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Executive Summary stark relief by events in Kosovo. As Dominique Moisi
Although the full effects of the Kosovo imbroglio will observed, Serbia and Kosovo are a “microcosm of our
not be evident for some time to come and the Amsterdarpost-cold war world” and thus “the events taking place
Treaty has only just entered into effect, there isthere reflected the changing clout of the various
nevertheless a need to focus upon the extent to which theternational actors, the rules of engagement in a global
treaty’s provisions might help the EU and other age, and offer a preview of what modern warfare might
associated organisations address future crisebecome.?

appropriately. The areas in which the Amsterdam  With the lessons from Bosnia fresh in mind, the pre-
Treaty’s provisions may prove to be inadequate, andAmsterdam summit IGC reflected the desire to enhance
there would appear to be many, also suggest the need @FSP but divisions prevailed and the basic character of
move beyond the largely paper security structures ifCFSP changed little from the Maastricht Treaty. But
Europe. Kosovo will have one of two effects; either it unlike Bosnia, which confronted a number of
will rejuvenate the Common Foreign and Security Policyorganisations (NATO, OSCE and the WEU) with a
(CFSP) and give practical effect to a common defencerisis while they were in the midst of making the
policy and common defence, or it will leave the securitytransition from cold war organisations into effective
of the region largely in the hands of the US with all of post-cold war actors, Kosovo had been a crisis in the
the benefits and risks that this applies. The former willmaking for along time. Ironically, the slide to chaos was
involve a change in approach to CFSP and a willingnesaided and abetted by the settlement reached in Bosnia.
to invest in appropriate military assets to address the

causes and effects of primarily intra-state conflict. TheBackground to the Kosovo Crisis

latter will continue the patterns established during theKosovo is intimately connected in the Serb mind with
cold war whereby the (west) Europeans rely heavilythe cradle of Serbian culture and to an immensely long
upon the US for initiative, leadership, and key military history of settlement in the minds of the Albanians. The
hardware. Kosovo marks a watershed in the sense théles spun around the defeat of Prince Lazar, alegendary

its effects may well make or break the CFSP. Serb figure, by the Turks at Kosovo Polje in 1389 and
the subsequent five hundred years of Turkish repression
Kosovo and the challenge to CFSP is central to Serb legends. The Albanian claim to Kosovo

The problems facing the Common Foreign and Securitys based on their descent from the lllyrians who were
Policy (CFSP) are part of awider international challengebelieved to occupy the Balkans before the Romans and
facing all security-oriented organisations. These change$,000 years prior to the Slavs. The vying histories and
are best reflected in the fact thatin 1991 all the 30 majomyths have not only fuelled the current crisis but will
conflicts that were being waged were all intra-statealso pose a formidable challenge to any post-crisis
conflicts with the exception of the Gulf War. By 1997 settlement.
there were 25 major armed conflicts throughout the The first close contacts were established under
world.! Again, all but one of the conflicts was internal Ottoman domination when ethnic Albanians settled en
(the exception being the dispute between India andnasse in Kosovo. This coincided with the Serb exodus
Pakistan) and concerned the struggle for control ovewhich increased after a failed uprising in 1689. The
the government or the territory of a state and oftenboth.ethnic Albanians who settled in Kosovo were
Intra-state conflict or “wars of the third kindpose a  distinguished from other Balkan inhabitants due to the
fundamental challenge to global security. In designingfact that by the 18th century most had converted to
responses a delicate balance must be reached betwekstam. The success and prominence of the Albanian
the primary elements which give the international systemnhabitants was thus linked to the process of Islamisation,
structure, namely sovereignty and statehood, as well aas were relations with the Slav neighbours. By the 19th
the moral and legal obligation to observe and upholdcentury however the main distinctions between the
human rights and fundamental dignities. Although theAlbanians and Serbs centred on contrasting political
guestion of whether to intervene in anominally sovereignaspiration; the Serbs desired statehood while the
state on humanitarian grounds is a theme that was ndtlbanians identified with the Ottoman Empire. In 1878
new with Kosovo, the key issues have been put intgorominent Albanian leaders established the Albanian
League in Prizren (Kosovo) with the objective of unifying
* Un bref résumé de cet article en francais figure a la fin. all Albanian peoples in an autonomous province with in
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the Ottoman Empire. many Albanians being pushed out of the police, education
Kosovo, according to Serb history, was liberatedfromand other public positions as a matter of federal policy.
Turkish rule in the First Balkan War of 1912. In 1918 In reaction, Albanian MP’s in the provincial parliament
Kosovo became part of Yugoslavia if only by virtue of declared Kosovo to be an independent entity within
Serbia’s reconquest of the territory in 1912. Yugoslaviain July 1990. Harassment and discrimination
The Serb army (with its Montenegrin ally) then attemptedwas mutual between the Kosovo Albanian and Serb
to consolidate their hold on Kosovo by expelling Turks, communities and between 1966 and 1989 around
Muslims and Albanians. Following Austria’s insistence, 130,000 Serbs left the provinte.
Serbiaand Montenegro surrendered part of theirterritory  The dissolution of the Federal Republicin 1991 with
to the new state of Albania. The interwar rivalries wereCroatia and Slovenia’s declarations of independence
only a symptom of the deep Serb enmity, as Aleksded the Democratic League of Kosova (LDK) to elect its
Djilas points out, rooted in “centuries of discrimination own parliamentin May 1992 and to establish a Republic
against the Serbian Orthodox Church and oppression ofith Ibrahim Rugova as president. “Independence”
Serb peasants by Muslim Albanian lords and theirhowever meant the creation by the LDK of a parallel
followers.™ Albanian government, education and health systems
Greater Albania was established in 1941-44 withaccompanied by calls for the restoration of Kosovo's
Axis support whereby Kosovo was annexed to rumpautonomy. Rugova stressed unprincipled non-violent
Albania. Many Albanians gave support to the Axis resistance in the pursuit of the LDK'’s goals. His stance
forces while most Serbs joined the Chetnik groups.was not however aimed at establishing a dialogue with
With the expulsion from Yugoslavia of German forces his adversaries but in soliciting the support of NATO for
atthe end of World War Il, fighting immediately erupted the plight of the Albanian Kosovars in the hope that this
between Albanian and Yugoslav forces for the controlwould lead to military intervention and support for
of Kosovo. Mass protests followed periodically with Kosovo's independence.
more overt demands for self-rule appearing in 1968 but  The recognition of rump Yugoslavia by a number of
it was not until 1974 that the new Yugoslav constitution European countries and the notable omission of Kosovo
granted Kosovo autonomy as a “constituent element ofrom the Badinter Commission’s findings (which
the federation.” Under Tito, Kosovo officially remained recognised self-determination of federal units but not of
aprovince of Serbia. Albanians in Kosovo were howeverthe communities within them), led to the impression that
dissatisfied with being only a “nationality” by which a double standard was being applied — one for Bosnia
they were accorded only autonomy and not the status adnd another for Kosovo. Efforts to monitor concerns
arepublic within the Yugoslav federation (as say appliedabout human rights in Kosovo, Sanjak and Vojvodina
to Croats and Serbs). Tito held together the loose polityvere launched in September 1992 when the OSCE
called Yugoslavia but after his death in 1980 students irdispatched three monitoring missions. The monitoring
Kosovo began to call for independence. Serbs howevemissions, along with those of the EC, were portrayed as
also had reason for concern since under Tito around 2terference in the internal affairs of the state by MiloSevic
percent of Serbs in Serbia fell outside Belgrade’sbut accepted by the federal Presidency of Milan Panic
jurisdiction (namely, those living in Kosovo and However, Panic’s departure from office concluded the
Vojvodina). After major Albanian riots martial law was OSCE presence in June 1993, one month after the first
imposed in 1981. The Albanian Communist Party armed attack against Serb police by the UQKhtria
branded the rioters counter revolutionaries while theClirimtare e Kosovesr Kosovo Liberation Army)°
Serb Communist Party preferred to portray the Rugova insisted that any negotiations on Kosovo’s
insurrection as an ethnic threat. future should be carried out on “neutral soil” and in the
With Slobodan MiloSevis accession to power in  presence of international mediators. This had the distinct
1987, the deliberate dismantling of the fragile consensuaéttraction from the Kosovo Albanian perspective of
political structures of the Tito years began. Misha Glennyinternationalising the dispute while the Serbs saw this as
noted that under Tito “the system could only function an unwelcome avenue. However, the patience of some
with two absolute political taboos: overt nationalism of the more militant Albanians ran out as a result of the
and the active participation of the masses in politics. 1995 Dayton Peace Accords, which ended the war in
MiloSevic was to upset both at the 1987 Central Bosnia but at cost to Kosovo which was scarcely
Committee plenum held, by no coincidence, at Kosovomentioned; nor was MiloSeviequired to address the
Polje” A clash of Serb demonstrators with the (largely deteriorating human rights situation in Kosovo. The
Albanian) police outside the plenum led MiloSetac  main western actors excluded Kosovo on the grounds
state that, “No one should beat you.” The Kosovo Serkthat they wished to “avoid conflict with the Serbian
leader, Miroslav Soljeviéwho was in fact from I\s) government, an important player in the signature and
observed that “This sentence enthroned him as a Tsar.implementation of peace agreements in Bosnia, which
In March 1989, largely at the behest of the agitatedcould hamper political and economic reform and the
Serbs in Kosovo, MiloSeviestablished direct rule over current process of democratizatidh Even seasoned
Kosovo and, in the process, stripped the province of itobservers, like David Owen, did not apparently think of
autonomy. The imposition of martial law resulted in Kosovo as the touchpaper of future conflict. He
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commented after Daytonthat*... as 1996 started atleasDrder to reach an education agreement for a revived
the wars of 1991-95 were over, and there was a prospesthool system that would build confidence in Kosovo.
of peace for the years ahead.” Two factors eventually prompted a response by the
In post-Dayton Kosovo Rugova'’s support weakened“west,” led by Richard Holbrooke negotiating on behalf
with the emergence of the anticommunist, Adem Demacbf the American Secretary of State. First, the ever prying
of the Committee for the Defence of Human Rights andenses of the television cameras and photojournalists
Freedom and more ominously, the full emergence intransmitted images and reports of the increasingly
February 1996 of the UCK as a potentially significantdesperate conditions facing the Albanian Kosovo
actor. The UCK’s funding base improved with a three population in the face of increasing Serb strikes against
percent levy on all earnings abroad which were divertedanything that was allegedly a UCK target and severe
to the Homeland Calling FuriéiHowever, the number weather. By March 1998 US Secretary of State,
of Kosovo Albanians working in other parts of Europe Madeleine Albright, was urging action against the regime
began to decrease post-Dayton as a series of repatriatiom Belgrade based on concerns about the human rights
agreements were signed between Belgrade and Germarsituation but also the potential for regional stabifity.
Sweden and Switzerland, amongst others. The neaBecond, Kosovo was not alone in having a sizeable
collapse of Albania in 1997 boosted Kosovo's bid for Albanian majority. The spread of conflict to adjacent
independence through more violent means and movetacedonia, which is around 23 percent Albanian, was
it further away from Rugova’s nominally peaceable a clear possibility — especially since UNPREDEP’s
methods. As Chris Hedges has commented, “A hugenandate was to expire in the not too distant futtte.
number of disenchanted and angry youth who saw ngush for a greater Albania could also additionally pull in
benefits from Rugova’s rule and who, unlike their other surrounding countries and thus unravel the
parents, did not speak Serbo-Croatian, began giving uprecarious peace secured by the Dayton accords.
on multiethnicity.** The UCK, which had hitherto been Diplomatic efforts to resolve the growing crisis
ashadowy and not especially well organised or equippegvere centred on the reconvened Contact Group that had
organisation, now had the means to provide for araddressed the Bosnian crisis. The six-nation (France,
armed struggle with an estimated 30,000 automaticGermany, Italy, Russia, the UK and the US) group
weapons finding their way into Kosovo at bargain condemned both the “use of excessive force” by the
prices. On 20 November 1997 Belgrade rejectedSerb paramilitary forces as well as “terrorist actions by
demands from France and Germany to negotiate ¢he Kosovo Liberation Army** UN Security Resolution
special statute for Kosovo. Washington ratcheted up th& 160 of 31 March 1998 contained much the same
pressure on 9 December 1997 to prolong the sanctionsording but additionally called for a ban on the sale of
against Yugoslavia by a year. Between February 26 andll arms and relatemhatérielto the Federal Republic of
1 March 1998 attacks on Serb paramilitary targets sawy ugoslavia (including Kosovo) and threatened
in response, destructive and indiscriminate attacks oficonsideration of further measures” if the resolution
suspected UCK strongholds in the (central) Drenicawas met with non-complianée.The EU (British)
region. By June several thousand refugees had taken fresidency expressed its “deep concern” at the violent
the hills in search of safety. incidents in Kosovo in early March and called as a
The rapidly deteriorating situation in Kosovo matter of urgency for “the authorities in Belgrade and
continued to be subordinated to the wider US and EUhe leaders of the Kosovar Albanian community to
objectives in the region that were focussed on ensuringesolve the situation peacefully through a full and
MiloSevi€'s support for the ouster of the Radovan constructive dialogue?*
Karadii¢’s hard-line leadership in Republika Srpska. In Security Council Resolution 1160 was reinforced in
return for MiloSevi¢s support a number of diplomatic September by a further resolution, 1199, which contained
concessions were made including the provision fora more specific list of demands. These included the
direct charter flights to the US by Yugoslavia’'s national cessation of all action by the security forces affecting
airline, JAT, and the establishment of a consulate by th¢he civilian population; the withdrawal of security units
Federal Republic of Yugoslaviain the US. During a visit used for civilian repression; continuous and effective
to Belgrade in February 1998 the US Specialinternational monitoring by the European Community
Representative, Robert Gelbard, pronounced that “[ThéMonitoring Mission (ECMM) and, in co-operation with
UCK] is without any question a terrorist group. | refuse the UNHCR and ICRC, to facilitate the unimpeded
to accept any kind of excus€$HMaving unambiguously  return of refugees and displaced pers8iesolution
branded the UCK as “terrorists” (and bearing in mind1199 was followed a day later by the issuance of a
the US’s own tough and uncompromising stance on theNATO ACTWARN.% On 24 October Security Councll
issue) the pace of Serb attacks on alleged UCKResolution 1203 affirmed that “the unresolved situation
strongholds was stepped up. Both the US and the Elih Kosovo, Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, constitutes
showed their complete incapacity for any type of conflicta continuing threat to the peace and security of the
prevention, preferring instead reactive conflict region.” Acting under Chapter VII of the UN Charter,
management as matters deteriorated. The only seriouke Security Council demanded that the FRY comply
effort in this regard was the work of the Sant’Egidio fully with the resolutions 1160 and 11%9These
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resolutions would later form part of the controversial As the OSCE Kosovo Verification Mission assumed its
legal basis for the NATO air strikes against Serb forcegluties a NATO extraction force arrived in Macedonia
in Kosovo. with a mandate to protect the OSCE mission should it be

In May 1998 the North Atlantic Council described threatened and, if need be, to provide safe armed escort
the situation in Kosovo as “unacceptable.” In June thefor the verifiers out of Kosovo.
foreign ministers of the EU, along with the US, imposed  In the interim between the October 1998 agreement
a ban on new investment in Serbia and froze all Serland the two sets of negotiations at Rambouillet
foreign assets. Under international pressure the firscommencing in February 1999, the US Ambassador to
ever MiloSevieRugova meeting was held on 15 May to Macedonia Christopher Hill, unsuccessfully attempted
discuss the province’s future. By this time however bothto negotiate a settlement between the Kosovo Albanians
parties were locked into a spiral of violence. In July aand Belgrade. Holbrooke, having threatened NATO
Kosovo Diplomatic Observer Mission, under the Contactairstrikes in October 1998, forewarned of their use
Group, the OSCE, and the EU, was given primeagain in the event of no agreement. MiloSalécided
responsibility for monitoring human rights in the toresistthe threat however and refused the Rambouillet
province. The International Criminal Tribunal for Former terms. NATO, now forced to make good on its often-
Yugoslavia was also given full authority to investigate postponed threats, beganits first air strikes on 24 March.
and prosecute violations in Kosovo. For NATO members the humanitarian crisis in Kosovo

Aside from diplomatic efforts and vague had become a matter of the credibility of the Alliance.
consideration of “further action,” it is not clear what the In an indirect manner, since most NATO members are
US or its European partners could do at this junctureEU members, the fate of Kosovo was also linked to the
The threat of military action was however indicated onfuture of CFSP. A hugely successful outcome, which
15 June when NATO mounted a short-notice air exerciseseems unlikely, will dampen any need for the
Determined Falcoi® William Cohen, US Secretary of strengthening or reform of the second pillar. An
Defense, asserted that this proved that NATO wasunsuccessful orambiguous outcome (which seems most
“united in its commitment to seek a ceasefire ... andlikely) might create pressure for reform of the CFSP in
demonstrated its capacity to rapidly mobilise some veryorder to align the EU’s economic importance and
significant lethal capacity.” Seemingly unperturbed by influence with that in regional security and defence. It
the pressure, Serb forces launched a series of largaay, alternatively, condemn it to insignificance.
offensives against UCK strongholds and some 200,000
Albanians were dislodged from villages and towns inlmplications for the CFSP
central and south-west Koso¥d-urther consideration There are some parallels between the situation that
of military intervention was contentious, at best. Armed prevailed in Bosnia from 1991 onwards and with those
intervention, even for humanitarian goals, ran the risk ofin Kosovo. In the first parallel, diplomacy was deemed
being portrayed as aiding “terrorists” engaged in anto have been largely unsuccessful unless backed by
armed struggle within a sovereign state. Russia, as military assets and this dramatically reduced the
member of the Contact Group, was opposed to angeffectiveness ofthe EU member states bargaining power.
consideration of military intervention from the outset. Moreover, in both cases the US was the only power who
Washington was however able to gain sufficienthad the panoply of diplomatic tools to make a real
consensus amongst the NATO allies to threaterdifference. In both instances those responding to the
MiloSevic with airstrikes in the event of continued non- crisis were highly risk adverse which led to heavy
compliance with Security Council Resolution 1199. reliance on air strikes as a means of bringing the parties
Privately, Denmark, Germany, Greece, Italy and Spairto (or back to) the negotiating table. Both crises also
all expressed reservations about whether the resolutiorthreatened to ignite a wider regional struggle. The two
constituted a legal mandate for airstrikes. Unity amongstrises are also linked, by default, in the failure of the
the NATO allies was therefore built around the 1995 Dayton Accords to make any provision for Kosovo
expectation that MiloSeViwould back down and that which, in turn, opened the door for the armed struggle
the use of force would not be necessary. that followed.

On 14 October MiloSevicunder the threat of As in Bosnia, the role of the EU in the Kosovo crisis
imminent NATO air strikes, agreed to a settlement withwas rather minor. A Community Monitoring Mission
Holbrooke. The number of Serb troops and “police” was established (ECMM), which is currently under
would be reduced to a specified level and the OSCEAmbassador Horst Holtoff, and Wolfgang Petritsch was
would provide 2,000 unarmed personnel to verify appointed EU Special Envoy. Additionally, since 1996
compliance with the terms of the agreement. The threatwenty-two declarations, decisions or Joint Actions
of air strikes was only alleviated on 27 October after thehave been passed within the CFSP framework relating
Serb forces were reduced to a broadly acceptable levéb Kosovo. The EU took an early lead in applying
(although behind schedul&)During the eight months economic sanctions against Serb assets overseas as well
between the beginning of the Serb offensive and theas inbound investment. An embargo on the export of
Holbrooke-MiloSevic agreement, some 750 Kosovo arms to the former Yugoslavia was confirmed on 19
Albanians died and around 250,000 were left homelessMarch 1998 as was the moratorium on government-
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financed export credit support for trade and investmendifficulties associated with getting fifteen members to
in Serbia2® The EU has, on a number of occasions, maderrive “at substantial and timely decisions within the
clear its terms and conditions for the resumption ofintergovernmental framework of the “old” Title V of the
normal economic and political relations between[Maastricht Treaty] have been notoriol#$. Even
Belgrade and the EU capitdfsin October, the EU relatively minorissues, such as the debate about whether
adopted a “comprehensive approach” to Kosovo into deny JAT landing rights, became immensely
which the EU pledged its full support for the OSCE andcontroversial.
the Kosovo Verification Mission (KVM) and offered, On 15-16 June 1998, the EU at the Cardiff Summit
amongst other things, to increase the ECMMtook an agreement in principle, to ban all flights from
contributions to the KVM. In spite of this however it andtothe Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. Subsequently
was clear that the EU’s envisaged role was conflicta common position on this was adopted at a General
prevention since confidence building, civil society Affairs Council meeting on 29 June. The agreed
building, and community support for the Education procedureswere nothowever enforced until 7 September
Agreement were specifically mention8dThe EU  due to political resistance from Greece (with its pro-
additionally called upon the WEU's Satellite Centre at Yugoslav sympathies) and Britain (who claimed legal
Torrejon, Spain, to “provide relevant informaticf.” complications). The latter in particular came under
In spite of the fact that the EU Heads of State andsevere fire for claiming that it was obliged to give a
Government stressed “the necessity of an active role fogear’s notice under the terms and conditions of the
the European Union in overcoming the crisis” the existing bilateral agreement. The JAT disputeillustrates
envisaged role appears to emphagisest-conflict  not only the difficulties of reaching consensus but in
settlement® More specifically the EU leaders agreed implementing positions once adopted.
upon the main elements of an interim arrangement for The difficulties associated with agreeing upon a
Kosovo, to be established directly after the end ofcourse of action amongst the fifteen EU members are
conflict. This would include: well known. Although the Amsterdam Treaty was notin
— The establishment of an international interim force at the commencement®@peration Allied Force
administration which the EU could take over; it is worth pondering whether the modifications to the
— The creation of a police force that reflects the CFSP introduced by the treaty will improve the EU’s
composition of the population of Kosovo; effectiveness in Kosovo-type scenarios.
— The holding of free and fair elections;
— Anddeployment of international military forces that Enhancing decision making?
will guarantee protection for the whole population In spite of the emphasis in the Amsterdam Treaty upon
of Kosovo. the security othe Union(as opposed to its Member
States), the essential tools for accomplishing this remains
In addition the EU announced EUR 250 million of resolutely intergovernmental. The possibility of one
additional aid for direct humanitarian support and offsetMember State effectively blocking the CFSP had been
support for those hosting the refugéedhe post- recognised by the 1996 IGC. Thus, the introduction of
conflict agenda appears to build upon the EU-WEUmodified voting rules and the so-called “constructive
experience in Bosnia and co-ordination between theabstention” practice was designed to stop such logjams.
two will be assisted by the same country holding Under the new procedures any member of the Council
simultaneously the Presidencies of the EU and the WEUnNnay qualify its abstention with a formal declaration.
for the first six months of every year. No matter how They shall then be obliged to refrain from any action
well equipped the EU may be to assume the tasksikely to conflict with that of the Union and to respect the
outlined, the fundamental questions remain of how onéJnion’s position.
gets to the post-conflict stage and whether the EU is The abstention mechanism may seem like a welcome
equipped to assist in this regard? development especially given the known differences on
Itis difficult to ascertain what impact, if any, the EU defence questions within the Union held by, forexample,
had or mightyet have in the Kosovo crisis. The emerginghe neutral or non-aligned members (Austria, Finland,
Anglo-French leadership in European defence maylreland and Sweden) or the special position of Denmark
warrant grounds for cautious optimism as might theon defence issues. There are however potential pitfalls.
modest contributions t@®peration Allied Forceby For example, the mechanism for abstention, which
Germany® It is however painfully apparent that it is involves a formal declaration, poses an awkward
completely beyond the EU’s capabilities to mount dilemma for those who may wish to support a given
military operations of the size and nature witnessednitiative in the face of declared objections. Abstention
from March onwards without substantial US assistancealso makes a mockery of the “spirit of loyalty and
Arguably, Washington'’s political leadership may have mutual solidarity” which is supposed to pervade CESP.
enhanced the image of EU coherence (or at least thAbstention may also provide a conduit for avoidance of
European members of NATO) when in fact a good deafinancial obligations.
less would have been realised if the European allies had The question of qualified majority voting (QMV)
been left to their own devices. J6rg Monar noted that thevas one of the most sensitive issues debated at the 1996
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IGC since it went right to the question of how Structures to cope with future crises
supranational or intergovernmental the CFSP shouldrhe crisis in Kosovo emphasised the role of Javier
be. The existing stipulations on QMV, laid outin Article Solana, NATO’s Secretary General, as well as that of
J.13 of the Maastricht Treaty, left it to the Council SACEUR, General Wesley Clark, while Kofi Anan is
“when adopting a joint action and at any stage in itsthe well-known face of the UN. Except for those who
development” to define “those matters on which follow security events with reasonable attention, the
decisions are to be taken by qualified majority vote.” WEU Secretary-General, José Cutileiro, may be less
The Amsterdam treaty generally upholds the unanimityfamiliar. But who is the public face of CFSP? Kissinger’s
principle but specifies that the Council shall act by famous rhetorical question of to whom he should call
QMV when: when he wanted to talk to Europe, led to President
— Adopting joint actions, common positions or taking Chirac’s August 1995 advocacy of the need for a
any other decisions on the basis of a commonSecretary-General (soon dubbddnsieur PESGfter
strategy; the French abbreviation for CFSP) with broad
— Adopting any decision implementing a joint action representational and implementing tasks. This was soon
or a common position; watered down, mainly by Britain. What eventually
— QMV shall not apply to decisions having military or emerged in the Amsterdam Treaty was the new post of
defence implications. High Representativg.

However, if a member declares that “for importanti) The High Representative: CFSP’s face?
and stated reasons of national policy, it intends toAlthough the identity of the appointee and the precise
oppose the adoption of a decision to be taken by qualifiedunctions of the office have yet to emerge with clarity,
majority,” a vote shall not be takéhrhe Council may, it nevertheless marks a significant step forward from the
in this event, decide (by qualified majority) that the prevailing system of trying to make foreign policy by
matter be referred to the European Council who shalmonthly meetings of the national foreign policy
decide on the matter unanimously, thus negating muclpersonnet? However, the High Representative will
of the point of the modification. clearly not be a European Minister of Foreign Affairs
The reference t@eommon strategyvas a further and it seems most unlikely, given the disparate
innovation of the Amsterdam Treaty. Article 13(2) approaches to foreign and security policy amongst the
gives the European Council the power to decide orfifteen members, that any such office will be created in
common strategies that set out the “objectives, duratiorthe near future. The relationship between the High
and the means to be made available by the Union and tHeepresentative and the Presidency is also ambiguous.
Member States.” The introduction of common strategiesThe High Representative, who is also the Secretary-
in the Amsterdam Treaty appears to largely replaceGeneral of the Council, shall “assist” the Presidency “in
what had hitherto been joint actions under the Maastrichparticular through contributing to the formulation,
proceedings. Since common strategies are apparentigreparation and implementation of policy decisions,
so comprehensive in their scope, there is apparentland, when appropriate and acting on behalf of the
little left to be voted upoff. Council at the request of the Presidency, through
Overall, the decision-making mechanisms conducting political dialogue with third partie$.But,
introduced by the Amsterdam Treaty goes some wayhe Presidency “represents” the Union in matters
towards the development of majority-based decisionsoncerning the CFSP, and the Presidency is responsible
for the first time in the CFSP. Yet the abstentionfor the implementation of decisions taken under the
mechanism also strengthens the hand of those exercisir@-SP. Much will therefore depend upon how the rotating
the option and might even encourage national-interesPresidency interprets the extent of the High
driven foreign and security policy as opposed to theRepresentative’s ability to “assist.”
“mutual solidarity” sought by the treaty. In practice it It is difficult to imagine the High Representative
seems unlikely that there will not be at least one EUhaving significant sway in one of the Presidencies of the
member with a vested or particular interest at stake (amajor members or amongst one of the neutral or non-
in Greece’s case with Kosovo). aligned members (or Denmark) where special
Aside from decision-making modifications, the considerations apply. Thereisthe potential nevertheless
Amsterdam Treaty also saw the introduction of anumbefor the High Representative to make a very valuable
of new institutional structures which could perhaps helpcontribution by providing some continuity to the CFSP
with future crises. The suggested structures are howevemnd, through the Policy Planning and Early Warning
modest and it is unclear whether they will significantly Unit (PPEWU), which shall reside under the High
alter the ability of the CFSP to address Kosovo-typeRepresentative, to make a contribution to a more pro-
crises (and these, it has been argued, promise to be tlaetive CFSP.
norm rather than the exception). In light of the Bosnian and Kosovo crises, there are
two arguments in favour of the High Representative
assuming a fairly broad role with appropriate powers of
initiative and response delegated to the office. First, the
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Presidency suffers from the inevitable problem of would prefer the PPEWU to be autonomous within the
inconsistency based upon the office’s rotation every sixGeneral Secretariat, under the direct line and
months (even the Troika mechanism does not overcommanagement of the High RepresentatfvAlthough
this). The High Representative, if appointed for athe respective powers of the High Representative, the
reasonable period of time, would at least offer thePPEWU, the Council and the Presidency are all defined
advantage of permitting initiatives to be seen throughin the Amsterdam Treaty, the relations between the
and allow third party actors to identify with the key constituents remain unclear. The advent of the High
CFSP actors for longer than a six month period. SecondRepresentative and PPEWU could significantly enhance
the current system of making foreign policy at monthly the CFSP’s conflict prevention abilities. Parties are
meetings inevitably makes for a reactive agenda. Thenore likely to listen to an appointed representative of
constant presence of a High Representative, backed ke EU who is in office for more than six months. The
the PPEWU, could make for a more proactive CFSPPPEWU, although it promises to be small, is similarly
There is the risk though that the High Representative’smportant since conflict prevention rests upon the ability
attempts make a coherent position out of the fractiouso identify potential trouble sports before they erupt.
contributions by the Member States might make foran  The PPEWU could also work closely with monitoring
embarrassing lowest common denominator that saysissions which in the past have proved their value in a
more about the EU’s lack of a single voice in CFSPquiet manner. For instance, the Bosnia ECMM was
issues than its strengths. It is also unclear whethehighly responsive to suggestions from policy makers
Washington would prefer to address a High regarding on the ground feasibility of various options.
Representative representing the EU when their traditionaln conjunction with other observer missions, such as
approach has relied heavily upon individual contacts. those mounted by the OSCE or the UN, early warning
and prevention missions, if appropriately structured,
ii) The Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit — “may go a long way towards overcoming the natural
from reactive to proactive CFSP? inertia of the international system in responding to
The need for greater long-term strategies was one of thecipient violent conflict.*” An effective High
few points of agreement in the 1996 IGC. Accordingly Representative would hopefully exploit not only the
the outline for a Policy Planning and Early Warning treaty-based enhancements but also other solutions and
Unit (PPEWU) was included in a declaration attached tanechanisms such a monitoring missions.
the Final Act** The unit is to be comprised of personnel  The above provisions of the Amsterdam Treaty,
drawn from the General Secretariat, the Member Stateslongside the revised budgeting rules, represent slight
the Commission and the WEU. The responsibilities ofmodifications to the Maastricht Treaty in the CFSP area.

the new unit should include: The effectiveness of these modifications depends very
— Monitoring and analysing developments in areasmuch upon the willingness of the Member States to use
relevant to the CFSP; the new structures and machinery. However, with

— Providing assessment of the Union’s foreign andKosovo in mind, those issues relating to the development
security policy interests and identifying areas whereof the CFSP’s defence aspects continue to represent the
the CFSP should focus in future; weakest area of the CFSP and one in which the EU

— Providing timely assessments and early warning ofemains largely reliant on its transatlantic partner. If
events or situations which may have significantanything, the Amsterdam Treaty has reinforced this
repercussions for the Union’'s CFSP, including tendency.
potential political crises; and

— Producing, at the request of either the Council or theProviding for Europe’s military requirements: is
Presidency or on its own initiative, argued policy there a need for an autonomous capability?
papers to be presented under the responsibility of th&he crisis in Kosovo demonstrated that MiloSevic
Presidency as a contribution to policy formulation in understands the language of diplomacy backed by force.
the Council, and which may contain analyses,Pre-Amsterdam CFSP certainly lacked the structures
recommendations and strategies for the CFSP.  and the will to combine diplomacy with the threat or use

of credible force. One of the most contentious areas in
The precise composition of the unit remains unclearthe EU’s 1996 IGC was the issue of the extent to which
following the rejection of the proposals forwarded by military means (through the WEU and indirectly NATO)

Jurgen Trumpf, Secretary General of the Council ofshould be fully integrated into the second pillar. The

Ministers. According to one report, “Paris wanted the Benelux countries, France, Germany, Italy and Spain

unit to go considerably further than Trumpf's paper were broadly in favour of the WEU'’s full integration

indicated, while other countries claimed it went too into the EU. Others, most notably Britain, remained
far.”® Most members would prefer that the PPEWU bestaunchly opposed on the grounds that this might dilute

a separate unit within the Directorate-General of thethe role of NATO while the neutral and non-aligned

Council Secretariat responsible for external relationscountries based their opposition on obvious political

(thus separate but integrated within the Directorate-and constitutional objections. Although there was some

General). Aminority though, alongside the Commission,progress in defining the WEU’s association with the
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EU, the overarching question of whether the EU member&\msterdam Treaty since reference was made to the
are willing and able to provide for their own securityand WEU’s ability to provide the EU with access to an
defence remained unanswered. “operational capability.” It was recognised in the interim
The Amsterdam Treaty continues to reflect the betweenthe 1991 and 1996 IGCs that there were certain
traditional Atlanticist versus Europeanist strains datingsituations where the US would simply not wish to
back to the ill-fated European Defence Community ofparticipate in military operatior?$ The North Atlantic
the 1950s. Article 17(1) of the treaty states that the WEUCouncil developed a design for a nominally Europe-
is an “integral part of the development of the Union only capability at meetings in Brussels and Berlin in
providing the Union with access to an operational 1994 and 1996 respectively. The provision of “separable
capability notably in the context of paragraph 2.” The but not separate” forces was designed to allow the EU to
paragraph referred to shall include “humanitarian and‘avail itself” of the WEU which, under the Amsterdam
rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks and tasks of combBteaty, was thus endowed with access to an operational
forces in crisis management, including peacemaking” —capability. The “operational capability” though rests
these are often called Petersberg Tasks after the WEUpon the release of NATO assets to the WEU. However,
Council's 1992 meeting. The terms “peacekeeping”there are few NATO assgqisr seand they include only
and “peacemaking” are however subject to manya number of commands, communications facilities, and
different interpretations and there is no guidance in theAWACS aircraft — accounting only for around 13,000
treaty, or associated declarations, as to their substancpersonnel. Paradoxically, at the heart of the “Europe
This may give rise to some important issues, such asnly” options the WEU would be reliantupon the US for
whether this includes or excludes “peace enforcementthe provision of certain key assets, such as real-time
or other more heavily armed forms of peacekeeffing. intelligence, electronic jamming or heavy airlift, to
The paragraph also formed the basis for an informamount a “Europe-only” operatich.
division of military tasks between the WEU, with prime The WEU, by itself, remains inadequate as a serious
responsibility for Petersberg-type tasks, and NATOmilitary organisation capable of addressing all but the
handling the more muscular aspects such as peacanallest crises. Even the relatively small crisis such as
enforcement. that in 1997 in Albania following the collapse of a
Since the WEU’sacquiswas not fully integrated government-backed pyramid investmentscheme, which
into the EU, a number of potentially divisive questionsin many ways was tailor made to demonstrate the
remain regarding the implementation of the Petersberg EU’s new-found political and military capabilities,
Tasks. Under the Amsterdam Treaty “all Member Statesvas a missed opportunity. There have been attempts to
ofthe Union shall be entitled” to participate in Petersbergdevelop indigenous European crisis management
Tasks. The Council, in agreement with the WEU, shallcapabilities, collectively termed Forces Answerable to
adopt “the necessary practical arrangements to allow athe WEU (FAWEU), but most of these are “earmarked”
Member States contributing to the tasks in question tanilitary forces that have not actually trained together
participate fully and on an equal footing in planning andother than in a limited number of crisis management
decision-making in the WEU.” There are, for a start, exercises (CRISEX). The Strasbourg-based Eurocorps
only ten WEU members while there are fifteen EU is perhaps the notable exception but even here questions
members. The five who remain outside the WEU have to be raised about the command, intelligence and
(Austria, Denmark, Finland, Ireland, and Sweden) wouldlogistical resources.
presumably not cause any significant problems as long In spite of the advances made in the Amsterdam
as the operations were clearly presented under th&reaty in defence, the EU fails to be a serious security
Petersberg banner. It is however worth noting that theor defence actor. Itis alltoo apparent that responsibilities
WEU, in spite of the Petersberg Tasks, is by treaty an these areas are assumed by NATO and, within the
collective defence organisation. More stubborn problemsAlliance, by the US. To some, what emerged from the
are likely to be encountered if “members” means notMaastricht and Amsterdam treaties is nothing less than
only full members but all forms of WEU membership. a political construct that actually, through its vague
If for instance Associate Members are entitled toprovisions, merely serves the political expediency of
“participate fully and on an equal footing” then the the major players and does nothing to actually create a
Czech Republic, Hungary, Iceland, Norway, Portugalworkable European Security and Defence Identity. Philip
and Turkey have the right to do so. The failure of theGordon dubbed this the “convenient myth” of European
IGC to fully integrate the WEU into the EU also opens security:
up a number of other problems such as how the WEU
will modify its internal procedures. There are also  France needs to claim a greater role for Europe as
confidentiality and security issues to be considered. political cover to come back into the Alliance;
Furthermore, since the WEU remains an autonomous Germany needs to show progress toward European
organisation and it is therefore not reliant upon the political unification to reassure its elites and to
CFSP for a mandate to act, there may well be arguments convince its public to accept monetary union; Britain
for maintaining thestatus quo wants to show a strong role for the WEU to forestall
The WEU assumed added importance in the calls to give the EU a defense role; and the U.S.
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administration needs to be able to claimto Congress There is an additional reason to question the
and the public that the Europeans are now preparedesirability of thestatus quoThe undoubted military
to shoulder more of the defence burden ofsuperiority of the US, which serves to emphasise the
transatlantic defensé. inadequate nature of most of the EU members” military
establishments, has distracted attention from the
Political expediency does not necessarily make forquestionable results of US leadership. Military prowess
military solutions. Kosovo has made it all too evident and the willingness to use it is only useful if it makes a
that the European Emperor has very few clothes. positive contribution to regional or international stability.
In this regard the US record is mixed: Haiti remains in
If it ain’t broke, don't fix it? a terrible state, Somalia is still crippled by factions and
To some, the logical conclusions from Bosnia andlraq as belligerent and resistant as ever. Other trouble
perhaps in time to come Kosovo, might be “if it ain't spots, such as the Great Lakes Region of Africa, Liberia
broke, don’tfixit.” After all, if there is broad recognition or Sierra Leone, did not merit decisive US attention.
of common transatlantic interests and especially thos®erhaps the uneasy peace in Bosnia is an exception.
of the US in Europe’s security, continued reliance uponKosovo remains in the balance.
US diplomatic and military backing for Kosovo-type The issue of leadership is not merely one that applies
scenarios might seem to be the logical course. Howevetp the US administration but also to the American public
this assumes continued convergence between Elnd whether they are willing to enable their leaders to
interests and those of the US. It also assumes that ttaefend principles and its self-proclaimed status as
goal of European integration should remain essentially’greatest nation on eartf2"Although there are other
incomplete without one of its (if nothe) main hesitant allies in NATO, the preponderance of US force
components. Neither assumption is wholly sustainablein operations in Kosovo and Yugoslavia means that the
EU interests have diverged from those of the US orAmerican perspective is more important than the rest.
a number of differentissues, ranging from specific tradeT his may well prove to be an inadequate way of securing
issues to the efficacy of sanctions. There have also beeurope’s future stability for two related reasons.
a number of significant differences over the use of First, reliance upon the US and NATO may well
military force in Iraq and Libya (where Britain was the condemn the EU to further crisis management and not
only notable backer), the arms embargo in Bosnia, andnove the emphasis to crisis prevention, for which the
the use of prolonged air strikes in relation to Kosovo. ItEU is better suited. Crismanagementill continue to
should also be noted that the EU’s reliance upon the Uplay to US diplomacy and military strength while crisis
for initiative condemns the EU to crisis management,preventiorwould capitalise on the EU’s greatest asset,
which it has been argued, is an area of weakness for thehichis the promise of future membership or association.
CFSP. In both Bosnia and Kosovo US interventionDiplomacy and mediation by the EU member states is
came late and, once there, it has swamped all othdurther hampered by the fact that the US is, as obvious
efforts. Moreover, itis unreasonable to expect the US tas it soundshe US complete with all of its historical
see a vital national interest wherever an EU membebaggage, national pride and even superiority. The US,
state happens to see one. Interests have diverged aimdsome cases, may not be the best country to head
will continue to do so in the future although there will be delicate mediatory efforts.
commonties as well. Transatlantic relations may alsobe Second, the US is not a good team player. It is a
compounded by the EU’s frustration at having to standeader. Substantial differences in approach to
on the sidelines “allowing the United States to takefundamental issues in European security between the
priority in what is the European security spate.” US and the EU (more often than not with Britain siding
Throughout the history of European Political Co- with the US) castinto doubt the extent to which Alliance
operation and its successor, CFSP, there has beenimpliéitms are really shared. US leadership and forceful
and occasionally explicit recognition that Europeandiplomacy does have the benefit of engaging at least the
integration will remain incomplete without a security key European players but often at the cost of alienating
and defence angle. The “Vienna Strategy for Europe,’some smaller and potentially important partners. NATO
approved by the Council in December 1998, recognisedhould not be a vehicle for US diplomacy and national
that there is a need to restore the equilibrium to thenterests but should reflect the interests of the nineteen
development of the EU as an economic entity and thenembers. However, not all NATO members are EU
Union as a political entit§ Germany, currently holding members and, since NATO’s recent expansion, the
the EU Presidency, has promised areport to be presenteliscrepancy of six members between NATO and the EU
at the Cologne summit on 3-4 June on paths towards have become more noticeable and problematic, as indeed
common defence policy. An increased emphasis on thlas the difference of five members between the EU and
international dimensions of the EU’s activities, including WEU. The damaged credibility of NATO and in
CFSP, will not only give much needed balance to itsparticular the lack of resolve and will amongst its
persona but also benefit the Union more generally sincenembers to match aims with risks, should at least dispel
the economic aspects of its activities often cannot behe impression that NATO is a panacea for the EU’s
separated from the political or security ramifications. security.

Eipascope 99/2



Although not all challenges will demand a military difficulties.” His preferred solution was to explore other
response, some will. Kosovo has also illustrated thabptions such as “merging some elements of the WEU
effective diplomacy will sometimes rely on the backing into the EU and associating other elements more closely
of a visible and effective deterrent. The need for anwith NATO, or perhaps creating a more distinct European
autonomous European common defence policy andlimension within NATO.®
capability has become apparent, first with the crisis in  As aresult of a subsequent meeting between President
Bosnia, next in Albania and now in Kosovo. Even archChirac and Prime Minister Blair in St.Malo, a joint
Atlanticists, like Britain, would appear to be shifting Franco-British declaration was issued on European
towards this realisation. defence? The declaration called for the Amsterdam

Treaty to be made “a reality” which, amongst other
A Sea Change in Europe’s defence and security? factors, would involve endowing the Union with “the
There have been suggestions in the press that theapacity for autonomous action, backed by credible
beginning of a fundamental shift in European defence isnilitary forces, the means to decide to use them and a
underway and the Kosovo crisis may well increase theeadiness to do sé*'The declaration’s main impact
momentum for chang®.The key evidence for this is was to call for a far more autonomous European military
that Britain, a staunch supporter of NATO and the capability than had hitherto been enunciated:
transatlantic component of CFSP, has modified its
position on European defence in what could amountto In order for the European Union to take decisions
aseachange. The public unveiling of Britain's initiative ~ and approve military action where the Alliance as a
on European defence was made at the EU Pértschach whole is not engaged, the Union must be given
summit on 24-25 October 1998, held under the auspices appropriate structures and a capacity for analysis of
of the Austrian Presidency. In an interview prior to the  situations, sources of intelligence and a capability
summit Blair made it clear that Britain was willing to for relevant strategic planning, without unnecessary
drop its longstanding objection to the EU having a  duplication, taking account of the existing assets of
defence capability but that he was not talking of a the WEU and the evolution of its relations with the
European army. He also noted that, “Nothing must EU. In this regard, the European Union will also
happen that in any way impinges on the effectiveness of need to have recourse to suitable military means
NATO.”” The Portschach summit, ostensibly calledto  (European capabilities pre-designated within
discuss “real problems,” included Blair's outline of a NATOQO’s European pillar or multinational European

number of defence “options” for the B&): means outside the NATO framewofk).
— The strengthening of the European security and
defence identity within NATO; The St.Malo declaration received much positive
— The dissolution of the WEU and its integration into comment but there remains a compelling need to absorb
the EU; and the lessons of Kosovo in order to give substance to the
— The establishment of modern and flexible Europeardeclaration. Indeed, the self-congratulatory mood of the
forces. EU as it ushered in Monetary Union on 1 January 1999

stood in marked contrast to its weakness to decisively
Although Blair’s outline lacked details it marked a influence events in Kosovo.

significant reversal from Britain’s traditional resistance  Itisthough possible thatthe EU’s relative impotence
to EU responsibility in security and defence affairs. Notin Kosovo may lead to action to create a meaningful and
long after, the Austrian Defence Minister, Werner operative CFSP. Indeed, several calls along these lines
Fasslabend, called an informal summit of the fifteen EUhave already been made such as Emma Bonino’s
defence ministers on 4 November 1998 in Vienna tosuggestion that the European Council could provide a
discuss prospects for European defence after the entipandate to the newly appointeidnsieur(orMadame
into force of the Amsterdam Treaty. At the summit PESCand to the president of the European Commission
George Robertson, the British Defence Secretary, notetb oversee a replay of the Delors committee on Emu. A
that Europe had reached a “defining moment” for defencesimilar idea was expressed by Romano Prodi, the
policy and that Bosnia and Kosovo had raised theincoming President of the Commission, in a speech to
question of “when we press the button for action, is itthe European Parliament on 4 May when he spoke of the
connected to a system and a capability that can deéfiver?new design for the institutions which will be needed to
He emphasised the need for “armed forces that aréexploit to the full concerted efforts in the field of
deployable and sustainable, that are modern, powerfulefence, possibly based on the gradual and progressive
and flexible, that are mobile, survivable and are highlymodel which has already been used for monetary union.
capable.” The institutional options were not “about A common defence of the European Union will be a
removing defence from the control of national basic condition for maintaining peace and stability ...
governments,” or about creating a “standing EuropearEurope must be able to do is sha®eProdi saw it as a
army,” nor should they undermine or duplicate NA%YO. “logical next step” in creating a common defence policy
However, the question of the merger of the WEU intofor the EU after the merging of national defence
the EU raised, according to Robertson, “a number ofndustries. Failure to do so, he argued, would leave the
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Union “marginalised in the new world historf.” for the next generation of hi-tech weapéhs.

The degree of autonomy that is desirable from Both courses have their dangers. The development
existing structures for any enhancement of the CFSPof a European armaments industry may further decrease
including the defence dimensions, has to be addressettie US’s willingness to involve itself in European
on two levels. The first is the political level where security interests that are difficult to defend at home.
fundamental national differences of outlook should beThe antagonistic atmosphere that exists in certain areas
addressed, as should transatlantic differences (Franagf US-EU trade would be carried directly into security
bears special responsibility in this regard). The bestind defence relations if the impression is given that
designs in the world will not work unless there is a America’s European allies are only willing to buy
European identity in security and defence matters wherbome-developed armaments and thus exclude the highly
challenges and responses are seen as a maienawion  efficient and competitive US manufacturers. Second,
concerrand not of selective interest. Perhaps the inabilityreliance upon the US'’s current technological lead in
of the EU, or even the European Security and Defencadvanced weaponry tends to exaggerate the utility and
Identity within NATO, to decisively influence the effectiveness of high-tech weapons as well as
passage of events in Kosovo will shame the EU intounderestimate the technological sophistication of the
such common purpose. European defence industries. Technology is only useful

The second level is the more practical. The St.Malowhen applied to a specific application. Much of the
declaration is clear about the dangers of duplication andaunted technological lead of the US stems from the
any modifications should ensure that the organisationslevelopment of last-generatioald warsystems. How
haveguaranteed access to assets as may be requiredhecessary or relevant are B-2 bombers or the F-117
The question of how significant or hypothetical the “Stealth” fighters for intra-state conflicts and conflict
US'’s “physical veto” (through denial of access to key prevention?
assets that the EU members do not possess) is must A good starting point would be the loosening and
therefore be faced head on. It is difficult to believe thatideally severing of government control over defence
the US would assume the expense of research anddustries inthe EU countries. The prospect of a merger
development of weapons systems only to guarantee itsetween the guided missile divisions of BAe, Lagardére
European allies automatic access. Ifthere is the possibilitand Finmeccanica, would do much to restore optimism
of veto or at least political rancour from Congress, thethat a European defence industry might one day emerge.
development or acquisition of the requisite systems fofThe importance attached to the potential for a European
European usage makes increasing sense. defence industry should not be underestimated since, as

In this regard the British proposals for a new fourth EMU showed us, commitment tends to follow the purse.
pillar, dedicated to defence, have some attraction since
it is defence, as opposed to the more general foreign dMATO’s failure in Kosovo?
security aspects of the CFSP, that has generated moghe historical debates about whether or not to create a
disagreement within the Community and now Union. European security and defence entity were framed in the
Much will depend on how “defence” and “security” are knowledge that, whatever their outcome, NATO
defined since defence, of the cold war variant, is of(especially the US) would provide for their essential
guestionable relevance in a Union where none areecurity. The cold war debates on European security
seriously challenged by external aggression. Perhapsand defences were therefore somewhat academic. They
constructive was of thinking about a restructured pillaralso supposed that NATO was the superior Alliance
design is for the second pillar to be accorded primeand, at the end of the cold war, the victorious alliance.
responsibility for the less controversial conflict It was also untested.
prevention and traditional peacekeeping aspects. The With the launch oOperation Allied Forcé&kosovo
new fourth pillar, incorporating the WEU with Article became a symbol for the struggle between realism and
V of the Modified Brussels Treaty, would be dedicatedmorality®® NATO’s intervention in Kosovo has the
to conflict management including peace-enforcementpotential to redefine many aspects of our current
(with NATO'’s active involvement). understanding of sovereignty, statehood, war (the word

Prodi’'s observation that a merger of Europeanthoughis studiously avoided in connection with Kosovo)
defence industries is an essential underpinning for amnd peacekeeping in all of its manifestations. But, as
effective CFSP is valid but one that carries dangers. Th®aniel Goldhagen observed, all of these principles
failure of theHorizonfrigate project after three years of come secondary to a fundamental one, “the right not to
negotiations provides a pessimistic portent of things tdbe murdered® Somewhere along the line the airstrikes
come, especially since this follows hot on the heels ofost sight of this fundamental point. Instead NATO
the controversial acquisition by BAe of GEC’s Marconi concentrated on showing a united face but this did not
defence interests which allegedly set back the prospectisguise the lack of strategy. In one of the frequent
for a European Aerospace Industry. The EU is therefor&lATO press briefings, Air Commodore Wilby stated
faced with two choices: either seek economies of scal¢hat “There never has been a timeline to this operation,
through co-development within Europe or through and | think that it has been one of those campaigns that
transatlantic fora or; second, rely increasingly on the UShas been a very dynamic campaiéh.”
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If assessed on the political goals established bycosts associated with the resettlement or absorption of
NATO itself — which were firstly, to stop the killing in refugees and reconstruction in Yugoslavia, not to
Kosovo and the brutal destruction of human lives andmention a multi-year post-conflict military presence.
properties; second, to put an end to the appallingOr, an admittedly more fashionable view is that the
humanitarian situation unfolding in Kosovo and to convenient myth of European security, built around
create conditions for the refugees to be able to returnineffective European paper structures and a reduced but
and third, to create the conditions for a political solutionstill hegemonic US role, will prevail.
to the crisis based on the Rambouillet agreement —the Muddling through, of the type that prevailed in the
performance of the Alliance has thus far been sorelyGulf War of 1990-91, Albania, Bosnia and Kosovo, is
lacking™ NATO did not stop the killing in Kosvo (a unacceptable for a number of reasons. First, the
report by Médecins Sans Frontiéres estimated that 18ncoordinated anald hocresponses to successive post-
percent of the 15-55 year old Albanian Kosovars arecold war crises in Europe demonstrate the limits of
missing based on a detailed study of the refugees fromeliance upon coalitions of the willing. It is clear as a
Roseje¥ nor did it stop the destruction of properties. result of Kosovo that not only must the regional
The lack of ground intervention meant that NATO organisations be given a clear mandate backed by the
could not address the appalling humanitarian situatiorpolitical will of the organisations” members, but that
in Kosovo until the refugees fled to surrounding countriesregional consensus must be backed by clear mandates
and, even then, this proved problematic for theunder public international law. Second, reliance upon
international agencies involved. Whether anyone orad hocarrangements inevitably puts the emphasis upon
anything can create the conditions for the return ofconflict management whereby addressing the crisis
around one million refugees remains to be seen. often only happens at a very late stage and normally

On the occasion of his retirement as Chairman ofonly after armed conflict is well established. Conflict
NATO’s Military Committee on 5 May 1999, General prevention, linked a range of economic, political and
Klaus Naumann looked back on over forty days of airmilitary options, is a far more purposive and humane
strikes and concluded that, “Quite frankly and honestlyway to address intra-state crises. Third, reliance upon
we did not succeed in our initial attempt to coerce American military muscle and superiority also implies
MiloSevicthrough airstrikes to accept our demands, normeliance upon US diplomacy and goals when the long-
did we succeed in preventing the FRY pursuing aterm effects of US-baked intervention have yet to prove
campaign of ethnic separation and expressidiitie  any tangible benefits to European or international
excessive faith in what air strikes can achieve and opesecurity (with the sole possible exception of Bosnia). It
disagreements on the wisdom of deploying forces on thés equally presumptive on the part of the European allies
ground in Kosovo may provoke a critical look at NATO to assume that the US will be there to indefinitely bale
and the security and defence requirements of its membaaut its allies.
states. If there is a positive outcome from the Kosovo

It would though be premature to label NATO as a catastrophe itwill be that, out of humiliation and perhaps
failure. It is nevertheless a bruised and batteredeven some guilt, the EU is forced to make a real
organisation whose member’s ability and will to addresscommitment to the security and defence of the member
the intricacies of intra-state conflict management has testates and their neighbours. Romano Prodi would appear
be challenged. Kosovo should also prompt a long hardo be pushing the EU firmly in this direction. Although
look within the EU at the wisdom of continued reliance it will be an uphill struggle that will involve genuine
upon the US. The lessons arising from Kosovo forpolitical commitment and considerable resources, the
NATO may well emphasise those areas where CFSRmphasis should be upon the construction of a credible
could perhaps offer a more coherent and constructivécU conflict prevention capability. This not only plays to
role. For instance, the effects of Kosovo may illustratethe strengths of the EU but allows the full range of
the need for greater attention to conflict prevention andoreventative measures to be employed, of which the use
to the need construct a common defence and securityf force is the last. NATO tends to be more useful for
policy upon a sound common foreign policy. Such acrisis management.
common foreign policy should recognise that in most  Itis all too easy to see Kosovo as the latest in a line
instances the EU and the US will share common interestef dismal attempts to co-ordinate EU positions on
but this should notimply an obligation for the US to lead questions of security and defence. It is also tempting to

or for the European allies to follow. conclude that the CFSP cannot overcome the
contradictory stances of its fifteen members. The same
Conclusions was thought at one time of progress towards monetary

The results of the crisis in Kosvo will mark a turning union. The tragedy of Kosovo is that the common
point for CFSP. It cannot stay static since this woulddenominator that should have appealed to all EU
condemn it to virtual irrelevance. The crisis could members alike was the need to immediately alleviate
therefore prompt the EU member states to build arhumanitarian suffering at the expense of national
effective and autonomous security and defence capabilitpositions. The utility of the CFSP has therefore to be
based on the humiliation of Kosovo and the enormousneasured against the extent to which it provides the EU
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with atool to uphold the values and objectives containedOTES

in the Amsterdam Treaty’s provisions on a CFSP. Nol
amount of institutional modification or any number of
intergovernmental conferences will help if these
underlying values and objectives are not shared. Kosovo
will serve as a reminder of what they are. As the EU:z
faces the costs of assimilating or repatriating refugees,
those of reconstruction in Yugoslavia, and policing any
eventual settlement, the economic and political costs of
creating a genuine CFSP may seem rather affordable,

RESUME

6
Bien gu’il semble gu’il faille attendre encore longtemps
pour ressentir les pleins effets de I'imbroglio qui se’
déroule au Kosovo et méme si le Traité d’Admsterdam)
vient a peine d’entrer en vigueur, il est cependant
nécessaire de se concentrer sur la contribution que les
dispositions du traité pourraient apporter a lUE et a o
d’autres organisations associées pour faire face de
maniére appropriée a de futures crises. 10

Les domaines danslesquels les dispositions du Traité
d’Amsterdam risquent de s’avérer inadéquates — et |l
semble qu’ils soient nombreux — suggérent aussi le
besoin d’aller plus loin que les structures de sécurité en:
Europe qui sont pour le moment largement confinées a
de simples documents. Le Kosovo produira l'un des
deux effets suivants: soit il va rajeunir la Politique
étrangere et de sécurité commune (PESC) et conférelg
un effet pratique a une politique de défense commune et
a une défense commune, soit il laissera la sécurité de la
région largement entre les mains des USA, avec tous les
avantages et les risques que cela comporte.

La premiére option impliquera un changement de#
I'approche de la PESC et une volonté d’investir dans un'®
dispositif militaire approprié, qui permette de s'attaquer *°
aux causes et aux effets de conflits de nature
essentiellementinterétatique. La deuxieme option, quant
a elle, poursuivra les modeéles établis durant la guerres,
froide, dans lesquels les Européens (occidentaux)
dépendent largement des USA pour l'initiative, le 18
leadership et 'armement. Le Kosovo marque un
tournant, dans lamesure ou ses effets peuvent contribuer
a faire de la PESC une réalité ou risquent de la faire
capoter définitivement. 10
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