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Introduction/Objectives

For students of EU public policy, the EU's reactauring and after the Iraq
War may represent the same story of impotencehtisithistorically plagued the EU
when trying to speak with a single voice and adhva united front during a major
world crisis. Despite some achievements with thésEldmmon and Foreign Security
Policy (CFSP) of the early 1990s (Ginsberg 1997{ldhd 1995), the Iraq War
perhaps best reflects Cameron's concerns: "in mandierious political crises,
especially those involving armed conflict, the Uniwas rarely acted as one", or acted
effectively (Cameron, 1998, 66).

Seeking to better understawtty the EU did not act effectively during the Iraq
War and to consider what lessons can be taken fhignexperience, the paper has
three main objectives. First, the paper considbes theoretical reasons that help
explain why the EU has historically failed to cee@a common defence and security
policy. The section thereafter analyses developsndating the Irag war and tests
which theoretical explanations (or combinationsrebf are of most value to
understand the EU's stance. The final section ¢tbesiders the future of the EU as an
international actor in light of the fundamental cepts introduced by Hill (1993)
regarding 'capabilities’ and 'expectations' of Bteign policy.

Three Theoretical Explanations

Based on broader analyses offered by Petersor8(19913) and Hix (1999,
348-54) one may argue that the literature has edfat least three larger explanations
for EU foreign policy failures, although one musiten from the outset that there is
some overlap in the theoretical issues raiseddh ka

The first explanationhighlights (as an independent variable) thember
states' (MSs') desire to maintain sovereigmeyarding foreign policy decisions (Hill,
1996). The argument here is that while MSs cedeakrsmnty is issues such as
monetary policy, they have maintained a strong-looleéxternal political and security
issues which, in Hoffman's conceptualisation (196&e representative of 'high
politics." This is coupled with other factors thHave played a part of the states'
calculation of foreign policy interests: statestsas the UK have favoured 'Atlantic’
ties; those such as France and Germany have stuughblidify links with each other
in order to become leaders on the world stage withirope; and smaller states such
as Ireland remained ambivalent about the futur€E$P based on pure cost-benefit
analysis and concerns regarding the loss of forgdaicy 'neutrality’ (Hoffman, 2000,
191-192). A corollary to this would be that the Bk been delegated with promoting
the 'normative values' of the Union (Manners, 28@ppn which itis relatively easy
to find agreement by all MSs, while major crisegenbeen the exclusive domain of
national decision-making.

A second explanationyhich focuses less on developments at the domestic
level and more on those at the supranational argjes that the ineffectiveness of
policies such as CFSP can be explained throughatbak institutionalisation of the
supranational decision-making structuf@orster and Wallace, 1996). Given the
importance of intergovernmentalism, inevitably neiqpg agreement of the MSs when
decisions are to be made, coupled with the lacleading role for the Commission
and almost insignificant input of the European iBarent (EP), the EU institutional
structure seems almost handcuffed, if not doomdwrmwseeking to find a unified



voice regarding foreign policy (Cameron, 1998, B@en, 1998, 56). Although the
new position of Mr. PESC - the Secretary GenerahefCouncil/High Representative
for the Common Foreign and Security Policy - wasated in Amsterdam, to date the
literature has not fully evaluated whether or nleé tposition has remedied the
institutional quagmire during a major crisis.

A third explanation which goes beyond developments at both the danest
and supranational level and instead focuses orethbshe international one, is that
"the EU's behaviour as international actor is conditidnBy transatlantic relatiori's
(Peterson, 1998, 11). The argument here is not wchrthat different MSs may or
may not have ties to the United States that sulesetyuinfluence their behaviour, as
the first explanation suggests. Rather, the attiiadken by the USA towards the EU
as a whole helps explain why the latter has besnagessful in attaining the position
of significant international actor with clearly defd security and defence policies
that are respected globally. Examples of this Hzeen seen during the Arab-Israeli
conflict when Europe had been "...pushed aside aidtdobe quiet in Washington”
(Hoffman, 2000) as well as when America took treslen the Bosnian conflict in the
wake of EU confusion (Ullman, 1996).

The EU and the Iraq War: Which Explanations ar&/afue?

This section tests which of the theoretical expli@ms (or combinations
thereof) are of most value in order to understdred EU's position during the Iraq
crisis. Concretely, we will ask which of the thiedependent variables helps explain
why the EU did not act effectively with one voidee desires of MSs (seeking to
preserve their sovereignty), the problems assatmaith the supranational decision-
making (that prevented effective decisions beinglepaor the role of the United
States (that sought to have the EU sidelined).

From the evidence, it emerges that the first végigbthe one that helps best
explain, as Commissioner Patten put it, "the migderaveeks" the EU went through
during the crisis over Iraq. Within the Commissionparticular, the blame for the
lack of EU effectiveness is squarely put on MSsd@drom very general statements
on the necessity to give a central role to the é¢hilations or to struggle against the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, wlalehe same time preserving the
Atlantic Alliance, MSs failed to reach any agreeta&nsubstance on Iraq.

Divisions among them due to perceived differentiomal interests' are at the
heart of the conscious marginalisation of CFSRdrticular, the crisis witnessed how
"the UK and France do not see any advantage innghtreir 'diplomacies™ (Robert,
2002, 25) and collapsing them into one Europeanevaihen their world-views and
interests appear so diverging. While the UK wadinglto pursue at all costs its
perceived special relationship with the US, Fraamog Germany attempted to reaffirm
their political grip on the Union by presenting itingelves as the true spokespersons of
the citizens of Europe. Both Patten and Prodi guéekly pointed the finger at the
MSs and Patten noted with some frustration thatpitkessome good CFSP
achievements: "MSs do not accept that Europe lasipied the space’ [and that]
foreign policy remains primarily a matter for demacally elected MSs
governments® These accusations to MSs for failing to pursue mmon objective
may seem biased in order not to have to shouldebldme for their ineffectiveness,
but it remains true that most MSs and even theiepql states didheir best to
sideline the EU. A stark example of this was thietedrafted by eight European
leaders, which, taking the other European govermsnéy surprise, uncritically



supported the US positiorEl( Pais 1/2/2003). It is beyond doubt that MSs have
conflicting positions regarding where Europe shoatdnd internationally. Some
states have an almost "pavlovian reflex" (Robed02 24) when it comes to follow
the US, while others refuse to be sycophantic @ UWs. These differences are not
simply the function of the type of government iragie at a particular moment, but
the function of positioning in the system and iasts. Nevertheless, these differences
impeded the formation of a united front.

Concerning the second variable, there is little kdotinat the institutional
procedures governing CFSP are cumbersome andhadammission is not fully
relevant in this policy area. It is also true tMat PESC, Javier Solana, is perceived
as being controversial (given his previous U-Tumjaining NATO in Spain in the
1980s) and being biased (in light of his Ataltidiss as General Secretary of NATO
in the 1990s). Yet, the real issue seems not ttheedecision-making structure of
CFSP itself, or Solana’s role in, ibut the political will of the domestic actors,
pointing to the idea that the EU’s foreign poliastitutional design is not of prime
importance (Stavridis and Hill, 1996). For example, during tleeisis Prodi
acknowledged that "better instruments and improgedision-making mechanisms
are needed to create a real political Union", lutitso strongly pointed out that the
MSs failed to decide if they wanted the projectstajlised’ He had earlieargued
that: "Europe can make an effective contributionpeace in the world only if its
nations pull together within the European Unidrirideed, a stark reminder of the
failure of the EU to speak with one voice is theaixre (bar a very general statement)
of any strong CFSP statements during the crisssptesence could have allowed
Solana to pursueoncrete measures, but the lack of agreement betiheeVISs made
his position irrelevant. Cassen (2003, 15) arguewiacingly that "deciding how and
by whom EU policies are implemented before deciditgt should be implemented”
is not an innocent choice, as it allows MSs toafhattention from themselves and
their retention of sovereignty in foreign affairdive blaming the supranational actor
for its inability to make decisions.

Regarding the third explanation, there is a histofy ambivalence in
Washington's attitude to a united Europe. On the leand, the US always hoped that
Europe would become a more relevant actor in iatewnal politics in order to share
the burden of global management. On the other,uBenever really desired the
emergence of an autonomous political actor thatldvpatentially represent a serious
competitor. The recent crisis re-affrmed the secaf these views. The White
House’s 2002 National Security Strategy never makésrence to the EU as an
independentctor on the international stage and one may atfgatePresident Bush
was smug about having 'broken up' the EU on tregissugThe Economisi26 April,
2003). Despite this, it would be misleading to segjghat the US is to blame for the
EU’s ineffectiveness. It is not the US's resporigybto find a credible interlocutor
and while Washington may have an interest in pagsai policy ofdivide et impera’
towards European countries, one would have thotigittthe MSs should make an
effort to build a unified CFSP, to whithe US would be forced to adapt. The reason
for this lack of European unity regardittge transatlantic relation is the result of the
failure by the MSs to realise that in many respdusUS needs Europe just as much
as Europe needs the US.

Finally, it is worth concluding with Pattervgords to illustrate how crucial the
first variable is: "CFSP [...] suffered a severe aekobecause MSs on both sides of
the debate have chosen to take firm national pglasitions as if they spoke for the
European Union as a whol®.Regardless of either weak supranational decision-



making structures, or how the US views Europe enitbrld stageas long as any MS
attempts to ‘highjack' the EU to advance narrowonat positions, or even worse
ignore the EU altogether, CFSP is unlikely to bexddsle and effective.

Lessons and The Future of the EU

This study highlighted the salience of the firgplanation in understanding
the reasons behind the EU's ineffective stancenduhe Irag War. In fact, it strongly
emerges that without a commitment on the part os & redefine their strategic
priorities and their interests in European termbetorical declarations of common
foreign and defence policies will remain an illusigWallace, 2003).

In the context of the future developments of CFBI% significant to recall
Hill's (1993, 1998) conceptualisation of 'capabpikixpectations' gap, which has been
evoked as a means to evaluate the role of the Ethennternational stage. There
seems to be today a widespread sentiment withi€tdmemission and within Solana's
Secretariat that a stronger CFSP can be built #fierabysmal performance. There is
stil a demand for the EU to have an internatiora@e, particularly to promote
innovative solutions to conflict-plagued regionglsas the Middle East. To do this,
not only shouldmore resources be placeatto CFSP’s construction, but also MSs
must start to realise that the EU has to offer ltarraative to the US. This, for many
countries, requires a reconfiguration of their ol security strategies and demands
that they stop going their separate ways hopingeeito be rewarded by the ‘master’
for good behaviour, or to use Europe to promotateonal ‘world-view.’

In spite of significant structural changes to coh the external demands put
on the Community such as the launch of CFSP andréaion of Mr. PESC, the gap
between capabilities and expectations recognisddilby1993) seems to be still very
wide. The danger that this gap poses to the spladhit credibility of the Union should
be addressed if the EU wants to play an effectole m the international system.
However, until the different MSs spend more timéemapting to patch-up the
transatlantic relationship instead of working outcenmon EU position, an effective
CSFP is likely to remain illusory. One can only kRdpat it will not be another case of
‘divided we stand, together we fall.’
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Notes

*RSC and FC thank Martin Rhodes for comments oaliiteas and Sylvia Kritzinger for insights
during the final writing phase. As always, RSCridabted to Marth Peach for providing a ‘home-base’
at the Juan March Institute, Madrid.

! Despite the recent creation of the Common EurojSsamrity and Defence Policy (CESDP) in 2000,
explanations are based on the literature that aeal¢FSP developments.

2 Manners identified five ‘norms’ within the corpusBU treaties, foreign policy declarations, polgie
and practices. These norms (peace, liberty, deanggcrrule of law and human rights) presumably
underpin the Union’sacquis communautaireand acquis poltiqueand their promotion through
statements, declarations and co-operation makeEUthanable to 'impose' them by other means. Not
having clear sovereignty, the EU is also unableae clear interests.

% Speech to the EP delivered in Strasbourg, Mar¢i20@3.

* Report on the Spring European Council deliverettéEP in Strasbourg, March 26, 2003.

5 Statement on Iraq released to the press in Brysdalsh 20, 2003.

® Speech to the EP delivered in Strasbourg, Margt20@3.



