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Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and Czech Accession to the European

Union (EU)

Introduction

As the European Union (EU) integrates its funcioriernally among existing
members while, at the same time, planning expartsiamclude new members, the
guestion and implications of a common foreign pobecome more significant. Does
the EU have the potential to become an effectiveidm policy actor in crises either
within Europe or on the doorstep of Europe? Ifrieed for common foreign policy
plans emerge, will the involved nations possessépability to achieve meaningful
objectives? What will increased activity by EUtingions in the defense policy area do
to traditional NATO structures and even to theitradal leading role of the United
States? One way of answering these questionsviesy@xamination of individual nation-
state cases. In this particular study, the CzeguBRe will constitute the exclusive case
study.

As one of the three Central European countrienter NATO in 1999, the
leadership and people of the Czech Republic haea@dy had to broaden their foreign
and defense policy horizons. In addition, the @zdtave, for several years, been ranked
in the first tier of nations likely to be admittedthe near future to the EU. Further,
Czech experiences in the twentieth century havegpeel them to balance national and
regional pressures. Past difficulties in protegtimeir national autonomy have made

them particularly sensitive to the costs of joinregional organizations that have foreign



policy missions. Thus, their ability to contributethe Common Foreign and Defense
Policy (CFSP) is considerable, but their doubts @nterns are weighty ones as well.

The first and foundation issue is the generalwimh of Czech foreign policy
since the break-up of Czechoslovakia in 1993. Quly years after the “Velvet
Revolution” of 1989, the Czechs and Slovaks weair theparate ways. This made their
experience somewhat different than that of otheighiboring post-communist states.
Both Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union broke up atsame time that communist control
ended. East Germany became part of the larger &@grimmediately after the fall of the
Berlin Wall. In the Czech case, post-communisti@wan has been a two-step process.
During the second stage, the leaders have need®olve out a new identity while
simultaneously dealing with the residue of the getbsplit and the questions about post-
communist politics and economics as well. In thdstnof this confusion, the pull of the
West has been a powerful one.

A related issue is the role of the new and oldtigal parties in the process of
foreign policy formation. Throughout the decadeha 1990s most of the political
parties developed both general orientations andifsppolicy positions on the question
of Czech involvement in its neighborhood and evethe wider region. The change in
government control that occurred in 1998 coincidéti the final negotiations about
NATO membership. Those elections also took plagesathe time that discussions
about potential EU membership became more seriBublic opinion polls in the years
2000 and 2001 reveal an electorate that remaindethabout the government elected in
1998. The population is also fractured in itstattes about the desirability of joining the

EU. Thus, itis clear that political party diffe@es can have important consequences.



Initially, the West European Union (WEU) offerdgktpotential to link Czech
aspirations and capabilities with those of surrongdtates to strengthen collaboration
on security matters. Soon, the natural desir&#®FO membership began to complicate
the defense picture. While the prospect of joirtiigy EU is a beckoning one principally
for economic reasons, defense issues within tlggtrozation take on a new and different
hue from either the WEU or NATO. Confusion oveesobut also the sparkling appeal
of EU membership generated conflicting pressuretherCzech leaders. All of the
internal debates have taken place in a contexbmtirtuing crisis in the nearby Balkans.
The Bosnian War was occurring at exactly the tihag the Czech Republic became a
separate nation. The NATO campaign in Kosovo faake literally weeks after the
accession of the Czech Republic, Poland, and Hyngar NATO. Now, as the EU
makes plans for the final steps in the accessioogss for top candidates in the next few
years, the ethnic conflict in Macedonia and in Yslgeia boils in more rapid fashion.

With the Czech case as the principal center-pgafidiscussion, it is also
important to stand back and take a look at thevawglconcept and machinery of the
CFSP, from the vantage point of EU goals. Thosdicoing conflicts in the Balkans
have consistently raised questions about Europeadity. \Why was it necessary for the
Clinton Administration in the United States to ame up the Dayton Conference as well
as the NATO bombing campaign in Kosovo? Clintaejslacement by President George
Bush in 2001 made more pointed the need for a aoatketl European strategy. The
incoming American Administration was clear that thated States would be more
reluctant to take the lead in future fire-fightimgssions. What machinery would Europe

possess by itself in future crises? At the Nicen®iit in December, 2000, much press



attention focused on the discussion of a EuropesgmndReaction Force. How would
such a structure affect Czech aspirations?

The impact on the Czech Republic of participatiothe CFSP could be a double-
edged sword, and that is precisely why the Czealis Hebated the topic with such
vigor. On the one hand, the Czech Republic cowdglario a position of greater regional
leadership. Humanitarian and human rights matterdd lend themselves particularly
to Czech involvement and interest. At the same titimere is a fear that the Czechs could
lose some of their hard-won independence and fraed&ould their leaders truly be
able to distance themselves or even cast a vetoagtiens that a majority of other
nearby states favored? Would the Czech Repubdéd teedevote too great a portion of
spare financial resources to problem solving thghtrseem marginal to the national
interest?

Finally, it is vital to analyze the relationshipttveen NATO obligations and
upcoming CFSP responsibilities that will come vl membership. Like many other
European nations, the Czech Republic could be gessured between these two
alliances. There is a need to explore such themése use of CFSP capabilities in
potential situations in which the United Statedasibtful or opposed. There exist
difficult questions about the use of NATO infrasfiure in missions solely organized by
the EU. Overlapping missions may develop in whioth regional organizations have a
mission and a stake. In order to resolve thesgtioations and dispel this confusion,

Czech leaders will need both clear objectives asitaang will.



Czech Foreign Policy after 1993

In the period immediately after the break-up & @zechoslovak state, a key
foreign policy concern was the prospect of joinf§TO. Very soon, in 1994, NATO
offered the Czech Republic the chance to partieipathe Partnership for Peace Program
(P4P). The Czech Republic joined on March 15, 1@®%I, May, 1994). Real
membership in the alliance raised a number of ingmbrquestions. Would NATO
continue on as a provider of national securitywould it evolve mainly into a protector
of freedom and democracy? Czechs also raised gmabout the prospect for a new
East/West split in Central Europe. There were wlsmies about the reaction of Russia,
a future role for the Ukraine, Russian-Ukrainialatiens, the position of Slovakia, and
Balkan instability further south. Clearly, in 1993 the Czechs were debating the issue
of NATO rather than simply clamoring to get in. fatt, some analysts outlined what a
foreign policy without NATO membership would loakd. Such a foreign policy might
entail links to other medium-sized states, engagemegh Germany, moral ties to the
United States, efforts to reassure Russia, andgttrening of the Visegrad Group
(Gabal, January, 1994).

By 1995 Czechs began to put aside some of thetslablout NATO entry and
focus more specifically on the mechanics of joiniing alliance. For example, they had
been in the habit of thinking principally in terroSbilateral diplomacy. Now there was a
realization that the new multilateralism would pessdifferent requirements. Two of
those new challenges involved defining clearly wthateastern border of NATO would
be and preparing the Czech Army for missions thaild/be quite different from those in

the Cold War (Zieleniec, January, 1995). FurtheXTO admission would contain the



attractive feature of strengthening a North Atlati that included the United States
(Pick, January, 1996).

By 1996 there were some thinkers who tried tossstiee evolution of Czech
foreign policy in the brief period of three yeafteathe separation from Slovakia (Pech
and Winkler, April, 1996). They argued that it wficult for Czechs to adjust to the
geopolitics of the newly changed state. Mentdllgechs had been used to a larger state
that penetrated further east. In contrast, dftetreak-up the state was smaller and also
pushed geographically to the west. Others welfdrsas to say that the Czech Republic
had fallen into a fourth category of states, loaeen than Poland and Hungary (Eichler,
January, 1993). With these changes the foreigicypaenda became somewhat
different. New issues emerged between 1993 anfl, 38 they included steps to join
the EU, membership in P4P and potentially NATOseldies to important western
states, further work on delicate relations with i@any, efforts to calm down Russia,
establishment of new trade links to neighboringntnas, and a greater willingness to
contribute to the solution of regional conflictatlincluded humanitarian dimensions.
Membership of the Czech Republic on the Securityr@d of the United Nations as a
non-permanent member in 1994-95 considerably hetpadden the horizons of the new
state. Czech troops went to Croatia and tookipdrte IFOR operation in Bosnia after
1995 (Zumar, November, 1997). In the capacity efihership on the Security Council,
the Czechs also took a special interest in helfprrgsolve conflicts in Georgia, Iraq, and
Rwanda. Following service on the Security Cournhi, Czechs became members of the
UN’s Economic and Social Council. During this seey they spotlighted the

significance of humanitarian operations in the ferrMfugoslavia. Czechs were also



proud to be the first nation from the region todree a member of the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). &t tapacity, they assisted in the
closing of the GATT Uruguay round of trade negatias and helped pave the way to the
World Trade Organization (WTO). Economic actiwétgo included the opening of the
Czech Administrative Center in 1993. This centdpbld open doors for Czech
enterprises and banks in numerous third world aast In sum, the strategy in the
1993-96 period involved an initial outreach to mst&ble developed countries and a
subsequent series of moves to assist both mordepnabic countries in the region like
Romania and less developed nations in the thirddwdrhere would be a corresponding
need to de-emphasize internal political struggtesrder to focus more firmly on the new
foreign policy challenges and responsibilities (Hslérch, 1993).

In the last four years of the twentieth centurge€h foreign policy thinking
became more multi-dimensional. As the EU begateielop the concept of the
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), Czeéysab to imagine what their role
in it might be. What new functions, decision-makmechanisms, and financial
obligations would accompany membership in suchrgardzation (Sedivy, October,
1996)? Attention to the Western European Union (V& so increased with the holding
of the Birmingham Summit of May 1996 and the BeBummit of June 1996. Both
meetings envisioned an important role for the WERlthie overall European Security
architecture. It remained to delineate the prects®ections among WEU, NATO, and
EU. In a sense, the increased interest in the &&dmpanied a growing awareness that
European security depended on more than merelysiefend military considerations. It

also involved economic and humanitarian issuesh{&icMarch, 1997). In the midst of



those questions, of course, was the central neddfemd Czech interests in all
negotiations with the EU (i, 1998).

In 1997 Czech foreign policy became even moreirpuiinged. They received
admission to the Council of Europe and also becawneh more active with the Council
(later Organization) for Security and Cooperatiamdpe (CSCE, later OSCE). By 1998
the Czech Republic had become the Coordinator aid&@lations within the OSCE
Secretariat. During the next year they becamelvedoin OSCE activities in Bosnia,
Chechnya, Georgia, Croatia, Kosovo, and Nagornaakh (Matjka, January, 2000).
All of the new and prospective organizational cotmmeints led the Foreign Ministry to
begin to think about how to conceptualize a schéragaboth related their activities and
promoted Czech interests. Simultaneous involvenmeNATO, EU, OSCE, WEU, UN,
WTO, and Council of Europe required a more compéiddoreign policy than the old
bilateralism (Sedivy, January, 1998).

By 1999 many of the theoretical concerns had gl concrete realities and
considerations. In the spring the Czech Repulslicadly joined NATO, along with
Poland and Hungary. Membership entailed immediatelv considerations about
defense legislation, the structure of military #scpreparation of personnel, security of
air space, construction of a system of commandcanttol, crisis management plans,
standardization of weapons, and protection of igerhice. There would also be a need
for civilian emergency planning (8sék, February, 1999). The entire Czech defense
system required overhaul in order to mesh with NAar@cedures and norms. In the
spring the Balkans also required attention dué@dNATO operation in Kosovo. To that

mission the Czechs contributed field hospitals yomeal planes, and the granting of
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transit rights for planes flying combat mission®{yk, January, 2000). This operation
also intensified discussion of the need for a Eomog or Rapid Reaction Force (Politika

v Ceské republiceMarch, 1999). At that time, however, it was ased that Czech

interests would be best served by strengtheninmks to the WEU, in preparation for

joining the EU (Politika \Ceské republiceApril, 1999).

By the year 2000 Czech leaders had decided tdajecertain defense
capabilities to buttress their contributions to @ean security missions. They included
an independent mechanized battalion, a compangeafia forces, a helicopter swarm, a

field hospital, and a chemical defense companyitiRal Ceské republiceJanuary,

2000). These would all be ready for action by 2083 By that year the nation would
also be prepared to contribute soldiers to the dRRgiaction Force. In fact, the Czechs

made a specific offer of 1000 soldiers to that EqRolitika vCeské republiceJune,

2000). Later in the year the process acceleratedglthe December Nice Summit.
Following that Summit, the four Visegrad Presidentst in Szczeszin, Poland. They
agreed to accept the conclusions of the Nice Sumlnaitit broadened cooperation and

the creation of a Rapid Reaction Force (Politikéeské republice, January, 2001

In sum, in the short space of eight years, theeRadership had moved quite a
distance from initial doubts about the significané¢he shrunken country in Europe and
the early debates about any organizational invobr@amBY 2001 the nation was
experienced in OSCE, OECD, and UN Security Couwamtilities. They were also a full
NATO member, had participated in a limited wayhe Kosovo mission, and were well

on the way to membership in the EU and its evoldatense obligations.
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Czech Palitical Parties and Foreign Policy

It is important to look at the main principals bétkey political parties in order to
comprehend better the nature of the internal detageforeign policy. This debate,
when coupled with examination of election outconuas, help explain periods of stasis
and change on some of the significant foreign pafigestions outlined in the previous
section.

The Klaus Era (1993-97) was one in which the Cidanocratic Party (ODS)
was the principal force in the government, withéader Vaclav Klaus as Prime
Minister. In general, the Klaus government favoaéaf the steps connected with the
return to Europe. The break-up of the Czechoslavate put the Ukraine and Russia
further away geographically from the Czech Republibus, the Czechs as early as 1994
joined the P4P, and stressed closer links to Poléamdne sense security was somewhat
greater after 1993 because there were no longenastite border states (Szayna, 1999).
However, the Social Democratic Party (CSSD) in @ijpan reacted against this
unidirectional movement towards Western EuropeeyTreferred reliance on traditional
ties to the other three Visegrad countries in thenediate neighborhood. Those other
three, in addition to the Czech Republic, inclu&alvakia, Poland, and Hungary.
During the 1997-98 period, in which the caretakeregnment under former Finance
Minister Josef Tosovsky served in the leadershgaciy, the views of the ODS began to
shift. With the elections scheduled for 1998, Kamd the ODS began to reflect popular
interest in protecting Czech interests during tlew@ment into NATO and the EU. For
example, they favored a referendum prior to EUyedtrring the election campaign itself.

They also did not want to make concessions duhed=lJ entry process on vital issues
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flowing out of the consequences of World War Ibr khstance, they did not want to

yield to German pressure to cancel the BeneS detnaehad resulted in the expulsion of
Sudeten Germans from Czechoslovakia right afteetiteof that war (Mares, January,
1999).

Analysis of political party positions during th898 elections is very revealing in
terms of the issues and debates that circulatedighout the Czech Republic in the years
that followed the election. The CSSD ended uprimetly in power, with MiloS Zeman
as Prime Minister, but they lacked a legislativganty. A “Gentlemen’s Agreement”
with the ODS was necessary in order for that gawemt to survive. Very quickly four
smaller parties formed a “Four Party Coalitiontégister even a third point of view.

The Communist Party was vigorous and quite unregéorm its views. Thus, there was
the possibility for a rich and at times acrimonialebate over foreign policy. This was
especially true in light of the paramount import&ié¢ membership in both NATO and

the EU for the Czech nation.

For the CSSD there was less emphasis on hardhdafktse of national interests
and more of a focus on living standards and rightstizens within the country. This
link to public opinion led them to endorse the idéa referendum prior to entry into
either the EU or NATO. Czech sovereignty loomedersgnificant for them than
extension of Czech national interests into thearegiThere also was a humanitarian
component to their view of Czech relations with dhweside world. Such a focus led
them to upgrade the importance of North-South igglatand a role for the UN. The
Czechs should have a say when human rights wepanéaed in any part of the world.

While they endorsed EU membership, they thouglittiofterms of sparking the Czech
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economy. While they favored NATO entry, they exysed grave concerns about future
location of nuclear weapons on Czech territoryeyltvere also quite sensitive to
Russian concerns about expansion east of the mpiithance. For the CSSD the WEU
and OSCE were very important, and the immediatght@rhood, including Slovakia,
should not be ignored (Durr, 2000).

During the 1998 election, the ODS gave a somewiwaie realpolitik cast to its
statements on foreign policy. National intereatier than humanitarian concerns were
the top priority. NATO membership could bring ieased security for the nation as well
as trade and technological benefits. The lattarldvpromote development of the free
market, a priority for Klaus since the early 1990&tional economic interests were of
paramount importance, while crusades connectedgiatbalization and human rights
were to be carefully examined. Increased Czecbrexphrough membership in
international organizations were the desired outoithus, the party said less about
broader international organizations that could thél Czech nation beyond the orbit of
its national interests (Durr, 2000).

Some of the smaller political parties also haarcknd at times strong views on
foreign policy in the 1998 election campaign. Eotedly, the Communist Party (K$)
possessed very definite ideas about the foreigeypquestions of the day. They rejected
the idea of entry into NATO, for membership in #ikance would lead to domination by
the United States and Germany, would be expensiweld limit national sovereignty,
and would result in a de-emphasis on traditioreas to the East. They did favor EU
entry, but such a move needed to be coupled wigngrhasis on equity and the use of a

referendum. The Christian Democratic Union-Czeebghke’s Party (KDU-CSL) favored



14

both entry into NATO and membership in the EU, ttnaly suggested creation of a new
organization that would link those two organizasipthe WEU, the UN, and the OSCE.
The Freedom Union (US) had a particular interesinichoring new organizational
memberships in public opinion. For them, promotbforeign policy discussions at the
regional and local level was an important objectirethat sense, the Europe of the
Regions within the EU was quite attractive. OnéRkgeme right the Republicans
possessed quite negative views about the strengthge to Germany. From their
perspective, it would be better to spend moneydutation and health care than it would
be to spend on increased defense projects. Theyal& very critical on the use of the
Sudeten German issue by Germany as a potentiadedfi rejecting Czech entry into
either of the two organizations (Durr, 2000). Vehihe principal debate took place
between the CSSD and the ODS, the attitudes o thrasller parties helps to broaden
the range of concerns expressed within the natiotih® main foreign policy issues of the
election campaign.

Following the election and the advent to powethef CSSD, foreign policy
guestions continued to increase in importance. QATembership for the Czech
Republic became a reality in 1999, and the GotenBummit of 2001 resulted in a fairly
firm commitment of EU membership by 2003. The Zargavernment ironed out the
technical details connected with entry into NATQ@l anade important contributions to
the NATO mission in Kosovo in 1999. They were ablérm up ties with Slovakia, a
longstanding plank in their platform, for reasohattlie outside the Czech state. The
Slovak nationalist leader Vladimir Miar fell from power and MiloS Dzurinda replaced

him as Prime Minister. This made fruitful discus®s between the two nations much
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more likely. In particular, they anticipated pregs on the critical issue of division of
former federal property, and the two nations siga@@dmpromise document on that issue
on November 24, 1999. As expected, the CSSR saoglggrade the Czech role in the
OSCE. In addition to concern about individual tggtZeman also expressed the hope to
utilize that organization in the service of mingniights. There was also limited progress
with Germany on the issue of the BeneS Decreeshen8udeten Germans. Zeman
conceded that the Benes Decrees no longer appli@dtober, 1999, and the Germans
promised that relations between the two statesavoallonger be hung up on the past
(Kotyk, January, 2000). In power the CSSD was #blgromote some of its
longstanding goals, but on other issues its lehddrto incorporate perspectives of the
smaller parties as well. This no doubt was necgshze to the closeness of the election
and the narrowness of the Zeman mandate.

Some of the key foreign policy events of the 12091 period led to heated
arguments among some of the political parties. ilkgiance, the CSSD had to deal on a
nearly continuous basis with protestors againsoffexation of the Temelin nuclear
reactor. The Communist Party pushed them with Somee on that issue. At the same
time, the ODS expressed often the interests of gxibups and took up the rallying cry of

working to obtain for them dual citizenship rigiolitika v Ceské republiceJanuary,

1999). Czech participation in the Kosovo bombilsp aesulted in vigorous debates.
Some within the CSSD criticized the party’s endorset of the mission. The
Communist Party organized a demonstration in Pragaimst the NATO action, while
the Freedom Union proclaimed that the bombing cagmpaolated international law

(Politika v Ceské republiceFebruary, 1999). In early 2001 the temporargioeration




16

of two Czech citizens by the Castro regime in Clotmaught strong party views to the
surface, especially from the smaller parties. é&s@mple, the Civic Democratic Alliance
(ODA) was critical of Cuba but also argued that@me=ch Republic should put distance
between itself and those wanting to continue timetsans against Cuba. The
Republicans complained about the amount of mon&iwias being spent on diplomatic
missions to free Pilip and Bubenik. The CommuRastty was more critical of the two
Czechs caught in Cuba and worried about future dart@Czech-Cuban relations.
Finally, some of the smaller parties in Moravia (B)Dand Silesia/Moravia (HSMS)
began to see the Europe of the Regions of the Edlvakicle for enhancing their own

national rights with the Czech state (Politik@eské republiceJanuary, 2001). They,

however, are small parties with a limited influence

Attention to the views of the political partiesriehes understandings of the
Czech point of view on the major foreign policy gtiens of the day. While movement
towards NATO and the EU may have been an inexo@ixen the decade after 1993,
the shifts and nuances of policy can often be tindoepolitical party debates and election
outcomes. Czech foreign policy is, therefore nexiricable part of its new democratic

ethos.

Role of the Western European Union (WEU)
The Western European Union has figured into mdrtlgeodiscussions about the
role of the Central European nations in a commdarde and foreign policy. On the
one hand, it offers the prospect of a third wayeshing capabilities and thus is

additional to the EU and NATO. On the other hahd, WEU has added to the confusion
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about the lines of demarcation among the threeragparganizations. In a sense,
participation in the WEU was attractive to the Gz&epublic before the momentum for
the CFSP of the EU began to build. By the turthefcentury, the WEU was declining
in importance as the CFSP became more significeBtiropean calculations.

Creation of the WEU occurred in 1948 with the signof the Brussels Treaty.
However, in the following year NATO placed the WEbder its jurisdictional umbrella
(Bedn&, 1999). The WEU emerged with some significancn@é1950s after the
collapse of the European Defense Community (EC&L)spicion about West German
participation in the EDC had led to its defeat, #ngs the WEU became a tool in the
early Cold War for factoring in both West Germamygl dtaly to European defense
planning. However, the entry of the United Kingdono the EU in 1973 began the
process of the organization’s decline. In 1984Rbene Declaration underlined the
importance of the WEU in an effort to bring it baoKife (Nikodém, 1999). Several
years later the WEU made some contributions tdJiNevictory in the Persian Gulf War
(Bedn&, 1999). While the WEU could have possessed eggtithng ties to the EU and
to NATO, poor communications between the EU and Wikthe early 1990s led to the
stronger tie between NATO and WDU (Bretherton amdgér, 1999).

By 1994 the WEU was of significance to the intéigigefforts of both the EU
and NATO. The Maastricht Accord of 1991 imputedite WEU a role in promoting the
process of European integration in a way that wasklst Europe in taking responsibility
for its own affairs. It was with the developmeftloe agreements at Maastricht that the
WEU for the first time was assigned a tangible (@merson, 1998). Following

Maastricht, the WEU invited other EU and NATO na8do join (Bedn& 1999). At the
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same time, many hoped that the WEU would creatatbopm for political consensus
within NATO and also concrete support for the fumeal unity of NATO (Pezl, May,
1994). During the following year, 1992, the im@ort Petersburg Declaration was
passed. That Declaration set up a WEU PlanningaDelalso alerted members to the
need to make military units available. Many hopieatt the WEU could be the European
“pillar” of NATO as well as the military organizain of the EU (Bedna1999). As late
as 1996-97 there were expectations that the WEUdnmaian appropriate tool for
providing force in support of defensive operatidmananitarian missions, and peace
operations. There was even talk of expansionefikmbership of the organization
(Khol, April, 2000).

However, declining interest in the organizationrsget in. Central European
states took more of an interest in joining the Eld AIATO than they did in hooking up
with the WEU. If the WEU took action in a crisisyould be able to borrow NATO
resources and also look to the EU for leadershigact, the Brussels Summit of 1994
had endeavored to link the three organizationsuggesting that NATO could make its
assets available to the WEU in carrying out missioithe CFSP. The theory was that
NATO assets were “separable” from the organizabionnot “separate” (Bedihdl999).
This formula turned out to be nearly unworkable.rdality, no one expected much from
the WEU given the growing importance of the otlvaw brganizations (Khol, April,
2000).

In spite of the doubts, the WEU continued to bet phdiscussions that involved
the Central European states. In October 2000 #eelCRepublic joined the WEU'’s

armament group (WEAG). It was hoped that this stepld enable the nation’s defense
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industry to compete on an equal basis with otheojgean arms producers (RFE, RL,
October 31, 2000). Based on the Cologne Europeandclof June, 1999, these states
could also take part in WEU Council meetings, Ihetytcould not block decisions made
by a consensus of the regular members (Sedivy,)199@ther, the states could
participate in planning WEU operations that utdiZz¢ATO assets as well as the WEU
Satellite Center. Many of these efforts came togiein May, 1998, a year in which the
WEU and NATO worked out the details of future cdtegion. The resulting framework
document included common terminology for managinges, a common defense
planning process, and joint meetings of the Gerfgeatetaries of the two organizations
(Khol, March, 2000).

However, these plans to incorporate the WEU iheodomplicated defense
planning process for the future in Europe encoadt@bstacles that drained away the
power, meaning, and role of the organization. WthikeBritish worried about alienating
the United States, the French were anxious abaukisig an increase in American
influence (Khol, March, 2000). Shifts in the batarof power within NATO could be
highly destabilizing at a sensitive time that inxed coordination of the SFOR mission in
Bosnia and preparations for the Kosovo operati@madually, discussions about
European defense centered more and more on the &@fRB®EU and on NATO. The

WEU began to disappear from the horizon.

Development of the CFSP
During the early years of EU activity, the mainusis of activity centered on

economic, political, diplomatic, and trade acte®i There was no emphasis at all on
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defense matters. However, in the decade of th@sl8f® EU began to plan for a military
component and functions as well. Therefore, thegted the Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP) in 1990, a year that follovilee revolutionary events of anti-
communist victories in Central Europe. Howevee, tiewly created machinery was
unable to play any role in the Persian Gulf Wat®1 and did little during the
disintegration of Yugoslavia (Khol, April, 20007 second step in the process of
developing defense muscle power for the EU occurrd®93 with the Treaty of Europe.

This Treaty resulted in the addition of permandficials fro

m the EU Council Secretariat as well as 15 diplenfim each Foreign Ministry to the
CFSP. Further, the CFSP was firmly linked to theskRlency (Bretherton and Vogler,
1999).

Following the institutional reforms demanded bg Tfreaty of Europe, the EU set
concrete policy objectives for the CFSP. Theyudeld promotion of democratic
processes in Central Europe, furtherance of thegppieocess in the Middle East,
assistance to democratic development in South &fdonflict resolution in Yugoslavia,
and extension of democracy to Russia. Accomplisttenithin this framework included
supervision of the 1996 Bosnian elections and tirdrassistance to the Palestinian
Authority. However, it was one thing to declardippand another to see that it was
implemented. Such concerns led to changes inghat CFSP concept in the 1997
Amsterdam Treaty. Brussels took more control dicgdormation and relied less on
policy consultation among the member nations. diditeon, the EU created a new Policy

Planning and Early Warning Unit. At the same titamsterdam provided member
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nations the right to veto CFSP missions if theytaaticted national policy (Bretherton
and Vogler, 1999). Veto or constructive abstenhbgrone-third of the membership
would kill the planned mission.

During the late 1990s the critics of the CFSPreffleother suggestions and
modifications. A number of observers thought &GP capabilities were too limited to
back up the expansive objectives. Perhaps it woelbdetter to have the organization
focus on more realistic functions. Those mightude mediation services, a role as
regional pacifier, a mission as conflict mediatord a bridge between rich and poor
nations (Hill, 1998). There were also worries tit veto provision or constructive
abstention feature of the Amsterdam Treaty woultifip@application of any needed
common foreign policy (Allen, 1998). Others cortted that the original economic
mission of the EU was becoming cloudy with the &ddiof defense and security
provisions. From that vantage point, the CFSP lshioe on the margins of EU activity
rather than in the center (Smith, 1998). Finatigny realists thought that there might be
many potential conflicts between preservation afomal interests and planned CFSP
actions. The machinery of the CFSP was probalalyctombersome to respond
effectively to crises, and the lack of agreemenbgrmembers on basic values would
always make agreement on policy difficult (Peterand Sjursen, 1998).

In that light there were further efforts in ea2Q00 again to draw up a list of
functions that the EU could reasonably expect tAR8to accomplish. Fraser Cameron
listed emergency humanitarian assistance through@ Cescue missions and searches,
use of military and civilian police in difficult giations like Albania or Kosovo, mine-

clearing, aid in the demilitarization process aftex end of a war, monitor of human
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rights and elections, assistance in the constmucti@an independent media and
institutions, and arbitration services (Cameronrdfia2000).

Radek Khol (April, 2000) put an emphasis on neeatgdnizational features. For
example, he noted that the CFSP should be abl@@¥ @ provide the support of 60,000
military personnel in air and naval support duramgemergency. There should be an
emphasis on strengthening organizational capaatidse national, multi-national, and
European levels. He hoped that the newly creatdithhy Committee would be capable
of providing useful military advice to the Politicaecurity Committee as well as
effective military orders to the Military Staffn laddition, this view entailed the call for
creation of a communications channel to link thee& organizations with one another
and with pre-exiting ones as well. These kinderganizational suggestions combine the
call for changed functions to present a more real@cture of the CFSP than the one

that evolved through the Treaty process of theiptsvdecade.

Impact of the CFSP on the Czech Republic

In early 2001 the Czech Foreign Minister (Kavamuhry, 2001) made a
persuasive case for the natural harmony betweeoljeetives of the CFSP and the
national interests of the Czech Republic. For thiencurrent spirit of cooperation in
Europe was a needed antidote to the sufferingeoCrechoslovak nation during the
twentieth century. The Czech Republic would gathkassistance in its multi-pronged
process of development and also the opportunitptdribute to regional problem
solving. He did not envision participation in Epean and Atlantic structures as a threat

to Czech national interests. In particular, the€mber 2000 Nice Summit generated
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organizational changes in EU institutions that wlazdntinue to break down the artificial
barriers that divided Europe during the Cold W@rowing European strength would
simultaneously contribute to an increase in Czegabilities. States like the Czech
Republic needed a respite from pressure by Bruasel$ooked forward to a pleasant,
calming integration process after the summer 200telrg Summit (Tetka, 2001).

In concrete terms the Czech Republic made cectaimmitments to the CFSP
process through its National Program in the ye@020Trhe Program stated a readiness to
adopt the CFSP Acquis. In the previous year threc@Republic had increased the
number of staff members working in the Departmen#olitical Relations with the EU.
These individuals had assigned responsibilitie<ieEP issues within the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs. Further, they created an Ass@ddturopean Correspondent Unit to
ensure open communication and dialogue with thgN&dional Program, 2000). At that
point the Czech Republic had already for one yeanlparticipating in the regular
meetings of the CFSP and some of its associatectstes (National Program, 1999).
All of these activities combined with the positiattitude of foreign policy leaders to
offer hope for both a smooth transition into anldl garticipation in the CFSP processes
and policies.

There were also efforts within the Czech Repuioliaddress the complicated
issue of relations between the existing WEU andtieiding CFSP process. The
Cologne European Council meeting in 1999 had cddiedherger between the EU and
WEU by the end of 2000. WEU associated membeesthike Czech Republic had
received substantial rights already within thatamigation. They only lacked the right

individually to block a decision. Thus, as the Whk&ban the process of slow death as
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early as 1999, the Czechs worried about posseBsivey rights within the CFSP. Since
the CFSP was so new, its delineation of rights famly rudimentary. Czechs argued for
bringing the entire WEU Acquis into the CFSP of Hi¢. They also wanted such
incorporation to bring in the different statusesafions that had characterized the WEU.
Czechs would benefit from the latter step sincg there now members of NATO. As
such they could rely on NATO assets and capalslgieen if NATO were not directly
involved in a CFSP operation. There was no guaeaot the outcome of this issue, for
France in particular was opposed. The French thiongerms of a pure EU operation
without necessarily including the baggage of NAT@ ¢he WEU (Lunék and Sedivy).
All these issues required careful negotiation witfier EU members, and the outcome
would be uncertain. In large part the dilemma veaged in the very uncertain
boundaries established among the WEU, NATO, ancCH#®@P.

Radek Khol, in an interview at the Ustav mezinasaih vztaly (February 5,
2001), confirmed that the WEU was in a “cryogerstdte. As the WEU shifted its
functions to the EU, the six countries first on lisefor EU membership would be the
ones most affected. He also underlined the samtte of bringing into the EU the four
grades of membership that existed within the WHHose grades were the key to the
process of moving up to the level of full membepshin his view, the Czechs realized
that the process of developing the CFSP was “upstalp,” but the leadership was very
interested in preserving the trans-Atlantic tietlgh NATO. He thought it was
particularly important that the EU and NATO develapre effective ways of talking to
one another. Khol also injected a note of causibout potential Czech financial

contributions to the new processes. The cost afgb@inew member in both NATO and
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the EU would be very high, and the exchange ratiedie¢eriorated in a significant way
between 1997 and 2000. There would be a pressiad for the leadership to weigh
options carefully as the question of committing €reapabilities came up. At the same
time, he did not expect the Czechs to utilize th® wery often. In sum, Czech
participation in the CFSP would likely possessautihtful, measured, and positive
flavor.
NATO and CFSP

NATO membership in 1999 brought new obligationsthe Czech Republic.
There was a need to prepare defense legislatioprapdsals in order to begin the
process of meeting NATO standards. A need to addreanged personnel requirements
was also important. The military began to devealoprses about the changing role of the
military for all ranks in the military. Trainingnithe use of radar was upgraded in
importance. The Czech Republic would have to baiitdisis command center that
would facilitate the rapid sharing of informatioattveen NATO and the Czech Republic.
Further, a new system of logistic security was @ssity. New organizations and
structures for the military forces were a futureadhe In addition, the Czechs would have
to build a system of command and control that paled the systems in other NATO
nations. In fact, standardization across manysapéthe military profession would
become a pressure very soon. Besides the mit@mnponent, there was also the
important arena of non-military defense of the counMoravia and northern Bohemia
had already begun to erect structures for cividarergency planning, but these efforts

had to be expanded to the entire natioré(&k, February, 1999). All of these new
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efforts after 1999 would demand much from a na#iod people that was struggling with
the dislocations that characterized the early postmunist era.

Immediately, NATO had an opportunity to use itp@axded membership base to
carry out the Kosovo operation in the spring of.981owever, problems soon emerged,
and a principal one was the asymmetry of the wanerica provided eighty per cent of
the bombs dropped on Kosovo as well as ninety @etr af the weapons. Further,
Europeans had been unable to convince the NATishib to consider the use of
ground troops in that theater of operations. ItoBer 1999 at Strasburg, there was a
lively discussion about the importance of Europenigemore responsibility in future
crises. In particular, there was a need for adtidhe economic, political, and
humanitarian areas (Pick, 2000).

A number of related issues emerged at about the siane. Czechs, like other
Europeans, began to worry about the prospect efaaraund of American isolationism.
Both the Bush presidential campaign and the doaflgeme American Senators about
continuing to support the 1972 nuclear agreemetinating ABM sites accentuated
European concerns. Increasingly, European leadetsas French President Jacques
Chirac noted the significance of strengtheningphenership between NATO and the
EU. However, there were six NATO nations that weseEU members. They included
Iceland, Turkey, Norway, Poland, Hungary, and tzech Republic. For the Czech
Republic, there would be a certain awkwardnessfiémse operations were in the future
based more and more in EU structures such as tB€ CEreation of special channels of
communication between their country and the EU efiertse matters would be a task for

the immediate future (Pick, 2000). In generalaassult of all these post-Kosovo
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considerations, discussions centered increasingth® establishment of formal links
between NATO structures and EU forms such as tH8RCF here would be a need for a
careful balancing of considerations and capalslitié/hile the EU leadership began to
think in a systematic way about taking concretpste strengthen its own defense, it
also had to weigh in its equally strong desireresprve the Atlantic tie through NATO
to the US.

Other analysts began to explore the conceptudtiasr of future links between
the two primarily European regional organizatio@ow (1999) envisioned a future in
which NATO focused on purely security matters while CFSP developed “values,
practices and institutions of a security policytere to underpin a more stable security
environment.” The latter emphasis on values ¢jdaad more to do with the European
concern about Yugoslavia than did NATO with its emtnaditional, security orientation.
Another writer (Sjursen, 1999) similarly descrilibd CFSP as “Europeanization with
shared norms and rules.” Increased activity bygtdan foreign policy could also lead
to increased tension within the organization. dlatiwould feel at times a conflict
between their new participation in a common forgghcy and the traditional desire to
control their own national foreign policies. Addit of more states to the EU would
multiply the probability of fracturing the organt&an on security questions. Thus,
development of a common base of foreign policy ealwithin the CFSP would be no
easy matter. There were also risks that some @ldfaropean nations would value
NATO admission more than they would EU admissiami{B, 1999). This possibility
existed because of their own border problems agid torresponding need to be part of a

proven security organization rather than one trest just developing an identity.
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Czech leaders were particularly interested iniptag role in this evolving
European security structure during the intervaiMeen their admission to NATO and
their membership access to the EU. Therefore, $heythe usage of NATO assets and
capabilities as a key ingredient in any future El¢rations. For instance, the EU might
rally nations behind a new operation. Non-EU, NAM®mbers might want to join in
that operation. In order to do so in a way thatiena contribution, they would need
equal access to NATO assets and capabilities Wwithiull EU members. Since the CFSP
would not for some time have adequate capabilitegssolve such crises, use of NATO
resources would be imperative (Lunak and Sediv§9L9or example, by early in the
year 2000, European military expenditures were sidty per cent of those of the United
States, while European spending in the researehveais only thirty per cent of the
comparable figures for America (Khol, 2000). Ra#glol, among others, began to think
ahead to the specific areas of defense activityEheopeans needed to upgrade. It was
vital that the European defense resources notchtpliAmerican capabilities but be
based on features that could protect Europe fromthN&frica to the Baltic Republics.

EU defense planners should narrow the gap witlutiieed States in the specific areas of
strategic preparations, logistics, satellite comiwations, and research. Attention to
planning, budget, and program was also requiredallly, EU defense architects would
need to anchor their military structures on thagpal of flexibility in light of new types
of missions. The old anchor of traditional natiotefense would decline in significance.
It was probably the case that the stronger EU natieould have to lead the way in this
transformation (Khol, 2000). The Czech Republiatdanove in those directions but at

a more measured pace.
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All of these considerations about the CFSP cametber at the EU’s Nice
Summit in December, 2000. The leaders confirmatlttiere would be a Rapid Reaction
Force by the year 2003. Such a force would enabiepeans to take action by
themselves against rogue states or in the evetytwéla future Bosnia or Kosovo on the
fringes of their own region. The limited particijwe of France in NATO and Turkey’s
absence from the EU would create certain obstalsigghose would depend in part on
the location of the crisis. While the United Ssateould not take part in these types of
missions, there would be a need to assure thaiutdishare its vast information

resources with the CFSP operation in the anticgpateses (Buric, January 5, 2001).

Conclusion

Clearly, the development of the CFSP and eventmatk participation in it was a
natural step in the post-Cold War development obgean security. NATO existed for
four decades as a bulwark against the communistrengthe east. Many expected
NATO to disappear along with the Warsaw Treaty @Qrzion in the early 1990s.
However, it did not. Instead, extension of membigr$o new states to the East became
big business. As NATO expanded, the logic of Aeanileadership on all security
dilemmas in Europe began to weaken. The simultaegpansion of the EU in the
same Central European region awakened similaredefir using EU structures alone in
security crises. From that vantage point, the grigwonversation about the CFSP
makes enormous sense. It remains to considemtieatml role for that new EU

capability in the transformation of European deéeaschitecture.
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In the political arena, superpower competitionnssn the United States
and Soviet Union yielded to conflict among soméhefworld’s great civilizations.
Conflict was particularly likely in small countri¢isat included several of those
civilizations living in close quarters. Bosnia, $avo, and Macedonia are clear-cut
examples. The CFSP would be more flexible than ©Ad deal with future conflicts of
that nature. In addition, nations would be takmogjce actions in their own
neighborhoods, a step that many internationalicgiattheorists have been calling for for
some time. During the Cold War the nuclear riskngrily involved the nuclear standoff
between the two superpowers. In the post-Cold 8¥acerns centered on numerous
internal conflicts that might invite the threatwider war that could bring in the nuclear
powers or nations that had been secretly develapsmall-scale nuclear capability.
Again, the CFSP with its proximity to such confiénd civil wars could offer purely
European services and concepts for defusing idsefese they moved to a higher level
(Ktiz, 1998).

Much of western thinking about security issuesdratailed a debate between
realists and idealists. When realists call forghenacy of state security, idealists
respond with equal vigor for the importance of tigaits of peoples. While realists
consider the military aggression of states to leeptiincipal threat to security, idealists
are much more likely to look at the breaking oémiational law codes as the highest
risk. In order to cope with the defined risks,lista call for expansion of military power
and idealists look to protection of internationghts (Ktiz, 1998). The CFSP could
reinforce either of those two schools of thougHowever, it could help in moving the

dialogue beyond two schools of thought that flasedbrightly during the Cold War.
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Since the CFSP is part of the EU, it would be iljyesituated to comprehend the
economic and social basis behind many conflictether, it might be able to emphasize
the significance of protecting the security of wduals in addition to national security
and the security of peoples. Finally, the CFSP neymore heavily on political tools to
solve regional conflicts that are fraught with eaomc and social threats to the sanctity of

the individual.
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