











While to date the former has been raising skepticismn amongst researchers, the latter is largely seen as
a more consistent approach, particularly if we take into account the failure of genuinely transnational-
oriented projects such as the magazine L'Furopéen, as well as the EURIKON and Europe TV channels.

Numerous scholars have acknowledged the importance of recent public debates embedded in
a European framing, including EU-driven campaigns like those of the euro and the Eastern enlarge-
ment», as well as non-EU topics such as the ‘Haider case’; the 2003 demonstrations against war in
Irage; the solidarity with the Spaniards following the 11th of March attacks”; or the BSE debatesz.
Alongside these common public issues, we have been observing the creation of a shared repository
of media stories, for instance through the distribution of some quality newspapers in the most
important European languages (e.g. Financial Times) or in a specific European edition (e.g. International
Herald Tribune or Wall Street Journal Europe). In the last analysis, this attempt to create a European-wide
communication flow has been the yardstick of some projects carried out by the EU, which we will
discuss in the following section.

“European Public Spaces” and the EU Communication Policy

EU Treaties do not include any specific provisions governing Communication Policy, which is
rather based on the relevant premises (e.g. right to information and freedom of expression; right of
access to EU documents, amongst others) of the Charter of Fundamental Rights. Despite the absence
of a legal basis in this field, the acknowledgement of an increasing gap between Europe and its
public in the last decade has been gradually placing the need of communicating Europe in the
top of EU political priorities. In this context, whilst an exhaustive chronological analysis of this policy
is not the purpose of the present paper, we intend to highlight the milestones that appear to be more
relevant taking our research questions into account.

The first comprehensive debates on the problem of an uncommunicated Europe were not boosted
by the aforementioned 2005 and 2008 referendums, but find their roots in the beginning of the
nineties, when the difficult ratification process of the Maastricht Treaty launched the idea of an EU
‘democratic deficit”. Research dealing with this issue ever since tends to define the concept as a
remarkable contrast between EU political and institutional deepening on the one hand, and the
permanence of public debates and citizen participation in the redoubt of national arenas on the
othere.
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From this period onwards, a myriad of EU policy documents explored notions like those of

U

“democracy” and “transparency”®, guided by the political motivation of explaining the
functioning of European institutions and policies to the wide public. Nevertheless, the low
participation rates in the 2004 European Parliamentary Elections and the citizens’ rejection of the
former Constitutional Treaty in the following year clearly mirrored the lack of enthusiasm and public

engagement towards European integration.

This scenario lead to the development, under Margot Wallstrém's Cabinet, of the Commission’s
“Plan D for Democracy, Dialogue and Debate”, aimed at helping “the emergence of a European public
sphere, where citizens are given the information and the tools to actively participate in the decision
making process and gain ownership of the European project™. The idea of an EPE was the common
denominator for the first “Action Plan to Improve Communicating Europe™ and the subsequent
“White Paper on a European Communicating Policy”. Postulating that “European citizens need access
to a steady flow of common information if they are to see the European dimension of common
issues™, this latter document coheres with the theoretical definition outlined in Part I.

The concept of an EPE is the backdrop to understand the latest EU Communication initiatives,
particularly the new trends in Audiovisual and Internet policies. As the most significant examples, we
would stress the creation of the international radio network EURANET (April 2008), a consortium of
fifteen broadcasters transmitting in twelve languages, and of the multilingual website Presseurop
(May 2009), with European news stories in ten languages~. These two projects, to which a similar
European Television network will be added next year, are driven by the White Paper’s main goal of
assigning a European framing to a set of public issues. Adopting the web as a central communication
toolx, both FURANET and Presseurop reiterate the academic argument emphasising the centrality of
the media in the emergence of an EPE. Interestingly enough, this theoretical assumption is shared by
the general public: in the last qualitative study on the Future of Europe, the creation of a European TV
Channel or newspaper printed in all languages was cited by respondents as a strategy to enhance
Citizen participation in EU democratic lifex.

Research Questions

The possible emergence of an EPE, particularly its relevance within the communicative purposes
of the EU, has seen an increasing importance within recent scholarly agenda. While a solid body of
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literature offers comprehensive approaches regarding the latest developments of EU policies in this
matter, this research remains predominantly descriptive, and largely devoid of an empirical
component.

In this study we seek to supplement the theoretical perspectives with field discussions with high-
ranking EU officials working for DG COMM. Following the methodology used in recent literature”, a
total of ten face-to-face semi-structured interviews were conducted, relying on a standard protocol
which combined multiple-choice questions and space for follow-up comments=. More concretely,
we focused on the interviewees' perceptions about:

A. The past: evolution of the EU Communication Policy in the last decade;
B. The present: is there an EPE?
C. The future: the EU Communication Policy/EPE in the next decade;

Responsible for developing key communication strategies and/or dealing with the media, this
specialist group plays a key role in explaining the motivations that underlie the EC political options
and shaping the main developments of this policy field.

No EPE, no Communication Policy?

The assumption that the EU Communication Policy has seen a positive evolution in the past
decade was consensual amongst the interviewees. As an example of this development, officials
mentioned the improvement of media relations at two levels: in Brussels, where the rising number of
correspondents might illustrate the extent to which the EU is considered newsworthy; and in the
member-states, through a closer collaboration with the EC representations, perceived as privileged
channels to reach national and local journalists.

Interestingly enough, when asked to reflect about the main problems in this policy field, the
obstacles more frequently mentioned are in line with aforementioned hindrances to the emergence
of an EPE. The absence of a common language® poses one of greatest challenges to the
communication efforts of a complex multi-layered organisation like the EU. As one of the officials
acknowledges:

“To communicate in the twenty-three official languages, that is to say, to people with very different
understandings, is a mammoth task, especially if you do not have a clear political line. It is primordial
to have the member-states communicating together with the European institutions” (Interview 6)

These linguistic barriers are perceived in close association with the inexistence of a common
media system=», which appears to indicate the officials’ adherence to the theoretical assumption that
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the media are a sine qua non for the creation of an EPE». One of the interviewees established this
connection stating that “in the case of the press, for example, evidence shows that citizens prefer to
read their own language and a newspaper from their own country” (Interview 1). Others assigned the
failure of the magazine LEuropéen to its monolingual nature», adding that the creation of similar
projects would face even greater difficulties today due to the heavy effects of the economic crisis in
the newspaper industry (Interview 4).

Alongside the language and media ‘external’ factors, officials encounter two impediments for
effective communication at European level internally. First, the absence of a chapter or article in the
Treaties concerning this matter, which according to Interviewee 2 expresses the lack of political will of
EU countries in providing the EU “with powerful communication tools”. The difficulty of reaching an
inter-institutional agreement in this field was also exemplified by the “Communicating Europe in
Partnership” document, as

"It speaks for itself the fact that it took us four years to get the Council and the Parliament to sign
two pages saying ‘We must communicate Europe together’ (...). The refusal of the Council towards a
legal basis for communication and specific budget lines should tell us the whole story about the
member-states attitudes” (Interview 5)

Second, the EU budget for the Communication Policy, which three officials describe as limited
and insufficient (Interviews 2, 3 and 6). As official 2 ironically illustrates, “if Barroso wanted to send a
letter informing inform citizens about the new mandate, he would need the five-year budget to
cover post stamps (...) It is impossible to think that European Public Spheres can be created with this
budget”. The degree of identification between the concept of EPE and the success of EU
Communication Policy is omnipresent throughout the interviews.

A specialised and elite-centred EPE

Another research point relates to the officials’ perception about the existence of an EPE in small
yet significant domains, which dovetails with the theoretical approaches described in section 1. The
acknowledgement of the emergence of such a space is first and foremost tied to specific EU actions
in diverse areas from Education (e.g. the Erasmus Program) to Audiovisual Policies (e.g. the MEDIA
Programs) — Interview 1.

However, it was interesting to discover that other examples of an EPE went beyond the scope
of action of EU initiatives. Interviewee 5 mentioned the Eurovision Song Contest or the UEFA
European Football Championships as privileged occasions to generate common debates
amongst people of different nationalities. Finally, another remarkable example was that of a
demonstration of hundreds of milk producers from France, Germany and Belgium, which occurred in
Brussels on the week before these interviews took place. Despite its negative motivation towards EU
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policies in the milk sector, official 6 admits that it was a clear example of a Europe-wide discussion.
Therefore, although interviewees establish a clear cut correspondence between the obstacles to the
EU Communication Policy and those to an EPE, this does not mean that the latter is necessarily
perceived in a mere EU acceptation.

Furthermore, most of our interviewees admitted that these specialised spaces are still elitist in
their essence, thus corroborating previous literature in this field. Reflecting Schlesinger’s theory= that
the rise of transnational media has been contributing to the reinforcement of a supranational elite
community, officials referred to CNN, BBCWorld and mainly Euronews as significant achievements of
an EPE, but with extremely low viewing figures. Although this latter case is considered “a quasi-
European TV channel”and “one of the main agenda-setters”in this field (Interview 4), it is metaphorically
seen in Interview 1 as “a kind of audiovisual Financial Times or Le Monde: extremely specialised and
targeted to an audience already keen in EU affairs”.

Trends & Scenarios: the “Era of the network”

Our final research question seeks to investigate the way EU officials anticipate the trends that will
guide the EU Communication Policy in next decade, and the potential public sphere(s) that might be
created in this context. The examples mentioned in Section A (e.g. the failure of Europe-wide projects
such as The European) and B (e.g. a myriad of debates with a European framing) demonstrate that the
interviewees tend to favour an EPE resulting from the Europeanisation of national spheres rather than
a pan-European model.

This theoretical choice is clearly reflected in the concrete actions that according to the officials will
dominate the EU communication efforts in the early future. As Interviewee 7 argues:

“| believe more in networks than in channels. Let's take, for instance, EuroparlTV. In spite of being
a valuable initiative at EU level, the number of people watching it is derisive. EURANET programs on
the other hand are likely to attract more citizens, because they are really embedded in their national
contexts. This “network-oriented” approach might be more complex, time-consuming and
decentralized; however, it is undoubtedly the most effective in the long term”

The importance of EURANET is corroborated by Interviewee 4, for whom “the solution does not
rely on pan-European media, but on the Europeanisation of national media’, and by Interviewee 5,
when reflecting about this network-oriented approach:

"EURANET was an excellent idea, and it is working quite well. The same is valid for PressEurop,
which for instance allows someone in the Check Republic to read the top stories in Financial Times.
However, for me the most interesting project is the Television Network to be launched next year (...).
If people were used to watch BBC or ZDF, they will still be watching something on those channels, but
this happens to be the same thing that someone in Denmark or Portugal will be watching. | think this
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is the way forward, other than creating a brand new channel, which would probably be seen as mere
propaganda vehicle

These Europeanised media projects are concomitant with a strong investment in online resources.
Official 5 adds that it is vital to recognise the potential of the Internet as a communication tool. The
role played by the web appears to be particularly relevant to boost the emergence of new public
spheres:

"Physical spaces are important, but their value should not be overestimated. Let us think of a
room, maybe in a building located in the centre of a capital city, where conferences are organised on
a regular basis. Despite its symbolic importance, this kind of initiative has extremely limited effects.
Blogs, online discussion forums and social media on the other hand are gradually breaking out
borders, including language borders. Through the Internet an idea might be generated in one country
and transferred to another after being translated by somebody else.”

Without losing sight of the EPE debate, Interviewee 4 the independent media portal EurActiv.com
as a successful example of a multilingual web resource, reiterating the idea that online public platforms
represent the most effective strategy to ensure a European dimension in policy debates.

Conclusions & further avenues for research

This paper allowed us to make some introductory remarks to the debate on the future of Europe
from the standpoint of the EU Communication Policy, through interviews with EU officials focusing
on its past, present and future trends. Although our interviewees agreed on the improvement of
the EU Communication Policy in the last decade, this assumption did not prevent them to
recognise a wide range of hindrances to the emergence of a communicated Europe. It was
interesting to acknowledge that the main negative factors largely coincided with what scholars
indicate as the theoretical obstacles to an EPE: the absence of a common language and shared media
system. Hence, the success of this policy field and the creation of a full-blond EPE appear to be
considered concomitant by EU officials.

In spite of the aforementioned problems, the idea that we can already find European forums of
discussion was omnipresent throughout the interviews. These spaces combine two main features.
Firstly, their existence in highly-specialised domains, not only as a result of EU initiatives (e.g.
Educational and Audiovisual programs) but also beyond its scope of action (e.g. Europe-wide
competitions or even demonstrations against European policies). Secondly, the fact that they remain
confined to business and political elites, as shown by the target audience of Furonews channel or
quality newspapers such as the Financial Times. Analysing these features against the academic
background of our paper, it is clear that interviewees perceive the Europeanisation of national spheres
as a more realistic option when compared to a pan-European model.

This position has practical implications for the EU Commmunication Policy in the coming years. The
hegemony of a "network” over a “channel” approach, illustrated by recent initiatives like EURANET or



Presseurop, permit us to anticipate a scenario where Europeanising domestic realities will overlap the
complex and budget-consuming alternative of an ex novo genuinely transnational project. A major
role is assigned to the Internet in this context: the web has the capability of expanding the public
platforms of discussion beyond the physical spaces, thus reiterating the symbolic nature inherent to
the Habermasian notion of “Public Sphere”,

From our point of view, a further avenue for research lies in the importance of the media for the
construction of an EPE. Their relevance was recurrently stressed by EU officials through concrete
examples and spontaneous thoughts, even when our question did not make any explicit reference in
this particular. Little is known, however, about the concrete influence exerted by the media on the
changing spaces of political communication at EU level and effective configuration of an EPE. A closer
collaboration between scholars, EU officials and journalists, together with surveys involving the
general public, could pave the way to a better understanding of policy motivations and society
needs in what concerns to a truly communicated Europe.
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Contested discourses of Europe

European identity formation

Anton Pasisnychenko

“...emergence of a European network state and fully integrated European economy
without a European Identity seems to be an unsustainable situation”
Nezar Alsayyad and Manuel Castels

“European identity is fascinating, because it is to be worked out anew, and we can observe
how it is being constructed and also observe how it is impossible to construct at the

Alessandro Ferrara

same time”



Today it is a general statement that study of recent processes of European integration is dealing
with a problem of defining Europe itself as a specific term, meaning of European identity and its role
in development of the European Union (Demossier, 2007). In this article we are addressing the
European discourse through a perspective of historical method in sociology in order to show how
the EU and European identity are constructed in contested discourses and what is the impact of this
identity building on the future of the enlarged Europe.

Historically dynamic European integration was followed by a wide search for roots of “European”
in history, religion and culture. For much of its history, the construction of European unity was
associated with existence of two models, one positive and one negative. On the one hand, Europe
meant freedom, democracy, solidarity, rationalism, critical spirit, market economy, etc.; on the other,
Europe represented dictatorship, collectivism, passivity, statism, nationalism, etc (Hollinger, 1994:163).
Both traditions could draw on past history. Besides, geopolitical and symbolic borders of Europe are
also a subject for rethinking, because they are being formed historically and discursively: ‘the images
of Europe do not exist as a natural phenomenon but are discursively shaped’ (Strath, 2002: 397).

When referring to Europe it is conceptually important to distinguish between the European Union as
1 an entity that is a result of a common will to build certain institutions; and
2 asthe European civilization or cultural space which is the result of long-term, non-intentional, non-
anticipated and indirect circumstances (Llobera, 2003: 159).

Variety of meanings attached to Europe open a discourse on power of nomination that forms
definitions and classifications of Europe itself, its frontiers, its inhabitants. With the development
of this discourse by the end of XX century the idea of Europe has grown into a mobilizing political
metaphor. In many cases Europe is described as a cultural organization that is united by shared
values, culture and identity. Mainly references are made to “European heritage” that brings together
the Greek-Roman civilization, Christianity, the ideas of Enlightenment, science, progressand democracy,
in short all that stands for Europe’s legitimacy.

Still a hard question is whether we can speak of European culture? Taking into consideration that
European national cultures remain diverse at religious, linguistic, political, economic and other levels
— although certain features could be labeled European - in this article we prefer to use a notion of
European cultural space, or even better — European civilization. In this context we share an assumption
of R. Scrutton that ‘nations may share a civilization; but they will always be distinct in their culture,
since culture defines what they are’ (Scruton, 1998:1).

Before making any predictions of the future it is always helpful to look back at the lessons our
history has already taught us. In our case discussing future of the cultural space of Europe needs to
be supplemented by a study of its past.

When talking about integration of Europe we usually focus on the institutional dimension. But
does there exist a cultural integration which gives the sense of tight social bonds as in perspective of
the United States of Europe vision. From previous practices of European governing from Brussels it is



clear that relying upon institutional development without having support at the level of intercultural
dialogue may lead to wasting of resources and losing public trust. The development of the European
Union institutions starting from early Coal and Steel Community in 1951 was successful due to its
evolutionary character. Clear objectives of the organizations have made the institution-building
process “natural” and effective. These efforts to integrate Europe were not only understood by the
public but supported as well. Institutional reforms were just supporting and fixing achieved public
consensus, shared visions and values.

Yet, since the integration urge has shifted to the Brussels cabinets this institution-building has lost
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its “natural” evolutionary features and became unclear if not suspicious to the public. It has led to a
drop of support and trust to the institutions of the EU. Starting building institutional framework in
advance did not appear to be successful. Painful and dangerous results of this new integration policy
(inspired by an initiative of Y. Fisher) we could see in the failure of voting for European Constitutional
Treaty in 2005 (by France and Netherlands). This Constitutional draft was an attempt to encourage
new institutional structures to form the fundamental moral intuitions of European public culture.
Later this draft was embedded in Lisbon Treaty that was also rejected by Ireland voting. Despite its
happy end in a recent ratification of the Treaty, this experience shows a vulnerability and practical
incapability of proceeding with further European integration by enforcing institutional reforms

that have no support from the EU citizens.

Therefore, thinking about the future of United Europe means dealing with a problem of gaining
support from below first off all in terms of European identity construction (on a basis of existing local,
regional and national historical and cultural identities). It is clear that primary institutions of the EU that
were built in the early 50s weren't putting any efforts into cultivating feelings of “Europeanness’, they
rather came as an unplanned outcome in the beginning. Only in 1992 Maastricht treaty on European
Union the idea of El was first formulated in written and ratified altogether.

One of the main clearings that have to be made is that ‘the EU is neither a demos nor an ethnos,
neither a polis nor a societas’ (Llobera, 2003:165). So the basic question appears to be: how Europe can
be united if there are not European people or a European state? The most efficient and yet obscure
idea of such a bond, that appeared in contemporary political and scientific discourse, is a concept of
European identity. It was used to describe how people while not being relatives by blood, territory or
history could still be close to each other by sharing a feeling of belonging to Europe which was
grounded in their identity.

Nevertheless European identity is an extremely contested concept. It is hard to ground it as
a type of collective identity because it doesn't appear to form the very necessary “we-feeling’,
or at least now it does not seem to be a priority value for Europeans themselves. It is even harder
to determine a “we-group” Europeans (especially considering nation-states of the continent as
European/non-European) which would serve as a reference group for European identity. Surely
European identity is not a type of national identity because it implies going beyond borders of
nation-state body. No wonder that this situation is described by growing number of scholars as



a proof that ‘attempts to provide an acceptable definition of European Identity have failed’
(Demossier, 2007: 7).

One of way to clarify this notion is to explain European identity as a political identity. Following
such approach D. Green suggests that if European identity is understood as a new form of political
identification it might even become a general characteristic for all postmodern societies: ‘Given that
nationalism has arguably been the most consequential political force of the past two centuries, no
exaggerated argument is necessary to make the case for the potential significance of European
identity to international and domestic politics’ (Green, 2007:17).

Sharing a similar approach to European identity J. Weiler put forward a theory of constitutional
patriotism which defines ‘membership of a polity in civic, non-organic cultural terms’ (Weiler
1997: 277). It gives an instrument to separate ethos from demos and nationality from citizenship.
A sense of belonging to each of these levels is based on different criteria: ethnocultural elements
at the national level, civic values at the state and European levels (Llobera, 2003).

Another way of European identity conceptualization explains it as a cultural identity. This attempt
was done by J. Habermas and J. Derrida when in a joint article they tried to present a list of ‘core
European values’ as a basis for Europe’s integration. Habermas and Derrida accept that much that
constitutes European legacy — ‘Christianity and capitalism, natural science and technology, Roman
Law and the Code Napoleon, the bourgeois-urban form of life, democracy and human rights, the
secularization of the state and society — had become a common property of the West, if not of the
world as a whole’ (Habermas and Derrida, 2005). They also admitted that Europe had been repeatedly
convulsed by divisive bouts of nationalism. However they think that those very experiences of division
had produced a common outlook and attitude.

Contemporary discourse on the subject draws more or less clear division line between attitudes
towards future of United Europe and European identity. Optimistically predisposed authors share an
idea that diversity is probably the main condition for European unity (Wallace, 1985; Reif, 1993; Delanty,
1995; Delanty and Rumford, 2005; Eriksen and Fossum, 2004; Fossum, 2004). Josef Liobera adds to this
idea by saying: 'to be European is, negatively, to reject annihilation and subjection; positively, to defend
the richness of a dialogical culture’ (Llobera, 2003: 161).

Ulrich Beck with his project of a cosmopolitan Europe is firmly on the optimists’ side. He argues
that Europe’s problem is not in the malfunction of its institutions, but in self-misconception as a
nation-state. In public debates Europe is still mostly conceived of as an ‘incomplete nation’, an
‘incomplete federal state’, and in consequence it is treated as if it should (@and could) become both
nation and state (Beck and Grande, 2007: 69). The idea of cosmopolitism should help Europe to overlap
its current state and become something different from a nation-state and a super-state at the same
time. According to Beck the main element of cosmopolitan spirit in Europe is difference. He writes
that 'in a nutshell, cosmopolitanism combines the tolerance of otherness with indispensable universal
norms; it combines unity and diversity’ (Beck and Grande, 2007: 71).



Optimists usually agree that new European identity can exist only simultaneously in combination
with otheridentities presentin Europe. However, we might want to transform some existing aggressive
and exclusive identities and ideologies — such as nationalism(s) or hegemonism — that could destroy
a new complex and internally diverse European identity.

Following this logic European identity should become:
1. an inclusive identity,

2.a multiple and plural identity that will have to incorporate existing different sub-national
(regional), national and supranational identities,

3. a multicultural/intercultural identity that will recognize, respect and facilitate existing (linguistic,
cultural, religious, etc.) diversity, as well as development of new identities,

4. an identity built upon democracy and democratic vision of a common Europe,

5.an identity built upon democratic, supra-national patriotism, etc. (Zagar, 2001).

On the other skeptical side of the European discourse “barricades” authors like J. Llobera, C. Shore,
B. Strath, and C. Katner argue that following Hobsbawm'’s certitude in nationalism'’s death is quite a
premature stake. It is true that national identities can not be eternal, but their time has not passed yet.
Such powerful primordial feelings of attachment as language, culture, religion and historical memory
are still attracted to the concept of nation. It is really doubtful that a power of nationalism would
surrender to the only fact of existence of international elite that demonstrates its cosmopolitism
in certain academic, business or other circles.

Smith's contention that any attempt to create a supranational European entity is ‘unlikely to be
successful on the social and cultural levels” (Smith, 1993: 134) is as valid today as in the foreseeable
future because Europeans do not share any primordial identities. In the same context J.Llobera writes:
'to say that Europe is ‘unity in diversity’ is insufficient. For most Europeans the idea that there is an
overarching European culture that encompasses all national cultures is a chimera’ (Llobera, 2003: 165).
It is hard to believe that the increase of contacts among Europeans (holidays, sports, etc) and the
existence of more consumer convergence are insufficient evidence to state that a European identity
is developing (Shore, 1997). Finally, some of them make such sharp notice that ‘identity becomes a
problem when there is no identity’ (Strath, 2002: 387).

At the moment in no way can we say that, at the cultural level, there is at present an entity that
we can call ‘Europe’. On the other hand culture in its practical sense as a basis for identity has been
used as an argument by both optimists and skeptics. Even if we take the optimists’ side and suggest
that European identity is a real and powerful construction (if not now than maybe in the future)
quantitative data doesn’t add much optimism to it. In his analysis of survey on European identity
David Green finds out that for a period of more than 30 years only about 4-8 percent of the sample
in every survey chose European as their first identity (Green, 2007: 66). He concludes that European
identity does indeed exist, though it is a minority sentiment, and one that is particularly prominent



among elites and sympathizers of the integration project. It means that future of the United Europe
might be seized in this small ‘elite’, those 4-8 percent that feel more European than anyone else. This
also means that to go further with Europe’s integration we would need to convert this real ‘minority
sentiment’ into a form comprehensible and acceptable for publicity — the citizens of Europe.

Our short overlook of contradictory European discourse on the issues of identity and its role in the EU
integration shows that there are two major ways of perceiving European identity construction:

1. as an objective process that correlates with life world of the European Union as a polity
(understanding European identity as an identity typical for citizens of Europe);

2. as a potential project of building a cultural community (taking into account not only the EU
member-countries but geo-political map of the whole Europe).

In the past diversity was Europe’s problem #1 because it has shred the continent with endless
conflicts and wars. Now cultural diversity appears to be considered as it's major wealth. At this stage
of civilization development past inconveniences can be redirected in a far more positive direction in
the frame of the enlarged EU. In practice, the key to building European identity is shifting from dividing
‘we” and “they” to uniting “us”. In theory, at the core of this concept’s ambiguity lies a paradox how
European identity could be constructed while at the same time being unavailable. Whether in the
next decade we can manage to take necessary steps both in practice and theory at the moment
stays a question with no answer yet.
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Addressing the representation crisis
In the external relations of the EU.

The European Security and Defense Policy:
in search of common values?

Vasilis Margaras

Wth the establishment of the European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) in 1999, the EU
achieved considerable progress in the field of foreign affairs. Since then, ESDP was equipped
with its own institutions and started to work on various security issues. Ten years of ESDP
developments brought a number of achievements in the field of security, most notably, the
deployment of various ESDP missions in many parts of the world. ESDP has been
characterized by considerable dynamism but also by various weaknesses. The Lisbon Treaty
addressed some of the issues that hinder the development of ESDP but did not provide a
remedy to all its problems. The new Lisbon Treaty developments in the field of external
relations are summarized in the article. However, the article claims that further
institutionalization brought by the Lisbon Treaty is not a panacea. ESDP needs a clear set of
values in order to become more cohesive and successful. J



The impact of the Lisbon Treaty on ESDP

So far, the competencies of the EU in external relations have been divided between the areas of
European Community and the intergovernmental pillars. However, many policy issues seem to overlap
between these two spheres. The question of competencies within the EU has not been clear as at
least four different Directorates-General (DGs) are involved in the external relations of the EU. Lack of
transparency, bureaucracy and institutional competition amongst different DGs are common
obstacles in the shaping of EU foreign policies. The Treaty of Lisbon tried to address these issues
with the establishment of the European Union Minister for Foreign Affairs, the development of
the European External Action Service and with the idea of the presidency of the European
Council.

However, according to Wessels and Bopp (2008: 28), whether these developments will lead to
more overall efficiency and coherence or, contrary, to mutual blocks, overlapping competencies and
inter-institutional tensions cannot be answered at this stage'. Furthermore, ‘the adoption of legal acts
is still not possible for CFSP/CSDP and decisions have to be taken by unanimity’ (Wessels and Bopp
2008:29)-. The organizational details of these new institutional inventions are not yet decided.
Diverging views amongst Members States already appear on how these institutions will be created
and which exactly their functions would be. According to Duke (2009: 26): ‘the innovations in the
external relations area, such as the Union Minister for Foreign Affairs or the European External Action
Service, may hold the potential to alter the institutional balance of powers, but they will also become
part and parcel of the competencies struggle and most likely its focus”.

Another institutional development is the establishment of the Permanent Structured Cooperation
(PermStrucCoop). Article 28 A p. 6 of the Lisbon Treaty, establishes Permanent Structured Cooperation for
‘those Member States whose military capabilities fulfill higher criteria and which have made more binding
commitments to one another in this area with a view to most demanding missions. The introduction of
permanent structured cooperation can be seen as an element of innovation as it may facilitate further
cooperation amongst those Member States that want to work closely in issues of security. However,
according to Hougardy (2008: 12), ‘a key factor to success will be to what extent participating Member
States are willing to adjust their way of thinking with regard to national defense planning®.

Furthermore, according to the Lisbon Treaty, the EU subscribes to the Petersburg tasks which
are joint disarmament operations, humanitarian and rescue tasks, military advice and assistance tasks,
conflict prevention and peace-keeping tasks, tasks of combat forces in crises management, including
peace-making and post-conflict stabilization (Article 28 B of the Lisbon Treaty). These tasks are the
primary focus of ESDP. However, the list of Tasks constitutes a very broad description of aims and
allows for considerable divergence in their interpretation by the different EU Member States.

1. Wessels and Bopp (2008) The Institutional Architecture of CFSP after the Lisbon Treaty — Constitutional breakthrough or challenge ahead?,
Research Paper No. 10, June 2008, Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS)
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3. Duke, S. (2006) ‘Arenas of Grey: Tension in EU External Relations Competences, Eipascope Bulletin No.1

4. Hougardy, P. (2008) ‘Permanent Structured Cooperation’in Biscop, S. and Algieri F. The Lisbon Treaty and ESDP: Transformation and Inte-
gration, 11-15.



In search of a ‘common values’ agenda?

No matter the degree of institutionalization, ESDP is not going to develop further unless
there is a common consensus on the values that underpins its strategic action. Only if there is a
commonly accepted normative space can ESDP flourish. Indeed, the European Security Strategy
(2003: 12-13) mentioned that the EU needs to develop its own strategic culture in order to
become a more efficient player. The strategic culture of the EU is defined in this article as: ‘the
ideas of Brussels-based ESDP officials regarding the current and potential use of force as well as
their practices on the deployment of police and military instruments in various ESDP missions’.
The strategic culture of the EU consists of ideas and policy practices which are manifested in
the way missions are discussed and planned. Strategic culture is influenced by the policy
decisions of ESDP as well as by the interaction of ESDP officials in ESDP institutions. Elements of
strategic culture were developed through the historic evolution of the European security debate
and especially through the marks that this debate left on the shaping of the foreign policies of
the EU member states in the 1990s:. The implementation of ESDP missions is another important
process in the shaping of strategic culture as ideas stemming from operations on the ground are
fed into the Brussels-based ESDP decision-making process.

Main ideas and values in the strategic culture of the EU

Already scholars claim that a particular EU strategic culture is under developments. The data provided
in this article is extracted from 30 interviews which were conducted in the period between January and
December 2008 on this particular subject. The findings of the fieldwork point to the direction that the
strategic culture of the EU has its own values but also its particular weaknesses. The soft approach on the
use of force, an EU selective humanitarian agenda and the acceptance of Civilian Crisis Management tools
constitute the cornerstone values of the strategic culture of the EU. The importance of the UN Security
Mandate and the question of the NATO-EU relationship still constitute grey areas in the cognitive
development of the strategic culture of the EU. On the other hand, the belief in the intergovernmental
nature of ESDP, the lack of clearly defined interests and the existence of different geographic priorities
amongst the Member States constitute considerable obstacles to the development of a vibrant strategic
culture. The article will now analyze each of the above mentioned issues.

A ‘soft’ approach on the use of force

Cornish and Edwards (2001, p. 588) suggest that: ‘there are areas of political-military activity,
such as policing actions of various types on the external borders of the EU, and the limited
application of military force in the context of post-conflict reconstruction, peace-building and
development aid, where perhaps a unique, ‘gendarmerie’ style EU strategic culture has been

5. For a discussion on the European security debate see Longhurst, K. and Zaborowski, M. (2005) Old Europe, New Europe and the Transatlantic
Security Agenda, London and New York: Routledge.
6. See Cornish and Edwards (2001, 2005), Rynning, (2003), Hyde-Price (2005)



germinating”. Indeed, the EU managed to acquire its own strategic culture through a number of
various missions that have been deployed in many parts of the world. According to interviewees,
when it comes to the implementation of missions Europeans do not want to be seen as occupying
forces. Rynning (2003, p. 485) also mentions that the less robust nature of the EU: ‘is indicative of
the same European inhibition that was seen in Kosovo with regard to applying force to win
campaigns®.

A selective humanitarian agenda

According to Hyde-Price (2005, p. 155), in the case of the EU: ‘military coercion will rarely be
employed unless it is seen to have a clear ethical or humanitarian goal®. Indeed, ESDP missions
have been developed in various parts of the world in order to tackle ongoing humanitarian crises.
The key threats that are described in the ESS include terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, regional conflicts, state failure and organized crime. These threats are also seen as
points of strategic reference and reflection. In addition, the idea that Europeans should intervene
in the internal affairs of third states (even if such action goes against the primacy of its sovereignty)
also forms part of an extensive consensus that was developed within EU circles during the crises of
the Western Balkans in the 1990s. Therefore, the idea of security that characterises the strategic
culture of the EU is inextricably linked to the protection of human life and the avoidance of atrocities
as seen during the Yugoslav Wars.

However, it should be also mentioned that the EU is very selective when it comes to intervention.
Meyer (2006, p. 174) is cautious about the EU's attitudes towards the resolution of humanitarian crises
and argues that: ‘only if humanitarian crises pop up on the EU's doorstep in a form which is sufficiently
in the mass media, can one expect the pressure to act to outweigh concerns over divergent norms
on how to fight’ Furthermore, it is important to mention that the existence of such humanitarian
consensus does not necessary imply that these humanitarian ideas are equally internalized or
respected amongst the Europeans but that they are accepted as a point of reference for the
undertaking of strategic action. This is also the case for the key threats that are described in the ESS.
Tackling these key threats requires considerable ‘flexibility” in terms of policy methods. Therefore, the
basic ideational parameters of the strategic culture of the EU are still under a process of continuous
development with flexibility being a key word in ESDP dealings. The strategic culture of the EU is
characterized by a low willingness to act, manifested in the deployment of mostly short-term small/
medium and low risk missions.
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A cautious development of Civilian Crisis Management Instruments

Cornish and Edwards (2005, p. 809) claim that: 'the EU has largely regarded the value of
military force as limited, preferring a more integrated response that tackles the threat’. Indeed,
the idea of tackling security issues through an integrated approach that includes civilian and
military instruments is widely accepted by PSC officials. According to interviewees, the conduct
of Civilian Crisis Management (CCM) implies that intervention may take place in order to deal
with a humanitarian/political conflict or a natural/environmental disaster. Cooperation between
the military and civilian instruments is necessary in order to tackle the complexities of particular
crises. However, there is a gap between the rhetoric of ESDP and its everyday implementation.
Because of the limited resources that EU member states invest in the EU Civilian Headline Goal,
progress in ESDP is still slow. Nevertheless, although difficulties exist, it is possible to talk about
a ‘civilian turn”in ESDP as there is an ongoing discussion about reinforcing the civilian aspects of
Crisis management.

The ‘Sovereignty first’ approach

Although various EU member states have transformed some of their national resources into
troops/police instruments ready to be deployed in out-of-area missions, progress in terms of out of
borders deployment is still low. The fact that the EU member states are in general unwilling to invest
further in out-of-area deployment of force limits the potential strategic action of the EU. Furthermore,
according to Meyer (2005: 52-3), national awareness of the ESDP project is still low, thus blocking the
development of the strategic culture of the EUr. Confusion within the EU states on the direction of
ESDP is commonplace. As various interviewees mentioned, it is not rare for various state ministries
that are involved in the shaping of ESDP (Ministry of the Interior, Defense, Foreign Affairs) to hold
converging views on ESDP thus rendering the strategic rapprochement amongst Europeans a more
complicated task. Nevertheless, although difficulties exist, almost all interviewees accepted the fact
that considerable progress has been made and that ESDP has been slowly consolidated itself as a
component of foreign policy in the minds of capital based officials.

Lack of Clearly Defined Interests

The lack of clearly defined European interests in which all EU member states can subscribe to is a
hindrance to the development of a robust European strategic culture. Various EU States still deploy
missions unilaterally in order to satisfy their own geopolitical interests before reaching an agreement
with their EU counterparts. Progress in creating a common EU agenda is slow and national reflexes
prevail over united EU action. However, new geopolitical challenges arise that may bring the Europeans
closer together in terms of strategic thinking. Strategic change is not a new phenomenon as many

10. Meyer, O., C., (2006) The Quest for a European Strategic Culture: Changing Norms on Security and Defence in the European Union, Basingstoke,
Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan.
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studies in strategic culture point to the fact that the process of strategic culture formation is open to
a new interpretation of emerging challenges and threats». The cases of piracy in the straits of Somalia
shows that in a frenzy globalised world new security threats may push Europeans to a definition of
new common economic interests such as the protection of free trade routes. Similar interests may
form the basis of a new strategic culture which may include a clearer version of both humanitarian
and economic priorities.

The existence of different Geographic Approaches amongst EU partners

The existence of different geographic approaches amongst EU partners is another point of division
which is inextricably linked to the lack of clearly defined EU interests. The geographic space of the
Western Balkans is a spot where, so far, Europeans managed to act in the most coordinated way
through ESDP - although with considerable limitations. However, the case of the Western Balkans is
the exception to the rule as a similar process of ‘claiming responsibility’ did not happen in other parts
ofthe world. The strategic culture of the EU also displays a limited geographic remit with a concentration
of major forces in its near abroad (e.g. Western Balkans). Although recent trends to engage more in
Africa are of considerable importance this is mostly due to the French insistence to invest in the ESDP
African dimension rather than due to a generalized willingness amongst EU partners to intervene in
this particular continent. Therefore, the Europeans have not yet fully ‘internalized’ the idea of a global
responsibility. Contributions regarding ‘far away’ missions still depend on an ad hoc cooperation
amongst groups of countries that express an interest in participating at them rather than on a long
term EU well-defined strategy.

Another challenge to the development of a cohesive EU strategic culture is the trend of enlargement
which is also seen as ‘problematic’. For instance, Meyer (2005, p. 52) mentions that: ‘the overloaded agenda
and the large number of participants can hamper substantive discussions about longer term strategic
choices’.ESDP officials mentioned that the division between ‘Old" and ‘New’ Europe on the question of
Irag in 2003 highlighted the different belief systems amongst the Europeans. Although the divisions on the
Irag War seem to be somehow forgotten, divergences on other important strategic issues are still evident
today. For instance, one can detect different strategic approaches when it comes to the question of the
Russian inclusion in the European security architecture.

Furthermore, when it comes to missions that need to be implemented in far abroad areas, there
is an important ‘capabilities gap' between small states which possess limited resources and bigger EU
states (such as France and the UK) which possess the necessary means in order to deploy demanding
long-term missions. Therefore, there is a planning gap between the countries that possess instruments
to deploy in demanding missions and the ones that do not. Unfortunately, this capabilities gap also
creates different perceptions (@nd consequently different values) in terms of strategic thinking as
various EU officials envisage a ‘narrower’ field of strategic action than others.

12. Meyer, C. (2005) ‘European Defense: Why Institutional Socialization Is Not Enough; Oxford Journal on Good Governance, 2(1), 51-54.
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The Acceptance of Multilateralism and its limitations
(the EU-NATO conundrum)

Various ESDP missions were (or still are) open to contributions from third countries and institutions
such as ASEAN, the African Union, the UN and NATO. However, cooperation with third countries and
institutions is not always an easy task. This is due to the fact that the priorities and structures of third
countries/institutions are not always similar to the ones of the EU. Another important cause of content
amongst the Europeans is the depth of the EU-NATO relationship. Although the importance of NATO
in ESDP is undisputed, there is no convergence on the issue of how far European autonomy should
proceed vis-a-vis NATO. It remains to be seen whether the new Obama era will ease the tensions of
the past by bringing a new cooperative approach in transatlantic relations. Nevertheless, the idea that
in certain cases, an ESDP mission should take place under an EU flag (independent of NATO) is slowly
being consolidated in the minds of ESDP officials. However, Atlanticism is still very strong amongst EU
circles and no EU state wants to take any major risks that may bring further alienation to the EU-US
relationship.

The Division over the Importance of acquiring the UN Security Council
Mandate as a legitimizing tool for ESDP missions

Rynning (2003, pp. 485-6) claims that the European use of force will likely resemble that of the
doctrine of just war: military coercion will take place only when mandated by international law (jus ad
bellum) and that the use of force will be severely constrained (jus in bello)~. Indeed, the issue of
acquiring a UN mandate is still important as it provides public and political legitimacy to the
undertaking of security missions. For some member states the acquisition of a UN mandate is an
important prerequisite in order to participate in a security mission whereas for others it is less so. The
difference of opinions on the priority of the UN SC mandate is the proof of an important division
amongst EU states when it comes to the legalization of the use of force. It demonstrates that there
are countries which demand the ‘green light’ of intervention by an international body whereas others
prefer to cooperate within coalitions of the willing in order to promote their own strategic plans. This
division created various problems of ESDP cohesion in the past and will resurface every time a
challenging crisis props up.

Conclusions

The strategic culture of the EU is characterized by certain values. It has the Petersburg Tasks at its
epicenter and is characterized by a selective approach to humanitarian crises. The strategic culture
of the EU is based on the protection of human rights and the promotion of law. However, these
terms have not found their ways into clearly defined EU strategies and can be seen as very loose
terms, open to various interpretations that may fit the different (even conflicting) interests of EU

14. Meyer, C. (2005) ‘European Defense: Why Institutional Socialization Is Not Enough; Oxford Journal on Good Governance, 2(1), 51-54.



member states. Nevertheless, the EU humanitarian agenda is still important in ESDP as most EU
missions have a humanitarian background.

Although the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty may bring some positive amendments in CFSP/
ESDP (such as the External Action Service and the PermStrucCoop formula), it is highly unlikely that
these will provide a stimulus for further robust external action on their own. The strategic culture of
the EU suffers from a lack of concrete EU interests as well as from the insistence of EU states to
maintain it intergovernmental. Different geographic approaches amongst EU states and the cultural
differences between New and Old Europe are hindrances to its development. The strategic culture of
the EU has a strong Atlanticist aspect, although the nature of the EU-US relationship still remains to
be identified in detail. Furthermore, the importance of a UN Security Council mandate prior to the
undertaking of missions still remains important but not accepted by all countries as the primary
prerequisite for strategic action.

The strategic culture of ESDP is mostly limited to small cautious actions. Such cautiousness of
involvement may render the EU a repository of small symbolic humanitarian missions with little
impact on the global geopolitical agenda. The political will to proceed with the implementation of
the ESDP agenda and a strong political signal of engagement are far from necessary for ESDP to
succeed. In conclusion, although considerable progress has been achieved in ESDP, the EU needs to
make further steps in order to acquire a robust strategic culture that is much needed in order to
render ESDP more effective.
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