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Focusing on patients, measuring health outcomes

Recent data show that 16% of the European
population is over the age of 65 years, which
is a testament to innovations in medicines,
access to and quality of treatment and overall
lifestyle improvements. However, if fertility
rates stay the same, the number of elderly
people in the EU will double by 2050, which
will put pressure on sectors of society —
including healthcare. While some warn of
an impending crisis as a result of an aging
population, according to Viadimir Spidla, EU
Commissioner for employment, social affairs
and equal opportunities, “All the rhetoric of
catastrophe often obscures the fact that demo-
graphic ageing is actually a success story.”

Yet, with this changing population, it is critical
that governments, industry, health insurance
providers and healthcare professionals work
together to rethink the overall approach to
healthcare delivery and devise comprehensive
solutions to effectively and holistically manage
costs. Focusing on increasing the efficiency
of the healthcare system, measuring health
outcomes, and understanding what truly works
can help ensure ongoing access, meaningful
patient care and value in the long-term.

In the current climate of economic recession,
those supporting the elderly are concerned
about cuts in health spending. Indeed, a 2006
report from the Economic Policy Committee,
which advises the European Commission and
the Member States, said public spending on
healthcare was projected to rise by 1.5% of
GDP by 2050. “We're not saying that govern-
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ments should necessarily spend more but that
they should spend their limited resources more
wisely,” said Anne-Sophie Parent, director of
AGE, the European Older People's Platform.

Elizabeth Teisberg, associate professor at
Virginia University and co-author of the book:
Redefining Healthcare, told a recent confer-
ence in Brussels: “The real question is how
do we create healthcare systems that drive
improvements in value and increase value for
patients? Europe is ahead in terms of universal
coverage, which is essential for equity and
efficiency. But it is not enough.”

Focusing on the patient, rather than just on
delivery or the cycle of care, and ensuring that
clinical teams exchange information and not
just results, are ways to overcome the organi-
sational obstacles, she said.

Health outcomes are also a key issue. “We
need to understand what works, when it works
and how it works,” Teisberg said. “The required
measurement of outcomes is one of the most
effective things that governments can do.”

Measuring results rather than assessing stan-
dards based on current systems is a way of
addressing rises in healthcare costs, Teisberg
remarked. “If you measure resuits, you unmask
disparities, which most people will find intoler-
able,” she said. “If we create standards about
inputs to care based on current systems, we
lock ourselves into the current cost escalation
that we are facing.”
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INNOVATION IS AT THE HEART OF EUROPE'S WORLD

his is the twelfth edition of Europe's World,

and we feel it's fair to say that few if any

publications in the field of international
relations and policy debate can have grown as
fast or widened their scope so remarkably.

Europe's World was launched four years ago come
October as the first Europe-wide policy journal
with neither national nor party political bias.
Its other claim to originality was that it put
together as its base a network of think tanks
and universities across Europe that ensures
an international readership of over 100,000
policymakers and analysts, as well as a constant
stream of suggestions for topics and authors.
Combining the printed version of Europe's World
with an electronic version proved highly fruitful,
both in terms of the growing number of readers
who log-on but also because it enables readers
to compare the views of contributors who take
differing views on an issue. And so it is that the
initial aim of Europe's World — to create a genuinely
pan-European policy debate — has taken shape.

Since those early days, Europe's World has taken
the logical step of widening its electronic version
into a website that offers visitors a portal to
the world of European think tanks. Now, as
well as being able to consult articles present
and past in Europe's World, our readers can
comment and dialogue on topics of their choice,
while also accessing details of the activities and
publications of think tanks across Europe.

But however imaginative our publishing methods
may be, there can never be any substitute for
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editorial excellence. Europe's World is in this issue
adding a new section entitled "The Arab World"
to complement existing sections that as well
as covering international and European issues
include "Security and defence", "The Developing
World" and "Sustainable Europe".

The thinking behind the new section is that
Europe's own future is so tightly linked to
that of its Mediterranean and Middle Eastern
neighbours that development of the Arab world
is an increasingly crucial part of the EU policy
discussion.

As well as introducing the new section, this
edition of Europe's World features a special report
on "Overcoming the Crisis" in which some
25 acknowledged experts from very different
backgrounds offer their ideas on tackling the
causes of the worldwide economic crisis and on
ensuring that it will never be repeated. As Europe
girds itself for the global negotiations that will
shape the world's new political and financial
architecture, we hope that the cross-section of
views they offer will make a useful contribution.

Giles Merritt
Editor-in-chief
Geert Cami
Publisher
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The transatlantic economy really
Is “too big to fail”

i 00 big to fail” has become a common
Trefrain in the global financial crisis.

It's a phrase used to justify large bank
bailouts on Wall Street and in defence of
automobile giants. Invoking the phrase is
akin to drawing a line in the sand - that
a company like AILG. the massive U.S.
insurance company, or General Motors,
must be saved at all costs.

It is also rhetoric that rings hollow.
Granted, the failure of either company just
mentioned would have serious and far-
reaching repercussions. But the impact on
the global economy would be marginal. The
same is not true, though, if the transatlantic
economy — through benign neglect from

8 | Europe’s World

With the transatlantic economy “in shambles”, says
Joseph Quinlan, what better time to push ahead and
create a deeper more integrated EU-U.S. marketplace?
But first, he warns, policymakers on both sides must
call a halt to the transatlantic bickering over stimulus
measures to combat the economic crisis

both sides of the Atlantic — were to flounder
as a result of the financial crisis. As one of
the largest and most important economic
entities in the world, the transatlantic
economy is indeed “too big to fail”, a fact
that policymakers have been slow to grasp.
And, sadly, the economic crisis has pushed
the US. and Europe further apart rather
than pulling them closer together.

The overarching importance of the
transatlantic economy is one of the best
kept secrets in the world. Despite all the
chatter about the rise of China and India, and
the spectacular growth of sovereign wealth
funds, the transatlantic economy accounts
— on a Purchasing Power Parity basis — for
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around 45% of world GDR Over half of
world exports and imports originate with
the transatlantic economy, and in 2007, the
transatlantic economy accounted for nearly
three-fourths of global outward foreign direct
investment stock and for a similar share of
global mergers or takeover deals. In terms of
wealth, or of personal consumption, there is
no substitute for the transatlantic economy
_ the U.S. and Europe together accounted
for 60% of global personal consumption
spending in 2007, up slightly from a decade
before.

All of this is another way of
saying that there is no more
important commercial artery
in the world than the one
that binds the United States
and Europe. That's why when
one half of the transatlantic
partnership suffers or goes
into recession, like the United
States in 2008, the other half
suffers as well. Thank to the
U.S. sub-prime meltdown and
the attendant credit crisis,
the transatlantic economy
has now fallen into one of the deepest
recessions since the Great Depression of
the 1930s.

The global weight of the transatlantic
partnership means that disputes and
disagreements between the United States
and Europe invariably take on a global
dimension too. Unless U.S.-EU cooperation
comes to the rescue, the stalled Doha
international tradeliberalisation negotiations
are bound to fail. Aid and assistance to
the world’s developing nations will also
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The world cannot
afford a failure of
the transatlantic
economy, and
that makes the
transatlantic
bickering since the
crisis began all the
more discouraging

flounder, and global issues like the war on
terrorism, talks on climate change, energy
security, peace in the Middle East and the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction
won't progress. All of these critical issues
hinge on collaboration and cooperation
between the United States and Europe.

Against this backdrop, the world
cannot afford a failure of the transatlantic
economy, and that makes the transatlantic
bickering since the crisis began all the
more discouraging. Instead
of cooperation and
collaboration, conflict and
competition have marred the
transatlantic partnership in
recent years. At the macro
level, the transatlantic
debate has pivoted around
U.S. demands for more fiscal
stimulus versus European
demands for more industry
regulation. Europe hasin large
part been more circumspect
about priming the fiscal
pump than the United States
has, which is on its way to a
federal budget deficit in excess of 13% of
GDP Unfortunately, but not surprisingly, the
financial crisis has done more to divide than
unite the U.S. and the EU.

One of the key risks is that soaring
unemployment on both sides of the Atlantic
will trigger political populism and anti-trade
and investment policies. The jobless rate in
the United States and Europe too is poised
to climb in the near term, and the higher
it goes, the gfeater will be the pressure on
policymakers to erect protectionist barriers

Europe’s World | 9



and purse policies that will be detrimental to
the transatlantic economy. American efforts
to encourage US. firms to invest more at
home than overseas could quickly result in
less foreign direct investment in Europe, and
would probably be countered by European
policies that aim to protect and shelter
so-called “national champions”. The result
would be to damage and perhaps even halt
transatlantic deal-making.

There is another risk, and it is that both the
United States and Europe may squander the
“Great Recession of 2008/2009" by failing to
think big. The crisis is tough, but it also creates
an opportunity to think outside the box in
tackling some of the structural deficiencies
and impediments to growth that have long
burdened the transatlantic economy.

If the crisis is also an opportunity,
that means the need for transatlantic
leadership has never been greater. Cyclical
forces (the current recession) and secular
dynamics (the growing clout of the emerging
markets) should be met with a renewed
transatlantic effort to tackle and overcome
many of the barriers that stand in the way
of further US-Europe integration. Rather
than muddling through — the most likely
scenario — the transatlantic partnership
should view the current crisis as a golden
opportunity to fundamentally alter the
political backdrop.

Rather than working in silos, independent
of each other, the U.S. and Europe should
consider the following transformational
initiatives:

The Delegation for strategic affairs [ DAS ] of the French Ministry of
Defense releases its last report.

European Security and Defense Policy

The Tenth Anniversary

This report, available in English, draws up ten years of ESDP
achievement and highlight the next steps to enhance efficiency .

Missions PESD de MUinwon

MINISTERE
DF. LA DEFENSE
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« Concentrate on further integration of the
transatlantic capital markets, allowing for
greater access to transatlantic capital and
economic efficiencies that would help
promote growth. Related to the ongoing
financial crisis, leaders on both sides of
the Atlantic should consider the creation
of a transatlantic “bad bank”, a move
that would help improve the impaired
balance sheets of banks on both sides
of the Atlantic and pave the way for
greater transatlantic financial integration
and coordination.

The establishment of a wider and deeper
Transatlantic Market, notably with
emphasis on reducing and eliminating
barriers to transatlantic service activities.
Such a process would not only promote
growth in the near term but would also
reinforce and strengthen the global
competitiveness of both.

Undertake joint efforts to strengthen
the energy security of the transatlantic
partnership. And by the same token, both
parties should work closely in aligning goals
and objectives related to the environment
and global climate change.

All of these issues have been broached
and debated at length in the past, even
though little energy and coordination has
been forthcoming on either sides. But with
the transatlantic economy in need of a
major “reset”, the time for transformational
policies is now.

Now is also the right time to push ahead
in other areas that require joint US-EU
cooperation. More transatlantic coordination
and common goal-setting is needed on things

Summer 2009

like biofuel standards, container cargo security,
green product standards, reinsurance, health
care, intellectual property rights, import
product standards and accounting standards.
Greater transatlantic standardisation and
harmonisation would help promote growth
on both sides.

Today’s crisis presents a unique
opportunity for leaders on both sides of the
Atlantic to re-write and re-configure some
of the fundamentals of the transatlantic
economy. With the financial systems of both
the U.S. and Europe impaired by the toxicity
of non-performing loans, what better time
to revamp and create transatlantic capital
markets? With the transatlantic economy
in shambles, what better time than to push
ahead with the idea of a deeper and more
integrated transatlantic marketplace? And
with both the U.S. and Europe so energy-
deficient while also struggling with global
climate change, what better time for the
two to more aggressively coordinate their
responses to global challenges?

Rather than looking inward and retreating
behind protectionist devices, American and
European policymakers and legislators should
adopt bold, far-reaching initiatives that set a
new and sounder course for the transatlantic
economy. Their more coordinated response
to the crisis would underpin the transatlantic
economy’s global role. That the transatlantic
economy is too big to fail should be top of
mind to policymakers on both sides of the
Atlantic. O

Joseph Quinlan is a Fellow at the German
Marshall Fund in Brussels, and at the Center
for Transatlantic Relations in Washington D.C.

Jjoseph.quinlan@bankofamerica.com
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East Asia: the acid test for
Europe’s common foreign policy

For all its economic clout, the European Union still
doesn’t count for much in political and security terms in
Beijing or most other capitals in East Asia, says

Jing Men. She sets out what an EU policy agenda for
the region should look like

important to the EU’s external within the EU had encouraged it to tackle
relations. Trade with East Asia markets abroad. The economic achievements
at that time of Japan, the

East Asia is becoming increasingly when the success in creating a single market

accounts for over a quarter

of total EU trade, so the Until it has an four Asian tigers (Singapore,
EU is keen to maintain . 3 Malaysia, South Korea and
regional stability there. The effective fore/gn Taiwan) and China’s drive
2007 strategy paper by the and security PO//C}/, toward far-ranging economic
Council of the European the EU will be an reform prompted Europe to
Union emphasised the EU’s underdeve/oped pursue ambitious ideas for

interests in the region and . economic cooperation with
highlighted guidelines for EU power, and will have these countries. The inter-
foreign and security policy. prob/ems when regional ASEM cooperation
Yet when compared to U.S. seek/ng to exert framework (Asia-Europe
foreign policy in East Asia, . Meeting) established in 1996
the EU’s is incoherent, much power and influence created a platform of direct
less active and more loosely in East Asia dialogue and communication
defined. To turn the EU into between leaders from both
an active actor in East Asia remains a continents. The members list of ASEM has
challenge and serious efforts will be needed  since grown to 45.
if it is to achieve substantial results.
Nobody today needs telling that East Asia
The first EU Asia policy paper “Towards is the most dynamic region in the world. And
a New Asia Strategy” came out in 1994, largely as a result of China’s rise, geopolitical

12 | Europe’s World Summer 2009

relations in the region are being redefined.
Japan used to be the leader of the multi-tier
hierarchical “flying geese” model of regional
development, but that was before it suffered
its “lost decade” of economic depression.
Between the U.S. and China the relationship
has gradually changed from conflict over
ideology and of differing political stances in
international relations to one of competitors
yet partners who have learned to defend
each other’s interests through cooperation
instead of confrontation. The decision by
the U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton
to make East Asia her first official visit sent
a message to the world that she saw the
region as crucial to U.S. foreign policy.

The EU is much less involved in East
Asian regional affairs, with its cooperation
on foreign and security policy to a large
extent only on paper. France’s withdrawal
from Vietnam in the mid-1950s in the wake
of British and Dutch decolonisations in the
region saw European influence there dwindle
rapidly. Then, in the Cold War era, the U.S.
concluded treaties with most countries in
East Asia as it sought to set out the terms
of regional peace and stability.

The European Security Strategy of 2003,
along with last December’s review of its
implementation marked the EU’s present
effort to develop towards becoming a world
power. But despite its rising global ambitions,
the EU’s capacity to do so remains in
serious doubt. Compared with U.S. influence
worldwide and the rising economic and
military power of China, the EU is widely seen
as the epitome of soft power. Attaching, as
it does, great importance to democracy, the
rule of law and respect for human rights,
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By James Moran

But it's far from the
black-and-white
picture painted here

that East Asia is becoming increasingly

important to the EU. Trade, or more
precisely trade interdependence, is certainly a
major driver, although Europeans also know
that success in our efforts to face up to
climate change, the financial crisis, weapons
proliferation and a host of other global issues
will critically depend on forging effective
alliances with the region.

J ing Men is certainly right when she says

It is the case that given geography, history
and its network of alliances and military
presence, the U.S. has a particular role to play
in the security of East Asia. Jing Men contrasts
this with the EU's lower ‘hard power’ profile,
and implies that as a result Europe lacks
influence. But black and white pictures seldom
do justice to reality.

Recent developments have shown that the
EU can make a significant contribution to
regional stability, even if its force projection
remains limited. An obvious example is that
of Aceh, where a dangerous conflict close
to one of world's most important sea-lanes
was largely resolved through a partnership of
Indonesia, ASEAN and the EU. The EU played
the role of an honest broker there, combining
its strengths in security, democratisation and
development in the Aceh Monitoring Mission.
And we stay engaged in Aceh. This is neither
hard nor soft; it is ‘smart’.
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the EU acts as a guardian of these values.
These are important conditions for would-
be EU members to espouse, but its lack of
hard power means that the EU’s capacity to
influence other regions is rather limited. In
other words, the EU has a weakness in terms
of its international relations.

Find related articles on
www.europesworld.org
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Until it has an effective foreign and security
policy, the EU will be an underdeveloped
power, and will have problems when seeking
to exert power and influence in East Asia.
The United States, by contrast, remains
a significant external power with strong
military forces deployed in Japan and South
Korea, two countries that have been close
allies since the end of World War II. The
U.S. is a major actor in the on-going North
Korean nuclear crisis thanks to its 25,000
soldiers in South Korea. In China-Taiwan

14 | Europe’s World

relations, the U.S. plays an essential role
because of its Taiwan Relations Act and the
strong naval presence of its aircraft carriers
in the Pacific. The U.S. influence in ASEAN
countries is also undeniable.

If the EU is to enhance its influence in
East Asia, it has to develop a more effective
diplomatic and security policy. One problem
is how to overcome internal differences
and achieve consensus among its member
states in the making of East Asia policy.
Its 27 member states need to find a better
balance between the overall EU interest
and their individual national interests. The
EU also needs to strengthen its relations
with major actors in the region, not only in
economic cooperation and trade relations
but also in military exchanges. The dialogue
between the EU and East Asian countries
should include military cooperation.

As to North Korea's nuclear programme,
the EU should strengthen communication
with the other five members in the framework
of six-party talks and try to strengthen direct
contact with North Korea. North Korea is
greatly in need of capital and technology,
so the EU might become its ideal partner.
EU economic cooperation with North
Korea could help encourage the latter to
be more cooperative in its relations with
the outside world, and thus lead eventually
to its complete nuclear disarmament.
South Korea is an indispensible actor in
the six-party talks, and an enhanced EU
relationship with South Korea would help
strengthen Europe’s influence in this major
security issue, too. Last year's EU-South
Korea biennial summit meeting scheduled
for October was cancelled due to the “busy
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timetables” of French president Nicolas
Sarkozy and his Korean counterpart Lee

Myung-bak.

The EU has for a long time had a close
economic cooperation with Japan, but
EU-Japan political cooperation is much less
developed and needs to be deepened. With
both parties deeply concerned over security
and stability issues the two should clearly
strengthen their cooperation on global and
regional conflict prevention, disarmament
and non-proliferation.

The EU could also play a special role in
relations across the Taiwan Strait. Despite
the fact that the EU established a strategic
partnership with China, it still maintains
the arms embargo against Beijing that it
introduced in 1989, although EU member
states are themselves divided over whether
the embargo should be lifted. The EU tried
to give serious thought to the issue five years
ago, but pressure from the United States and
China’s introduction of its Anti-Secession
law against Taiwanese independence made
the issue more complicated than ever.
The EU obviously wouldn't want to see
weapons made in Europe being used against
American soldiers, but it nevertheless needs
to ensure that its partnership with China
is not jeopardised by differences over the
arms embargo. While requesting that China
should make noticeable improvements in
its human rights record, the EU should
also develop consensus among its member
states on their policy towards China.

The scheduled EU-China summit at the

end of last year was postponed due to
President Sarkozy's planned meeting with
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James Moran

Yes, East Asia is one of the most dynamic
regions of the world. But it is also one of the
least integrated. Knowing the dangers inherent
for their security and development, East Asian
countries have been struggling for years to find
ways of better managing their common space.
ASEAN remains the best example of this and
the EU, in addition to its longstanding financial
and technical support, provided inspiration for
their new charter, which should help to spur
integration there.

And the EU is reaching out to the region
in other ways: it has established strategic
dialogues with China, the US. and Japan
and has expressed its intention to accede to
the Treaty on Amity and Cooperation which
underpins the East Asia summit process, where
the EU wishes to become an observer. Last
October’s Asia-Europe Meeting (ASEM) summit
enabled us to make common cause in dealing
with the financial crisis. Europe has been
consistently and publicly supportive of the six-
party talks on North Korea and the cross-strait
dialogue between China and Taiwan. The EU
remains a major aid donor to those countries
fighting poverty, and it funds conflict resolution
efforts in many countries of the region.

The EU is negotiating a number of new
generation partnership agreements with China,
South Korea and ASEAN countries, and FTA'S
with the latter two. The partnership accords
include common commitments on security
issues, like non-proliferation and counter-
terrorism.

Last autumn’s postponement by Beijing of

the EU-China summit was certainly a setback,
but both sides have moved to put this behind
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On the eve of the EU-China Summit in Prague, the “Europe and China” conference addressed a wide range of topics,
touching on geopolitics, the economy, security and defence, and environmental issues. Key speakers from the EU,
China, and international organisations such as NATO provided the debate with valuable insight into what the future of
relations with China will be. In spite of diverging interests in certain policy areas, the consensus was that cooperation was
necessary to achieve the goals of both the EU and China.

“We share the view that there can be no
sustainable development without peace and
security, and no sustainable peace without
development and poverty eradication.”

Benita Ferrero-Waldner, European
Commissioner for External Relations

"“We all hope that the economy will hit bottom
and turn around quickly. We all fear that

a prolonged recession might incur social
contention, political strife and even international
conflicts. But the crisis will not fade away if we
sit idle. We ought to take decisive actions and
effective measures.”

Zhe Song Ambassador, Mission of the People’s
Republic of China to the EU

“We need to think in terms of an alliance
between the West and China. This is a single
world and we should think in terms of a single
alliance to defend against disorder and chaos.
| do not know what China is thinking - but it
ought to think our interests are identical.”

Robert Cooper, Director General of the Council
of the European Union

“An outsider can always be confused by the EU.
Bilateral relations with individual member states
have a much longer history. We try to solve
problems in a bilateral context.”

Jian Yuan Vice President, China Institute of
International Studies (CIIS)

To download the report and for more information, please visit
www.securitydefenceagenda.org or www.friendsofeurope.org

the Dalai Lama. Although that was in his
capacity as France’s head of State, he was
at that time also President of the Council
of the European Union, so this incident
affected EU-China relations negatively. This
makes it more necessary than ever for the
EU to develop a joint policy on China that
all its member states would implement,
thus ensuring that in the future overall
EU-China relations would not be affected
by the behaviour of individual member
states. Doing so would also help increase
EU influence by reducing China’s ability
to exploit any situation where EU member
states do not speak with one voice.

Much has been written about this being
the ‘Asian century”. If it is genuinely to
strengthen its role in East Asia, the EU must
introduce changes that will guide it towards
anew-style East Asia diplomatic and security
policy. The EU must develop its actions from
paper engagement to substantive
engagement, from differences among the
EU member states to consensus, from policy
incoherence to policy coherence, and from
individual action to joint action.

Jing Men holds the InBev-Baillet Latour Chair
of EU-China relations at the College of Europe.

Jing.men@coleurope.eu
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James Moran

them. China’s Prime Minister Wen Jiabao came
to Brussels in January for talks with the
Commission’s President José Manuel Barroso,
and the summit was rescheduled to take place
under the Czech presidency. Then there will be
a further encounter in Beijing before the end
of the year. And that is as it should be; we may
have our differences on such matters such as
human rights, but the EU and China need each
other as never before. The financial crisis has
given both sides a sharp reminder of just how
interdependent we have become.

None of this is to deny that the EU should
speak more effectively and with one voice
when dealing with the region. And while
complementarity with the U.S. and other
partners is clearly important, Europe needs to
reflect more on its own security involvement
there. It's very much on the agenda.

James Moran is Director for Asia at the European

Commission. James-J.MORAN@ec.europa.eu
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Time for Europe to take a long,
hard look at its global decline

them

urope is ill-prepared, if prepared

at all, for the way its influence in

international security is declining, or
for the consequences of that decline. China’s
rise is the forerunner of what Newsweek's
Editor Fareed Zakaria has called ‘the rise of
the rest’, meaning the non-Western China’s
emerging role as a major international
security actor heralds an overall decline in
the power of the West, but clearly it is one
that will affect Europe more than the United
States. The U.S. will retain its position as
the most influential actor in international
security, even though the gap between it
and other powers may be narrowing. Europe
is already being overtaken by China as
the second most influential player, so the
question is not whether Europe will be a
less powerful actor in international security,
because that process cannot be avoided,
but whether Europe will still be capable of
protecting its interests around the world.

Come the day when intemational security
will no longer be so exclusively dominated by

18 | Europe’s World

Global influence in international security is a zero-sum
game, says Frans-Paul van der Putten, who warns
that China is now pulling steadily ahead even though
few Europeans yet understand what this means for

the West, Europe’s need to actively protect
its economic interests will be all the greater.
Developing the means to do so is bound to
mean significant costs and sacrifices. Europeans
may need to spend substantially more on
military capacity, relying less on their military
alliance with the U.S. They may also have to
give up the permanent seats in the UN Security
Council held by Britain and France in return for
being able to shape the Council's post-reform
structure. They will also probably have to accept
a significantly less open economic model, and
to impose fewer normative demands on non-
Westermn countries.

Far-reaching changes of this calibre are
for most Europeans impossible to accept at
present, and probably not even to seriously
contemplate. Yet as long as this mindset
prevails, no major shift in Europe’s security
strategy will be possible. So in the meantime
it is necessary to increase the flexibility
with which Europe can respond to the
fundamental geopolitical changes now
taking place. This can be done by investing
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in a robust knowledge infrastructure and by
creating public debate on Europe’s changing
position in international security, and on the
rise of new great powers.

Greater preparedness will begin with
greater awareness of changing power
relations outside Europe, in particular the
rise of China. Europe needs to develop an
independent knowledge infrastructure to
supply policymakers with information on
what is happening to China’s international
security role. European policymakers tend
to depend on data and insights from
American sources — universities, think tanks,
defence consultancies and government
agencies. But the bulk of these are from
an American perspective, whereas Europe
has its own distinct geopolitical position.
This is particularly true of China’s impact on
international security. European policymakers
should also initiate public debate on major
new developments like the increased role
of Chinese state-owned investors in the
European economy, and China’s growing
impact on the international agenda for
human rights and global governance. These
debates are also needed for Europeans to
decide what sort of price they are prepared to
pay to stay in the global race for influence.

After the end of the Cold War, Europe
once again moved to a more prominent
position in global security because America’s
European allies automatically became the
most important secondary security actors.
But Europe’s relative return to prominence
IS now being affected by the rapid rise of
China. This is already visible in regional
crisis management in the Middle East and
Africa, regions where both Europe and
China play a role in regional stability. Two
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By Wei Pan

How we In China
see the future of
global governance

t is not too early to imagine ways in

which China’s rising economic power might

reshape the global political map. Crisis or
no crisis, China will by the end of this year
overtake Japan to become the world's second
largest economy. Some Americans have even
started to talk about “Chimerica” co-governing
the world. But predicting the future is a
notoriously risky business, and in any case
we know that Japan with its theoretically
influential economy in fact has little political
impact in world affairs, while the Soviet Union
with its relatively small economy was able to
turn the world upside down.

Itis in any case wrong to fantasise that China
is likely to follow the old logic of the Western
powers by spreading religious belief, projecting
military power, directing value orientation, and
imposing a political system. China is more
likely to seek “mutual respect” rather than
“dominance”, and three simple doctrines may
well shape its behaviour.

First, the very ancient principle of “hua bu zhi
yi“ would be followed; it means the Chinese
should not govern foreign peoples. Please don't
immediately challenge me with Tibet, because
the people there are Chinese citizens. “Non-
interference” may be an overly legal expression
but it nevertheless reflects the maxim with which
the Chinese “empire” in East Asia survived all
other empires. It seems amazing to us in China

that after the imperial failures of Great Britain
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recent examples of regional security crises
in these parts of the world are the nuclear
issue in Iran-U.S. relations and the Darfur
crisis. In both instances, European influence
is diminishing at the local level, while that
of China’s is growing. This is a result of the
European strategy of applying economic
sanctions and adopting a confrontational
stance towards Tehran and Khartoum.

China, by contrast, has preferred
to keep its local economic interests
intact and to remain friendly with these
countries’ governments. Europe’s actions
limiting economic ties and criticising local
governments have a progressively smaller
impact each time they are applied, while
strengthening China’s position, so that
Beijing emerges as indispensable to efforts
to de-escalate these crises because it has
influence both in the UN Security Council
and at local level. This doesn’t apply to all
regional security crises, but it does reveal
a significant advance of Chinese influence
in parts of the world where Europe and the
U.S. were formerly dominant.

Another sphere in which China’s rise
affects the European position is the
setting of international norms for global
governance and human rights. Many in
Europe believe that the EU’s “soft power”
means their part of the world has a promising
future as a norm-setter and as a model
for multilateralism to shape international
security mechanisms. But Western-originated
norms for governance and human rights are
increasingly on the defensive. If they are
not to become obsolete, both international
norms and the international organisations
built on them will need to accommodate
non-Western influence and interests.

20 | Europe's World

In global security governance, a key issue
is the relationship between human rights
and state sovereignty. China, like many
other non-Western countries, is reluctant
to see the UN interfering in a domestic
crisis against the wishes of the local
government. Europe supports the idea that
the international community’s responsibility
is to interfere in situations where human
rights are seriously threatened. China
doesn't disagree in principle, but disputes
the Western definition of human rights.
The underlying issue is that the approach
favoured by the West leads to more Western
influence, whereas China’s approach is
more beneficial for China. Both China and
European countries are keener than the U.S.
that the UN Security Council should keep
on functioning, and so are forced to make
certain compromises. The difference is that
for Europe, with its preference for soft over
hard power, norm-setting spearheads its
global security strategy.

The balance of direct political influence
of China and Europe in each other’s regions
is also set to change. That Europe plays
no role in East Asian security is becoming
more significant than ever now that the
region plays such a major role in the global
economy. Europe’s political absence from
the East Asian region is notable not just
because of the region’s global importance,
but also because the region faces two
acute security crises. The European Union
is involved in the Taiwan issue — and the
military stand-off between China and the
US — through the arms embargo it maintains
against China and through Europe’s military
alliance with the United States. The EU
has no viable strategy to deal with the
arms embargo, and no clear policy on the
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Taiwan issue. Regarding the second crisis,
the North Korean nuclear crisis, Europe
is formally involved through British and
French permanent membership of the
gecurity Council, even though the other
three permanent members together with
Japan and the two Koreas have effectively
sidelined the European actors through the
Six-Party Talks. Europe is currently not
contributing to regional security in East Asia
even though formal mechanisms exist for
exerting influence there.

Although Europe’s economic clout is thus
notcoupledwithpoliticalinfluenceinEastAsia,
China is becoming increasingly influential in
Europe. Major Chinese companies and funds
are already investing in European businesses,
and are likely to do so on a larger scale in the
future. Most of China’s major corporations
and investment funds are state-owned, but
this does not mean that Chinese state-owned
investors are primarily motivated by political
considerations, even if such considerations
are never entirely absent from their agendas.
Incidentally, the activities of Chinese state-
owned companies are also enhancing China’s
influence in regional politics in Africa and the
Middle East. Chinese investors have the
capital that European companies at present
lack. Although the Chinese government aims
to keep a low profile in this context, in the
long run it is bound to have not only greater
interests in Europe but also the means to
exert influence.

If Chinese state-owned investors are
allowed to purchase a substantial number
of financial, high-tech, and logistics firms
in Europe, this would provide the Chinese
government with the potential to exert political
influence. European governments will face a
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and the USSR, the U.S. is still trying to “govern”
Afghanistan. Strategic importance, superior fire
power and huge financial expenditures do not
make military occupations or puppet regimes
viable (unless, of course, the Afghans were to be
given U.S. citizenship!). America’s military budget
is equivalent to those of all other countries
combined, and although its military have pledged
to “win two wars at the same time,” they haven't
won a single war since World War II. They may
win battles, but they lose their wars.

My second point is that the most important
value for China in international relations is
“mutual respect.” Our approach is that because
no government is able to govern a “foreign”
people, respecting foreign governments is the
way to receive respect and maintain peace. If
the French government, for instance, were to
feel free to humiliate the Chinese government
SO as to win greater domestic support in
France, the Chinese government would do the
same. Keeping good relationships between
people requires mutual respect, and so do
inter-government relationships. If they were
to stick to this principle, few countries would
feel the need to possess weapons of mass
destruction, not even iran and North Korea.

A major departure from this principle of
mutual respect is the self-imposed sense of
moral superiority that we see as an amusing left-
over from the era of colonialism. China respects
human rights, but not when they are defined as
a "superior” way of governance. China could
never become a “stakeholder” in human rights
of the kind that are used to justify bloody civil
conflicts or even naked invasions.

Thirdly, China will strive in international
economic relations for mutual benefits under
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difficult choice. Either they must allow state-
owned Chinese investors to expand their
presence in the EU economy, or they must
introduce defensive measures to screen and
sometimes prohibit foreign investments, even
if that compromises the principles of a free
market. Allowing state-backed companies
to play a greater role in the international
economy could benefit large countries
such as China. The stakes are in any case
getting higher because the global financial
crisis is due to increase China’s economic
influence in Europe, while the concept of state
interventionism — as practiced in China — is
also on the rise internationally.

Many European countries have been
working hard to further strengthen European
integration while adapting to the post-
colonial and post-Cold War world. But in the
external security strategy sphere they are not
doing enough to keep up with international
developments. The focus on the EU’s future
potential and on what has been achieved so
far, and on its internal processes, has
apparently distracted attention from the
geopolitical realities of Europe’s shifting
relative position. Just as the rise of Europe
between 1500 and 1900 was a fundamentally
new phenomenon, so is today's rise of the
non-Western world. It is very difficult for
Europeans to imagine a world in which we
and the Americans are no longer the politically
dominant minority. But China is already
successfully challenging the old system, and
Europe needs to look at what is happening
and think hard about the implications. O

Frans-Paul van der Putten is a Research Fellow at the
Clingendael Institute of International Relations in
The Hague. fputten@clingendael.nl
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fair terms. China still suffers from various
discriminations imposed by the “international
community,” such as its “non-market economy”
status in the WTO and the arms and high tech
embargo by both the U.S. and the EU. More
debatable, perhaps, is the status of China’s
state-owned financial and industrial enterprises.
They are independently run and listed on
the stock exchanges. With more than 99%
of China's registered firms being mini-sized
family businesses, the Chinese government has
created state-owned enterprises to undertake
expensive domestic infrastructure projects and
to compete internationally. In the world markets
for natural resources, a few Western oligarchs
have been the dominant forces, relying on their
own governments as back-up and to manipulate
foreign politics. “Free” markets without any
state intervention have never existed as either
the state captures capital, or capital captures the
state. In Africa, China’s state-owned enterprises
emphasise mutual benefits and try to win the
local people’s hearts by offering sustainable
cooperation in the long run. By contrast, the
western oligarchs’ profit-making looks more like
an outdated conquistadores’ offer of “cheap
weapons for pure gold,” and of course that is
the hidden core of the Sudan dispute.

As China’s industrial capacity grows, these
three principles may yet prevail and help make
the “free world” freer than it is today. For my
part, | can only wish that Europeans could see
that this approach offers a chance to achieve
real progress rather than presenting the West
with a crisis of “global governance”. £l

Wei Pan is Director of the Center for
Chinese and Global Affairs at Peking
University’s School of International Studies.

panwei@pku.edu.cn
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The microchip is changing
the face of foreign policy

oes the European Union have
Danything close to a world view?

Because the architecture of
international relations has changed almost
beyond recognition since Rome Treaty
days, it's incontestable that today’s EU has
to address a world pattern of influences,
trends, challenges and priorities that are
totally different from those that faced the
founding fathers, or even the much-enlarged
EU a year or two ago.

The most visible evidence of this is the
emergence of the G20 as a forum for the
world's hopes and fears, reflecting the rise of
Asia and the decline of Western hegemony.
But the trends have been there for well over a
decade and go far deeper than the headlines or
the tensions of worldwide economic turmoil.

From the mid-1970s onwards, a succession
of events made the old international agenda
obsolete. The Cold War is now a memory even
if its traumatic scars linger, and a mosaic of
ethnic and nationalistic quarrels has long
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The communications revolution is robbing governments
of their age-old monopoly of foreign policymaking,
says David Howell, who believes it will also challenge
the CFSP aspirations of the EU. He warns that Europe's
common policies will need to be very flexible to adapt
to the new conditions

since replaced its old ideological divide.
Power has shifted between capitals but has
also been dispersed into internet linkages
which have empowered almost half the
human race, with still more communication
innovations just ahead.

These developments have shaken the
international institutions of the 20th century
to their foundations. The United Nations, the
Bretton Woods Institutions, the World Trade
Organisation, NATO and the nuclear non-
proliferation regime, to name only the most
prominent, have all come under intense
scrutiny as to their purpose, structure and
relevance. Neither the EU nor the political
structures within its member states, have
escaped the waves of questioning now
reaching into almost every corner of human
affairs and governance.

This massive fluidity in international
affairs confronts policymakers and those who
would build more secure global structures
with a set of entirely new complexities.
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For the EU, searching for a more focussed
global and better co-ordinated role while at the
same time trying to settle its own future, the
situation presentschallenges that are particularly
acute. In the first place, the transatlantic
perspective has changed fundamentally.
America has surrendered its unipolar moment
and even its super-power status is now severely
diluted. There used to be the view that a
unified Europe could be a counterweight to
U.S. dominance, but American influence is now
at its nadir throughout the Middle East, Central
Asia and beyond, as well as in its own backyard
of Mexico and Latin America.

Obamamania may for the time being be
obscuring all this, and there is no doubt
that the U.S. presidency is now held by
a highly personable and able individual.
But Pax Americana is today as much history
as Pax Britannica. The concept of a world
shaped by the ‘transformational diplomacy
of American values’, as President George W,
Bush's Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice
liked to put it, now has zero validity.

How can this be, it may be asked, when
the U.S. military spend is vastly greater than
the rest of the world's put together, when
the country boasts 13 carrier fleets and
2,000 missiles and when the U.S. economy
still accounts for 20% of global GNP?

The answer lies in one word - the
microchip. Size no longer equates with power.
On the contrary, size means vulnerability,
slowness to adapt and inflexibility. The
Miniaturisation of weaponry, combined with
the communications revolution, has given
birth to an irreversible asymmetry of warfare
and violence. The power to organise, to
coerce and to strike has been placed in
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the hands of a horde of non-state players
and activists, both good and bad, as well
as lobbies and pressure groups of every
political hue. This power is in the reach of
the smallest extremist groups and the most
rogue-inclined rulers.

Afghanistan becomes a running sore;
the Middle East a maelstrom of religious
factions and terrorist networks instead of a
democratic paradise - the ‘drained swamp’
which the last administration’s neo-cons so
naively dreamed of.

The counter-argument used to be
that even if America could no longer get
its way through military might it at least
remained the master of the financial and
economic universe. But that claim, too, has
been vaporised in Wall Street’s furnace of
bankruptcies, debt and collapse.

Suddenly, it is no longer a question
of Western dominance and who between
Europe and America calls the shots. The
answer is neither. The European powers
now have to look elsewhere, and think in
different terms if they are to make their
mark and protect their own security and
welfare.

The second major shift is even harder for
EU member states and European strategists
to comprehend. The fabric of relations and
connections between states and societies
has been radically altered. The international
pattern is no longer primarily government-
to-government. The information age has
taken away the monopolies of data and
international intercourse between state
authorities and placed it in the hands of
countless groups, professions and interests
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which can and do coordinate activities
and pressures across national boundaries
regardless of official stances and policies.
What this means is that the evolution of
external policy and relationships, whether
at member state or EU strategic level, is
no longer predominantly in the hands of
officialdom. The pattern is being crafted at
sub-governmental and non-governmental
levels between professional bodies,
regulators, battered banking authorities,
local government, scientists, judicial experts,
medical authorities, media magnates,
international designers, standard-setters in
safety, health, sports — the list is endless.

Find related articles on

www.europesworld.org

o |t's time to scrap ambassadors and their
embassies by Carne Ros

o With no constitution, does Europe have a
plan B? by Philippe Moreau-Defarges

e How to get Europe's common foreign policy
out of the doldrums by loachim Bitterlich

e Breathing life into the EU’s “diplomatic
service” isn't going to be easy by Simon Duke

e Countering globalisation’s dark side by |avier
Solana

We are looking here at what has been
called the privatisation of foreign policy,
which could also be described as the
emerging biochemistry of international
relations in a networked world, a world in
which no great centralisation of rules, laws
and powers and no great role of ‘world
leadership’ by a single nation or bloc is
either required or relevant.

Europe’s approach to the wider world,
and consideration of its own future, has
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to take account of all this. It is not merely
a question of recognising that power
has migrated significantly from the debt-
sodden West to the high-saving and cash-
rich nations, but of understanding that
influence in the new networked world comes
in entirely different packages. An interesting
consequence of this is that organisations
that had seemed redundant in Cold War times
or before the Internet Age are now engaging
a renewed usefulness. A good example is
the Commonwealth network which emerged
out of the old British Commonwealth and
now embraces almost two billion people
in a subtle lattice-work that provides
major opportunities for influence and the
promotion of its members’ interests.

A third problem for European strategists,
as they struggle to make sense of this
kaleidoscopic world is that the resource
patterns of the globe, particularly energy,
are being radically transformed and will
have a profound impact on how power is
distributed internationally. Much is made
of Europe’s need to reduce its dependence
on Russian gas through a common energy
policy, and with a more evenly balanced
EU-Russia relationship. But in practice this
may be viewing the whole issue through the
wrong lens.

Climate concerns and the goal of
drastically reduced CO, emissions are
the main drivers, and major technological
advances in the efficiency, safety and
economy of nuclear power mean there is a
realistic opportunity for Europe to escape
the Russian grip altogether. Even in the short
term, Russian gas exports to Western Europe
plunged by 22% between 2008 and the 2009
likely requirement, and prices dropped too.
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Extensive new natural gas developments on
guropean soil will further weaken the Russian
bargaining position. Dependence on Middle
East oil may also be on the same downward
path. [n both directions, the energy factor
is now taking second place to the need for
different sorts of relationship. What Europe
needs from Russia and from heavyweight
Asian players like India, China and Japan is
greater cooperation in containing Iranian
destabilisation and detoxifying the Middle
Eastern quarrels that fertilise terrorism —
neither America nor the EU having proved
capable of mounting the necessary pressure
on Israel to settle the Palestine issue.

Inthisinternational scene of extraordinary
fluidity and uncertainty, the EU cannot afford
the stilted rigidity of direction which treaty
procedures and formalities of hierarchy
impose. Its world view must be flexible, agile
and above all realistically attuned to the
inevitable constraints which a ‘committee’
of 27 countries, inevitably imposes.

Europe can come together and act
effectively on specific and well-defined
issues, but not on everything. It cannot
substitute for the growing mesh of bilateral
relations which the information age has
created. Nor can it live within a legislative
or treaty-determined straightjacket. That is
why so many good and sincere Europeans
nevertheless feel uncomfortable with the
Lisbon treaty's aspirations, which claim not
to touch foreign policy matters and yet
clearly point in the direction of a single
European voice and an EU Foreign Minister
in all but name.

Behind this realism there lies what is
perhaps the most difficult issue of all for
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European strategists to accept. It is that
there is neither a settled world nor a settled
and 'complete’ EU to be positioned within
it. Euro-enthusiasts like to talk about an
ultimate end-point for European integration,
a 'solution’ or goal, with movement towards
which constitutes "progress’. But this concept
is both intellectually and philosophically
flawed. European nations, in all their glorious
diversity, have now been pitched into a state
of permanent mouvimenti, or oscillation.
Questions about the distribution of powers
and competences between different levels
will remain under constant and continuous
challenge. 1t is in the nature of human affairs
that they will never be settled. There will be
no final treaty or constitution that can sign off
and seal the task. Arguments will come and
go for powers to be administered centrally or
peripherally as circumstances alter.

The key for this restless Union to operate
effectively on a treacherous world stage
is an appreciation of the limitations of an
EU common foreign policy, and an equal
wariness of over-ambition as a potentially
fatal disintegrating force.

A world view has nowadays to be formed
in constantly shifting conditions, and formed
by a Europe that is itself a constantly
changing political process and not a settled
and organised platform. Charting Europe’s
future is akin to navigating a storm-tossed
vessel in the worst possible sea conditions,
and will call for leaders with better piloting
skills than now and better charts than our
treaties so far if we're to avoid the ugly rocks
ahead. a

Lord Howell of Guildford is a former UK Secretary
of State for Energy. howelld@parliament.uk
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How to draw a line under the
Cold War

is year offers a seemingly magical
I combination of anniversaries of events
1 that shaped the world we live in.
The main one, of course, is the twentieth
anniversary of the fall of the Berlin Wall, whose
consequence was the death
of “real socialism”, and the
amazing historical phenomenon
of complete reconciliation
between Russians and Germans.
Yet it may be that the end
of confrontation in Europe will
prove only temporary. The old
divisions may be re-emerging,
even though in a different form,
even though the Cold War in Europe was
declared to be over, the truth is that it actually
never finished.

When the Soviet Union voluntarily
withdrew from Central and Eastern Europe,
and gave a green light to the reunification
of Germany, we Russians believed that the
NATO alliance would not be extended to
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After the first few
euphoric years, the
West's behaviour
became more
triumphant. It acted
more and more like
the Cold War’s victor

Faced with the daunting new challenges of the global
economic crisis, the time has come for the West to
re-think its relations with Russia, says

Sergei Karaganov. He sets out his plan for an
ambitious new collective security agreement

those countries and territories from which we
had withdrawn. Our hope was for unification
with Europe in a "common European home”
and the creation of a “united and free
Europe”. And our hopes were not just
based on starry-eyed self-
deception; the leaders of
the US. and of Germany
had promised Gorbachev the
non-enlargement of NATO.

Those  Russians  who
had borne the brunt of the
Communist dictatorship and
who had also done more than
any other nation to put an end to it came out of
the Cold War without any feeling of defeat. On
the contrary, they felt victorious because they
had vanquished Communism; in geopolitical
terms, they withdrew with their banners unfurled,
expecting an honourable peace.

But after the first few euphoric years, the
West's behaviour became more triumphant.
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|t acted more and more like the Cold
war's victor. And the successive waves of
NATO enlargement had neither military nor
ideological logic, once the potential "military
threat” posed by the Soviet Union to the
Wwest had vanished into thin air.

There remained only a geopolitical logic
for the West, its desire to bring the former
Soviet republics and the erstwhile socialist
states of Central and Eastern Europe into
the Western sphere of political and economic
influence. At first, NATO’s new members
were declared to have met both democratic
and military criteria, although later these
were abandoned when NATO began to invite
even the most backward and corrupt states
to join.

Europe’s division during the Cold
War years was widely believed to have
been based on an ideological and military
confrontation, but it quickly turned out
that once these threats were gone, the
old geopolitics came to the fore, at least
so far as the U.S. and “old” Europe were
concerned. NATO not only enlarged its
membership but also transformed itself
from an anti-Communist defensive alliance
into an offensive one. NATO committed
aggression against Yugoslavia and annexed
Kosovo away from it. The United States,
with some of its NATO allies, attacked
Irag, and through NATO is now waging
an offensive war in Afghanistan, far from
the alliance’s original area of responsibility.
And, it must be admitted, it is doing so
with Russia’s consent. Nevertheless, NATO's
expansion towards Russia’'s own borders
and the membership of countries whose
elites have historical complexes regarding
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Let's talk, but not
about a war that
ended long ago

ergei Karaganov suggests that the Cold
War is not over, it has merely lulled. He is

entitled to his view, the view of a Russian
with professional interests in politics, but it is
not one that is much held in the West. The Cold
War was between the Soviet regime and the
democratic world. On one side were a group of
nations that valued individual liberty and the
rule of law. On the other was the Soviet regime,
a dictatorship with a policy of enslavement — of
individuals, societies and nations. When the
Soviet Union finally collapsed in 1991 the Cold
War was over. It was as simple as that.

Karaganov says that the West claimed
victory. But there was little triumphalism in the
West, more a feeling of relief, and expressions
of magnanimity towards the old enemy, which
had ended up broken and poor.

In support of Karaganov's contention that
the Cold War is unfinished, he sees NATO
as the prime cold warrior. It is true that the
downfall of the Soviet empire has in no way
affected the determination of NATO countries
"“to safeguard the freedom, common heritage
and civilization of their peoples”. While the
Soviet threat led to the emergence of NATO, it
had long been preceded by a western alliance
held together by traditional democratic values
combined with a common interest in security.
New candidates, by their very desire to join
NATO, reaffirm its relevance and that they are
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Russia because of setbacks in centuries
past, has inevitably increased anti-Russian
sentiment inside the alliance.

Find related articles on
vw.europesworld.org

I do not myself believe that NATO
threatens Russia or can do so in the future.
It was not only its doctrine that made NATO
a defensive alliance. 1 feel confident when
saying that even in Soviet times NATO was
not a serious military threat. Yet for all its
efforts to improve its image, NATO is now
viewed by many Russians as a much more
hostile organisation than in the 1990s, or
even before.

Politically, NATO enlargement has become
the main threat to European security. Thanks
to it, Europe has still not emerged from the
Cold War, even though the ideological and
military confrontation of those times is far
behind us. It is being replaced with a new
stand-off — between Russia on the one
hand and the U.S. and some of the "New
Europeans” on the other. Old Europe is
keeping somewhat aloof, but the countries
of Western Europe are hostages and cannot

30 | Europe'’s World

easily distance themselves. It is a new
confrontation that is taking shape against
the backdrop of an increasingly unstable
and dangerous world.

The Cold War thus remains unfinished in
the minds of the political classes, including
Russia’s, and nor has it been concluded
institutionally and organisationally. This
is perhaps the most important point of
all; institutions like NATO and even the
Organisation for Security and Cooperation in
Europe (OSCE) that were initially established
to serve the Cold War have again been
used to recreate confrontation. No peace
treaty ended the Cold War, so it remains
unfinished, and now is pulling the world
back into the past.

My hope is that, when historians look
back at contemporary events, Thilisi’s attack
on South Ossetia will prove to have been a
fruitful episode, and that the victims — the
Ossetians, Russians and Georgians killed in
that war — did not die in vain. Russian troops
crushed the Georgian army on the ground,
but politically they delivered a strong blow
against the logic of further NATO expansion,
which if not stopped would have inevitably
brought about a major war in the heart of
Europe.

For the time being the situation remains
open. The US. and its client states failed
to unleash some new form of Cold War
after the South Ossetian episode, not least
because “old” Europe would not permit
it. Any attempts to start a new Cold War
were also overshadowed by the global
financial and economic crisis which has
made old squabbles and attitudes more
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than comical because it has emphasised the
new challenges that confront us all.

It is very much to be hoped that the
global economic crisis and the coming
to power of Barack Obama will put the
whole farcical idea of a new Cold War in
its proper perspective. But its institutional
roots will remain, and risk poisoning life and
obstructing strategic cooperation between
Russia and the West. Greater Europe, in
which T would include not only Russia but
also the U.S., needs a new peace treaty and
a new architecture to draw a line under not
just the Cold War but also under World War
II. The Yalta and Potsdam treaties turned
out to be only provisional agreements on
the division of Europe. Russia recently
proposed overcoming the present situation
with a new treaty on pan-European security.
This treaty, or rather system of accords,
could finally draw a line under Europe’s
truly horrible 20th century. For unless this
page is definitively turned, history may once
again catch up with us and bring about a
relapse into our past. We therefore need
a new round of creative diplomacy that
completes the construction of a European
security system and clears away all vestiges
of the past.

There are various options for a “new
European architecture”, but let me offer the
one I find the most attractive. We need a new
pan-European treaty on collective European
security, signed on the one hand either by
individual countries or by NATO and the
EU, and on the other by Russia and the
Organisation for Collective Security Treaty.
Countries not included in any of the current
Security systems would be able to join in the
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willing to participate in the defence of the
values it stands for.

Karaganov proposes a new “peace” treaty
between Russia and Europe. The weakness of
this proposal is that it presumes the existence
of a latent “cold war” that could quickly
become a warm war or even a hot one.
Russians may believe this, others may dismiss
it as nonsense.

The reality in Europe is that it is at peace, a
condition that it has not enjoyed for centuries.
The EU countries are no threat to one another
or to any other country. | am surprised that
Karaganov does not mention the European
Union as a provider of security, where a policy
of self-limitation for the sake of common
benefits has created an environment that
favours the formulation of political and legal
arrangements rather than the gun. The security
provided by the EU and NATO is the magnet
that has attracted new members.

Itis perfectly understandable that Russia does
not feel comfortable on Europe’s periphery. No
one likes to be an outsider. That's the reasoning
behind the idea of “new security architecture”
in Europe. And it should be said that talks,
under whatever fanciful heading they take
place, are often productive and at least are
unlikely to do harm.

Russia is no longer broken and poor and
understandably aspires to be one of the leaders
of today's world. To gain that status and be
respected for it the Kremlin needs to re-think
its future. First, Russia should cease to view
NATO and the EU as its rivals. Second, it
should acknowledge that the overwhelming
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treaty and receive multilateral guarantees,
and any further NATO enlargement would de
facto be frozen.

The OSCE would be transformed into
the Organisation for Collective Security and
Cooperation in Europe. It would be a good
idea if the future treaty were to reiterate
the Helsinki Final Act’s provisions on the
inviolability of borders. With the break up
of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia very
much in mind, we must seek to prevent
the further fragmentation of states, and
also their reunification through the use of
force. Kosovo, South Ossetia and Abkhazia
must be the last of the states that broke
away through force, which means that the
“Pandora’s box” of self-determination must
be closed, in Europe at least.

Once the legacy of confrontation
inherited from the 20th century has been

overcome, perhaps then one could speak
about deep cuts in the nuclear arsenals
of Russia and the United States, and even
about the coordination of their policies in
the military-strategic area. Their cooperation
in crisis situations like Afghanistan, or in
countering the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction, would thus become much
more profound.

This is the Euro-Atlantic part of my
proposed system, and one that must
necessarily include the U.S. In Europe
proper, a collective security treaty should
eventually be supplemented with a treaty
establishing a Union of Europe — a union
between Russia and the EU on the basis of
their common economic space, a common
energy space with cross-ownership of
companies producing, transporting and
distributing energy, a common human space
that would be visa-free and coordinated by

MATTERS OF OPINION

Most Russians see NATO as a threat

Over half of Russians polled think that NATO
represents a threat to their country, compared to
less than 1 in 10 who associate it with security and
protection. In a Gallup poll conducted in mid-2008,
54% said NATO was a threat and only 8% thought
it provided some form of protection. Ukrainians were
similarly concerned, with 43% seeing NATO as a
threat despite their country's NATO membership
ambitions. Georgians, however, overwhelmingly saw
NATO as offering protection.

In the same poll, less than half (47%) of Georgians
said their leadership was heading in the right
direction, vs. almost two-thirds of Russians when
asked the same question.

32 | Europe’s World

Do YOou ASSOCIATE NATO WITH THE
PROTECTION OF YOUR COUNTRY OR WITH
A THREAT?
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Russian and EU policies in the international
arena.

Deepening and enlarging the Shanghai
Cooperation  Organisation, increasing
its membership and involving in its work
the U.S. and the EU as observers to fill
the multiple security vacuums around
the Persian Gulf, would supplement the
proposed cooperation architecture. Special
note should also be given to a new system for
governing the global economy and finance,
whose creation will be even more difficult if
the confrontation problems of the Cold War
and its successor are not solved.

My proposed system can of course be
accused of starry-eyed idealism. But its main
idea is to move forward by resolving the
problems that are still a hangover from the
Cold War and even from World War II. We
have to finish the “"unfinished war”, and
then, perhaps in the year 2019 that will mark
the 100th anniversary of the Treaty of
Versailles, we may finally bid farewell to the
20th century. m|

Sergei Karaganov is Chairman of the Presidium
of the Council on Foreign and Defense Policy and
Dean of the School of International Economics and
Foreign Affairs of the State University — Higher
School of Economics (SU - HSE). skaraganov@hse.ru
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majority of European states are attached to
four fundamental principles: 1) that the United
States’ long contribution to the security of
Europe must be maintained; 2) that NATO is
indispensible and complementary to the EU;
3) that every European state is free to choose
its alliances; and 4) that privileged spheres of
influence are unacceptable.

Russia is more than welcome to subscribe to
these core principles for security in Europe. Talks
with Russia? Fine, but not against the background
of a “war” that ended long ago. [

Slawomir Debski is Director of the Polish
Institute of International Affairs. pism@pism.pl
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Why EU-Russia frictions look
set to end

Kremlin

hen oil peaked at $147 a barrel

in July 2008 Russia earned about

S1.3bn a day from its energy
exports. Now that has dropped to around
$500m a day and Russia is in shock because
its easy source of wealth seems in jeopardy.
Could this be a catalyst for change, leading
in particular to a review of its often difficult
relationship with the European Union?

The EU-Russia relationship has over the
past decade alternated between periods of
cooperation and episodes of confrontation.
It would be fair to say that both sides have
felt justified in their frustration. The EU had
hoped for better access to Russia’'s natural
resources and its financial service markets,
and had also wanted to see the development
of a more open political system in which
opposition parties played a significant role.
Europe looked, too, for a greater alignment
between Moscow and itself on many issues
of international politics, and at the same time
it voiced complaints about the inadequacy
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Russia’s dwindling oil and gas earnings won't greatly
change Europe’s often fractious relationship with its
great neighbour, says Christopher Weafer. But Russia
is changing for a number of other reasons, making this
a good time for the EU to improve its relations with the

of the rule of law in Russia, its obstructive
bureaucracies, corruption and too much
state control.

Russians, including former president and
now Prime Minister Vladimir Putin, pointed
out for their part that EU investment in
Russia is significantly greater than that which
Russia has been allowed to make in the other
direction. Moscow sees the investment issue
from a diametrically opposite viewpoint
to that of Brussels, pointing to EU entry
barriers as an important reason for the
current strains in the relationship.

One way of smoothing this persistently
tense relationship might be to accept that
it should be limited to being no more than
a commercial arrangement between Russia
as a major commodity producer and the
EU as a consumer. Such an arrangement
works well, for example, in the otherwise
fractious relationship between Venezuela
and the United States. The security of
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energy supplies from Russia to the EU from
the Soviet era to the present day has never
been an issue other than as a consequence
of Russia’s transit route rows with Ukraine.
To accept that on the EU’s part would
certainly reduce the level of frustration.

But such a relationship would not be
in either side’s best long-term interests.
it would clearly be much better to forge
a closer economic, cultural and political
relationship than to base it on a somewhat
frosty commercial one. Many commentators
hope that the current economic recession
and Russia’s much lower hydrocarbon
revenues may force Moscow to adopt a more
accommodating stance with the EU, and to
lose some of the almost arrogant swagger
that its critics observed when the oil price
was rising to last year's record peak. Some
on the Russian side hope that the EU's
steadily growing need for imported energy

will break down the trade and investment
barriers that they in part blame for holding
back the development of some of Russia’s
strategic industries. The political row that
ensued in 2007 after a Russian bank bought
a 5% stake in EADS, the Airbus parent
company, is cited regularly as an example.

Russia is broadly following a long-term
development plan, despite being frequently
side-tracked by issues such as the dispute
with Shell over its Sakhalin-2 project, and
the slow progress that Russians themselves
acknowledge in advancing reforms. Episodes
such as Sakhalin are not the result of random
management decisions; when Vladimir Putin
was president he set out goals for the country
that can only realistically be achieved over a
period of at least 20 years. They include
creating a more diversified economy with less
dependence on commodities, greater wealth
distribution, improved social infrastructure

MATTERS OF OPINION

Russians want foreign investment, but not ownership

Many Russians think inward foreign investment is
helping rather than harming their country's economy,
but there is widespread opposition to allowing
foreign ownership of Russian companies: over two-
thirds — 68% — believed the government should
prohibit this, supporting a law enacted by Vladimir
Putin in 2008 that restricts foreign investment in 42
sectors, e.g. oil and gas, fishing and publishing.

This view was held even among those who would
like Russia to become a Western-style democracy:
Of these, fewer than a quarter thought the Russian
government should allow foreign firms to purchase
Russian ones.
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IF FOREIGN COMPANIES WANT TO BUY BIG
COMPANIES IN RUSSIA, DO YOU THINK THE
RUSSIAN GOVERNMENT SHOULD ALLOW OR
SHOULD PROHIBIT THAT TO HAPPEN?

 Among Russian adults
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and greater political debate. But Putin also
said that before making progress on reforms,
and before spending money to create new
industries, there were legacy issues from the
Soviet period and the 1990s that needed
to be fixed. He believed that the state was
the best institution to control the evolution,
because private enterprise had failed to do
so in the 1990s. On a more pragmatic level,
he has also regularly acknowledged that it is
not possible to move too fast with reforms
and other changes because Russia does not
yet have the required management skills,
either in the civil service or in the country’s
big corporations. It is a problem that will
require a generation change rather than just
money.

So for the eight years of Putin’s presidency,
the Kremlin’s priorities included restoring
the power of government, rebuilding
the country’s international standing and
restructuring Russia’s so-called strategic
industries. During this time the government
was not too interested in pushing ahead
with new energy deals or major reforms.
In any case, the Kremlin had not decided
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on, or published, the “rules for investing”
in strategic sectors such as energy. As to
reforms, they were seen as liable to absorb
a lot of senior government time that was
simply unavailable.

The end of the Putin presidency brought
an end to what can be described as the
"preparation” phase of the long-term plan.
The start of Dmitry Medvedev's presidency
marks the start of a secondary phase of
targetingreforms, ofinvestment spendingand
of brokering energy deals with neighboring
countries. Putin chose Medvedev as his
successor, and on important issues they
share a common view. But Medvedev'’s first
year in office has been less than auspicious,
and little progress has been made with his
programme. Instead, we have had corporate
problems with steel producer Mechel and
fertilizer producer Uralkali both comingunder
attack. Then there was the conflict with
Georgia and another dispute with Ukraine
over gas. Now the main priority for the
Russian government is to preserve domestic
economic and social stability while riding
out the global storm. To that extent, the
20-year plan has been extended by a year
or two. But it remains in place and the crisis
should provide a spur. Previous periods of
oil weakness and economic decline have
produced significant directional changes
in Russia. Decline in the late 1980s was a
major contributory factor to the demise of
the Soviet Union, while the crisis of the late
1990s ended the transition phase between
the Soviet era and modern Russia. The
silver lining in this particular cloud may well
be that it gets the Medvedev programme
moving; it will be nothing dramatic, but for
all that a positive driver.
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The energy frustrations that have sometimes
pedeviled Russia’s relationship with the EU
should now be coming to an end. In signing
into law the strategic industries legislation
in May last year, Russia finally established
its new investment rules. Realistically, the
Kremlin was never likely to allow any major
new projects involving strategic industries to
be created until these rules were in place. Now,
Russia will be in a hurry to move ahead with
such major projects as developing the Yamal
gas province; a project that will eventually
produce up to 250bn cubic metres (bcm) of
gas annually. That is equal to almost half of
the country’s present output. Russia needs
that project to replace the expected decline
from maturing fields, and the EU needs it to
provide a significant amount of the expected
200 bcm increase in its gas imports over the

coming 20 years. But with an estimated cost
of $200bn to develop the project over the
coming 20 years, it is clear that Russia cannot
do this alone.

Russia’s problems and priorities are very
deeply rooted, so real progress will take
time. But any assumptions that having less
daily cash flow as a result of the oil price
plunge will change Russia into a more
compliant and accommodating neighbour
are simply unrealistic. For all that, now is the
time for the EU to widen its interaction with
Russia because for both sides patience will
pay off in the end. O

Christopher Weafer is Chief Strategist of
Russian financial corporation Uralsib Capital.

(weafer@uralsib.ru
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The EU’s “Eastern Partnership” is
key to relations with Russia

fundamental tenet of Polish foreign
Ai)olicy is to support eastern European

ountries' democratisation and economic
transformation. States based on liberal
democratic political systems and on modern
market economies are going to be more credible
EU candidates and also become more attractive
partners. That's why Poland has repeatedly
tabled initiatives designed to strengthen the EU
policies towards eastern Europe.

The European Council’s December 2007
conclusions were the cue for Poland and
Sweden to draft a concept paper for deepening
cooperation with six eastern European and
south Caucasus states (Armenia, Azerbaijan,
Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine). It
was presented to EU foreign ministers in
May 2008 and endorsed a month later by the
European Council. This Polish-Swedish Eastern
Partnership (EaP) initiative was reflected in a
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The joint Polish-Swedish initiative for strengthening the
EU’s ties with Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia,
Moldova and Ukraine is taking shape, says

Radoslaw Sikorski, Poland’s Foreign Minister. He
explains why it will also be crucial to improving the

o European Union's relations with Russia

Communication of the European Commission
last December. It laid down a new structure
for tightening cooperation with these eastern
partners, and added a missing dimension to
the emerging architecture of the EU’s relations
with neighbouring regions and states, that
until then had consisted of the Union for
the Mediterranean, the Strategic Partnership
with Russia, Black Sea Synergy and the EU’s
strategy on Central Asia.

The concept of active engagement in
advancing the democratic transformation
of eastern Europe and the south Caucasus
is based on a conviction that stability and
prosperity there in these post-Soviet times
is fundamental to the security and economic
future of the whole European continent.
Five years ago, when the EU’'s 'Big Bang’
enlargement brought in the central European
and Baltic states, the Union’s eastern border
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shifted to new neighbouring countries with
either short or shaky traditions of statehood,
all of which were also struggling with serious
economic and social problems.

The EU’s new European neighbours to
the east do not only belong in Europe in
a geographic sense, as their citizens also
consider themselves European by virtue of
common experience and culture, not least
because of their mainly Christian roots. But
what distinguishes these states from EU
countries is their democratic deficits, their
weak and inefficient legal institutions, their
under-developed civil societies
and their low levels of economic
development. We should not
forget that these countries have
been independent states for a
mere 18 years, during which
time — following the demise
of communism — they had simultaneously to
design a new economic system, confront all
the problems created by the disintegration of
cooperative ties within the former USSR, and
at the same time build the foundations of their
own statehoods.

It should be the common concern of EU
countries and the whole of Europe to narrow
the economic and social gaps between the
Union and its eastern neighbours. Otherwise
the risk is that they may generate negative
political and social forces that inevitably
would affect the West. The joint Polish and
Swedish initiative is an open offer of closer
cooperation, and has the aim of supporting
transformation by stimulating their economic
development and strengthening democracy,
freedom and civil societies by enhancing
legal and administrative capacities enough to
approach EU standards.

Implementation of the EaP will bring
benefits to these eastern European nations.
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It would be hard to
Imagine a Russia that
Is not in Europe and

of Europe

Although EU membership for EaP states is not
yet on the agenda, we in Poland feel that the
prospect of accession should be kept open.
The alluring prospect of joining the European
Union is one of the main sources of EU
influence and 'soft power’ and constitutes —
as the example of central European states like
Poland so clearly shows — a powerful incentive
for deep reforms.

The EaP countries have great geographic,
demographic and economic potential. The
advantages of establishing a free-trade zone
with this area of almost a million square
kilometres with a consumer
market of almost 80m people
may seem fairly limited right
now, but they are growing fast
and promise future benefits
once the introduction of
EU-based rules has been
achieved. The new free-trade zone would give
the European economy a boost and the new
eastern partners would gain access to the EU’s
single market.

The countries of eastern Europe and the
south Caucasus are strategically situated
between the EU and the rich natural resources
region of the Caspian Sea, Central Asia and
Russia. Important energy transit routes to the
EU go through Ukraine, Belarus and Georgia,
and Azerbaijan is itself a major oil producer.
The gradual integration of these countries into
the EU economy would strengthen Europe’s
energy security, and that would be further
enhanced if we bought gas on the Russian
border and invested in new transmission
infrastructure in those states that lie between
the EU and Russia.

The principles of differentiation and joint
ownership are to get high priority in the EaP's
development, so it will allow partner countries
to approximate EU standards at whatever
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pace they choose. Joint ownership will ensure
that partner countries have a real influence
on deciding EaP goals, and multilateral
cooperation will create flexibility within the
EaP framework. It is also being designed to
strengthen bilateral links between the EU and
partner countries. The EaP initiative is to be
managed by the European Commission, which
over the last 20 years has had vast experience
of managing similar initiatives and projects.

That said, it would be worthwhile for
the EU to think about setting up inside the
Commission’s structure an Eastern Partnership
Special Coordinator who would be tasked
with coordinating all actions covered by the
initiative. The EaP’s institutional structure
spans meetings at the level of heads of
state and government, foreign and other
key ministers as well as lower-ranking senior
officials, so a Coordinator could play a
significant role in giving the whole initiative
the political impulse needed to expand and
Jaunch ambitious new projects.

The EaP also has an important political
aspect: it shows partner countries attractive
development prospects and offers them the
opportunity to make the strategic choice of
adopting a pro-European orientation. The
EaP highlights the empowerment of these
countries by treating them as independent
entities and not pawns that are organically
linked to Russia.

Russia remains a strategic partner of the EU
and one of the essential pillars of the European
political architecture. Hopefully, we will in the
foreseeable future manage to negotiate a new
Partnership and Cooperation Agreement with
Russia that will be a realistic foundation for
a future European-Russian alliance. Changed
and constantly changing Russia is still seeking
its own partnership formula with Europe and
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with other leading international actors, while
at the same time trying to define its place
in today's dynamically developing world. As
part of that search, our Russian partners at
times resort to instruments and formulas
from the past, although doing so tends to
reflect their helplessness and their problems
with adapting to new realities. Although we in
the EU may refuse to accept certain Russian
actions, we should, nevertheless judge them in
the context of Russia’s ambitions and against
the traumatic background of recent Russian
history. Most important of all, we should look
at them in the context of a not so distant
future in which it would be hard to imagine a
Russia that is not in Europe and of Europe.

If we see Russia’s future as being in
partnership with the European Union, we
cannot deny the same prospect to the people
of the countries that make up the joint
neighbourhoods of both. It would be a poor
solution for the EU and Russia to be separated
by a region whose contacts with Europe are
less substantial than those it has with Russia.
That is why I am convinced that the faster we
integrate the states of eastern Europe and the
south Caucasus with the EU, the more likely it
will be that Russia itself adopts a pro-European
orientation. Russia has vast potential, but we
learned during last August’s conflict in South
Ossetia and the gas crisis in January, it is a
potential that can be used to the detriment of
Europe’s economic stability and its security.
The Eastern Partnership, with Russia
encouraged to participate in its multilateral
projects on a case-by-case basis, would open
the way to the gradual convergence of the
western and eastern parts of Europe.

Radoslaw Sikorski is Poland's Foreign Minister.

sekretariat.ministra@msz.gov.pl
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We've neglected arms control
at our peril

rms control went out of fashion
several years ago. We can already
ee negative consequences of this

neglect, but still more serious problems
loom ahead. If we stay on our current
course, international agreements are likely
to erode further, with tensions rising and
military spending increasing.

Iran is just the first
of what’s likely to be Proliferation Treaty of 1967.
many future cases of

nuclear capability —
ostensibly for civilian

purposes but easily
transformable for
military use

So whatever happened
to arms control? To start
with, one of the major arms
control agreements, the
treaty banning certain types
of anti-ballistic missiles, was
cancelled by the U.S. Another,
capping the arsenals of heavy
weapons in Europe, has been
suspended by Russia. Efforts
to add teeth to the Biological Weapons
Treaty through verification have been
thwarted. A treaty banning all nuclear tests
was concluded more than 10 years ago, but
still has not been ratified by enough states
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With military conflict threatening in hotspots around
the world, Michael Brzoska warns that years of
complacency about arms control are now taking their
toll. He argues that the EU should take the lead in
heading off a new arms race

to be viable. The START Treaty, limiting the
number of U.S. and Russian delivery systems
for strategic nuclear missiles expires this
year, and so far there has been little effort
to replace it. These examples are far from
an exhaustive list.

Worst of all is the crisis
surrounding the Nuclear Non-

Under this, states without
nuclear weapons renounced
their right to go nuclear. In
turn, the existing nuclear
powers promised to disarm
in the longer term. The treaty
certainly helped to slow the
pace of nuclear proliferation,
so instead of the 20-30 new
nuclear weapon states that had been widely
predicted in the early 1960s, there have
been only four more — Israel, India, Pakistan
and North Korea. Three states that have in
the past possessed nuclear weapons have
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w

since given them up. namely South Africa,
Belarus and Ukraine.

Yet the threat of nuclear proliferation has
of late again been growing. A major cause
is the delay in disarmament by the original
nuclear powers. Non-nuclear weapon states
are particularly annoyed with Washington
and Moscow, which each still have several
thousand nuclear warheads in their arsenals,
even though more than 40 years have passed
since the conclusion of the NPT. Worse still,
although they frequently repeat their pledges
to get rid of nuclear weapons, in practice
they seem bent on keeping them.

Another concern is renewed interest
around the world in civilian nuclear energy.
Iran is just the first of what's likely to be
many future cases of nuclear capability —
ostensibly for civilian purposes but easily
transformable for military use.

But there is a positive side to the arms
control picture. Some efforts at humanitarian
arms control have succeeded, and now
there are treaties banning anti-personnel
mines, blinding lasers and cluster bombs.
The trade in small arms and light weapons
is better controlled now than it was ten
years ago, with negotiations on an arms
trade treaty likely to start soon. Even though
a number of the leading arms producing
countries have not given their support to
humanitarian arms control, the drive to limit
them seems to be working, with the use of
anti-personnel mines having declined.

Another positive development has been

the way arms control now involves other
players than just nation states. Traditionally,
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By Jan Marinus Wiersma
and Hannes Swohoda

Yes, and that's why
Europe should take
the lead on nuclear
non-proliferation

ichael Brzoska is right to deplore
|V|the lack of enthusiasm for arms

control. We both share his concerns,
particularly when it comes to the international
community's inability to strengthen significantly
the non-proliferation treaty. The spread of
nuclear arms technology is still one of the
greatest threats to global peace. And the
risk may be growing, because of the nuclear
ambitions of states such as Iran and North
Korea, but also because of a general revival of
interest in nuclear power generation.

Every additional nuclear installation widens
the potential security gap. If nuclear energy
is to be an acceptable option for meeting our
energy needs, proliferation and security issues
need to be addressed, too. The change of
administration in the United States represents
a window of opportunity. President Obama
has not merely announced he will make non-
proliferation a central theme of his foreign
policy, his intention is solidly based on the
dynamism of the American debate on nuclear
threats. The now-famous Wall Street Journal
article in January 2007 by four of the Grand Old
Men of American foreign and security policy —
George Shultz, Bill Perry, Henry Kissinger and
Sam Nunn — was an unmistakable indication
of the bi-partisan support that exists in the
U.S. for a thorough review of America’s nuclear
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arms control was largely limited to state
actions as the only ones that could legally
sign international treaties. Today, arms
control in the 21st century also addresses
sub-state actors, including armed groups
and terrorists. They have been involved in
efforts to control the trade in small arms
and light weapons, in the ban on anti-
personnel mines and in United Nations
Resolution 1540, which
is aimed at strengthening
national controls to prevent
non-state  actors  from
engaging in any activities that
relate to nuclear, biological
and chemical weapons. In
all these cases, the idea is
to institute international
standards for the regulation
of acceptable behaviour of
non-state actors, as well as
to improve states’ abilities to
implement them,

Arms control is
easlest to achieve
when it is least
needed. With
hindsight we can
now see that
it would have
been a sensible
precaution against
future increases in

increasing security, the uncoordinated build-
up of armaments decreases security.

Arms control was devised in the late
1950s and early 1960s to defuse the security
dilemma. Its principle purpose was to
introduce strategic stability and prevent arms
races. Rivals were to agree which weapons
they judged to be particularly threatening, and
then to limit their deployment.
Arms control was designed,
too, to limit the degree of
devastation in those cases
where nations actually went
to war, and also to restrict
the cost burden of defence
investment.

When the Cold War
ended, arms control received
a major push. A number
of major agreements were
concluded, but by the mid-

Yet despite these positive
developments, and others like verification
technology, the overall balance is still clearly
negative. Humanitarian arms control and
non-state arms control are important, but
they are not enough to stop major states
from armed confrontation, and nor do they
address the security dilemma.

The idea of the security dilemma was
first set out in the early 1950s by a German-
American political scientist called John Herz
to describe the simple phenomenon that
when one state builds up its arms capability
that will inevitably be seen by a rival state
as a threat. That rival state will in turn
then build up its own arsenal. Instead of
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began to wane. As the sole
superpower, the United States increasingly
saw arms control as a brake on its power.
The Clinton Administration still pushed
in the late 90s for new agreements, like
the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban, but
the Republican majority in the Congress
rejected them. Things deteriorated further
under President George W. Bush, with many
American policymakers asking why regulate
if there is no problem, and why control arms
when there is no rivalry among the major
powers?

Both arguments against arms control were

short-sighted, as history is now beginning to
show. Arms control is easiest to achieve
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when it is least needed, and becomes most
necessary as soon as it is difficult to get.
with hindsight we can now see that it would
have been a sensible precaution against
future increases in international tension to
pursue arms control when it was easy to

achieve.

Similarly, it is short-sighted for a sole
superpower to trust in its own might and to
refuse cooperation. Any world power should
have an interest in limiting the military
capabilities of potential and future rivals.
Even for a superpower, it makes good sense
to enter agreements that freeze armaments
cooperatively, whatever the price to be paid
in terms of reduced military options. But
George W. Bush and his neo-conservative
advisors thought differently, and destroyed
rather than fostered arms control.

What has this neglect of arms control led
to? One striking effect is that it has critically
reduced the credibility of major western
countries when arguing for armaments
restraint. A case in point is the difficulty of
convincing Iran to cooperate on nuclear
policy; and more such cases are unfortunately
likely in the future. The coming nuclear
renaissance will aggravate the credibility
gap created by arms control's neglect. The
chief victim win all this will be the very
promising proposal that expansion of civilian
nuclear energy should be linked directly to
non-proliferation, namely by pooling the
production of fissile material in just a very
few multilateral facilities. Non-nuclear states
seem unlikely, though, to accept a second
asymmetric deal on nuclear technology in
light of what the nuclear weapons states have
done to the first treaty.
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Jan Marinus Wiersma and Hannes Swoboda

posture. Adoption of a ‘nuclear zero logic’
by the Obama Administration, as Ivo Daalder
and Jan Lodal labelled it in Foreign Affairs
magazine, no longer seems unrealistic.

Ambition will not do the trick on its own. We
need concrete and creative proposals with solid
political backing to address security issues and
the fragility of the NPT. The multilateralisation
of the nuclear fuel cycle is one of the missing
pieces in the non-proliferation puzzle. As Joseph
Cirincione noted in his book “Bomb Scare”,
a comprehensive non-proliferation solution
must include the reform of the ownership
and control of the means of producing fuel
for nuclear reactors. In the wake of the EU's
December 2008 decision to support an IAEA
nuclear fuel bank, which itself represents a
significant step forward, the EU, together with
the United States and Russia, should now
develop fresh initiatives to bring all nuclear
material under international control. Progress
in this area would greatly help to ensure that
the 2010 NPT Review Conference is a success.

To solve the non-proliferation puzzle, we
also need to find the other missing pieces.
They include re-thinking the role of nuclear
arms in our security policies and reaffirming
the ultimate goal of total disarmament. An
extraordinary degree of responsibility rests
on the shoulders of the recognised nuclear
weapons states. Symbolic measures may
help, so a formal announcement of a ‘no
first use policy’ by nuclear-capable states
would be very welcome. And the removal of
the remaining tactical nuclear weapons on
European soil along with the ratification of the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty would equally
signal confidence in international agreements
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The collapse of arms control will make
itself felt increasingly in the relationship
petween Russia and the West. With Russia
reasserting itself in security and defence
terms, President Medvedev has threatened
to deploy short-range missiles in the
Kaliningrad area as a counter to U.S. missile
defences being stationed in Poland. And
if relations between Russia and the West
worsen, we can probably expect more of the
same. The sooner that arms control is back
on the international agenda, the easier it
will be to get new agreements limiting heavy
conventional weapons, short-range missiles
and nuclear warheads.

Powering Freedom.

We must not forget the financial side of
arms control. Military spending is already
higher in real terms than during the Cold
War, and it is using up resources that could
be used to fund education, fight poverty and
mitigate climate change.
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as the most effective way to counter nuclear
proliferation. A moratorium on the deployment
of new weapons systems in Europe would
build greater trust between those partners
whose agreement is indispensable if we are
to achieve progress: the EU, Russia and the
United States.

Following a high-level conference on non-
proliferation that was organised in the European
Parliament by the Socialist Group last December,
we were able to conclude that a strong political
momentum is developing around the issue. The
window of opportunity is there, but will not be
realised on its own. The Obama Administration
needs to know that the European Union is fully
on board to take the non-proliferation agenda
forward. This means that the EU needs to move
its ambition up a level and aim for a new
global consensus on nuclear management an
disarmament. =

Jan Marinus Wiersma and Hannes Swoboda
are Vice-Presidents of the Socialist
Group in the European Parliament.
janmarinus.wiersma@europarl.europa.eu;

hannes.swoboda@europarl.europa.eu
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Europe must wholeheartedly
back Obama’s initiative on Iran

or six years, the European Union has
Foffered the only political negotiating

framework for reducing the tensions
over Iran’s nuclear programme. That these
European efforts failed was due not only to
Iran’s intransigence but also
to America’s refusal to engage
with the Islamic Republic. No
solution to the nuclear issue
will ever be found in isolation
from the overall political
relationship between Iran and
the West, and here the role of
the U.S. is central. President
Barack Obama’s declaration
that he wants to enter into
direct and wide-ranging talks
with the Iranian leadership
therefore offers the first
serious chance of finding an
acceptable arrangement on
the nuclear question and, at the same time,
perhaps of entering into a constructive new
relationship with Tehran.
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Obama’s new
approach offers the
last chance to curb

nuclear proliferation.
Europe’s
governments, who
were the first to
engage directly
with Iran, should do
everything in their
power to support it

The mutual mistrust between the West and Iran may
seem overwhelming, but Christoph Bertram argues
that President Obama’s willingness to enter into a
dialogue with Tehran offers the best chance of building
a cooperative new relationship that could even prevent
Iran from developing nuclear weaponry

The need to formulate an effective policy
towards Iran and the surrounding region
has in recent years become more and more
urgent. Iran’s ongoing efforts to develop the
full nuclear fuel cycle along with its stubborn
refusal to heed UN Security
Council resolutions regarding
uranium enrichment, as well
as its failure to respond
fully to the International
Atomic Energy Agency’s
enquiries all represent a real
threat to the international
community’'s  efforts to
tackle nuclear proliferation.
Iran has moreover gained
enough power and influence
to seriously undermine
international  stabilisation
efforts in Afghanistan and
Iraq, and its links to Hezbollah
in Lebanon and to Hamas in Gaza mean
that Tehran also has a role in any future
resolution of the Israel-Palestine conflict.
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Much of Iran’s increased regional
influence and hostility to the West is of
America’s own making. The U.S.-led invasion
of Irag in 2003 resulted, after all, in the
removal of Tehran’s chief regional rival —
in the shape of Saddam Hussein and his
regime — and in the weakening of American
power as a result of the long and difficult
process oOf trying to restore stability in
rag and in Afghanistan. In early 2003,
when the Iranian leadership had indicated
a willingness to enter into across-the-board
negotiations with Washington, and had even
hinted at potential concessions on disputed
matters ranging from nuclear energy to the
recognition of Israel, Washington dismissed
the initiative out of hand. And when
Tehran’s negotiation with EU countries led
to a temporarily suspension of its nuclear
enrichment programme between 2003 and
2005, the US. offered nothing in return.
Since then, Tehran has been given little or
no incentive to yield to Western international
pressures.

It is to President Obama’s credit that
far from shying away from the challenge he
has made dealing with Iran a top priority.
His opening moves were made remarkably
quickly. Scarcely three weeks in office, on the
occasion of his first press conference in early
February, he announced that "in the coming
months, we will be looking for openings that
can be created where we can start sitting
across the table, face-to-face diplomatic
overtures, that will allow us to move our
policy in a new direction... There are going to
be a set of objectives that we have in these
conversations, but I think that there's the
possibility at least of a relationship of mutual
respect and progress.”
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By David Aaron

But it's also time
for Iran’s leaders to
show their hand too

hristoph Bertram's urging of European
Csupport for President Obama’s effort
to open a dialogue with Iran wisely
notes how difficult a process it will be and
how problematic its success; the Arabs have a

saying about Persians —"they will take you to
the river, and you will come back thirsty.”

For Europe, the issue will not merely be
its support, but rather tenacity in resisting
pressure for further unilateral concessions by
the West and the United States — particularly on
sanctions. This was foreshadowed by Bertram’s
observation that "America’s new willingness
to sit down with the Islamic Republic in
direct talks, and to forgo military threats while
dropping its demand that Iran should halt
enrichment as a pre-condition for negotiations,
is unlikely to unlock the relationship.” If this
means more unilateral concessions are needed,
| would strongly disagree. So much animosity
and suspicion will require unilateral displays
of bona fides, but these must come from both
sides.

Obama'’s unilateral, and some might say pre-
emptive, concessions are not trivial. After all,
virtually every Iran expert, whether hard-liner
or soft-liner, believes that the chief concern of
Iran’s leadership is regime survival. President
Obama’s reference to the lIslamic Republic
of Iran's New Year message signals U.S.
readiness to recognise the Tehran government
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Since then, the President has lost no
time in clarifying his approach further.
In the most radical departure from the
policies of his predecessor, he used the
occasion of Iran’s Nawrouz New Year, on
March 20 to address the “leaders and
people of the Islamic Republic of Iran"
in a video message. In contrast to his
own earlier statements during last year's
election campaign, and those of some
of his advisers since then, Obama now
implies that military intervention is no
longer a serious option for the US, explicitly
repudiating threats as a means to advance
diplomacy. Just as significantly, by implicitly
accepting the legality of the Iranian system
of government, Obama has abandoned the
long-held U.S. objective of regime change
in Tehran.

Find related articles on
www.europesworld.org
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Thus, with a few bold strokes, President
Obama has turned U.S. policy towards Iran
around before even completing his first
hundred days in the White House. And
more can be expected. The new approach
suggests an end to programmes embraced
by the Bush Administration such as planting
nuclear detection devices inside Iran or
engaging in secret cross-border operations;
the President is also likely to take a clear
distance from Congressional resolutions
supporting Iranian opposition groups. Not
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least, he departs from the stance repeatedly
adopted by the UN Security Council that Iran
must halt its nuclear enrichment activities
as a pre-condition to negotiations. And the
Administration has announced that it will
henceforth formally join the EU in direct
talks with Iran.

The success or failure of the new U.S.
approach will, of course, be determined
not only by Washington's new flexibility
but by the willingness of the leadership in
Tehran to engage in serious negotiations
on both the nuclear problem and on the
overall political relationship. Tehran'’s initial
reaction wavered between caution, the
issuing of declarations of principle and
verbal flexibility On February 10, the 30th
anniversary of Iran’s Islamic revolution,
President Ahmadinejad declared: “The new
U.S. administration has announced that
they want to produce change and pursue
the course of dialogue. It is quite clear that
real change must be fundamental and not
tactical. It is clear that the Iranian nation
welcomes real changes and is ready for
dialogue in a climate of equality and mutual
respect.” Ali Larijani, the influential Speaker
of Iran’s parliament - the Majlis — had been
more specific when addressing the Munich
Security Conference a few days earlier:
"The dispute over the nuclear issue is not
an unsolvable problem if we stop being
entrenched in our positions.”

So far, though, despite these positive
signals the group that holds power in the
Islamic Republic has shown scant signs
of wanting to engage in the huge policy
shift that a positive response to America’s
advances would imply. The men who run the
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Jslamic Republic remain deeply suspicious
and distrustful of U.S. motives and objectives.
The 'Supreme Leader” Ali Khamenei is
reported to be convinced that even minor
concessions on Iran’s part will only intensify
the pressure for major concessions, and must
therefore be resisted. The leadership is also
aware that there is growing disenchantment
with the regime within Iran, and is concerned
over the emotional appeal that Obama’s
personality and his initiative may have
for many Iranians. Tehran may therefore
prefer to pocket whatever concessions the
new U.S. position offers, and pursue new
negotiations as little more than a convenient
screen behind which to complete its nuclear
programme and possibly develop a military
nuclear capability.

The one step, of course, that might
convince the suspicious sceptics in
Tehran and open the Islamic Republic to a
deepening engagement with the U.S. would
be an offer to lift all economic sanctions in
exchange for full nuclear inspection rights
for the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA). But this would demand making an
even more dramatic farewell to past U.S.
policies than the initiatives taken so far, and
is politically much more difficult for Obama
to contemplate.

Ever since the fall of the Shah in 1979,
sanctions have been the weapon of choice
for successive U.S. Administrations, resulting
In a total blockage of economic interaction
between the two countries. The resolutions
passed by the UN Security Council to make
Iran forego further nuclear enrichment also
involve the imposition of sanctions, though
relatively modest ones. And Iran is being
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as legitimate, and that’s no small thing after
all the efforts aimed at bringing about “regime
change” there during more than a quarter
of a century. To reinforce this message, the
Obama Administration has stopped saying
“all options are on the table”, which means
that Washington now eschews making military
threats against lIran. This, too, is a profound
concession.

Even the willingness of senior U.S. officials
to meet with Iranian officials is not diplomatic
small change. The United States could have
waited for a favourable Iranian response to the
President’s message before initiating contact.
But the U.S. did not do so, because the
new Administration wanted to give further
substance to its initial concession of accepting
the Iranian government’s legitimacy.

Finally, the U.S. has also dropped the
precondition, endorsed by the United
Nations Security Council, that Iran should
stop enriching uranium before it can enter
into substantive negotiations. Getting Security
Council members, and especially Russia and
China, to back this demand was a singular
Bush Administration success and provided a
basis for UN sanctions. This precondition now
is gone, thus removing a major road block to
progress. Christoph Bertram may be correct
that economic sanctions will not coerce Iran
into making fundamental compromises,
but they have succeeded in preventing the
modernisation of Iran‘s oil sector and the
development of its giant gas reserves. These
are crucial economic incentives for Iran to
reach some sort of accommodation with the
United States and ease the pressure on its
faltering economy.
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warned of more tougher ones should new
negotiations lead to nought.

But sanctions are almost certainly not the
answer. They are likely to be as ineffective as
before in producing Iranian concessions,
and they will stand out as a contradiction
to Washington's professions of wanting to
establish, in the words of Obama’s Nowruz
appeal, "a future with renewed exchanges
among our people, and greater opportunities
for partnership and commerce."

It is true that economic sanctions
against Iran have been biting in the context
of a difficult economic situation that has
been further strained by mismanagement
and corruption, and in recent months by
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the collapse of energy prices. Tougher
sanctions can only hurt Iran further But
the effectiveness of sanctions cannot be
measured by the misery they create for
ordinary Iranians but by the willingness they
engender amongst Iran’s leadership to give
in to Western political demands. After 30
years of being subjected to international
sanctions, Iran’s Islamic regime has become
hardened to such pressure and has grown
more determined than ever to resist them.
Economic sanctions have so far made no
impact on Tehran’s nuclear programme,
or on its political behaviour, other than to
make it more intransigent on both fronts.

However desirable, therefore, America’s
new willingness is to sit down with the
Islamic Republic in direct talks, and to
forego military threats while dropping its
demand that Iran should halt enrichment as
a pre-condition for negotiations, this alone
is unlikely to unlock the relationship.

Many who are sceptical over Obama’s
initiative predict that at worst the direct talks
will play into Tehran’s hands, at best will
serve to demonstrate Iran’s intransigence to
the world, and thus help generate a much
tougher international response.

But the sceptics may be underestimating
the determination that lies behind Obama'’s
strategy. The new U.S. President’s objectives
are far more ambitious and wide-ranging
than scoring a few tactical points before
returning to his predecessor’s failed strategy.
When Obama initiates a regional approach to
the Afghan conflict, he makes clear that he
also seeks common ground with Iran, one of
Afghanistan’s most important neighbours.
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when he calls for drastic reductions in
nuclear weapons arsenals, he seeks to pre-
empt the predictable Iranian complaint
about Western double standards. When he
speaks of “the possibility at least of a
relationship [with Iran] of mutual respect”,
he is demonstrating his understanding of
jran’s deeply felt desire for equality with the
rest of the world. And by making Iran a top
priority in his presidency so early on he is
signaling how serious he is about getting
results.

President Obama’s opening moves
suggest that he is not going to be easily
discouraged, and that his refusal so far to
contemplate more daring concessions — like
the lifting of all sanctions — is not cast in
concrete. Of course, progress will be slow,
negotiations difficult, early results modest,
and the prospect of failure can never be
remote.

Yet there is no realistic alternative.
Obama’s new approach offers what will for
long be the last chance to place the West's
relationship with the Islamic Republic on a
more cooperative footing, and at the same
time curb nuclear proliferation. Europe’s
governments, who were the first to engage
directly with Iran, should do everything in
their power to support it. 0O

Christoph Bertram is the former Director of the
German Institute for International and Security
Affairs and author of “Rethinking lIran: From
Confrontation to Cooperation”. (Chaillot Paper
No.110). christoph.bertram@t-online.de

Summer 2009

David Aaron

Rather than going down the path of
unilaterally making more concessions, such
as lifting sanctions, the U.S. and the other
members of the Five plus One Group now
need to see some real movement from the
Iranian side. As President Ahmadinejad has
said, and Bertram noted, “real change must be
fundamental and not tactical.”

A few tid-bits have been forthcoming
from Tehran, most notably a change in tone.
Ahmadinejad also said recently that Iran will
accept a two-state solution if that is what
the Palestinians want, and Hamas, their client
among the Palestinians, is saying the same
thing. Tehran has meanwhile pledged several
hundred million dollars to help Afghanistan,
and charges of espionage against a U.S. citizen
have been dropped.

But the proof of Iran’s intentions will lie in
the “new proposals” on the nuclear issue
being widely touted by Iranian officials. Rather
than the UN and the U.S. lifting sanctions, the
United States and Europe must stick together
and insist that Iran go down to the river and
put some water in the bucket. &

David Aaron is Director of the RAND Center
for Middle East Public Policy in Washington
D.C. daaron@rand.org

Europe's World | 53


http://www.cidob.org
mailto:cidob@cidob.org
mailto:bertram@t-online.de
mailto:daaron@rand.org

Blueprint for an EU role In
Obama’s "AfPak" strategy

arack Obama's ambitious new game
Bplan for fighting the Al Qaeda-led

insurgency in Afghanistan and Pakistan,
and his demands for a stronger European
role in the effort, present EU governments
with a make-or-break opportunity to upgrade
their less-than-impressive engagement so far.
The stakes are higher than many in Europe
would like to believe, for the destruction of Al
Qaeda and Taliban safe havens in Afghanistan
and Pakistan is crucial to the survival of both
quasi-failing states. It is also needed to stop
further terror attacks on both the West and
the Muslim world.

Afghanistan and Pakistan - AfPak
— present a critical test for transatlantic
relations and Europe's hopes of crafting
a strong new strategic partnership with
Washington. EU countries’ actions in both
countries will also do much to determine
Europe's credibility as a global security actor
and its ability to leverage non-military "soft
power" tools of aid, trade and diplomacy to
stabilise troubled nations.
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Europe has a lot of ground to make up if it is to make
a real contribution to the new U.S. drive in Afghanistan
and Pakistan, warns Shada Islam. But she says that
doing so is vital to transatlantic relations and to
Europe’s global ambitions

The EU has so far had a distinctly
different approach to Afghanistan and to
Pakistan. A large majority of EU states
have sent troops to Afghanistan and are
pumping in millions of euros to bolster that
country's fragile economy, even though this
has not translated into political influence. By
contrast, Europe's relations with Pakistan, a
country which is seen as even more pivotal
than Afghanistan in the combat against
terrorism, remain exceptionally low-key and
uninspiring.

The time is now over for reflection,
consultation and for sitting on the fence.
European governments had been vocal
in their criticism of U.S. policy towards
Afghanistan during the Bush Administration,
and their advice was ignored. With President
Obama, Europeans have an opportunity to
partner the U.S. in seeking solutions to the
challenges of AfPak.

To do so, they must pay more attention
to both Afghanistan and Pakistan. President
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Obama is right in describing the AfPak border,
with its numerous Al Qaeda training camps,
as “the most dangerous place in the world."
sadly, European leaders have been unwilling
or unable to make a forceful case for curbing
Al Qaeda-led insurgencies in Afghanistan and
Pakistan as a way to ensure Europe’s security.

The EU has mainly left discussion
on Afghanistan to NATO, and European
policy towards Pakistan has been focused
on aid with little emphasis on meeting
the country's insurgency and governance
challenges. Europe must now act urgently
to forge a pro-active new strategy which
responds to both the development and
security challenges facing Afghanistan and
Pakistan. Most important of all, it must put
its relations with Pakistan much higher on its
foreign and security policy agenda.

The Americans are using increased
military power to back up their AfPak strategy.
They now recognise that Europeans will not
send substantially more combat troops to
Afghanistan, but believing that the insurgency
cannot be defeated by military action alone,
the U.S. wants Europeans to participate in
a so-called "civilian surge" that would go
hand-in-hand with an increase in U.S. and
NATO boots on the ground. The EU has the
tools and the expertise to implement such a
“comprehensive approach" by stepping up
efforts to improve Afghanistan's governance
and address its rule of law deficit. As well
as improved law and order, it can also
spearhead moves to strengthen the counter-
narcotics drive by switching from a focus on
eradication to implementing integrated rural
development schemes which include the
construction of local roads for the marketing
of alternative crops.
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By Raffaello Pantucci

Europe’s real AfPak
problem is that our
politicians have
not convinced
public opinion

overly optimistic, view of European

objectives on “AfPak”. It is hard to
disagree with many of her fundamental points, in
particular that greater coordination on Central-
South Asia would be a boon to European and
American interests in the region.

S hada Islam presents a sensible, if perhaps

Unfortunately, the reality is that such
coordination is still lacking and we are unlikely
to see a greater push under an EU banner.
More European involvement in any sort of
“civilian surge” would be welcome, but will
be unrealistic until the security situation is
stabilised.

European perspectives on AfPak are at a
very different stage to those of the United
States, and there are two reasons for this.
The EU is currently not yet adept at dealing
with hard security matters, and the security
concerns that emerge in this region are seen in
starkly different lights by politicians and public
opinion across the European Union. And the
former situation is unlikely to improve until the
latter is tackled through greater coordination
between EU member states, and it is on this
that European leaders should now focus their
efforts.
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Its experience in regional cooperation
and integration gives the EU exceptional
credibility as an "honest broker" to ease
strained relations between Afghanistan
and its neighbours, and also contribute to
better relations between Pakistan and India.
Although it will be more difficult, Europeans
could lead the way in opening negotiations
with "reconcilable" Taliban insurgents and
militants who either have no links to Al
Qaeda or are willing to sever them.

European countries are regarded by
many in Afghanistan and Pakistan with less
hostility than the U.S. This is especially so
in Pakistan, where U.S. drone attacks on
insurgents in the tribal areas continue to
cause public outrage. Washington's standing
in Pakistan has also been tarnished by the
Bush Administration's support for former
President Musharraf, whereas the EU has
built up credit among Pakistan's political
elite — including lawyers, human rights
activists and pro-democracy groups — by
focusing on the need to hold free and fair
elections, insisting on the independence
of the judiciary and concentrating on the
building of stronger civilian institutions.

Europe's performance in Afghanistan has
not been uniformly grim. The EU is a leading
aid donor there, providing a total of €3.7bn
over 2002-2006. A stronger European military
effort was promised at both the NATO and
EU-U.S. summits in April this year, but we
should make no mistake that the European
effort in Afghanistan will be judged by the
success or failure of its EUPOL police mission.
This EU flagship operation is unfortunately
overshadowed by the much larger U.S. police
programme, and is also dwarfed by similar
schemes run by EU member states. It is
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also trammeled by serious staff shortages,
although EU governments have pledged to
double the mission staff to 400 members,
recruiting the additional police officers is
proving difficult. To make the Afghan posting
more attractive, governments should be ready
to raise salaries, hire so-called "contract
agents" or to turn to the private sector to
supply police officers.

To be effective in Afghanistan, EU
states must reinforce their coordination
and cooperation on the ground and at
headquarters. "AfPak" envoys appointed by
EU member states, including Britain, France,
Germany and Sweden, should make a point
of working closely with Ettore Sequi, the EU's
pointman for Afghanistan and Pakistan. On
top of that, there must be a consolidation
of the three separate EU representations in
Kabul, namely the European Commission
delegation, EUPOL and Sequi's office.

Bringing Pakistan back from the brink is
going to be even more difficult, especially
since the EU has so far failed to recognise
Pakistan’s strategic importance. Now,
Pakistan is slowly climbing up the European
agenda, with the organisation of a first-ever
EU-Pakistan summit and plans to provide
new trade concessions along with increased
aid to the country. To be effective, EU
assistance will have to focus on the two
sides of the AfPak border to include both
countries’ Pashtun areas.

The EU's priority must be to help Pakistan
tackle its twin challenges of building a
functioning democracy and defeating
religious extremism. Thisrequiresthat despite
Pakistan's chaotic politics, the European
Commission and individual governments
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keep channels of communication open with
its democratically-elected leaders, however
weak they may be. Democracy in Pakistan is
above all conditional on the army's retreat
from political life. No encouragement
should be given to suggestions that the
army meddle in politics as another military
coup would not only undermine civilian
institutions but also undercut efforts to curb
insurgency and fight terrorism.

There is much room for improvement in
the EU’s trade and aid ties with Pakistan. EU
aid to Pakistan, stuck at €500m since 1976,
is a fraction of the S10bn in U.S. aid that
Pakistan has received since 2001, and which
has been easily overshadowed by the new
commitments being made by the Obama
Administration. Europe’s trade relations are
also uneasy.

The EU is Pakistan's largest trading
partner, with EU imports mainly of textiles
and clothing currently valued at about
€3.5bn a year. But a spate of EU anti-
dumping investigations, and the removal
of Pakistan from the EU's special duty-free
scheme for developing countries, coupled
with Brussels' reluctance to start negotiations
on a free trade agreement with Islamabad,
have strained the trading relationship.

An overhaul of EU aid priorities in Pakistan
would be welcome, away from the present
near-exclusive focus on health, education
and rural development to a broader reform
agenda, including police and judicial training,
the modernisation of political parties and a
strengthening of parliamentary procedures.
This would mean setting aside more funds for
Pakistan, not an easy move given the many
other demands on the EU's external budget.
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Developments in AfPak are presented in a
variety of different ways across Europe. For the
UK, there is the palpable sense of an immediate
terrorist threat posed by plots directed from
the region, and that is generally accepted by
the general public as the reason why British
troops are fighting in Afghanistan. That's not
to say there isn't heated discussion in the UK,
but rather that it is focused on tactics and on
whether following America’s lead is the right
way to deal with things. In Germany and Spain
by contrast, both of which have faced plots
directed from groups based in the region, the
war in Afghanistan is instead sold as a distant
peacekeeping operation. A large proportion of
the German public thinks their troops should
not be there at all, believing that it is their
presence that is attracting trouble to Germany
and choosing to ignore the fact that the threat
emanating from the region was present before
German forces went in. In between, Europeans
hold a wide range of views and opinions,
of which most tend towards the view that
whatever is going on in AfPak is not directly
relevant to their own security.

European leaders, meanwhile, appear for
the most part to line up behind the U.S,,
having reached the conclusion that ongoing
instability in the region poses a threat to both
regional and international security. Unlike their
own public opinions, they tend to appreciate
the nature of the AfPak threat and therefore
understand why European troops need to be
there.

The gulf of understanding between Europe’s
political leaders and European voters is at the
root of the problem of getting EU countries
to take on a bigger role in AfPak, and is also
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