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“Expansion of the European Union: Implications for American Foreign Policy”

Introduction: Economic and Political Challenges ofEU Expansion

Much of the writing on the expanded European Uriied) centers on the
economic challenges, of which there are many. Qgtie borders of the EU to ten new
nations on May 1, 2004, greatly expanded the mddketxchange of goods. More
nations are eligible to convert their currencids e euro. More countries will seek
markets in the West for their specialty goods. &oountries will be open to investments
from within the traditional members of the EU. de@sed employment opportunities will
exist for persons in both the “old” and the “newirBpe, and thus labor will become
more mobile. Minority groups from the eastern seof Europe may experience an
outflow of persons into the west in search of merenomic and personal security.

There is likely to be much greater flux within tB& with an expansion of member
nations by forty per cent. In turn, it will be neadifficult to obtain unanimity on key
issues within the expanded EU. For example, sidsstd agriculture have always been a
contentious issue in the early, smaller EU. Nowhwen new nations entering, those
discussions will become even more contentious (Bateand Stokes, 2003, p. 33).
Already, a number of the new members such as Pdlavnel asked that the timetable by
which they can raise subsidies to the level ofalder member be shortened.

Economic issues will also arise in the relatiopdtetween the expanded EU and
its new neighbors. There will be some responsgjit prevent those new neighbors
from sliding even further into poverty, instabilityrime, and illegal immigration. In fact,

in May 2004, the EU published proposals that vétl gp action plans for a number of



these countries that are just outside the eastedebof the current EU. Those plans

will permit these nations eventually to have actessverything in the EU, with the
exception of its institutions. Beginning in 200y seventeen countries will receive
additional economic assistance. Some of thosetdesnnclude Moldova, Ukraine,
Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaidjan. However, theHald learned from the critics of the
acquis communautaire that it utilized in the ydagagling up to the admission of the ten in
2004. A clearer agenda on democratic values willtlized and a bit less emphasis
placed on purely economic criteria (Grabbe, 20@4,196, www.cer.org.uk).

At the same time, it is important to look at tadifical challenges that follow in
the wake of the expansion in numbers of membearsndny ways, those challenges are
equal in importance to the economic ones. Polilezders in both parts of Europe will
need to make difficult decisions about the residam the economic dilemmas just
briefly outlined. In particular, the movement oinority groups and other impoverished
citizens from the east will require that westernggmments decide how many to accept
and under what conditions. Political debates take place within the new member
countries about adopting the euro sooner or lategyen anytime at all. New types of
political interaction among all the states withie tEuropean Commission and Parliament
will lead to mechanisms for resolving many of thesseles.

As the battle against terrorism remains in theereof the stage, there will be new
political questions that foster divisions both witEurope and between Europe and the
United States. Europeans are likely to think ofolesm as a local law enforcement
issue, while the American leaders continue to tluhit as a foreign policy problem that

often requires a military response. Further, Eaampopposition to the death penalty



makes it difficult to establish a cooperative nelaship with the United States on
extradition of those who are captured. There aldb be transatlantic disagreements on
future involvement and influence in the Central&@an nations in connection with the
battle against terrorism. One policy area thatalesady generated discussion is the
guestion of who should help train police forcesha new EU members (Baldwin,
Peterson, and Stokes, 2003, pp. 50-57). Involvéwfeadditional organizations like the
Organization for Security and Cooperation Europ8QE) may stoke disagreements.
For instance, Slovakia currently is working witlatlorganization on the matter of the
role of its national minoritiessww.mzv.sk 2004). Will the guidelines of that
organization be parallel to or different from thedglines of American-led NATO and
the EU?

All of this is pertinent to American foreign pojic A wider and stronger
European market will provide more competition wite American economy, and trade
negotiations and barriers will move to the cenfahe stage. At the same time,
American companies will be able to deal with a mandied and uniform infrastructure
within the EU itself. This will be relevant in tlikealings with all twenty-five members
of the European community. In addition, politicabnges within the EU will very much
affect American foreign policy. As the United S&mteeks allies in the battle against
terrorism, a new dynamic will exist within EuropBuring the Iraq War of 2003, it was
possible for the United States to obtain supporhfsome of the eastern countries that
were not yet in the EU. However, in the future prdssures may influence the decision-
making calculus of some of these new members.ayt soon become apparent that the

political challenges to America from EU expansioua@ the economic.



The Expansion Process and U.S. Foreign Policy

The expansion process itself culminated in May 200th the admission of ten
new nations to the EU. They included Poland, thed Republic, Hungary, Slovakia,
Slovenia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, ando@s. Inclusion of those specific
nations will have an overall bearing on the relagiop between the EU and the United
States. Actually, the inclusion of ten new membeay have been related to events
within the United States in the first place. Th@aeks on 9/11 may have let the EU to
increase the number in pursuit of additional sé¢gReterson and Pollack, 2003, p. 139).
The first four nations listed above were allieshe United States during the War in Iraq,
and thus they should, in the short term, exer@sgerhge for a reasonably friendly
connection between the EU and the U.S. They astributed personnel to the conflict
in Afghanistan. Such activities should make thertipularly sensitive to the threat of
terrorism to the EU itself. Participation by Czeobops with a capability to counter
chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons shouttaadoice within the EU that opposes
in a clear way the proliferation of such lethal ideg in Europe itself. They
demonstrated this capability in their stand-by ol&uwait during the Iraq War. This
situation may also make the EU into a somewhahg#&povoice for non-proliferation of
these weapons in other locations like Iran andiiNKdrea.

As mentioned above, a number of the new EU begshave been willing to provide
assistance to the United States during the wamip |Of course, they have done so in

their relatively new role as NATO members. It remsao be seen if they will utilize



their capabilities within the NATO or EU frameworiksthe future. The Bush re-
election victory on November 2, 2004, may give theerrudge towards the latter option.

Specifically, the Czech Republic playedadiag role by sending to Kuwait its
radiological, chemical, and biological unit. Whileey took no casualties, they were on
hand in case weapons of mass destruction (WMD) dvbale been located. At the
Prague NATO Summit in 2002, the Czechs agreedsionas the lead role in a thirteen-
nation unit that would be capable of responding/dD threats. In addition, Czechs
would also constitute the biggest share of theceffstaff. In particular, the Czech
contribution would entail a mobile company of rddgcal and chemical research, a
decontamination unit, a structure for restoringex@iurity, and a team to transport away
biological material\yww.mzv.cz 2004). The Czech group would consist of 280
soldiers, in an overall unit of 600-700. They wbplepare themselves for an operation
of from 5-20 days, and the headquarters would likaim own Liberec. Czech units also
contributed to overall European security throughigi@ation in the NATO units sent to
Greece during the 2004 Olympics and Para-Olympiesy.mzv.cz 2004).

Slovakia, too, has made smaller contributiondiefdame sort, usually in tandem
with the Czech units. At the same time, they agifning to participate in EU missions
that will work on problems in which the United &sis embroiled. For instance, on
November 2, 2004, Foreign Minister Edward Kukarrespnted them in Brussels at the
Council for General Affairs and Foreign Relatiofihat group worked on issues that the
European Council would later consider. Topicsudeld the Middle East, Iraqg, and the
upcoming EU-Russian Summit. He also attended the B-5 actual meeting of the

European Council, although Prime Minister Mikula&ubinda officially headed the



Slovak delegation. The agenda of that meetingdedunore specifically on problems
relating to Iraq and Iranmiww.mzv.sk.

The role of Poland has also been central in siyconatters that pertain directly
now to the U.S. and indirectly to the EU. Afteetbnd of the early stage of the Iraq Watr,
they received command responsibilities over a msgator south of Baghdad. This may
be interpreted as a snub by the United Statesettold Europen” states that opposed that
war. There may have been an impact on the Elhaa®tganization immediately set
about writing a “common strategic assessment”wmatld guide the use of its forces
outside the European theater (Pond, 2004, 86-B3¢. EU also will depend on Poland in
the future to mediate their relationship with bBilissia and the Ukraine. Another issue
that requires attention is the matter of Poland'stfWworld War Il expulsion of its
German minority. As the EU attends to that isgisdeaders will also need to focus on
Poland’s demand for votes in the EU that equaldlad<Germany. Some of these issues
will indirectly affect American relations with tHeU, especially when they impact
American connections with the Central European traas(Grabbe, 2004,
www.cer.org.uk).

The political situation regarding relations witlm&rica will work out somewhat
differently for four other nations that were pairtize anti-communist revolution more
than a decade ago. They include Slovenia and altecBepublics of Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania. Each of those nations is small and neagll with some gratefulness the
contribution made by the United States to thewrf@itduring the Cold War. However,
they did not play a significant role in the twintth@s in Afghanistan and Iraq. They may

have a full plate in preserving a special roletf@mselves in the EU, given their smaller



size. Malta and Cyprus will in the short run niatypas strong a role within the EU and
thus will have a smaller impact on policy with teited States. However, America’s
long alliance with Greece within the framework oATNO may make Cyprus somewhat
sympathetic to American perspectives. This is @sfig the case, in light of the island’s
location in the eastern part of the Mediterraneaa &d closer proximity to the sources
of the terrorist threat. Its conflict with Turkdypwever, makes its role somewhat
problematic.

In terms of the economic situation of the ten me@mbers, several have made
considerable progress during the past decadehasé tvere the countries that had
traditionally been the stronger economies withimi€sd Europe and East Asia. For
example, the three Baltic Republics, during thedGbfar, had the highest standard of
living and strongest economic indicators amondifteen republics within the old
Soviet Union. As such, their drive for independenctthe late 1980s was more vigorous
than many of their counterpart republics furtheth® south and east. They were also
unusual in that they actually had operated as ie@pnt nation-states during the period
between the two World Wars. Further, Poland, ideGzechoslovakia, and Hungary had
played a parallel role in Central Europe. Theworemmic head start had in fact begun
during the late Austro-Hungarian Empire, which ap#ied under the pressure of World
War I. Finally, within the old pre-1991 YugoslayBlovenia, along with Croatia, had
been the most developed republic within that fetitema Like the Baltic Republics
within the Soviet Union, they had chafed under Btipal structure that often
subordinated them to less developed republicséugbuth. Of course, such factors

made these countries exactly the ones that the &Jmwost likely to admit among all the



nations within the region. On the one hand, thédybe able to be contributors
economically to the EU, and that may lead them aotmpetitive situations with the U.S.
For example, the Czech Republic will no longer bke #o receive assistance from the US
under the GSP Program, now that it is in the Etd.exports will also confront higher
customs duties as they enter the UvBwf.mzv.cz 2004). On the other hand, their tiny
size makes the new members fear being lost in terieU sea, and that may impel
them to seek outside economic contacts such as thidis the U.S.

In June 2004, the broadened EU signed a moreymsibunding declaration with
the United States on development of its economimpeship. It was signed at
Dromoland Castle in Ireland, and it put a high ptyoon trade liberalization and
furthering of the Doha Development Agenda. Tojpicdiscussion included an aviation
accord, a financial markets regulatory dialogualrbgen energy production,
pharmaceutical production, and agreement on cataicurity, and investment
opportunities. Optimism impelled the drafterstod document to set up a Senior Level

Group to plan the next summww.mzv.cz 2004).

Relationship between the Expanded EU and NATO

There is now considerable overlap between EU ahdMImembership, in terms
of this group of states. The three Baltic natidh@land, Hungary, the Czech Republic,
Slovakia, and Slovenia have all joined both redi@nganizations in the last five years.
Among the new entrants to these organizations, @dyand Malta joined only the EU,
while Romania and Bulgaria became members of NAM.oThe first two nations had

little to offer NATO in terms of defense capabési, and Cyprus was split between



Turkish and Greek communities along the “green’linéhe last two nations were
admitted to NATO only at the last minute, and tle@intribution had much to do with the
post-9/11 atmosphere. In the southeastern cofribe ®alkans, they are close to the
terrorism battlefields, and they both made contrdms to the struggles in Afghanistan
and Iraq. However, they were unprepared in tha@wic sense for EU membership.

Thus, since both NATO and the EU have experiecoediderable recent
expansion, it is important to take a look at tlggowing defense capabilities and
aspirations. It is probable that some of the diiiees between the policies of the Bush
Administration and Europe will manifest themseluean organizational sense through
these two alliances as well. While the EU may giovi the use of its military and
security operations as protective and promotiv&soft” power considerations, NATO
leadership may continue to rely on indicators @rthi power. Since the American
perspective will continue to influence NATO consatens in a strong way, there may
be different perceptions as well on the value oftiateralism. The EU will continue to
utilize multilateralism as the most important cdtesive tool in military decisions, while
NATO and American considerations are more likelyiew multilateralism as only one
among many options (Howorth, 2003, p. 14).

An expanded NATO will be able to rely more heawlty Central European
nations for support of missions outside the norfwabpean theater of operations. The
relatively last-minute decision to include Romaaual Bulgaria in the list of new entrants
certainly revealed such a perspective. Their ggagc position enables them to act as a
large buffer against turmoil emanating from thefGedjion and Middle East as a whole.

Utilization of troops from the new members hasadyebeen significant in both
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Afghanistan and Irag. Use of Czech, Slovak, Huiagaiand especially Polish military
units has enabled the Bush Administration to atbaéa broad coalition supported the
continuing war in Iraq. However, both the Poled Blungarians have given firm
indications in late 2004 of their intention to revedheir military forces in the near
future. Other new NATO members such as BulgartaRomania permitted their
territory to be used for refueling as well as ledittraining of security forces from the
Gulf area. Clearly, all of these operations fé gireviously mentioned conclusion that
use of “hard” power would remain the primary motiwa for NATO operations.

At the same time, the EU in recent months has hsonés placed renewed
importance on security considerations. The Maldahbings in spring 2004 no doubt
activated these perceptions and intentions. knaes that terrorist attack brought the
significance of the 9/11 attacks home in a muchenp@rsonal way to the European
continent. In fact, the EU had been developingausty strategy during the month of
December, 2003. This effort placed increased itapoe on strengthening the security
services, police, customs organs, Europol, Eurstjunteroperability of databases,
border security, transportation systems, healttesys, and financial/economic
instruments. The EU leaders acknowledged the itapoe of linking up with parallel
UN and US efforts in these areagnw.mzv.sk 2004).

During the summer of 2004, the EU worked out fishetiails on plans for a new
EU defense agency that would enable countriesdbip@ more effective way their
resources. Realizing that most EU nations stikdetoo heavily on old equipment and
conscript militaries, they resolved to create acttire that would provide “political

guidance” on defense questions. The agency waddteally include eighty employees
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with Javier Solana as the head (Keohanew.cer.org.uk2004). Discussion had also

focused at different times on an EU Security Colunthis organization would act as a
“steering board” between the EU Council and thef&ldign minister. There would be
ten seats on the council, with the United Kingd@armany, and France having the
permanent seats. Other EU nations would playeaanla rotating basis

(www.cer.org.uk2004). Obviously, there were parallels to tladtire of the UN’s

Security Council. Further, there would be workebgumber of other organizations,
perhaps including a European Security Committeeptwdinate the process of threat

identification and appropriate responses (KeohawkeTawnsendwww.cer.org.uk

2004). There is no question but that the EU idwwg toward improved capabilities and
clarified strategies, on its own, to confront thsei@ its member nations from terrorist
groups.

In sum, both NATO and the EU have increased thrgjanizational capabilities,
through the expansion process, to combat a sefrEsemies including terrorists.
However, there are areas in which their capalslitheissions, and strategies overlap and
occasionally collide. Therefore, it is necessargxamine more precisely the kinds of
contributions that each has made and is likely atxenin the future.

In terms of military operations, a number of thesantries contributed troops to
the policing of hot spots in the Balkans. Themogs played a role in keeping the peace
in Bosnia after 1995, in policing the conflict inagkedonia after 1998, and in stabilizing
Kosovo in 1999. While such participation was pdiNATO operations in the 1990s and
early twentieth century, in the future such acyvst equally likely to take place within

the framework of an EU defense structure. Undehiading of the Common Foreign
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and Security Policy (CFSP), the EU has begun tkuwawards creation of a rapid
reaction force that could be used in the Europbeaater. This developmentis in part a
result of relative European inactivity during tleerible bloodshed in 1992-95 in Bosnia.
Recently they have begun to pick up defense funstibat NATO had been performing.
In the future, they will play an even more actioter

Planning specifically within NATO has moved intewndirections in the post-
1999 period of expanded membership. In Novemb82 2RATO decided to create a
NATO Response Force (NRF). They further set a gbekveloping within it a well-
equipped, flexible, and interoperable foreeviv.mzv.c?. The expectation is that the
Force will contain 21,000 soldiers by 2006, andiitinclude six rotations of 6 months
duration each. It will have the capability, indito thirty-day missions, to respond
anywhere in the world. In contrast to operatiokes that in Kosovo, the troops will not
stay in one place long. Their function is to pawe way for the longer-lasting
peacekeeping mission to follow. Their particutavyg may include civil defense,
peacekeeping operations, securing of sanctionspadstnations of force, and evacuation
of civilians (vww.mzv.c?. By spreading the capabilities geographicallptighout
NATO, Force planners hope to maximize flexibilitydeeffectiveness. They recognize
that there will be challenges in the establishnoéniis capability, for it must be set
while NATO is simultaneously integrating seven neembers into the alliance
framework. In addition, it must not duplicate erdercut missions like SFOR or KFOR
(www.mzv.cz 2004). The hope is that European support farikiv structure will be

forthcoming, in light of the fact that new challesgsuch as terrorism, WMD, and
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regional conflicts force both Europe and the UaSwork together

(www.aussenministerium.gle

In August 2003, the organization dispatched itst finission outside the Euro-
Atlantic area. At that time, NATO took commandtio¢ ISAF operation in Afghanistan,
and its foci were reconstruction, training, and kvon Afghan security structures. The
entire operation included thirty-five NATO and nbiATO countries www.mzv.sR.

The relationship between NATO and the EU’s ComifRoreign and Security
Policy (CFSP) is at the moment unclear. The EUsdu# have the military capability
that NATO possesses and so must rely on the [att@mnization’s infrastructure and
equipment. Therefore, right now it does not poiereat to American leadership.
However, the Irag War clearly drove a wedge betwherso-called “old” Europe and the
United States. If that distance persists, increpase of the CFSP could generate more
European independence on security issues in thenedf could lead to a situation in
which the “new” European states would feel torntesn loyalty to NATO, in which
they have recently picked up an active role, aed@RSP of the EU, an organization in
which they seek to play a strong economic roldenftture.

The CFSP itself was created by the EU in 199@&a that followed the
revolutionary events connected with the anti-comisturictories in Central Europe.
However, the newly created machinery was unabpgayp any role in the Persian Gulf
War in 1991 and did little during the disintegratiof Yugoslavia (Khol, 2000, pp. 29-
40). A second step in the process of developirignde muscle power for the EU
occurred in 1993 with the Treaty of Europe. Thisaky resulted in the addition of

permanent officials from the EU Council Secretaasiwvell as of fifteen diplomats from
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each Foreign Ministry to the CFSP. Further, th&RBRvas firmly linked to the EU
Presidency (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 thegopeocess in the Middle East,
assistance to democratic development in South &fdonflict resolution in Yugoslavia,
and extension of democracy to Russia. Accomplistteneithin 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
nations the right to veto CFSP missions if theytaaticted national policy (Bretherton
and Vogler, 1999). Veto or constructive abstenhbgrone-third of the membership could
kill the planned mission.

During the 1990s the critics of the CFSP offerdtepsuggestions and
modifications. A number of observers thought ttREP 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 mediatond a bridge between rich and poor
nations (Hill, 1998). There were also worries tit veto provision or constructive

abstention feature of the Amsterdam Treaty woultifp@application of any needed
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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 lshioel 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 aftexr end of a war, monitor of human
rights and elections, assistance in the constmucti@n independent media, and
arbitration services (Cameron, March 2000).

Radek Khol (April 2000) put an emphasis on neaatgdnizational 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
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and with pre-existing ones as well. These kindgrganizational suggestions present a
more realistic picture of the CFSP than the onedhialved through the Treaty process of
the previous decade.

After 2000, European planners were becoming maegeof the practical
problems of developing capabilities to put behimelse missions and objectives. Some of
those dilemmas included continued reliance priman conscript armies, low levels of
spending on research and development, and lowrgeltigence systems. Unless they
could make definite progress in the near futuréhese deficiencies, they might end up
involved with “low-end crisis management and peaeghkng tasks,” while continuing to
rely on the US/NATO for military interventions andllective defense. As such, the
Venusberg Group, in June 2000, presented the abigoals both to develop the ability
to carry out a Kosovo-type operation without USstasce by 2015 and to build
capabilities by themselves for a common defens20® (Yost, 2003, 84-99).

Within the framework of CFSP, the EU has takemmlper of specific steps in
the last few years to remedy some of these defimen Centrally important was
agreement at the 1999 Helsinki Summit to devel&pi@pean Security and Defense
Policy (ESDP). One goal of this policy was to cktéhe problem of heavy reliance by
the EU on loans by NATO of equipment in the evdrd oommitment of military forces
to a conflict. It was hoped that the EU could proela rapid reaction force
that would not depend on NATO for airlift of equipnt, intelligence gathering,
command, and control. Hopefully, such a force wanable the EU to act
independently in crisis management operations, lisseale conflict management and

peace-keeping.” The force would also include awilcapabilities that could be utilized
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for policing actions, in administration, and to yide funding for post-conflict

reconstructionyww.cer.org.ulk

In many cases, continuing transatlantic coopematiould be a necessity. First,
the ESDP planners did not think that European caomegavould be able in short order to
develop a ground surveillance aircraft. Givendbperiority of U.S technology in this
area of military equipment, calls emerged for dudation in a consortium between
European companies and American-based Northrop/@am Second, at both the
LeTouquet Summit in February 2003 and at the Thesga Summit in June of the same
year, the EU called for creation of its own DefeAgency. Based on the superiority in
Europe of its military capabilities, they asked Wi¢ to take the lead role in this project

(www.cer.org.uk2004). Third, at the EU meeting of defense namgsin April 2004,

there was an agreement that the EU should builel Ioéttle groups of 1,500 troops each
by 2007. As part of this plan, Denmark and thehlddands said they would buy the
superior Joint Strike Fighter from Lockheed Martther than similar but not

comparable equipment from European companies (Kenphavw.cer.org.uk 2004).

NATO had developed after 9/11 new doctrinal foratioins to deal with
changing threats, and so the EU in December of 28@@3ulated a statement of EU
Security Strategy. This was really a transitias@ument that fell short of a clear set of
priorities, but it did give some hint of future @ations. Its main themes were
governance, law, and stability rather than demgcaac freedom. The document
substituted the goal of “preventive engagement’ttiermore American-inspired

“preemptive engagement.” (Evertsww.cer.org.uk 2004). Finally, the Strategy
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envisioned defense policy in part as a tool to mtenthe further integration of Europe
(Bereuter, www. cer.org.uk, 2004).

It remains to discuss the potential for conflictlamoperation between NATO
and the EU over future military missions. Durirgydlopment of the above-mentioned
EU Security Strategy, Javier Solana expressed a tigh the document could help pull
the EU and the U.S. together. However, statemerte document that seemed to
envision NATO as providing no more than a toolboxthe EU in such conflicts created
tension. American worries over EU constructiomofindependent military planning and
command cell actually persuaded EU leaders to bawln and locate that cell at NATO

Headquarters in Mons, Belgium (Schmidt and Geipelw.cer.org.uk2004). Other

conflicts with NATO reflected more the general distent in Europe with the drift of the
foreign policy of the Bush Administration. Presii8ush’s reluctance on ESDP, his
promotion of missile defense, and his resistan@riamber of international treaties
created additional tension between the EU and Arar+fied NATO Howorth, 2003, p.
18). On the other side, America had some fearahatxpanded EU might become so
large that it would be incapable of making a cléeeision and backing it up. Some
thought it might become merely a consultative orzmtion like OSCE (Peterson and
Pollack, 2003, p. 129)

Overall distancing between the two organizatiorntsspme of the newer members
who had joined both in an awkward position. In 8&aber 2003, Czech leaders stated
that they viewed the two alliances as complementatyanother time, they explained
how they could contribute 1,000 troops to the EQU8i¢y Force. However, they felt

impelled to note as well that their highest priestwere equally the EU and NATO
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(www.mzv.cz 2004). In fact, a number of indicators pointhie potential for future,
limited cooperation between the two alliancesJuty 2004, the UK’s Secretary of State
for Defence expressed the hope that the two orgtaiml giants could work side by
side, and he offered as evidence the fact thateeneof the twenty-five EU members

possessed joint membership in NATO (Hoamw.cer.org.uk 2004). At the end of

2003, the EU’s Big Three of UK, France, and Germadegided to send a group of
operational planners to SHAPE, NATO’s planning lipadters. In describing the EU’s
collective defense role, the final agreement ofttitee listed NATO as the key to that

role (Grantwww.cer.org.uk2004). In spite of U.S. resentment over EU ezfees to

NATO as a toolbox of capabilities, the EU-NATO Psigined in March 2003 permitted

the EU to use NATO capabilities in its own openasigvww.aussenministerium.ge

2004).

During the last few years, on a number of importangasions NATO has turned
certain peacekeeping operations over to the EWll lof these situations, the latter has
needed to rely on the superior military equipmdrthe former. First, after America
sponsored the Dayton Accord of 1995 that ende@dsmia War, the EU in early 2003
took over the police mission there, a job that wldakt at least until 2005. Second, the
EU took on similar responsibilities in the samenyjaaconflicted Macedonia. Plans for
Bosnia escalated to the point that the EU wasedvib replace SFOR at some point in
2004. As these joint operations take on the atismecess, there is increased discussion
that the EDSP can be a supplement rather thanacespent for NATO. Others go

further to envision in the future a “single sefafces.” (vww.aussenministerium.ge

2004). Even in the best of times, there may alvieyambiguity in that place where
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NATO ends and the EU begins. EU planners will nelde more lucid about how they
can develop a policy that is “separable” but nefgarate” from the U.S./NATO

(Martinsenwww.cer.org.uk 2004).

An Expanded EU and American Policy in the ImmediateNeighborhood of the EU

The United States clearly has major interestsenetdstern neighborhood of the
EU. Admission of Bulgaria and Romania to NATO 002 gives America a sense of
protectiveness towards them. Defense assistartbese two countries could help make
them stronger candidates for the EU by 2007, eafpedi the CFSP and a Rapid
Reaction Force become significant actors on theiaan stage. A dialogue with
Croatia and Turkey in light of the 2007 target dateurrently ongoing. American
interests in promoting stability in traditional Sia partners like Ukraine, Belarus, and
Russia itself may have implications for the EU. ti#¢ least, EU states, whether new or
old, are likely to want firm border controls agdias influx of economically
dispossessed persons from those three Slavic gimtact, in this situation EU interests
may include overtures to the United States to ed®s$n in preventing a vacuum of
power in this most remote eastern border area aifeu In particular, the concern about
Russia focuses on Chechnya and the continuingigrextivity emanating from there.
With President Putin’s new policy of acting preemgly to prevent future terrorist
attacks on Russia, any nations in the Russian boeden could be affected. Thus, EU
and American interests may coincide in terms ahgcs a rational restraint on Russian
activity. Also, the ongoing battles in Afghanistamd Irag are not so far from the EU

neighborhood, and terrorists from those areas bveed a number of European
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countries to launder money and to hold planningtmgg, both before and after 9/11.
Thus, the intersection of interests may at leaséss&tate communication between U.S.
leaders through NATO and EU leaders through theRCFS

It is in the EU neighborhood region of the Balk#mat it is possible to see the
shifting roles and shared influence of the EU andhe hand and the U.S./NATO on the
other. In 1995, the United States sponsored thgdnaConference that brought about a
cease-fire among Serbs, Croatians, and Muslim®gnia. A large NATO peacekeeping
mission was inserted to keep the peace. Sooramhe apparent that some of the more
important war criminals from that civil war werehiding and protected by local
populations. After the election of Tony Blair asnfe Minster of the UK in 1997, that
nation began to call upon the EU to play a moreeggve role in the search for such war
criminals. Within several years, the EU role insB@ became a much more central one.
For example, in 2003 the EU took over the UN-hegugite mission there. Then, in
2004 the EU took the huge step of taking over titege212,000-person NATO
peacekeeping mission in Bosnia (Peterson, 2003%)p.

In 1999, the Clinton Administration again calledbndNATO to take on a mission
in Kosovo that was directed at stopping Serbiameggiveness against the Muslim
minority in that Yugoslav Republic. With the ediabment of KFOR in that Republic
after the NATO operations ceased, European nabiegan to play a major role. For
example, Germany had the largest troop contingetitat peacekeeping operation.
When UNMIK, sponsored by the United Nations, erddfesovo with an eye on
developing institutions that would bring the twba@t groups closer together, one goal

was to strengthen the role of the EU in the regilbnvas hoped that Europe’s long
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experience in treating ethnic conflict and tensimght make them useful advisors in the

case of KosovowWww.aussenministerium.g2004).

During the next year, 2000, the election processght an end to the highly
centralized regimes of Milosevic in Yugoslavia arid'udman in Croatia. The
American/NATO operation in Kosovo in the previowsay probably had something to do
with that series of events (Peterson, 2003, p. &jon thereafter EU contacts with
Yugoslavia, later renamed Serbia and Montenegmaie Rapid changes in Croatia led
to a situation in which that nation had becomeregs contender for EU membership by

2007 (vww.aussenministerium.d@2004). Macedonia moved to the center of world an

regional concern in 2001. Prospects of a civil netween Slavs and Muslims threatened
to tear apart yet another Balkan nation. NATO oesied by focusing on strengthening
and training local police forces as the best patl, thus they established a 450-person
peacekeeping force in that country. Stabilityhis trelatively new nation was also
important in light of the constant concerns ohigsghbor, NATO member Greece. The
next step in the process was the transition ofrobover that peacekeeping force from
NATO to the EU in 2004.

In the end, it is possible to point to a strengdteRkU role in Bosnia, Kosovo,
Serbia/Montenegro, Croatia, and Macedonia. Thideze of EU involvement was one
answer to the critics of 1991 who had pointed toogaan inaction and passivity during
the break-up of Yugoslavia and the ensuing seffies/i wars.

Some of the newer EU and NATO members have becotaeeested in
participating in a number of these involvementsvall. For instance, the Slovak Foreign

Minister Edward Kukan spoke of such an involvenignhis country in the Balkans in a
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speech in early June 2003 at the EAPC Forum innSgde pointed out that Slovak
experiences in the 1990s might position that cquiathave something meaningful to say
to the troubled Balkans in the early twenty-firshtury. In his description, Slovakia
during that decade had “meandered” during theidMeyears to a point at which it finally
began to build a civil society in a purposeful WKykan, www.mzv.sk, 2004). Its
experience of moving back and forth between denticcaad authoritarian patterns
might be relevant to nations further south. Orer yater, the new Slovak President I.
GasSparoui expressed the hope that Bosnia specifically neglentually join NATO'’s
P4P process as well as the EU’'s EAPC. He expreksddrther hope that eventually
Kosovo and even Afghanistan could move in the sdineetion (GaSparovj
www.mzv.sk 2004).

Turkey, although not a Balkan nation, lies claséhe region both in a
geographical and political sense. However, itsasibn has often led to tension between
the EU and NATO instead of smooth cooperationteltsions with Greece make
decision-making difficult for NATO and the EU, senGreece is a member of both.
Greek-Turkish tensions over Cyprus peaked duried2®04 accession process of that
island nation to the EU in May 2004 (Schake, 2@(83,112-113). While NATO
planning in the Mediterranean and Balkan areashasies stumbled on the rock of
Greek-Turkish animosities, the EU worked on plankate 2004 to include Turkey in the
accession process at some point in the futur@ namber of ways, EU internal
discussions on that issue were difficult ones.

Russia and Ukraine have also been targets of cohoth for the EU and for

NATO. The new EU Security Strategy includes fiukes of engagement, one of which
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is a call to think globally. However, that ruleindes the admonition to start “global”

thinking in Europe’s “near abroad” (Evertgww.cer.org.uk2004). While they define

the near abroad to include Russia and Ukraine, dfsgyhave in mind the Balkans, North
Africa, and the Middle East. The Security Strategludes, in addition, the idea of
developing benchmarks of progress for Ukraine, Moed] and Belarussww.mzv.sk
2004). Presumably, such benchmarks would constijuideposts for future relations
with the EU. Similarly, discussions about the etioin of the ESDP after 9/11 took on a
somewhat changed tone. Horizons were raised leada@n emphasis on the
Mediterranean, Turkey, and even Russia (HowortB32p. 22).

Russia’s relationship with the United States a#d’ @ has vacillated
considerably in the past ten years. In the ed@B0% the Clinton Administration
developed the P4P plan that was offered to a nuofifermer communist countries as
well as former Soviet Republics. Russia expregsade reservations about the advance
of NATO to its doorstep. However, its attack one€Clinya in 1994 made those former
communist entities even more willing to lean tovgtioe West and be embraced by it in
security terms. One result of this conflict was #stablishment of a NATO-Russia
permanent Joint council in 1997. A dialogue witlsBia was thus assured as NATO
made plans to include more eastern countriesifitste P4P Plan and than as actual
NATO members. In spite of this agreement, NATQimésion of Poland, Hungary, and
the Czech Republic in 1999 created much anxieBussia. With the advent of the Bush
Administration in 2001, the young Putin governmieetame quite concerned about

American pursuit of ABM and BMD capabilities.
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However, the pendulum swung back toward sympathly thie U.S. after the 9/11
attacks. In fact, America displayed sensitivityRiossia as it took over two military bases
in the Central Asian countries in preparation terattack on the Taliban in Afghanistan.
Russia itself supplied some weapons to the NortAdiance (Light, 2003, p. 79). This
brief honeymoon began to end in early 2002 with"#eas of Evil” reference in the State
of the Union message of President Bush. In faet, $peech led to a warming of
relations between Russia and the EU, both of wiwele equally concerned about future
implications. Of course, the actual War in Ira03-04 deepened further the
American-Russian divide. In the end, Russia steibll France and Germany in resisting
American overtures to obtain a U.N. vote in favbusing force to dislodge Saddam
Hussein from power. A few hints of increased ustierding between Putin and Bush
appeared after the massacre at Beslan in Rustia fall of 2004. In Putin’s eyes, he
and Bush were battling the same enemy and shareldsperceptions.

The relationship between Russia and the EU has &esore stable one. It may
be that the tensions between Russia and NATO hade ithe EU look more attractive as
a partner. On security matters Russia has not &éeentical of EU initiatives as it has of
American-inspired ones. In general, Russia has bapportive of the evolution of the
EU’s ESDP (Light, 2003, p. 77). Perhaps the Russgee it as less of a threat because of
its small-scale capabilities at the moment. Howgetlee EU has reached out to Russia on
this matter too. For example, the EU-NATO Pachsedjin March 2003 formally
permitted the EU to use NATO military capabiliteisring military operations. That
agreement permitted third states outside the Bdk® part in such operations, and

Russia was one of the third states mentiomedy.aussenministerium.d@004).
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From the Russian perspective, there is also a tooperk with the EU in creating
a new structure of security in the regioamw.mid.ru, 2004). However, economics is
also a powerful driving force. In late October 20Boreign Minister Lavrov spoke to
the European Working Group in Moscow (Lavrawyw.mid.ru, 2004). He stressed the
high number of opportunities for European compaimdbke Russian market. Describing
Russian foreign policy as “many-vectored,” he ndtet historically and culturally
Russia was a European power. Knowing that thesERUssIa’s strongest trading
partner, they look ahead to living in a Europe theks territorial boundaries. While
Russia knows that it will not become a member efElJ, it envisions creation of a
common space in which the two can dwell and codpenamany policy areas. With
Duma ratification of the Kyoto Protocol, the Russidope for more ties with the EU and
would even like to be able to send a represent&iBrussels. Energy policy brings the
two closer together as well. With the Russian §uppoil and natural gas to the West,
and with the existence of a pipeline through sdveeatral European nations, they are
deeply linked in an economic sense.

Ukraine’s relationship with the EU and the U.S./NAThas been more highly
affected by politics than has been true in the Russase. First, connections with the
U.S./NATO have been subject to several importafitipal factors. Russia has not
wanted to see any close relationship between U&ram NATO, for that would indeed
mean that NATO would share a long border with Rugself. Further, prior to the Iraq
War, the charges of corruption against the Kuchmeegiment in Ukraine had kept
America at some distance. However, Ukrainian agifiess to send troops to Iraq after

the formal end of hostilities eased American ameset In fact, the U.S. stopped
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criticizing the government on the allegations offrtaun rights violations and the lack of
political transparency in governmental operatioAs. additional political factor in the
relationship with NATO has been the presidentiatebns in the fall of 2004. The
United States gave financial support to Victor Yawych, the candidate from the eastern,
heavily Russian populated area of the eastern bé&rarhe principal opposition
candidate was Victor Yushchenko, and he was fraamtbre heavily Ukrainian
populated western region of the country. More ingottly, Yushchenko had
campaigned in part on the theme of pulling Ukrasrtedops out of Iraqiww.idnes.cz
2004). Such political factors have made the rehestinip between Ukraine and the
U.S./NATO a microcosm of the previously describeldtionship with Russia in its
volatile nature.

With regard to the Ukraine-EU connection, it isacléhat Ukraine would like
more than the EU is willing to offer. Actually,&leU did sign a Partnership and
Cooperation Agreement with them in 1998. Since tihe internal charges against the
Kuchma regime have also kept the EU at arms lend#traine keeps asking for an “EU
Perspective” on deeper relations with the EU, baytkeep hearing “no.” The current
presidential elections in Ukraine raise problemslifie EU as well. In contrast to the
U.S., EU leaders have clearly preferred the opjwsiigure Yushchenko, for he offers
promise to clean up the scandals and corruptiarthésame time, there are
geographical and economic factors that pull thealBd Ukraine closer to each other.
Now Ukraine shares a border with three EU stalé® oil and gas that Russia sends to
EU nations comes through a pipeline that crosseaihiln territory. Ukraine could help

mediate the conflict within Moldova between its gavment and the Russian-populated
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eastern Transdniester region (Wolczakyw.cer.org.uk2004). That would help

eliminate another potential civil conflict in th&JE “near abroad.”

Both the EU and NATO have concerns about other ttisnn the immediate
neighborhood of both. Those areas include the Mi&ast, Afghanistan, and Iraq.
Bulgaria and Romania could also be included inigtgsince they are not yet EU
members. Two additional troubled states, Belanas@eorgia, from time to time rivet
the attention of both organizations. In a genes}, there is an interpenetration and
interaction between developments in those natiodslae previously discussed
occurrences in the Balkans, Turkey, Russia, anéid&r The EU’s immediate
neighborhood begins to look like a pool table inakha strike with the cue stick
produces a ripple effect on as many as half a dnagans. This is further complicated

by the fact that U.S. policy often acts as thelzalkin this relationship.

Conclusion: Merging Agendas of the Expanded EU ant.S.

There is a number of ways in which the EU and ddbld move towards a
shared agenda on pressing issues that pertairtiio bothe preparation period prior to
the Istanbul NATO Summit in 2004, the German Malidhand of the U.S. prepared a
document that outlines three pillars that couldssupsuch a shared agenda (Everts,

www.cer.org.uk 2004). The impelling necessity for this, of cgryris the battle against

terrorism that has so preoccupied the agenda afdinte 9/11. This document offers
some hope for specific areas upon which both catk watandem. First, there is the
need to create the building blocks of an effectigeelopment strategy. One such block

is the establishment of a linkage between econasscstance and “good governance.”
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There is a role for America to work through the Istiium Challenge Account of
President Bush. Through its Barcelona Procesklthes already working with a dozen
countries. Both organizations can borrow on themad experience with non-
governmental organizations to work with their casparts in a number of Middle
Eastern countries. Second, both the EU and UrSsleare the responsibility of building
a stable regional security environment. By extaganembership to Turkey, the EU can
underpin the democratic foundations of that vittion in the region. On the NATO side
there may be a future need to lead a peacekeepgsipminto the key areas of the Arab-
Israeli conflict. Third, the two giants should €mcon “reorganizing the West.” For its
part, the U.S. can consider adding a cabinet-IBeglartment for Democracy Promotion
and Development. Correspondingly, ratificatiorthed EU Constitution should be
followed by creation of the post of Deputy for Detrecy and Human Rights, who
reports to the new EU Foreign Minister. In sune, tontinuing crisis in their Middle
Eastern neighborhood could nudge the EU and UdSeckogether in the areas of
development strategy, the security environment,taanl own domestic governmental
organizations. One result of that could be thkdga of cooperative attitudes to many of

the other European based defense issues that Bameubder consideration here.
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