2006; Gerecht 2008). Since 9/11 there have been significant shifts in the geopolitics of the region in the wake of the U.S. democratization strategy, the attack on Iraq, the Iranian nuclear program, the victory of Hamas in the 2006 Palestinian elections, the division between the autonomous and occupied Palestinian territories and the war between Israel and Hezbollah in Lebanon in the summer of 2006 (Möller 2008b).

The growing influence of Islamist movements, sectarian divides, terrorism, proliferation, weak regimes lacking legitimacy, stagnating political transformation processes (Schumacher 2008), the risk of state failure, weak moderate forces, widening gaps between rich and poor and the pressure of globalization are the sources of new instabilities in the region. There is a tendency for sudden eruptions of violence and belligerent escalation which is clearly a cause for concern.

The Middle East is a region whose economies, states and societies possess a low level of integration. At the same time, the conflicts in the region are highly interconnected, but a security structure that could function as a de-escalating mechanism for the region’s trouble spots does not exist. It is nearly impossible to predict where the Middle East is ultimately headed, but for years to come it is certain to remain an unstable region in Europe’s neighbourhood. It should be borne in mind that the possibility of Turkish accession to the European Union means that the Middle East will become an even closer neighbour, as the EU would then share direct borders with Iran, Iraq and Syria.

The EU itself is also undergoing fundamental changes. As a result of enlargements to the east and south in 2004 and 2007, the Union has grown from 15 to 27 member states. Enlargement has led to a greater diversity of interests, and the old vision of the founding fathers in the 1950s, who sought to establish a political union, is being replaced by a more diverse, less visionary and more pragmatic approach to European integration. The signing of the Treaty of Lisbon in December 2007 marked the third fundamental reform of EU primary law since the Treaty of Maastricht in 1992. One paramount  purpose of the new treaty is to make the European Union a more effective foreign policy player (see Thomas Bauer, this volume). But despite this progress, the EU’s foreign and security policy must be viewed realistically: the EU is not yet a powerful foreign policy player.

Furthermore, European attitudes toward the Middle East and North Africa have changed as a result of the experience of 9/11, the terrorist attacks on European soil, the increasing pressure of illegal migration from the southern shores of the Mediterranean and a tightening race for energy resources. The optimistic idea that it would be possible to support political and economic transformation processes in Middle Eastern states and societies within the framework of the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (the “Barcelona Process”), which was launched in 1995, has given way to a narrower, more security-focused and interest-driven view.

Against the background of developments in the Middle East since the turn of the millennium, together with the EU’s new XXL size and its shifting view on the region, how should we assess current European foreign policy toward the Middle East? Where can and should the European Union engage, and what needs to be done in order to make its engagement more effective?




The EU: Maturing as a Player in the Middle East 

The history of the European Union as a foreign and security policy actor is a relatively short one. It was not until the Treaty of Maastricht that the 12 member states of what was then the European Community decided to expand upon their internal market policies by establishing-on an intergovernmental basis-a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and greater cooperation in the area of justice and home affairs. A number of institutional and procedural reforms in the 1990s sought to strengthen the CFSP and thus to compensate for the declining global importance of individual European countries.

The EU’s foreign and security policy received another push as a result of the experience of the war in Kosovo in 1999, which revealed that the Union lacked the military capability to intervene effectively in a humanitarian disaster occurring right at its own doorstep. The  EU member states thus decided to establish the European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) as a CFSP sub-policy.

The Treaty of Lisbon (Weidenfeld 2008), which is due to enter into force before the next elections to the European Parliament in June 2009, will make important changes to the institutional structure of the European Union’s foreign, security and defense policy. It seeks to strengthen the Union’s external representation by means of the double-hatted office of High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. This official will be elected to chair the Council of Ministers in its Foreign Affairs configuration for a period of five years, and at the same time will be a vice president of the European Commission as Commissioner for External Relations.

The High Representative will have at his disposal a separate diplomatic service staffed by diplomats from European institutions and the member states. The new office has the potential to enhance the EU’s external visibility and to bring about better cross-pillar coordination between the Council of Ministers and the Commission. The Treaty of Lisbon also establishes various forms of differentiated integration for those member states which are willing to move ahead in the area of foreign, security and defense policy, for example, the instrument of “permanent structured cooperation” (see Bauer, this volume).

Any assessment of the European Union’s foreign policy performance needs to take into account the fact that the Union consists of 27 individual member states which have only recently embarked on the innovative path of pooling in the sensitive area of national foreign and security policy. This process has been difficult and is still faced with numerous obstacles. But it has also been moving toward greater consistency and increased involvement. In the Middle East, this can be seen through varied forms of European engagement including the UNIFIL II mission and initiatives such as the EU-3 plus Javier Solana negotiations with Iran (later joined by China, Russia and the United States), the EU Border Assistance Mission (EUBAM) and the EU Police Mission for the Palestinian Territories (EUPOL COPPS).

There can be no doubt that Europe has vital interests in the Middle East. A potentially explosive neighbourhood, it is an immediate security risk for the European continent and yet represents economic opportunities for both Europe and the countries in the region. Because of the Middle East’s geographic proximity to Europe, developments  in the region have a far greater and more visible impact on European societies than they have on the United States.

In 1995, the EU launched its Euro-Mediterranean Partnership in a spirit of optimism. The Oslo Agreements suggested that there was a prospect of peace between Israel and the Palestinians, and this, it was thought, would decrease tensions throughout the region. With its broad-based concept of economic, political, security and cultural interchange between both sides of the Mediterranean, the EU sought to make a contribution to regional stability by opening up to the Middle East and North Africa in political and economic terms.

Since then, the regional and international environment has changed. In 2003, the EU adopted a Security Strategy (Council of the EU 2003) in which four out of five major threats refer to the Middle East: Al Qaeda, proliferation, regional conflicts and failed states. The EU’s antiterrorism strategy, which was adopted in 2005, today determines all areas of the Union’s external action. In 2005, illegal migration and the prospect of extending the Schengen area to include the new member states prompted seven member states to adopt the Treaty of Prüm (2005). Its purpose is to promote and enable the joint fight against terrorism, transnational crime and illegal migration. Thus the “securitization” of Europe’s view of the Middle East has started to have an impact on a number of EU policies.

More than 10 years after the Barcelona Process was launched, its optimistic approach has failed to deliver convincing tangible results. Against the background of the new “securitized” European agenda, both the Barcelona Process as well as the southern dimension of the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), which was developed in the wake of eastern and southern enlargement in 2004 (see Geoffrey Edwards, this volume), appear to be relics from a different era. A whole series of programs, initiatives, action plans and meetings of various kinds have revealed both a lack of prioritization and the fact that, as time went on, the Barcelona Process and the ENP tended to overlap.

Furthermore, the ENP suffers from the impractical combination of an eastern and southern dimension within a single policy approach (see Iris Kempe, this volume). The concept of medium- and long-term engagement and multiple forms of cooperation in order to stabilize the region is certainly wise. However, it seems advisable  to become more focused in order to avoid diluting Euro-Mediterranean initiatives to the point where they have no real impact, and to create incentives on both sides for a stronger commitment to cooperation.

Even more problematic is the fact that, despite a whole series of initiatives, the overall European approach to the region has not as yet emerged with sufficient clarity. A paramount problem is the absence of a strategic EU approach to the region that takes into account the changes that have taken place since the events of 9/11. The presence of the European Union and its member states is becoming increasingly apparent throughout the region. There are, for example, military and police detachments in Afghanistan, Iraq, Lebanon and the Palestinian territories. However, the strategic backbone of this engagement is rather weak. The 2003 European Security Strategy was a good start, though it is more a description of risks and threats than a clearly defined strategic concept.

The piecemeal nature of European foreign policy in the Middle East and North Africa is a good illustration of this conceptual deficiency. It also makes life difficult for the European Union’s partners. The EU needs to clarify its basic position on the Middle East. This does not mean that it has to fully give up on the Barcelona and ENP policies. Rather, it should build on this experience and learn from the deficits of past initiatives.




Improving Policy with a New Strategic Concept and a Focused Agenda 

On the level of ideas, the EU needs a genuine foreign policy debate that addresses the new security risks and re-assesses European vital interests in the region, and that moves beyond government circles. There needs to be a clear understanding at the European level about why, where and how the EU should engage as a player in the Middle East. It is also time to re-evaluate the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership and the southern dimension of the ENP and to correct their conceptual flaws. This should be discussed in a very frank and candid manner.

Against this background, it is worth considering the idea of a Mediterranean  Union (see Stephen Calleya, this volume). Given the increasingly divergent views of the 27 EU member states about where and how to become involved in the region, the idea of a core group approach toward the Mediterranean-as it has been initially brought up by French President Nicolas Sarkozy-has a certain appeal, since it could bring together countries that have a vital interest in cooperation.

However, the impact that this kind of external differentiation might have needs to be assessed carefully. A Mediterranean Union that only some EU members participate in would form an example of a kind of multispeed Europe which could easily negate the EU’s efforts to make its foreign policy more coherent. In addition, it would create another strand of cooperation in the already overly complex dual structures of the Barcelona Process and the ENP. Thus, if it is envisaged to be based on a core group approach, it would seem advisable to conceptualize the Mediterranean Union on the basis of the instruments of differentiated integration provided for in the European Union’s primary law and to merge both the Barcelona Process and the southern ENP dimension into a new, focused and inclusive concept.

The Europeans must also improve their dialogue among equals with the countries in the Middle East and North Africa on these issues. EU-Israeli relations have already made some progress in this regard, whereas the European-Arab dialogue leaves much to be desired. The initiation of a more in-depth dialogue could pay off handsomely in future initiatives. The Arab League might well become the forum in which to engage the Arab countries in this way.

The operational dimension should be guided by the notion of actually doing less. For years both Europe and its partner countries failed to reap real benefits from their cooperation. The EU has invested substantial resources and achieved a comparatively poor outcome in return. For this reason, the EU should focus on a limited agenda in the future that is beneficial to both the Union and its partner countries.

The MENA region is often seen through the limited prism of war, terrorism and a lack of democracy. But it is also a region that offers opportunities, and its economic and political development will be crucial for the EU in the future. Europe has an interest in seeing the Middle East and North Africa become more prosperous, more  interconnected and more democratic. The EU should continue to work on facilitating these goals, but it should do so with a more focused agenda. For now, the European Union should allocate its resources to the following areas:
• establishing a viable Palestinian state;

• implementing a future-oriented and narrower agenda to assist economic and political transformation in the MENA region;

• popularizing the idea of regional cooperation and integration;

• engaging with the new U.S. administration.






Establishing a Viable Palestinian State 

Despite reasonable doubts about whether the revitalized peace process will prove to be a success, the fact is that the Annapolis meetings of November 2007 have placed Israelis and Palestinians back at the negotiating table. However, there are numerous risks involved (see Christian-Peter Hanelt, this volume). Moving forward will take hard work, but it is possible to translate Annapolis into a success. And for the foreseeable future, this will be the last opportunity to negotiate and implement the two-state solution and should not be wasted.

At the very heart of the Annapolis process is the objective of creating a Palestinian state that is able to survive, that will serve the needs of its citizens and that will live in peace with its neighbour, Israel. This is a project that needs a strong and continuous commitment in the years to come. Even if one is optimistic and expects negotiations to lead to the conclusion of a peace treaty by the end of 2008, the actual state-building process will last far longer.

Here, the EU should play a key role by drawing on the skills that it developed in the transformation processes of the new member states as they prepared to join the EU. Therefore, the EU needs to be given an unambiguous mandate by Israel, the Palestinians, the U.S. and the Quartet (Möller 2008a). The Union should extend its capacity-building initiatives directed toward the Palestinian administration and judiciary, security reform and economic and social reconstruction.

Furthermore, the EU’s mandate should include responsibility for coordinating all initiatives involving state-building and economic reconstruction  in the Palestinian territories, and the authority to monitor its progress and shortcomings. This would lead to greater transparency and consistency and would help to underpin the implementation process. The Europeans should engage in an ongoing dialogue with the negotiating teams based on the Quartet mechanism, and also with the U.S.-Middle East envoy for security issues in order to strengthen the link between the final status negotiations and the state-building process.

Many of the past European attempts to establish viable state structures in the Palestinian territories have proved to be a failure. Europe has for a long time been the paymaster, albeit an ineffective one. An increasingly critical European electorate means that the European Union can no longer afford to play this role. It is impossible for the Europeans to eliminate all the potential spoilers who might wish to derail the state-building process. However, they can certainly stipulate an essential precondition for their involvement in Palestinian state-building: the commitment of the parties to the conflict and the United States to the negotiation process.

The EU should point out that its financial support and institution-building measures are conditional upon whether Israel, the Palestinians and the United States manage to achieve tangible results in the negotiations, either within the envisaged target of 2008 or beyond.

Institution-building and economic reconstruction will be even more difficult in view of the fact that the Palestinian territories are divided. At the moment a “West Bank first” approach seems to be the only realistic path. But the Europeans should come up with a plan on how to prevent an even greater decoupling of the two territories and to ensure that Gaza will catch up as soon as possible.

Such a plan is bound to touch on the highly sensitive question of how Hamas might be included in the process (Möller 2007). If Hamas continues to play the role of a spoiler, it will be impossible to create a sustainable Palestinian state that can live in peace with Israel. Thus the European Union will have to turn its attention to the need for reconciliation between Fatah and Hamas and find a way either to stop boycotting Hamas or to encourage another party-for example, Saudi Arabia, Egypt or the Arab League-to talk to Hamas and pave the way for intra-Palestinian talks.

This is an ambitious agenda for the European Union that requires  both a strong European commitment and the acceptance and support of the United States and the negotiating parties. However, compared to Europe’s far-reaching though vague regional ambitions (i. e., the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership and the ENP), this embodies a limited and focused agenda. And the EU has proved in the past that it has the means and expertise to support state-building processes, in particular in the transformation processes of the former Soviet bloc countries that are now members of the EU. This is a project where the EU really could make a difference.


A Future-Oriented and Focused Agenda for Economic and Political Transformation 

In general terms, the EU’s security concept is based on the belief that assisting transformations to democracy and a functioning social market economy represents an investment in the stability of its neighbourhood. However, due to overloaded agendas and the absence of appropriate incentives, neither the Barcelona Process nor the ENP has yet produced satisfactory results for the participating countries and their citizens. Similarly, the EU’s investments have not yielded the dividends that Europeans were hoping for in terms of their political, economic and security interests.

Thus the European Union would be well-advised to limit its priorities. These central objectives could include:
•  Environmental technology transfer; education and training: The European Union and its partners should identify a small number of future-oriented projects in which they have a common interest. For example, they could focus on joint projects related to climate change and environmental protection. The transfer of environmental technology, support for education and training and the creation of a skilled workforce would be in the economic and environmental interests of both sides and would help to improve the competitiveness of the Arab world in the context of globalization.

•  Emphasizing human rights and the rule of law: Democratization has become a discredited concept in the Middle East. It is the view of many people in the Middle East that Hamas contested and won a set of democratic elections as a result of Western support  for democratization. However, the European Union and the United States subsequently boycotted Hamas and refused to accept it as a legitimate partner. This has left its marks on the region. Arab regimes also see democratization as a way in which Islamist groups can challenge their very existence. For this reason the Europeans should rethink the way they address the topic of democratization in the Arab world. They should try to understand the specific circumstances of the transformation to democracy of Arab states and societies. Furthermore the Europeans should make it clear that democracy consists of more than democratic elections, and they should address issues such as human rights, the rule of law, civil society participation, the freedom of the media and the empowerment of women (see Julia Schmitt-Thiel, this volume). But in its external relations the EU should continue to adhere to its democratic values to support democratic and moderate forces throughout the region.






Popularizing the Idea of Regional Cooperation and Integration 

In 2007, the European Union celebrated the 50th anniversary of the Treaties of Rome. The EU can look back on five decades of integration in which it has managed to burgeon into an “XXL Union” of 27 member states which, despite certain deficiencies, still works in a remarkably effective manner. The Europeans could easily share their experience of economic and political integration in a regular dialogue with the countries of the Middle East and North Africa.

It would probably be impossible to copy the example of European integration exactly in the Middle East. However, the interconnectedness of the conflicts in the region and the lack of regional security structures suggest that a change in the attitudes to intra-regional cooperation could generate substantial benefits. One should not be too optimistic, but the project of European integration also had its beginnings on a continent devastated by World War II, and among former enemies. The EU’s support for the idea of regional integration could involve a number of different formats:
• The Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC): The GCC is the most promising catalyst of intra-regional cooperation. The EU should work  to overcome the obstacles confronting negotiations to conclude the proposed Free Trade Agreement (FTA) with the GCC. The FTA could serve as a platform with which to initiate a learning process on regional integration and to foster interlinkages between the EU and the Gulf countries. It could transcend mere economic cooperation and could include, for example, such additional issues as education, the development of human resources and energy and environmental issues.

• The “Iraq and its neighbours” format: State failure in Iraq and one of its side effects, the rise of Iran, are beginning to be perceived as an issue of shared regional concern. The European Union should use the “Iraq and its neighbours” format to initiate regular meetings between the six GCC countries, Iraq and Yemen. This format should also include Iran, a crucial player in the region who is meddling in Iraq, in Lebanon and in the Gaza Strip. Excluding Iran would be a risky strategy, whereas its inclusion in a 6+2+1 format (the six GCC countries, Iraq, Iran and Yemen) would perhaps give Tehran the feeling that it was being taken seriously as a regional player and increase its willingness to engage in a constructive dialogue.

• An inclusive permanent regional security conference: It is certainly too early to hope that such a conference might materialize in the near future. However, the EU should start a debate about the establishment of a permanent inclusive conference on security issues for the whole of the Middle East. This format could also include new players such as India and China, whose impact on regional dynamics has not as yet been recognized for what it is.






Engaging with the New U.S. Administration 

The Middle East is a region of shared interest and concern for both Europe and the United States. At the same time, it is doubtful whether there is a convergence of perceptions, interests and priorities in the EU and the United States regarding their respective Middle East policies. Europe’s geographic proximity and its historical ties shape the way that the EU and, specifically, its respective member states, see the neighbouring MENA region. The United States, on the other  hand, has its own perception and way of addressing the Middle East. At the moment its policies are shaped to a large extent by the experience of terrorism on U.S. soil.

Therefore, while there is for a number of reasons a shared general interest in stability, peace and prosperity in the Middle East, when it comes to action, the EU and the United States have disagreed on a number of occasions about means and priorities; for example, the use of military force against Iran or how to assess the terrorist threats emanating from the region. However, despite their differences of opinion, there is no alternative for the transatlantic partners than to continue to address regional developments as issues of common responsibility.

The United States is in the middle of its presidential election campaign, which will bring a new administration into office in January 2009. It will certainly take some time until the new president and his or her team get their act together. This means that the Europeans have a specific responsibility in the months to come, in particular with regard to the Annapolis process. It is unlikely that the negotiations will be concluded as envisaged under the administration of George W. Bush.

To avoid any abrupt interruption in negotiations that would be a fatal signal to the countries and people in the region, both the United States and the EU should discuss how to facilitate a smooth handover of the Annapolis file to the new administration. The EU should emphasize that its support for the Palestinian state-building process will continue and that this support will be maintained over the long term.

Generally speaking, the EU should intensify its efforts to share and discuss its foreign policy objectives in the Middle East with the new administration in Washington. The EU and the United States should provide each other with more and better information about their priorities and programs in order to build an atmosphere of trust in which subsequent differences of opinion can be handled more constructively. This seems especially advisable in the forthcoming phase of transatlantic readjustment.

Better mutual understanding of the security perceptions and concepts on both sides of the Atlantic is of crucial importance in view of past disagreements and the challenges which lie ahead. This also means that if the United States wants the EU to play a more prominent  role, it must act to strengthen the view in both the United States and the Middle East that the EU is a reliable and helpful partner in the region. For the Europeans it means that, with and beyond the Treaty of Lisbon, they must continue their efforts to strengthen their foreign policy capabilities.




Concluding Remarks 

The European Union launched its Middle East and Mediterranean initiatives in the optimistic climate which was generated by the Oslo Agreements in the mid-1990s and at a time when the European Union’s new foreign policy was first being put to the test. Since then the prospects for intra-regional cooperation have become far more uncertain, and the European Union of 2008 is a different one. Until the Europeans have found a comprehensive strategic answer to the challenges and opportunities of the Middle East, they should perhaps lower their expectations. At the moment doing less might, at the end of the day, actually turn out to be doing more.

Concentrating in a more focused manner on a narrower agenda will make it possible to deliver better policies and enhance the EU’s visibility and credibility in the Middle East. First, in the months to come, the EU should concentrate its diplomatic, financial and administrative resources on building the Palestinian state. Second, Europe should streamline its economic and political initiatives and beef them up with better incentives for both sides of the Mediterranean by taking a future-oriented perspective and a project-related approach. Third, the Union should engage the countries throughout the entire Middle East in a conceptual debate about regional cooperation and integration. This is an agenda for the European Union’s relations with both the Middle East and the new administration in Washington.
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How Will the Treaty of Lisbon Impact the European Union’s Foreign, Security and Defense Policy?

Thomas Bauer




Introduction 

On December 13, 2007, the heads of state and government of the 27 EU member states signed the Treaty of Lisbon, which is intended to reinforce democracy in the EU and its capacity to promote the interests of its citizens on a day-to-day basis. Especially in the field of foreign, security and defense policy, the treaty will establish new mechanisms and competences for the Union. At the same time it is important to state that the development of the EU as a comprehensive security actor is a process that is not yet complete. Rather, the process of defining and implementing the EU’s strategic identity is a continuous struggle to adapt to changes in the strategic environment and to keep the EU capable of reacting to the challenges that lie ahead. More to the point, the Lisbon Treaty can only provide the means, but cannot work as a substitute for the political will of the member states to give Europe the operational power to shape world events.

The Treaty of Lisbon therefore can only be seen as one step toward more coherence and communality. Two developments parallel to the signing of the new reform treaty underline the necessity for further action. First, the heads of state and government agreed to establish a reflection group, which will deal with the major economic, environmental and security challenges of the future. A report focusing on the time period 2020 to 2030 is expected in June 2010.

Second, with regard to the European Security Strategy (ESS) of 2003, the European Council invited the Secretary General and High Representative of the Union “in full association with the Commission and in close cooperation with the Member States, to examine the  implementation of the Strategy with a view to proposing elements on how to improve the implementation and, as appropriate, elements to complement it, for adoption by the European Council in December 2008” (Council of the European Union 2007: 24). The aim of this task is not to re-write the ESS, but rather to adapt it to current developments at the international level that affect the EU’s profile and the set of instruments it uses to address major security challenges (EDD, No. 88: 1).

This chapter provides an overview of developments in the EU’s approach toward foreign, security and defense policy, with special emphasis on outcomes resulting from the Treaty of Lisbon. In addition, the analysis will examine key aspects of the current geo-strategic challenges facing the Union while highlighting the crisis management efforts to which the EU is already contributing. Finally, I will then draw conclusions as to whether the reforms provided by the Treaty of Lisbon are sufficient for meeting the demands of an aspiring comprehensive security and defense political actor-or as John McCormick put it-a European superpower (McCormick 2006).




Defining the Demand: The European Union and Security Policy in 2008 


Changes in the Geo-Strategic Environment 

The old division between internal and external security is fading. Globalization has had and continues to have a tremendous impact on the strategic identity of international actors. Javier Solana has pointed out that globalization has “unleashed forces that governments can neither stop nor control: terrorism, proliferation, climate change, pandemics, failing states. None can be solved by a single government acting alone. What happens halfway around the world, in Afghanistan, Gaza, Kosovo or the Democratic Republic of Congo, affects our own security and prosperity” (EDD, No. 58: 2).

At the same time, the focus of international politics is shifting to the East. New economic powers like China and India are emerging, while old powers like Russia are trying to regain their former strength by playing the energy card. “The new strategic cocktail created  by the complex interaction of energy insecurity, a global belt of instability beyond state control, strategic terrorism and organized international crime represent the dark side of globalization from which no one can hide. Add to that the crisis in U.S. leadership, the emergence of new powers such as China and India, uncertain as yet to their world role, and the complex problems of Europe’s neighbouring regions in Central Asia, the Middle East and Africa, and the scale and the scope of the challenge Europe faces becomes apparent” (Bertelsmann Stiftung 2007: 5).

In late 2006 the European Union Institute for Security Studies published a report dealing with the global challenges the EU will face in the medium-term future. Titled “The New Global Puzzle: What World for the EU in 2025?” (EUISS 2006: 189) the report points out that the intensifying process of globalization “will enhance interdependence but also magnify differences across and within states and regions. At the same time, the emergence of new global players will alter the balance of power and put global governance seriously to the test.”

Other critical trends stated in the report are severe environmental distress and growing shortages of water, food and energy, as well as increasing environmental and health challenges resulting from pollution, urbanization and industrialization.

In their Long-Term Vision report for the year 2020, the European Defence Agency (EDA) points out that Europe will be surrounded by regions struggling to cope with the consequences of globalization. Societies will be “increasingly cautious about interventionary operations, concerned with issues of legitimacy in the use of force, and inclined to favor security over defense spending” (EDA 2006: 2).

All of these reports and studies on future trends and developments underline how important it is for the EU to develop its own strategic identity, institutional functionality and political credibility to answer the challenges arising from the dark side of globalization. The Union needs to define its role and position itself in the global community. This calls for the renewal or reshaping of traditional partnerships such as transatlantic relations and the establishment of new linkages with emerging powers to cope with the increasing asymmetry in international relations.

This conceptual approach to the development of the European  Union as a comprehensive security actor focuses chiefly on the development of a strategic culture and political will rather than military capability gaps. However, the necessity for EU member states to invest in more capable forces must not be neglected. The EDA Long-Term Vision therefore calls for future forces and capabilities that should be based on comprehensive and effects-based planning: “It is not just equipment, but more comprehensively strategic concepts, doctrine, training and organization that will, in their combination, yield the desired effects” (EDA 2006: 16).

The shifting focus of the EU from dealing with capability deficits to a broader strategy concept is also intended to ease concerns that the EU has not yet developed a coherent threat analysis and strategic planning approach to crisis management. Arita Eriksson argues that the lack of a European-level definition of problems until the formulation of the European Security Strategy in 2003 represents one of the greatest deficits in the creation of a European security and defense policy profile. Initiatives such as the incorporation of the Petersberg tasks into the Amsterdam Treaty or the Helsinki Headline Goal of 1999 “mainly contained arguments concerning organization strategies for an EU military capability as a solution” (Eriksson 2006: 192) rather than creating a common basis for addressing the problem stream within the policy process.


Current European Commitment to International Crisis Management 

The European Union is already engaged in several civil and military crisis management operations as well as in diplomatic efforts to find a solution to both the nuclear dispute with Iran and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. As of February 2008 the Council’s own homepage on Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) lists a total of 10 operations in Africa, the Balkans, the Middle East and Afghanistan that are being conducted under EU command.

The largest military operation remains EUFOR-Althea in Bosnia-Herzegovina, which was launched on December 2, 2004 (Council decision, 2004). The mission is being conducted with recourse to  NATO assets and capabilities under the Berlin-Plus arrangements that are based on the conclusions of NATO’s 1999 Washington Summit. These arrangements encompass the exchange of classified information between the EU and NATO, access to NATO planning capabilities and communication and headquarters assets for EU-led crisis management operations and provisions for coherent and mutually reinforcing capability requirements.

On February 27, 2007, the EU decided to reduce EUFOR’s size from 6,500 to some 2,500 troops. This decision forms part of the transition process of Operation Althea in light of the security situation in Bosnia and taking into account the regional security situation (Council document, 2006).

The EU is currently preparing to launch a military operation in eastern Chad and the Central African Republic (EUFOR Chad/CAR). The operation will aim to protect endangered civilians, particularly refugees and displaced persons; facilitate the delivery of humanitarian aid and the free movement of humanitarian personnel; protect U.N. personnel, facilities, installations and equipment; and ensure the security and freedom of movement of its staff as well as U.N. and associated personnel (Council decision, 2008).

The original plan was for the operation to achieve initial operational capacity by the end of February 2008, but due to recent fighting between Chadian government forces and insurgent groups, the deployment of EU forces was delayed. One problem remains the question of EUFOR’s autonomy and neutrality in Chad, because France already has a substantial force of 1,200 troops and a squadron of F-1 Mirage planes as part of the Epervier operation (launched in 1986) and the Boali mechanisms (launched in 2003) in the area of N’Djamena, which provide military assistance to the Chadian government. The EUFOR operation commander, General Patrick Nash of Ireland, is working to find a solution to the situation. It is expected that France will provide additional resources for the deployment phase and for logistics. These forces will be under the command of EUFOR, while the French forces in N’Djamena will stay under the French control (EDD, No. 97: 1).

Parallel to its efforts in Central Africa, the EU is continuing to prepare the launch of a police and rule of law mission in Kosovo. Comprised of a workforce of 1,800 police officers and magistrates,  this will be the largest civilian mission to date conducted by the EU (EDD, No. 98: 1). A major question mark hovering over this operation involves how regional and international reactions to Kosovo’s unilateral declaration of independence in February 2008 will play out.

The Kosovo issue also brings Russia to the table, a country that is currently redefining its relationship to the West within the context of its reemergence as a global power. Moscow has staunchly supported the Serbian position and has always opposed any unilateral step by Kosovo. Russia’s opposition to the Ahtisaari plan to provide Kosovo with an internationally supervised form of independence and its refusal to recognize the new country shows that Moscow is acting as the representative of Serbian interests; however, its strategy appears to be motivated more by its desire to recapture its status as a global actor than by its traditional alliance with Belgrade (Tolksdorf 2007: 7).


Rising Tensions with Russia 

Kosovo is not the only area of tension between the West and Russia. In January 2007 the United States pushed forward with its missile defense plans to install missile interceptors and radar installations in Poland and the Czech Republic. Russia perceived this move as a threat to its own strategic nuclear capabilities.

This negative stance has had a detrimental effect on relations between the United States and Moscow above and beyond the contested issue of missile defense, and it has also affected Russia’s relations with the EU. NATO Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer has emphasized repeatedly that good relations between NATO and Russia, as a leading Eurasian power, are essential for solving numerous European and global problems (de Hoop Scheffer 2007: 29).

Furthermore, the situation has the potential to escalate. As a condition for agreeing to station 10 interceptor missiles on its territory, the Polish government requested that the United States provide Poland with Patriot air defense missiles. Warsaw stated blatantly that it wanted the Patriot missiles for the purpose of securing Poland, above all, against Russia. This stance was exactly what the United States has vehemently denied all along-i. e., that the overall program is  directed against Russia. As a result, the United States clearly rejected Poland’s demands (Bauer and Baumann 2007: 8).

In the meantime, Russian President Vladimir Putin has announced the unilateral suspension of Russia’s obligations under the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE Treaty), on the stated grounds that certain Western states have not yet ratified the Agreement on Adaptation of the CFE Treaty adopted in Istanbul in 1999. However, the negotiating parties in Istanbul had neglected to specify a clear road map and time sequence that would apply to the withdrawal of Russian troops from Moldova-Transnistria and Georgia or the subsequent ratification of the treaty. Thus the suspicion arises that Putin is seeking to exploit the tensions surrounding the missile defense issue in order to negotiate a new CFE Treaty adaptation that would work to Russia’s advantage.

At the 2007 Munich Security Conference, Putin highlighted the 1,000-year history and tradition of his country and asserted that the economic success of recent years will inevitably translate into political influence. One way of doing so seems to be exploiting internal European and transatlantic differences of opinion to deepen the rifts both within the Western alliance and between Europe and the United States.

Following the April 2007 meeting of the NATO-Russia Council, Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov demanded a serious debate on the architecture of European security and, in doing so, struck the core of the current dispute. In the present situation, quarrels over the U.S. missile defense shield represent merely the tip of the iceberg-the real problem lies much deeper. The Czech Republic has fundamentally called into question NATO’s ability to function and uses this stance to justify a bilateral agreement with the United States. These developments give rise to the question: What security strategy could do justice to European and Western interests and demands? And this, in turn, has highlighted the issue of the future of both NATO and ESDP (Bauer and Baumann 2007: 10).

Moreover, the EU’s role in this context is uncertain. Javier Solana argues that the EU needs to engage in a discussion regarding the missile defense plans. At the same time, however, he emphasizes that the EU will not play a role in the actual decision-making process.  This stance reflects the general policy that the EU has no competences whatsoever in the area of traditional national defense.


Transatlantic Strategy Rift 

The EU’s unclear position in the matter of missile defense and the debate over the expansion of European contributions to the war zones in southern Afghanistan reveal a strategic deficit vis-à-vis the United States. The U.S. initiative in early 2007 regarding the deployment of interceptors and radar sites in Central Europe proceeded in a very unfortunate manner. It highlighted the sparse use of transatlantic channels for discussing security strategy in recent years. And this in turn revealed a fallacy in the assessment of current transatlantic relations. Hopes that the transatlantic partnership could be rebuilt on a new basis following the end of the dispute over the Iraq war have not been fulfilled. Rather, strategic dialogue between both partners simply no longer takes place. The relationship has lost the strategic depth of former times (Bauer and Baumann 2007: 11).

From an economic point of view, taking into account trade statistics and foreign direct investment (FDI), the relationship between Europe and the United States remains strong. The U.S. and EU are each other’s leading source of foreign direct investment, with total FDI of over $1.5 trillion that accounts for 12-14 million jobs on both sides of the Atlantic. Two-thirds of European FDI goes to the United States, and the same is true for U.S. FDI to Europe. Trade between the United States and the European Union makes up 40 percent of overall global trade, and this figure increases annually.

The importance of transatlantic economic relations was underscored in 2007 with the signing of the Open Skies Treaty and the establishment of a transatlantic economic council during the EU-U. S. summit in Washington D.C. under the German EU presidency (Bauer 2007: 4). However, the rising importance of economic issues for both transatlantic partners also serves to highlight the declining priority of the security policy dimension for the transatlantic partnership in general. There are legitimate concerns that the partnership no longer possesses the power to shape events at regional and-far more importantly-global levels to cope with both (a) the challenges  resulting from the growing shift of power from West to East and (b) increasing interdependencies within a network of newly established centers of gravity that reflect constant shifts in the constellations of the international system.

Despite pressing challenges and a shared agenda in many areas- e. g., the nuclear dispute with Iran, the situation in Afghanistan and the issues of proliferation and transnational terrorism-the EU and United States have not developed a common perspective on key topics, have no common vision on the future of NATO and have no common understanding of the role of ESDP within the transatlantic partnership.

The annual EU-U.S. summits also reveal one of the EU’s major deficits in terms of continuity in their external representation. Compared to the 2006 summit in Vienna under the Austrian EU presidency, the delegation to the 2007 summit in Washington D.C. during the German presidency was comprised of an entirely different roster of representatives, with the exception of José Manuel Barroso as European Commission President, Peter Mandelson as Trade Commissioner and Benita Ferrero-Waldner as External Relations Commissioner. The rest of the delegation was comprised of national officials that change with every EU presidency.




Meeting the Demand: The Treaty of Lisbon and the Reform of CFSP and ESDP 

When the member states of the European Union agreed upon the text of the Lisbon Treaty in October 2007, they took the final step in an ongoing effort to reform the EU’s institutional framework, which began with the European Convention in 2002 and led to the signing of a Constitutional Treaty, which was then later derailed by the two failed referenda in France and in the Netherlands in 2005.

It is therefore important to understand the nature of the new instruments and competences contained in the Lisbon Treaty-and which were already part of the Constitutional Treaty-because they represent the significant political progress that has been achieved during this entire period.

Two reports from 2002 by groups preparing the work of the constitutional  convention form the foundation for foreign, security and defense policy reforms contained in the Treaty of Lisbon. One group, headed by Jean-Luc Dehaene, dealt with the issue of the EU’s external action. Their final report listed recommendations for optimizing both (a) the internal institutional dimension, i. e., policy formation and decision-making processes, as well as (b) the external dimension of CFSP, including the question of what the EU’s strategic objectives should be and who should implement these objectives.

The recommendations thus set out numerous institutional reforms dealing with the interaction of key actors at the European level, focusing on such issues as:
• the definition of the EU’s strategic goals and interests;

• the EU’s competences in negotiating and concluding agreements;

• institutional and administrative coherence and efficiency;

• reforms and new instruments in decision-making procedures involving CFSP;

• trade policy and development cooperation;

• the role of the European Parliament;

• the financing of CFSP;

• the external representation of the EU (The European Convention, CONV 459/02).





A second group, which concentrated on security and defense issues and was headed by Michel Barnier, made additional recommendations that included:
• expanding the list of Petersberg tasks;

• enhancing the coherence and efficiency of EU crisis management;

• increasing the flexibility of decision-making processes;

• introducing a solidarity clause;

• establishing a European agency for armaments and research;

• transferring competences to the High Representative for the CFSP;

• ensuring sufficient parliamentary control (The European Convention, CONV, 461/02).





It is important to refer to both of these reports and the recommendations they contain, because they offer a good picture of the complexity of EU policy-making in the fields of foreign, security and defense  policy. Both reports stress the need for enhancing the EU’s identity as well as its ability to function as an international actor.


Expanding the Petersberg Tasks 

The Petersberg tasks were set out in the Petersberg declaration adopted at the Ministerial Council of the Western European Union (WEU) in June 1992. On that occasion, the WEU member states declared that they are prepared to make available to the WEU, but also to NATO and the EU, military units from the whole spectrum of their conventional armed forces for military tasks conducted under the authority of WEU, namely humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks, and tasks of combat forces in crisis management including peacemaking.

The Petersberg tasks were incorporated in the Amsterdam Treaty of 1997, following a Swedish-Finnish initiative put forth by the so-called nonaligned countries. The Treaty of Lisbon expands the Petersberg tasks in accordance with the new security challenges that currently confront the EU. These tasks, which can involve the use of both civilian and military instruments, include joint disarmament operations, humanitarian and rescue tasks, military advice and assistance, conflict prevention and peacekeeping and tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peacemaking and post-conflict stabilization.
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