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mer Yugoslavia and the justified media-attention for the CFSP, this is hardly sur-
prising...But, considering what Richard Rosecrance describes as “The Rise of the
Trading State”, we must keep in mind that the international position of Europe
in the medium to long term will be determined mainly by its economic power,
rather than by classical diplomatic and military means. Moreover, I believe that
the European citizens are much more interested in what Europe can do for them
in terms of employment or social security, than in the power and influence pro-
jected by the European Union on the international stage. For these reasons, I in-
sist that we should forget neither to reinforce economic and social integration,
nor to improve the old European “Economic” Community’s decisions-making ca-
pability” (Derycke, 1995, 2).

The opposite viewpoint is that of the United Kingdom (Rifkind, 1995, 17-31). For
the UK, the CFSP is one of the few “safe” areas of cooperation. By taking a lea-
ding role during the IGC’s preparations regarding European foreign and defense
cooperation, the UK tries to ensure that the CFSP keeps its “harmless” intergo-
vernmental character. At the same time, focusing on the CFSP distracts attention
from the "deepening” exercise in the “Economic” Community pillar.
Apparently, the UK has decided to make such a constructive contribution in the
area of security and defense that, in counterpart, it hopes to extract concessions
toward a reduced “centralism” or “federalism” in the other areas of integration.
This reasoning is precisely what is feared by the integration-minded Member Sta-
tes that want to strengthen the decision-making capacity of the Union’s “econo-
mic core” in preparation for a new enlargement round.

B. The Union’s role in foreign and defense policy: the Member States’
substantive preferences

The discussion on the relative importance of the CFSP must be distinguished from
the debate regarding the form which the Union’s foreign policy activities should
take. At least five points of view can be distinguished regarding the latter pro-
blem.

First is the long-term and maximalist view, as expressed by the Belgian Minister
of Foreign Affairs. “[A] genuine 'Euro-diplomacy’”, he stated, “will only become
possible through coherent action, in which external economic relations and clas-
sic foreign and security policies are integrated and implemented according to the
same procedures.” Although he realized that this maximalist point of view would
not obtain a consensus during the IGC, the Belgian Minister insisted that “a Eu-
ropean foreign policy would be better able to translate the full economic impor-
tance of Europe into political influence, if it, too, followed the Community me-
thod: i.e. the Commission takes the initiative, the Council decides by a qualified
majority, the European Parliament exercises its democratic control and the Com-
mission sees to the implementation of policies under the supervision of the Court
of Justice and the Court of Auditors. Any other method,” he added, “whether in-
tergovernmental or mixed, is bound to be less efficient and will eventually fail
the test of subsidiarity” (Derycke, 1995, 7).

The point of view expressed by the Belgian Foreign Affairs Minister is inspired by
the experience of the small Member States that, on an individual basis, have lost
all influence on the world stage. Through the Community method, however, the
small Member States have experienced a relative power gain, at least in external
trade matters. During the Uruguay Round, for instance, particular interests of
countries like Greece and Portugal were defended with vigor by the Community
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as a whole. Within the intergovernmental CFSP, on the contrary, the role of the
small Member States is minimal. The EU’s policy toward the former Yugoslavia,
for instance, is determined by a “directoire”, in the form of the so-called Contact
Group in which only the large Member States are represented. Thus, for the small
Member States, the creation of an efficient Euro-diplomacy in accordance with
the Community method, looks by far the most attractive alternative.

A second viewpoint is defended by the Federal Republic of Germany. Germany
too wants to move decisively in the direction of a powerful Euro-diplomacy which
includes a common defense. Germany'’s interests are different from those expres-
sed by a small country like Belgium. As the Parliamentary Group of the German
Christian Democrats stated, referring notably to foreign and defense policy: “Owing
to its geographical location, its size and its history, Germany has a specific inte-
rest in preventing Europe from drifting apart. If Europe were to drift apart, Ger-
many 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 esta-
blish a stable and lasting balance in its external relations”.

Under the current post-Cold War conditions, a further integration, in particular
in the foreign policy and defense field, is seen as crucial to prevent a return to an
unstable past: “If European integration were not to progress”, the German Chris-
tian Democrats argue, “Germany might be called upon, or be tempted by its own
security constraints, to try to effect the stabilization of Eastern Europe on its own
and in the traditional way” (CDU/CSU, 1994, 2-3).

What the Party of Chancellor Kohl is striving for, is firstly a European foreign and
security policy system that is an effective force in favour of stability on the entire
European continent. The second characteristic aimed for by the CDU/CSU, is a
CFSP capable of assuring “control over Germany by its partners” while allowing
some degree of “control over these partners by Germany” (CDU/CSU, 1994, 2).
In order to accomplish the purpose of binding Germany firmly to Europe and
vice versa, the Federal Republic is looking for institutional structures that go well
beyond pure intergovernmentalism. However, in a realistic effort to make con-
crete progress toward an effective “Euro-diplomacy”, Germany’s first objective is
to find common ground with France. The Treaty of Maastricht’s CFSP title too,
found its basis in a joint initiative by Chancellor Kohl and President Mitterrand.

France’s viewpoint on the CFSP, the third perspective examined in this chapter,
does not exclude a further move toward closer foreign and security cooperation.
For France, "deepening” the CFSP is important for two reasons.

First, CFSP-discipline should be strengthened in order to prevent that - in an en-
larged Union - foreign policy coherence would dilute while Germany, as a cent-
rally located and economically dominant player, would acquire far greater po-
wer and assume a dominant foreign policy position. Second, a strengthened CFSP
is France’s only hope to engrandize its position as a former “great power”.

In order to achieve its “power projection” goal as a diminished player, France has
- since the days of President Charles de Gaulle and his famous Fouchet proposals
- played a leading role in the development of a European foreign and defense
identity which would provide the Republic with a sounding board for its foreign
and defense positions (Bloes, 1970). While it shares with Germany a substantial
interest in the improvement of CFSP coherence, France’s method is more direc-
ted toward intergovernmentalism than Germany’s. Indeed, as a former “great po-
wer”, France is not envisaging to decrease the traditional role of those nations
with a “glorious” past. On the contrary, as a permanent member of the Security
Council, France is looking favorably toward consolidation of a European foreign




















































