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ABSTRACT

EPC system,which was cstablished aiming at the consultation and cooperation
in the ficld of forcign affairs outside but parallel to the mechanism of the EC. was the
embryonic stage of Europcan political integration and a common foreign and sccurity
policy. It was an intergovernmental approach lacking any supranational features. Its main
characteristics and working mcthods were shaped and improved by a chain of reports in
the coursc of time.

At the begining of 1990s, under the pressure of drastic political developments in
the continent of Europe, Member States made a fundamental attempt to transform the
EPC system into a Common Forcign and Sccurity Policy by the Maastricht Treaty
intended to be safc from the shortcomings of EPC system. However, the Maastricht
Treaty which was signed as a response to those new challenges faced by Europe is not
satisfactory enough though some progress has been achieved in that ficld. In reahity.
today Europc is not in a position to cope successfully with international conflicts and
crisis as shown in the Yugoslav crisis because of many shortcomings of its new CFSP
system.

The collapsc of the Soviet Union and the emergence of new independent states,
six of which were Turkic Republics, made Europe reconsider its traditional attitude
towards this region and show an increased attention to the developments in that region in
which mainly Turkic Republics are located, mainly due to the political, economical, and
strategical importance of it. So, Mcember States began to try to establish and develop a
CESP 1o the Turkic Republics and the region in which they are located. Howcever, there
was no a particular and special CESP of EU to them different from that towards CIS as a
whole at Ieast until end of 1995. Besides the ad hoc reactions to the internal and external
crisis in many of the Turkic Republics, similar to those in the past, EU has begun intemal
attempts for the establishment of a more integrated and long-term CFSP including both
diplomatic and cconomic instruments since the end of 1995, The main components of
that CESP arc cconomic cooperation and assistance, establishment of new contractual
rclation and political and diplomatic relations, which have alrcady been used seperately
under the Community competence by EU following the idependence of  those

Republics.
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INTRODUCTION

This study examines the relationship between the European Union and the Turkic
Republics of the Commonwealth of the Independent States during the period from 1990 to the
end of 1995 in the context of a new but deeply rooted policy of the EUL that is to say. the

Common Foreign and Sccurity Policy.

Before doing so, the European Political Cooperation system is examined in details in
the first part since it both constitutes the ecmbryonic stage of CESP and makes up the
framework for the relationship between the EU and the Turkic Republics of CIS untl
November 1993 on which the Maastricht Treaty that scts out the creation of CESP came into
force. In the sccond part, the present phase of the Common Foreign and Sccurity Policy is
examined. It should be noted that, although its full name; the Common Forcign and Security
Policy, and its former abbreviaton: CESP, is used over the whole pages of this study. the focus
1s only on the common foreign policy ficld, therefore, the second part of that policy related to
the security matters is cxcluded. In the third and the last part, the relationship between the
Europcan Union and the Turkic Republics which emerged as individual and independent
international entitics following the collapse of the Sovict Union in the beginning of 1990s in
the context of CESP is examined. It should also be noted that the term "Turkic Republics™ is
preferred to the term "Muslim Republics” though the latter seems to be more appropriate for
this classification which includes Tadjikistan that shows linguistic differences from the other

Turkic Republics as well as Turkey but has religious and cultural similaritics with them.

What it is tricd to be made in this study is to expose both the present level of the
Europcan political cooperation, particularly in common foreign policy ficld, among the
Member States of the EU, membership of which viewed as vital by the most of Turkish foreign
policy makers, and the Jevel of the relationship between the EU and the Turkic Republics
which possess the post of another significant variable in Turkish foreign policy making to get
the general characters and principles of the EU's common forcign policy towards them. The
following considerations arc the reasons for preparing this study. The first consideration is that

such a kind of study may be helpful in developing long-term strategics and policies by Turkey
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towards both the EU and the Turkic Republics when taking into account the possibility of i
full membership to the EU at least in very long-run. It may also be helpful for the parts
debating on this subject and questioning it on the base of the concept of "sovercignty” and
"national interest". It is also considered that another debate to which it may supply inputs is that

whether Turkey can play a role as a bridge between Europe and Central Asia,

The first and the sccond part of this study is prepared by referring to the books and
articles related to the subject. In the sccond part, the practical level and aspects of the subject is
tried to be discussed rather than those written on the texts by referring to the views of the
persons at the high official level in the respective departments of the EU. The third part which
may be scen the most original part of this study is prepared by mostly examining and using
rclated parts of the various official documents issued by the EU such as bulletins and ycarly
reports on the activities of it. Besides them, it should be noted that conference notes are more
referred than books and articles in this part. Tables and charts arc drawn to make clear

understanding of the subject and to ensure casy comparisons.
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PART ONE
THE EUROPEAN POLITICAL COOPERATION

L1. FACTORS FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT AND EVOLUTION OF
THE EUROPEAN POLITICAL COOPERATION

Generally speaking, it could be said that, as Lansing and Bye put it, "the Treaty
of Rome [is] an economic agreement with no specific political dimension."! However, as
Lasok and Bridge point out, although the immediate aims of the Communities are
economic, their long-term aims are political since the determination of the Member
States for ’an ever closer union among the peoples of Europe’ is clearly affirmed in the
preamble of the EEC Treaty. In addition to this, Article 2 of the same Treaty also refers
to the establishment of closer relations between them.2 Nevertheless, due to the given
priority for the economical and commercial integration of Europe, the foreign policy
matters had been dealt by the Member States by themselves until the year 1970 in which
"the European Political Cooperation was introduced with the aim to provide a "forum for
discussing foreign issues on which, as economic partners, they are likely to have a
common political interest as well.”"3

According to Ifestos, the factors which played an important role in the
establishment and evolution of the European Political Cooperation (hereafter written as
EPC) can be listed as below; -

1 Paul Lansing and Paul James Bye, "New Membership and The Future of The European Community",
World Competition, Law and Economics Review, vol.15, no. 3, March 1992, p.72.

2 Dominik Lasok and J.W. Bridge, Law and Institutions of European Communities, Fifth ed.,
(Butterworths, London, 1991), p.242.

3 Lansing and Bye, op.cit., p.72.



First factor was the emergence of a gap between the external politics which was
in the hands of individual governments and economics which was subject to the
cooperation. It also caused for many unintentional external political consequences and
Member States realised the necessity of a common approach to deal with them.
Therefore, it can be said that the EPC was an attempt to fill the vacuum between internal
and external unity. '

Second factor was the consideration of third countries on the European
Community as an important international economic and political actor. As a result of
such considerations, most of them gave a prior place to it in their foreign policy
formulation. This required common or coordinated Community responses. Therefore, it
can be said that the EPC was a response of the Member States to external demands and

expectations.

Third factor was the need felt by the Member States to adopt themselves to the
importantk changes of the international environment at the end of 1960s and the
beginning of 1970s. Among them, there were the relaxation of the tensions between the
East and the West, the tendency towards arms control negotiation between the two
blocs, and the attempt in Third World for the creation of a new bloc as a new power and
instabilities in that world. These developments in international environment made
Member States to think to establish their own common independent policies European
Governments realised the necessity for the development of more independent policies on
these problems. Therefore, it can be said that the EPC was set up as a first step to speak

with one voice and to increase the influence of Europe in the world affairs.

Fourth factor was the general trend towards multilateral diplomacy which means
the proliferation of groups of countries within international organisations. Fitting to this
trend, the EPC system was set up to combine their resources to achieve the goal of
speaking with one voice. In this respect, not only the smaller European states but also the
bigger ones, such as Germany and France considered the Community as an important
political forum. It should be noted that, this consideration also played an important role
in the evolution of EPC system.4

As it is obvious, all these factors mostly emanated from, or related to the external
developments. Besides them, there were many internal factors which paved the way for

4 Panayiotis Ifestos, European Political Cooperation,towards a framework of supranational diplomacy,
(Avebury-Growing Publishing, Aldershot, 1987), pp.133-141.
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the beginning of efforts on EPC and, as a result, for the emergence of it at the end of the
year 1969. They, referring to mostly Ifestos again and Urwin, can be listed as follows;

First factor was the fact that the transitional period of the Community came to an
end, and the custom union between the Member States was completed. As a result , as
Urwin states "..new stimuli were needed to prod the organisation [EC] into more

effective activity."d

Second factor was the starting of enlargement negotiations with other European
states. Urwin explains the role of this factor as, "The desire was not just the EC moving
again, but to place it firmly on a particular path of development that could not be blocked

or diverted when enlargement did occur."6

Third factor was the increase in positive political will among the Member States
for strengthening and deepening European integration in which cooperation in foreign
policy issues was considered as an essential element at the end of the 1960s.

Fourth factor was the notice of the Member States on the necessity of pragmatism
for integration of Europe. As a result of this realisation, they gave up the dogmatic and
ideological quarrels of the 1960s on the nature of that integration and choose

intergovernmental approach.”

It would be better to state here the factors for the evolution of EPC system too.
Besides the above mentioned factor for the evolution of EPC system as the acceptance of
all Member States on Community as an important political forum, it could be said that, as
given by Ifestos, another factor was its flexible framework as well as its pragmatic
methods which made possible the existence of the various interpretations and the
autonomy of national actions. It enabled each Member States to seek its own national
objectives without provoking negative reactions in its partners. In additioh, it offered an
opportunity for cooperation in the field of foreign policy against the external problems
faced by the Member States without requiring supra nationality in this sensitive area.

In sum, it could be said that important steps for the establishment of common
foreign policy were not so much due to the structures of the EPC, but as result of

changes and developments in the internal and international environment.3

5 Derek W. Urwin, The Community of Europe: A History of European Integration Since 1945,
(Longman, London and Newyork, 1993), p.146.

6 Thid.

7 Ifestos, op.cit., p.148.

8 Ibid., p.136.



1.2. EARLIER ATTEMPTS AT POLITICAL COOPERATION

Following the establishment of first European Community, namely, the European
Coal and Steel Community, as Ungerer points out, there were more ambitious efforts for
the creation of a European Union. The most significant two of these efforts were the
attempts to create a European Defence Community and a Political Commurﬁty in 1953.
However, the French National Assembly refused to ratify the Treaty on a Europeén
Defence Community which meant the end of the Draft Treaty on a Political Community.
But the efforts in the direction of a United Europe and speaking with one voice in
foreign policy continued. After the establishment of European Communities, another
attempt was made by Fouchet plan to supplement its commercial functions with a
common foreign policy in a Political Union. The plan envisaged the coordination and
cooperation of the foreign policy, economical, cultural and defence matters between the
Member States. But, mainly due to these supranational aims of it, French President de
Gaulle was against it and the smaller Member States also did not support it. So,
obviously the result was failure which was also influenced by other developments, such
as the vetoing British entry, and the crisis that led to the Luxembourg compromise.?

1.3. THE EMERGENCE OF EUROPEAN POLITICAL COOPERATION

1.3.1. THE HAGUE CONFERENCE

As mentioned earlier, various external and internal factors paved the way for a
new beginning in the year 1969 and the Hague Conference took place on 1 and 2
December 1969 in Hague.10 It was actually a renewed attempt for the achievement of a
political integration in Europe.

At the end of the summit conference, in their final communiqué,!! the Heads of
State or Government expressed their opinion on the final stage of the Common Market
as an important step towards the European integration "...paving the way for a united

9 Werner Ungerer, "On The Way To European Union”, in Joerg Monar-Wemer Ungerer-Wolfgang
Wessel (eds), The Maastricht Treaty On European Union Legal Complexity and Political
Dynamic,(European University Press, Brussels, 1993), pp.25 and 28. For the detailed information on the
earlier attempts at political cooperation, see, Peter Coffey, The Future of Europe, (Edward Algar ,1995),
pp.34-38., and also see Rita Cardozo, "The Project for a Political Community (1952-54)", in Roy Pryce
(ed.), The Dynamics of European Union, -(Routledge, London and New York, 1993), pp. 49-77.

10 For further information on the Haque Conference see, Cristian Franck, "New Ambitions from the
Haque to Paris Summits (1969-72)", in in Roy Pryce (ed.), ibid., pp.141-144,

11 The full text of the Haque Communiqué can be found in Bulletin-EC, no. 1, 1970, pp.11-18. and
excerpts of it in European Political Cooperation, Press and Information Service, (Clausen and Bosse,
Bonn, 1988) pp.22-23. The latter source is used



Europe capable of assuming its responsibilities in the world of tomorrow..." and the
original nucleus for this integration was the European Communities. They instructed
their Foreign Ministers "...to study the best way of achieving progress in the matter of
political unification within the context of enlargement" in a report until July 1970.12

It could be said that since this instruction (thus the Hague summit) opened a
searching era on the methods and nature of the political cooperation and integratidn,
which continued until the end of next two summit meetings, namely Paris (1972) and
Copenhagen (1973), the Hague summit has a historical meaning and importance in

European political integration.

13.2. THE LUXEMBOURG REPORT

Following the instruction, quoted above, the Foreign Ministers set up a committee
composed of their Political Directors and ordered them to discussed the subject and draw
up a report. The Committee, under the chairmanship of the Belgian Political Director,
Etienne Davignon, prepared a report which is often called as Davignon report or
Luxembourg report, taking into account the different views and attitudes of the Member
States on European political integration. They chose a pragmatic method of political
cooperation outside the Community mechanism. The report was approved by the
Foreign Ministers on 27 October 1970 in Luxembourg.

According to the Luxembourg report,!3 the objectives of the cooperation in the
field of foreign policy were the following;

- to ensure, through regular exchange of information and consultations, a better

understanding on the great international problems;

- to strengthen their solidarity by promoting the harmonisation of their views, the
coordination of their positions, and where it appears possible and desirable, common

actions.14

The main features of the suggested framework for the political cooperation was
described in the second part of the Luxembourg report. Accordingly, its basic character
was the process of regular consultations among the Foreign Ministers and the other
foreign services of the Member States. It did not suggest the establishment of any special

12 The Haque Communiqué, paragraphs 4, 3 and 15.

13 For the full text of Luxembourg report,, see Bulletin-EC, no. 11, 1970, pp.9-14.,.and European
Political Cooperation, op.cit., pp.24-31. The latter source is used.

14 L uxembourg report, Part II, para.10.



body for this purpose. The main actors in the consultation process were the Foreign
Ministers whose meeting would held once every six month. Their envisaged task was to
discuss and to try to create common attitudes towards the international problems. Their
meetings would held under chairmanship of the Foreign Minister of the country
providing the President of the Council of the European Community. A conference of the
Heads of State would be held when required so. In addition, the President-in-office may

call on an extraordinary meeting in case of a serious crisis.

The Foreign Ministers were backed and supported a committee of the heads of
political departments of the Members’ foreign ministries which is called as "Political
Committee". The frequency for its meeting was not less than four in a year. Its main task
was preparatory work and follow-up. There were also other several working parties
which were mainly in ad hoc nature having special tasks such as expertising, collecting
data, analysing and suggesting solutions to actual or potential international and regional
problems faced by the Community. There was not a permanent secretariat, therefore the
secretarial work would be made by the country of the chairman and the host state.
Moreover, each Member State would appoint a foreign affairs official as "correspondent”
with his counterparts in the other Member States.

Although this new framework for political cooperation was planned as working
outside the Community mechanism, the necessity of some kind of interlink was stressed
by the Luxembourg report. For this purpose, it was stated that the Commission would
express its views when the activities of political cooperation affect the activities of the
European Communities. Moreover, informal meetings in every six month were provided
between the Foreign Ministers and the Political Affairs Committee of the European
Parliament Assembly (later called European Parliament).15

As a final word about the Luxembourg report, it could be said that it created a
new base for the foreign policy cooperation. The sensitivities and different views of the
Member States on the European political integration was taken into account in the
report, therefore, it was welcomed by them. Since it did not establish any common
permanent institution, its implementation occurred outside the institutional framework
and fulfilled by the national actors. The method it envisaged was the intergovernmental
cooperation depending on the good intention and willingness of the Member States. Due
to the fact that it was not a treaty, Member States did not feel themselves legally bound
to it. Although there was a envisaged clear distinction between activities of political

15 1bid., Part I1., heading 1,2,3,4,5, 11,12,13.



cooperation and that of the Community, there were indirect links between them since it
required the meetings of Foreign Ministers who also meet in the occasion of European
Council of Ministers and some informal meeting with the Parliament and Commission.

L.3.3. PARIS SUMMIT CONFERENCE

Following the Paris Summit Conference!® on 19 and 20 October 1972, in their
final statement on 21 October, the Heads of State or Government expressed the necessity
for Europe making its voice heard in international scene. Explaining their satisfaction
about the political cooperation, they stated their expectation that it would help for the
emergence of an integrated Europe as a distinct entity.17 For this purpose, they suggested
further improvement of it and the intensified consultations at all levels by increasing

number of the Foreign Ministers” meetings from two to four in a year.

They described the aim of the political cooperation as "...to deal with problems of
current interest and, where possible, to formulate common medium and long-term
positions..." Concerning the relation between Community activities and political
cooperation activities, they stated that "On matters which have a direct bearing on
Community activities, close contact will be maintained with the Institutions of the
Community." They also demanded the Foreign/ Ministers to prepare until 30 June 1973
"...a second report on methods of improving political cooperation in accordance with the

Luxembourg report."18

In sum, it could be said that Paris Summit Conference statement showed the
acceptance of the Member States on the Luxembourg report as an appropriate base for
the development of political cooperation as well as their readiness for the improvement
of it in this direction. This implied that they were in favour of the intergovernmental

cooperation rather than supranational ones.

16 For the full text of the Statement of Paris Summit Conference, see Bulletin-EC, no.10, 1972, pp.15-
22.,and excerpts of it can be found in European Political Cooperation, op.cit., pp.31-34. The latter
source is used.

17 Statement of Paris Summit Conference, paragraphs begining and 7.

18 Tpid., para. 14.



I.4. THE EVOLUTIONARY STAGES

1.4.1. THE COPENHAGEN REPORT

Taken the instruction from the Paris Summit Conference, the Foreign Ministers
prepared a second report on EPC and approved it in their meeting on 23 July 1973 and
submitted to the EC summit meeting in the November 1973 in Copenhagen hence it was
called the Copenhagen report!®. In it the Ministers noted that "...the characteristically
pragmatic mechanism set up by the Luxembourg report have shown their flexibility and

1"

effectiveness”. According to them, this mechanism was "..a new procedure in
international relations and an original European contribution to the technique of arriving

at concerted action."20

The Copenhagen report restated the aims laid down by Luxembourg report for
the political cooperation which can be summarised as ensurance of a mutual
understanding of international problems through a process of consultation and
information; strengthening the solidarity between themselves through the harmonisation
of views and coordination of positions; and attempting to reach a common approach
when it seems suitable to do s0.21

According to the Copenhagen report, the basic obligation of Member States was
to ensure the consultation between each other on all important foreign policy matters
before adopting their own final positions. They would observe the following criteria

during the consultation;

"- the purpose of the consultation is to seek common policies on practical
problems,

- the subject dealt with must concern European interests whether in Europe itself
or elsewhere the adoption of a common position is necessary or desirable. On
these questions each state undertakes as a general rule not to take final positions
without prior consultation with its partners within the framework of poliﬁcal

cooperation machinery. "22

Part II of the Copenhagen report dealt with the improvement of framework of the
political cooperation and made many practical improvements. It also brought intensified
regular consultations at all levels. It increased the EPC Foreign Ministers” meetings from

19 For the full text of Copenhagen report, see Bulletin-EC, 1n0.9, 1973, pp.14-18., and European
Political Cooperation, op.cit., pp.35-43. The latter source is used.

20 Copenhagen report, Part 1.

21 Thid.

22 1bid., Part IL



two to four in a year. If it seems necessary, they would make consultation with each
other whenever they come together. It also increased the frequency of the Political
Committee meetings. It brought a process of regular contacts, consultations, and
meetings for the diplomatic representatives of the Member States in each other’s capitals,
in third countries and in international organisations.

It set up the Group of Correspondents consisting of European Correspondehts
in the foreign ministries. Its task was to follow the implementation of political
cooperation and to study the general and organisational problems and to assist to the
Political Committee. In addition, it set up working parties consisting of senior officials,
which would meet whenever it was required so, to deal with special problems. There
were many other groups of experts or research groups depending on nature of the
problem. It also established a special communication system among the Members’
Foreign Ministries, which was called as the COREU, to facilitate the direct contact
between their departments.

The Copenhagen report also explained the necessity of the collaboration between
EPC and the institutions of the Community and laid down its rules. Accordingly, four
colloquies would be held each year between the Ministers and the members of the
Political Committee of the European Parliament. Moreover, the President-in-office
would continue to submit a communication on the activities of EPC and about the
political cooperation developments to the European Parliament yearly. However, the
Copenhagen report maintained a distinction between the EPC machinery and the
Community though it envisaged the maintenance of close contact between them,
especially for matters influencing the activities of the Community. For this purpose the

Commission was invited to explain its views.23

In sum, it could be said that, as Ifestos puts it, the Copenhagen report was
prepared in parallel to the Luxembourg report. It brought many practical improvement
and cleared the mechanism and working procedures for the political cooperation. It
designated EPC as an intensified consultation and information procedures at all levels.
"The Copenhagen report, basically both outlined what was previously agreed on political
cooperation and attempted to draw plans for its future development. Moreover, it gave
European Political Cooperation its final character, it established its working rules
throughout the 1970s and 1980s."24

23 Tbid.
24 Ifestos, op.cit., p.167.



1.4.2. THE DECLARATION ON EUROPEAN IDENTITY

As an important external development in the year 1973, as Daltrop argues, the oil
crisis showed lack of unity among the Member States and enforced them to increase
their efforts for cooperation and for a single voice of Europe in international affairs.25 As
a result of this revived efforts the Document on European Identity26 adopted by the
Conference of Heads of State and published as a Community declaration on 14
December 1973 in Copenhagen. In the Declaration, the Heads of State or Government
proposed the further development of the political cooperation system "...with a view t0
determining common attitudes and, where possible and desirable common action."27
Noting the difficulty of dealing with then international problems by each of Member
States alone, they stated that "...international developments and growing concentration
of power and responsibility in the hands of a very small number of great powers mean
that Europe must unite and speak increasingly with one voice if it wants to make itself
heard and play its proper role in the world."28 They also stated that "...as it unites, it
takes on new international obligations...[they] intend to play an active role in the world
affairs...[and] in pursuit of this objective the Nine should define common positions in the
sphere of foreign policy."29

According to the Document, the Community would follow the below principles to

create a common policy in relation to third countries;

"(a) The Nine, acting as a single entity, will strive to promote harmonious and

constructive relations with these countries.

(b) In future when the Nine negotiate collectively with other countries, the
institutions and procedure chosen should enable the distinct character of the

European entity to be respected.

(c) In bilateral contacts with other countries, the Member States will increasingly

act on the basis of agreed common positions." 30

25 Anne Daltrop, Politics and the European Community, (Longman, 1982) p.127.

26 For the full text of the Document on European Identity, see Bulletin-EC, 10.12,1973, pp.118-122.,,
and in European Political Cooperation, op.cit.,pp.48-54. The latter source is used.

27 Document on European Identity, para. 2.

28 Tbid., para. 6.

2 1bid., para. 9.

30 Ibid., para.10.
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Moreover, they proposed a progressive definition of their identity in their external
relations to strengthen their own cohesion and to create a genuine European foreign
policy."31

In their final Communiqué of summit,32 the Heads of State affirmed their
common will for speaking with one voice in important world affairs. They also stated
their decision "...to meet more frequently... whenever justified by the circumstances and
when it appears necessary to provide a stimulus or to lay down further guidelines for the
construction of a united Europe."33 As Ifestos points out, "this decision should be
regarded as the first step in the establishment of the European Council a year later and as

a further step towards intergevernmentalism."34

In sum, it could be said that the Declaration on European Identity showed that the
Member States accepted EPC as a basic instrument for being active in world affairs by
developing a common voice and a common foreign policy. However, it should be noted
that it was only a declaration without establishing agreed special policies for this purpose.

1.4.3. PARIS SUMMIT CONFERENCE AND ESTABLISHMENT OF
THE EUROPEAN COUNCIL

Member States was called for another summit by France in the year 1974. As it is
explained in details by Urwin, despite the opposition of many smaller Member States, this
French initiative became successful.35 and the Heads of the Government of the Member
States, their Foreign Ministers and the President of the Commission, met in Paris on 10
December 1974,36 to examine various problems faced by Europe. They recognised the
need for an overall approach for solving the internal and external problems on the front
of European integration and therefore decided to meet three times a year. To ensure the
consistency in the activities of the Communities and that of political cooperation, Foreign
Ministers were entrusted as initiators and coordinators since they had the opportunity for
meeting in the context of political cooperation when they come together in the Council
of Community.

31 Tbid., para.22.

32 Excerpts of the text of it can be found in European Political Cooperation, op.cit., pp.54-55.

33 Communqué of the Copenhagen , para. 3.

34 Ifestos, op.cit., p.180.

35 Urwin, op.cit., pp.172-174.

36 For the text of Communiqé of Paris summit see Bulletiin-EC. no.12, 1974, pp.118-122., and
European Political Cooperation, op.cit., pp.56-57. The latter source is used.
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In addition, the Heads of State or Government reaffirmed "...their determination
gradually to adopt common positions and coordinate their diplomatic action in all areas
of international affairs which affect the interests of the European Community". The
President-in-office was entrusted as the spokesman for the Member States in
international diplomacy.37

Apart from these decisions, a more important one was the regularisation of the
summits of the leadership of Member States. As a result of this decision, the European
Council which composed of the Heads of State accompanied by the Foreign Ministers
and the President of the Commission was established. Its meetings would be held at least
three times a year " 'in the Council of the Communities and in the context of political
cooperation’ in order to discuss Europe’s internal and external problems on the basis of
‘an overall approach’".38 According to Urwin, the aim for the establishment of the

"

European Council was "...to provide the missing authority by institutionalising the

practice of summitry."39

Beyond the political reasons, as Ifestos puts it, there were also structural factors
for creating such an highest organ. The most important factor was the need for a highest
organ which was able to provide guidelines and links among the different processes of
European integration. According to him, the establishment of European Council had
vital importance for European integration because it implied that the Member States
preferred intergovernmental mechanism whose main actors were national bodies rather
than a supranational one for this purpose. Since its decisions were not equivalent to a
Treaty commitment, they were not legally binding by themselves and the necessary
legislative and executive measures must be taken by other bodies. However, the
European Council was accepted as a Community organ in several texts of the

Community institutions.40
As a final word it would be better to refer Lasok. According to him,

"The European Council has been hailed as an example of the Community’s
capacity for self-renewal in difficult circumstances. By the early 1970s a new
political impetus was needed as the Community moved from the shelter of the
Treaties into largely uncharted waters. It is the European Council’s role to supply
that impetus. By the creation of machinery for political consultation distinct from

37 Communiqué of Paris summit, paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 4.
38 European Political Cooperation, op.cit., p.15.

39 Urwin, op.cit. p.172.

40 Ifestos., op.cit., p.187.
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yet parallel to the institutions of the Communities the Governments of the
Member States distinguished between matters of international politics on the inter-
governmental level on the one hand and the activities of the Communities based on
legal obligations contained in the Treaties on the other. Matters of mutual political
concern to the Member States which did not directly relate to the Treaties were
discussed by the Foreign Ministers outside the Community structure and assisted
by the Political Committee; matters which did directly relate to the Treaties were
discussed within the Council of the Communities assisted by the Committee of
Permanent Representatives. By the same token the Eurdpean Council was a
hybrid which if discussing non-Community matters was no more than a Summit

Conference and manifestation of the Council of the Communities,"41

It also should be noted that the Paris summit entrusted the Belgium Prime
Minister Leo Tindemans to prepare a report on the concept and shape of European
Union after making consultations at different levels within the Community and submit it
to the Heads of Government before the end of 1975.

I.4.4. TINDEMANS REPORT AND THE HAGUE SUMMIT

Following the instruction, just mentioned above paragraph, as Vandamme points
out, Leo Tindemans, the Prime Minister of Belgium, took a pragmatic approach taking
into account the internal sensitivities and constraints. He made intensified consultations

with several sectors in the Community as well as main institutions of it.

According to his report, the common foreign policy must have included all
economic financial, commercial and political activities. Therefore it proposed common
actions in the sphere of foreign and security policies as well as common policies in other
areas stating the need for a complete package of measures. It proposed the
transformation of the political commitment of Member States into a legal obligation. It
stated many areas for obligatory consultation. Concerning the mechanism of EPC, the
report demanded the abolishment of the distinction between EPC and the Community
affairs suggesting a single decision-making centre. It stated the inadequacy of existing
coordination mechanism of EPC within the framework of a European Union.42

However, the report could not get the opportunity for being deeply discussed and
negotiated, as Vandamme points out, mainly due to economic and financial difficulties

41 Lasok and Bridge, op.cit., p.244.
42 Jacques Vandamme, "The Tindamans Report”, in Roy Pryce (ed.), op.cit., pp.152-153 and 158-162.
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faced by the Community and diverging national policies of the Member States in the year
1976. So, the conclusions of the European Council in Hague43on 29 and 30 November
1976 "...were restricted to extremely vague considerations concerning the Report’s ’great
interest’ and the necessity of arriving, in due course, at a ’'comprehensive and coherent
political approach."44 |

It could be said that, as Ifestos points out, the abandonment of the Tindemans
report showed the indecisiveness of the Member States on the prospective European
Union. The result is explained by him as follows;

"Consequently, European Political Cooperation ceased being regarded as a
mechanism for very common foreign policy...; it lost momentum, and its image as
a symbol of European Union weakened... The trend is that European Political
Cooperation will continue to be a ’pragmatic’ and ’'realistic’ forum for foreign
policy coordination and consultations. A common European foreign policy
through increased cooperation and common positions, seems to be a remote
possibility, despite the usefulness of the coordination and consultations practices

followed so far."45

1.4.5. THE LONDON REPORT

During the period of 1970s, facing by several crisis such as oil crisis and
challenging many internal problems, as Ifestos points out, the European Community, out,
was looking for the creation of a European Identity and formation of necessary
institutional mechanism for this purpose. In addition to the already mentioned external
crisis, the invasion of Afghanistan by USSR at the end of 1970s, and the unsuccessful
European attempts for solving this crisis demonstrated the fact that the Europe was still a
simple international actor with a weak power and limited influence. Realising this fact,
Member States accelerated their attempts for jimprovement of EPC especially in the
sphere of foreign policy. So in November 1980, the Political Directors were entrusted
with the task of examining options for strengthening EPC. As a result of their work, the
third EPC report emerged and it was approved by the Foreign Ministers on 13 October
1981 in London. It was also approved by the European Council on 26 and 27 November
1981 in London.#6

43 For the full text of Statement by the 6th European Council on European Union, see Bulletin-EC,
no.11, 1976, pp.93-94., and European Political Cooperation, op.cit., pp.58-59.

44 Vandamme, op.cit., p.165.

45 Ifestos, op.cit., pp.197-198..

46 Thid., pp-283-286 and also 292-293.
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In the London report4’ the Foreign Ministers noted that "...in spite of what has
been achieved, the Ten were still far from playing a role in the world appropriate to their
combined influence." As a result of this view, besides the restatement of the undertakings
of Member States for political cooperation, the degree of obligation for consultation
between them increased.48 ‘

The London report also brought many practical improvements for existing
mechanism of EPC to strengthen it. It created a small group of officials from preceding
and succeeding presidencies with the aim of assisting the President-in-office which was
appointed as the spokesman of the Community on the activities of EPC. The relations
with the European Parliament was also increased and the Commission was fully
associated with political cooperation at all levels. The distinctions between the meetings
of Foreign Ministers for political cooperation and that of EC Foreign Ministers Council
was loosed. It also established crisis procedures.4?

In sum, it could be said that London report did not make a radical change in the
established mechanism of EPC. It brought many little and practical changes to ensure the
effectiveness of that mechanism. The basic character of EPC remained the same. The
institutional changes brought by it were the formalisation of the participation of the
Commission to the EPC discussion, the creation of an assistant group to the Presidency
and the establishment of a crisis procedures.

I1.4.6. THE GENSCHER-COLOMBO PLAN AND THE ’SOLEMN
DECLARATION ON EUROPEAN UNION’

As Bonvincini deeply examines it, another important attempt for adding a political
dimension to the Community was the Genscher-Colombo Plan of 1981 among the other
kinds of plans for the same purpose. Actually, there were various attempts to the creation
further integration in Europe at the beginniné of 1980s, resulting mainly from the
necessity to respond internal and external challenges faced by the Europe at that time.
Internally, those challenges were the enlargement problem, the need for monetary
cooperation, and then hard economic conditions in the Community. Externally, they
were worsening of the relations with USA on the matters of Détente and Middle East
problems. Therefore, there were several proposals and initiatives concerning the nature
of future European integration. An important one of this initiatives was the German and

47 For the full text of London report , see European Political Cooperation, op.cit., pp.61-70.
48 London report, Part L.
49 Ibid., Part I1.
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Italian Foreign Ministers’ plan in which they proposed a Draft European Act for the
transformation of political cooperation into a real common foreign policy in the context
of a European Union. It envisaged close interlinks between the Community and EPC to
bring a single integration process. On 4 January 1982, the Council of Foreign Ministers
decided to establish an ad hoc group consisting of high foreign ministry officials to
discussed the plan.50

After long negotiations by the Member States, as Ifestos points out,v they finally
agreed on a document called the *Solemn Declaration on European Union’51 adopted and
signed by the European Council in Stuttgart on 19 June 1983. As a result of the long
negotiation process the original formulation of the Draft European Act was mostly
changed into expression of good intentions, especially those suggestions related to
institutional reforms. According to him, the final text of the Solemn Declaration
concerning political cooperation was more similar to the London report than Draft
European Act of Genscher-Colombo. It largely preserved the legal and political status
quo and the basic characteristics of EPC established in the mid-1970s, since "...the
distinction between European Economic Community and European Political
Cooperation, the absence of any binding obligations, the low profile in security matters,
and the institutional setting, all remained essentially untouched.">2

An important statement concerning foreign policy was their call for the
strengthening and developing of EPC as one of their objectives,
"...through the elaboration and adaptation of joint positions and joint action on the basis
of intensified consultations, in the area of foreign policy,...so as to promote and facilitate
the progressive development of such positions and actions in a growing number of
foreign policy fields.">3

As it is seen from this quoted statement, it could be said that, as Ifestos puts it,

"In the text of Solemn Declaration there is no ’common foreign policy’ phrase as
in the Draft European Act. Instead of this there are vague and ambiguous phrases
such as ’foreign policy position’, 'coordination of positions’, ’in a growing number
of foreign policy fields’ and ’greater coherence and close coordination’. The fact
that these phrases are to be found under heading ’objectives’ shows that "even this

50 Gianni Bonvincini, "The Genscher-Colombo Plan and the *Solemn Declaration on European Union’
(1981-83)", in Roy Pryce (ed.), op.cit., pp. 174-187.

51 For the full text, see Bulletin-EC, no.6, 1983, p.24, point 1.6.1., and European Political Cooperation,
op.cit., pp.70-78. The latter source is used.

52 Ifestos, op.cit., pp.302-303.

53 Solenm Declaration, point 1.4.2.
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reduced form of Community foreign policy was rather regarded as-a long term

outcome than as a short term policy objective.">

Nevertheless they took measures for the increasing of effectiveness of EPC. For
this purpose, they stated the following measures to respond to the increasing problems of
international politics;

"-intensified consultation with a view to permitting timely joint action,

-prior consultation with the other member states in advance of the adaptation of
final positions. Each member state will take full account of the positions of its
partners and give due, weight to the adaptation and implementation of common
European positions when working out national positions and taking national
action,

- development and extension of the practice by which the views of the Ten are
defined and consolidated in the form of common positions,

- progressive development and definition of common principles and objectives as
well as the identification of common interests,

- coordination of positions of member states on the political and economic aspects
of security,

- increased contacts with third countries,

- closer cooperation in diplomatic and administrative matters between the mission
of the Ten in third countries,

- the search for common positions at major international conferences covering
questions dealt with in political cooperation,

- increasing recognition of the contribution which the European Parliament makes

to the development of a coordinated foreign policy of the Ten, >3

In sum, it could be said that the Solemn Declaration on European Union which
resulted from the Genscher-Colombo Plan were completely different from it both in the
content and in scope. Instead, it followed the direction of the London report and was
more similar to it. There was no innovation concerning the scope, procedure and method
of EPC. As a final word about the Solemn Declaration, it should be quoted here what
Bonvincini says, "[It] was not a credible instrument of progress toward European Union
nor did its wording help to clarify the concept of European Union. It was just another

34 Ifestos, op.cit., p.305.
55 Solemn Declaration, point . 3.2.
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attempt to move toward and will probably remembered more as a missed opportunity
than for the role it has played or will play in the future."56

LS. TOWARDS A LEGAL FRAMEWORK

I.5.1. DEVELOPMENTS BEFORE INTERGOVERNMENTAL
CONFERENCE

Another attempt for establishing a European Union was made by the European
Parliament which has been trying to solve institutional questions following the first direct
elections for itself. As Schmuck gives the details of it, on 14 February 1984, it voted a
Draft Treaty on the European Union, the main aims of which were the inclusion of
political areas into the Community competence under a single framework and creation of
a more democratic and efficient decision-making process. The Parliament choose a
different strategy to secure the acceptance of its Draft Treaty by Member States. It tried
to get the support of the public and of national parliaments to create some pressures on
Member States for the establishment of a European Union. Although the Parliament did
not become successful in this strategy meaning the failure of the attempt, its Draft Treaty
made Member States’ attentions to return on the issue of the political integration and on
reform attempts on the Community structure by revising the main Treaties.5’

At the same year, as Keatinge and Murphy point out, following the solution of
disputes among the Member States mainly related to the matters of the budget and of the
enlargement, the European Council of Fontainebeau on 25-26 June 1984 agreed on
setting up two committees to improve the concept of European Union. It should be
noted that, as the two authors points out, the circumstances both at the national and the
Community level were appropriate for a new initiative on European Union in the same
direction with the Solemn Declaration on European Union and the Draft European
Union Treaty of the Parliament. One of the committees consisting of the personal
representatives of the Heads of States called as the Ad Hoc Committee on International
Affairs (or Dooge Committee) was entrusted to make suggestions for the advancement
of the cooperation at both the Community and the political spheres. More specifically,
the task of the Committee was "...[to] attempt to translate a wide range of existing views

56 Bonvincini, op.cit., p.186.
57 Otto Schmuck, "The European Parliament’s Draft Treaty Establishing The European Union (1979-
84), in Roy Pryce (ed.), op.cit.; pp.192 and 197, and also 204-211.
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on the nature of European integration into politically acceptable terms which would lead
significant political reforms"58

As the same authors mentioned just above point out, it could be said that, after
long and intensified discussions between the members of the Committee themselves and
with the representatives of the Commission and the Parliament, a report was drawn up
consisting of three sections. The first section was related to ’priority objectives’ dealt
with substantive policies, the second section was about the means’ dealt with decision-
making and the third section was on ’the method’ recommended a procedures for
implementation. It called for convening an intergovernmental conference to negotiate a
Draft European Union Treaty based on and with the same direction with the recent
attempts. Although the report made clear the points of disagreements between the
Member States, it did not reduce them.>?

On 29 June 1985, the European Council of Milan, as Corbett puts it, decided -by
a majority voting- to convene the proposed intergovernmental conference despite the
British, Danish and Greek opposition for it. However, the Presidency submitted a formal
proposal to revise the EEC Treaty on 2 July 1985. At its meeting on 22 and 23 July
1985, the Council of Ministers agreed on convening of an intergovernmental conference
without facing any opposition from the Member States. Two working groups was set up.
The first group whose main task was to deal with the revision of the EEC Treaty
consisted of Permanent Representatives of the Member States. The second group whose
main task was to draw up a draft treaty on political cooperation including a common
foreign and security policy consisted of the Political Directors of the Foreign Affairs.
Later on, the European Parliament also associated with the work of the conference.60

After intensive negotiations, as Ifestos points out, the works of the
intergovernmental conference from June to December 1985, paved the way for the
adoption of the Single European Act. The Luxembourg European Council on 2-3
December 1985 agreed on the work of the Intergovernmental Conference mainly on the
reform of institutions of the Community and on the foreign policy cooperation. Foreign
Minister met in Luxembourg on 16 and 17 December 1985 and finalised the work of the
Intergovernmental Conference into a Single European Act.61

58 Patrick Keatinge and Anna Murphy, "The European Council’'s Ad Hoc Committte on Institutional
Affairs (1984-85)", in Roy Pryce (ed.), op.cit., pp.217-218.

59 Tbid, pp.226-228.

60 Richhard Corbett, "The 1985 Intergovernmental Conference And The Single European Act", in Roy
Pryce (ed.), op.cit. pp.238-241.

61 Ifestos, op.cit., pp.347-348.
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I.5.2. THE SINGLE EUROPEAN ACT

The Single European Act62 ( hereafter written as SEA) was signed by the Member
States on 17 February 1986 "aware of the responsibility of Europe to aim at speaking
ever increasingly with one voice and to act with consistency and solidarity in order more
effectively to protect its common interests and independence."93 It entered into force on
1 July 1987 after ratification by all Member States. |

The Title III of the SEA dealt with EPC containing "Treaty Provisions on
European Cooperation in the Sphere of Foreign Policy" which were in accordance with

1

and in addition to "...the procedures agreed in the Luxembourg (1970), Copenhagen
(1973), and London (1981) reports, the Solemn Declaration on European Union (1983),

and the practices gradually established among the Member States."64

As Wyatt and Dashwood put it, Article 30 of SEA set out "...a series of principles
designed to bring about closer and more systematic cooperation in the formulation and
implementation of foreign policy."65 Concerning the commitment of the Member States
for political cooperation in the field of foreign policy, it could be said that according to
the Article 30, paragraphs 1,2(a,b,c,d), as Lasok and Bridge put it,

"It is now a formal legal obligation of the Members of the Community to
endeavour jointly to formulate and implement a European foreign policy. Through
a process of mutual information and consultation the Member States undertake to
maximise the impact of their combined influence on foreign affairs through
coordination, convergence, joint action and the development of common principle
and objectives...Common positions in relation to international institutions and at

international conferences is another aim."66

There are also many institutional arrangements in the established mechanism and
procedure of EPC. First of all, as Charlesworth and Cullen point out, a legal status was
given to the European Council which would meet at least twice a year from then on. A
status within EPC was also given to the Commission by Article 30(3) and to the
European Parliament in a limited extent by the paragraph 4 of the same Article.67 Other

62 For the full text of Single European Act, see, Europen Political Cooperation, op.cit., pp.79-87.

63 Single European Act, Preamble.

64 Tbid., Common Provisions, and Article 1.

65 Derrick Wyatt and Alan Dashwood, European Community Law, third edition, ( Sweet & Maxwell,
London, 1993), p.15

66 1 asok and Bridge, op.cit., pp.245-246.

67 Andrew Charlesworth and Holly Cullen, European Community Law, (Pitman Publishing, 1994), p.69.
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changes related to the procedures of EPC can be summarised, referring to Lasok again
as, the foreign Ministers of Member States would held at least four meetings in a year
within the framework of EPC but they could also make discussion on foreign policy
matters at the meetings of the Council of the Community. The Presidency is entrusted
with the task of initiating action and representing the Member States against third
countries. The meetings of the Political Committee or at ministerial level would be
convened within forty-eight hours at the request of at least three Member States. A
Secretariat with the task of assisting in preparing and implementing the activities of EPC
is also established in Brussels.68 '

As .the comments on the provisions of SEA related to political cooperation it
could be said that, as Charlesworth and Cullen put it, "these amendments did not
significantly change the practice of EPC, but laid the foundation for the move to a
common foreign policy.The divergence between the aspirations of Article 30 and the
requirement of consensus led to delayed action or inaction particularly in sensitive
areas..."69 Nevertheless, it could be said that, as Lasok and Bridge put it,

"[the] removing [of] the earlier distinction between Community matters proper
and matters of political cooperation and making the latter legitimate matters of
Community concern,...mark(s) a major advance in the development of the
Community as a political force...[It] provided the opportunity to develop a
coherent foreign policy consistent with the overall policy objectives of the

Community."70

In sum, it could be said that, Wyatt and Dashwood put it, the SEA gave an end to
the ad hoc character of EPC by creating a legal framework for it. However, regarding its
provisions on foreign policy cooperation, it should be noted that since it was not more
than a codification and transformation of previous EPC documents and texts, it has the
same characteristics of them, and more similar to them rather than a Treaty.”!

68 Lasok and Bridge, op.cit., pp.59 and 246.
69 Charlesworth and Cullen, op.cit., p.69.
70 Lasok and Bridge, p.246.

71 Wyatt and Dashwood, op.cit., p.15.
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1.6. THE NATURE OF EUROPEAN POLITICAL COOPERATION

1.6.1. THE INSTITUTIONS OF EPC

It could be easily said that the nature and working methods of EPC were
completely different from that of the Community. As Lord Cockfield puts it,

"the important difference is that while matters of Community competence are
governed by the rules of the Treaties, particularly on questions of voting, the
Commission’s sole right of initiative applies, the Parliament is involved and the
Court of Justice has jurisdiction, none of this applies to Intergovernmental Co-
operation -here unanimity is the rule, the Commission is sidelined, the Parliament

has no formal status and the Court of Justice is entirely excluded."72

During the long life of EPC some kind of institutional mechanism was gradually
established as it is seen from the previous pages. The main actors in this mechanism were
the national representatives of the Member States. Since the SEA gave it the final form
which was governed the EPC until the date that the Maastricht Treaty (and thus the
CFSP) come into the force, it should be better to give a brief information on the main
organs of that mechanism here before examining the era of Common Foreign and

Security Policy under the Maastricht Treaty.

1.6.1.1. The European Council:

As mentioned before, the European Council which was established in 1974 by the
Paris summit conference was the highest political organ of EPC. It composed of the
Heads of State or Government, their Foreign Ministers, the President, and one member
of the Commission. It dealt with both the matters under the Community competence and
that of political cooperation. Its most significant role was the creation of links between
the activities the Community and that of EPC, therefore, it became an essential organ of
EPC. It approved the reports of the Foreign Ministers on political cooperation.

The basic functions of the European Council in Community politics, as Ifestos
cites them, can be given as below;

"First, it provides a forum for free and informal exchanges of view between the

Community leaders,

72 Lord Cockfield, The European Union, Creating the Single Market, (Wiley Chancery Law, London,
1994), p.152.

22



Second, it deliberates and decides on issues within the jurisdiction of the Treaty,
on political cooperation and common European concerns not belonging to any
framework or obligation,

Third, it generates overall impetus, mobilising the Community’s resources on
major issues facing the Member States,

Fourth, it acts as a ’court of appeal’ on difficult dossiers when agreement is not

reached at lower decision-making levels."’3

Another similar categorisation of the European Council’s functions, summarising

from Ifestos again, can be given as;
- functions related to purely Community matters,

- functions related to primarily Community matters but which contain some
elements of political cooperation,

- functions related to purely political cooperation matters,

- functions related to political cooperation matters with Community
implications. 74

It should be noted that the subject of the European Council’s meetings varied
from period to period according to the internal and external circumstances faced by the
Community and its Member States. In this respect, Urwin makes a general classification
of the periods as below;

"Between 1974 and 1979, the Council summits, reflecting the international
problems of the decade also the personal concerns of the governments
leaders...concentrated more on world problems as they affected the EC. Two
themes were important. First, there were international political questions‘ and the
role of EPC...Second were problems created by the international economic and
monetary crisis...After 1980 European Council sessions turned to matters more
directly pertaining to the EC: further enlargement, new policies and modification
of existing policies, and institutional and procedural amendments to the EC
framework. Between 1980 and 1984 the most prominent theme of debate was
probably the CAP and its soaring costs. With the signing of the Single European

Act the Council entered a new phase...Of course, these periods are purely

73 Ifestos op.cit., p.186.
74 Ibid.
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arbitrary. The EMS has remained a subject for debate after 1979..And the
question of political union was also a theme of Council and EC discussions from
the 1974 Paris summit through to the Single European Act."7?

Concerning the European Council, it should be noted as a last point here that the
European Council has given a legal status by SEA. Its decisions were not legally binding
and their implementation was in the hand of the Council of Foreign Ministers since only

it could take necessary legislative and executive measures.

Generally speaking, it could be said that, the work of EPC was carried out by the
Foreign Ministers of the Member States who assisted by a Political Commitiee and
various ad hoc working groups. A brief information on the other organs of EPC,
referring to Iestos, could be given as below;

1.6.1.2. The EPC Ministerial Conferences:

It could be said that the Foreign Ministers’ Conference, which met at least four
times in a year in the capital of the President Member States, functionally was the
principal organ of EPC. Actually after SEA, it became possible that the meetings of them
could be held on the occasion of the monthly Foreign Ministers Council of Community
in the context of political cooperation. In addition, there were their informal meetings
with President of the Commission two times in a year for exchanging of views about the
problems faced by the Community. As just mentioned above, it was only the Foreign
Ministers Conference of EPC who made possible the implementation of the political
cooperation decisions of the European Council.

1.6.1.3. The Political Committee:

The Political Committee which composed of the heads of political departments of
the foreign ministries of the Member States was another important and central organ of
the EPC. Its meetings took place once a month but also on other occasions whenever it
was required so. Its main tasks were the supervising the various working groups,
preparing the agenda for ministerial meetings, and fulfilling other tasks instructed by
Foreign Ministers. It could establish working groups and subcommittees, or groups of

experts on general or specific problems.

75 Urwin, op.cit., pp.177-178.
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1.6.1.3. The Group of Correspondents:

There was also the group of Correspondents composed of European
Correspondents in the foreign ministries assisting to the Political Committee. Its main
tasks were the following the implementation of political cooperation and studying the
general problems related to organisation and coordination. It served for direct contact
between the counterparts in the Foreign Ministry’ departments of the Member States. It
helped to the Political Committee in elaborating the national positions.

1.6.1.5. Ad hoc Working Groups:

There were many working groups composed of the chiefs of the political
departments in the foreign ministries or experts or researchers. As already mentioned,
they were established by the Political Committee for specific aims.

1.6.1.6 The COREU system:

It was a special communication system among the Foreign Ministries of the
Member States which helped for maintaining a direct contact between them.

1.6.1.7 Other bodies:

They were the embassies of the Member States both in the capitals of the Member
States and that of a third country regularly meeting between themselves for consultations
and exchanging views and information. The same was true for the permanent

representatives of the Member States to major international organisations.

1.6.1.8. The Presidency:

The Presidency rotated among the Member States in every six month. Since there
was no permanent secretariat until the SEA, the Presidency had significant role in
organisation and in functioning of political cooperation. It did the secretarial work, gave
the final shape to the agenda, prepared proposals and working documents, and made the
contacts with the European Parliament. The President-in-office was entrusted as the
spokesman of EPC. To an extent, the President-in-office provided the dynamism by
taking the initiatives and convening the meetings. Therefore, it was among the main
organs of EPC.76

76 Ifestos, op.cit., pp.225-234.
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It should also be noted that, as Ifestos points out, there was an evolution from the
original rigid distinction between the activities of EPC and those of the Community.
Especially, the SEA brought EPC closer to the Community in functional terms and it
continued in this form rather than institutional one until Maastricht Treaty.””

In sum, it could be said that the Member States preferred preservation of the
mechanism and working procedures of political cooperation outside those of the
Community. They gradually established and adopted many new institutional
arrangements for this purpose. The SEA gave the final shape to this framework in which
the activities of the political cooperation were carried out until the Maastricht Treaty on

European Union came into force in 1993,

1.6.2. THE CHARACTERS OF EPC

In the light of what was said above, it would not be a mistake to describe the EPC
as a pure intergovernmental cooperation depending on unwritten rules and good
intentions and willingness of the Member States. The basic characters of EPC, referring

to Ifestos, can be summarised as below;

An obvious and important character of EPC was its decentralised and loose
structure and limited scope. Because, as mentioned before, national officials were the
main actors and decision-makers in the mechanism of it. It should be noted that there
was a degree of confidence among those actors mainly derived from the practice that
except the agreed points no information was given to public about the views of the

Member States during the discussions in the meetings at any level.

EPC had also a pragmatic, flexible and informal character which prevented the
happening of sharp controversies among the Member States. This character permitted
the discussion of important issues by them. It mainly derived from its aim at the
encouragement of common foreign policy-making rather than creation of a

supranational European foreign policy system.

The EPC also developed a habit of working together among the participating
officials at all levels. This habit was called as concertation reflex meaning that the
participants were trying to find out common solutions to the problems taking into

account common interests in a European level.

77 Ibid., pp. 220-221.
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EPC was regarded as a new diplomatic techniques since it increased and
intensified the diplomatic contacts among the Member States. As a new system in this
sensitive area, it based on the consultation, coordination and harmonisation of national
foreign policies, when possible and desirable. It did not created binding policies.”8

As a final word it should be noted that besides the advantages of this characters of
EPC, they had also many disadvantages which limited the effectiveness of the mechanism
and brought many burdens to it. Those shortcomings mainly resulted from the above

mentioned characters of EPC are examined below.

1.6.3. SHORTCOMINGS OF THE EPC SYSTEM

Generally speaking, it could be said that, the mechanism of the EPC served for
intensive and flexible discussions and consultations the on political cooperation and
foreign policy. However, there were many shortcomings of it, and they can be '

summarised, referring to Ifestos again, as follows;

The first shortcoming of EPC was its pragmatic character which restricted the
political cooperation to deal with then immediate international problems rather than to -
set up long-term objectives. This limited its effectiveness and influence against the

outside world.

The second shortcoming of EPC was its decentralised and loose structure which
reduced the coherence of actions and policies towards the external challenges. This
system also prevented the creation of a common policy as well as implementation of it.

The third shortcoming of EPC was the voluntary nature of the commitment of the
Member States for the political cooperation rather than being a legal obligation. As
mentioned above, although the SEA brought a legal framework to these commitments, it
did not fundamentally changed the existing situation. There were no legal instruments to
enforce a member state to carry out its commitment of political cooperation. This
character together with the rule of unanimity limited decision-taking in a speedy manner.

The forth shortcoming of EPC was the fact that the main actors and decision-
makers in the EPC system were national officials particularly the Foreign Ministers. This
character also caused, as others did, a shortcoming and limited its effectiveness, since
there was a possibility for preference of the national interests instead of common

78 Ibid., pp.238-243.
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European interests by the Foreign Ministries. As a result of this possibility, it became so
difficult to create a common European foreign policy. Instead of this there were
independent national foreign policies requiring coordination which created many

problems.

The fifth shortcoming of EPC was its .character of lacking the necessary
instruments and means for the implementation of its decisions. The instruments which
could be used for this purpose by EPC system were limited and indirect such as common
declarations and statements and political support in international politics and
organisations. Although there were many other potential and more direct means for this
purpose such as using the oppottunity of accession to the Community or diplomatic
relations as a threat, Community aids and economic sanctions, using of them was not
easy because of the interest divergences among the Member States. Therefore, it could
be said that the necessary instruments for implementation of the EPC decisions were
mainly bound to the Member States and their interests which limited the usefulness of
them and thus decrease the effectiveness of EPC.79

In sum, it could be said that EPC had many shortcomings deriving from its
characters related to its scope and working methods. Those shortcomings limited the
effectiveness and influence of EPC. They also decreased its credibility and caused many
disappointments among the Europeans who wanted to see a Europe speaking with one
voice. Towards the beginning of 1990’s, Member States more realised these facts mainly
due to the drastic developments in the continent of Europe which pave the way for a
new, however this time more fundamental, attempt to transform the EPC system into a
Common Foreign and Security Policy intended to be safe from those shortcomings.
Whether it become a successful attempt or not will be discussed in the Second Part.

79 Ibid., pp. 250-257.
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PART TWO

THE TRANSFORMATION OF EUROPEAN POLITICAL
COOPERATION INTO COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY

I1.1. THE MAASTRICHT TREATY ON EUROPEAN UNION

I1.1.1. DRIVING FORCES BEHIND THE MAASTRICHT PROCESS

Following the SEA, as Dahrandorf points out, many developments occurred and
brought fundamental changes for the economic and political integration of Europe.80 As
a result of those developments, as Jopp points out, the idea of creating a European
Union with a Common Foreign and Security Policy (hereafter written as CFSP) was
relaunched and began to be discussed among the Member States to respond to these
changes. According to him, as an internal factor, "it was the SEA and the 1992 internal
market programme which together created a new dynamic for the EC."81 In other
words, "the road to Maastricht began in earnest in 1985 when the Community adopted
the 1992’ single-market programme..."82 In this point of view, it could be said in short
that, the Maastricht Treaty is considered as "a logical follow-up of the SEA" .83 Another
internal factor could be given as the notice of the Member States on the anbsence of a
common and global thinking on matters affecting external relations of the Community.
They realised that then situation on foreign policy could not continue as the same since
economic action by the Community had been increasingly required political analysis

before major decisions in this field was taken.34

80 Ralf Dahrendorf, "The New Burope", Journal of European Social Policy, 2(2) 1992, p.79.

81 Mathias Jopp, "The Strategic Implications of European Integration”, Adelphi Paper 290, (Brassy’s
Ltd, for the International Institute For Strategic Studies, London, July 1994), p.6.

821 puise B.van Tartwijk-Novey, The European House of Cards, Towards a United States of Europe?,
(St. Martin’s Press, Newyork, 1995), p.3.

83 Dahrendorf, op.cit., p.79.

84 Europe/Documents, no.1699-Atlantic Doc. no.72 in Bulletin Quotidien Europe, 13 March 1991, p.6.

29



There were also many external reasons (as were for the establishment of EPC) for
relaunching the projects for creation of a political union. The first and most important
external reason was the major changes in all Eastern European countries which caused
for the end of the cold war, for the break up of the Soviet Union and of Yugoslavia and
for the reunification of Germany. It would not be a mistake to say that, as Keohane
points out, the end of the Cold War accelerated the drive of Member States towards
European Union.85 As Gallis puts it, "[it] has freed the Europeans to redefine their
future."86 Because, as Jopp points out, as a result of the break up of the Soviet Union,
the direct threat to the security of Western Europe ended and they felt themselves less
dependent on the United States. This paved the way for the reappearance of the ideas on
Europe as a third power on the agenda of the Member States. However, according to
him, the most driving force for the restarting of the attempts for adding a political
dimension to the Community was the German unification in 1989-90 which changed the
internal power balance of the EC. As a result of this unification, "many EC states became
increasingly willing to deepen integration in order to embed the new Germany in tight
structures."87 According to those Member States, "German unification was to take place
within a European framework and unified Germany was to devote itself to the political
strengthening of the Community." 88 As Keohane points out, the implications of the
reunification of Germany for future European order took the principal focus of attention

in Europe®.

As Lodge points out, the second external factor was the American policy on the
liberalisation of the trade, particularly during GATT negotiations which was conflicting
with that of the Community. Since these divergences between the two parts affected
interest of the Member States in a period of economic recession, it increased their
sensitivities. As a result, they realised the necessity for closer cooperation among
themselves. According to her, the third external factor, (same with of those for the
establishment of EPC as mentioned earlier) was third states’ expectations from the EC to
speak with one voice.90 For the explaining of this latter point, it could be said that, as

85 Robert O. Keohane, "Redefining Europe: Implications for International Relations", Hugh Miall (ed.)
Redefining Europe, New Patterns of Conflict and Cooperation, (Pinter Publishers for the Royal Institute
of International Affairs, London and New York, 1994,) p.229.

86 Paul E. Gallis, "European Perspectives on Trends in Atlantic Relations", CRS Reports for Congress,
(Congressional Research Service, The U.S. Library of Congress, November 2, 1992) , p.3.

87 Jopp, op.cit., p.6.

88 Emile Noel, "Reflections on The Maastricht Treaty" in Biblio post-Maastricht, no. 04-1994, p.14,

8 Keohane, op.cit., p.229.

90 Juliet Lodge, "From Civilian Power To Speaking With A Common Voice: The Transition To A
CFSP" in Juliet Lodge (ed.), The European Community and the Challenge of the Future, 2nd edn.,
(Pinter, London, 1993), p.230.
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Ungerer puts it, as a result of the above mentioned developments in the continent of the
Europe, "it appeared as if the Community would emerge as the unique economic and
political force in Europe."91

As a final word, it could be said that, as Jenkins puts it, "although not mentioned
in the Treaty, the need to adapt the EC for a very changed role and for the prospect of
substantial enlargement as a result of these changes must have been at the back of the
minds of member governments and the Commission throughout the negotiations."92

I1.1.2. THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL CONFERENCE ON POLITICAL
UNION

After examining the factors for starting of the Maastricht process, it should be
better to give some major developments before and during the intergovernmental
conference which makes the background of that process. As Jopp puts it, beginning by
June 1988, the European Council had already agreed to negotiate monetary union in the
framework of an Intergovernmental Conference (IGC). This created an opportunity for
the discussion on political integration again taking into account "the growing gap
between economics and politics."93 As Noel points out, in April 1990, President
Mitterand and Chancellor Kohl proposed to the other Member States to begin the
negotiations on political union with the intention for underlining Germany’s commitment

to Europe.94

Following this proposal, in June 1990, the European Council decided to convene
a second intergovernmental conference to negotiate a Treaty on European Union. This
decision was basically based on "an assessment of the challenges for the Community."95
As Corbett points out that only three years had passed from the entry into force of the
SEA when Member States agreed to revise the Community Treaties to achieve "a higher
level political integration."9¢ It could be said that, as Jopp points out, Member States saw
the possibility for creating a Union as a major actor in international scene, by taking into
account "the new strategic environment and the redistribution of political weight at the
end of the Cold War."?7 As a result of these considerations and attempts, the Maastricht

91 Ungerer, op.cit., p.33.

92 Charles Jenkins, "The Maastricht Treaty" in Biblio post-Maastricht, no. 04-1992, p.25.

93 Jopp, op.cit., p.6.

94 Noel, op.cit., p.14.

95 Ungerer, op.cit., p.33.

96 Richard Corbett, "The Intergovernmental Conference on Political Union", Journal of Common
Market Studies, vol. XXX, no.3, September 1992, p.271.

7 Jopp, op.cit., p.3.
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process began, but soon after, further disagreements than traditional British reservations
on the shape and scope of the envisaged Union also appeared especially during the
Italian Presidency at the second half of 1990.98

As Jopp points out, the two Intergovernmental Conferences on EMU and on
Political Union which were "comparable only with the Conference of Messina which
founded the European Economic Community in 1956-57"9° began in Rome in
December 1990. The IGC on political union from December 1990 to December 1991
covered also the establishment of a CFSP with majority voting. However, due to the
profound interest divergences among the Member States, a practical approach to a CFSP
had to be followed during the conference.100

As a general comment on the two Intergovernmental Conferences, it should be
stated that, as Noel puts it, "The two conferences adopted different methods of work.
"In spite of appeals for cohesion, the negotiations, which should in theory have formed a
single whole, did not advance at the same pace, and there was little interaction between
them. The gap between the two parts of the Treaty was the direct consequence of this
imbalance."101

The background of the negotiations during the conference, referring to Jopp can
be given briefly as follows; first round in the negotiations on political union covered the
period from December 1990 to June 1991. The main players during this negotiations
were France, Britain, and Germany. However, there were differences between their
views, especially between the views of France and Britain. Germany tried to pursue its
own interests although it was more close to the French position. Actually, it could be said
that there were two main groups negotiating the CFSP. The smaller group composed of
the Netherlands, Portugal, Denmark and Ireland favoured British thinking of pragmatic
reform of the EPC, preserving the rule of unanimity as a principle. The second group
composed of Belgium, Luxembourg, Italy, Greece and Spain was closer to the Franco-
German position favouring the establishment of a CFSP.

One of the Germany’s aim was to ensure the other Member States, notably
France, that the unified Germany would not leave from the Western institutions. Apart
from this, it maintained its traditional foreign-policy view defending gradual integration
to unite the Europe. Although Germany accepted the guiding role of European Council

98 Noel, op.cit., p.14.
9 Jopp, op.cit., p.12.
100 Thid . p.7.

101 Noel, op.cit., p.15.
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and the CFSP basically having intergovernmental characters (the. French view), it
supported the idea of increasing the role of the Commission and acceptance of majority
voting in the CFSP.

Under these conditions and having the above explained views and positions, the
Member States at the Luxembourg European Council in June 1991 was not able to reach
an agreement on the main points of a CFSP, mainly due to the structure of the
Luxembourg Pressidency’s draft treaty in which the CFSP was separated from the
competence of the EC. Because, most of the Member States such as Italy and Germany
were willing a more integrated EU. Moreover, it was affected by the escalation of
Yugoslav crisis which led to different assessments on the-prospect CFSP.

The second and last round of negotiations took place during the period from July
1991 to December 1991. In this round, the Dutch Presidency drew up a new draft treaty
bringing foreign and security policy more under the competence of the EC. However, it
could not get the necessary support from the Member States, therefore, they returned to
negotiate the Luxembourg draft treaty as a basis for political union and CFSP. Towards
the end of this period, many other initiatives and proposals were made by Britain-Italy
and France-Germany. Despite the intensified consultations at various levels during the
last weeks before the Maastricht summit, four points remained unagreed and were left to
be discussed by the European Council at Maastricht. Those unagreed issues were namely
"the majority voting in the area of the CFSP; the definition of a European defence
identity; concrete relations between WEU and the EU as well as NATO; and whether a
review in 1996 or 1998 should be general or committed to a specific task."102

The European Council in the Dutch city of Maastricht on 9 and 10 December
1991 completed the two Intergovernmental Conferences which lasted a year. It agreed
on left points and finalised the shape of its work. The incorporated text of both
agreements was signed by Member States’ Foreign and Finance Ministers on 7 February
1992. After ratification by all the Member States, in a problematic and longer lasted
ratification process, the Treaty came into force on 1 November 1993 instead of 1 January
1993.103

102 Jopp, op.cit., pp.7-11.

103 Commission of the European Communities, "From Single Market To European Union", cote, EU
8/4211 in Biblio post-Maastricht, n0.07-1992, p.23. And see the 1. foomote in P.S.R.F. Mathijsen, A
Guide to European Union Law, Sixth Edition, (Sweet & Maxwell, London, 1995), p.3.
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I1.1.3. COMMENTS ON THE TREATY ON EUROPEAN UNION

Generally speaking, it would not be a mistake to accept that, as Hans-Dietricht
Genscher puts it,

"the Treaty on European Union... represents the preliminary high point of a
decade of continuous renewal and deepening for the European Communities. The
Solemn Declaration on European Union (1983), the launch of the Single Market
programme (1985) and the implementation of the Single European Act (1987)
can be seen as milestones on the road to the Treaty of Maastricht, a road which
has led to the most important development in the European unification process

begun more than forty years ago."104

This fact can be given more shortly as; "...the Maastricht Treaty marked a decisive
turning point in the Community’s decades-old integration process...[It] was the most
dramatic step forward the Union had made since it was created..."105 In parallel to this
fact, as Ungerer points out, the preamble of the Treaty itself affirms that " ’the Treaty
marks a new stage in the process of European integration’ and ’continues the process of
creating an ever closer union among the peoples of Europe’. [This clearly means that] it
is not the end of the way towards a European Union, but just a further stage on that
way."106

As Lansing and Bye point out, the options for the scope and character of a
European Union, even a federal one, was discussed at the Maastricht Summit. "However,
there was no mention of a federal goal and a ’subsdiarity’ clause limited the European
Union’s power to cases where ’the objectives of the proposed action can not be
sufficiently achieved by the Member States and can therefore, by reason of the scale of
effects of the proposed action, be better achieved by the Community.”"107 Noting the
British resistance as the reason for the avoidance of the Member States from mentioning
of the term "federal", Jopp states that;

"The Maastricht Treaty does not lay the foundation for a United States of

Europe...It increases the complexity of policy-making in order to protect national

104 Hans-Dietrich Genscher, "Foreword", in Joerg Monar-Wermer Ungerer-Wolfgang Wessels (eds),
op.cit.

105 yan Tartwijk-Novey, op.cit., p.3.

106 Ungerer, op.cit., p.29.

107 Lansing and Bye, op.cit, p.73. For the discussions on the subsidiarity principle see, Ursula
Kalbfleisch-Kottsieper, "The Principle of Subsidiarity: A Critical Evaluation”, in Joerg Monar-Werner
Ungerer-Wolfgang Wessels (eds.), op.cit., pp.73-77.
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sovereignty as far as possible. Overall, this strengthens the trends in European
integration which were already discernible before the Maastricht process started;

- the extension of the scope of common policies...accompanied by the transfer of
competencies to common institutions;

- the fact that the same institutions have to play a dual role in both Community
affairs and intergovernmental cooperation. This can be interpreted either as
‘communitarisation’, or as undermining supranational structures;

- the growth in exception rules for certain member-states, thus leading to a more
multi-layered structure or multiple-speed integration. Examples include Britain’s
opting-out of the social chapter, the special rules for Britain and Denmark
regarding monetary union, and the general stipulation that the final stage of
monetary integration can begin even if not all member-states do meet the

necessary economic preconditions to participate. 108

Nevertheless, it could be easily said that the Maastricht Treaty makes it clear that
it has obvious political goals and in reaching them, as Feldstein put it, "[it] embodied and
extended the strategy of gradualism."10% Another important aspect of it which should be
noted here is that, "it sets out, for the first time, a contractual basis for political
unification."110 However, it should not be forgotten that "it is overall less than ’saut
qualitatif’ into a Federal Constitution in the sense of the classical federal concept, but is
also clearly more than a Single European Act warmed up"!llthough it did not
significantly change the conclusions of SEA. Taylor notes that "in general terms, no new
powers were granted which could be seen as diminishing the sovereignity of states."112 It
should be noted that, as van Tartwijk-Novey point out, at Maastricht, leaders of the
Member States chose to use such key terms as ’federal’ and "union’ in an unclear manner
to prevent strong opposition from many Member States for acceptance and ratification of
the Treaty. Instead, they preferred ambiguous wording in the text of the Treaty to make

possible different interpretation and thus to ensure the acceptance and ratification of
it 113

108 Jopp, op.cit., p.12.

109 Martin Feldstein, "Why Maastricht Will Fail", The National Interest, n0.32, Summer 1993, p.12.

10 yopp, op.cit., p.16.

111 Wolfgang Wessels, "The Results of Maastricht: Limited but Real Progress-The Attempt of An
Overall Analysis and Evaluation” in Joerg Monar-Werner Ungerer-Wolfgang Wessels (eds.), op.cit.,

p.183.
112 paul Taylor, International Organisations in Modern World, (Pinter Publishers, London and New

York, 1993), p.105.
113 yan Tartwijk-Novey, op.cit. p.20.
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As Jenkins puts it, the Maastricht Treaty composed of two parts. The first part
deals with the matters of political integration including CFSP. The second part deals with
the amendments of the EEC Treaty for the establishment of an Economic and Monetary
Union.114 As Jopp notes, there are various protocols and declarations annexed to the
Treaty expressing the political will and intention of the declaring Member States but they
are not legally binding.115 Church and Phinnemore point out that, as a result of this
complicated structure and the fact that it contains general principles together with
detailed provisions as in the case of the part of the Treaty dealing with monetary union,
"it technically very complex and hard to follow."116

There is"a wide range of common views among the authors considering the
European Union based on three pillars under a single framework. Accordingly, the first
pillar is the changed EC Treaties including the articles on the Economic and Monetary
Union and other changes; the second pillar is the provisions for the CFSP; and the third
pillar is the provisions related to the cooperation in the sphere of Justice and Home
Affairs. The common provisions represents a single framework for all three pillars,
though it is not much successful in doing so. Moreover, it is accepted that the strength
and power of the pillars are different from each other. For example, the EC is viewed as
the strongest one among the pillars. Regarding the CFSP pillar it is said that its strength
and power is uncertain and not clear enough and it would be shaped by the Member
States in practice. It should also be noted that the texts of CFSP and that of the
cooperation in the fields of Justice and Home Affairs have legally different nature from
that of EC pillar.117

Concerning the place and meaning of Maastricht Summit and its result in the
history of European integration, it should be noted that the Maastricht Summit and thus
the Maastricht Treaty is viewed as "a major landmark in European integration"113since
ambitious goals "commensurate with the hopes entertained by its founding
fathers"119was set for the Community by the Member States in Maastricht. In this

connection the Maastricht Treaty on European Union is seen as the document of "a new

114 Jenkins, op.cit., p.25.

115 Jopp, op.cit., p.12.

116 Clive H.Church and David Phinnemore, European Union and European Community: A Handbook
and Commentary on the post-Maastricht Treaties, (Harvester-Wheatsheat, New York, 1994), p.2.

117 Those auothors who state the three pillars structure are P.S.R.F. Mathhijsen, op.cit., pp. 4 and 5.,
Jenkins, op.cit., p.26., Lord Cockfield, op.cit., p.152., Wessels, op.cit., pp.188-189., Ungerer, op.cit.,
p.30.

118 Dahrendorf, op.cit., p.79.

119 Commission of the European Communities, "From the Single European Act to Maastricht and
Beyond", Com(92) final, Brussel, 11 February 1992, in Biblio post-Maastricht, no.01- 1992, p.6.
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and even more far-reaching phase of European integration."120 As Wessels points out,
although the Maastricht Treaty does not represents a radical change in European history,
it sets out long-term trends for European integration.

"The destinies of the Member States will be interlocked to new, never
experienced, degree...inefficiencies of institutions and ineffectiveness of policy
actions will affect the system as a whole. Crises of Member States can no longer
be isolated...The overall costs of any failures will be considerable. This system
must be stable in itself. In this sense the Maastricht Treaty is...a milestone in the

evolution of West European countries.” 121

However, although all these assessments have the value of the truth, the fact
should be underlined that "...it is still miles away from what is needed for Europe in a
period of turmoil in Eastern Europe and rapid changes in the world...[It] might just be
another signpost the way to European Union. The Treaty is certainly not a masterwork,
nor does it correspond to the challenges with which Europe is confronted. But it
represents progress in relation to what exists."122

Nevertheless, it is obvious that, "compared with the status quo ante, Maastricht
offers instruments and procedures for limited, but real progress."123 Especially, as
Gencsher puts 1it,

"The symbolically important establishment of a European Union between the
Member States of the Community...with the transformation of European Political
Cooperation into a Common Foreign and Security Policy [is one of] the
improvements brought about by the Treaty of Maastricht...[which] will lead
historians in the future to distinguish between the Community before and after
Maastricht."124 ’

In sum, it could be said that the Maastricht Treaty as a whole reflects an
achievement in both economical and political integration of Europe. Given the different
views and interests among the Member States, this achievement is not a small one though
not big enough. It should also be noted that, as already mentioned in discussing the term
of "federal" above, Member States preferred to use vague and open to interpretation
wording in many provisions of the Treaty to avoid the sharp controversies and to ensure

120 Commission of the European Communities, "From Single Market to European Union", op.cit., p.23.
121 Wessels, op.cit., pp.183-184.

122 Ungerer, op.cit., p.34.

123 Wessels, op.cit., p.191.

124 Hans-Dietrich Genscher, op.cit., foreword.
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the signing and ratification of it by all of them. This is particularly true for the provisions
of CFSP. Nevertheless, it should be noted that, as Lodge points out, the TEU is a step
towards speaking "increasingly with a common if not a single voice" by the Member
States.125

I1.2. COMMON FOREIGN POLICY PROVISIONS OF TEU

Generally speaking, as laid down in the Maastricht Treaty, one of the objectives
of the Union is "to assert its identity on the international scene, in particular through the
implementation of a common foreign and security policy including the eventual framing
of a common defence policy, which might in time lead to a common defence."126 In
order to obtain this objective, as the Commission points out, at Maastricht, the Member
States decided to create a CFSP based on the previous EPC system with the aim of
safeguarding "the fundamental interests of the Community and reinforce its world
role."127 As Jopp points out, they tried to make a synthesising of the EC, the CFSP and
the WEU by the Maastricht Treaty to overcome the weaknesses and shortcomings of the
previous EPC system which are discussed in the first part of this study, and to provide a
more coherent and efficient framework. However, as the author notes, although the
scope and the strength of the provisions of the CFSP was increased compared to EPC,
"the word 'common’ only expresses the intention to achieve greater unity in foreign and
security policy, not that the CFSP will work in a communitarian way as, for example,
does the common trade policy of the EC."128

Title V, Article J, of the Treaty on European Union deals with the CFSP
replacing the Title III of the SEA which dealt with the same subject under the EPC
system. According to Charlesworth and Cullen, the main reason for this replacement is
"the failures of EPC [which] led to something of a crisis, in that the choice seemed to be
between the abandonment of EPC altogether, or the development of a better foreign
policy system. The status quo did not appear to be an option."12% So the result is the
CFSP.

125 Lodge, op.cit., p.248.

126 TEU, Article B. For the text of the provisions of the TEU referred in this study, the book by Robert
M. MacLean, European Union Law, (Old Bailey Press, Great Britain, 1995), pp.261-284 is used as a
source.

127 Commission of the European Communities, "From the Single Market to European Union”, op.cit.,
p.26.

128 Jopp, op.cit., pp. 16 and 12.

129 Charlesworth and Cullen, op.cit., p.70.
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Articles J1 to J4, sets out and describes the basic elements of CFSP and establish

the procedures for deciding and implementing joint actions.

Article J declares the establishment of a CFSP, definition and implementation of
which is left to the Union and its Member States by the Article J1(1). Article J1(2) sets
out the objectives of that CFSP as below;

"- to safeguard common values, fundamental interests and independence of the
Union; ‘

- to strengthen the security of the Union and its Member States in all ways,

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

- to promote international cooperation;

- to promote and consolidate democracy, the rule of law and respect for human

rights and fundamental freedoms."

Concerning the objectives, when compared to those of EPC, it should be noted
that, as it is seen from the above quoted paragraph and as Charlesworth and Cullen put
it, they are "...far more specific, far broader, and far more security-oriented than EPC
even under the SEA."130 According to the Article J1(3), these far-reaching objectives
will be pursued through systematic cooperation and the gradual implementation of joint
action, but only in those areas in which the Member States have important interests m
common. According to the Article J1(4), Member States have to support "the Union’s
external and security policy actively and unreservedly in a spirit of loyalty and mutual
solidarity" refraining "from any action which is contrary to the Union’s interests or likely
to impair its effectiveness as a cohesive force in international relations." The Council has

to check that "these principles are complied with."

Article J2 sets out the rights and obligations of the Member States. They are
mainly related to information, consultation and coordination of the policies on the
matters of general interest in the area of CFSP with the aim of increasing their combined
influence. The stated available means for this purpose are "concerted and convergent
action. "It should be noted here that, as Lodge puts it, "this latitude permits deviations
and does not require a uniform or harmonised policy."131 According to Article J2(2), it is
in the hand of the Council to define a "common position", if is required so, and Member
States have to conform their national policies with the CFSP. By Article J2(3) Member

130 g,
131 Lodge, op.cit., p.245.
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States agreed on the coordination of their action and to uphold "common positions” in
international organisations and conferences, including those in which not all Member
States participate. It could said that this demonstrates the intention of them to speak with
one voice in these forums. Since the provision of the Article J5(4) also related to this
subject it would be better to mentioned it here. According to this Article, Member States
represented in international organisations or international conferences where not all
Member States participate have to inform the others on any matter of common interest.
In case of the UN Security Council, it states that the Member States which are also
members of UN Security Council have to concert with each other and fully inform the
others. Those Member States which are the permanent members of the UNSC have to
"ensure the defénce of the positions and the interests of the Union’ within that

framework.

Article J3 sets out the procedure for adopting joint action in the area of CESP.
According to Article J3(1) the Council decides which matters are subject of a joint action
"on the basis of general guidelines from the European Council." The Council also
specifies the "scopé", "objectives”, "duration” of the joint action as well as "the means,
procedures and conditions for its implementation." According to Article J3(2) it defines
the matters on which qualified majority voting is applied in taking decision. Article J3(3)
states that the Member States are committed by the joint action once it is adopted until it
is changed by the Council. In the case of a change in the circumstances the Council shall
review it. Article J3(4) states the Member States commitment to the decided joint action
in adopting their positions and in conducting their activity. Under Article J3(5), Member
States are obliged to inform to, or, if necessary, make prior consultations with the
Council whenever they intends to adopt a "national position" or "national action pursuant

"n

to a joint action""except for transposition measures.” Article J3(6) deals with the case of
urgency and states that in such cases Member States may take the necessary measures
respecting to the general objectives of the joint action and carrying out the condition of
informing the Council immediately. Article J3(7) gives an escape clause on the
implementation of joint action stating that in case of major difficulty, Member States may
refer them to the Council for discussion and solution which may not be contrary to the

joint action’s goals or impair its effectiveness, but they could be equal to a derogation.

Concerning the term of "joint action” it should be noted here that, as Nuttal puts
it, the exact meaning of it is not clearly defined by the Treaty but it is left to be
discovered in the course of the time. The Court of Justice can not contribute to this
discovery, since its purview is not extended to Title V related to CFSP, as mentioned
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earlier. The author points a danger that "an action, which might otherwise be taken in the
Community framework and increasingly by majority voting, could be labelled a ’joint
action’ and be made subject to prior unanimous decision. This would be serious setback

to the Community process..."132

Article J4 concentrated on the concept of security. Since the focus of this study is
on the aspects of "common foreign policy" of CFSP, it is left unexamined here. The
other Articles deals with the institutional questions and working procedures of CESP,
therefore, they are examined under the related Title, Institutional Setting For CFSP

below.

As a final word, it should be noted that, as Jopp points out, although Member
States declares their commitments to support a CFSP established by EU in a spirit of
loyality and mutual solidarity, any of them who do not obey to CFSP decisions cannot be
sanctioned. However, the psychological pressure on such a country could be much

greater than it was under the previous EPC system.133

I1.2.1. COMMENTS ON COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY

As it is already mentioned above, CESP is created by the Member States on the
basis of the previous EPC system, the characters and working methods of which already
examined in the first part of this study. Therefore, it could be easily said that it is not a
new and original but a more developed one. Deriving from this fact, there are basic
similarities between these two systems, the old and the new ones, concerning their basic
characteristics: scope, commitment, working procedures etc. To support this view, it
would be better to refer to Nuttal,

"The method followed by European Political Cooperation has been different.
Pragmatic progress has been made, by inventive response to circumstances, and at
more or less regular intervals has been written down in a text which has been
presented as ’progress’ on the way to a common European foreign policy. This is
known as the ’codification’ process, not in the sense of the rationalisation of legal
texts, but of the putting into words of what has already become a
habit...Certainly, the Maastricht Treaty contains elements of codification." 134

132 Simon J. Nuttall, "The Foreign and Security Policy Provisions of the Maastricht Treaty: Their
Potential for the Future" in Joerg Monar-Werner Ungerer-Wolfgang Wessels (eds.), op.cit., p.135.

133 Jopp, op.cit., p.13.

134 Nuttal, op.cit., p.133-134.
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It could be said that, this codification is particularly true for the Articles J1 to J7
which, as mentioned earlier, sets out and describes the basic elements of CFSP and
establish the procedures for it together with the other Articles. As Monar puts it, in
particular, they represent "an effort towards a more committing codification of rules
regarding mutual information, consultation, coordination and common positions
developed in the EPC framework. The wording used here is clearly more "hard’ than that
used in Title IIT SEA."135 '

Another similarity is that, as Lodge puts it, the provisions of the CFSP are still
"strictly intergovernmental though subject to the general exhortation in Article C of the
common provisions to ensure consistency in the Union’s ’external activities as a whole’
and to assertion of the Union’s international identity in the preamble, common provisions
and Article B"136 which sets out the objectives of the Union. In addition to this,
. concerning the wording of the text of the provisions related to CFSP, it should be noted
that, as Monar points out, although it is more hard than that of EPC, there are still many
vague terms such as ’as effectively as possible’ or 'matters of common interest’ in those
provisions. As it can be remembered, this kind of wording was one of the main character
of basic texts of the former EPC system offering Member States an escape clause to
pursue their own national interests.137 In parallel with this view, Lodge points out the
openness of wording of those provisions to interpretation. According to her, "[The
aspirations] are not yet matched by sufficient supranational decision rules to permit the
development of a restrictive CFSP. Nor is such intended. It is instructive that
commitment to a single foreign policy is absent. The intergovernmentalism of the SEA is
retained."138 But she also notes that there is a clear message towards supra nationalism.
"Whereas Title III of the SEA referred to member states as ’the High Contracting
Parties’, thereby stressing their sovereign status, Title V of the TEU refers throughout to
the Union and its 'Member States’. This is a subtle but extremely important
change."139As a final word on this connection, it would be better to mention the view of
Van Den Broek, the present Commissioner responsible to  CFSP;
"the Common Foreign and Security Policy of the European Union is to some degree a
misnomer. For the CFSP, it is less a policy, in the sense of a specific course of action,

135 Joerg Monar, "The Foreign Affairs System of the Maastricht Treaty: A Combined Assessment of the
CFSP and EC External Relations Elements" in Joerg Monar-Wermner Ungerer-Wolfgang Wessel (eds.),
op.cit., p.144.

136 Lodge, op.cit., p.243.

137 Monar, op.cit., p.144.

138 1 odge, op.cit., p.244.

139 Tbid.
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than a process. It is a means to bring to bear the combined resources of the Union to
achieve certain political objectives.140

In sum, it could be said that, as Lodge puts it, "the CFSP is not a sudden break
with past practice...It represents a refinement and a limited rationalisation of EC external
activities including trade, aid, and diplomacy."141 As Jopp points out, the problem faced
by the Member States related to the CFSP at Maastricht and beyond is the necessity for
keeping some balance between the implementation of both national policies and a
common foreign policy.142 It is obvious that this is not easy given the fact that Member
States are most conservative in this field considering it as a symbol of their sovereignty.
As mentioned earlier, the CFSP is based on the previous EPC system but it is a more
developed one when compared to it. However, it does not change the basic nature of
that cooperation. Some see the provisions of it "...as adequate, where as others see them
as potential sources of paralysis."143 It is clear that CFSP has not yet get a true shape.
Therefore, it should always beard on the mind fhat, as Nuttal puts it, "[CFSP] can be
assessed only to a limited extent on the basis of the text; a full assessment will depend on
the future choices of the participants”,144since it is stated in Article J1 that it will be
defined and implemented by the Union and its Member States.

I1.3. NATURE OF CFSP SYSTEM

I1.3.1. INSTITUTIONAL SETTING FOR CFSP

It is a clear fact that the Maastricht Treaty provides a foreign affairs system for the
European Union though it is not a proper one. It is also not a new and original one, as
already mentioned before, since it is based on the previous EPC system.

As mentioned before, the EU is said to be constructed on three pillars, one of
which is CFSP provisions, under a single institutional framework. As Wessels points out,
this single institutional framework basically includes "...the Council, the EP, the
Commission, the COREPER and the Council Secretariat in all policy areas, though their
exact roles in the different policy sectors need to be defined..."143

140 See,Van Den Broek’s statement on the implementation and functioning of the CFSP, in Bulletin
Quatidien Europe, 22 October 1994,

141 L odge, op.cit., p.243.

142 Jopp, op.cit., p.7.

143 Commission of the European Communities, "From the Single Act to Maastricht and Beyond",
op.cit., p.5.

144 Nuteal, op.cit., p.135.

145 Wessels, op.cit., p.189.
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I1.3.1.1. The European Council:

According to Article J8(1), the right for defining "the principles of and general
guidelines" is in the hand of the European Council. Therefore, as Jopp puts it, "[it] is the
central supervising body for both EC affairs and intergovernmental cooperation.”146 In
other words, it has an overall responsibility and authority on these two three pillars as
well as the third one.

11.3.1.2. The Council of Ministers:

As it is known, the Council is purely a EC organ composed of Foreign Ministers
in principle, but it may also composed of other related Ministers according to the subject
on the agenda. As it was discussed in the first part of this study, the Council of Foreign
Ministers was the main legal decision-taker on the matters of political cooperation under
the former EPC system. This role of it was mostly preserved and improved under the
new CFSP system. As Ungerer puts it, "it is subordinated to the European Council...as
~ the main decision-making body for all three pillars of the Union",1470ne of which is the
CFSP. Article J8(2) states the Council as the body for taking "the decisions necessary for
defining and implementing [CFSP] on the basis of general guidelines adopted by the
European Council" and ensuring the "unity, consistency and effectiveness of action” by
the Union. For the latter purpose, as Nuttal points out, there were already many steps
such as removing the distinction between EPC Ministerial Meetings and meetings of the
EC Council of the Ministers under former EPC system by incorporating both EPC and

Community items on the same agenda since 1990.148

As it is clear from the above paragraph and mentioned Article, the Council of
Foreign Ministers is the main responsible body for conducting CFSP. The procedure for
adopting joint action in matters of CFSP, in which the Council is the main actor, is dealt
with the Article J3 and already examined above. As a final word, It would be better to
give the examination by Lodge on the role of the Council in conducting foreign policy;

"the locus of action remains the Council...[It] is the primary decision-making
organ. Building on experience in EPC and especially under the SEA, its role is
expanded by the TEU...The Council assumes an equally strong position in

determining whether, on the basis of European Council guidelines, an issue should

146 Jopp, op.cit., p.14.
147 Ungerer, op.cit., p.30.
148 Nuttal, op.cit., p.134.
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be subject to joint action. While this could be source of discrepancy and
disagreement, the Council lays down the specific scope, the Union’s general and
specific objectives in carrying out joint action, its duration, means procedures and
conditions for its implementation This is normally to be done by unanimity. Since
this is severe constraint, the result is either likely to be a weak CFSP or a lowest-
common-denominator approach to joint actions which might deter a bold

approach and the adaptation of joint action in the first place."149

11.3.1.3 The Commission:

Concerning the Commission, Article J8(3) states that the Commission may refer
to the Council any questions on the CFSP, or may submit proposals on the matters in this
field to the Council. As Jopp puts it, this provision means to grant a non-exclusive right
of initiative for the Commission which is purely a supranational organ. It increases the
influence of the Commission over CFSP by strengthening its position in decision-making,
"even if it does not have a voting right."150 However, it should be noted that, as Monar
points out, following the SEA which set out a "full association”, for the first time, for the
Commission under EPC system and as a result of its increasing international role, “the
Commission has already...increasingly presented its views and suggestions in EPC, so
that the new non-exclusive right of initiative is more a reflection of existing practice than
a real innovation." He also notes that "[the Commission’s] right of initiative in the CFSP
sphere is completely different in nature from its exclusive right of initiative in the
Community, which allows it to play a key role in decision-making on EC policies." 151

In addition to this, Article J9 states that the Commission is to be "fully associated
with the work carried out in CFSP field." As mentioned just above, the phrases that the
Commission is to be "fully associated" is not a new and an original one but it is still open
to interpretation, as was under EPC system after SEA. However, as Lodge points out, it
derives from the operational reasons,!32"since trade and aid policies for which the
Commission has always been responsible are inseparable from political relations with
other countries."133 As a result of this fact, as Lodge points out, the Commission made
an internal reorganisation at the end of 1992 to ensure more coherence among its
external activities.134 It set up a new Directorate General for dealing with CFSP matters

149 Lodge, op.cit., pp.245-246.

150 Jopp, op.cit., pp.14-15.

151 Monar, op.cit., p.145. and also see, Nuttal, op.cit., p.134.
152 1 0dge, op.cit., p.244.

153 Jenkins, op.cit., p.31.

154 Lodge, op.cit., p. 247.
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(DG IA) showing "its determination to use fully its right under CFSP rules."153
According to the Article J5(3) the Commission is fully associated in representing the
Union in the matters of CFSP and in implementation common measures. It should be
remembered that it has large number of delegations all over the world.

I1.3.1.4 The European Parliament:

Concerning the Parliament, Article J7 states that it has to be consulted on the
main aspects and basic choices of the CFSP and its views are duly taken into
consideration by the Presidency which -together with the Commission- also has to
regularly inform the Parliament on the development of the CFSP. The Parliament also
has the right to ask questions of the Council or make recommendations to it and hold an
annual debate on progress in the implementation of the CFSP. As a comment on these
provisions it should be noted that, as Monar puts it, "since neither the "consultation’ nor
the ‘recommendations’ have any legal consequences, both innovations are not reaching
very far...[However] the EP may be able to use these new instruments for a systematic
political dialogue with the Council on foreign affairs issues."156 Moreover, as Lodge
points out, these provisions are so much similar to the relevant provisions of SEA. The
new addition is that the consultation of the Presidency with the Parliament on the CFSP
is stated in more obligatory form and its views are ensured to be taken into account by
the Presidency. According to her, the Parliament will use these powers "in conjunction
with its other powers of intervention, own initiative and urgency procedures which often
involve foreign policy issues." She also notes that "since the EP sets its own agenda, it
may deliberate on foreign-policy issues that fall outside the scope of the CFSP." In
addition, there is a great hardness for making prior consultation with the EP in case of an
emergency or an extraordinary Council meeting due to the lack of time. Therefore it
could be said that "consultation with the EP is likely to be post-hoc and sporadic or of
limited usefulness..."157 However, the fact should not be forgotten that, as Jenkins puts it
"the European Parliament’s potential for influence is likely in the short term to be through
the questioning of ministers and, in the longer term, through publicised debates."158

It should be also noted that, as Wessels points out, as a result of the increased
influence of EP on the EU’s relations with third countries by the new EC Article 228, the
influence on CFSP may indirectly increase too.13 More specifically, it could be said that,

155 Monar, op.cit., p.145, footnote 5.
156 Ibid., p.147.

157 Lodge, op.cit., pp.146-147.

158 Jenkins, op.cit., p.29.

159 Wessels, op.cit., p.187.
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as Jenkins points out, as a result of the EP’s new right as to give assent for the
agreements with budgetary and legal implications such as trade, association and
cooperation and enlargement agreements, its lack of power over the CFSP is
compensated to an extent. 160

In sum it could be said that the EP has a limited role in the area of CFSP in which
it wanted more increased one. This limited role is given by the Article J7, mainly silniiar
to the relevant provisions of SEA under former EPC system, in the form of a
consultations and information procedure in which it has the right to "ask questions”, to

make "recommendations” and to hold an "annual debate”.

11.3.1.5. The Presidency:

Concerning the Presidency Article J5(1) sets its task as to represent the Union in
CFSP matters and Article J5(2) added that it is responsible for the implementation of
common measures and expressing the position of the Union in international conferences
and organisations. According to Article J5(3) in carrying out these tasks, it will be
assisted by the previous and next Presidencies as well as the Commission. Moreover, as
mentioned above in discussing the role of the Commission, Article J7 makes obligatory
for the Presidency to consult and to inform the Parliament. Concerning the
representation function of the Presidency, it should be noted that, as Nuttal points out,
although the former EPC Secretariat which was the main assistant for the Presidency is
incorporated to the Council Secretariat to be strengthened, it does not still have the
necessary apparatus for fulfilling its assistance task for the Presidency especially in its
representational function. The fact should be noted that the Presidency can stay in the
same city for only six months as a result of its rotation among the Member States.161
Given these facts, it could be said that the problems with the representation of the Union
in the era of EPC such as discontinuity and confusion are not overcome completely
under the CESP provisions.

11.3.1.6. The Political Committee:

Concerning the Political Committee which is consisting of Political Directors and
an organ of former EPC system, already mentioned in the first part of this study, Article
J8(5), reserving for the Committee of Permanent Representatives to the EC the task to
prepare all aspects of Council meetings, states that the Political Committee is responsible

160 Jenkins, op.cit., p.29.
161 Nuttall, op.cit. p.137.
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for monitoring international situation for CFSP and also its implementation. It also
contributes to the elaboration of CFSP at the request of the Council or its own initiative.
Monar notes that, due to the strong position of Political Directors in the national Foreign
Ministries,

"the reserve...in favour of the COREPER'’s key role in preparing the Council’s
work will lead to some kind of subordination of the Political Committee and of the
various working groups it has set up to COREPER. Like in the past, therefore, the
preparation of EC items on the Ministers’ agenda will be largely separated from
that of foreign policy items."162

11.3.1.7. The Other Actors:

According to Article J6, diplomatic and consular missions of the Member States
and the Commission Delegations in third countries and in international conferences as
well as the Member States’ representatives to international organisations have to
cooperation in implementation of the Council’s common positions and measures taken by
it. The Cooperation among those bodies includes information exchange, joint

assessments and joint protection of EC citizens.

It should be noted here that according to the Article J11(2) the administrative
expenditure for the institutions of the CFSP will be funded from the EC’s budget and
operational expenditure for CFSP financed by the EC budget or by the Member States

on the basis of a unanimous decision.

It should also be remembered that by virtue of Article L TEU the European Court
of Justice has no right to control CFSP provisions. However, according to Monar, this
can not prevent its review over decisions of CFSP on their compatibility with Community
law depending on the Article M TEU which states that nothing in TEU can affect the
established Community law. As a result, it could be said that there is an indirect scrutiny
of the Court of Justice on CFSP.163 In addition, it should be noted that, as Weiler points
out, this exception does not mean that CFSP provisions do not create binding legal
obligations. On the contrary, as it is set out in the provisions under Title V, especially
Article J2, there are many duties of the Member States for each other on CFSP such as

162 Monar, op.cit., 146.
163 Tbid., p.150.

48



to consult, to inform, to conform national positions to common positions, to coordinate

action in international organisations and conferences.164

As a final word on the institutional structure for CFSP pillar, it would be better to
give here the assessment made by Monar;

"The Union continues to have a strongly dualistic system of foreign affairs mainly
because of

- the persistence of totally different decision-making procedures for the two
spheres of external activity, |

- the exclusion of Title V from jurisdiction by the European Court of Justice
(Article L TEU) )

- the maintenance of the paraliel existence of COREPER and Political Committee
(Article J.8(5) TEU) and

- the still very different role of the Commission in both spheres.

...The Possibility to charge CFSP administrative and operating expenditures to
the EC budget...and the possibility to make use of EC instruments for CFSP ends
(the new Article 228a EC Treaty), creates solid links between the EC and the
CFSP frameworks... The merging of the small Political Cooperation Secretariat
with the General Secretariat of Council is consistent with the creation of a
common institutional framework of the Union by virtue of Article C TEU and
may help to harmonise EC and CFSP working procedures. Yet, the fact remains
that the Union’s decisions in both spheres will continue to be prepared and
implemented by different procedures and different sets of officials with all the
problems of coordination and of the diversity of often concurring spokesman it

- has created in the past."163
11.3.2. DECISION-MAKING PROCEDURE FOR CFSP

Generally speaking, it could be said that, the new decision-making procedure for
CFSP is a composition of many of the previous EPC and EC procedures. However,
as Ungerer points out, it is more similar to those of intergovernmental cooperation than
that of the Community.!66 As mentioned before, Article J3 sets the procedure for
adopting joint action. Monar examines this procedure as below;

164 Joseph H.H. Weiler, "Neither Unity Nor Three Pillars-The Structure of The Treaty on European
Union", in Joerg Monar Monar-Werner Ungerer-Wolfgang Wessels (eds.), op.cit., p.53.

165 Monar, op.cit.,144-146,

166 Ungerer, op.cit., p.30.
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"The new procedure laid down in Article J.3. on CFSP provides for three
successive acts for arriving at ’ommon actions’:

a) “general guidelines’ to be adopted by the European Council (Articles J.3(1) and
1.8(1));

b) a ’decision’ of the Council on the principle and on the details of a ’joint action’
(Article J.3(1) and 1.3(2));

c) a ’definition’ by the Council on those matters of the ’common action’ on which
decisions are to be taken by a qualified majority (Article J.3(2}).

All these acts have to be adopted by unanimity."167 |

It should be noted that, as Wessels points out, majority voting can be applied only
under very specific conditions.168 As Ungerer points out, it is mostly related to
procedural matters and to the methods for implementation of joint action.169 It should be
also noted that, as already mentioned before, according to Article J3(2) the Council
selects the matters for qualified majority voting at any stage of development of a joint
action.

Taking into account the past experiences, Jopp states the high possibility for a
restrictive use of majority voting by the Member States despite their declaration as to
"avoid preventing a unanimous decision where a qualified majority exists in favour of
that decision’ in one of the annexes to the TEU."170

In sum, it could be said that, as the Commission puts it, "main decisions will be
taken unanimously, but there will be limited majority voting on the implementation of

specific policies or actions."171

I1.3.3. SHORTCOMINGS OF CFSP

Generally speaking, it could be said that, as Januazzi points out,v the necessary
components of an effective foreign policy are good intelligence, clear ideas, appropriate
structures and means. But, according to him, the most important factor is the political
will which "implies either total harmony among the partners or adequate rules for
overcoming the divergence."!72 When taking into account this view as a criteria, it is

167 Monar, op.cit., p.140.

168 Wessels, op.cit., p.185.

169 Ungerer, op.cit., p.32.

170 Jopp, op.cit., p.15.

171 Commission of the European Communities, "From Single Market to European Union", op.cit., p.26.
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seen that the CFSP also has many shortcomings like the former EPC system. Those
shortcomings are more obviously stated by Jacques Santer, the President of the European
Commission as follows;

"the lack of political will, the absence of a common definition of European
essential joint interests, the difficulty of activating the unanimous decision-making
system, the crippling budgetary procedures, the ambiguity of the roles of the
Presidency and the Commission, the European Union’s lack of a legal identity, and

the problem of its external representation,"173

It is not suprising to see that most of shortcomings are the same with those of
EPC system since the already mentioned fact that CFSP is based on EPC and has not
changed its nature fundamentally. Some of those shortcomings of CFSP can be

examined as below;

11.3.3.1. Lack of Political Will and Absence of a Common Definition of
Essential Joint Interests Among the Member States

As mentioned just above, lack of political will means here the lack of total
harmony among the Member Sates and lack of adequate rules for overcoming the
divergence. In this connection, it could be said that, as Goldstein puts it, "for now there is
litfle evidence of a cohesive foreign policy within the [Union]"174since "the interests of
member-states vary according to domestic and international developments."1791t should
be noted that, as Lodge points out, even the TEU does not prevent unilateral action by
Member States mainly due to the fact that the "domains reservés approach which tries to
separate national interests sharply from the EC’s general interest” is retained to a large
extent. According to her, the possibility of happening such a kind of result is high when
it is unclear for Member States that "what issues are subject to CFSP and which are
not...The relative importance of issues may account for sharp disagreement at times."176
Therefore it would not be a mistake to make a guess that, as Lodge does it, by taking
into account the different historical backgrounds of the Member States, their different
overseas obligations, and their diversed interests, tensions and conflict of interests among
the Member States will continue as an obstacle on a genuine CFSP.177 This is more likely

173 Jacques Santer, "The European Union’s Security and Defence Policy" Nato review, no.6, November
1995, p.7.
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to happen, as Jopps points out, in times of acute crisis as the ‘current Yugoslav
experience, in which West European interests strongly diverge from each others, has
obviously shown to the world.178Another fact which should be mentioned here, as
Lodge points out, is that "in times of crisis, member states do not always honour their
commitment to consult each other in advance of taking action...The new TEU does not
prevent or significantly discourage unglateral action by Member States."17 As a result of
these facts, the credibility of the CFSP could decrease. It could be said that, as Jopp
points out, the worst result of internal division of the EU is the possibility for the
preference of a policy of establishing strong bilateral ties with individual West European
powers by third countries. Such a policy would prevent development of CFSP paving the
way for traditional great power diplomacy. According to him, the most current example
is "the internal division of the EU in the case of the former Yugoslavia [which] has
weakened the prospects of a CFSP and strengthened moves towards great-power
diplomacy."180 Concerning this subject, according to Lodge, the real problem is to
establish a balance between supranationalism and intergovernmentalism which made
Member States able "to act efficiently, credibly and coherently in accordance with its self-
proclaimed norms and values, financial and logistical resources and allowing [them] to
retain freedom of action in areas of particular national interest."181

o

I1.3.3.2. Lack of Appropriate Structure

In addition to the above mentioned shortcoming, there are many institutional and
procedural shortcomings of CFSP. Generally speaking, as stated in a report by Karel de
Gucht, they are the dual structure of TEU, insufficiently formulation of the objectives of
the Union in an unbinding manner, the limited possibility of using majority voting, low

involvement of the Parliament and the Commission. 182

11.3.3.3. The Problem of Dual Structure

As previously examined and as Nuttall points out, the TEU sets out different
structures and different procedures for international relations in the scope of EMU which
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are separate from those of CFSP. According to him, "this incoherence will be a source of
weakness for the future."183

11.3.3.4. Confused External Representation Problem

As already discussed above, and as Ungerer points out, the TEU does not change
the fundamental character of EPC that is intergovernmental cooperation which continues
to be a character of CFSP. As a result of this obvious fact, it is clear that the main
international actors of the European Union are still mostly national persons rather than
those of Union’s. They are the foreign ministers and the diplomats of the Member States
who place the Presidency of the Council and not the EC Commission. Since the
reputation of the Presidency of the Council every six month, this kind of representation
may cause problems and weakness for the Union’s policy and relations. Because "the
~ foreign partners of the Union will be confronted every six months with new faces and
personalities ~ of  different  political ~ weight."184  In  this  connection,
Nuttall points out the confusion in representation as a result of the fact that
"the Presidency, the EPC Secretariat, the Commission, and the Member States all
proclaim to the world that they conceive to be and what is taken to be the Community
position. The diversity of spokesman, each cancelling the others out, is not only an
operational weakness, but also an institutional aberration."183

&,

I1.3.3.5. Lack of Rapid Decision-Making

It could be said that this shortcoming is the direct result of the difficulty for
applying unanimous decision-making. As Monar points out, the continuation of the
problems and weaknesses of former EPC system related to this subject threatens the new
procedure for reaching unanimous decision. According to him those problems and
weaknesses faced by unanimous decisions in most cases are the high degree of the
possibility for the lack of political substance among the Member States due to the
common denominator formula, for arriving too late because of the difficulty of

consensus-building, and for a complete failure as the worst.

He gives the following scenario concerning the unanimous decision-making under
the new procedure which is most likely to be happened in case of sensitive issues as

follows;

183 Nuttall, op.cit., p.137.
184 Ungerer, op.cit., p.32.
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"The European Council’s ’guidelines’ will be very general and will not be very
helpful for decision-making on the Foreign Minister’s level. The Council (of
Ministers) itself will need considerable time for deciding on the ’principle’ of a
common action. The envisaged 'common action’ will be subject to all sorts of
conditions and reserves which will make it impossible to agree on majority voting
for other than ephemeral implementation measures.

It should be noted that the wording of Article J.3(2) makes it quite difficuit to
apply qualified majority voting to more than minor duestions of the
implementation of ’common actions’. This means that the Union will continue to
be paralysed on the international stage if only one Member State decides definitely

to block the adoption of a ’common action’,"186

He completes his assessment stating that there is no major improvement in the
new procedure for unanimous decision-making and this limits the capacity of the Union
for an effective response to external cha]lénges. He also points out the weakness of the
new emergency meeting procedure of the Council laid down in Article J.8(4) deriving
from the time-table problems of the Foreign Ministers.187 As a result of these facts, it
should be noted that there a difficulty related to decision taking and its speed, especially

when the Member States have different views on a given subject.

11.3.3.6. Lack of Effective Instruments

It is an obvious and accepted fact that a foreign policy requires effective
instruments to be successful in reaching its objectives. In this sense, it could be said that,
as Januazzi points out, there is an uncertainty and doubt about the potential effectiveness
of the CFSP. He also notes that, although the CFSP sets ambitious objectives, it does not
have appropriate and adequate instruments for achieving them.188 In parallel, in one of
his statements, Mr. Van Den Broek, the present Commissioner for CFSP, states the same
idea and gives the reason for it as the incomplete construction of a CFSP. According to
him, the problem is the unability of the Union for going beyond joint declarations
regarding international problems. He reminds that although a number of joint actions
under the CFSP has been launched since the establishment of it, no one of them had the

"

character of becoming "...a decisive action needed to prevent conflict, t0 manage crisis
when they do break out, or to resolve disputes which threaten international peace and

stability."189 It should be noted that this character is still unchanged. In this connection, it
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should also be mentioned that, as Monar puts it, there is no clear definition of a common
action and the instruments in the hand of the European Union for such actions are not
comprehensive and remain vaguely defined. Those instruments are mainly in the form of
diplomatic ones such as demarches and declarations (as were under the former EPC
system). The new measures are very few one of which is the European Community
Monitoring Mission (ECMM) to Yugoslavia. 190

It could be said that, as Ungerer puts it, the main reason for the weakness of the
CFSP is its unchanged character of being as an intergovernmental cooperation which
prevents rapid and forceful action against crises. According to him, the only condition for
the European success in this field is to have competencies for such action and those
competencies must be represented by clear and appropriate personalities and supported
by necessary economic and political power.1%1 A more obvious condition is given by
Januazzi as that there can not be an effective foreign policy without a military instrument.
On this point, he reminds that the Maastricht Treaty does not go much far because of the
given circumstances, therefore, "the problem exists, and its effects are seriously
felt."192As a final word on this point, it should be mentioned here that, as Lodge puts it,
"without the means to match its goals, the EC/Union will prove disappointing. Without
the institutions and procedures to lend continuity and stability to the venture, little may be
achieved."193

The following statement of the European Commissioner responsible for external
political relations and the CFSP briefly summarises the shortcomings of CFSP just

mentioned above:

"If Europe...has failed to act decisively in Bosnia or in Rwanda, it is partly a
question of political will but partly also because our sense of joint European
interests is still insufficiently developed and because we have not yet learned how
to take decisions together quickly and how to carry them out. The Union’s
capacity to act, when a crisis threatens, cannot depend on the inclination of its
most reluctant member state on any given issue. Ways and means must be found
to streamline decision-making on the CFSP, while being realistic about member
states’ prerogatives...A member state may not wish to send troops for a particular

operation, but it should not stand in the way of an action desired by other member
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states and, in the absence of its own military force, it should show its solidarity in

other ways."194

Same consideration on the shortcomings of CFSP is stated by the Parliament in its
resolution on progress in implementation the CFSP during the period from November
1993 to December 1994. Accordingly, its shortcomings are mainly resulted from "its
intergovernmental nature, the need to reach a unanimous decision before action was
taken and to there being little or no common perception of the European Union’s own
interests as distinct from the Member States’ individual interests" 195

In sum, it could be said that. although at the present the CFSP has many
shortcomings which are similar or even identical to those of EPC, it is a clear fact that it
is much more advanced than EPC. However, it should be noted that, as Jenkins puts it,
"it is unlikely to make an impact on the world commensurate, unless it is organically
linked with the institutions of the EC."196 There are many suggestions made by the
authors to overcome the shortcomings and the weaknesses of CFSP and thus to create a
true and complete one. One of those authors is Jopp suggesting the establishment of
more common structures of the CFSP, real involvement of the Commission in building
the CFSP, the ensurance of the common interests against the individual national
interests, development of the procedures especially those related the foreign-policy
representation of the EU.197 Parliaments suggests establishment of an analysis and
assesment center to evaluate risks and threats to EU’s interests, less use of declarations
and greater use of common positions and joint actions by the Council, revising of
unanimity rule.1%8It is wished that the decided Intergovernmental Conference in 1996 for
the reviewing the results of Maastricht Treaty could help to overcome the shortcomings
of Treaty as a whole and particularly those mentioned shortcomings of the CFSP.199

I1.4. TESTING THE CFSP: THE WAR IN THE FORMER YUGOSLAVIA

There is a common view among the authors as such that the Yugoslav crisis can
be generally seen as a test for the capacity and ability of the Europe to act together and
consequently they agree that the Europe is unsuccessful in doing so. As an example for
this argument, Wessels states that "every day, the Yugoslavian case demonstrates the
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limits of common approaches..."200, and Goldstein states that "when it came to moving
against Yugoslavia’s murderous strife and ethnic cleansing the EC again proved
ineffective."201 In addition, this crisis is also seen as the "...most telling example for the
shortcomings of CFSP"202some of which are already examined above. Therefore, the
attitude of the EU against the disputes and the war in the former Yugoslavia is examined
here to show clearly the implementation problems and shortcomings of CEFSP.

The Yugoslav crisis began in the era of EPC not that of CFSP. Soon after, as
Lodge points out, as a result of the international expectations for playing a determinant
role in mediating and solving the crisis, the Community and its Member States under the
framework of EPC involved with the crisis during the time of the IGC process. Therefore
it could be said that this crisis shaped CFSP to a large extent. After the involvement of
EC into the crisis, the shortcomings and weaknesses of EPC and later those of CFSP
came to the surface and has been obviously seen during the crisis. As a result of those
shortcomings and weaknesses, particularly the absence of a single and central political
authority on foreign affairs field, lack of political will and absence of a common
definition of essential joint interests among the Member States, "the member
governments were divided over whether to intervene and, if so, what form any
intervention should take."203 As Brenner puts it, "It has revived visions of a Europe
racked by discord and ancient rivalries...Most troubling, the EC has shown itself to be
lacking the unity..."2%4 Jopp also points out, emergence of those old rivalries among the
Member States which prevented to take any effective measure to the crisis. For example,
both Britain and France were interested in maintaining the status quo, therefore, they
were hesitant to move against Serbia as a result of their good relations with that country.
On the other hand, as a result of its traditional friendship with Slovenia and Croatia,
Germany urged them to declare independence and recognised them in July 1991 and
increased pressure on their EC partners to recognise individual Republics. This policy
increased some kind of negative perceptions in France, Britain and other partner
countries on the new unified Germany. Another point which should be noted here is the
fact that the agreed principles for recognition had not been followed strictly by the
Member States. For example, as a result of Greek resistance to the recognition of
Macedonia, that country was not recognised collectively though it had the most of the
decided criteria. Greece’s unilateral blockade of Macedonia to force it to change its name
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and amend parts of its constitution has created problems among the Member States.205 It
should be noted that the European Court of Justice has taken a decision against Greece
later on. The agreement concerning the given matters between Greece and Macedonia
could be reached just in 1995 after a long conflictual period.

It could be said that, referring to Jopp again, most measures and their methods
applied by the Member States during the crisis became inadequate since the fact that they
came either too late or they were not obligatory enough. For example, the first measure
taken by the Member States as the recognition of entities after long and conflictual
debates could not become an effective measure to end the fighting. In eastern Croatia, it
resulted in this direction but in Bosnia-Herzegovina, it gave the way for an escalation of
the conflict. Another measure was the economic sanctions against Serbia and
Montenegro but it took months to gain the necessary international support through the
UN. Moreover, the arms embargo applied to the whole of the former Yugoslavia
resulted as an obstacle for Bosnians in protecting themselves. The organisation of a peace
conference with the initiative of the Europe was also ineffectual because of the
unwillingness and unability of the Member States in making pressure on all parties to
agree on a negotiated solution.

The military options could not been used due to the disagreement among the
Member States. For example, they did not accept a Franco-German initiative for a WEU
interposition force in Croatia in 1991. In fact, the main reason was the British resistance.
As a result of this deep disagreement among the Member States, they accepted the
leadership of the UN in the management of military options for solving the crisis in the
end of 1991. It chose the policy of establishing protection forces rather than using other -
military options because the Europeans, notably the British and the French rejected the
American proposals on using military instruments to pressure the Bosnian Serbs for
peace. Those European attitudes and measures for the crisis were not changed although
the degree of the war and violence by made Serbs increased as a result of the military
siege of Sarajevo, concentration camps and the policy of ethnic cleansing in summer
1992. This only changed to some extent after the shelling of Sarajevo’s market place on 5
February 1994. As a result of strong public pressure, France together with the Americans
launched the NATO’s Sarajevo ultimatum. The outcome of these differences among the
major European States was the unsucces that reduced credibility of them and proved the
weaknesses of CFSP and paved the way for the leadership of the United States in solving
the crisis. The recent agreement reached by the conflicting parties in Dayton as a result of

205 Jopp, op.cit., pp.42-43.
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the American diplomacy proved on the one hand the global leadership of the USA and
on the other hand the weaknesses of the Europe and thus the CFSP.

According to the author, besides their unwillingness for doing more, one reason
for this failure is the member governments’ failure in estimating the effectiveness of the
measures and the intentions of the Serbs and Croats mainly as a result of the lack of
common supranational permanent institution dealing with the issue, like the Foreign
Affairs Department of a nation state.200 Other reasons referring to Lodge can be given
as; the lack of necessary financial resources, unexistence of military instruments, the
unapropriate personnel and political capacity as such that a an individual government
has, and the lack of long-term planning and of technical expertise.207

As it is seen from the above paragraph, the Yugoslav crisis obviously showed the
shortcomings and deficits of the CFSP. It also showed the weak binding manner of the
commitments of the Member States which made possible occurrence of many unloyalities
by them mainly as a result of its wording.

As an example, it could be given that although both the experience of former EPC
system and the CFSP requires coordination among the Member States in UN, they do
not always to do so. As Jopp reminds it, on 10 May 1993, Foreign Ministers Member
States took a decision supporting the Vance-Owen Plan, soon after, France and Britain
as the permanent European members of the UNSC and Spain as a regular member,
agreed on a new action plan without doing prior consultation with the other Member
States of EU. This caused many unfeelings especially in Germany, Italy and the
Netherlands.298 It could be argued that, as a reaction and a measure for this kind of
disappointments, Germany is now trying to gain permanent membership of the UNSC.

" In sum, it could be said that, as Januazzi points out, as a result of changes in
international system at the end of beginning of 1990s, although the role solving the crisis
was left to the Europe, there was an obvious failure of it both in preventing the escalation
of war and in ending the conflict. The main reason was the lack of appropriate structures
and adequate diplomatic, economic and military instruments of the Union to play such a
role.209 As a result of this failure, a loss of confidence in CFSP happened and its
shortcomings and weaknesses are clearly being observed. As Brenner puts it,
"Yugoslavia has sapped the EC’s confidence and undermined its credibility, thereby
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contributing to the crumbling of popular support for Maastricht Treaty."210 As Gallis
points out, this failure also causes many doubts on the possibility of a political union and
availability of a European identity in which minority rights are respected. Those doubts
threatens the process of European integration which is accelerated by the Maastricht
Treaty.211 In order to overcome these shortcomings and avoid new failures, it is
suggested in a document of the CDU/CSU Parliamentary Group in the German
Parliament (Bundestang) on the future of European unification that the European Union
in the field of CFSP should "...clearly define common interests and objectives and
stipulate the conditions and procedures as well as the political, economic and financial
means."212

I1.5. VIEWS ON FUTURE OF THE EUROPEAN INTEGRATION

After the end of Cold War, as stated in De Gucht Report, the new European
geopolitical situation was characterised by proliferation of conflicts and instabilities
mainly derived from the economic and minority problems, unstability of regimes, and the
rise of nationalism and religious fanaticism.213 In a such kind of international
environment, as Gallis points out, mainly as a result of the changes in its economic and
political interests, the European Union has been trying to become a global economic and
political power since 1990. It could be said that this effort has not resulted in a positive
manner yet though the Maastricht Treaty which is the most enormous attempt in this
direction was signed.?14 Soon after the signing of the Maastricht Treaty, as Feldstein
puts it, there was common view that the envisaged monetary union would gradually pave
the way for a centralised European government. In other words, "[the] dream of a
United States of Europe looked as if it would become reality before the end of the
century."213

However, this European optimism was destroyed soon by the occurrence of two
major events which resulted in a crisis that was described by Monti as "...the most severe

crisis in the history of its integration."216 Those events were namely, as Feldstein puts it,
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the collapse of the European Monetary System (EMS) which regarded as a major step
for monetary union and rejection of the Maastricht Treaty by the citizens of Denmark in
a referendum which increased the debates on the content and the approval of the
Maastricht Treaty and caused for serious divisions among the Member States.217 In
addition to these two events, referring to Gallis, other factors for the European crisis of
1992 which are the potential obstacles for the achievement of the Treaty’s objectives and
thus for further unification could be given as; the failure of the European Community in
taking concerted action for the Yugoslavian war which causes a decrease in public
support for the European unification process, and uncertain support among the
individuals of the Member States for Maastricht Treaty mainly derived from their
" .misgivings about the costs and benefits of further unification."218 As Bocquet points
out, the British traditional opposition for the deepening of the European integration, the
increase in the nationalistic feelings that causes hostility and violence against foreigners in
many Member States could be given as other factors. Therefore, it could be said that "the
Community spirit has been undermined overtime by the doubts of the people"219 mainly
derived from all these factors.

It should be mentioned here that there are also many authors having same kind of
doubts about the achievement of the further unification and thus the availability of the
establishment of a European Union, in practice, especially via the Maastricht Treaty.
According to one of them, Feldstein, as a result of end of the Soviet threat which was
one of the most powerful driving force for European political integration, at the present,
Member States are more hesitant to limit and to delegate their national sovereignty and
independence than they were in the past.220 However, as an opposite view it should be
noted that, as Gallis does it, the realisation of German unification has become a new
driving force for further European integration by increasing the desire among the
Member States to bind Germany fully into the Europe.221 But Feldstein is not agree with
this argument by noting that;

"The generation of Europeans who dreamed of a United States of Europe as a
way of preventing a repetition of the horrors of World War II by containing
Germany in a larger political entity is shrinking rapidly in both size and political
influence. For most young people, the prospect of German militarism is not a

palpable concern that justifies sacrificing national identities...It is unlikely to
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provide a powerful motive for political union in either Germany and or elsewhere
in Europe...It seems unlikely that Britain, France and other countries of Europe
will want to form a continental government in which Germany has the largest
population and strongest economy as a way of limiting Germany’s future power or
the military exercise of that power."222

According to the same author, there are many other reasons for becoming
doubtful about the further European integration and the viability of the Maastricht
Treaty. One basic reason is the limitness of the potential economic benefits expected
from the monetary union when compare to the potential political consequences for the
Member States such as the possibility of a fundamental loss in their national sovereignty
and self-determination.223 The fact should be stated here that, as Jopp puts it, the end
of the Cold War has not reduced the oppositions and hesitations for further European
unification mainly derived from the concept of national sovereignty in the most of the
Member States.224

Another reason Feldstein gives is the possibility that the current European political
leaders who binds their personal success to the achievement of the goals of Maastricht
Treaty and thus to the success of some kind of European monetary and political
integration would replace with a new generation of political leaders who would not have
same considerations. Therefore, it could be argued that it is a high possibility that next
political leaders may choose to pursue new goals other than those set out in Maastricht
Treaty, when they realise the low public support for them.225 In this connection, it
should be noted that, as Jopp points out, the increase in the effectiveness of the domestic
factors increased the influence of the national Parliaments and public opinion on national
governments by making the national interests more carefully to be taken into
consideration. It is obvious that such a development does not favour for further
European unification.226 Wallace points out the existence of many intentions and talks
among many of the Member States on loosening integration in favour more

intergovernmentalism at the present.227

It could be said that such kind of doubts about the future of the European

integration are also shared on a more formal level over the Europe. For example, in a

222 Reldstein, op.cit., pp.13-14.

223 Tbid., p.14.

224 Jopp, op.cit., p.64.

225 Feldstein, op.cit., p.14.

226 Jopp, op.cit., pp.64-65.

227 Helen Wallace, "The EC and Western Europe after Maastricht”, in Hugh Miall (ed.) op.cit., p.28.
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document of the CDU/CSU Parliamentary Group in the German Parliament
(Bundestang) on the future of European unification, the European unification process is
described as such that it has reached "a critical point in its development”. The main
causes for this are given as below;

- Overextension of the EU’s institutions which, originally set up for six member
countries,...Jand now rose to 15].

- A growing differentiation of interests, fuelled by differences in the level of socio-
economic development, which threatens to obscure the basic commonality of
interests.

- Different perceptions of internal and, above all, external priorities (e.g.
Maghereb/Eastern Europe) in a European Union stretching from the North Cape
to Gibraltar.

- A process of profound structural economic change. With its mass
unemployment, which it will be impossible to overcome in the short term, this
crisis poses a threat to already overstitched social systems and to social stability.
The economic crisis is one aspect of the general crisis of modern siciety in the
West.

- An increase in 'regressive nationalisms’ in (almost) all member countries, which
is the product of deep-seated fears and anxieties caused by the internal crisis of
modern society and by external threats, such as migration. Fear and anxiety tempt
people to seek, if not a solution, then at least refuge in a return to the nation state
and all things national.

- The highly debilitating effect of the enormous demands placed on national
governments and parliaments by the above problems.

- The open question, at least as regards the "when’ and "how’, of the involvement of
the countries of (Eastern) Central Europe in the European Union. For the present
members of the European Union, eastward expansion constitutes both a challenge
and a test not only in terms of the material contribution they are able and willing

to make but also in terms of their moral and spiritual self conception."228

According to the document, unless these causes are overcome soon, the Union
would remain only a some kind of sophisticated free-trade area contrary to the goal of
ever closer union stated in the Maastricht Treaty. The Union’s response to those
problems will show its ability and willingness for further unification and thus for
becoming a real power in the world affairs.229

228 Document of the CDU/CSU..., op.cit., pp.1-2.
229 Tbid.
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After giving many doubtful views on the future of the European integration, it
would be helpful to mentioned here many potential factors that would play a significant
role in shaping it. As Gallis points out, the first and the most important factor is Germany
whose role is believed as critical in shaping the European destiny. Germany derives this
potential from its geographic position at the centre of Europe and its economic power as
the engine of the European Union. As a result of this fact, most Member States tries to
balance Germany by binding it to common European structures.230 It should be given
that, at the present as it was at the past, this kind of policy is agreed and shared by
Germany since it has a special interest in preventing the process of European
integration. This special interest is explained in the Document of the CDU/CSU...,
mentioned above, as; "if Europe were to drift apart, Germany would once again find
itself caught in the middle between East and West, a position which throughout its
history has made it difficult for Germany to give a clear orientation to its internal order
and to establish a stable and lasting balance in its external relations."23!1 However,
pointing out the existence of a debate in Germany about Germany’s role in Europe since
the end of 1980s as well as the increase in anxieties among many of its European
neighbours about Germany’s future course following its reunification, Marsh states that
Maastricht Treaty which was aimed to end this debate and anxieties by binding it into
common European structure did not become successful in doing so and offering solution
to Germany’s European future. The author points out a strange dilemma faced by Europe
concerning Germany as that "Europe was afraid of both German strenght and German
weakness."232 It should not be forgotten that, as Jopp points out, the German factor
may only work as a confederator not a federator, since the other major Member States
such as Britain and France are not so willingness to limit their political autonomy as
much as Germany is ready to do so. According to him, the development of the
relationship between Germany and France would accelerate the European integration
process. In other words, the main condition for the establishment a closer union and a
more effective CFSP is the development of joint views and initiatives between these two
countries as well as the ensurance of the participation of other Member States to this
initiatives, "...notably Britain which holds the key to many questions of Europe’s
future."233

Besides German factor, as Feldstein points out, another potential factor in shaping

the future of the European integration is the amount of the expected economic benefits

230 Gallis, op.cit., p.6.

231 Document of the CDU/CSU..., op.cit., p.2.

232 David Marsh, Germany and Europe, The Crisis of Unity, (Mandarin, Great Britain, 1995), p.137.
233 Jopp, op.cit., pp.16 and 65-66.
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and costs from the monetary union by the Member States.234 However, it should not be
forgotten that, as Jopp points out, at the present, there are also many problems in this
field. Even many Europeans believe that economic and monetary union (EMU) is an
illusion?33

According to Moller, new orientations which is influencing future shape of

Europe are as follows;

"1. The transition from the industrial to the immaterial society.

2. The replacement of a world order with the United States as the indisputable
leader possessing military, economic, and cultural suprenacy by more complicated
world order; at first, tripolar but gradually settling into a power game dominated
by transnational economic centers and supranational enterprises.

3. A stronger economic integration and a more international world.

4, A stronger drive for cultural decentralisation by individual peoples wishing to
shape their own cultures and their own identities while the hitherto diminant
Anglo-Saxon culture is under attack." 236

The same author gives the challenges for Europe during the 1990s which will, of
course, affect the future of Europe. Those challenges are as follows;

"1. A double economic challenge: in the high-technology sector from the United
States and Japan; in the low-technology, labor-intensive, and low-price sectors
from developing countries and some parts of Central and Eastern Europe.

2. The large number of European countries wanting to join the Européan Union.
For some, that poses political problems; for others, it poses economic problems.
For few, it seems to be a smooth process.

3. The risk of conflicts in geographical Europe like the one...seen in the former
Yugoslavia.

4. Immigration from adjacent, less affluent countries.

5. Improving the environmental standard in the European‘ Union itself,
contributing to the cleanup of Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet
Union, and at the same time coping with the problem of the lower environmental

standards of many trading partners."237

234 Feldstein, op.cit., p.14.
235 Jopp, op.cit., pp.16 and 3.
236 QOrstrom Moller, The Future European Model Economic Internalisation and Cultural

Decentralisation, (Praeger, Westport, 1995), p.122.
237 Thid.
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It should be noted that Wallace states further enlargement and multilateral
partnerships with many other European countries, as a response to the second challange
given above paragraph, as a crucial factor for the future of Europe.238

In sum, it could be said that in a few years after the end of the Cold War and after
the signing of the Maastricht Treaty as a major response to this development, as Gallis
points out, the European Union still debates the question about the method and speed for
establishing a European integration and identity in mid-1990s.239 As Van Den Broek
points out, the intergovernmental conference which began on 29 March 1996 will deal
with those questions as well as issues arising from the implementation of the Maastricht
Treaty and from the 1995 enlargement. "It will have to define what amounts to a new
constitution if the momentum of integration is to be maintained and if Europe’s political
influence in the world is to match its economic power."240 Monti gives two conditions
for the continuance of the European integration process in the same direction of the
Maastricht Treaty. The first condition is the creation of a more proper political basis, and
the second one is to take into consideration the possibility of the Europe with two or
multiple speeds. Nevertheless, according to him "the process of European integration
does not turn out to have been as weakened as might first appear."241

238 Wallace, op.cit., p.28.

239 Gallis, op.cit., p.4.

240 yan Den Broek’s statement, Op.cit.
241 Monti, op.cit., p.54.
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PART THREE

THE COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY
AND THE TURKIC REPUBLICS

NnL1. DEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOR THE INDEPENDENCE OF
TURKIC REPUBLICS AND FOR CFSP TO THEM

As previously mentioned in the second part of this study, the developments after
the year 1989 in the Soviet Union is one of the driving force -together with the events in
Eastern Europe- behind the acceleration of European integration via Maastricht process
in the beginning of 1990s.

In a theoretical point of view, it could easily be said that there were many good
reasons for the European Community and its Member States to show an increased
attention to the region where those developments were occurring. As Kaleagas1 points
out, the first reason was related to the security considerations derived from the
emergence of the new problems in this region threatening the new international and
European order as a result of the end of the cold war and the collapse of the Soviet
Union. Those problems were in the form of various kind of conflicts or potential sources
of conflicts such as territorial, ethnical, tribal, linguistic and religious ones. In addition to
the high possibility of spreading a major conflict in this region to its around, many other
uncertainties and risks emerged as a threat for the political stability of the region itself
and also to Europe,242as Van Eeckhaute points out, another significant security
consideration to the Community and its Member States was the danger of the nuclear
proliferation. In addition to those problems, many other problems such as environmental
problems and drugs traffic could be added. Two other reasons as the second and the

242 Bahadir-Bige Kurtman KaleaBasi, "New Eurasian Area: General Presentation”, paper presented at
the Conference European Union, Turkey, Eurasia New Trends in EU-Turkey Cooperation, Istanbul 22-
23 September 1994, organized by the European Community Institute, Marmara University and TEPSA
Trans European Policy Studies Association, p.4.
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third reason for the European Community and its Member States to show an increased
attention to the region could be given, referring to the same author, as follows;

Second reason was the existence of threats to the significant economic interests of
Europe as well as its political leadership in the post-cold war era since the region in
question is politically very sensitive and economically very rich in the terms of natural
resources. Third reason was the strategic importance of the Central Asia and the
Caucuses region, in which mainly Turkic Republics located, since it situated at the
cross-roads of different civilisations and binds Asia to Europe.243

It could be said that bearing in mind all these political, economical, and strategical
importance of the region, as Kaleagas: puts it, Europe became one of the parts for the

new geo-political game whose major issues were “..political and economic
transformation, search for a new identity, control over the energy resources, new
emerging markets and the war of influence over the new Republics by neighbouring

countries."244

As a result of this fact, following the signing of Maastricht Treaty which sets out
the creation of a CFSP as a response to those developments, Member States began to try
to establish and develop a CFSP towards those states and the region in which they
located. Before examining the general characteristics of that policy, it would be better to
remember those developments as well as the Community reactions to them briefly to get
an idea on the background of CFSP towards the Commonwealth of Independent States
(hereafter written as CIS) and thus towards the Turkic Republics of it.

IIL.1.1. EPC REACTIONS TO THE DEVELOPMENTS IN USSR IN 1990S

It would not be wrong to say generally that there was a wide Community concern
to the political developments took place in the Soviet Union more than it was at the past
in the beginning of 1990s though there was no mentioning of the Soviet Union in the
EPC statements issued in 1990.245 As a result of the Community interest and worry
about the success of the reform attempts for the establishment of democracy and market
economy in the Soviet Union, the Dublin European Council on 25 and 26 June 1990
instructed the Commission to prepare proposals for supporting reforms in that country.

243 Jean-Charles Van Eeckhaute, "The Bilateral relations between the EU Member States and the Newly
Independent States of Central Asia and the Caucasia: Synthesis and Comments", paper presented at the
Conference European Union, Turkey, Eurasia New Trends in EU-Turkey Cooperation, op.cit., p.5.

244 Kaleagasl, op.cit., p.4.

245 See, Commission of the European Communitites, 24tk General Report on the Activities of the
European Communities, (Office for Official Publications, Luxembourg, 1991), points 874-895.
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On the basis of the prepared report, the Rome European Council on 14 and 15
December 1990 adopted several measures for reorganising and revitalising Soviet
economy. For this purpose, it decided to give the short term aid for its urgent needs and,
in the longer term, to supply technical assistance. It also set several guidelines for the
continuation of this support.246 Therefore, theoretically, it could be said that Turkic
Republics of the Soviet Union were also concern to the Community at the years 1990
and 1991. However, it was at the end of 1991 that they were explicitly mentioned in the
statements of EPC a result of their declaration of independence in the same year.

It could be said that since the events in the Soviet Union accelerated during the
year 1991, it was among the great challenges faced by the Community and its Member
States and more frequently took place at their agenda during that year.247 Those events
could be given briefly as follows;

On 17 March 1991, as Duignan and Gann state, a referendum on continuance of
the Soviet Union as a new type of federation composed of equal sovereign Republics was
held over the Soviet Union. Although many Republics did not participate, the Turkic
Republics participated and voted yes for the creation of this new political structure with
high majorities.248 As Goldman points out, as a result of the efforts which was
encouraged from the yes votes that constitutes 70 percent of those participating votes, a
treaty called as the "nine plus one agreement" was agreed on 23 April 1991 at Novo-
Ogarevo. This agreement was delegating enough power to the Republics and making
possible for them to control their economic resources but maintaining the authority of the
centre on national politics, foreign policy, military and security matters. It was decided to
make a formal signing ceremony on 20 August 1991.24% However, as Duignan and Gann
put it, the declining of the power of the centre did not stop and demands to decentralise
authority in many Republics increased?>%and as Goldman points out, attempts for gaining
independence accelerated in various Republics. During this period of chaos which began
after 1989, in many Republics such as Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Lithuania, Soviet
government troops used force against nationalist demonstrators. This policy increased

246 Ibid., points 658 and also 684.

247 Commission of the European Communitites, 25th General Report on the Activities of the European
Communities, (Office for Official Publications, Luxembourg, 1992, point 1087.

248 peter Duignan and L.H. Gann, The USA and the New Europe, (Blackwell, Oxford UK & Cambridge
USA, 1994), p.200.

249 Marshall 1. Goldman, Lost Opportunity, Why Economic Reforms in Russia Have Not Worked, (W.W.
Norton & Company, New York and London, 1994), pp.53-54.

250 Duignan and Gann, op.cit. p.201.
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secessionist pressures in those Republics23las well as the attention and worries of the
outside world, particularly the USA and Europe.

In a such kind of environment, an unsuccessful coup attempt whose main cause,
according to Golan, was the new union treaty which was decided to be formally signed
on 20 August 1991, as mentioned before, was made but ended with incalculable results
for the Soviet Union.232 As Sakwa points out, it accelerated the decentralisation process
and paved way for many formally anti-constitutional steps in the most of the Republics
including Russian Federation.2>3

Watching all these events, the Community and its Member States made a EPC
statement on 19 August 1991, about the Soviet Union, explaining their concern to the
removal of Mikhail Gorbachev from office. On 20 August, in another statement, they
strongly condemned the seizure of all power by a ’State Committee for the State
Emergency’. On 22 August 1991, they stated their profound relief and satisfaction
derived from the collapse of the coup and their decision to revoke their previous decision
of 20 August, taken as a reaction to the coup, to suspend economic aids including food
aid and technical assistance given to the Soviet Union.254

As Sakwa points out, the period following the failure of the coup witnessed the
acceleration the transformation of the declarations of sovereignty of the Republics into
declarations of independence including Turkic Republics except Kazakhstan. This
development weakened the authority and power of the centre so much and limited its
role, since those newly independent states were unwilling to delegate their functions to
the centre and were trying to set up new kind of relationships with each other. Although
as a result of the strong efforts from Russian Federation and Kazakhstan for the
establishment of a new Union of Sovereign States, a new Draft Union Treaty aiming at
the creation of a confederation was proposed in November, it was refused by several
Republics.255 As Goldman points out, another attempt was made by Russian Federation
and Ukraine for the creation of an alternative to the Soviet Union similar to the British
Commonwealth consisting of only the major Slav Republics, namely Belarus, Ukraine,

251 Goldman, op.cit., pp.54-55.

252 Galia Golan, Moscow and the Middle East, New Thinking on Regional Conflict, (Pinter Publishers
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and Russia. This attempt became successful and new commonwealth agreement was
signed in Minsk on 8 December 1991.256

As Sakwa puts it, the Central Asian Turkic Republics’ leaders who were
disappointed for their exclusion from the initial design of CIS met in the capital of
Turkmenistan and agreed to join the new entity on 2 December 1991. Soon after on 20
December 1991, eleven Republics except the Baltic states and Georgia met in the Kazak
capital, Alma Ata and signed a protocol to join the Commonwealth as the equal High
Contracting Parties with the original founder Republics. As a great result of this
development, the USSR whose last President Gorbachev announced his resignation on
25 December 1991, formally came to an end on 31 December 1991.257

As a reaction to the creation of the CIS, on 23 December 1991, the Community
and its Member States adopted a statement concerning to the future status of Russia and
the other Republics taking note the creation of CIS and the transfer of the international
rights and obligations of the former Soviet Union to Russia. Two days later, in another
statement, they took note of resignation of Gorbachev from his post as President of the
Soviet Union.258

MIL1.2. EPC REACTIONS TO THE INDEPENDENCE OF
TURKIC REPUBLICS

As mentioned earlier and as Sakwa points out, the period following the failure of
the coup witnessed the acceleration the transformation of the declarations of sovereignty
of the Republics into declarations of independence. Among them there were also Turkish
Republics. Azerbaijan on 30 August 1991, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan on 31 August
1991, Tadjikistan on 9 September 1991, and Turkmenistan on 27 October 1991 declared
their independence. Only Russian Federation and Kazakhstan formally remained in the
Soviet Union.259

On 9 November the Community and its Member States, using both two terms
"the Soviet Union" and "its Republics” to show their separateness, expressed their
support for the citizens of them in their efforts for rebuilding their economies and their
societies on a democratic basis. They underlined the essentiality of the respect for the

256 Goldman, op.cit., pp.55-56

257 Sakwa, op.cit., p.23-24.
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principles and commitments of the CSCE and for the rights of minorities to develop
good relations with Europe.260

Apart from this statement, as a response to the emergence of new independent
states in Eastern and the Soviet Union, the Foreign Ministers of the Member States made
an extraordinary meeting in which they agreed on the guidelines for the formal
recognition of them on 16 December 1991.261 According to the statement which was
adopted at the same date, the main conditions for the recognition, as cited by Algieri and
Regelsberger, were as follows; '

"- keeping the principles of the UN Charter as well as those of the Final Act of
Helsinki and the Charter of Paris, especially with regard to the rule of law,
democracy and human rights;

- to guarantee the rights of ethnical and national groups as well as minorities
relative to the CSCE obligations;

- to respect the inviolability of borders which can be only changed by peaceful
means and among mutual agreement;,

- to take over all existing obligations with regard to disarmament, the non-
proliferation of atomic weapons as well as security regional stability;

- to commit that regional disputes and questions concerning the succession of

states have to be agreed upon peacefully, especially through arbitration."262

Following the acceptance of those conditions by the Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan,
Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan together with some other Republics, the Twelve declared
on 31 December 1991 to recognise these states. In their statement, the Community and
its Member States welcomed the declaration made by Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan,
Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan together with some other Republics as that they were
ready to fulfil the conditions for the recognition mentioned above. They explain their
preparation to recognise those Republics. They also reaffirmed that Kyrgyzstan and
Tadjikistan would also be recognised once they had given the same assurances. They
provided that those Republics having nuclear weapons on their territory should have
acceded in the near future to the Non-Proliferation Treaty.263

260 25th General Report...op.cit., point 1101.

261 Ibid., point 1102.
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Soon after, Kyrgyzstan and Tadjikistan also declared their acceptance for those
conditions. So, on 15 January 1992 the Member States announced the recognition of
them as well by making a joint statement welcoming the willingness of both Republics
for the acceptance of the common conditions on the recognition. They also restated the
importance of the single control for nuclear weapons and the fulfilment of other
obligations of the former Soviet Union.264 As it is seen from the above two statements,
all those Republics forming the CIS and having atomic weapons were expected to sign

the treaty on non-proliferation of atomic weapons.

On 23 March 1992, the Community and its Member States made another joint
statement in which they noted their satisfaction derived from expression of the
commitments made by all the Republics of the former Soviet Union to the guidelines for
the recognition of new States in Central Europe and the former Soviet Union.265 It
should be noted that apart from this commitment, the political leaders of Turkic
Republics have expressed their attachment to the principles of democracy, human rights

and free market economy in every occasion following their independence.
II1.2. COMPONENTS OF CFSP TO THE TURKIC REPUBLICS

I11.2.1. THE EPC/CFSP STATEMENTS ON THE TURKIC REPUBLICS

It could be argued that besides above given EPC/CFSP reactions to the
developments in the former Soviet Union, EPC/CFSP reactions to the developments in
Turkic Republics following their independence constitutes the background and
fundamentals of a CFSP towards those Republics which Member States began to try to
establish and develop after the signing of Maastricht Treaty which sets out the creation of
a CFSP. In other words, the EPC/CFSP statements on the Turkic Republics are one of
the components of CFSP towards them. Therefore, it would be better to examine those
statements to get an idea on the main thoughts and principles of the EU in developing
such a policy.

It could be said that, as Goldman points out, the break-up of the Soviet Union
increased national feelings and encouraged nationality groups in the new independent
states. This development was a natural result of the end of the Soviet control which had
prevented the emergence of nationalism, ethnic, religious, and boundary conflicts in

264 Commission of the European Communitites, 26tk General Report on the Activities of the European
Communities, (Office for Official Publications, Luxembourg, 1993), point 1037.
265 Ibid., point 1038,
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many of its Republics some of which were the Turkic Republics.266 As Algieri and
Regelsberger point out, following the end of the Cold War, as a result of many external
and internal considerations which tried to be discussed above, European attention to that
region increased and Europe gave place to those developments more often on its agenda.
However, it could be argued that the Turkic Republics have not been given much place
on the EPC/CFSP agenda as much as the close neighbouring regions of the European
Union such as Eastern and Central Europe, Balkans and the Mediterranean and Russia
which were considered as the priority areas for joint actions. Therefore, Turkic
Republics took lower concern in the context of EPC/CFSP discussion.267

The Community and its Member States have dealt with only some of the Turkic
Republics in the framework of EPC and later on CFSP. Among them, there were
Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tadjikistan which were namely mentioned in
the statements of EPC/CFSP. As mentioned earlier this became possible after the
beginning of 1992, following their declaration of independence and being recognised by
Europe at the end of 1991. For the Azerbaijan, this is mainly due to the existence of a
conflict between Azerbaijan and Armenia over Nagorno-Karabakh region and for
Tadjikistan, it is due to the civil war and instability in that republic derived from this
internal war. The reason for the mentioning of Kazakhstan is its character of possessing
nuclear weapons and later on the emergence of an internal crisis, and for Kyrgyzstan is
due to its accession to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. The number and the dates of the
statements from December 1991 to September 1995 are given in a table below;

266 Goldman, op.cit., p.58.
267 Algieri and Regelsberger, op.cit., pp.11and 14.
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Table-1 The Number and the Dates of the EPC/CESP Statements on Turkic

Republics (December 1991 to September 1995)

Datcs The name of the Turkic Republics of CIS
Azerbaijan | Kazakhstan | Kyrgyzstan | Tadjikistan | Turkmicnistan | Uzbekistan

10 March 1992 |

22May 1992 |

18 Junc 1992 I

15 March 1993 | B
7 April 1993 I -
17 June 1993 I

24 June 1993 I

29 June 1993 )

23 July 1993 |

29 July 1993 i

3 Septem, 1993 i

9 Novem. 1993 |
22 Decem. 1993 |
17 January 1994 |

9 March 1994 |

17May 1994 1

28 July 1994 |

5 August 1994 !

15 Septem, 1994 |

7 April 1995 |

Source: Respective Issucs of Bulletin-EC/EU

H1.2.1.1. Azerbaijan

As it is scen from the table. Azerbatjan is the most mentioned country among the
Turkic Republics of CIS by the Member States in EPC/CESP statements and most
frequently took place at the agenda of them. The number of the statements about
Azerbaijan during the given period is 12, The reason for this, as mentioned carlicr, is the
conflict between Azerbaijan and Armenia about the region of Nagorno-Karabakh located
in the territory of Azerbaijan as a part of it. A short history of the development of the
conflict could be given, referring to Duignan and Gann as follows; the armed struggle
began in 1988 as a result of the Armenians demand from the former Soviet Union to
change the status of Nagorno-Karabakh which had been attached to Azerbaijan since
1921. Following their independence, the two Republics obtained heavy weapons and this
increased the degree of war and the cxtent of the fighting zone. There has been a
growing militarization of this conflict paving the way for its internationalisation affecting
many of the neighbouring countries. Although in February 1992, negotiations began for

the settlement of the conflict, a satistactory solution has not found yet.208 At the present.

208 Dyignan and Gann, op.cit.. p.187.



many parts of the territory of Azerbaijan are still in the capture of Armenia forces and
there is a cease-fire between the conflicting parties.

On 10 March 1992 in a joint statement, the Community and its Member States
together with the Russian Federation demanded the warring parties to make an
immediate cease-fire and ensure the movement of humanitarian aid. After that statement,
at the escalation of the fighting in Nagorno-Karabakh, on 22 May 1992, the Community
and its Member States made another statement condemning the use of force by both
sides and demanding them to work for convening of a rapid CSCE peace conference on
the conflict. In a further joint statement on 18 June 1992, they urged the all concerned
governments to use their influence to stop the fighting and make an effective cease-fire.
They also recalled Azerbaijan and Armenia to respect human rights.269

As stated in Algieri and Regelsberger, in 1993 the conflict was again on the
agenda of the Member States and so in a statement on 15 March 1993 they supported the
CSCE efforts at the Minsk conference.2’0 At the worsening of the situation in the
conflict region, in another statement on 7 April 1993, they regretted the enlargement of
the fighting zone. They demanded the Armenian Government to influence the Nagorno-
Karabakh forces for their withdrawal from the Azeri territory by giving an end for
~ fighting as soon as possible and called all parties to continue the Minsk negotiations.271

As a reaction to the armed rebellion and internal crisis happened in Azerbaijan, on
17 June 1993, the European Community and its Member States made a joint statement
expressing their fear for the possibility of a civil war. They condemned all
unconstitutional attempts and urged all the Azeri political leaders to try to find a
peaceful and political solution to the crisis by respecting for democratic institutions, the
constitution and the rule of law. They also expressed the essentiality of the stability and
constitutionality of Azerbaijan to the continuance of negotiations for a peaceful solution
to Nagorno-Karabakh conflict.272 As a reaction to the attacks of Armenian forces on
Azerbaijan’s territory, on 24 June 1993, the Community and its Member States made
another joint statement in which they firstly welcomed the acceptance of the CSCE plan
by all the parties to the conflict. Then, they wished Armenians to refrain from any
offensive operation by exploiting the internal difficulties of Azerbaijan. They urged the

269 26th General Report...op.cit., point 1038.
270 Algieri and Regelsberger, op.cit., p.9.

27 Bulletin-EC 4-1993, point 1.4.6.

272 Bylletin-EC 6-1993, point 1.4.9.
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parties to continue to support the plan and accept the withdrawal of their troops from
occupied territories as soon as possible and guarantee the security of CSCE observers.273

The Community and its Member States, in a statement on 3 September 1993,
underlined their support for the results of the CSCE conference of 31 August in Minsk
aiming to provide a cease-fire. They reaffirmed their support for the territorial integrity
and sovereignty of the States in the region. They also condemned the attacks of local
Armenian forces to the Azeri territories which were extending the fighting zone and
creating a very serious refugee problem. They demanded both parties to develop the
recently established dialogue between themselves. They wished the withdrawal of
Armenian forces from the occupied Azeri territories. They recalled Armenia to influence
the Armenians of Nagorno-Karabakh and not to give them material means for such
attacks.274

As a result of the coming into force of the Maastricht Treaty, the period of EPC
ended and the era of CFSP in the foreign policy area began on 1 November 1993. The
first mentioning of Azerbaijan in the CFSP statement was on 9 November 1993 in which
the European Union condemned the breach of the cease-fire agreement on 24 October
1993 and called all forces to withdraw from the recently occupied territories. It restated
its support for the territorial integrity and sovereignty of Azerbaijan. Its another concern
was the refugee problem which increased the risk for intermationalisation of the conflict
and thus, threatened the stability of the region as a whole. As result of this consideration,
it expressed its view that the international community must have given the priority for
receiving and protecting those refugees. For this purpose, it demanded the continuation
of its humanitarian aid to them and called all the regional States to facilitate the
convoying of the aid. It also reaffirmed its support for the efforts of the CSCE Minks
Group for the political solution to the conflict. Finally, it demanded the conflicting parties
to restore the broken cease-fire.27>

As a reaction to the escalation of the fighting and the danger of its
internationalisation, the support for the principle of the territorial integrity of Azerbaijan
and the call for a peaceful solution to the conflict was restated by the European Union on
17 January 1994 in the presidency press statement. It requested the concerned parties to

273 Bulletin-EC 6-1993, point 1.4.10.
274 Bylletin-EC 9-1993, point 1.4.5.
275 Bulletin-EC 11-1993, point 1.4.4.
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stop fighting and try to conclude their negotiations immediately, and not to make further
suffering on the civilian population.276

On 5 August 1994 in the presidency statement, the European Union welcomed
the written cease-fire agreement which was reached on 27 July 1994, considering it as a
constructive step for a political solution. It also welcomed the agreement allowing the
deployment of CSCE monitors and called on the parties for close cooperation with the
CSCE Minks Group for this purpose. It renewed its support for the efforts for finding a
lasting solution.277 '

On 15 September 1994 in the presidency press statement, the European Union
welcomed the commitment of the conflicting parties for upholding the cease-fire until a
solution for the conflict has been reached, considering it as an important step in
consolidating the cease-fire and finding a political solution. It renewed its support for the
CSCE Minsk Group’s work and expressed its hope for convening of an immediate Minsk
Conference. Finally, it encouraged direct dialogues between parties.278

IIL.2.1.2. Tadjikistan

Tadjikistan is the second country name of which is mentioned by the statements of
EPC/CFSP. The number of these statements is 4 during the given period, as it is seen
from the table. As stated earlier, the reason for its taking place on the agenda of the
Community and its Member States is the internal political crisis and civil war in that
country and thus instability which also causes many problems and threat to its neighbours

in the region as a whole.

The first mentioning of it was on 29 June 1993, due to the decision of the Tadjik
authorities to ban the four main opposition parties. The Community and its Member
States condemned the actions and mistreatment of the Tadjik authorities against the
members and leaders of opposition groups contrary to human rights and fundamental
freedoms as well as the principles of the democracy and political pluralism. They also
considered those actions contrary to the objective of national reconciliation They stated
their wish for the abolition of the ban by the Tadjik parliament soon.279 As stated in
Aliegri and Regelsberger, on 23 July 1993, the Community and its Member States
showed reaction to the violence at the borders of Tadjikistan and supported the

276 Bulletin-EU 1/2-1994, point 1.3.7.
277 Bulletin-EU 7/8-1994, point 1.3.5.
278Bulletin-EU 9-1994, point 1.3.5.
29Bulletin-EC 6-1993, point 1.4.14.
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involvement of UN and CSCE for a global, peaceful and final solution of civil war in that
country.280

In the presidency press statement on 17 May 1994, the international efforts for
creating a political dialogue on national reconciliation in Tadjikistan was welcomed by
the European Union. It welcomed extension of the mandate of the UN Special Envoy as
well as the establishment of a permanent CSCE mission in Dushanbe. The European
Union urged the Tadjik Government and all political forces to assist the UNHCR in
solving the refugee problem and make close cooperation with the representatives of the
UN and CSCE to achieve a national reconciliation and stability by establishing a new
political structure.281 :

In the presidency press on 28 July 1994, the European Union restated the
necessity for an immediate peaceful solution for the internal conflict in Tadjikistan. It
wished the stop of the violence by the conflicting parties, and called on States in the
region to try to influence the conflicting parties to use only peaceful means to actualise
their political objectives. It expressed its belief that willingness of the Tadjik Government
for initiating a process of democratisation was an essential condition for the progress on
national reconciliation. To this end, there was a need for a constitution and an electoral
law.282

111.2.1.3. Kazakhstan

Kazakhstan is the third country which took place on the agenda of the Twelve, as
it is mentioned earlier, mainly due to the fact that it possesses atomic weapons inherited
from the former Soviet Union. It signed a CIS agreement which guarantee collective
control of nuclear weapons and strategic forces with Russia. It should be noted that, as
Kaleagas: points out, apart from its nuclear potential, Kazakhstan is considered as an
important actor in the region because of its large size, natural resources, and its
geopolitical position.283 However, the number of the statements of EPC/CFSP on that
country during the given period is only 3, as it is seen from the table.

The first mentioning of Kazakhstan was on 22 December 1993, following its
Parliament’s decision regarding to the fulfilment of the commitments of the Lisbon
Protocol, in particular, accession to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. The European Union

280 Algieri and Regelsberger, op.cit., p.10.
281Bylletin-EU 5-1994, point 1.3.18.
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welcomed this decision stressing its importance. It expressed its wish for a quick
deposition of the instruments of accession to the NPT and an immediate beginning of
negotiations with the IAEA for an agreement on generalised guarantees.284

The second statement on Kazakhstan was on 9 March 1994 concerning the
actualisation of its accession to the NPT. The European Union welcomed the deposition
of Kazakhstan’s instruments of accession to the NPT as a non-nuclear-weapon state. It
restated its hope, expressed in its first, statement for an immediate beginning of
negotiations between Kazakhstan and the IAEA.2%5

The third statement on Kazakhstan was on 7 April 1995 concerning with a
different subject from those of above two statements on the same country. The subject of
the third statement was the internal situation and developments in Kazakhstan at that
time. The EU expressed its concern to the developments which caused for the emergence
of a crisis seen as undermining the democratic institutions in that country, as a result of
the issuance of a presidential decree on 25 March 1995 aiming at organising a
referendum on 29 April 1995 on the extension of the President’s term of office until the
year 2000. Reminding its commitments to the OSCE as well as to the EU under the
cooperation and partnership Agreement signed in January 1995, the EU demanded an
immediate return to normal political life. In this connection, it called for the early holding
of free, multi-party legislative elections on democratic basis and the organisation of the
presidential elections scheduled for 1996, in accordance with the constitution of that

country.?36

II1.2.1.4. Kyrgyzstan:

The number of the EPC/CFSP statement on Kyrgyzstan during the given period is
only 1, and its due to the accession of it to the NPT. In its statement, the European
Union welcomed Kyrgyzstan’ deposition of instruments as a non-nuclear-weapon state
on 5 July 1993. It stressed the importance of an immediate beginning of negotiations
between Kyrgyzstan and the IAEA to complete the requirements derived from accession
to the NPT.287

284 Bylletin-EC 12-1993, point 1.4.15.
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111.2.1.5. Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan

As it is scen from the table, Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan were not mentioned in
the EPC/CESP statements during the given period. The reason for this is their character
of not involving any internal or external conflict and their political stability. contrary to
Azerbaijan and Tadjikistan. Another reason is  their kick of possession of nuclear
weapons inherited from former Sovict Union. contrary to Kazakhstan. It should be noted
that, as Van Ecckhaute points out. there is a positive consideration about them due to

their relatively stable regimes in a such kind of problematic region. 288

It could be said that the fact that only many of the Turkic Republics of CIS. which
have an internal or external conflict and crisis situation, as in the case of Azerbaijan and
Tadjikstan, or possess atomic weapons inherited from the former Soviet Union, as in the
case of Kazakhstan, were mentioned and took place on the agenda of EPC/CESP reflects
the reactive character of EPC. even of CESP. rather than being preactive which means
that, as Algicri and Regelsberger put it the agenda sctting of EPC/CESP has been
determined according to the emergence and developments of international crisis or
conflicts as an actual or potental threat for stability and peace as well as for a common

: ¢
European interest. 289

Parallel to this agenda setting character of EPC/CESP, the Turkic Republics of
CIS have been given place in the agenda of the EPC/CESP. However, it should be noted
that, as Algiceri and Regelsberger put it this does not mean that they are viewed as the
countries bearing higher interest and necessitating a specific policy29%t least until
mid-1995, cven the fact that they have a great cconomic potentials and rich natural
resources. The main reason for European Union’s concern is its stability and sccurity
consideration derived from the existence of internal or external conflicts in many Turkic
Republics and atomic weapons in the hand of many of them inherited from the former

Soviet Union.

As it could be derived from the above statements, it could be argued that the
main policy of the EU towards the solution of the crisis, conflicts and disputes in those
mentioned Turkic Republics, namely in Azerbaijan and Tadjikistan, generally speaking in
the whole region, is to support cfforts of the CSCE as a mediator. Actually, as Mayall

and Mial point out, the EU itself has the capability to play a role in finding solution for

288 van Ecckhaute, op.cit., p.7.
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the conflicts among the former Soviet Republies. 221 However, it could be said that,
mainly as a result of many of the shortcomings of CEFSP. which reduce the effectiveness
of the EU towards the outside, particularly the Tack of common definition of joint interest
and political will, lack of effective instruments except diplomatic means such as
declarations, demarches, fact finding missions, and existence of a dual structure in
forcign affairs, it choose the framework of CSCE and support the involvement of CIS
Republics, including Turkic Republics, into that framework and at the same time their

dialogue with the EU is supported.

Those EPC/CESP statements on Azerbaijan and Tadjikistan also demonstrates the
fecar of the EU for the mternationalisation of the conflicts spreading to neighbouring
regions by the mvolvement ol other neighbouring countries. This fear paved the way for
the calls on the neighbouring countries to contribute to the solution of the conflicts by
using their influence on the partics to the conflict. Apart from calls made in the
statements, the stability of the region is an important aspect in talks with neighbouring
countrics. In fact, Russia and Ukraine took a very special place in the agenda of the
Community duc to the sccurity considerations that their stability is as an essential factor
for the peace and stability in Europe as well as in the world. It looked to Russia "...to
promote its diplomacy based on the principle of law and justice and to continue to play
constructive and responsible roles in the international community.”292 As a result of this
Community view on Russta, as Algieri and Regelsberger point out, it also supported
mediating policy of Russia in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict which became another
important mediator in this conflict after the return of Azerbaijan into the CIS in
September 1993.293

As mentioned before and derived from the above given statements. another
driving motives Tor taking place of the many Turkic Republics of CIS on the EPC/CESP
agenda, s the existence of atomic weapons in the hand of many of them such as
Kazakhstan. European Union gives a very important place to this issuc as an aspect of
their general stability consideration. The policy of the European Union on this matter is
to persuade and influence those Republics to become a non-nuclear-weapon state by
accepting the accesston to NPT and ensure this status by giving gencralised guarantees. It
accept the leading role and framework of another international organisation that s

IAEA.

21 James Mayall and Hugh Miall. "Conclusion: Towards A Redetinition of Eutopean Order”, in Hugh
Miall (ed.) op.cit., p.275.
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It could be said that since the sources of the problems and conflicts and thus the
instabilities in the those Turkic Republics and also in the region as a whole have not been
removed yet, it seems that they will remain on the agenda of the CFSP. As a result of its
stability and security consideration, the EU will continue to react to the developments
which have the possibility of becoming a threat for the geo-political stability and thus to
the peace in Europe as well as in the world. However, it should be noted that besides the
ad hoc reactions similar to those in the past, it seems that EU has begun internal attempts
for the establishment of a more integrated and long-term CFSP including both diplomatic
and economic instruments since the end of 1995. Before exainining it, it is necessary to
examine here the aspects of the CFSP towards CIS region as a whole, since it makes up
‘another components of CFSP towards Turkic Republics.

I11.2.2. THE CFSP TO THE CIS REGION AS A WHOLE

Generally speaking, it could be said that, as Algiers and Regelsberger point out,
there was no a particular and special CFSP of EU towards the Turkic Republics different
from that towards CIS as a whole at least until end of 1995. Because, at the beginnings,
the Turkic Republics were not viewed as bearing essential common interest for Europe.
For example, it was not stated as being so in the report of the Foreign Ministers which
was approved by the Lisbon European Council of 26 and 27 June 1992 on the
development of the CFSP and determination of areas for joint action. Later on, the
Special European Council in October 1993 selected the Central and Eastern Europe, and
those CIS Republics near to Europe, particularly Russia as the first areas for joint actions.
Another point should be noted here that there is one working party of the Council in the
administrative set-up of the CFSP responsible for CIS as a whole, therefore, those Turkic
Republics are dealt within the same working party together with other countries of
CIS.294

As a result of these facts, following the examination of the EPC/CFSP statements
on the developments of former Soviet Union as well as on the Turkic Republics of CIS,
it is also necessary to examine here the general characteristics of the CFSP of EU
towards CIS as a whole to understand the CFSP towards Turkic Republics. The main
aspects of that policy could be deduced from the statements of the Presidency and from
the speeches as well as the reports of representatives of other institutions especially the

Commission and to some extent the Parliament.

294 Ibid., pp. 4 and 5-6.
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In brief terms, as reflected in a speech given by Mr. Willy Cleas, then Belgium’s
Minister for Foreign Affairs and President of the Council of Ministers of the European
Community, to the United Nations General Assembly on 28 September 1993, it was
considered by Europe that those new independent Republics were trying to establish a
new political, economic and social structure and to develop their national identity and
sense of independence. Bearing in mind this fact, Europe together with other Western
countries and institutions must have helped them in those efforts.295 As a result of this
consideration, the Member States and the Community together with other major
industrial nations supported and encouraged their reform efforts whose success together
with the full integration of them into the world economy were considered essential to the
peace and stability in Europe as well as in “the World. They looked forward to
democratic, stable and economically strong societies in those countries as well as close
cooperation with them in international affairs. 2% For example, Edinburgh European
Council on 12 December 1992 confirmed its support for the transition towards
democracy and for cooperation with them.?” The answer given by the Commission to a
parliamentary question regarding the relations with the CIS, as cited in Mathijsen,
summarises that policy. The Commission stated that Community policy towards CIS did
not have the same perspectives with those for the countries of Central and Eastern
Europe. It aims at giving full support to the political and economic reform process there
to facilitate "the transition from totaliterianism to democracy, the transition to a market
economy and free enterprise and those States’ full integration into the global economic
system."298

Another important consideration for the Community and its Member States, as
mentioned before, is the danger of proliferation of nuclear weapons. Enhanced
cooperation is considered necessary for preventing this threat from becoming actualised.
So, they encourage the concerned Republics of CIS to ensure rapid, safe and secure
elimination of nuclear weapons and provide effective assistance to this end.?® Regarding
this issue it should be noted that, as Algieri and Regelsberger put it, the Special European
Council in October 1993 underlined the importance of the relevant arms control treaties
and nuclear safety in the CIS.300

295Bulletin-EC 9-1993, point 2.2.1.
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In sum and in a more clear form, as stated by Van Eeckhaute, the main goals of
the CFSP of the EU towards CIS and, thus towards the Turkic Republics of the region,
could be Iisted as below;

"- to integrate the newly independent states of the former Soviet Union into the
international system of multilateral economic, political and security organisations,
- to support the transition process to democracy and market economy,

- to support all actions undertaken by separate countries or by multi-lateral
organisations (mainly CSCE and UN) to secure or restore peace in the region,

- to encourage regional groupings."301
II1.3. NATURE OF THE PROPOSED CFSP TO THE TURKIC PUBLICS

It should be noted that apart from the above given general aims of the policy of
the EU towards the CIS as a whole, the Commission began for the efforts to set up a
more particular and integrated CFSP by using for the first time its right of initiative in
this field under Article J.8. of the Maastricht Treaty in mid-1995. For the establishment
of such kind of CFSP, it classified the members of CIS into different groups according to
their common characteristics and proposed a particular CFSP towards each of those
country groups in a communication to Parliament and to the Council. To supplement its
communication, the Commission also presented the Council a draft common position to

translate into action the measures proposed in its communication.

One of the Turkic Republics, Azerbaijan, is dealt together with the other two
Caucuses Republics that are Georgia and Armenia. The Commission communication
underlined the energy interest302of the EU in this region. The proposed overall strategy
for the ensuarance of this interest includes partnership and cooperation Agreements with
each of the three Republics, food aid and humanitarian aid, and the technical assistance.
It makes the implementation of the strategy dependent on the acceptance of the
sovereignty, independence, and territorial integrity of each of the Republics as well as
settling of disputes, promotion of human rights and democratic institutions, repatriation
of refugees and fulfilment of economic reform. It emphasises the important role of
bilateral and regional political dialogue between the parters and with Russia, Turkey and
the Economic Cooperation Organisation of which Azerbaijan is a member. In the light of
these aims, the Commission presented the Council a draft common position under Article

301 yan Eeckhaute, op.cit., p.5.

302 For deeply examination of this interest see, Mehmet Ogiitcii, "Eurasian Energy Prospects: Need For a
Long-term European Strategy” paper presented at Conference European Union, Turkey, Eurasia New
Trends in EU-Turkey Cooperation, op.cit., pp.1-55.
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J.2 of TEU which sets out priorities for political cooperation, backing for democratic
institutions and the other forms of aid stated in the communication by using its right of
initiative in CESP matters under Article J.8 of the Maastricht Treaty for the first time.303

The other five Turkic Republics are dealt within the same group by the
Commission by its communication to the Parliament and to the Council entitled
"Relations with the Republics of Central Asia: a strategy for the European Union".
According to this communication, the EU has substantial geopolitical and economic
interests in the Central Asian region where the five Turkic Republics of CIS, namely
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tadjikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan are located. Those
interests of EU are mainly derived from its role as being a major potential consumer of
fuels and a provider of investment capital, services and equipment. The main aspects of
the proposed overall strategy for relations between EU and those Turkic Republics to
ensure these EU’s interests are the preservation of the region’s stability which seen as
utmost important, establishment of democratic institutions, overcoming of the sources of

conflict and continuance of the support for economic reforms.

For the achievement of these aims, a number of instruments mainly related to the
issues of economic cooperation and assistance, establishment of new contractual relation
and political and diplomatic relations were proposed but they will be chosen according to
the situation of each country. Regarding economic cooperation and assistance, it
proposed a rapid ratification of Kyrgyzstan’s Partnership and Cooperation Agreement
and its Interim Agreement. For that of Kazakhstan, it proposed that the postponement of
the ratification of the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement with that country as a
result of suspension of its parliament should have not prevent the negotiations for
sectoral agreements such as for steel or nuclear materials. It also proposed the
continuation of TACIS operations including a stepping-up of the democracy programme
in these five Turkic Republics as well as the reextension of new food aid operations for
Transcaucasia to Kyrgyzstan and Tadjikistan, if it becomes necessary. In this connection,
the continuation of humanitarian assistance of the European Community Humanitarian
Office for some of Turkic Republics was also proposed. Regarding new contractual
relations, the Commission implied that the political conditions set by the EU for the
negotiation of Partnership and Cooperation Agreement with Turkmenistan and
Uzbekistan have not been fulfilled yet. So, the contractual relations between these two
Turkic Republics and the EU will continue to be based on the 1990 Agreement on trade
and commercial and economic cooperation between the Community and the former

303Bylletin-BU 5-1995, point 1.4.79..
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Soviet Union. However, it could be supplemented by sectoral agreements in areas such
as textiles, nuclear materials, and hardous waste. Regarding political and diplomatic
relations, it proposed discussion of political matters as a part of present political contacts
with Russia, Turkey and Pakistan, both bilaterally and in international forums. As in the
case of Azerbaijan, the strengthening of the Community’s influence with the Economic
Cooperation Organisation of which those Republics are members was proposed.
Increasing of the number of its diplomatic representation in the region is considered to
the extent of budget permitting. Moreover, the Commission presented to the Council a
draft common position on the objectives and priorities regarding those Turkic Republics
to translate into action those various proposed measures which mainly includes political

cooperation, support for democratic institutions and assistance in specific areas.304

It should be noted that those instruments proposed by the Commission in its
communications and draft common positions given above paragraph are not new and
most of them have been used by EU in the form of separate policies from CFSP under
the Community competence since the independence of those Republics, being allowed by
the dual structure of foreign affairs system of EU which causes a shortcoming for an
effective CFSP. It could be said that by preparing such a common position under Article
J.2. of Maastricht Treaty using its right of initiative under Article J.8. of the same Treaty,
the Commission aimed at to ensure the consistency and effectiveness of the actions of the
EU and to overcome this shortcoming and weakness of CFSP towards those Republics
" derived from the dual structure of the foreign affairs system of the EU set up by the
Maastricht Treaty as discussed above, in the second part of this study.

It could be said that since those instruments have already been used by EU, the
proposed more integrated and particular CFSP will be accepted by the Council. The
background of the use of those instrument and measures is discussed in details in the
following pages.

I1.3.1. PARTNERSHIP AND COOPERATION AGREEMENTS AND
THE TURKIC REPUBLICS

Following the emergence of the new Independent States including Turkic
Republics in the area of the former Soviet Union, as Mathijsen points out, the EU
decided to conclude partnership and cooperation agreements in the political, economic,
scientific and technical spheres for the creation of new contractual links and close

304 Bulletin-EU 6-1995, point 1.4.87.
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cooperation with those countries depending on each characteristics. Partnership and
Cooperation Agreements are non-preferential agreements which do not aim at ensuring
free movement of goods, services, capital and labour among the parties. In other words,
unlike the "European Agreements” concluded with Central and Eastern European States,
the aim of Partnership and Cooperation Agreements is not to integrate those States into
the Community but to integrate their economies into the global economy.305 However,
as Van Eeckhaute points out, the positive results of those agreements such as the
acceleration of political dialogue, economic cooperation and close relationship should be
noted here. It also increases the access of those States’ products to the Community
market306, while their accession to the EU as a member is a remote prospect, as stated by
Mayall and Miall.307

Those agreements were established in the spirit of equality and partnership and
created the framework for future political, commercial, economic and cultural
codperation as well as a new legal basis for the development of trade and investment.
They are also seen as a way for the integration of those states into the global economy by
supporting the transition to market oriented economic systems based on human rights
and democratic principles.308

The development process of the establishment of those agreements, particularly of
those with Turkic Republics, could be given as follows.

15 July 1992 Commission adopted recommendation for decision on negotiation
of Partnership and Cooperation Agreements to finalise its contractual relations with each
of Independent States of former Soviet Union. On 5 October 1992, the Council adopted
a negotiating directives authorising the Commission to negotiate such an agreement with
those states for closer links and broader cooperation, and the establishment of a dialogue
with them taking into account the political and economic circumstances of each of them
as well as the extent of their relations with the Community. Main conditions for the
conclusion of those agreements were the declaration of the parties’ commitment to the
principles of the CSCE and respect for human rights.309

The internal discussions and negotiations on development of the Community’s
relations with those new independent States continued during the year 1993 as envisaged

305 Mathijsen, op.cit., p.381.
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at the Commission 1993 Programme.310 On 7 March 1993, the Council adopted
guidelines for a case-by-case approach to the establishment of contractual relations with
the countries of the CIS. It called for a flexible and evolutionary approach in the
negotiation process of Partnership and Cooperation Agreements with those countries due
to their constantly changing economic and foreign policies. Regarding Kazakhstan and
Kyrgyzstan, it favoured for the continuation of negotiations for Partnership and
Cooperation Agreements. Regarding Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan, it stated the
possibility of negotiations with them for a "first generation" trade and cooperation
agreement which would have been transformed to a Partnership and Cooperation
Agreement when the appropriate conditions were met. In the case of Tadjikistan, it
stated the impossibility for the establishment of an institutionaliéed cooperation due to the
instability there for that time. In the case of Azerbaijan, it stated then situation there as an
obstacle for the proper establishment of a contractual basis for cooperation. However, it
stated the intention to begin negotiating agreements once the situation showed signs of

improving.311

Following this positive view of the Council on Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan, Draft
Partnership and Cooperation Agreement between the European Community and
Kazakhstan initialed on 20 May 1994 in Brussels and on 31 May 1994 with Kyrgyzstan
as well.312 On 18 July 1994, the Council adopted a negotiating directives on draft
interim agreement on trade and trade-related matters between the European Community
and each of Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan separately to allow implementation of the trade
provisions of the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement pending its entry into force.3!3
On 15 December 1994 Council adopted Decision on the signing of the Draft Partnership
and Cooperation Agreement between the European Communities and their Member
States and each Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan separately.314

On 23 January 1995 Draft Partnership and Cooperation Agreement between the
European Communities and their Member States, of one part, and Kazakhstan, of the
other part was signed. It would replace the 1990 Agreement with the USSR and would
regulate political, economic and trade relations between the two parties by laying the
foundations for cooperation on social and cultural matters, finance, science and
technology, keeping to the principles of the market economy. It also provides for

310 Commission of European Communities, Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement 1/93,
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extensive political dialogue emphasising the respect for human rights and democratic
principles. The same agreement was signed with Kyrgyzstan on 9 February 1995.315

It should be noted that until those agreements were signed, the European Union’s
formal relations with them had been based on the old 1990 Agreement on trade and
commercial and economic cooperation between the Community and the former Soviet
Union.316 |

On June 1995, the Commission proposed a rapid ratification of Kyrgyzstan’s
Partnership and Cooperation Agreement and its Interim Agreement in its communication
aiming at the establishment of a more particular and integrated CFSP, mentioned above.
Regarding Kazakhstan, it proposed that the postponement of the ratification of the
Partnership and Cooperation Agreement with that country as a result of suspension of its
parliament should have not prevent the negotiations for sectoral agreements such as for
steel or nuclear materials. Regarding Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan, the Commission
mmplied that the political conditions set by the EU for the negotiation of Partnership and
Cooperation Agreement have not been fulfilled by them yet. So, the contractual relations
between these two Turkic Republics and the EU will continue to be based on the 1990
Agreement on trade and commercial and economic cooperation between the Community
and the former Soviet Union. However, it could be supplemented by sectoral agreements
in areas such as textiles, nuclear materials, and hardous waste.317

Regarding Azerbaijan, it should be remembered that the proposed overall strategy
by the Commission in its related communication given above also includes the conclusion
of partnership and cooperation Agreements with each of the three Caucasian Republics
but was made dependent on the fulfilment of many conditions. Regarding Tadjikistan,
there is no statement on this matter since there is no development in the previously

described situation there.

II1.3.2. TACIS PROGRAMME AND TURKIC REPUBLICS

As Mathijsen points out, the EU’s TACIS programme is the main source of
supply of technical and financial aid to the Republics of CIS, including Turkic Republics
for their reform efforts.318 It aims at the development of economic and political links

315 Bulletin-EU 1/2-1995, points 1.4.97 and 1.4.99.

316 European Commission, What is Tacis? Partnership and Cooperation with the New Independent
States, (Tacis Information Office, Brussels, 1994), p.2.

317 Bulletin-EU 6-1995, point 1.4.87.

318 Mathijsen, op.cit., p.381.
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between the EU and those partner countries. For this purpose, it supports their attempts
for the development of political freedoms and economic prosperity by providing finance
to their transformation to market economies and democratic societies. It set the
declaration of a commitment by each country for a liberal social and economic system
and a democratic society as a fundamental condition for its support. TACIS programme
serves for understanding of such system and provides know-how and pre-investment and
feasibility studies. It also helps for the cooperation between the partner countries for the
solutions of their common problems. Since the partner countries are at different stages of
transformation, close partnership and cooperation are necessary in implementing that

programme.319

It could be said that the establishment of such an assistance programme was
begun by the Rome European Council in December 1990. Considering the support to
the reform attempts of the Soviet Union essential to peace and stability in Europe as well
as in the world, it prepared an aid programme and approved the Commission’s proposals
for helping this country in its major economic problems.320 The priority was given to
technical assistance in various areas.32! In spite of the uncertainties in that country
during that year, the Community tried to implement this first technical assistance
programme322which was formally established by a regulation adopted by the Council of
Ministers on 15 July 1991.323 The break up of the Soviet Union and the emergence of
the new Independent States including Turkic Republics soon after the start of TACIS
programme in 1991 did not interrupt its operation by the Community. It quickly adapted
the TACIS programme which was originally set up for only one country to those new
independent states. It recognised and established relationships with them to allow the
operation of this programme to continue and develop.324 However, as a result of these
radical political developments, the implementation of the 1991 programme became
possible only in March 1992.325

In the year 1992, the European Community continued to supply aid to those new
independent states to support the political and economic reform insisting on the

319 Buropean Commission, op.cit., pp.2, 5 and 14.

320 Ihid., p.2.

321 See, "The Commission’s programme for 1991" adress by Jack Delors, then President of the
Commission, to the European Parliament and his reply to the debate, Strasbourg, 23 January and 20
February 1991, Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement 1/91, (Office for Official
Publications, Luxembourg, 1991), pp. 9 and 21.

32225th General Report...op.cit., pp. 2 and also 250.

323 Ibid., point 820.

324 Buropean Commission, op.cit., p.3.

325 Bulletin-EC 7/8-1993, point 1.3.16.
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~introduction of market economies and democracy. It participated to the international
conferences on this issue held in Washington, Lisbon and Tokyo. Internal works and
debates on this issue were also continued by the Commission, the Council and even the
Parliament.326 Indicative programmes identifying priority sectors were signed with each
independent State.327

However, as the Commission pointed out in its annual report on the
implementation the TACIS programme in 1991 and 1992 adopted on 28 July 1993,
a large part of the 1992 programme could not been implemented until the first quarter of
1993. In it, the Commission described TACIS programme as the central pillar of the
Community’s overall programme of assistance for the new independent states in
establishing market economies and democracy. By the end of 1992, TACIS included 12
partner countries among which there were the Turkic Republics but the programme for
Tadjikistan was suspended until political stability is restored.328

In the year 1993, the main issue for the Community was to improve the
organisation and effectiveness of technical and financial cooperation with those
countries in which the ethnic confrontation and power struggles made difficult the
creation the political and administrative structures for effective use of foreign aid.329 For
this purpose, a new and revised regulation (no 2053/93) was adopted by the Council on
19 July 1993. This new TACIS Regulation would govern the Community’s technical
assistance to them for the years 1993, 1994 and 1995 taking into account the extent of
progress of reform in the recipient countries. Special support would be given for
measures aiming the transition to a market economy and strengthen democracy. As an
important change the implementation of technical cooperation was decentralised paving
the way for close involvement of them.330 At the end of 1993, TACIS was the world’s
largest programme of technical assistance for the new independent States of the former
Soviet Unjon.331

326 26th General Report...op.cit., points 771 and 772.

327 Tbid., pp.244-245. For further information on these Indicative Programmes see, Commssion of
Buropean Communities, Summary of Tacis Indicative Programmes 1993-1995, (Tacis Information
Office, Brussels, 1993).

328 Bulletin-EC 7/8-1993, point 1.3.16.

329 See, The adress by Jack Delors, then President of the Commission, to the European Parliament on
the occasion of the investiture debate of the new Commission, Strasbourg, 10 February 1993, in Bulletin
of the European Communities Supplement 1/93, (Office for Official Publications, Luxembourg, 1993),
pp. 12and 21,

330 Bulletin-EC 7/8-1993, point 1.3.15.

331 Bylletin-EC 11-1993, point 1.3.11.
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In 1994, the Europcan Umon continued to use the TACIS programmes for
supporting the reforms already under way in these countries with the aim of developing
closer tics and cooperation with cach of them.332 A new dimension to this programme
was added by a Commission Decision adopted on 21 June 1994, This was the TACIS
democracy programme to promote pluralist democracy and the rule of law in the

recipient countries. 333

It should be noted that TACIS operations continued in 1995 which was the last
year of this programme according to the related Regulation adopted in 1993, given
above. However, as previously mentioned, in mid-1995, the Commission proposed the
continuation of TACIS operations including a stepping-up of the democracy programme
in these five Turkic Republics in its communication aiming at the establishment of a more
particular and intcgrated CFSP. The continuation of technical assistance together with a
special IMF assistance for Azerbaijan was also proposed in its refated communication

given above.

The Commission on behall of the Union s responsible for the management of

TACIS

Relations. This programme is funded from the EU's budget and operates under its Taws,

the Programme through the Directorate General for External Economic
In its first years of operation, [991-1994, ECU 1.870 million was spent for more than
2,000 projects. During the given period. the EU through TACIS programme contributed
27 % of the global funding of know-how provided to those states and Member States

also provided an additional 1t % in the same period. 33

The budget of TACIS per year (including humanitartan aid for 1993 and 1994) s

given in the Table-2 below:

Table-2 TACIS budget from 1991 10 1994 (ECU Million)

cars amount
1991 400
1992 450
1993 510
1994 510
TOTAL 1870

Source: What is Tacis? (Tacis Information Office. Brussels, 1994), p.4.

332 See, "Commission's Legislative Programime for 1994", in Bulletin of the LU Supplement 1794,
(Office for Ofticial Publications, Luxembourg, 1994), p.o.

33Bulletin-LU 6-1993, point 1.3.28.

334 European Commission, op.cit. pp.15 and 4,

93



As itis seen from the Table-2. first annual budget of TACIS started in 1991 was
ECU 400 Million and it rosc to ECU 510 Million in 1994, The amounts for cach of
Turkic Republics and other partner countries in this budget during the given period
between 1991-1994 is shown in the Table-3 and cach of the Turkic Republics™ shares i

this total share in Chart-1 below:

Table-3 The Amounts for Turkic Republics in TACIS funding 1991-1994
(Million ECUH

Republics Amount
Kazakhstan 56.4
Uzbckistan 35.27
Azcrbaijan 28.5
Kyrgyzstan 19.93
Turkmenistan 17.8
Tadjikistan 0.5
Total 158.4

Other partner countrics 1711.6
TOTAL 1870.0

Source: Figures are derived from What 1s Tacis? (Tacis Information Office,

Brussels, 1994), p.4. and Avrasya D(.)SyllSI. Say1:46, Aralik’95/1, p.7.

As it is seen from the table the total amount for Turkic Republics in the total
TACIS funding during the years 1991-1994 is very limited. It covers only 158.4 ECU
Million of the total TACIS budget of 1870 ECU Million during the given period. The
recmained 1711.6 ECU Million goces to the  other partner countries. To make an casy
comparison, the sharc of all Turkic Republics as one part and that of other partner

countrics as another part during the same period is given below in Chart-1;
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Chart-1 The Total Share of All Turkic Republics in the TACIS Funding during
1991-1994.

M Turkic Republics ll Other partner | ]
countries

Turkic Republics
8%

Other partner
countries*
92%

* The term other partner countries includes Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, The Russian
Federation, Ukraine and Mongolia (after 1994)

Source: The Chart is drawn by using the figures given in Table-3

As it is seen from the chart, the total share of all Turkic Republics in the TACIS
funding during the given period is 8% and that of other partner countries is 92% of the
total budget which makes it clear that there is a high difference between the shares of
those two parts. To make a comparison between the Turkic Republics themselves, shares
of each of them is given below in Chart-2
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Chart-2 The Shares of Each Turkic Republics in the Total Share of TACIS
Funding for Turkic Republics during 1991-1994.

B Kazakhstan B Uzbekistan B Azerbeijan B Kyrgyzstan  H Turkrenistan Bl Tadjilistan

Kyrgyzstan Turkmenistan
13% 1% Tadjilistan
%

Azerbaijan
18%

¥b%

Uzbekistan
2%

Source: The Chart is drawn by using the figures given in Table-3

When making a the comparison, it should be taken into account that the criteria
in deciding country shares are their population, gross domestic product and many
qualitative ones such as commitment to reform 333

I11.3.2.1. Kazakhstan

As it is seen from the Chart-2 the share of Kazakhstan (36%) is the highest among
the Turkic Republics during the given period, confirming the fact that those criteria are
mostly followed. The consideration of Europe on that country as having high importance
derived from its size, its geopolitical position and its nuclear potential should be noted
here again. TACIS funds given for that country in each year between 1991-1994
according to the sectors are given below in Table-4a;

335 Ibid.,p.4.
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Table-4a The Sectors for TACIS funding in Kazakhstan during 1991-1994

(Million ECU)
Sectors 1991 1992 {1993 11994 | Total for sectors
nuclear safety and environment --- --- - --- -
restructuring of state enterprises and { --- 655 |63 6.3 19.15

rivate sector development
public administration reform, social | 4.9 14 315 |18 11.25
services and education

agriculture 2.2 3.05 {3.15 1315 11.55
energy 07132 |- |- |39
transport --- — --- - o
olicy advice --- 6.4 --- 1.63 8.03
telecommunication --- - -en -- -

humanitarian aid -—- - — —— —
other sectors --- --- 1.4 1.12 2.52
TOTAL 7.8 20.6 14 14 56.4

Source: Avrasya Dosyasi, Sayn46, Arahk’95/1, p.7.

As it is seen, Kazakhstan benefited from the TACIS funds in each of the years
during the given period. The highest amount is given in 1992 and the amounts given in
both the years 1993 and 1994 are equal to each other. The sector to which the highest
amount of TACIS fund was spent during the given period is restructuring of state
enterprises and private sector development. Although the sector of agriculture and public
administration reform, social services and education were supported in each of the years
during the given period, these two sectors are the second and third respectively. There is
no spending for the sectors of nuclear safety and environment, energy,

telecommunication and humanitarian aid.

II1.3.2.2. Uzbekistan

As it is seen both from Table-3 and Chart-2 Uzbekistan is the second Turkic
Republic whose share (22%) in the total share of all Turkic Republics is high following
that of Kazakhstan. Its large population size among those Republics and relatively stable
regime should be noted here. TACIS funds given for that country in each year between
1991-1994 according to the sectors are given below in Table-4b;
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Table-4b The Sectors for TACIS funding in Uzbekistan during 1991-1994

(Million ECU)
Sectors 1991 (1992 (1993 {1994 | Total for sectors
nuclear safety and environment | --- --- - — -
restructuring of state enterprises | --- 226 |- 3.35 |5.61
and private sector development
public administration reform, | --- 3.51 |- 6.8 11031
social services and education
agriculture 0.8 305 |- 335172
energy 0.4 5.28 - --- 5.68
transport 0.26 |1.68 — --- 1.97
policy advice --- 3 -- - 3
telecommunication - - -~- - ---
humanitarian aid -- --- --- - -
other sectors --- --- -- 1.5 1.5
TOTAL 149 |18.78 |-- 15 35.27

Source: Avrasya Dosyast, Say1:46, Aralik’95/1, p.7.

As it is seen, Uzbekistan benefited from the TACIS funds in three of the years
during the given period. It did not use any TACIS fund in 1993. The amount given to
that country in the first year 1991 was low. The highest amount was given in 1992 and
the amount given in 1994 was near to that of 1992. The sector to which the highest
amount of TACIS fund was spent during the given period was the public administration
reform, social services and education. It was followed by the sectors of agriculture as the
second, energy as third, restructuring of state enterprises and private sector development
as fourth. The policy advice sector was supported only in 1992. There was no spending

for the sectors of nuclear safety and environment, telecommunication and humanitarian
aid.

II1.3.2.3. Azerbaijan

As it is seen both from Table-3 and Chart-2 Azerbaijan is the third country among
the Turkic Republics by a share of 18% in the total share of all Turkic Republics in
benefiting from TACIS funds during the given period. In addition to above criteria, as
Van Eeckhaute points out, its rich oil fields as a determinant factor in relations with
Europe336should be beard in mind. TACIS funds given to that country in each year
between 1991-1994 according to the sectors are given below in Table-4c;

336 Van Eeckhaute, op.cit., p.7.
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Table-4¢ The Sectors for TACIS funding in Azerbaijan during 1991-1994

(Million ECU)
Sectors 1991 (1992 1993 |1994 [ Total for sectors
nuclear safety and environment | --- --- --- --- ---
restructuring of state enterprises | --- 2.6 --- 1.9 4.5
and private sector development
public administration reform, | --- 3 --- 1.8 |48
social services and education
agriculture — 2.5 --- --- 2.5
energy — - o 3.6 3.6
transport — - -ee - -
policy advice — 4.4 --- --- 44
telecommunication --- --- --- --- ---
humanitarian aid -== - 8 --- 8
other sectors -~ — --- 0.7 0.5
TOTAL 125 |8 8 28.5

Source: Avrasya Dosyasi, Sayi:46, Aralik’95/1, p.7.

As it is seen, Azerbaijan benefited from the TACIS funds in three of the years
during the given period. It did not use any TACIS fund in the first year 1991. The
highest amount was given in 1992 and the amounts given in 1993 and 1994 were equal
to each other. In 1993 only humanitarian aid was given to that country. In fact, it was the
only Turkic Republic that was given humanitarian aid under TACIS programme. This
was the sector to which the highest amount of TACIS fund was spent during the given
period. It was followed by the sectors of the public administration reform, social services
and education as the second, restructuring of state enterprises and private sector
development as third, the policy advice sector which was supported only in 1992 as
fourth. There was no spending for the sectors of nuclear safety and environment,

telecommunication and transport.

I11.3.2.4. Kyrgyzstan

As it is seen both from Table-3 and Chart-2, Kyrgyzstan is the fourth country
among the Turkic Republics by a share of 13% in the total share of all Turkic Republics
in benefiting from TACIS funds during the given period. Its great success in actualising
democratic reforms337and its chance for economic recovery338should be noted here.
TACIS funds given to that country in each year between 1991-1994 according to the
sectors are given below in Table-4d,;

337 Tbid.
338 Avrasya Dosyasi, op.cit., Sayr:21, Kasin’94/2, p.6.
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Table-4d The Sectors for TACIS funding in Kyrgyzstan during 1991-1994

(Million ECU)
Sectors 1991 11992 |1993 | 1994 | Total for sectors
nuclear safety and environment | --- --- o --- -
restructuring of state enterprises | -- 0.82 |- - 0.82
and private sector development
public administration reform, | --- --- 2.6 - 2.6
social services and education
agriculture --- 271 |4 -—- 6.71
energy 0.7 -- 2.4 --- 3.1
transport -
policy advice o 5.7 — --- 5.7
telecommunication --- --- === --- ---
humanitariar aid
other sectors — --- 1 --- 1
TOTAL 0.7 9.23 10 - 19.93

Source: Avrasya Dosyasi, Sayi:46, Aralik’95/1, p.7.

As it is seen, Kyrgyzstan benefited from the TACIS funds in three of the years
during the given period. It did not use any TACIS fund in the year 1994. The highest
amount was given in 1993 and the amounts given in 1992 was near to that of 1993. In
1991 support to that country was given only for energy sector and in a very limited
amount. Agriculture was the sector to which the highest amount of TACIS fund was
spent during the given period. It was followed by the sectors of the policy advice which
was supported only in 1992 as second, energy as third and public administration reform,
social services and education as the fourth. There was no spending for the sectors of

nuclear safety and environment, telecommunication, transport, humanitarian aid.

HL3.2.5. Turkmenistan

As it is seen both from Table-3 and Chart-2, Turkmenistan is the fifth country
among the Turkic Republics by a share of 11% in the total share of all Turkic Republics
in benefiting from TACIS funds during the given period. TACIS funds given to that
country in each year between 1991-1994 according to the sectors are given below in
Table-4e;
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Table-4e The Sectors for TACIS funding in Turkmenistan 1991-1994

(Million ECU)
Sectors 1991 11992 1993 [1994 | Total for sectors
nuclear safety and environment --- --- - -—- -
restructuring of state enterprises | --- 0.6 --- 1.8 24
and private sector development
public administration reform, | --- 1.05 - 1.8 2.85
social services and education
agriculture 1 3.65 |-- 3.6 8.25
energy --- 1 --- o 1
transport — -
policy advice — 2.5 — o 2.5
telecommunication --- --- --- --= ---
humanitarian aid --- - == e -
other sectors 0 0 — 0.8 0.8
TOTAL 1 8.8 8 17.8

Source: Avrasya Dosyas1, Say1:46, Aralik’95/1, p.7.

As it is seen, Turkmenistan benefited from the TACIS funds in three of the years
during the given period. It did not use any TACIS fund in the year 1993. The highest
amount was given in 1992 and the amounts given in 1994 was near to that of 1992. In
1991 support to that country was given only for agriculture sector and in a very limited
amount. Agriculture was the sector to which the highest amount of TACIS fund was
spent during the given period. It was followed by the sectors of the public administration
reform, social services and education as second, policy advice which was supported only
in 1992 as third, and energy as the fourth. There was no spending for the sectors of

nuclear safety and environment, telecommunication, transport, humanitarian aid.

II1.3.2.6. Tadjikistan

As Van Eeckhaute points out, since Tadjikistan is involved in a civil war which
paved the way for Russian hegemony and influence there and thus for political instability,
it could not establish ties with other countries.339 As mentioned earlier, the programme
for Tadjikistan was suspended until political stability is restored by the end of 1992.
However, it was given a very limited amount from TACIS fund during 1991-1993,340
therefore its share is so tiny and could not seen in Chart-2.

The TACIS Programme is considered as a essential and beneficial mean for
economic restructuring and modemisation by actualising economic growth and political

339 Van Eeckhaute, op.cit., p.7.
340 Buropean Commission, op.cit., p.4.
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stability, and the development of trade and investment. 34! However, it should be noted
that, as Van Ecckhaute points out. the capacity of EU in dealing with those countries’
problems and supporting their reform attempts is limited when compared to the extent of
the need. Taking into account the limits of its budget and hardness of creating new
resources as well as the extent of the global demand for financial assistance from EU by
its traditional beneficiaries.342 it could be argued that, as Algieri and Regelsberger point
out, the EU’s limited role as a partner for these Republics will not fundamentally change
in the future.33 It should be noted that. as Schmidhuber potints out carly 1992, the
increased need for such foreign policy actions cause extra expenditures and "the financial

burdens of thess new political responsibilitics can not be borne by [Europe] alone." 344

H1.3. 3. HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE PROGRAMME AND

TURKIC REPUBLICS

Another form of support for the new Independent States and thus for Turkic
Republics is the humanitarian assistance programme of the European Union independent
from humanitarian aid operations under TACIS programme adopted by the new TACIS
Regulation in the year 1993 and places a ceiling of 109 ol its annual budget Tor this
purpose, as alrcady mentioned above. 5 1y the same year, the Commission stated that it
would be presenting further proposals in the course of the year on food aid and

environmental protection0and during the same year it worked for this purpose.

As being among the new Independent States for which the EU and its Member
States developed a humanitarian and food aid programme following their emergence as
independent entitics. many of Turkic Republics. particularly Azerbaijan. have benefited
from that program. Besides Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan and Tadjikistan have also benefited
from thosc humanitarian and food aids as the following examples derived from the

cxamination of various numbers of Bulletin-EC/EU and Avrasya Dosyast shows it.

On 9 September 1992, the Commission approved an emergency aid package of
ECU 2.5 million for the people of Armenia and Azerbaijan affected by the conflict in
Nagorno-Karabakh. 37 On 27 July 1994, the Council adopted a Regulation (EC) No

M hid., p.16.

M2 Van Eeckhaute, op.cit., p.6.

MY Algicri and Regelsherger, op.cit., p.14d,

344 peter M. Semidhuber, "A Changing Europe in a Global Economy™. Aussen Politik. quarterly cdition,
vol43, no.3,1992, p.211,

S Budletin-1:C 7/18-1993. point 1.3.15.

Mo See, Bulletin of the European Communities Supplement 1793, op.cit.. p. 21,

3T 26th General Report...op.cit., point 781
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1999/94 for the supply of agricultural products free of charge to Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan,
Tadjikistan including Georgia and Armenia providing ECU 165 million of agricultural
products drawn from intervention stocks to these countries.348 In the same month, it was
decided to send 2500 tons meat to Azerbaijan to help the refugees whose numbers
continuously increased in that country due to the Armenian attacks.34% The Commission
provided for Kyrgyzstan 43 tons wheat powder for the Winter 1996. It is aimed at the
acceleration of the reforms in agricultural sector in that country by selling this
powder.350 20 tons was provided in the year 1995 as a result of the memorandum signed
between the European Council and Kyrgyzstan in Brussels.351

Table-5 which is derived from the examination of various numbers of Bulletin-
EC/EU shows the amount of those assistance during the period 1992-1995.

Table-5 Humanitarian and Food Assistance to the Turkic Republics during 1992-1995

(ECU Million )
Country Motive Amount
Azerbaijan refugees and displaced person 13.5
Tadjikistan refugees and displaced person, aid for vulnerable| 7.425

section of population, medical assistance,
internal difficulties and ECHO coordination

Kyrgyzstan refugees and displaced person, aid for vulnerable| 6.6
section of population,
Azerbaijan together with Nagomo- | refugees and displaced person, internal clashes,|]1]1.4
Karabakh, Armenia and Georgia and fighting
Tadjikistan and Kyrgyzstan with | internal clashes, blockade, and food aid 30.5
Caucuses and Moldova

Source: Various numbers of Bulletin-EC/EU during 1992-1995

As previously mentioned, in mid-1995, the Commission proposed the reextension
of new food aid operations for Transcaucasia to Kyrgyzstan and Tadjikistan, if it
becomes necessary. In this connection, the continuation of humanitarian assistance of the
European Community Humanitarian Office for some of Turkic Republics was also
proposed in its communication aiming at the establishment of a more particular and
integrated CFSP.

348 Bylletin-EU 7/8-1994, point 1.3.40.

349 Avrasya Dosyast, op.cit., Say1:10, Haziran’94/1, p.6
350 Ayrasya Dosyast, op.cit., Say1:39, Afustos’95/2, p.6.
351 Ayrasya Dosyas, op.cit., Sayr:45, Kasim’95/2, p.6
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II1.4. THE FACTORS AFFECTING THE NATURE OF THE CFSP TO
THE TURKIC REPUBLICS

As it mentioned earlier, there is a low concern and a lack of specific policy of the
European Union towards the Turkic Republics though they have a great natural
resources and a strategic location. As given before, one reason for this is the
consideration on the region as not having primary interest for Europe unlike Central and
Eastern Europe, and the European CIS Republics, particularly Russia.

As Van Eeckhaute points out, another reason is the limitness of the number of
Member States having a specific interest and a bilateral policy towards the region, due to
the hardness of the adaptation of their policies to the new situation which bears risks,
uncertainties, and many difficult problems emerged as a result of the end of Cold War
and the collapse of the Soviet Union. Besides having other priorities, most of the
Member States, especially the smaller ones, are not able to develop and implement a
specific and comprehensive policy towards these Republics. Therefore, besides EU, they
also choose other international forums such as the UN, the CSCE, IMF or World Bank
rather than bilateral relations. This preference limits their individual and common policies
towards the region paving the way for the policy of supporting the actions of those
organisations. Only three big countries of the Member States, namely Germany, France
and Britain seem to have active and specific policies towards the region as a whole, thus
towards Turkic Republics there, by virtue of their diplomatic experience and skills.
Among the three, Germany is the most active one who has always shown particular
mnterest in the East. It is the leading Member States in the EU’ relations with the region
and serves for the approachment of the Central Asian Republics to Europe. This German
interest derives not only the political and economic importance of the region but also the
presence of important German minorities in Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan. The Second
country is France which is mainly interested in Armenia but has also shown increased
interest in Central Asia. The third Member States is Britain whose particular attention
has been on Azerbaijan especially on the South Caspian Sea oil fields of that country.352

In the light of above explanation, a third factor affecting the CESP of EU could be
given as the differences of the priorities of Member States as well as the divergencies of
their national interests. As given by Van Eeckhaute, the following case is an example for
this divergencies and interest differentiation among the Member States. On 6 April 1993,
in the UN Security Council, Britain opposed to France for the extension of the impact of

352 Van Beckhaute, op.cit., pp.5-8.
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the declaration claiming the end of hostilities and the withdrawal of the Armenians from
the occupied Azeri zone.333

The fourth factor could be given as the hesitation and reluctance of the Member
States for causing a negative reaction in Russia which has a primary interest for Europe
as a result of its security consideration. European Union notices the reestablishment of
closer cooperation between the most of the Turkic Republics and Russia. In other words,
it notices the appearance and development of a strong Russian politics to those Republics
which is declared in the "near abroad" concept. It could be argued, as Zagorski points
out, that Russia views the CIS framework as an instrument for the eventual reintegration
of the former Soviet Union Republics. This Russian policy became more apparent after
1993 when the Charter of the CIS was approved by seven CIS states and entered into
force one year later.354 As it is stated in the Wall Street Journal based on the statements
of then Foreign Minister of Russian Federation, Andrei Kozyrew, "there can hardly be
any question that [Russian Federation] regards the CIS...as a Russian domain, even

though its member states are, in their own view, independently sovereign."353

In this connection, the recently stated ideas and attempts in Russia for recreation
of the Soviet Union should be remembered. It should be noted that, as Duignan Gann
point out, although the Turkic Republics of CIS are distinct from Russia by culture and
religion, there are still strong dependencies between the two parts at least in economic
terms. In addition, the presence of about 25 million Russian minorities living in the other
Republics of CIS including Turkic Republics should be noted as a main factor for
increasing the attention of Russia on the policies towards the region pursued by other
countries. Therefore, in sum, it could be said that taking into consideration the definition
of Russian interests, the European Union is very careful on not to injure them and this
attitude affects its policy towards the region.359

353 Ibid., p.6.

354 Andrei Zagorski, "Russia and the CIS” in Hugh Miall (ed.), op.cit., p.77.
355 The Wall Street Journal, "Russia in Europe", 28.06.94, p.10.

356 Duignan and Gann, op.cit., p.187.
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PART FOUR

CONCLUSION

It could be said that EPC system was the embryonic stage of European political
integration and a cmmon forcign and sceurity policy. The attempts for reaching such an
integration in Europe began at carly 19505 and were encouraged by the establishment of
Europcan Communitics which aimed at mainly cconomic integration. Towards the end
of 1960s, many internal and cxternal factors accelerated the attempts for adding a
political dimension to those European Economic Community. It should be noted that the
role of external factors was more cffective and dominant than that of internal factors for
the acccleration of those attempts for reaching a European union and establishment of a

common forcign and security policy.

As a result of those accelerated attempts, EPC system was established. aiming at
the consultation and cooperation in the ficld of foreign affairs outside but parallel to the
mechanism of the EC. Its main characteristics and working methods were shaped and
improved by a chain of reports in the course of time. The Single European Act gave it
final shape by providing o Jegal framework. It was an intergovernmental approach
lacking any supranational features. It main actors were national persons, particularly
Forcign Ministers of the Member States assisted by a Political Committee and various

working groups in ad hoc nature.

At the begining of 1990s, under the pressure of drastic political developments in
the continent of Europe, Member States made a fundamental attempt to transform the
EPC system into a Common Forcign and Sccurity Policy intended to be safe from the
shortcomings of EPC system which limited its effectiveness and influence in international
issucs causing a decrcase in its credibility and many disappointments among the followers
of a politically more integrated Europe. However, it could be said that Maastricht Treaty,
which was signed as a response to the new challenges faced by Europe as a result of the
changes in Europe as well as in international system after 1989, such as the end of the
Cold War and the collapse of the former Soviet Union. is not satisfactory enough though

some progress has been achicved.

In a theoratical point of view. the EU is an exact international actor having
neceassary means for this position and for influencing both European and world aftairs.
However, in reality today Europe is not m a position o cope successfully  with

international conflicts and crisis as shown in the Yugoslav crisis because of many
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shortcomings, most of which inherited from the former EPC system. Therefore it could
be said although CFSP system of the Maastricht Treaty represents an improvement when
compare to the previous EPC system and increased the EU's capacity in foreign policy
ficld, this is not big cnough for it to respond cffectively to external challenges and
international problems as a real power. In other words. it can be said that the CESP has
only been developed to a smail extent. It remained mostly as an mtergovernmental
approach. The main condition for the EU to have a genuine CESP is the abandonment of
that approach and acceptance of some kind of supranationality in this ficld. However. at
this stage of Europcan integration. it scems unlikely that Member States would be able to
do so. Nevertheless. the CESP remains an important starting point and issue of a more
completed CFSP is under discussion at the agenda of the present intergovernmental

conference.

It should be noted that EU and its CESP system can only use diplomatic, political
and cconomic instruments to cope with international problems and future challenges to
itself. The improvement of those instruments is necessary for Europe to be viewed as

credible and unique actor in new international system.

The analyse of CESP of EU to the Turkic Republis of CIS confirms above given
facts on CESP. The collapse of the Soviet Union and the emergence of new independent
states, six of which were Turkic Republics, in its former territorics made Europe
reconsider its traditional attitude towards this region and show an increased attention to
the developments  there, mainly due to the political. cconomical. and  strategical
importance of the region, in which mainly Turkic Republics are located, which affects
sccurity consideration as well as economical interests of Europe. It could be said that
bearing in mind all these facts, following the signing of Maastricht Treaty which sets out
the creation of a CFSP, Member States began 1o try to establish and develop a CESP o
the Turkic Republics and the region in which they are located. However, there was no a
particular and special CESP of EU to them different from that towards CIS as a whole at
lcast until end of 1995, Because, at the beginning. the Turkic Republics were not viewed
as bearing cssential common interest for Europe though they have rich and strategic
natural resources such as energy. Besides the ad hoe reactions to the internal and external
crisis in many of the Turkic Republics. similar to those in the past, EU has begun internal
attempts for the establishment of a more integrated and long-term CESP including both
diplomatic and cconomic instruments since the end of 1995, The main components of
that CFSP arc cconomic cooperation and assistance. establishment of new contractual

relation and political and diplomatic relations, which have alrcady been used seperately
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by EU following their independence. Tt could be said that the newly proposed CESP will
ensurc the consistency and cffectivencess of the actions of the EU and to overcome some
of the shortcoming and weakness of CESP to the Turkic Republics derived from the dual

structure of the foreign affairs system of the EU sct up by the Maastricht Treaty

It could be said that, besides this new, more integrated and long-term CFSP, as a
result of its stability and sccurity consideration, the EU will continue to react to the
developments in the Turkic Republics since the sources of the problems and conflicts and

thus the instabtlities in their region have not been removed yet.
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