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FOREWORD





	 


At the turn of the century the European Union's main efforts remain focused on shaping the post cold war order on the European Continent. Successful launch and consolidation of the EMU, slow but steady progress towards eastward enlargement, promoting a coherent approach to asylum and immigration policies, rebuilding legitimate and efficient institutions, tending towards more self reliance in matters of security and defence remain major items on the drawing board of the new European architecture.





TEPSA set itself a major challenge in wanting to stay tuned with such EU priorities in its own calendar of activities. Indeed, all these subjects loomed large in each of TEPSA's "Presidency Conferences" held in Helsinki and Lisbon this year; they also were at the heart of many of the 15 conferences and meetings, of the 13 studies and projects on our 1999 programme.





What this report does not and cannot fully reflect, however, is TEPSA's routine accomplishment as a catalyst among more than twenty top flight European  institutes of research and education. Yet, it is precisely this day to day active networking among our institutes, associate institutes or partner institutes which probably creates the most significant added value for all members as well as for EU institutions, public and private organisations which turn to TEPSA for expert advice on political, economic or legal European matters. That is for example how, earlier this year, the European Parliament managed to mobilise most TEPSA institutes for a major "dissemination function" towards university circles, on the most relevant European electoral issues emerging in the member states' political arenas.





Our networking function has been considerably enhanced since the creation of a TEPSA web-site http://www.tepsa.be. We shall endeavour to have this site updated and completed with our publications on a regular basis.





This year again, TEPSA was able to reconcile the ever increasing volume and quality of its activities with its unique non profit making status. This year again this was made possible thanks to TEPSA's small but dedicated staff, thanks to its active board members and, last but not least, thanks to a generous Commission grant. On behalf of all members of our association, we wish to express our sincere appreciation to all those who supported our efforts.














Wolfgang WESSELS							Guy VANHAEVERBEKE


Chairman						       			Secretary General





�
WHAT IS TEPSA ?








TEPSA (Trans European Policy Studies Association) is an independent organisation, established in 1974 at the initiative of a number of European institutes and aiming at the promotion of international research on European integration in order to stimulate discussion on policies and political options for Europe. TEPSA links affiliated national institutes from all Union member states and has associated members in the candidate countries of Central and Eastern Europe.





A . The aim of TEPSA is to study European public policy in the interests of the European public / citizens.





Destinations





Five destinations for TEPSA's work and messages can be mentioned :





policy-makers in EC institutions. The messages should tell them how far their actions reflect the public interest and how they can best do so.





policy makers in member states' governments. They need to understand the relationship between what they see as their national interest, similar for the other member states, and how this can be reconciled with a common interest.  





political parties and interest groups.





citizens through the media and NGO’s.





individuals and groups oriented towards European Union.








What TEPSA offers them





Among the many bodies that seek to provide enlightenment and advice about European policies, TEPSA has some specific qualities :





a problem-solving approach for those who want the EU to develop. While trying to be objective about the problems and realistic about the possibilities, TEPSA prefers solutions that tend towards closer integration, hence is more likely to identify them, and can be of more use than most other bodies to those that want such solutions.





a Europe-wide view combined with member states' views of the subjects studied. The network gives us the chance to know more than bodies at European level about the member states' views, and more than separate bodies in member states about the other member states and about the European level.





for subject areas where there is no other network the previous point is a unique advantage. These subjects include EU institutional development and reform; citizens' reactions; enlargement; constitution of Union.





where there is another, subject-specific network, TEPSA can offer a second or innovative opinion.





the virtues of small and medium enterprises : flexible, inexpensive, and, again, innovative.








What TEPSA offers its own network





a chance to influence with knowledge and thinking the other member states (presidential conferences) and European institutions (e.g. studies for the European Commission and the European Parliament).





help in taking a Europe-wide view, against the centrifugal tendency of bodies within member states to assume that Europe can be built in one country.





cross-fertilisation.





the ability to offer to sponsors of each institute's work inputs from all the EU countries.





a source of work from European institutions.








B. The subjects on which TEPSA works concern for the most part the working of the EU and the problems that affect it, together with its development towards more integration. The analysis of the subjects below is confined to elements that contribute to development towards a real Union. The most significant subjects regarding the working of the EU are largely included in them.








Subjects that concern the development towards more integration.





The essential elements of the Union that remain to be put in place after the Amsterdam Treaty is ratified are: 


economic and monetary union; 


institutional reform / constitutional reforms; 


common foreign and security policy; 


justice and home affairs, 


enlargement; 


citizens' support. 





These can be further analysed:





EMU :


Start and implementation of the economic and monetary union.


Competitive economic policies and productivity growth.


Institutions and decision making procedures in EMU. 


Cohesion, employment and structural policies.


EMU and EU enlargement.


The relations between the US-$ and the EU-Euro.


Citizens’ acceptance of EMU





Democratic and accountable, efficient and effective institutions :


The rule of law.


Representative governance: Decision making and Voting rules in the Council; European Parliament co-decision and other legislative and scrutiny procedures; Commission’s responsibility to the EP; new institutions and bodies for effective and efficient European governance.


Citizens’ support for European integration and European institutions.


Interaction between the EU institutions, Member state institutions and the Union’s citizens.


Institutional reform and Intergovernmental conferences.





Common foreign and security policy


Institutions outlined in (2).


A common defence, i.e. integrated armed forces.


Aspects of external policy that the Union will have to face including strategies which help the creation of democracies and competitive market economies among Eastern neighbours; 


Relations with the US and with Russia; 


External economic relations (WTO etc); 


Wider and world-wide relations within a perspective of integration.





Justice and Home affairs


The new framework for adopting binding secondary legislation in order to bring the 


Union closer to people from third countries.


Institutions outlined in (2) 


Coherent immigration, asylum, visa and justice policies.


The integration of the Schengen framework into the EC and the EU treaties 


The Council’s capacity to act efficiently and effectively.


Communitarisation of Justice and Home affairs (including full co-decision with the European Parliament and majority voting in the Council). 


 


Enlargement 


The Central and Eastern European countries: strategies and policies for EU membership.


The southern candidate countries.


Agenda 2000 and the EU’s institutional reform.


Pre-Accession strategies and policies.








C.  The international conferences are the main vehicle to promote direct contact between politicians, academics, national and European civil servants, journalists and people working in the field of education. These conferences are prepared for TEPSA by one of the member institutes and based on research carried out by this institute or by an ad hoc TEPSA study group.





The most important are the pre-presidential conferences. Twice a year TEPSA organises such a conference in co-operation with the government called to assume the next presidency of the European Union. These presidential conferences bring together elements of TEPSA work and thinking, with the policy preferences of the presidential country and the policy possibilities of the EU. TEPSA contributes a perspective based on the views of most member states and on a non-bureaucratic inspiration for constructive European policies.





�
D. TEPSA disseminates the proceedings of conferences and results of research project through a wide range of publications with Presses Interuniversitaires européennes, Brussels; Europa Union Verlag, Bonn; Kogan Page, London; Pinter, London; and Lynne Rienner, Boulder (Co.). One of the specific features of TEPSA – a multinational and multidisciplinary network of research – results in the publication of biennial publications such as MAASTRICHT-WATCH (1994-1997), EU ENLARGEMENT WATCH (since 1998) and the EURO-SPECTATOR (since 1999). Research results of TEPSA are also published in the following journals of its member institutes:





‘International Spectator’ and ‘Documenti IAI’, Rome; 


‘Les Lettres de l’AFEUR’, Paris; 


‘CERI Working papers’, Madrid; 


‘DUPI Working papers’ and ‘FOCUS’, Copenhagen; 


‘Integration’ and ‘CFSP Newsletter’, Bonn/Berlin; 


‘EKEM Newsletter’, Athens; 


‘Foreign Policy Challenges’, Helsinki;


‘Journal of International Relations and Development’, Ljubljana; 


‘European Document Series’, Dublin; 


‘The Clingendael Newsletter’, Den Haag;


‘UI Newsletter’ and ‘Working papers’, Stockholm;


‘Federal Trust Working papers’, London.








E. TEPSA is directed by a Chairman, Wolfgang Wessels and a Secretary General, Guy Vanhaeverbeke. Its structures further include the Assembly, composed of the directors of all the member institutes and associated member institutes and a governing body, the board. This board is composed by the Chairman, the Secretary General and following members : Gianni Bonvicini, Andrew Duff, Maria Karasinska-Fendler, Jean-Victor Louis, Philippe Manin, Hanspeter Neuhold, Tapani Vaahtoranta and Alvaro Vasconcelos











�
1. THE PRESIDENCY CONFERENCES








Finnish Presidency of the Council of the European Union - Opportunities and Challenges at the Turn of the Century


Helsinki, 18-19 June 1999


organised by the Finnish Institute of International Affairs


�
�






The Finnish Institute of International Affairs in cooperation with the Trans European Policy Studies Association organised a conference at the House of Estates (Säätytalo) in Helsinki, 18-19 June 1999 on the topic : Finnish Presidency of the Council of the European Union - Opportunities and Challenges at the Turn of the Century. The conference was the first Finnish conference among the semi-annually organised pre-presidential TEPSA conferences.





The conference gathered some 150 participants from various research institutes and EU institutions as well as politicians, government officials, diplomats and representatives of the media. The goal of the conference was to promote further discussion on the themes, goals and challenges of the Finnish presidency. The Helsinki conference focused on issues of foreign and security policy and the external relations of the EU. However, a series of other relevant topics were also examined. Among these were questions concerning openness and transparency, enlargement and the EMU.





Altogether, there was some 20 speakers and an additional 20 designated commentators. Among the Finnish speakers were Prime Minister Lipponen, Ambassador Antti Satuli, Finland's Permanent Representative to the European Union, MEP Heidi Hautala and Undersecretary of State Jaakko Blomberg.





Prime Minister Paavo Lipponen was the key speaker of the afternoon. He regarded stabilisation of the Western Balkans as being highest on the agenda of Finland's presidency. It is the Union's task to reconstruct and 'to bring Yugoslavia back to Europe'. The precondition for this is regional reconciliation and cooperation. Kosovo, he said, has strengthened our belief in high-profile co-operation. The partnership between Russia and the EU is essential for peace in Europe, the American contribution is essential for European stability and the relationship between USA and Russia if of great importance for European and global security.





In terms of the prevention of crises in Europe, EU will have to take more responsibility for security management on the continent, alongside the USA. The Finnish presidency will lead the implementation of the working programme on the security and defence dimension of the Union. The Prime Minister raised the point that crisis management is a part of the security and defence dimension of the Union and based on equality and the full participation of all member states. Cooperative security, with the EU assuming its own responsibility, is needed, as the Union would otherwise lose credibility. In Cologne, a new phase in the process of making the EU an international actor, was initiated. This a step that should be seen in its wider context, but not by seeing the EU as taking the place of NATO. Furthermore, Mr Lipponen saw the implementation of the Amsterdam Treaty and common strategies towards Ukraine and the Mediterranean region as well as the Northern Dimension among the important issues of the forthcoming presidency. In the Helsinki Summit, Finland will do its best to further the enlargement process to include additional countries in negotiations on the basis of objective criteria, and to prepare for the IGC on institutional reform. We must understand the importance of the enlargement, he said.





A full report of the conference is to be found on the web-site of the Finnish Institute of International Affairs : www.upi-fiia.fi 


�






Portuguese Presidency - Institutional Reform and External Action of the European Union


Lisbon, 11-12 November 1999


organised by the Instituto de Estudos Estrategicos e Internacionais 


�
�






The Portuguese TEPSA institute, Instituto de Estudos Estrategicos e Internacionais, organised on 11 and 12 November 1999 its traditional "pre-presidency" conference, with the participation of the Portuguese Secretary of State for European Affairs, Francisco Seixs da Costa. 





Among the priorities of the Portuguese term of presidency, during the first half of 2000, the latter noted institutional reform and the development of a European security and defence policy. He pointed out that Portugal hopes to achieve convergence between the two processes. In the IGC, Portugal is not requesting any one solution in preference to any other, he said, while pointing out that the most important issue will be the extension of qualified majority. Regarding the European Commission, he felt that its organisation and strengthened powers for the president are more important than the number of Commissioners. On the subject of vote weighting in Council, he noted that this is a dangerous Pandora's box. Finally, on the subject of employment (Portugal is organising a special summit on employment and economic reform),  Francisco Seixas da Costa said that it is not a question of opening a fourth "process" under Portuguese Presidency, after those of Luxembourg, Cardiff and Cologne, but of strengthening the guidelines arising from the existing processes.





On behalf of TEPSA Andrew Duff presented a report on the priorities of the presidency. He said in his address that he hoped Portugal will be a "strong proponent of the concept of EU citizenship and that it will seek to progress the drafting of the new Charter of Fundamental Rights so that the finished product, in December 2000, can be really meaningful, and indeed, mandatory upon the EU institutions and Member States in the implementation of EU law and policy". From a "decent Citizens' Charter" one of two key decisions of the IGC should flow, "one radical and one conservative", said Mr Duff. He went on to explain : 


radical reform would ensure that every citizen must be granted direct right of access to the ECJ, under revised Article 173. 


 more "conservative" reform would consist of entrenching the "constitutional elements of the Treaty in a first part of the Treaty that would be amendable in future only with extreme difficulty". 





On the subject of security and defence policy, Mr Duff said that he would argue for a "separate pillar under the Treaty - a European Defence Community - whose membership is wholly voluntary". All current an future member states of the EU, however, should be able to participate fully in the Petersberg tasks and the common approach to foreign policy that underpins them. CFSP, stripped of its defence connotations, should continue to make the transition towards the first pillar".








The two day conference was divided into the following sessions : the Portuguese Presidency and the Present European Environment; Enlargement and Institutional Reform; Euro-American Relations; Institutional Reform : Efficiency and Democracy; European Foreign Policy After Amsterdam; Contributions of Future Member States to CFSP; European Defence Policy : Lessons from Kosovo; and The Euro and the Regulation of the International Financial System.


�
2. OTHER TEPSA CONFERENCES AND MEETINGS











European Parliament Election Campaign


Brussels, 18 February 1999


organised by TEPSA


�
�



The seminar was organised in co-operation with the European Parliament. Its primary purpose was to improve the level of information in EU university circles and student population on the eve of the June elections. Hence, the programme was conceived for an eclectic audience of TEPSA institutes representatives, experts, MEPs and officials. They discussed the objectives and priority issues of the upcoming European elections with members of the European Parliament in the light of


the general objectives of the European Parliament's information actions,


the Parliament's legislative performance during its 1994-1999 legislature,


the new competencies conferred to it by the Amsterdam Treaty, and


the European Political parties' election platforms.





The Secretary General of the European Parliament, Julian Priestley, explained why it was necessary to organise a "neutral" information campaign aiming at a maximum possible participation for European elections, whereas such campaigns are generally not deemed appropriate for national elections.





Andreas Maurer from the Institut für Europäische Politik, Bonn presented empirical findings on the European Parliament during its 1994-1999 legislative term highlighting the EP’s performance with regard to its legislative, control, elective and system-development functions. Among MEPs, Elmar Brok, Edith Muller and Florus Wijsenbeek engaged in a lively debate with TEPSA representatives emphasising that


the EP has conquered significant power (in many instances more power than national parliaments) and it has used its powers rather efficiently (with regard to the co-decision procedure and the European Commission’s investiture)


national issues will inevitably continue to play a crucial role in European elections (it would be interesting to establish and analyse an inventory of "national" and "European" issues being debated in each country)


Agenda 2000, agriculture, budget contributions, structural funds, employment policy will be the "European themes looming large in the election campaign


some public opinions (Denmark) do not wish to grant more power to the EP but rather less


the influence that individual parliamentarians can exercise vis-à-vis other EU institutions is considerable and indicates that in some respects, the EP "system" could evolve towards an American congressional system.





The Deputy Secretary General of the Parliamentary Group of European Socialists, Jasper Schunk, and his colleague Klaus Welle, Secretary General of the Parliamentary Group of the EPP outlined their respective parties programme whereas Andrew Duff described the main function of the liberal platform. The debate revealed the need to understand the relationship between political groups and European political parties. More attention should be given to the political parties even if the major human and financial resources are with the parliamentary groups!





As follow-up of this seminar, a number of TEPSA institutes organised information seminars in their respective countries.  





Publication: What next for the European Parliament, London (Federal Trust Series on the future of European parliamentary democracy, No. 2) Kogan Page 1999.


�






The Relation Between the Euro and the Dollar


Brussels, 24 February, Washington, 14 January and Pittsburgh, 2-5 June 1999


organised by ECSA-USA and TEPSA


�
�






ECSA-USA and TEPSA have taken the initiative to jointly undertake a research on the relation between the Euro and the Dollar.  In the framework of this study, three discussion meetings were organised - two in Washington in January and June and one in Brussels - based on papers prepared by Piercarlo Padoan and Randall Henning (see also point 5.1.)  





The first meeting, organised and hosted by Pierre-Henri Laurent and Lean Hurwitz of ECSA-USA took place in Washington on 14 January 1999. Principal speakers in the conference were Pier Carlo Padoan, Leon Hurwitz, Pierre-Henri Laurent, Randall Henning, David Andrews, Kate McNamara, and Gary Marks. The meeting was an open discussion meeting, with the two authors presenting their papers, followed by comments from the audience.





The Brussels meeting, organised by TEPSA and the Institute für Europäische Politik, brought together a large number of EMU experts from political and academic circles as well as civil servants. A presentation of Randall Henning’s and Pier Carlo Padoan’s papers introduced the conference. Their introductions were entitled : ”Transatlantic monetary relations under EMU - Co-operation, rivalry or benign neglect? - an American view” and ”The euro’s role in the international system - a European view”. 





A first series of comments was focusing on the likely evolution of the Euro-dollar relationship in the coming years. Comments were given by Prof. Hans-Eckart Scharrer of the Institut für Wirtschaftforschung in Hamburg and by Prof. Richard Portes from the London Business School.  





A second discussion session was devoted to the possible impact of EMU in European representation in international economic and financial organisations and the perceptions vis-à-vis possible adjustments.  Comments were given by Johan Baras from the European Commission, Prof. Jean-Victor Louis of the Florence European University Institute and by Pierre van der Haegen, Head of the International Co-operation Department of the National Bank of Belgium. 





The conference ended with a round table for conclusions with the participation of John Russell of the EU Committee of the American Chamber of Commerce, Brandon Mitchener of the Wall Street Journal, and Donald Kursch of the US Mission to the EU.  





The third discussion was organised in the framework of the ECSA Sixth Biennal International Conference which took place in Pittsburgh on 2-5 June. The authors presented their papers at the plenary session of this conference.





A publication on the relation between the euro and the dollar will come out early 2000 (Brookings Institution Press).








�






Regulation of Public Services in Europe


Brussels, 12 March 1999


organised by TEPSA and ISUPE


�
�






This Brussels seminar brought together the authors of the study outlined in point 5.6 with the organisers to present, evaluate and discuss the results of their contributions in view of the drafting of a final report. 





The papers are covering the following maters : 





comparative analysis of the regulation of public services in various European States;


elements of convergence;


justification for European regulation.





The national papers make known current trends and the thrust of prevailing opinion. Generally speaking, they underscore fundamental ideas as to the directions followed in this debate. They present evocative and recent examples of change, drawn from relevant national public utilities. They also give due account of implementation of Community directives with respect to public utilities. These different issues are particularly important since they will enable us to measure the way in which European challenges are being met, assess national reactions to regulatory change, and ultimately, consider the topic of regulation becoming a strictly European issue.





The transversal contributions are meant to provide a more reflective and distant approach to the matter. All three papers cover differences in the evolution of traditional modes of regulation throughout the European Union. They deal with following topics :





policy innovations and institutional weaknesses


sectoral regulation and rules of competition


economic consequences of the deregulation process


foreseeable developments at the European level








In conclusion of the meeting Mr. Christian Stoffaes, President of ISUPE, draw the attention on the fact that :





There is no longer a conflict on public service with the Commission in France. An example is the transposition of the electricity directive. The notion of “Community regulation” could become an important topic in the following years. The European Union will have to find new priority items.  


On the other hand, the Commission does not anymore have the monopoly on Europe. We will witness a pluralism of propositions from other Community institutions. 


An important element is the dominance of a left liberalism in Europe. It is looking for subjects to take action on.  In this framework we can expect progress towards more federalism.








The study will be published in Spring 2000.


�






Immigration and Asylum after Tampere


Brussels, 10 November 1999


organised by TEPSA and the British Embassy


�
�






This Round Table discussion was organised by the British Embassy and TEPSA. It brought together Mike Eland, Deputy Director-General of Immigration and Nationality, Home Office, Pentti Visanen, Director-General of the Finnish Ministry of Interior and Immigration, Graham Watson, MEP, Chairman of the Committee on Citizens’ Freedoms and Rights, Justice and Home Affairs in the European Parliament, Clemens Ladenburger, a former member of the Trumpf Cabinet in the Council dealing with JHA issues, Jean-Louis De Brouwer, Head of Unit, External Frontiers, Immigration and Asylum in the European Commission and Professor Lode Van Outrive, former MEP and Professor at the Catholic University of Leuven. The introductions were followed by a discussion.


 


In his introductory remarks, Mike Eland gave the position of the United Kingdom in the area of Justice and Home Affairs (JHA) since Amsterdam.  The UK had a protocol which confirmed its (and Ireland’s) right to maintain their frontiers.  He said that this was the most efficient form of control for the UK.  However, under the protocol, the UK  could also choose to opt into Schengen with the consent of the other Member States (MS).  The Home Office Minister had announced earlier this year that the UK wished to opt into a large part of the Schengen acquis (but not the frontier controls).  He said that discussions were still on-going. He then put the immigration and asylum issue in the UK in its national political context.  He said that it was dominated by the asylum question and abuses of the system.  He noted that 1999 had seen a near doubling of asylum applications.  It was forecast that there would be 80,000 asylum applications in 1999, putting the UK in second place behind Germany.  Of the asylum applications, 10% were subsequently given full asylum status; 20% received some subsidiary form of protection; but 70% of asylum applications were eventually rejected. Legislation was currently before the UK parliament to remedy some of the defects of the system, e.g. by providing for a more flexible approach to immigration control.  He emphasised that it was not a repressive piece of legislation. He asked how well the UK agenda squared with the EU agenda and answered quite well.  The UK was not in favour of a Fortress Europe and he believed that the Tampere summit had successfully avoided this.  The UK was also a strong supporter of a cross-pillar system. Tuning to Tampere, he said that the UK was pleased with the programme for minimum standards and it was prepared to work towards common standards where appropriate.  But he warned that there was an extremely heavy work programme ahead to achieve this.  The UK was prepared to play its full part in discussions. Currently, the principal UK aim was to bring the UK into the Schengen system.  He concluded by emphasising that the UK did not want to ‘cherry-pick’ and wanted to play an active and constructive part in the asylum agenda.





Pentti Visanen (for the Presidency) said that the main aims had been achieved at Tampere.  He was confident that the conclusions reached would be a great help in following-up the agenda. He said that Finland did not have a very large foreign population, at less than 90,000 foreign citizens (1.5% of the total population) and, therefore, immigration and asylum issues were not high on the political agenda.  But he said that there was now in Finland discussion of asylum systems.  Finland’s system had come under criticism by many people inside the country.  In response to these criticisms, the Finnish government had changed the system at the start of 1998 to introduce a fast procedure, although it still took several months. Finland had 1,200 asylum applicants in 1998.  In 1999, there was likely to be a little less than 3,000 applicants.





Graham Watson (EP) said that Tampere had been an amazing success.  The EP’s JHA Committee was very pleased.  But he warned that immigration and asylum went to the heart of the question of national sovereignty and, therefore, the Tampere agenda was hugely ambitious.  There were currently 21 legislative proposals.  He said that it would need a very considerable effort by governments to persuade their domestic populations.  He thought that there was a lack of political will, noting that only half the Ministers of MS turned up at Tampere. There were no established precedents in working methods and there would inevitably be a conflict over the transfer of information.  In addition there was a need for transparency.  The idea of a comprehensive cross-pillar approach would be one of the most difficult problems e.g. when there were decisions simultaneously being taken in the First and Third Pillars.  He suggested that governments might want to look at how quickly they could transfer matters to the First Pillar. He said that it was a great shame that the MS at Tampere had not agreed to set up a fund for burden-sharing and that there was no agreement on the need for temporary protection. Looking at the High Level Working Group and the country action plans, he said that the problem could not be resolved simply by development aid and orderly return. Applicant countries posed another problem:  they would have major difficulties in accepting the acquis and would need long transitional periods. He warned that it would be too easy for political parties to use immigration for their own partisan purposes. 





Clemens Ladenburger praised the Presidency for how well they had handled the Tampere summit.  He said it had proved a model of how to prepare a European Council with a special agenda.  The Council had been able to deal with a technical subject and had come to technical conclusions without the need for too many prior technical councils.  He said that many people had thought that, following the Vienna Action Plan, the only purpose of Tampere would be to give publicity to what had already been agreed at Vienna.  Tampere had shown that there had been room for concrete political guidelines and objectives. There had, for instance, been a clear affirmation of the Geneva Convention as a guideline for future legislative proposals.  Tampere had also laid out a number of long term political goals.  It had taken a long term perspective towards a common asylum procedure and  had come to conclusions on Eurojust, a European Police College and a common EU visa. He concluded by saying that the Presidency had exploited to the full the potential of the asylum agenda at this juncture in time. This was thanks to the Presidency’s careful preparation and firm stance.





Jean-Louis De Brouwer noted that Prodi had said that the Tampere conclusions should consist of just a few stated priorities. Tampere should not be seen as a reticent subject, but should reveal a shared commitment to an area of freedom, justice and home affairs. There should also be a commitment to transparency. The Tampere conclusions have tasked the Commission to draw up an appropriate scoreboard in 2001 on the progress made towards implementing the conclusions.  He said that this marked a shift of responsibility towards the Commission. Tampere had marked an unambiguous commitment to the right to seek asylum. It had only been a shame that measures on temporary protection and burden-sharing had not been agreed. A balanced approach had been taken in the area of migration.  The issue was to punish traffickers in humans not the migrants themselves. In conclusion, he said that now was the time for MS to get their act together to implement their commitments.





Professor Lode Van Outrive said that he by contrast had not been impressed by the Tampere summit.  But nor had he been disappointed since he had not had high expectations. He said that the Vienna Action Plan had been a terrible document in the first place.  To see where the weaknesses lay in Tampere, it was only necessary to compare the draft conclusions with the final conclusions.  Paragraph 16 of the draft conclusions had called for a single EU asylum system. The final draft had noted that MS would work towards establishing a common asylum system.  Article 15 had spoken about the common asylum procedure in the medium term. The final conclusions spoke of a common asylum procedure in the long term. The draft had spoken of producing final legislation.  This had been transmuted to issuing a communication.  The measures for third country nationals were largely restrictive and repressive measures. The repressive tendency in the EU had been confirmed by the Tampere meeting. All the positive propositions had been made by the NGOs.  Many of the complaints were the same as were being made 10 years ago.  Very little had been said about human rights. He said that the Council was very unrealistic if it thought it could have any kind of zero tolerance policy.  The more the EU closed the border, the more there would be illegal immigration.  He said that all the world was in the process of mobility and it was something the EU could not avoid.  This was just one of the many reasons why the EU should have more positive policies.  


�






The EU’s Changing Role in the World and its Partners : Towards New Trilateral Relations - EU, Japan and USA


Brussels, 2 December 1999


organised by TEPSA, the “Institut d’Etudes Européennes de l’Université Libre de Bruxelles” and the International Christian University


�
�






This conference organised jointly with the “Institut d’Etudes Européennes de l’Université Libre de Bruxelles” and the International Christian University is a follow-up to the conference organised last year on “EU-Japan Interest in a Globalised World”. It was sponsored by the Japan Foundation and coordinated by TEPSA in close collaboration with the co-organising institutes and the Japanese Mission to the EU.





The main aim of the conference is to bring together Japanese, EU and US academics and experts with officials from all three parties to discuss topics of current interest in order to reach a better understanding, defining areas for further mutual cooperation and formulating policy recommendations. In the longer it aims at establishing a permanent bi-lateral or tri-lateral research network which would include in a first phase an annual conference with the partners and one or more research projects focusing on specific subjects of interest to all partners involved. 








The opening remarks of the conference were made by Ambassador Kimura, Head of the Japanese Mission to the EU. Furthermore, following topics were addressed :





Session 1 : External Relations and the Changing Role of Alliances


including : EU-US Relations, NATO and ESDI, Japan-US Alliances





Session 2: Towards a New Trilateral Partnership


including : European, Japanese and American Views 





Session 3: Japan-EU Relations for Crisis Management : Russia and the Korean Peninsula


including : The Cases of Russia and Korea 





Session 4 : Enhanced Common Foreign and Security Policy - the Case of Kosovo


including : A European View, The Stability Pact, Japan and the Kosovo Crisis 





Session 5 : General Discussion and Concluding Session 








Speakers at the conference were : Eric Remacle, Takako Ueta and Guy Vanhaeverbeke from the organising institutes; the academics Tuomas Forsberg, David Fouquet,Matake Kamiya, Emil Kirchner, Hideya Kurata, Katlijn Malfliet, Simon Nuttall, Reimund Seidelmann, Stelios Stavridis, Mario Telo and Yorizumi Watanabe. The Commission was represented by Jonathan Hatwell, Andrew Levi Richard Wright and Georges Zavvos; the European Parliament by Pierre Schori and NATO by Michael Rühle. Diplomats speaking at the conference were : Ambassador Kimura, Head of the Japanese Mission to the EU; Ambassador Hyodo, Head of the Japanese Embassy to Belgium; Todd Becker, Political Minister Counsellor of the US Mission to the EU and Ambassador Owada, President of the Japan Institute of International Affairs.





�
3. TEPSA-INSTITUTES CONFERENCES AND MEETINGS IN COLLABORATION WITH TEPSA











The European Union, its Eastern Enlargement and its Euro-Mediterranean Co-operation Policy : What Kind of Triangular Relationship?


Ghent, 5 February 1999


organised by the “Groupe d’Etudes Politiques Européenne” and the European Institute of the University of Ghent


�
�






In the framework of the study “The European Union’s Preferential Relationships with Central and Eastern Europe and the Mediterranean : Towards a Pan-Euro-Mediterranean Regional Integration”, the “Groupe d’Etudes Politiques Européennes” and the European Institute of the Ghent University organised a workshop on the above-mentioned theme. The workshop was open to a larger public of students and academics. It was introduced by MEP, Willy De Clercq. 





Speakers at the conference were Prof. Jacques Vandamme, Chairman of the “Groupe d’Etudes Politiques Européennes”, Prof. Marc Maresceau, Director of the European Institute of the University of Ghent, Peter Balasz, Hungarian Ambassador to Germany, Geoffrey Denton, Senior Research Fellow, Federal Trust, Prof. Christian Franck,  “Institut d’Etudes Européennes” of the Catholic University of Louvain-la-Neuve, Alvaro Vasconcelos, Director of the “Instituto de Estudos Estrategicos e Internacionais and Guy Vanhaeverbeke, Secretary General of TEPSA.








The purpose of this seminar was not so much to examine the Barcelona Process but rather to explore a number of hypotheses about the EU and its Member States in their external relations, with focus on the Western Mediterranean.





Indeed, the ambitions of Europe's Mediterranean policy remain so far unrealised. Questions about the extent to which real substance can be given to the Euro-Med relationship persist. Nevertheless, the efforts of the nineties to establish a new partnership offer some valuable insights into the EU's external policies. The Euro-Mediterranean partnership needs not only to be seen in the framework of the Middle East relations but in the more general framework of European external policy, in particular in view of the interaction between EU and Member States.





At the end of the eighties the Mediterranean policy got a new impulse : France was supported by the other Member States, who also started to feel interested in the Mediterranean region. The enlargement of the Community to include Spain, Portugal and Greece was, of course, related to the interest in closer relations with the Mediterranean region. In November 1989 the Commission presented its proposals "Towards a New Mediterranean Policy".





While the new policy may have had the potential to become a turning point in European Mediterranean policy, its impact was blunted by the collapse of the Soviet empire and the clear focus of many of the northern Member States (and the Commission in its new role as co-ordinator of Western aid to the countries of Central and Eastern Europe) on the East.





The priority given to the East pushed the Mediterranean Member States to ensure a better balance in the EU's relations with the east and with the south.


�






Une Constitution pour l’Europe ?


Paris, 18 February 1999


organised by the “Association française d’étude pour l’Union européenne”


�
�






Tous ceux qui s'intéressent à la construction de l'Europe souhaitent que les prochaines élections européennes soient l'occasion d'un débat sur les enjeux européens. Parmi ceux-ci, le projet de donner à l'Europe une constitution est apparu au premier plan. La nécessité de construire un ordre constitutionnel européen est de plus en plus généralement admise. Mais ce concept et son mode d'élaboration demeurent imprécis.





Les organisateurs du colloque du 18 février à Paris ne prétendent pas présenter à ce stade un projet d'architecture élaboré, mais clarifier les données du problème que posent le contenu et l'élaboration d'une constitution pour l'Europe. Chaque table ronde sera l'occasion d'un dialogue entre spécialistes et personnalités politiques d'orientations diverses.





Le colloque se divisera en trois tables rondes :





Première table ronde : Faut-il une Constitution européenne ?


Exposés introductifs : Francis Mer, Président d'USINOR et Jean-Baptiste de Foucault, ancien Commissaire général au plan





Rassembler les dispositions des traités à valeur constitutionnelle pour les rendre intelligibles à l'opinion.


Clarifier la répartition des compétences entre les divers niveaux de souveraineté.


Renforcer la démocratie dans l'Union Européenne.


Promouvoir un modèle social combinant initiative et solidarité.


Doter l'Union d'une réelle capacité d'action politique et diplomatique.


Préparer les élargissements à venir.





Deuxième table ronde : Comment édifier une constitution européenne ?


Exposé introductif : Philippe Manin, Directeur du Centre d'études européennes- Paris I.





Organiser un débat à l'échelle européenne impliquant la société civile sur la base d'un rapport établi par un comité restreint de "sages".


Associer les Parlements nationaux et le Parlement européen.


Organiser une co-décision constituante entre le Conseil européen et le Parlement.


Ratification si possible par référendum populaire.


Statut particulier pour les pays qui n'auraient pas ratifié.





Troisième table ronde : Les grandes lignes d'un ordre constitutionnel européen


Exposé introductif : Jean-Louis Quermonne, Président de l'association française des Sciences politiques.





La répartition des compétences.


La légitimation démocratique des institutions.


Gouvernement et Parlement : rapprochement des trois piliers.


Garanties des droits des citoyens, des Etats et de l'Union.





�






Fifteen into One? The European Union and its Member States


Bonn, 19-20 February 1999


organised by TEPSA and the Jean Monnet Chair for Political Science, University of Cologne


�
�



The Jean Monnet Chair for Political Science at the University of Cologne, Prof. Dr. Wolfgang Wessels, runs a research project on the „Governance in the European Union after Maastricht - GOVIUM“. The project is funded by the German Research Association (DFG - Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft) within the priority programme „Governance in the European Union“ co-ordinated by Prof. Dr. Beate Kohler-Koch, Mannheim University. 





The project focuses on the question if and how the implementation of the Treaty on European Union (TEU) has changed the preparation, making, implementation and control of political, i.e. binding decisions by the use of quasi-state steering mechanisms in the EC/EU and its member states. Relevant hypotheses concerning the governance ‘after’ Maastricht are examined in a systematic research plan with the help of quantitative and qualitative methods. This examination is carried out with regard to the ‘Brussels’ arena as well as to the constitutional, institutional, procedural and administrative adaptation and reaction processes on the Member states' levels. 





The research project covers the production of Treaty-based legal acts from the ECSC until December 1999. More refined data are used from 1987 onwards, after the entry into force of the Single European Act and the Southern enlargement. The results of the Amsterdam Treaty and the debates on ratification in the member states are also included. The final overall analysis examines the initial four theoretical orientations with regard to their capacity for explanation. A special task is to consider the creation of an ‘aggregated overall Integration index’ based on the indicators.





The conference “Fifteen into One? The European Union and its member states” brought together well-known experts of the TEPSA institutes’ network to analyse the implications of the TEU in ‘their’ member state.  





Conference Programme 





Welcome and opening: W. Wessels�
�
Round table: Governance in the European Union –  Theoretical Perspectives and Preliminary Findings of the Project 


Introductory statements: A. Maurer, J. Mittag�
�
Main Trends in the Member States: Does EU matter? Does Maastricht matter? “Highlights” of each National System. 


Chair: A. v. Bogdandy 





Germany (Paper by A. Maurer): S. Bulmer/K. Armstrong 


Spain (Paper by F. Basabe-Lloréns): A. Szukala 


Denmark (Paper by F. Laursen): F. Basabe-Lloréns


Sweden (Paper by K.M. Johansson) : A. Papagiannidis 


France (Paper by A. Szukala): F. Laursen 


Greece (Paper by N. Frangakis and A. Papagiannidis): K. Riihikallio


Belgium (Paper by C. Franck): A. Maurer  �
�
Portugal (Paper by M.J. Seabra): J. Brown


Italy (Paper by F. Gallo and B. Hanny): M.J. Seabra,


Austria (Paper by O. Höll and J. Pollack): V. Muller 


Netherlands (Paper by B. Hoetjes): K.M. Johansson 


Irland (Paper by B. Laffan): O. Höll


Finland (Paper by  T. Tiilikainen): B. Hoetjes 


United Kingdom (Paper by S. Bulmer and K. Armstrong): B. Hanny�
�
Cross-national analysis





Do National Institutions matter? How “fit” is your country?   


Chair: W. Wessels 


Introductory statement: S. Bulmer, B. Hoetjes�
�
Do Theories matter? 


Chair: W. Wessels 


Introductory statement: U. Diedrichs, F. Laursen �
�
Round Table: The European Member States revisited  


Chair: W. Wessels


Statements: A. v. Bogdandy; H. U. Derlien �
�
Summing up and Outlook to the Final Contributions


W. Wessels, A. Maurer�
�



The publication of the results is envisaged for automn 2000 with Manchester University Press. Until now, the following articles based on the research project have been published:





Wolfgang Wessels: „An Ever Closer Fusion? A Dynamic Macropolitical View on Integration Processes“, in: Journal of Common Market Studies, No. 2/ 1997.


Wolfgang Wessels: „Comitology. Fusion in action. Politico-administrative trends in the EU System”, in: Journal of European Public Policy No. 5/ 2 1998.


Andreas Maurer/ Jürgen Mittag/ Wolfgang Wessels: „Regieren in der EU 'nach' Maastricht: Die makropolitische Dynamik des Mehr�ebenensystems“, in: Forschung in Köln, No. 1/ 1998.


Andreas Maurer: „Regieren nach Maastricht: Die Bilanz des Europäischen Parlaments nach fünf Jahren Mitentscheidung”, in: Integration, No. 4/ 1998.


Wolfgang Wessels/ Andreas Maurer/ Jürgen Mittag: ‚Governance in the European Union ‚after‘ Maastricht‘, paper for the ECSA Sixth Biennial International Conference, Panel Session 9: ‚Decision Making Processes‘, Pittsburgh, 2-5 June 1999.


Andreas Maurer/ Wolfgang Wessels: The Interagency Process in the Federal Republic of Germany, AICGS Issue Briefs 8/99; http://www.aicgs.org/IssuBriefs





Planned publications:	





Andreas Maurer/ Wolfgang Wessels: „The German Case: A pro-acitve keyplayer in a competitive multi-level environment“, in: Kassim, Hussein/ Menon, Arnaud/ Peters, Guy/ Wright, Vincent (Eds.): The National Coordination of EU policy: The European level, Oxford, Oxford University Press 2000 (forthcoming).


Wolfgang Wessels/ Andreas Maurer/ Jürgen Mittag (Eds.): Fifteen into One. The European Union and Member States, Manchester MUP 2000 (forthcoming).


�
		





NATO at Fifty : What Tasks for Europe on the World Stage?


Brussels, 5 March 1999


organised by the Free University of Brussels and the Catholic University of Brussels


�
�






In 1999 the Atlantic Alliance is celebrating its 50th anniversary and integrating three new members. During the past few years the size and scope of NATO’s activities have dramatically changed. 





The war in former Yugoslavia and the creation of the Partnership for Peace have transformed NATO from a military alliance into a more political body tackling collective security missions in a vast Euro-Atlantic area from Vancouver to Vladivostok.





At the same time, the Maastricht and Amsterdam Treaties incorporate the European Union’s ambition to build a European Security and Defence Identity through the strengthening of the operational capability of the Western European Union.





Hence, on the eve of the fiftieth anniversary of the Washington Treaty, the altered transatlantic security landscape presents new questions.





On one hand, NATO’s eastward expansion generates new concerns for Russia and has created a “grey security zone”, most notably with regard to Ukraine and the Baltic States. On the other hand, the extension of NATO’s tasks has led to ambiguity concerning various key issues : the Alliance’s exact nature; the scope of its functions; and the division of labour with the UN, the OSCE and the WEU. Non-NATO states, also, perceive these issues as a source of concern.





In order to address these issues at the conference the organising universities and institutes brought together, on 5 March in Brussels, an international group of academics and decision-makers one month before the official celebration of NATO’s fiftieth anniversary.





Three main topics were addressed :





- the Grey Security Zones 


- Collective Security in the Balkans and Beyond


- What Role for Europe on the World Stage ?





TEPSA institutes were represented by Jacques Vandamme, Chairman of the “Groupe d’Etudes Politiques Européennes”, Gunilla Herolf from the Swedish Institute of International Affairs and Ettore Greco from the “Istituto Affari Internazionali”. 





The Brussels-based TESPA-friends were invited to attend this meeting (see also point 4).


�






The Austrian Presidency of the European Union 


Vienna, 19-20 March 1999


organised by the Austrian Institute for International Affairs and the Austrian Academy of Sciences


�
�






Austria took over the presidency of the Council of Ministers at a critical time of European integration. Several topics like the high unemployment rates throughout the Union, the reform of the structural funds and the CAP, the distribution of the costs of eastwards enlargement and, last but not least, questions about the institutional reform are on the agenda. 





Consequently, the political programme during the presidency was a very ambitious one. On the other hand, there are reasonable doubts about the real impact of the council’s presidency. Internal and external constraints limit the room for manoeuvre.   








The Vienna conference of 19 and 29 March assessed the effects of the Austrian Presidency on key matters of current debate in the European Union. The conference brought together Austrian officials, members of the Austrian and European Parliaments, representatives of Austrian interest groups, representatives of the European Commission and international academics and journalists who tried to shed light on the following questions : 





Comparing the goals with the actual output of the Austrian presidency : What were the specific goals of the Austrian Presidency? Which personal and financial resources were used to reach these goals? The Austrian self-understanding of its role during Presidency as a “honest broker”?


What expectations did other member states have towards the Austrian Presidency?


What can be seen as the real outcome of the Austrian Presidency in general and of the government’s conference in particular?


Which external and internal developments influenced this outcome (elections in Germany, Kosovo crisis, devaluation of the Japanese Yen)?


Does the presidency really matter? Reform proposals for the system of presidency.





The outcome of the conference is an evaluation of Austrian performance as well as of the possibilities and limitations of the presidency in general. The aims of the conference were fourfold, namely:





to make a general assessment of the institution “presidency of the Council of Ministers”


to make the Austrian experience useful for following presidents of the Council


to devise sensible strategies for future Austrian political action within the European Union


to introduce reform proposals








TEPSA-speakers at the conference were : Otmar Höll, Director of the Austrian Institute for International Affairs; Mathias Jopp, Director of the Institut for Europäische Politik; Maria Karasinska-Fendler, General Director of the European Institute in Lodz; Paul Luif, Austrian Institute for International Affairs; Elfriede Regelsberger, Institut für Europäische Politik and Wolfgang Wessels, Chairman of TEPSA, 


�






The Role of CEFTA in the Process of EU Enlargement 


Prague, 28-29 May 1999 


organised by the Association for the Study of International Relations and the Institute of International Relations.


�
�






Experts from twelve countries and representatives of the European Commission met in Prague on 28-29 May to discuss the role of the Central European Free Trade Agreement (CEFTA) in the process of European Union enlargement. The two-day event was opened by Prof. Otto Pick, First Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs and Chairman of the Association for the Study of International Relations. Mr. David Ringrose, First Secretary of the Delegation of the European Commission in Prague, also delivered a welcoming address.





The conference met in four sessions :





CEFTA’s Role in the process of European Union Enlargement


Economic and Trade Potential of CEFTA


CEFTA States and Foreign Direct Investments - Current Situation and Prospects


Competitiveness of CEFTA Member States





The conference dealt with topical issues pertaining to the economic potential of the Central European Free Trade Agreement (CEFTA) which currently embraces seven states - Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Slovenia, Romania and Bulgaria - and represents a market with 100 million consumers. The essence of CEFTA is to promote regional cooperation on the basis of free trade. When it was formed in December 1992 by Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic and Slovakia it reflected the need for regional cooperation after the breakdown of COMECON. From the very beginning it was perceived as a complementary process to European integration. All CEFTA member states have applied for membership of the European Union and are preparing for its membership.





The results achieved so far through CEFTA demonstrate both its expanding potential as well as the limits which are linked to the character of economic grouping that represents the initial stage of economic integration. These results were one of the topics the conference dealt with.





The purpose of the conference was to analyse the present position of CEFTA as a grouping, as well as the position and potential of individual member states. Specific aspects and the role of CEFTA in a changing international environment were discussed. Particular attention was paid to the current situation and prospects of foreign investments in CEFTA member states, as well as their competitiveness.





The expected eastern enlargement of the European Union poses a question of the future development and role of CEFTA. The CEFTA member states which will join the European Union will cease to be members of CEFTA. Their relation with the remaining CEFTA members will be covered by the Europe Association. Thus, free trade of industrial goods among the enlarged European Union and the remaining CEFTA states will continue.





The proceedings of the conference were published in English to make the results of the conference available to a wider interested public.


�






The Danish Presidency of the WEU Transatlantic Forum 


Brussels, 4 June 1999


organised by the Danish Institute for International Relations


�
�






This one day seminar took place in Brussels and was hosted by the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. It was organised by the Danish Institute of International Affairs in collaboration with the Western European Union Institute for Security Studies and the Centre for Strategic and International Studies.





The seminar indicated the end of the Danish Presidency for the WEU Transatlantic Forum. The discussions were based on two papers : “Transatlantic Security Relations after Kosovo” by Dr. Simon Serfaty, Senior Associate and Director of the Centre for Strategic and International Studies in Washington and “European defence post-Kosovo” by Charles Grant, Director of the Centre for European Reform. These papers are brought together in a publication in DUPI’s series of Reports and Reprints.





The seminar gathered about 100 participants, representatives from the WEU-delegations, “staffers”, researchers and representatives from think tanks in North America as well as Europe. Many aspects of the transatlantic relation were discussed. Also the European Security- and Defence Identity (ESDI) / the European Defence Dimension was subject to a lively debate.








The programme of the seminar was :





Welcome		Deputy Political Director, Ambassador Theis Truelsen


Opening address	Secretary General, Ambassador Jose Cutileiro





First session : Toward a New Transatlantic Partnership	





Chair			Niels-Jorgen Nehring





			Charles Kupchan : The Strategic Concept


			Charles Grant : Burden Sharing





Second Session : The European Security and Defence Dimension





Chair			Guido Lenzi, WEU Institute





			Simon Serfaty : Transatlantic Security Issues after Kosovo


			Nicole Gnesotto : A European Perspective





Lunch with keynote speaker, Douglas McElhaney, Deputy Permanent Representative of the United States to NATO





Third Session : European Security – for Europe and Beyond 





Chair			Simon Serfaty, CSIS





			Ian Lesser : The Mediterranean / Middle East


			William Wallace : The Enlargement Process


�






Revisiting the EU Cuba Policy - Perceptions and Interests in the EU Member States 


Madrid, 15-16 October 1999


organised by IRELA and TEPSA


�
�






The project “Revisiting the EU Cuba Policy – Perceptions and Interests in the EU Member States” is a research co-operation between the Instituto de Relaciones Europeas -Latinoamericanas (IRELA), Madrid and TEPSA, Brussels. The project is jointly managed by IRELA (W. Grabendorff, Director and S. Gratius, Research Associate) and TEPSA (W. Wessels, Chairman and A. Maurer, Research Associate). It is funded by the Thyssen-Foundation. 





The project analyses the perceptions and interests of the EU member states’ Cuba policy and the envisaged role of the EU in this context. The background of the study is twofold: Firstly, following the Commission’s communication on relations between the EU and Cuba, the Council, the European Parliament and the Economic and Social Committee took a fresh look into the future relationship between Cuba and the Union - both within the framework of Europe-Latin America and of EU-US relations. Secondly, the first European-Latin American summit of June 1999 in Rio de Janeiro dealt with this issue. 





Within the EU’s Member States there is no consensus on how to establish a genuine dialogue nor the means for regular co-operation with Cuba. Governments which ask for more pragmatic approach in dealing with Cuba encounter governments which strictly oppose the Castro regime and make reference to the EU’s doctrine on co-operation, respect for human rights and democracy. The debates and the conflict on the „Cuba Liberty and Democratic Solidarity Act” - the so-called Helms-Burton law (both within EU member states, amongst them and between the EU and US) highlights the fact that Cuba is on the agenda of the EU-US Trans-Atlantic Partnership.





IRELA and TEPSA established a questionnaire for national reports which focuses on three subjects: (1) the general trends with regard to Cuba - policies of governments, parliaments, parties, industry and NGO' s as well as public opinion and media coverage; (2) the substance of member state’s policies towards Cuba - general policy outline, agreements, institutional contacts, trade, investment and development co-operation; and (3) the future EU-Cuba relations - member states’ position on the Helms-Burton act and the EU-US understanding of May 1998, Cuba and the Lomé-process, European Parliament and Council policies towards Cuba. 





Rapporterus of the TEPSA network were invited to report ‘their’ member states’ view on the basis of the questionnaire: M. do Rosario de Moraes Vaz, IEEI, Lisbon; Fernando Rodrigo, CERI, Madrid; P. Stania, IIP, Vienna; G. Drekonja, University of Vienna; R. Breuer, University of Cologne; Bert Hoffmann, LAI, Berlin; F. Terpan, Université de Toulouse II; J.L. Rhi Sausi, CESPI, Rome; S. Santander, ULB, Bruxelles; A. Siltala, University of Helsinki; D. Jessop, CCE, London; and L. Whitehead, Nuffield College, University of Oxford. 





The reports were discussed at the Madrid workshop in October 1999. The papers were commented by: W. Grabendorff, IRELA, Madrid; W. Wessels, University of Cologne; C. Freres, AIETI, Madrid; A. Cavaterra, Embassy of Italy to Spain, Madrid; S. Gratius, IRELA, Madrid; A. Maurer, University of Cologne; A. J. Seguro, MEP, European Parliament, Brussels; G. Frontini, European Commission, Brussels and F. Granell, European Commission, Brussels. 





After the revision of the papers in light of the conference discussions, IRELA and TEPSA will edit the manuscripts for publication.
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Globalisation, European Integration, National Identity : Challenges for Small Countries 


Ljubljana, 8-9 November 1999


organised by the Center for International Relations of the Faculty of Social Sciences of the University of Ljubljana


�
�



This two day conference was organised by the Center for International Relations of the Faculty of Social Sciences of the University of Ljubljana in collaboration with the Public Relations and Media Office of the Government of the Republic of Slovenia and the Friedrich Ebert Stiftung. Apart from experts from Slovenia and abroad, there was an active participation of a broader circle of representatives and relevant Slovenian target groups (enterprises, banks, insurance companies, political parties, trade unions, public administration, civil society groupings, research and educational institutions, students, media).





The conference aimed at an interdisciplinary and problem-oriented approach to the basic challenge  which Slovenia and the majority of the other candidate countries for European Union membership are facing today, with regard to the triad of globalisation, European Union and national identity. The main objectives were :





to analyse the impact of globalisation and European Union integration processes, their interacting on various aspects of small countries’ entities and development - economic, political, security, legal, social and those commonly identified as preserving national identity  


to present these issues from the viewpoint of candidate countries for the European Union membership as well as from the general, theoretical point of view.


to inform Slovenian official and unofficial public and to widen their knowledge of globalisation processes and European integration, including issues of national identity


to contribute to a more successful integration of the candidate countries into the European Union and in the globalisation processes, simultaneously preserving national identity








Complying with the three main topics, the conference discussions and presentations tried to answer following points :





are the trends in the field of globalisation and regional integration mutually complementary and mutually reinforcing or contradicting?


what will the implications of globalisation and regional integration for countries in transition look like; how important will be the process of regional integration (European Union) versus globalisation; will the globalisation of candidate countries in the future take the from of “Europeanisation”?


the impact of globalisation on affirming the so-called alliance capitalism (dominance of contractual relation) versus hierarchical capitalism (dominance of equity relations).


the impact of European Union membership on foreign direct investment flows, could EU membership amplify inward and outward foreign direct investment of candidate countries, and if so, to what extent?


the EU membership and national sovereignty, national security, national identity/culture


the implications of foreign capital on preserving national identity





�






Candidate Country Interest Representation in Brussels


Brussels, 22 November 1999


organised by the Slovenian Business and Research Association


�
�






In cooperation with the Slovenian Business and Research Association (SBRA) and with the participation of Commissioner Philippe Busquin, TEPSA engaged in a significant discussion about the role of Brussels based non governmental representation offices of candidate countries, particularly in view of the preparation of the corporate and R & D sectors of these countries.





Indeed, following gradual introduction of the Single Market, and particularly since the mid-eighties Brussels has grown into a major world centre of activities related to interest representation. It is expected that in the next couple of years Brussels will become the biggest “lobbying centre”, leaving Washington behind, at the second place. Apart from the 199 diplomatic missions, there are 1.318 registered interest representation offices in Brussels and about 10.000 professionals engaged on the full time basis in various aspects of interest representation. Actually this number is even higher since many representatives do not register as such and seemingly prefer to perform their function informally, and without a full resident status.





From the 13 candidate countries there are at present only 12 interest representation offices operating in Brussels. Many offices and representation arrangements are rather recent, and some appear to be loosely formalised. Although their number almost doubled since 1996, this still does not reach 2% of the total number of Brussels based lobbying community. This is, of course, less if one would measure the share of candidate countries in terms of personnel, financial resources, etc. 








Participants included representatives from most EU institutions, interest groups and Brussels based think tanks.





The presentations endeavoured to illustrate the complexity of EU decision-making procedures as well as the combination of knowledge, qualifications and skills required from any organisation which is expected to monitor or influence these procedures.





Introductory papers were presented , i.a. by Boris Cizelj, Director of the Slovenian Business and Research Association. Speakers for the European Parliament (Mr. G. Harris), from the European Commission (Mr. R. Meyer), from the Council secretariat (Mr. H. Brunmayer) and from Eurochambers (Mr. D. van Tyghen) drew from their experiences to evaluate the lobbying process as actors “on both sides”.





Relevant cases and lessons from the past were confronted with expectations and future tasks. Questions of transparency and openness, of specific interest representation in the enlargement negotiations, of challenges and opportunities for candidate countries were among the substantial items on the agenda.





TEPSA Secretary General, Guy Vanhaeverbeke, conclude i.a. as rapporteur of the conference that :





the "demand" for a follow up to this conference was clearly perceptible


the conference’s valuable contributions would constitute an excellent basis for further analysis 


a couple of workshops should be organised in the spring of the year 2000


a major conference should follow a year later.


�






Coalition Patterns and Flexibility in the European Union : The Significance of Small and Large Member States 


The Hague, 10-11 December 1999


organised by the Netherlands Institute for International Relations, Clingendael


�
�






TEPSA’s Dutch member institute, the Clingendael Institute, organised this conference in the framework of one of their projects outlined under point 5.5. The conference was organised on 10 and 11 December in The Hague. Experts from most TEPSA institutes participated in the conference.








The first session was chaired by Alfred Pijpers from the Clingendael Institute and who is the coordinator of the projects. The session was entitled “the priorities of the larger member states” and dealt with following topics :


- London, Paris and Berlin : an exclusive relationship? 


- Germany and its neighbours 


- New allies for Spain





The second session chaired by Clingendael’s director, Alfred Van Staden, dealt with “the strategies of some smaller member states” and divided into the following sub-sessions :


- Inside and outside Nordic cooperation


- The special case of Denmark


- The Benelux predicament





“On core business and core groups in the EU” was the title of the third session, chaired by Wolfgang Wessels, Chairman of TEPSA. Following presentations were made :


- Flexibility after Amsterdam : comparative analysis and prospective impact


- Core policy areas for the European Union?





The fourth session “coalition patterns in the EMU” was chaired by Marko Bos from the Social and Economic Council in The Hague and treated two main subjects :


- Inner and outer circles in monetary cooperation


- Stability, credibility, flexibility





The fifth session, “a European directorate in foreign policy and defence?” under the chairmanship of Alfred Van Staden, dealt with following issues : 


- Core and periphery in European security


- Large and small in the CFSP : the case for a directorate


- The position of some candidate EU-members





The final session on “Negotiating the next IGC” was chaired by Jan Rood of the Clingendael institute and treated three main subject :


- The new voting weights in the Council


- Coalitions in Council and European Parliament


- The role of the Commission between large and small








The Clingendael institute will publish a report based on the discussion of the meeting and the papers which were prepared.


�






L’Union européenne en quête d’institutions légitimes et efficaces 


Paris, 15-16 December 1999


organised by the “Pôle européen, FNSP” and the Commissariat général du Plan


�
�






In early December 1999 a group of academics launched the report “L’Union européenne en quête d’institutions et efficaces”. The report represents the result of a joint reflection on the future of the EU’s institutions. Although the report does not neglect the upcoming themes of the IGC 2000, it’s main idea is to provide a theoretically founded and mid-term oriented outlook on the enlarged European Union. After the publication of the report, the Centre européen de Sciences Politiques and the Commissariat général du Plan invited academics to discuss their reactions and comments on the report’s main findings.     








Introduction: 		Jean-Louis QUERMONNE, Président du groupe de réflexion


Renaud DEHOUSSE, IEP





Approche académique: analyse, modèles et méthodes (pages 11-49 of the report)





Introduction: 		Wolfgang WESSELS, University of Cologne, TEPSA


Comment: 		Jean-Louis QUERMONNE, Président du groupe de réflexion 





L’affermissement d’une mode de gouvernement spécifique et permanent (pages 51-69 of the report)





Introduction : 		Armin von BOGDANDY, University of Frankfurt


Commentaire : 		Christian LEQUESNE, Membre du groupe de réflexion





Une différenciation équilibrée par un centre de gravité (pages 71-86 of the report)





Introduction : 		Andreas MAURER, University of Cologne, TEPSA


Comment: 	Mario DEHOVE, Rapporteur du groupe de réflexion, Commissariat au plan





Un ordre juridique légitime et transparent et l’établissement d’un pacte constitutionnel refondateur (pages 87-140 of the report)





Introductions: 		Jörg MONAR, University of Leicester


			Adriano GIOVANNELLI, University of Genua 		


Comment: 	Gilles ANDREANI, directeur du Centre d’analyse et de prévision, ministère des Affaires étrangères


 


Conclusions théoriques et pratiques





 	Jean-Louis QUERMONNE


			Renaud DEHOUSSE


			Wolfgang WESSELS





�
4. TEPSA-FRIENDS MEETINGS





					


Three years ago TEPSA created a group of Brussels based “TEPSA-Friends”. Our aim is to make TEPSA’s programme more accessible to a broader audience of interested civil servants, business and socio-economic circles through a series of friendly gatherings around timely EU issues.





These gatherings deal with current topics of European integration such as Eastern enlargement, the role of the EU in the international and regional systems, the Presidencies of the Council, Common Foreign and Security Policy, etc... We have also organised debates on a number of publications by our members. 





These events have continued to prove the need for a European and multi-disciplinary forum for discussion on current EU affairs. We hold 6 or 7 meetings each year and keep members informed of others TEPSA conferences taking place in Brussels. 











The 1999 Programme 








7 Jan. 		Walter Hallstein : the Forgotten European?


with: Thomas Jansen, Mathias Jopp, Wilfried Loth, Karl-Heinz Narjes, Jacques Santer, Dietrich von Kyaw, William Wallace, Wolfgang Wessels





18 Feb. 	Seven Theorems in search of the European Parliament


		with: David Coombes and Andrew Duff





5 March	Nato at Fifty : What Tasks for Europe on the World Stage?


		round table conference





25 March	A New EU after Amsterdam? What is at Stake for the Upcoming European Elections? 


with: Alejandro Agag, Pascal Delwit, Christain Ehlers, Niki Kortvelyessi, Jean-François Vallin, Guy Vanhaeverbeke





25 June		The German Council Presidency


		with: Dietrich von Kyaw





10 November	Immigration and Asylum After Tampere


		with: David Colvin, Clemens Ladenburger, Mike Eland, Richard Lewis, Lode Van 


Outrive, Pentti Visanen, Graham Watson





25 November	No Alternative to Peace 


		with: Chawki Armali and Harry Kney Tal














�
5. STUDIES AND PROJECTS











5.1. The Relation between the Euro and the Dollar


�
�






This joint project between ECSA-USA and TEPSA is designed to heighten public awareness and understanding of EU-US relations in a fluid global environment. Two experts, Randall Henning from the US and Piercarlo Padoan from Italy, prepared separate but co-ordinated monographs which, after several meetings for presentation, discussion and review (see point 2.), will be published early 2000. 





The project aims to :


enhance public awareness of the changes in EU-US relations


provide decision-makers with timely and germane conceptual and historical analyses of the changing dynamics of EU-US relations


examine significant changes by issues or sector in and around EU-US relations in the 1990s compared to past decades


describe and explain the distinctive policy processes involved in EU-US relations


publish, after critical review, the monograph and make it available to interested individuals and agencies in the academy, business sector, the public sector, and to all ECSA and TEPSA members.





ECSA and TEPSA perceive this project as resulting in a high-quality monograph that is current and potentially influential in stimulating discussion and debate among policy planners, key decision-makers, the media, and academics via the meetings and the larger ECSA conference. The authors tested out their ideas at these fora. These meetings not only made input into the authors’ final manuscripts but were, in themselves, major gatherings of practitioners and theoreticians. ECSA and TEPSA are convinced that these meetings, combined with the publication and distribution of the monographs in one volume, would be the subject of much ”spill-over” discussions, citations in the public and academic literature, and within policy-making circles.





The American paper dealing with ”United States-European Union relations after the introduction of the Euro : co-operation or rivalry?” consists of following chapters: American views on Monetary Union; interests of the United States; EU external monetary policy-making and representation; adaptation of international institutions.





The European paper on ”The role of the Euro in the international system” begins by looking at the role of the Euro as a potential global currency. This implies that multiple equilibria in the international financial system are present and that the transition phase between a ”low” (regional) and a ”high” (global) equilibrium must be taken into account. The transition phase  between equilibria  is a function of policy  options followed by EMU authorities. The analysis is carried out by applying the concept of currency region , the extension of which is a function of both the exchange rate policy of the Euro and its attractiveness for non-EMU countries. The economic policy options and the composition of the EMU are then discussed  with special attention to the relationship between the evolution of the exchange rate of the Euro and European growth. Ruling out the desirability of an ”aggressive” exchange rate policy for the Euro we discuss long-term macro-economic options in Europe and the appropriate Euro exchange rate policy. We then turn to the potential of the Euro currency region discussing  three cases, Central and Eastern Europe, the Mediterranean, and Mercosur. We finally consider Euro/dollar relations and the prospects for transatlantic co-operation.


�






5.2. The Euro-Spectator


�
�






The project was launched by Prof. Jean-Victor Louis and the Florence European University Institute and started in May 1999. It will span over a four year period. The Euro-Spectator aims at collecting and providing information regarding the reception of the euro in various member states of the European Union, including both participants and non-participants in the third stage of EMU. Its purpose is to present an objective overview of the way the realisation of EMU is understood by officials, financial and non-financial enterprises and civil society organisations.





The analysis is based on:





opinion polls about the perception of EMU in the member states which allow to understand the level of interest and knowledge of this subject, in different sectors and also to appraise the value of the information collected during the project


the collection of information based on a uniform ”questionnaire” directed to financial and political circles, and organisations of civil society, concerning the functioning and evolution of EMU.





The information looked for focuses upon :





the attitude vis-à-vis the European Central Bank : its independence, its institutional position, political control, the statute of the national central banks in the SEBC, the legitimacy of the choices of the ECB, the function of lender of last resort, the possible role in debt service


co-ordination of economic policies : the responsibility of the policy-mix, its effectiveness, the role of the euro-11, the implementation of the stability pact, the possible fiscal harmonisation


the effect of the realisation of EMU on the political Union : the effects of the Euro on the national political systems, on the constitutions, on the Community’s institutional system, on the creation of a public European space, the link between monetary policy, commercial policy and security policy.


EMU and the world : the relation of the Euro with other main currencies, the Euro as reserve currency, the Euro as international payment currency, representation in international organisations, the Euro and the currencies of the participating countries. 





The project is interdisciplinary. It analyses political and economic aspects as well as the legal framework. The findings are published twice a year on the web site of the Florence European University Institute. A yearly seminar will analyse the results with the aim of identifying the evolution. A first seminar will take in March 2000. 





The results of the research and analyses are of interest to following groups:





European institutions, including the European Central Bank who could better appreciate the reactions on the policies and the environment in which they take place 


national authorities who have a key interest in knowing the reactions of their partners 


financial institutions interested in the likely evolution of the framework of their activities 


researchers who would find a number of important ideas to enrich their reflections


all those who follow opinion schemes and contribute to them : media, professional associations, consumers associations, political parties and labour unions.





�






5.3. The Euro as Parallel Currency 1999-2002


�
�






TEPSA has carried out a study - finalised in May 1999 on the theme mentioned above for the European Parliament. The study was directed by André Louw from the Belgian TEPSA Institute, the Groupe d’Etudes Politiques Européennes. 





Background of the study : 





On January 1, 1999, EMU started with eleven Member States and the euro became the national currency of each of them. For the duration of a transitional period up to December 31, 2001, and though the old national currencies have ceased to exist, their respective national currency units are retained as non-decimal sub-units of the euro unit . This unit - one euro- is also divided in one hundred cent, its other sub-unit. During this period, making payments or signing contracts etc. in euro or in a national "currency" are, from a legal point of view, both a use of the euro: in the first case, in the euro unit itself; in the second case, in one of the euro's national sub-units.


 


The principle "no obligation, no prohibition" applies to the use of the euro unit: everybody is free to use it but nobody is obliged to do so. But, as euro banknotes or coins are not available in the transitional period, the euro's use as a means of payment depends on the availability of euro payment services offered by the banking sector





At the end of the transitional period i.e. from January 1, 2002 onwards, the national sub-units cease to exist and all references to them in legal instruments i.e. laws and administrative rules, payment instruments (except banknotes and coins), contracts etc. automatically become references to the euro unit at the applicable conversion rate. Euro banknotes and coins are progressively introduced and those in the national denomination are withdrawn within a period of six months maximum. The precise timing and modalities are fixed by the national authorities.





The  study addresses three major questions :





A. " How far can the Euro develop within the Euro area  in the period 1st. January 1999 to 1st. January 2002 when it will be used on a " no compulsion, no prohibition " basis, but when no Euro notes or coins will be in circulation ? "





B. " What particular problems will exist in the period 1st. January 2002 to (at the latest) 1st. July 2002, when Euro notes and coins will be in parallel circulation with national notes and coins within the Euro area? "





C. "How far is the Euro likely to be used in those Member States not participating in EMU Stage 3 on 1st. January 1999 (e.g. the U.K.), and also in non-EMU countries (e.g. the associated states in Central and Eastern Europe), both before and after the introduction of Euro notes and coins? "








The report is available on the European Parliament web-site under http://www.europarl.eu.int/dg4/wkdocs/econ/en/default.htm#114





�






5.4. Institutional Reform and Deepening of the Union


�
�






TEPSA has created an ad hoc expert group to draft a report on the institutional reform of the Union. The group is chaired by Jean-Victor Louis and is further composed by Gianni Bonvicini, Andrew Duff, Carl Hamilton, Philippe Manin, Hanspeter Neuhold, Jacek Saryusz-Wolski, Alvaro Vasconcelos and Wolfgang Wessels. The report identifies three major problems and makes a number of proposals.





The Three Problems





There is a huge gap in economic welfare between Eastern, Central and Western Europe in combination with severe political and economic instability in several regions of the former Soviet dominated part of the continent. A necessary ingredient of a solution is the enlargement of the European Union. With an increase from 15 to 25, say, members, the Union must change its institutions so as to remain an effective organisation worth being a member of. Especially the Council has to be made more efficient and the effectivity of the decisions has to be increased.


The European Union lacks legitimacy among the European peoples. The fact that the non-voters were a majority in the European elections in June 1999 provides a sad illustration of the problem. However, already several years ago there was a warning sign in the form of the Danish “no” and French “near-no” in the countries’ referenda on the Maastricht Treaty. Recurrent allegations of nepotism, fraud and incompetence of the Commission has reduced the Union’s legitimacy further. Reforms aimed at enhanced efficiency should thus be combined with institutional reforms, which strengthen the legitimacy of the Union, and in particular the Commission and the European Parliament. Increased openness and transparency are vital in modern democratic societies with the enormously influential media and, basically, among many citizens a distrust of authorities and old structures.


Today the peoples of Europe are not in control of their own security. The main European lesson of the Kosovo war is that Europe cannot handle its security problems without a decisive assistance from a benevolent USA. It is apparent that Europe’s peace and security has become overly dependent on the domestic politics of the USA and its president, which may have only faint rational links to developments in Europe. The European Union is the natural organiser of a European security structure within a Nato consisting also of the USA and Canada. As a consequence there is a need for reforms of the Unions’ institutions.





Proposals





Considering the importance of the challenges ahead, we need an ambitious reform going certainly further than the three Amsterdam leftovers. If the accent is put on institutional reform, it has to be noticed that the difference between "policy" matters and "institutional" ones is somewhat artificial. Strengthening the CFSP means improving its institutional set-up and communautarising the third pillar is essentially an institutional task. The suggested proposals concern following issues :





- Fundamental Rights and Constitutional Pact


- The institutional Triangle and the democratisation of the decision making process


- Revision procedure


- Closer cooperation


- Transparency and control.


- The second pillar


- Third pillar


�






5.5. MAPEUROP: Mapping Out Europe's Priorities - Towards a Common Program for the European Union


�
�






TEPSA has been granted by the European Commission to run a project on the analysis and open debate about the EU’s Political Priorities. 





1. Relevance and Challenges 


For University Professors, Students and Researchers alike the European Union’s political process becomes more and more relevant but also more and more complex. Not only the coming into force of the Treaty of Amsterdam, the entry into phase III of EMU and the implementation of Agenda 2000, but also the perspectives of enlargement(s), the debate about deepening the Union’s Foreign, Security and Defence Identity and the beginning of the next Intergovernmental Conference indicate a major ‘critical juncture’ for the European Union’s political agenda as well as for the institutions at both the European and the member states level. 


The project “MAPEUROP” takes the Amsterdam Treaty, Agenda 2000 and EMU as well as the conclusions of the European Council of Cologne and Helsinki as points of departure for developing a comprehensive analysis on Europe’s political challenges and priorities. Given the economic and societal effects of enlargement, policy-deepening, institutional reform, and - in a broader perspective - the potential effects of globalisation, a European Union of 20 and more Member States, languages and cultures needs a democratic, efficient, transparent and identifiable institutional framework which is able to transcend the public interest of its citizenry into concrete action. 


"MAPEUROP" therefore aims at developing platforms for debate – bringing together researchers and disseminators from all levels of education, learning and training in Europe as well as practitioners in business, finance, politics and the media. The project is aimed at the promotion of interdisciplinary discussions about the European Union’s political, institutional and societal future. 





2. Management and Running of the project


The project is jointly organised by TEPSA and the TEPSA member institutes. It will be co-ordinated by the TEPSA board in Brussels. The collection and analysis of appropriate data is carried out by the project expert group which brings together highly qualified academics and researchers. 


The MAPEUROP project’s workplan is broken down into four phases.





PHASE I (12/1999 – 2/2000) 


TEPSA EXPERT GROUP’S EUROPEAN DRAFTING of the 


EuroPean political priorities agenda  �
�



PHASE I-A (2 or 3/2000)  


TEPSA/EU-WIDE CONFERENCE ON THE POLITICAL PRIORITIES DRAFT �
�



PHASE II (2/2000 – 4/2000)


EXPERT GROUP’S FINE-TUNING OF THE POLITICAL PRIORITIES


�
�



PHASE III (2/2000 – 8/2000) 


DECENTRALISED DEBATING �
�



From March 2000 to July 2000, four "MAPEUROP"-conferences will be organised in order to address the core-issues of the Draft European Political Report: 


Enlarging the Union - Consolidating the Continent; organised by TEPSA, Brussels, the Institut für Europäische Politik, Bonn, the European Institute, Lodz, and the Centre for International Relations, University of Ljubljana. Locations of the Conference: Berlin and Ljubljana. 


Consolidating the Economic and Monetary Union; organised by TEPSA, the Jean-Monnet-Chair for Political Science, University of Cologne, the Danish Institute for International Affairs, and the Federal Trust of Research and Education, London. Location of the Conference: London.


Developing a European Foreign, Security and Defence Identity; organised by TEPSA, the Swedish Institute of International Affairs, Stockholm, and the Instituto de Estudos Estrategicos e Internacionais, Lisbon. Location of the Conference: Lisbon.


Reforming the Union's Institutions - the Union's constitutional agenda; organised by TEPSA, the Association Francaise d’Études pour l’Union Européenne, the  Federal Trust of Research and Education, London, the Istituto Affari Internazionali, Rome and the Groupe d'Études Politiques Européennes, Brussels. Location of the Conference: Paris.








PHASE IV (8/2000 – 9/2000) 


PUBLISHING AND DISSEMINATING THE RESULTS �
�






�






5.6. Coalition Patterns and Flexibility in the European Union : The Significance of Small and Large Member States


�
�






The Dutch TEPSA institute, the Netherlands Institute for International Relations, Clingendael, launched a research project on coalition patterns in the Council. The project is coordinated by Alfred Pijpers and Jan Rood. A seminar on the subjects was organised in December in The Hague (see also point 2).


 


Core and periphery, inner and outer circles, two speed Europe, or 'flying geese' have always been practised in the process of European integration, but today, with further enlargement imminent, and another round of EU-treaty reform soon to start, the theme of 'flexibility' or differentiated integration is very much on top of Europe's political agenda.





Below the surface of this general problem of the different integration speeds in an EU of 20 or 27 member states, looms another dimension, often neglected, but perhaps of increasing relevance as well : the distinction between larger and smaller member states.





Though this distinction has never dominated decision-making, the two classes of countries behave differently in various respects. The smaller states usually consider the European institutions as their natural ally, while the big members tend first to seek bi- or trilateral agreement before they enter the European arena. Particularly in the areas of foreign policy and defence, the larger states show a persistent habit to form inner circles or even directorates, as the Balkan experience has shown so well. They also try to reduce the share of the smaller states in the institutional set up of the Union. The smaller states, from their side resist such practices, and sometimes try to combine forces in regional cooperation schemes like the Benelux or the Nordic Council.





Again, we should certainly not exaggerate these points. Germany, France and the United Kingdom often operate in close collaboration with one or two "junior" partners, and on many technical EU - dossiers a large-small dimension is barely visible.





And yet, the distinction remains relevant. The steady growth in the number of EU - member states and the expansion of the system of qualified majority voting, have, among other things, intensified the need and the practice of (informal) bilateral consultations among the governments.





Intergovernmentalism is on the rise. Berlin, Paris and London often seem to take the lead. Moreover, the flexibility paragraphs in the Treaty of Amsterdam open up various options for the member states to form core groups in the EU, creating opportunities for both large and small. Thinking along these lines will be necessary at the next IGC, as is pointed out in the Dehaene-Report.





The principal objective of this Clingendael/TEPSA research project is twofold : (1) to explore the main coalition and flexibility patterns in the EU and (2) to have a closer look into the relevance of the large-small dimension of these patterns. When do larger member states take the lead, and where the smaller ones ? To what extent are regional organisations like the Benelux or the Nordic Council still relevant for coalition building in the European Union ? What is the role of the European Commission and of the EU - Presidency in this regard ? What is the position of the smaller states in the next IGC, and what are the implications of further enlargement ?


�






5.7. Regulation of Public Services 


�
�






This study, carried out by TEPSA in collaboration with ISUPE (initiative pour les services d’utilité public en Europe) was finalised in 1999 and will result in a publication in Spring 2000. 





The purpose of the study was to undertake an overview of public services in Europe on the basis of national findings and transversal reports. Specifically, the study aimed to :





analyse and compare the regulation of public services in various States of the European Union (chosen Member States included Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom);


draw elements of convergence based on observable and foreseeable change in the above-mentioned Member States of the European Union. This involved an analysis of the transposition of relevant European directives in the network industries (particular regard being had to telecommunications, postal services, air-, rail- and urban transport, electricity, gas and water). This also led to an examination of national factors of change (ideological, economic, social) as well as technological (eg. digitalisation in the telecommunications sector). As such, national and transversal contributions endeavoured to identify the stakes underlying transposition of directives as well as new modes of regulation, including initiatives to set up regulatory authorities at the national level. This part of the Study also led to a determination of the powers of these regulatory authorities


compare liberalisation policies for utility services with other European policies (consumer policies, social policies...)


determine foundations for, and institutional design of, European regulation, with the possible setting up of European regulatory authorities.





In short the study concluded that important technological developments affecting Europe’s public utilities are looming. Multi-utility companies are multiplying. Public service obligations are no longer the static body of services transmitted from generation to generation. Unarguably, massive potential change is at our hands, within our reach. To a large degree, European administrations are taking these changes in stride and adapting themselves accordingly.





In a pragmatic manner, the regulatory State in Europe is being « reinvented », daily, in quantitative and qualitative terms rarely seen before. As such, the day may come when the regulation of public services in Europe becomes the European regulation of public services. To a large degree, this has already taken place. As yet, change should not precipitated in institutional terms. In the first place, current regulatory authorities and regulatory laws in the Member States need to be given time and a chance before proceeding further. Important areas of change have yet to be fully implemented. Whilst a hub-design, coordinating network regulator should be envisaged, it would be unwise, at the present stage, to advocate the necessity, role, and responsibilities of stronger regulators at the European level. Their role would best be enhanced by ensuring effective coordination.





In addition, change cannot be considered as an end in itself. It is to be welcomed only if greater public participation in the administrative process is truly fostered and the democratic deficit mitigated. It is to be welcomed only if consistent standards are adopted in the setting-up of seamless European utility markets. Of vital importance to us is that good administration and adequate utility services are provided to all, enhancing thorough government transparency and furthering equality among the citizenry of Europe. 


�






5.8. The Northern Security Dimension of the CFSP 


�
�



The 5-years programme on the Northern dimension of the CFSP aims at raising the issue within the EU through research, conferences and publications. The focus of the programme is the relationship between Northern foreign policy and security challenges and the EU/CFSP: What do the Northern issues imply for the development of the EU and its CFSP ? What can the EU do for contributing to security and stability in the Baltic sea region ? Where are its potentials and limits ? The programme includes an analysis of convergencies and divergencies between Northern and Southern EU countries as well as other major actors in the EU concerning risk perceptions, enlargement policies, crises management and the strengthening of the CFSP including its security and defence dimension.





Multinational co-operation : the goal of the programme is to initiate an EU wide debate on the Northern dimension of the CFSP and its implications for the future role of the Union in the region and in international affairs. It involves a number of researchers and institutes in other EU countries dealing with integration policies and CFSP matters. Joint activities have been organised with partner institutes and the European Commission to lay the project on a broad basis and to stimulate the exchange of views between academic research and EU policy practice.





Instruments : the programme is based on a variety of instruments, including in-depth research, case studies, seminars and publications. The aim is to provide a deeper knowledge of Northern issues with an analytical emphasis on their implications for the CFSP, and to stimulate a corresponding debate between academics and practitioners on the European level and in the Member-States.





To achieve the objectives of the research programme several activities have been designed :





Research : research is conducted in six project areas :


the development of the CFSP and non-alignment : from co-existence to synergy ?


Russian security interests and concerns in the Baltic Sea region


EU enlargement and the Baltic states : options and implications


The EU and soft security


reconciling Northern and Southern interests


institutions and concepts : requirements for a workable CFSP





The research is intended to provide a deeper knowledge and understanding of the problems concerned and to develop options for appropriate responses. Multinational project teams will be established and studies commissioned to experts.





Seminars/workshops and conferences : these activities are designed to deal with particular issues of the programme among smaller circles of CFSP specialists or to cover broader topics of the Northern dimension of the CFSP (in close connection with individual research projects) by involving a wider audience. In the latter case a larger number of academics, officials, parliamentarians and journalists will be invited to raise public awareness and to stimulate the debate on the Northern dimension of the CFSP and its implications for the future foreign and security policy of the European Union.





Publications : research results are published in a number of programme reports and articles in established journalists of European policies and international affairs. 


Mathias Jopp/Riku Warjovaara (Eds.): Approaching the Northern Dimension of the CFSP. Challenges and opportunities in the emerging European security order, Forssa 1998.


Mathias Jopp/Hanna Ojanen (Eds.): European security integration. Implications for Non-alignment and Alliances, Kauhava 1999.


Arkadi Moshes: Overcoming Unfriendly Stability. Russian-Latvian Relations at the End of 1990s, Kauhava 1999.
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5.9. The Northern Security Dimension of the European Union: Comparative Views of Member 


States�
�
�
�






This cross-national analysis on the views of EU Member states with regard to the Northern Security Dimension of the EU is part of the broader project entitled ”The Northern Dimension of the CFSP” which has been launched by the Finnish Institute of International Affairs in Helsinki and the Institut für Europäische Politik in Bonn (see point 5.7). 





The project ”The Northern Security Dimension of the European Union - Comparative views of the Member States” deals with perceptions and policies on the Northern security dimension and the role of the CFSP in this context. It focuses on the convergent and divergent views of member states on the issues raised. 





The project is led by a management-committee composed of the two TEPSA-chairmen of the project – including the TEPSA chairman - and the two directors of the Programme on the Northern Dimension of the CFSP - the Institut für Europäische Politik (IEP) and the Finnish Institute of International Affairs (UPI). 





The research focuses on the following questions:


What are the general connotations/perceptions linked with the Northern Dimension by the EU/CFSP elite in the Member States? What countries (inside and outside the EU) are seen as relevant? Which problems and challenges are perceived (military, foreign policy, cultural, socio-economic, others)?


What is the relative ‘rank’ of the importance of the Northern/Baltic region for the Member States? What are the main reasons for this qualification? 


How is Russia seen as an actor in the Northern Dimension of the EU by the EU/CFSP elites in the Member States?


How is the EU affected by developments in the North? Is the EU perceived as having a comparative advantage in dealing with these? Should the EU priority be high, medium or low? 


What should be the substance of EU policies with regard to the concept of the Northern Security Dimension? What are or should be the instruments of EU policy? To what extent should the EU involve Russia when dealing with the Northern Dimension?


How are the Nordic and Baltic states perceived by the EU/CFSP elite? (Perceptions of the role of Sweden, Denmark and Finland in the EU, and of the Baltic states.) Do the non-aligned countries further or hamper the development of the CFSP, including defence? Are there other major interests that need to be balanced? Will the problems in the Baltic Sea region strengthen or weaken the EU’s role as a regional power and a global player/security actor?


Further Strategies: What should the Northern countries do to climb higher on the list of the EU’s political and geo-strategic priorities? How do Member States, how does the academia perceive the future of this region in the overall map of the EU’s interests? 





�
Outline of the book – to be published in the second half of 2000:





Gianni Bonvicini / Tapani Vaahtoranta / Wolfgang Wessels (eds.): 


The Northern Security Dimension of the European Union – An View* from National Perspectives
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5.10. Revisiting the EU Cuba Policy - Perceptions and Interests in the EU Member States


�
�






The project “Revisiting the EU Cuba Policy – Perceptions and Interests in the EU Member States” is a research co-operation between the Instituto de Relaciones Europeas -Latinoamericanas (IRELA), Madrid and TEPSA, Brussels. The project is jointly managed by IRELA (W. Grabendorff, Director and S. Gratius, Research Associate) and TEPSA (W. Wessels, Chairman and A. Maurer, Research Associate). It is funded by the Thyssen-Foundation. 





The project analyses the perceptions and interests of the EU member states’ Cuba policy and the envisaged role of the EU in this context. The background: Following the European Commission’s communication on relations between the EU and Cuba (COM(95)0306 of 28.6.1995), the European Council (Common position on Cuba in 12/1996), the European Parliament (Resolution on the obligations of the US under GATT 1994 and GATS – trade with Cuba i.e. resolution on Cuba and on the Commission’s communication) and the Economic and Social Committee (CES/96/137 resolution on Cuba) took a fresh look at the future relationship between Cuba and the Union – both within the framework of EU-Latin American and of EU-US relations. Illustrative of this rapprochement is the  European Council’s agreement in June 1998 on Cuba’s application for observer status in the negotiations on the reform of Lomé IV, which has allowed Cuba to participate in the negotiating process between the EU and ACP group since 30 September 1998. Within the EU’s Member States there is no consensus on how to establish a genuine dialogue nor the means for  regular co-operation with Cuba. Governments which ask for a more pragmatic approach in dealing with Cuba (and therefore for a more significant share of the EU’s development aid and greater EU economic co-operation policy towards the island) encounter governments which strictly oppose the Castro regime and make reference  to the EU’s doctrine on co-operation, respect for human rights and democracy. The debates and the conflict on the „Cuba Liberty and Democratic Solidarity Act“ – the so-called Helms-Burton law (both within EU member states, amongst them and between the EU and US) highlights the fact that Cuba is on the agenda of the EU-US Trans-Atlantic partnership. Meanwhile, since Fidel Castro will participate in the first European-Latin-American summit which will take place at the end of June 1999 in Rio de Janeiro, Cuba’s relation with the EU is also likely to become an issue.


 


Given this overview of an unresolved EU policy towards Cuba, IRELA and TEPSA invited political scientists, lawyers and economists to write ‘national reports’ on each of the EU member states’ positions.


1.  Questions on general trends with regard to Cuba and your Member State


Including : Public opinion and the media, The Government, Government’s activities, The conceptual framework of your Government’s activities, Political Parties, NGO’s





Questions regarding the specific substance of your country’s policies towards Cuba





Including : General policy line, Agreements, Institutional contacts, Development co-operation , Trade and investment





Questions regarding the future of EU-Cuban relations





Including : Embargo and Helms-Burton law, EU-US „Understanding“ of 18 May 1998, Cuba and the Lomé-process, Co-operation Agreement, EP’s initiatives on Cuba, Council’s Common Position, Democracy and human rights, Multilateral initiatives, Revision of EU policy and transition in Cuba  
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5.11. The European Union’s Preferential Relationships with Central and Eastern Europe and the Mediterranean : Towards a Pan-Euro-Mediterranean Regional Integration 


�
�






This project is launched and coordinated by the European Institute of the Ghent University. 





The study makes a comparative analysis of the preferential relationships between the EU and its Southern and Eastern peripheries and of the opportunities for and obstacles to the creation of an Euro-Mediterranean Economic Area (EMEA), potentially embracing 40 countries and thus constituting the largest regional integration in the world.





Launching and stimulating the debate and fostering further research are essential aims of the study. A team of international experts from different fields (lawyers, economists and political scientists) have tried to answer such questions as :





Is there a consistent overall European strategy concerning the newly emerging Pan-Euro-Mediterranean geopolitical area?


Where are the future boundaries of the EU to be drawn?


Should the Mediterranean Non-Member Countries be formally associated to the CFSP and associated with or integrated into the new European defence architecture?


Is there a need for a new form of association for those candidates countries not included in the first accession wave?


What are the main obstacles to a Pan-Euro-Mediterranean integration?


What will or could be the socio-economic costs of such a process?


How are synergies between the different programmes and initiatives to be created?


What could be the optimum strategies for the EU’s partners?


What are the most important factors of destabilisation?


How can the Community model exported? Should the conditions laid down in the Agreement be similar or based on a variable geometry approach?


Is there a need for new institutions?





The study is a comparative and prospective analysis. It is divided into three chapters which reflect the overall structure of the Europe and Euro-Mediterranean Agreements as well as the Barcelona Declaration:





the political and security dimension


the economic and financial dimension


the socio-economic and human dimension.





Each chapter is sub-divided into two sections:


Within the general framework two contributors introduce a chapter. The first concentrates on the relationships with Central and Eastern Europe; the second on the relationships with the Mediterranean Region. 


Within the selected issues contributors compare the policy/strategy adopted towards the two regions in a specific field.





The study will be published in the beginning of 2000.
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5.12. Further EU Enlargement and EU-US Relations


�
�






TEPSA has started a project on the above-mentioned topic at the request of the European Commission’s DGI. This project has three main objectives :





To evaluate the impact of future EU enlargements on transatlantic relations


To assess changes in relations between he US and an EU of 25-30 (political, economic, geostrategic, global)


To formulate policy options








TEPSA will carry out the project primarily through a Groupe de Reflection, supported by a few carefully chosen commissioned papers from individuals selected during the process of Group discussions. The use of Group meetings and discussions, with the results written up by a rapporteur, will enable the project to draw on on-going research in other institutions, and to stimulate original reflections on the EU's future. The final report will be based on :





Analysis of present and future situation


Specific recommendations for action


The mid-term enlargement to eventually 25-30 members, including also former parts of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, will inevitably change the determining parameters of the EU such as profile and interests, the centre of gravity towards the east, more focus on Russia, closer geographic proximity to crisis regions in Europe and increased weight at international level. These changes will also affect the identity of NATO with uncertain outcome for the future.


What are the perspectives for transatlantic relations under this scenario for the next 20-30 years?








The Issues for Examination





Many questions were raised before 1999 about the effectiveness of the procedures followed since 1993 in bringing about the Eastern enlargement of the EU. But the War and related events of 1999 in and around Kosovo have presented the EU with new challenges, created a new dynamic in the process, and raised new dilemmas for the EU. In what follows these events will be referred to in short-hand as "Kosovo".





Adapting the Enlargement Process


The Role of the Enlarged EU in the Regional Neighbourhood and in the International System - Convergences and Divergences


Questions about the EU Budget and Related Policy Reforms


Institutional Questions


Relations with Russia and the CIS?


Coordinating EU with NATO Enlargement?


The Impact on EU-US Relations?
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5.13. Enlargement and Agenda 2000 Watch


�
�






The future development of the European Union will be determined by two processes : the accession of eleven or even more countries and the ongoing process of internal reform and deepening of European integration, known as Agenda 2000. Both processes are closely linked and both will definitely change the face of the Union in the 21st century.





TEPSA initiated a semi-annual stock-taking - through a standardised questionnaires for the TEPSA-Institutes in the 15 EU-countries and the associated Institutes from Central and Eastern Europe - in order to monitor the main features and structures of the accession and negotiation process and the positions and bargaining strategies of the actors (the 15 member states and some candidates) as well as to present these information to an interested public. 





The aim of the project and the questionnaires is to get some deeper insights into national debates on enlargement and Agenda 2000 in the member states and to present regularly updated interest profiles. Questionnaires will be updated according to the political agenda.





The 'Enlargement/Agenda 2000 - Watch' is co-ordinated by the Institut für Europäische Politik in Bonn under the supervision of Barbara Lippert. The first two issues of October 1998 and June 1999 are available on the internet (http://www.tepsa.be).








The pilot issue





The aim of the pilot survey is to present and interpret the ongoing domestic debates and considerations of the member states in view of both the accession and negotiation process and the reform agenda of the EU. It appears that despite its growing progress and urgency the enlargement of the European Union is still regarded as a journey into the unknown. The feeling of living in an interim period prevails in the member states. Hence, the formation of interests and definition of positions and negotiating strategies, be it vis-à-vis the applicants or the other member states, are still in the making. 





 


The June 1999 issue





This issue focuses on the settlement of the EU’s reform package at the Berlin summit and the ongoing accession and negotiating process with the applicants since December 1998. The European Council meeting in Berlin and Cologne took place in the shadow of the Kosovo-conflict and in the aftermath of the resignation of the Santer-Commission. Both summits were not designed as enlargement summits. However, the challenges of pan-European integration were felt strongly and influenced decisions of Heads of State and Government.   





According to the country reports presented in this issue, the national positions and debates on the agenda 2000 draw quite a uniform picture : most governments are relieved that the issues could be settled in an overall compromise. The muddling through strategy that once again, and not unexpectedly, prevailed over more fundamental policy reforms provides at least a medium term financial perspective for the EU.
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5.14. European Union and Slovenia : Training for Accession


�
�






This project was launched by our Slovenian member institute, the Faculty of Social Sciences of the Ljubljana University in the framework of the European Union’s TEMPUS programme. 








The process of accession to the European Union will require substantial efforts on the side of Slovenian government, especially its administration.  At the same time, other professional associations like unions, journalists, political parties need to familiarise themselves with the knowledge on the European Union, its organisation, mechanisms and instruments of operation and decision-making process as well as the basic elements of Slovenian strategy for accession.





The Faculty of Social Sciences along with five partners elaborated a training module scheme which provides the above mentioned groups (national administrators, journalists, professional associations, etc.) with both  the general knowledge on the organisational set-up, mechanisms and instruments of the European Union and specific skills in the field of  their interest. 





Based on experiences of organisation of different training and teaching, a series of short term 2-3-days seminars are prepared, organised monthly. While exact content of each module is to be developed in cooperation with the project partners as well target audience (respective Ministry), basic framework is as follows: a significant part of each module( up to 2/3) addresses issues related to organisational framework of the European Union, Slovenian strategy of accession with assessment of benefits and costs, social implications especially labour code etc., approximately a third of each module is shaped specifically to the needs/ interests of the target group. The expertise to be offered by the project partners covers especially the following fields:  security issues (for the Ministry of Defence), international relations- policy and negotiations (Min. of Foreign Affairs), social policy- employment , labour market and labour movement regulations (Min. of Labour, Family and Social Affairs, Ministry of Health, etc.), management of public institutions according to EU law, foreign direct investment- framework and implications, experience of member countries in all of the above fields, etc. This third segment ensures to make the participation at the seminar valuable also to those participants who feel they have mastered the more general issues already.





Each module could also be offered to professional associations and especially to journalists who via their qualified reporting form public opinion. Public climate could be detrimental to the dynamics of Slovenian preparations for the accession.





In the teaching of each module minimum two foreign professors are involved from the participating partners. This will serve two purposes: most importantly it will bring to the Slovenian audience the expertise of top qualified professors from member countries on one hand, and on the other expose the participants to foreign language (English) and thus contribute to their linguistic skills. (Additional language training may be provided upon request by the Faculty Language department.)
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THE EURO AS 'PARALLEL CURRENCY' 1999-2002�EP, Economic Affairs Series, ECON 114 EN
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This study (see also point 5.3) was published by the European Parliament.


On 1 January 1999, EMU (Economic and Monetary Union) started with eleven Member States and the euro became the national currency of each of them. For the duration of a transitional period up to 31 December 2001, and though the old national currencies have ceased to exist, their respective national currency units are retained as non-decimal sub-units of the euro unit. This unit - one euro - is also divided into one hundred cents, its other sub-unit.


During this period, making payments or signing contracts etc. in euro or in a national "currency" are, from a legal point of view, both a use of the euro: in the first case, in the euro unit itself; in the second case, in one of the euro's national sub-units.


The principle "no obligation, no prohibition" applies to the use of the euro unit: everybody is free to use it but nobody is obliged to do so. But, as euro banknotes or coins are not available in the transitional period, the euro's use as a means of payment depends on the availability of euro payment services offered by the banking sector


At the end of the transitional period - i.e. from 1 January 2002 onwards - the national sub-units cease to exist. All references to them in legal instruments - laws and administrative rules, payment instruments (except banknotes and coins), contracts etc. - automatically become references to the euro unit at the applicable conversion rate. Euro banknotes and coins will be progressively introduced and those in the national denomination withdrawn within a period of six months maximum. The precise timing and modalities are to be fixed by the national authorities.
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