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ABSTRACT

THE RECONSTRUCTION OF EUROPE
FROM POST-WW Il TO POST-COLD WAR

Atilgan, Yonca
M.Sc., European Studies Master Program
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. A. Nuri Yurdusev
February 2008, 103 pages

‘The reconstruction of Europe’ is a subject covgranquite long period that has seen various
outstanding historical events changing the geograpid power distribution in Europe, and in
the politics of international relations within angeal framework. This study underlines the
impact of geopolitical setting in the post-WW llcathe post-Cold War periods to understand
the acts of actors and related outcomes in thenstacction of Europe. By the comparison of
reconstructive acts and ingredients of the forgighcy strategies in both periods, this study
attempts to reach the conclusion that ‘the geogcaptposition’ and the ‘capability to
implement’ defines states’ foreign policy struchgyi The policy choice and instruments of
the US in the post-WW Il period for the reconstrctof Europe and the policy choice and
instruments of West European countries for thenstgaction of Central and Eastern Europe,
via the EU and enlargement strategy, in the postd @/ar period has been the focal point of
this study to support the argument mentioned above.

Key Words: Reconstruction, Geopolitical SettingJdEgement, Capability, Western Europe,
Eastern Europe, Foreign Policy
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2. DUNYA SAVASI SONRASINDAN SG5GUK SAVAS SONRASINA AVRUPANIN
YENIDEN YAPILANDIRILMASI

Atilgan, Yonca
M.Sc., Uluslararadiiskiler Bolimi, Avrupa Cagmalari
Tez Dangmani: Prof. Dr. A. Nuri Yurdusev
2007-2008 Guz Doénemi, 103 sayfa

‘Avrupanin yeniden yapilandirilmasi’, Avrupa’da \#aha geni cercevede uluslararasi
ili skilerde hem cgrafi yapiyt hem de gii¢c dengesinigdigiren 6nemli ve cgtli tarihi olaylari
kapsamaktadir. Bu caina, 2. Dinya Sagave S@uk Sava sonrasi dénemlerde jeopolitik
yapinin aktorlerin hareketlerini ve bunagbasonuclari anlamaya etkisinin altini gizmektedir.
Bu calsma, her iki dénemdeki yeniden yapilandirma harekigil ve dg politika iceriklerini
karsilastirarak, ‘jeopolitik konum’ ve ‘uygulama kapasitesn devletlerin dg politika
yapilandirmalarini belirledi sonucuna varmaya cgnaktadir. ABD’nin 2. Dinya Saya
sonrasinda Avrupa’yl yeniden yapilandiriimasindajasi tercihleri ve enstrimanlar ile Bati
Avrupa’nin S@uk Sava sonrasinda, AB ve geteme stratejisi ile, Dgu Avrupa’yl yeniden
yapilandirmadaki siyasi tercihleri ve enstrimanhkaridaki argiimani desteklemede bu
calismanin odak noktasi olngtur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yeniden Yapilandirma, Jeopoli@kusum, Gengleme, Kapasite, Bati
Avrupa, D@u Avrupa, Ds Politika
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1. Introduction

The post-World War Il era was marked by the recgpwaerd then the integration of Western
Europe, with the attempt of West European actorsettome an international actor via the
European Community (and then the European Unidmwhugh the United States’ strong
economic and security support under the impact nbénse geopolitical and economic
circumstances of the Cold War. By the end of thédGdar, Western Europe (European
Community, EC) stood up and put forward a defipgespective to integrate with the Eastern
Bloc. This study assesses the strategies and sels by the US and EC/EU in shaping the

economic and political structure of Europe in tlstpWW Il and the post-Cold War period.

The emergence of the Cold War and its domestidigallirepercussions contributed to the
growth of the European movement, whose rhetoriessed the need for the countries of
Europe to join together to assert their positiorainincreasingly rigid bipolar worfdThe
Cold War had deepened its roots into the anti@padéind structuring of internal and external
channels of West European Countries much more setgrwith the descend of the Iron
Curtain. Western Europe played on the safe groshdiered by US extensive collaboration
against external Soviet aggression and threattefrial communist subversion, while the rest
of the Europe drowning to the isle of undermininges autocracy. Arising from diverse and
multiple reasons and aims, US Cold War foreigngyolised the Western Europe trampoline
to reach its upper limits. The economic weaknessagenness to political conflicts brought
US into the heart of Western Europe’s politics awbnomic reconstruction. In spite of
counter-arguments, it would be realistic to adm$ tbreign policy’s importance on the
Continent’s initiating well-directed integrationgnohesion efforts.

The World War | ended up with a weakened Europeam@my, and a deep recession lasted
well into the 1920s leading to instability and axgel global downturn. Despite her foreign
policy tradition of not intervening into the Eur@peissues, the US had attempted to promote
European growth; this act of US becoming a plagdturope’s political economy would later

! Dinan, D.,Ever Closer UnionLondon: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1999, p. 16



repeat itself in the post-World War II. By introdag partnerships with the major US banks,
loans and credits were served for the EuropeanoaepnAt this point it is important to
mention that US experienced the shortcoming dbitsign economic policy on Europe which
dealt with European countries separately. Becaosddans were not used in coordination
with other trading partners that could create sypethe Europe did not show the ability to
reach any progress in the devastated economicnagtaunce. The US assessment of lending
risks was so far from a broad view that when Gegmaas unable to pay its reparations, the
US also intervened by extending a large loan tax@esy, a debt the US were left with when

war was declared in 1941.

After the World War I, the only major power whosdrastructure had not been significantly
harmed was the US. It had entered the war later thast of the European countries, and had
only suffered limited damage to its own territod§ gold reserves were still intact as was its
massive agricultural and manufacturing base, thentty enjoying a robust economy. The
war years had seen the fastest period of econoromwtly in the nation's history, as US
factories supported both its own war effort and thfaits allies. After the war these plants
quickly retooled to produce consumer goods, andstiacity of the war years was replaced
by a boom in consumer spending. The long term he#Hltthe economy was dependent on
trade, however, as continued prosperity would mequmarkets to export these goods;
‘economy’ necessitated turning to Europe since KetsPlan aid would largely be used by
the Europeans to buy manufactured goods and raeriaiatfrom the US.So the economic
concern was also one strong reason that US fopmgjay went deep in European economic

situation.

In Washington there was a consensus that the uessfat economic support and unpaid
borrowings after the World War |, should not beaajed. Despite that the State Department
under Harry S. Truman was dedicated to pursuin@daivist foreign policy, the climate in

Congress was more on the side of preparing a wreittared economic approach with its

2 Arkes, H.,Bureaucracy, The Marshall Plan, and the Nationakhest Princeton: Princeton University Press,

1972, p. 3

3 Peterson, JEurope and America in the 1990s, The ProspectPéomership New York: Edward Elgar pub.,

1993, p. 4



appropriate reasoning. The government hoped ttibd Would need to be done to rebuild
Europe and that the United Kingdom and France, whth help of their colonies, would
quickly rebuild their economies. By 1947 there st little progress, howeveérA series of
cold winters aggravated an already poor situafidve European economies did not seem to
be growing as high unemployment and food shortdgggo strikes and unrest in several
nations. In 1947 the European economies werevgill below their pre-war levels and were
showing few signs of growth.

The other, or even more, strong motivating factorthe US to intervene into the European
politics and economy, and an important differencenf the post-World War | era, was the
beginning of the Cold War. Some in the US goverrintead grown deeply suspicious of
Soviet actions. The US government of Harry Trumegan to be aware of these problems in
1946. George Kennan (charge d’affairs in Moscow)pse top secret ‘long telegram’ (8,000-
word) from Moscow of 22 February 1946, would shal& policy over the next half century
more profoundly than his distant relative’s denations of tsarist authoritarianism had
influenced it during the preceding ohdn it, he predicted that ‘Soviet will really be
dominated by the pursuit of autarchy for the SU Sodiet dominated adjacent areas taken
together’. The Russians were likely to turn ‘a calfficial shoulder...to the principle of
general economic collaboration among nations’. Taaiclusion was almost as shocking, in
Washington at the time, as Kennan'’s larger arguriaitthe SU could not be reasoned with,
only contained. The emerging doctrine of containment argued tihet ©S needed to
substantially aid non-communist countries to stup spread of Soviet influence. There was
also some hope that the Eastern European natiouksl yain the plan, and thus be pulled out
of the emerging Soviet bloc. The US foreign polityakers awakened from the plan of
economically organized cooperative attitudes inpbst-war world; and realized the necessity

of using different measures on the ideological sinategic realities of the Cold War.

4 Arkes, H.,Bureaucracy, The Marshall Plan, and the Nationakhest Princeton: Princeton University Press,

1972, p.4.
> Gaddis, J.L.We Now Know: Rethinking Cold War HistoNew York: Oxford, 1997, p. 23

6 Gaddis, J.L.We Now Know: Rethinking Cold War HistpNew York: Oxford, 1997, p. 193



The US decided to use the foreign economic pobcattain greater aims of its foreign policy
strategy on Europe and SU, and offered up to $0@rbior relief, with the only prerequisite
of building cooperative structures and channelsvbeh the European nations by getting
together and drawing up a rational plan on how theyld use the aid. For the first time, they
would have to act as a single economic unit; theyld have to compromise and reconcile on
some of their interests for the sake of biggerregts. Marshall also offered aid to the SU and
its allies in Eastern Europe; however Stalin dewednthe program as a trick and refused to
participate. The Russian rejection probably madesgge of the measure through Congress
possible, because aid to the Soviets was unlikelyetapproved by Congress. Stalin saw the
Plan as a significant threat to Soviet control asteérn Europe and believed that economic
integration with the West would allow these cowgrio escape from Soviet dominatiofhe
Americans shared this view and hoped that econamlicould counter the growing Soviet
influence. They were not too surprised, therefavben the Czechoslovakian and Polish
delegations were prevented from attending the Haesting. The other Eastern European

states immediately rejected the offer.

The Marshall Plan assistance had the prerequiditeCapperation between European
countries. And this approach assisted Europe tadstgp and work together. To solicit US
funds, The Organization for European Economic Reppvs established as an umbrella
body® Also some defined the Marshall Plan as a restaratction, not a development plan,
the steps of the plan and outcomes did not appt@ee of these which is already enough to
say the contrary; Marshall Plan is also seen asirthmtor for linking West Germany
intimately with the West and laid the basis forrpanent Franco-German reconciliatidn.

! Malcolm, N.,Soviet Policy Perspectives on Western Eulopadon: Routledge, 1989. 8

8 Dinan, D.,Ever Closer UnionLondon: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1999, p. 18

9 Arkes, H.,Bureaucracy, The Marshall Plan, and the Nationalehest New Jersey: Princeton University

Press, 1972, p. 5

10 Schmitt, Hans A.,The Path to the European Union: From the MarshatrPto the Common Market,

Louisiana: Louisiana State University Press, 19658



The Marshall Plan also set the stage for a sefidgptmatic decisions that would gradually
rehabilitate the former enemy. The Federal ReputfliGermany conceived in the Western
Allies conference and born in September 1949. Hewav that time France was still insisting
on the maintenance of strict controls on Ruhr petidn. On the contrary US was pushing
more and more for German industrial recovery. By ¢nd of 1949, therefore, France faced
the failure of its restrictive Ruhr policy. At thpoint, the difference on the length and aim of
the French and US perspectives on Germany cledghtified; the rehabilitation and recovery
of Germany, in all terms, would be the best for it the fearing from and undermining of

its capabilities.

The particular set of problems facing France in91@d 1950 offered Monnet a unique
opportunity to act; he approached Schuman withrtteginative idea of a supranational coal
and steel community. There is also a critical pthat Monnet chose these sectors; the motors

of industrial economy and war-making potential.

By the impressive efforts of its intellectual ces| France took the decisive part in the process
of West European integration after World War Il.I{Dtwo countries, France and the United
Kingdom, were great powers in a position to exerdesadership, but the British were not
interested in doing so since it had the option oim@on Wealth countries and distant
geographical position in terms importing instagifit France on the other hand, given her
geographical situation, was deeply concerned. Fr@aticy had three special features. First
was fear of another threat from Germans; securfyawis Germany required an appropriate
European structure, whether economic, politicaljdlitary. Second, the French economy

was weak and needed protection; it was unableskofree trade without regulation, so trade

1 Gerbet, P., “European Integration as an Instrunodrierench Foreign Policy”The United States and the
Integration of Europe: Legacies of the Postwar Edited by Heller, F.H.; Gilingham, J.R., New Yor&t.

Martin’s Press, 1996, p. 57



liberalization could not get ahead of economic anibhird, the Monnet Plan was set up after

the war to modernize and reequip French industry.

Aside from helping Europe to put back on its fabg Marshall Plan led to the Schuman
Plan®® US approach in the way of using the economic Bigppean countries should come
and work together, initiated the process of Eurapéategration. The Franco-German
collaboration eventually became the engine of tloegss. As long as this Paris-Bonn axis has
been preserved, the recovery and also the integratiocess did not experienced deadlocks.
Aside from being a sole US project, the two cowstrof Europe made it all belong to the
Continent. Before the proposal could be made puldfonnet and Schuman needed the
approval of three key parties: the French, Gernaad, US governments. On May 9, 1950,
Schuman simultaneously placed the proposal befsrewn cabinet in Paris and brought it to
Chancellor Konrad Adenauer’s attention in Bonnhaligh French officials had been moving
in the direction of strengthening Franco-Germanneauc association for some time, the

Schuman Declaration became the dramatic decisiboitd a common policy.

Coal and Steel, the two key sectors of industniatpction and war making potential, would
be removed from national control and placed undeingle, supranational authority. It
proposes that Franco-German production of coal siedl as a whole be placed under a
common High Authority, within the framework of arganization open to the participation of
the other countries of Europe. Monnet and Schumere watisfied on their expectations that
the pooling of coal and steel production should edrately provide for the setting up of
common foundations for economic development aslhoser effect in Western Europe. By
pooling basic production and by instituting a newlHAuthority, whose decisions will bind

France, Germany and other member countries thigoged will lead to the realization of the

12 Gerbet, P., “European Integration as an Instrunwdrierench Foreign Policy”The United States and the
Integration of Europe: Legacies of the Postwar Edited by Heller, F.H.; Gillingham, J.R., New Yor&t.

Martin’s Press, 1996, p.57

13 Dinan, D.,Ever Closer UnionLondon: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1999, p. 21



first concrete foundation of a European federatiodispensable to the preservation of

peace"*

Thus the idea of pooling Franco-German coal anel gfeoduction came about and the
European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) was formidds choice was not only

economic however also political, as these two raatenmals were the basis of the industry and
power of the two countries. The underlying politicdjective was to strengthen Franco-

German solidarity, banish the spectra of war arehdpe way to European integration.

Germany is placed at the centre of many politidehtsgies concerning Europe mainly
because of her geographic location, industrial i@k national linkages and mostly her
assertive nationhood policy. It is not possibledeny Germany’s role in the changing
boundaries and the shifting economic powers inGbietinent. US political perspective on the
issue was also strongly based on Germany’s retatloh. The economic assistance of US to

the devastated Europe played the crucial roleerGarman recovery.

Anthony Sutcliffe argues that economic and politluatory could not be separately surveyed
because of two reasons: first, the associationcoh@mic and social history in one account
creates a very broad historical arena within whpdiitical changes cannot be ignored,
second, so great has been the role of governmestanomic and social affairs since 1945
that political factors have to be made explfititn line with this approach, he assesses the
Marshall Plan not only as an economic tool, evemfthe early talks on the Marshall Plan
there emerged the idea of European integratioaJdtepoints out the role of Marshall Plan in
the early years of post-war period to realize thpadrtance of building the proper approach
for Germany’s rehabilitation. It is very importatet mention here that as the Marshall plan
took shape, France had given up most of her amoitipost-war aims such as an
understanding with the SU, the creation of a coalibf small European powers with France

at their head, and opposition to the emergence sifang, independent Germany, and her

14 Dinan, D.,Ever Closer UnionLondon: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1999, p. 23

15 Sutcliffe, A., An Economic and Social History of Western Europe&il945 London: Longman Pearson

Education, 1996, preface xiii



foreign and domestic policy redirected to be theeriwost partner of Germany in the efforts

for European Integratioff.

This study approaches the foreign policy dimensibthe economic cooperation between US
and Western Europe and then between Western Earap€entral and Eastern Europe. The
historical circumstances would be given importaaseHenry Kissinger, in hiBiplomacy
states that both the US and the European approacHeseign policy were the products of
their own unique circumstanc&sAlso the geographical position shapes the stdsign
policy structuring and also their capability andligbto implement it. Americans inhabited a
nearly empty continent shielded from predatory pewey two vast oceans and with weak
countries as neighbors. The anguishing dilemmaaiirity that tormented European nations
did not touch US for nearly 150 years. US partiggan both of the world wars which had
been started by the nations of Europe. By the wreroent of US, the destiny of the wars
changed and turned their face from the tremendailigé of the balance of power politics of
Europe to the US gravity on international politw#h its strategy. When the balance of
power system is working properly, limit the abiliy states to dominate others and the scope
of conflicts. At no time in its history has Ameriparticipated in a balance of power system.
Before the two world wars, America benefited frome operation of the balance of power
without being involved in its maneuvefsAmerica had put itself out of European power
politics as long as it functioned as it was desigrigut when it broke down, America had to

introduce her military, economic and mostly poétiforces into the very heart of Europe.

This study revisits both the post-World War 1l eéhé post-Cold War period and follows the
changes in geopolitical arena to form a true biasigs analysis. Peterson’s approach is used
in this study to make a parallel emphasis on thpomant feature in international politics
which is reminded by Peterson: the new geopolitieality. He states that many classic works
in political science have stressed the link betwiegrnational political power and the global

16 Sutcliffe, A., An Economic and Social History of Western Europe&il945 London: Longman Pearson

Education, 1996, p. 108
17 Kissinger, H. Diplomacy New York: A Touchstone Book Published by Simoisé&huster, 1994, p. 20

18 Kissinger, H.Diplomacy New York: A Touchstone Book Published by Simoi$&huster, 1994, p. 22



geographical settinty. After the collapse of the communist governmenEast Germany in

1989, Germany unified in less than a year as ifetveas continued high volume efforts for
years. As a response to German reunification, mastl the side of France, the pace of
European integration was accelerated in the proaesdsit seemed that US and Western

Europe states had increased their efforts andngiiiess to compromise.

Bertel Heurlin states that the German Question teglidecision-makers in the East and the
West during the cold w&f.| emphasize in this study that this did not chaingthe post-Cold
War period or before it. There is the fact thattlaé players in all times made their decisions
mostly after evaluating the risk and sides of Gernaats. During the Cold War, two
Germanys became the separation bars of the bi-paanational system, named as the Iron
Curtain. Without German impact or attempt, the nm&ional system and geography was
transformed by the big powers. It was almost ankawimg for West Germany when the SU
gave up in the Cold War, gave up its empire in &asEurope: Lying very near their reach, a
united Germany.

In this study, there are two chapters. The firsptbr gives the ingredients of the spiral of
economics and politics in the reconstruction of Wes Europe during post-World War |l
period. The second chapter deals with the recortgiruof Eastern Europe and the ongoing

integration of the region to Western Europe duthmgpost-Cold War period.

The first chapter covers the Cold War US foreighgyoon Europe, the use of Marshall Plan
to realize European recovery, the seeds of Europ#agration and its evolvement since the
end of the Cold War. This part emphasizes the cbiaihe European recovery and integration
process under the pressure of US foreign policyatd&s SU. Since EU’s foreign policy
making capacity depends on its decision-makingguores, the evolution of its institutional
structure is also given throughout this study. Ag of the aims of this study is to make a

19 Peterson, JEurope and America in the 1990s: The ProspectsPfntnership New York: Edward Elgar

Publishing Limited, 1993, pp. 63-64

20 Heurlin, B., “An Introduction”, Germany in Europe in the Ninetiedited by Bertel Heurlin, New York: St.

Martin’s Press, 1996, p. 1



comprehensive analysis of the evolution of policgkimg mechanism of EU and its
institutional adaptation to the new geopoliticaldamternational environment, the paper
prepared by George Tsebelis and Geoffrey Garratilea the study to form a methodological
framework through providing chronological inforn@ti The paper divides the history of
European integration into three epoéhdThis study includes historical data and Union’s
internal changes by following Tsebelis and Garsefivotprints, in each period covered. The
evolution of EU’s decision-making process and tasitbnal structures given in the first
chapter covers the period from Treaty of Rome t@l®i European Act (1957-1987).

The second epoch covers the period from the SE#heacsigning of the Maastricht Treaty.
The third epoch starts from the Maastricht Tre&igt thas opened a new phase within the
process of European integration. Both the secomtithe third epoch are assessed in the
second chapter of this study. In the second chaipeeimportance of German reunification in
the decision of enlargement and the sequence oefiponses of the Union to the transformed

international system are emphasized.

In this study the first chapter has the basic anuinthat ‘the US intervention to provide the
reconstruction of Europe following the World Warhid its economic, security and political
reasons with the same ranking as written here, hemtee strategy formed to deal with it had
a different ranking on the importance of the consgpolitical, economic and then security.
The radical change in the grading of ‘politicalseas’ came from the emergence of the Cold
War mainly, and the others are combating natiomalihe new political map of Europe, the
new international power balance, and the Germahl@n@. As the second one, the argument
that ‘US foreign policy on the reconstruction ofr&pe in the aftermath of World War I,
initiated by the Marshall Plan, had an importarfe@fto get France give up her ambitious
opposition to the emergence of a strong, indepegn@dermmany, and her foreign and domestic
policy redirected to be the foremost partner of i@ty in the efforts for European
Integration. Then this partnership became the engirEurope to stand up and work together’
would be given also with the importance given te #rgument that ‘the strategy built to

rehabilitate West Germany, its position in therinétional sytem and finally its reunification

21 Tsebelis, G., Garrett, G., “The Institutional Faations of Intergovernmentalism and Supranatiomalisthe
European Union”]nternational Organization, Vol.55, No.3pring 2001, p. 12

10



had the major role in the formation of foreign pws because of Germany’s economic

power, war making potential, geographical posiaod national character’.

The first chapter would also contain the third angat that ‘the enlightenment of Europe
under the ruins of World War Il that to preserve fleace there was the need to build a well
structured and indispensable common path led terbation of the supranational European
common ground from EC to EU’. Since economic anlitipal history could not be analyzed
without the understanding of the politicians andhadstrators in power. The creators of the
strategies and the actors that influenced the tutaling points would be emphasized such as
the Paris-Bonn axis which has chewed out the deksllm front of the recovery and also the

integration process.

Then comes the transformation;

The second chapter would have its basic argumefthascollapse of S.U. transferred the
international power balance to a more complex giotine foreign policies all re-drawn up
with the new circumstances of the internationaltesysin the post-Cold War period. The
conventional threat left its place to threat ofragyetric political power, economic imbalance
and burden of migration. The transformation in ititernational system obviously shaped the
EU approach to the reconstruction of CEECs’. Tlewsd argument of this chapter would be
‘the transatlantic relation that began changingnitgedients from 1970s reached its sharpest
turning point by the US attitude to give up beihg toremost runner of Europe’s political and
territory protection by the end of Cold War'. Tovieaan analysis between the US foreign
policy on Western Europe’s reconstruction and Efdseign policy on Eastern Europe’s
reconstruction, the arguments that ‘the tools U&ated to support the reconstruction of
Europe were mainly economic also defining theiitmall standing against Soviet Union but
not imposing structural changes on almost eachackar of their system like EU’s
enlargement tool did which is used to reconstrleECs’ and ‘the institutional structure of
the European Union gave the priority to the cleafion of its foreign policy instruments and
put the Enlargement at the top with the Maastribtgaty. The post-World War Il history
written with the hand given by US far over the mtila relinguish its dominance to the
European Union approach to CEECs by enlarging tariged in policy, economy, secured

territory and destiny’ would be presented.
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This study finally reaches to the argument thatnhyaithe geographical position’ and the
‘capability to implement’ defines states’ foreigoligy structuring as the European Union
took bold steps to have the Unified Europe by tee af Enlargement tool as its foreign

policy.
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2. THE RECONSTRUCTION OF WESTERN EUROPE BETWEEN WORLD WAR I
AND THE END OF THE COLD WAR

2.1 After The Complete Destruction

In the twentieth century alone two devastatinglgtdective world wars, both of which began
as European wars, were fought. The first (1914sH8y the countries of the triple entente -
Britain, France and Russia- plus Italy from 191lighting against Germany and Austria-
Hungary. The Second (1939-45) saw Germany, assisted 1940 by Italy, attempting to

impose itself by force on virtually the whole offBpe outside the Iberian Peninstda.

The efforts to get Europe back on its feet were atade before the World War 1l by the
League of Nations. However it was not the rightetifior internalizing the deep rooted
conflicts between the European states and the tsagréor a real solution to them. The
League of Nations was established in 1919 to peoeallective security, in practice it was
dominated by the Europeans and had some poteste&af@um for developing understandings
and improving relationships between the Europeatest however the League was not able to
overcome its problematic intergovernmental striectwhose actions were dependent on the

agreement of all member states, states havingeiiffexpectations from the League.

Neil Nugent evaluates the transformation that therlV War Il had created on two
dimensions: politics and economics. The World Waméde an enormous damage on the
economy and a vigorous change on the map of Eurbps. combination led to a highly
complex international strain on the shoulders of/goholders of the post-World War Il era:
US and SU. In the very aftermath of the World Warstates were cooperating in a manner
that would have been inconceivable before the Wagent explains this transformation by a
number of political and economic factors resultgmbn the war that combined to bring about

a radical change in both the climate of opinion parteptions of requirements.

Nugent divides the political factors into four bdoareas. Firstly, combating nationalism; the
World War 1l produced a greater realization thaml fexisted before that unfettered and

uninhibited nationalism was a recipe for war, whichthe post-1945 world was increasingly

22 Nugent, N.,The Government and Politics of the European Unl@andon: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003, p. 4
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seen as meaning mass destruction. At the intemadtievel this thinking was reflected in

calls for a larger and more powerful body than ghe-war League of Nations, and it played
an important part in the establishment of the Uhitations in 1945. Over 750 prominent
Europeans came together in The Hague in May 19d8ram their Congress issued a call to
the nations of Europe to create a political ancheaac union. This stimulated discussions at
governmental levels, and in May 1949 the StatutéhefCouncil of Europe was signed by
representatives of ten states. The vague aims raecgovernmental structure without any
path of compromising led to its failure to satigifie hopes of building a new West European

state syster®®

Secondly, the new political map of Europe; by take 11940s it was clear that the legacy of
war had left the Continent, and with it Germanwidid into two. In Winston Churchill’s
phrase, an ‘lIron Curtain’ now divided East from WeRerhaps the most important idea
shared by the governments stemmed directly fronttmt-West division: a determination to
preserve Western Europe from communism. Not onty the SU extended its influence far
into the European heartland, but in France and/ lthimestic communist parties were
commanding considerable support and from 1947 wagaging in what looked too many
revolutionary-like activities. In March 1947 Presmd Truman, concerned with events in
Greece -where communists were trying to overthifogvgovernment- outlined what became
known as the Truman doctrine, which amounted tmldigal guarantee of support to ‘free
peoples who are resisting attempted subjugatioarimed minorities or by outside pressures’.
This political commitment was quickly followed up 1949 by military protection with the
foundation of NATO and a guarantee to the thenviast European member states (Canada
and the US brought the membership to twelve) ofrhiftary protection against a Soviet

attack®

Thirdly, the new international power balance; witle post-war division of Europe, the
moving of the international power balance from iifE@ropean state relations to US-Soviet
relations, and the onset of the Cold War from 184groducing the possibility of Europe

becoming a battleground between East and Weskt thias a sense from the late 1940s that

23 Nugent, N.,The Government and Politics of the European Uni@ndon: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003, p. 12
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Western Europe was beginning to look like an idexttie political entity in a way that it had

not done beforé

Fourthly, the German problem; three times in seyvgefrs, twice in the twentieth century,
Germany had occupied much of Europe. As a consegquéehe initial inclination of most
governments after the war was to try to containn@ery in some way. As the Cold War
developed the circumstances evolved through therFdderal Republic of Germany (West
Germany) and the German Democratic Republic (Eastm@ny) were both formally
constituted in 1949.

As the economic factors, Nugent emphasizes thatwidwime experiences stimulated an
interest in the creation of new international ecuoimand financial arrangements. The first
fruits of this were realized at the Bretton Wood®nférence in 1944, where the
representatives of forty-four countries, with thaitdd Kingdom and the US playing the
leading roles, agreed to the establishment of tew hodies. The first was the International
Monetary Fund (IMF), which was to alleviate currgnaostability by creating facilities for
countries with temporary balance of payments diffies to have access to short-term credit
facilities. The second was the International Baok Reconstruction and Development (the
World Bank), which was to provide long-term loans fschemes that required major
investment. In 1947, at much the same time as Whe &and the World Bank became
operative, international economic cooperation vken a stage further when twenty-three
countries negotiated the General Agreement on fSaaiid Trade (GATT), whose purpose
was to facilitate trade through the lowering okimational trade barrief§.

In 1947-8 the rapid post-war economic recovery thast states were able to engineer by the
adoption of expansionist policies created massiaante of payments deficits and dollar
shortages in particular. Governments were faceth wigjor currency problems, with not
being able to pay for their imports and with thegmect of their economic recovery coming
to a sudden and premature end. The US steppedtinesonomic aid in the form of the

European Recovery Program, or Marshall Aid asnte#éo be known after the US Secretary

2 Nugent, N.,The Government and Politics of the European Upi@mdon: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003, p. 14
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of State, George Marshall, who championed it. Bete was a condition attached to the aid:

the recipient states must endeavor to promote greabnomic cooperation among th&m.

2.2 Interdependence and Trade: The Solution for W&

The US and Europe: 1945-1988. The incorporatioNVektern Europe into a liberal world

trading order was a central goal of US foreign @oln the immediate post-war period. A
domestic US political consensus coalesced on tleal ne rapidly rebuild war-damaged
European economies and the Marshall Plan pumpedidU®orth more than $12 billion into

Western Europe after 1947. The Truman administrainsisted that plans for the use of
Marshall Plan funds be coordinated through a ceatrthority, the Organization for European
Economic Cooperation (OEEC), which brought togetkeeresentatives of national economic

ministries?®

The Marshall Plan was sold by the Truman admirtisinao a reluctant Congress as an anti-
Soviet program. It was accepted by Congress largatyof fears that European working
classes would fall under the sway of socialist lslamless European economies through
expanded trade was viewed in Washington as theweayyto ‘kick-start’ economic growth in
Europe while binding the new Federal Republic ofr@ny firmly to the west. Above all,
political unity in Europe was seen as crucial table collective defense against the Soviet
threat.

The decision making power and capability of EC witie support it had from the Marshall
Plan and US support were in some ways shadowed ®yindistence on the command
structure created within the North Atlantic Treadrganization (NATO) in which EC

members had limited influence on the final decisidrimary operational control over NATO
forces and strategy was reserved for American mecimakers. As Krasner observed, ‘for the
leaders of Europe this is a peculiar situationgesgily given the fact that if deterrence fails it

is their citizens, and not those of the US, thatidanitially bear the brunt of the suffering’.

21 Nugent, N.,The Government and Politics of the European Uni@ndon: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003, p. 15
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However, post-war US military superiority and Eugap economic weakness left European

allies with little room to maneuvér.

While evaluating the mindset of the architects o$tpvar integration we must never forget
about their common aim: Establishing a settlemenprevent a possible crush of interests
among nations. Monnet's strategy is a great camiobh on the establishment of a
supranational body. According to him, a new insioal framework must be established in
order to assure peaceful relations all around thiment. To this aim, he attributes the
priority to the local elites. He sayglie benefits of integration would become apparent t
domestically located interest groups who would jobieeir governments accordingly, since
integration would be promising to serve their métkinterestg. *

Monnet appears to have been most in favor of sa@cfonctional organizations such as the
ECSC and EURATOM! His method of integration was quite consciouslystaitch the
landscape in which conflict was viewed in ordebteak out of a current impasse and release
a new course of events. It also involved the imasibgn of dynamic processes so that the
momentum of profound transformation was never |@$is logic of what Monnet called

“Dynamic Disequilibriurhwas clearly stated in the Schumann Declaratio bfay 1950.

The institutional order established by the Treatie®aris and Rome is best summarized by
the term Community method. It was developed largelyeaction to the Council of Europe’s
inefficient intergovernmental decision-making prdaees. The Council of Europe, based in
Strasbourg, had been established in 1949 as tlamiaegion that was to promote European
unity after World War Il. Attempts to give the Cailnof Europe an effective decision
making capacity failed because the United KingddsK)(and the Scandinavian countries

refused to go beyond traditional diplomatic workingthods*

# Krasner, S.D., “ Realist praxis: neo-isolationiamd structural changeJournal of International Affairg3,
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The Organization for European Economic Co-operaf@®@BEC), created in 1948 in response
to the Marshall Plan, suffered from the same irteegnmental paralysis. The need to depart
from the exclusively intergovernmental working nath was most eloquently formulated by
disillusioned Paul-Henri Spaak following his resagjon as President of the Council of

Europe’s Parliamentary Assembly:

‘Do you really want to build Europe without creatia supranational European
authority and do you really want to build Europeileshmaintaining your
national sovereignty? If that is your goal, we a longer in agreement,
because | believe you will be blocked by an insurntable obstacle; wanting
to create a new Europe while keeping national sagety intact is like trying
to square the circle.” 7 February 1952.

The ECSC project met the call a change of methady @hose countries that accepted the
supranational principle of bringing their coal astéel industry under the governance of an
independent High Authority were asked to particpat its development. In the words of

French Foreign Minister Robert Schuman:

‘the participating nations will in advance accdp hotion of submission to the
Authority...They are convinced that...the momerg hame for us to attempt
for the first time the experiment of a supranatlanghority which shall not be
simply a combination or conciliation of nationalvpers.’10 August 1950.

Of course, institution-building as such was not tiiémate goal of the Community’s
founders. By pushing Community integration, theyreverying to advance their own
governments’ economic and political objectives.mMstorian Alan Milward has emphasized,
the Schuman Plan was intimately linked to Jean Mtsnambitious plan for French
industrial recovery which, in turn, relied heavilpon continued French access to German
coal that could be obtained via the ECSC. The EEesl the economic objectives of
Germany’s neighbors, too. The main purpose wastors the fast-growing West German
economy firmly as the pivot of Western Europe'sdd&reexpansion. To Germany, that was
looking for rehabilitation as a sovereign natidme fTreaties of Paris and Rome offered the
status of an equal partner. In addition, the EC&CEEC were instruments to restore Paris as
a major player in shaping Europe’s future. For Eearthe Communities had the additional

advantage of pushing Britain to the margins of [pets post-war diplomacs?

¥ Lang, P.: “ The European Union Transformed, ComitjuMethod and Institutional Evolution from the
Schuman Plan to the Constitution for Europe”, Beassinteruniversitaires Europeennes, 2005. p 25.
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While trying to achieve their economic and politiczbjectives, Schuman and Monnet
continuously emphasized that the success of theeantegration effort would depend, to a
large extent, on getting the institutional framekvaight. Monnet had a strong belief in the
cumulative sagacity of institutions. He was fondjabting Swiss philosopher Henri Frédéric-
Amiél:
‘Each man begins the world afresh. Only institusigmow wiser; they store up
their collective experience; and, from this expeceand wisdom, men subject

to the same laws will gradually find, not that theatures change but that their
behavior does.’

However the supranational dimension of the Comnyumiethod faced problems from the
start. French President Charles De Gaulle, whametlto power in 1958, was a notorious
opponent of supranational integration. It is impattthat, in the latter phases, the summits-
now institutionalized as European Council meetindggve in practice become the
intergovernmental engine of European integraticetewnining in large measure the speed

and content of the EU’s adaptation process.

The Americans did offer political and financial papt to plans for the creation of a European
Defense Community (EDC) in 1950. The US Eisenhoa@ministration hoped that the
creation of a ‘European army’ would strengthen Eueopean pillar in NATO and allow the
US to reduce its forces in Europe. But the EDC wegescted by the French national assembly

in a wave of nationalism in 1954.

Subsequent negotiations on the creation of EEC wene successful and culminated in the
signing of the Treaty of Rome in 1957. Again the &t8vely encouraged the negotiatidns.

US views had changed somewhat by the early 19602 Kennedy administration
determined, first that US tariff rates needed taduhiced in order to ensure US access to the

new Common Market and, second that US-EC politiclkds had to be strengthened. De

3 Nicoll, W., Salmon, T.C.Understanding the European CommunitidewYork: Philip Allan, 1990, pp. 9-11
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Gaulle’s anti-Americanism weakened Kennedy poliljcahen the US President insisted that
the US needed to make concessions on trade tazedak ‘Grand Design’. Congressional
rejection of Kennedy’s proposal for a 50 per carttic US tariffs reflected both suspicions of
the EC and skepticism about Kennedy’'s commitmentgbolding US interests within the
GATT. Still, by any standard, the Kennedy Round6@-8) of the GATT was enormously
successful. It resulted in sharp tariff reductiand substantial increases in US-EC trétde.

The central thrust of US policy towards Europe raftee Kennedy Round became one of
encouraging EC enlargement to include the EFTA t@sand particularly the UK. The
widening of the EC’'s membership created the patéritir more sweeping liberalization
within GATT with the EC acting as an institutionigver for opening a larger European
market to US producers. UK membership was viewed/ashington as critical for Atlantic

solidarity, the moderation of protectionist impuse Brussels and reform of the CAP.

Close Anglo-American relations were viewed suspisip by several EC Member States and
particularly by France. The UK’s application for B@&mbership was vetoed by De Gaulle in
1963 on the grounds that the EC would ‘turn ingigantic Atlantic Community that would

be dependent on and be run by America’. De Gaullgitued to resist US dominance of
NATO and unilaterally pulled French forces out @f integrated military command in 1966.

He vetoed a second UK application for EC membershi9673’

In the case of US; the growing tensions as the &ftiieed the capacity to challenge the US,

response was particularly in the economic sphengl #e relationship has always rested on

the intersection of military-security and econorsmancerns, the balance between the two
usually determining the state of the relationshipray given moment. Despite the economic

costs of supporting European integration in the 1840s and 1950s, US economic hegemony
combined with the onset of the Cold War ensured tiwa positive aspects were dominant.

Since then, the pattern of relationships has bedammore complex for several reasons. The
changing character of East-West relations wasqgddhte picture. Not only did the threat from

the SU appear less starkly drawn as the post-warsyevolved, but Western European

% peterson, JEurope and America in the 1990s: The Prospect®&tnership New York: Edward Elgar
Publishing Limited, 1993, p. 39
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governments began to adopt positions on then natfiréhe conflict and the policies

appropriate to their interests, which differed frdmse of Washington.

Nixon reacted to the first US trade deficit sinle early twentieth century by condemning the
EC and patrticularly the CAP in 1970. But the déficprimary cause was an overvalued
dollar which severely undermined US export competitess. In 1971, the US unilaterally
abandoned the Bretton Woods system, which had feeethange rates between national
currencies and had been a cornerstone of the pstiberal trading order. Nixon also

abrogated the US guarantee to support the valutheofdollar with gold and slapped a

temporary 10 percent surcharge on all US impBrts.

The US Secretary of State, John Connaly, openlyiteetinthat the measures were taken ‘to
screw the Europeans before they screw*U&he US responded to the ensuing crisis in
transatlantic relations by launching the ‘Year of&pe’ in 1973. The intent of this brainchild
of Nixon’s National Security Adviser, Henry Kissilg was similar to that of the Bush
administration in 1990: to seek agreement on atatAic Charter’ which committed both
sides to more formal and intensive exchanges. Baitvtear of Europe was pursued in an
atmosphere of profound mutual distrust. Kissingegrdy argued that US post-war policy had
‘assumed, perhaps too uncritically’ that Europedagdration served US interests when it was

‘clear that many of these expectations are notgotitiilled’. *°

A basic assumption underlying Kissinger’'s approexithe EC was that US global interests
and responsibilities should supersede the EC’sidnad interests’ on any issue which

demanded the coordination of US and EC foreigncjesif’

The global recessions which followed in the 197@<slnded expanded US-EC cooperation or
acceptance of an Atlantic Charter. EC countriestegato ‘stagflation’-high unemployment

38 peterson, JEurope and America in the 1990s: The Prospect®&stnership New York: Edward Elgar
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and inflation combined with low rates of economiowth- with a range of ‘emergency’
protectionist measures. The atmosphere within t@eitBelf turned acrimonious after the
accession of the UK, Ireland and Denmark expantkednembership to nine in 1973. A
German-backed plan to share EC oil stocks was gelmyethe UK in the wake of the
discovery of large oil reserves in the North Sdae Pperiod from 1973 until the first stirrings

of the EC’s relaunch in 1984 was a dark age foofean integratioff

The Werner Report of 1970 reflected new politicderest in economic and monetary union
as an antidote to the Nixon shocks. Speculativespires jettisoned the subsequent European
‘snake in the tunnel’ arrangements which soughkdep national exchange rates stable. A
revised system included only five EC Member Stdigs1977. At this point, the French
President, Valery Giscard d’Estaing and the Ger@ancellor, Helmut Schmidt, secured an
agreement on a new and stronger European Monetgsier8 (EMS). However, on the
security front, the EC states remained dependetit@t/S commitment to European defense.
The Carter administration came to power in 1976 rodted to more constructive relations
with the EC through ‘trilateralism’ or closer coopgon between the US, EC and Japan. New
mechanisms for bilateral consultation were agrefeer ahe EC expressed hope for better
relations with the US in the Tindemans report ofitipal union in 1976" Substantial US
concessions resulted in a successful conclusighedrokyo Round of the GATT in 1979.
But the Carter administration refused to coordinttexpansionary macroeconomic policies
with those of EC staté¥.

The Reagan administration’s attitude towards thev&S more overtly hostile. Throughout
the early 1980s, the administration aggressivelyicized a long list of EC policies,

particularly the CAP. Trade relations generally agmed on a ‘war footing’ for most of the
1980s®
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In focusing on US responses to the Single Européarket initiative and the patterns of
interaction which they generated, it is possibleexamine the changing nature of foreign

economic policy*®

The fear that the EC was bent on the creation ahaard-looking trade bloc was certainly
voiced within the US as the prospect of ‘EuropeZl@fained wider currency. In fact, as the
SEM came to be viewed as a multidimensional sethaflenges and opportunities which
interlocked with US concerns over growing vulneligpiin the face of the processes
associated with globalization. This, it argued, ttalse seen in the context of a general shift in
the agenda of world politics away from preoccupaiovith control over, as distinct from
access to, international environments. Thus, ferus, the SEM emerged at a time when the
‘declinist’ debate was in full flood and the contevith economic competitiveness high on
the agenda. But it also coincided with the finahgd of the Cold War, the upheavals in
Eastern Europe and the prospect of a reunified Geyftf

The need to reconstruct the economic system waarapily on a higher rank than the
security side of the situation. Here, the conceith werritorial defense implies a collective
‘national’ interest, marking off one community froamother and symbolically expressed in
geographical borders. Additionally, the politicssafarcity and the resultant rise of resources
diplomacy generated by the geopolitical agendahaf 1970s have served to sensitize
domestic interests to the differences which camddicommunities when they are reacting to

their external environmefit.

Traditionally, the above difference in ranking Hseen expressed in terms of a distinction
between ‘high’ and ‘low’ policy, reflecting distitigeness in character but also implying a
hierarchy of importance. For several reasons, weeforms of external policy have become

increasingly interlinked. Of course, foreign policgs always reflected economic objectives,

“6 Hocking, B., Smith, M.Beyond Foreign Economic Policy, The Unites StatesSingle European Market
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but their relative significance and impact on otissues has dramatically increased. With the
end of the Cold War, the relative importance ofrexnic as distinct from military security
issues has increased. However, this developmentowasvhich also marked the Cold War
era as it evolved through its various phases. Tinu#)e 1980s, Rosenau, in an overview of
the changing character of foreign policy, noted tha heightened significance of economics
—attributable to nuclear stalemate and Third Waolkkdnands of a greater share of the world
economic cake- was one of two particularly notetwprthanges to the foreign policy
environment. Even before the events of the late04%hd early 1990s, then, the high-low
dichotomy was looking increasingly frayed, not siyjnm the sense that what had hitherto
been designated as low was becoming more promitentbecause the very distinction
appeared to be losing its utility as a means ofcril@sag the substance of the policy
environment. Changing perceptions of the naturgectirity among publics as well as policy-
makers were a key element of this development aasl wnderpinned by the heightened

salience of economic issues generated by the ressuarcity of the 1970s and 198ds.

2.3 The US: Back in Power Politics

The foreign policy doctrines of US are shaped,oratily, by its geographical position,
domestic resources and needs, and the externéicaloénvironment. The US was not a part
of European balance of power system and named tGsbkationist’, as to the George
Washington’s famous doctrine. The British navalreupacy brought stable environment for
US industrial development and also Britain wasracts the guardian of balance of power

system in Europe.

According to Van Der Beugel, US foreign policy abdie distinguished in three phases. The
first phase covers the period up to the attack earlFHarbor in December 1941 which was
the first time that the US was physically attackBdge national security had the biggest role in
US foreign policy after more than 150 years. Theosd phase covers the period of the World
War Il and the US plans for the post-war world ordéhe third phase covers the two post-

war years leading to the emergence of the TrumastriDe and the Marshall Plan. With this
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period we saw that America realized the hardnessn ¢he impossibility, of having a one
world designed by the states that are politicakage-seeking and willing for extensive
economic cooperation. Rather than the one worldedca learned to recognize that it had
become not only the most powerful partner in aesysbf collective security, but the sole
guardian of a free society in its struggle with ttker main power in the post-war world, the
suX

After the World War I, Germany had been defeatexlji& Russia was torn by civil war and
factional disputes, and also withdrew from Europeces barely concealed attempts to
overthrow capitalist governments made it diffictor Soviet diplomats to negotiate with
them. In the decision of naming the enemy or thaétar World War I, Germany was higher
at the ranking than the SU that Franklin D. Rookehead long regarded Nazi Germany as the
primary danger to US security and had sought, smee extending diplomatic recognition to
the SU in 1933, to leave the way open for coopanatvith Moscow. Like a seal to the view
of Roosevelt, Hitler declared war on the US in Deber; four days after the Japanese
bombed Pearl Harbdt.

The US was driven again into the European confligte the outbreak of the World War Il
and as the second time the country had the rolealing the damages made by the crashed
balance of power system of Europe. This time thgatiee effects of European conflicts on
US security caused the American people to bettelerstand the importance of having a
politically and economically stable Europe. It waslized that the America’s economic and
security interests strongly necessitated the U&vention in European affairs. After the two
world wars, the relations with SU could not be kgt same; both the US and Britain made
their own assessments to conduct their new forpalicies. As being the player of European
political arena, the British were aware of the peofs in the power structure of the post-war
European continent, and also the threat of Somedsion. Churchill took attention on the

importance of analyzing the objectives of SU foy attempt of expanding Communist area
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by using its post-war territorial and political ahtages. The question of Poland formed one
of the striking examples. The position paper frdra Department of State prepared for the
Conference of Yalta in February 1945 read: ‘It neeems clear that the SU will exert
predominant political influence over the areas uregfion. While this Government probably
would not want to oppose itself to such a politicahfiguration, neither would it desire to see

US influence in this part of the world completelyllified.’ >

There was a power search in the aftermath of W\ [l by both the US and the SU with
its inevitable reciprocal outcomes; gain for on¢his loss of the other. The bi-polarity of the
international system caused the spread of seedmbwace rigid strategies on the future of
Europe, which had the central geopolitical positaol needed economic development place.
There was also the dimension that these two gr@aers were serving different ideals and
plans, which in turn left no space for any otheti@pbut bruise. Since they both was looking
for establishing the security buffers for their sakhe Europe became the ground of the
unarmed battle. To realize victory, the US chosepgmead independence and prosperity in
Europe, as expected the SU went by the politicadidation and economically drained by the
Eastern Europe. They were divided so deep by tk&ndiion between their respective
authoritarian and democratic traditions that thegeer emerged any attempt of constructive
rapprochement.

It is sometimes said of Stalin that he had longesigiven up the Lenin-Trotsky goal of world
revolution in favor of ‘socialism in one countryg, doctrine that seemed to imply peaceful
coexistence with states of differing social systeBi# that is a misunderstanding of Stalin’s
position. What he really did in the late 1920s waslrop Lenin’s prediction that revolutions
would arise spontaneously in other advanced inddistountries; instead he came to see the
SU itself as the center from which socialism wositstlead and eventually defeat capitalism.
Stalin’s foreign minister, Viacheslav Molotov releal: ‘World War | has wrested one country
from capitalist slavery; World War Il has createdaialist system; and the third will finish

off imperialism forever®?
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On one hand, the Soviet view on the victory overn@ authoritarianism brought fears of
Soviet authoritarianism out into the open. SU @dateep and abiding fears throughout the
Western Europe. World War I, the Kremlin leadeplaned, had resulted solely from the
internal contradictions of capitalism, and only thetry of the SU had transformed that
conflict into a war of liberation. Perhaps it mighe possible to avoid future wars if raw
materials and markets could be ‘periodically rethsted among the various countries in
accordance with their economic importance, by agesg and peaceful settlement.” But he
added, ‘that is impossible to do under presenttabgti conditions of the development of

world economy>*

On the other hand, the US had a very powerful posifter the World War 1l in both the
economic and military sense. The economic system exgeriencing its boom stages and
incomparably stronger than the rest of the worlde Fecurity concerns were not ranking at
high as it was in sole possession of nuclear aAnhthe first months of post-war international
system, US thought of the possibility to build aternational system with the elements of
democracy, stability, and economic collaboratiorowidver there were the obstacles of

devastated Europe and naturally threatening S@oeetmunist domination.

2.4 Containment and Reconstruction: The Truman Dogtne and the Marshall Plan

On March 12, 1947, President Truman emphasized disesting free peoples to work out
their own destinies in their own way’ should be arfighe primary objectives for US, and
formulated the other side of the axis as the al permanent involvement in world affairs.

By 1945 the SU started to use its imposition aéérae Eastern Europe. Soviets also refused

56
l.

to withdraw its troops from Iran after the end obld War 11°° These two important explicit
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threat signals and the growing complexity of Gerrmpeosblem led to the Truman Doctrine and
the Marshall Plan.

It is vital here to mention that the personalitiegposition of command or of great influence
were invaluable to the start and success of bahltaman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan.
Under George Marshall and Dean Acheson the Stapareent was in its full function of
advising the President and executing his policye Hersonalities of Harry S. Truman,
Marshall and Acheson, which emerge from memoirsgtaiphies and writings were highly
complementary and created a striking balance ofagm) knowledge and orderly condeict.
As being two different but complementary policigdse Truman Doctrine and the Marshall
Plan were the first fruits of new US foreign policyhe first aimed to formulate the
Containment policy towards SU and the latter aitedreconstruction of European economic
and political stability. They undoubtedly overlap the need of Europe being secure and

stable.

As most of the case in the turning points of indégieomal politics, once again Germany had an
important part on the structuring of post-war intronal system. In the immediate post-war
period, German problem had all the links to newfbl®ign policy, European Recovery and
Integration. The first concern of post-war peri@té@me to be the German rehabilitation. The
argued features of managing the newly tamed beasked many European countries, mostly
the French. At the time, it was unacceptable fanEe to share the US idea of helping
Germany recover its industrial power and regainniifitary strength. The divergence of
France and US perspectives on Germany was veryciéxj@nd also very understandable:
France was drawn to blood and left with nothingded her people after German nation’s
spread of terror, the US was untouched in its ttagri and experiencing economic

refreshment.

*% The Anglo-Soviet invasion of Iran was the invasidgriran by the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union
codenamed Operation Countenance, from August Zgpdember 17 of 1941. Soviet troops did not witihdra
from Iran proper until May, 1946 after receiving@mise of oil concessions.
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By the core prerequisite of the Marshall Plan, tihatequired and got the cooperation of
France and Germany, the two authors of histori¢ilitgsA hostility sink to its ashes another
one started to grow; the new one had also its omtorcal roots. The Western European
governments got increasingly concerned about thssipiity of internal Communist
subversion. In the aftermath of the war the Commstuparties were popular in Western
Europe and fared well in early post-war electicespecially in Italy and France. Because of
the unpopularity of capitalism these parties gaimadre popularity. More important,
Communist parties reaped the electoral rewardsheir tparticipation in, and often the

leadership of, the wartime resistance movement.

By the beginning of 1946, Western Europe was lofivegsight of the solid consciousness on
the Continent’s affairs as well as their econonriagpess hopes. It was open to internal and
external threats of political instability. AlthoudhS economy had its full strength after war,
the long term stability needed urgent European @eon recovery, as being the biggest trade
partner and external consumer market of AmericanBmic stagnation in Europe would lead
to political and security chaos in Europe and tiaild invite the expansion of Soviet power
which would latter destroy the option for creatiagprosperous and democratic climate in

Europe.

Before the World Wars, Western Europe was mainlggporter of industrial goods and an
importer of food and raw materials. Food and rawtemias were brought from Eastern
Europe, the Far East, and the Dominions and fromiiNend South America. There existed a
dollar shortage because of a persistent excesnpmiris from America over exports. When
the wars devastated the economies of West Eurapmaniries, they started from the basics of
industrial and trade efforts in their economiedoE$ of the first eight months reached no far
from scratch. By the spring of 1947, the US hadvioled over $ 11 billion to Europe in the
form of grants, loans, UNRRA shipments and privaetributions’® However at the end of

1947, the credits were drained by the long lisEafopean economy hassles. Europe was
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threatened with the possibility of total economindapolitical collapse. With these
circumstances, US assistance reshaped and reaclsdeascale and a firmly strategic

content.

With the continuing original American vision of @ngle international order built around

common security, there emerged the need of creaaumomically recovered and stable
Europe. And these two overlapping determinatioglistly brought together with the concept
of Containment using the Marshall Plan as its umagnt. The Containment policy was

designed with the ingredients to gain other coastrsupport by setting of common interest to
make resistance out of the list. Washington’s wagtvision of a post-war international order
had been premised on the concepts of politicatdtrmination and economic integration.
The Marshall Plan, to a considerable extent, mesehcriteria: although it operated on a
regional rather than a global scale, it did seekrtumote democracy through an economic

recovery that would proceed along international moichationalist line&°

A significant analysis on Europe’s situation cama& @t Marshall Speech at Harvard

University on June 5, 1947:

‘....In considering the requirements for the rehtlion of Europe, the
physical loss of life, the visible destruction dfies, factories, mines, and
railroads was correctly estimated, but it has bexahvious during recent
months that this visible destruction was probaldgs| serious than the
dislocation of the entire fabric of European ecogiom..In order to help US
Government to start the European world’s recovéingre must be some
agreement among the countries of Europe as to eéheirements of the
situation and the part those countries themselviéistake in order to give
proper effect to whatever action might be undertakg this Government.
....The initiative, | think, must come from Europe.Political passion and
prejudice should have no paft
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The composition of the first conference of WestBurope (in Paris, made by the Anglo-
French invitation to build the European responsaht® US initiative) was reflecting the
complexity and hardness of the way to succeed enpilan: There was in reality a wide
divergence of political outlook and of economiccaimstances amongst the participating
countries. These geographically close states haid ¢vn unique interests but at the same
time had one problem in common. They belonged ¢onitn-communist side of the Europe
and should find a way to reconcile their interestd powers. The US was not represented in
the Conference. However, the US Embassy in Pargssextiemely active in keeping informal
contacts with the various delegations. In the d&sts of July 1947, Under Secretary Clayton
came to Paris and informal bilateral meetings betwthe delegates at the conference and
Clayton were arranged. Clayton reproached thedBrithat, by their negative attitude, they
had wrecked the prospect of a European customsuilibe US attitude emphasized the

target as own-sourced European stand up at thefehd recovery prograff.

2.5 The German Question

The ‘German Question’ is defined by Timothy G. Ashthe fears of Germany’s neighbors to
keep such a dynamic, over-populated and geogrdphicantral-oriented country with its
huge economic capabilities, under control and adet it again destabilize the political order
on the continefit. Timothy G. Ash formulates the division of Eurcgharing the Cold War as
the ‘Yalta Order’, and for Ash, ‘the division of @eany was the division of European
continent’ and ‘to overcome division of Germanysisiwultaneously to overcome the division
of Europe’. As Chancellor Schmidt wrote in his mémsio'... there was hardly a government
in Europe which genuinely regretted the partitidnGermany. That was more the case in
Washington or distant Peking....The world thus seetodak quite content with the division
of Germany; illogically it was much less contentwihe division of Europé*.
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The declaration on ‘Arrangements for Control of @any’, signed by the Commanders of
the four Allied Powers on June 5, 1945, did notydid the details of military surrender but
set a pattern for civil administration under thewgation. It was an elaboration of the policy
laid down at the Yalta Conference and preparedhkeyBuropean Advisory Commission in
London set up in 194%.By the French insistent pressure on the seriousds, the recovery

of industrial power in Germany increased graduailg always remained under strict control.

The post-war Germany was arena of the struggledmiwhe US and the SU and being the
most striking physical separation of the Cold Waaritory. The German recovery was vital to
the success of stability establishment in Eurogee first clear statement of Soviet policy
aimed at German public opinion was made by MolatovJuly 10, 1946, at the Council of
Foreign Ministers. He lashed out against dismembatrand federalization. He stressed the
necessity for a better economic life for the Gerrpaaple. The industries of Germany should
be granted the possibility to develop beyond thellef the industry plan. In doing so, he
completely reversed the Soviet stand on de-indigtition®® The Molotov speech was
countered by Byrnes at Stuttgart on September £6.1%he Stuttgart speech was a definite
clarification of US policy towards Germany: ‘It mot in the interest of the German people or
in the interest of world peace that Germany shiwgldome a pawn or a partner in a military
struggle between the East and the West. ... Gernmrgy part of Europe and European
recovery would be low indeed if Germany with heeajr resources...turned into a poor

house’®’

With the intensification of the power struggle beém the US and the SU, it was inevitable to

look for German support for the various positioAsso the Moscow Conference of the
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Council of Foreign Ministers on March 17, 1947, temtious impacts. It established in the
minds of the US patrticipants that the SU would omdyee to a German settlement when it
had near certainty of being able to dominate thigtigad development of Germany. The
second result was the conviction of the Americdnad the problem of Germany was at the
heart of the problem of Europe and that it neveladbe settled or solved outside a European
framework. Finally, Secretary Marshall was convohtleat the Russians favored a delay in a
German settlement and would profit from the incireshaos in Germary.

There were different views on the division of Genyan the Cold War period. Mostly
commentators argued on the possibility of reuniti@grmany just after few years of
occupation or the trying some other option of gausy it. The fact is that the German
problem was in the close guardianship of France, thie mainly the subject of British-
Russian disagreement. The US signaled her posdiothe first rounds of discussion on
Germany. The others was opposing to US rooted galp@nd also opposing each others’. So
it was not a simple decision to make or an easly fmfollow. There also existed the fear of
the powerful states, namely the US and the SUahatcovered Germany to its full strength

might bring an option for the other side to aligithnand became unbeatable.

At the end, the four allies decided to lead theictions as one and they all realized that
Germany rehabilitated by their plan would be adretine and also less dangerous one than
the unified Germany under Soviet control. Onceyfelaluating other options, French were
also convinced to start the rehabilitation of GempnaThe Marshall Plan would be the
instrument to start recovery and integration of rgamy. However Stalin’s rejection of the
Marshall Plan excluded eastern Germany (the pariv&8Joccupying) from it, along with the
rest of Europe. By the summer of 1948, then, thea idf establishing of a separate West

German state gained considerable momerftum.
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The conference (the first conference of Westerrogeyrin Paris) report had a note attached to
it on the ‘Problems relating to Germany’. The comtef the note had been the subject of the
tough negotiations between the French and Benedlegdtions. French side was concerned
mainly about the security part of the German isdud, also it was well known that the
upheaval of German economy would bring strong cditipe for the French economy. The
British delegation mostly acted on the middle dve& worked hard for the negotiations to
come to a promising stage for the sake of Europe. Benelux countries were in favor of
increasing the production levels of Germany in otdeexpand the input of Germany to the
European Recovery Plan. The thoughts of Beneluwe vespressed in a paragraph which
stated that it was indispensable to take into aticthe future of Germany, since its economy
had been in the past and by nature of things wbaldh the future, closely tied up with the
economic system of other European countries. Itfwdker stated that European cooperation
could not be effective without fitting the Germasoeromy into the European framework. The
French school of thought found its expression i@ sentence that the rate and nature of
German recovery would have to be carefully corgbllThe German economy could not be
allowed to develop to the detriment of other Eusspeountrie® At the end, Benelux
delegations admitted the need to put strict cositanld the French compromised on the need
to add more German flour to make the bread, whehWest European Countries would eat
altogether. The outcome was the Customs Union Hret cooperative efforts.

2.6 The Institutional Establishment on the Path ofChained Events

The first years after World War Il and the begirmpperiod of the Marshall Plan had seen a
chain of events each could be regarded as causefi@atiat the same time. Two events had a
particular influence upon the deliberations on theovery program. On the way of the
Marshall Plan becoming a reality, SU exposed itsnition in Czechoslovakia in February of
1948. Within a matter of days, Czechoslovakia wast® way to become a satellite country
with all controls firmly in communist hands. Thecead event was the speech which Foreign

Secretary Bevin made before the House of Common¥aanary 22, 1948. After describing
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the collapse of the one-world concept, he said, A& not pressed for a Western Union and
| know that some of our neighbors were not desifysressing it, in the hope that when we
got the German and Austrian peace settlement agrebetween the Four Powers, this
would close the breach between East and West arsdaVoid the necessity of crystallizing

Europe into separate blockg.’

The response was made immediately by the West EaroCountries and US with the
Brussels Treaty on March 17, 1948. The main promwie to afford all military and other aid

and assistance in their power to any of them whghtrbe the object of an armed attack in
Europe. There is another important side of thiatyr¢hat it latter became the initiator of the
Council of Europe and particularly of the North &itic Treaty Organization. By the

accession of Italy and Germany in 1954-1955 Bres®egjanization was transformed into the
Western European Union. The WEU would be the se&full tool of the Community at the

deadlock of Empty Chair Crisis and the easternrgataent decision.

Twice the US had gone into war because of mairdyFRitanco-German antagonism, and tried
to heal the ruins in the both post-war times witlect economic assistance. The second one
was far more comprehensive and well-structured.fifsiewave of change initiated by the US
brought the efforts for economic recovery. The selcone was brought by other events; the
Schuman Plan (May 9, 1950) and the Korean War. &hes events added a new dimension
and priority to the US foreign policy other thame taconomic one: the further strengthening of
the defense of America’s European partners and nibeessity of a German defense
contribution. Before the Schuman Plan the respdigitof pushing further European
cooperation was on the shoulders of America, buh Aranco-German initiative for a
concrete and major step on the road to Europeay shifted to Europe. Since the Franco-
German rapprochement came with impressing ideagesi$nse was naturally positive and

well-coming.

The Schuman Plan met four policy objectives of Wf& at the same time, the formation of a

large single market in Europe, the inclusion of tleev sovereign West German State into a
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Europe on the way towards unity, the establishnoémteace between France and Germany

and the emergence of the federal principle in tioegss of European unificatiéh.

At the time of the Schuman Declaration, Monnet wasctor of the French Modernization
Plan. General Charles de Gaulle, leader of theigiomal government formed immediately
after the liberation, realized that France couldenebecome great again barring a radical
economic revitalization. Keenly aware of the needntcrease national production, improve
productivity, boost foreign trade, maximize empl@nm and raise living standards, de Gaulle
charged Monnet with promoting these formidable dibjes at the head of the newly

established Economic Planning Office.

Monnet was an ideal choice; he had spent a lifetwioking in the private and public sectors
in France and abroad. Monnet’s experience as arsAllied administrator during both world

wars convinced him of the potential of peacetimenemic planning. Monnet came to the
conclusion early in World War 1l that economic igitation was the only means by which
conflict in Europe could be avoided. Monnet arguiide States of Europe must form a
federation or a ‘European entity’, which will makteem a single economic entity. Monnet’s
detachment was due not to doubts about Europe@yhurtito disdain for the populism of the

movement and its constituent pafts.

The Monnet’s personality and close ties with the ibi8llectual and executive circles were
impressively effective on the extent of flexibiliboy US foreign policy towards Europe. In the

negotiations of the General Agreement on Tariffsl drade (in Geneva during 1952),

America faced the fact that she should decide oethdr to insist on the maintenance of a
global multilateral trade liberalization or to deéeion the side of unconditionally supporting
European regional integration. The concern washenneed of the Community to get an
exception from the Most Favored Nation treatmend some other departures from the

established rules. Monnet, as always had beenabe, tised every channel to influence US
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attitude in favor of European needs. He exercisgllence through a network of close
friendships and relationships. He had a talentsafigithis influence to affect both, the US
policy makers and the European statesmen. The W&/ moeakers also did not want to put the
European Integration at risk because at the endoilapse would eventually damage the

overall trade liberalization hopes.

From the beginning of 1960s, the chain of eventbadb the cause and the effect that shape
the alliance of US and West European Countriesrbefanging its direction in real terms. In
regard of reasons one can give the deficit in tebdlance of payments, extreme burden of
military spending on the US budget with no serioymit from European states, accelerating
global responsibilities of the US to the developaogintries, and growing loss of US market
in Europe because of the given compromises. Intiaddito the above, the French
intergovernmentalist president General DeGaulleeddthother element to the complexity of
the situation. He opposed the US demand of incdeBseopean conventional forces because

of two reasons mainly; economic and political atti’*

The structure of the answer to the German Questidaurope’s political history has also
changed through the years. The policy on Germargrgad incrementally and then in time
aligned to Kennan’s 1945 vision of an indefinitellyided Germany would provide the basis
for a sustainable policy. Kennan made two appraadbethe German question-continued
division and eventual unification-which receivedefal consideration prior to May 1949
foreign ministers’ meeting to which the Westerneallhad agreed in return for the Russians’
lifting of the Berlin blockadé®

The foundation and rearmament of West Germany owash to Stalin and Adenauer. The
steps taken by Allies were mainly the reactions $talin’s decisions and actions. Stalin
hesitated to reach an agreement with the Allie&emany and rejected to be in the Marshall

Plan; Allies founded the German Federal Republib@tLondon Conference program. Stalin
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decided to blockade Berlin and authorized Kim hgto invade South Korea; Allies founded
the European Coal and Steel Community and intratldbe Pleven Plan. Before going to
details of Stalin’s decisions and Adenauer’s stretanding political character, it is vital to
see that all Allies reactions were invented andtéavby the French, British and German sides

and welcomed by the Americans.

When the SU acts of Berlin blockade and attemptneésion of South Korea explicitly
showed the urgent need of forming a balancing #ggqoower, the allies, mainly the French,
were still unsure on the decision of German rearemdntven, it would not be wrong to say
that the idea of ‘a divided Germany’s possibilifygaining its military strength’ was more
serious problem than the accelerating Soviet thiaate third quarter of 1950 the issue of
German rearmament reached its peak at the exeayieels. The support of British and
French to the London Conference program had besedban the belief that the West
Germany would have no military forces under itstomn However, after few years, there
came the decision to have a strong German armgunter the Soviet one. James B. Conant,
the new US High Commissioner in Germany, warnedjsittoo new to trust the final
command of a national army to the hands of the owknGerman leaders of the futufé But

if there had to be German rearmament, need theaeGerman national army? Could German
units, or even German individuals, not safely seoreler an Allied command? The
Americans proposed that this command should be NAJ@uld it not be Europe? Why not
form a European army? Why not set up, alongsideSitteuman Plan’s European Coal and
Steel Community, a European Defense Community athviGermans-but not a German
army-could form a part? Such was the reasoning lgtwhtto the project for a European
Defense Community (EDC). Then the suggestion of Premier Rene Pleven gaiighive
among allies; the FRG would have no army of its ot rather that its military forces
would be integrated into those of a multinationatdpean Defense Community, coordinated
with but apart from NATO. The Americans, in turmhanced the Pleven Plan’s appeal by
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announcing that the universally respected Genevagiit D. Eisenhower would come out of

retirement to become NATO'’s first Supreme Commaniter

As the boss in Bonn, Adenauer also was in the thioaf militarily independent Germany
would not be better then the one with no militaoyver at all. The idea of ‘militarily powerful
independent Germany might frighten allies more aesult into the break of German
rehabilitation and integration to the West’ coult/é caused him to act parallel with the flow
of the search. However, the French National AssgnmbAugust 1954 refused to ratify the
EDC Treaty which would bind German forces into toatrol of European sphere. Although
the idea of establishing EDC was French, the Fré&tational Assembly closed this door and
opened the door to German armament under NATO miesimipe

The reactions from Soviet side also had the chandirections generally on EU specifically
on German standpoint. Stalin at the first placertititake the initial steps of West European
cooperative efforts too seriously. As the capitallenerica believed that the intolerable
character of communism would erase its own exigtemtealist Stalin believed that the
strength of its perfectly planned and controlletesp would find its way to reflect and spread
the Russian ultimate design. Stalin rejected theshil Plan since he saw the offer as an
attempt to undermine the Russian ideals and streofits ideals. The US intention was
probably to search for any chance of Russian inpuireate worldwide cooperation in the
post-war era. However Stalin never wanted a sepdtast Germany, instead he favored a
united Germany under Soviet domination. He fastehedoundation of German Democratic
Republic after it was obvious that there was t@al&erman Federal Republic. In the case of
Adenauer’s preferences, he was also in the samewith the allies that a unified Germany
could hardly remain neutral. He had the capabtlityact with the sensitive manner on the
implausible way of German permanent division, excgpne low oppositions most of the
political spheres supported Adenauer’s west-sigdgiadent. There was also some opposition
on the side of US to the policy structuring on Ganyy Kennan, in 1949, had made the point
as ‘Should we just wait for events and make pdidie meet them, or should we have

alternatives worked out in advancg?’
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The scene of its division is an important pointmention here to go further in the German
Question. Thus it would be necessary to explainasgmmetry in its separation since it
would later be one of the causes of Soviet retvaahe Cold War struggle. Both sides of the
Cold War was concerned on the alignment of unitedh@any, once there were two separate
Germanys they both relieved till some unknown toheeunification. However the separation
resulted into two states differing widely in théimnctions and feasibilities. While the West
Germans had chosen their government independémywas not true for the East Germans.
While the production capacity remained in the Wigstheeded raw materials were in the East
part of Germany. While the West had quite enoughnkfeoces, the East barely had. And
finally for here, while the West was enjoying thél Support of allies to recover, the East was

working for Soviet recovery.

As the directors of the system and decades meawepof the states’ administration must be
mentioned here because of the contribution and Sm@e obstacles they have created. It is
possible to sum up the three stages of 1945-19¢5% ttwiee French men: The first part was
the output of Monnet’s creative mind and influehtelations. The second part was the era of
finding new solutions to the problems created bwr&s De Gaulle (the president of France
between 1958 and 1969). The last, third, part Wagptogress era designed by Jacques Delors
(Commission’s President, 1985-1995). After Monnetipressive idea of founding ECSC the
process of European Integration was acceleratedstisudden stop caused by De Gaulle’s
nationalist attitude. De Gaulle was persistentlpaging the membership of UK and also the
increasing powers of European Parliament and therlission. The deadlock lasted for years
and only resolved after French renegotiation on @wnmunity budget before British
accession. After the frustrations in 1960s causedrie individual, there came the activist
1970s with its changing internal and external bedan internally the accession of three
member states, the adoption of EMU, the launch opracedure for foreign policy
coordination, strengthening Germany, differing emuoic performance of members and
externally fluctuating superpower relations, deelin US influence, shocks of oil embargo,

and the collapse of Bretton Woods system.
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The emergence of the European Council, to find temla for Gaullist period, and the
effectiveness of the Paris-Bonn axis, personifieduch of the decade by the friendship
between President Valery Giscard d’Estaing and Cdlor Helmudt Schmidt, explain to a
great extent the EC’s durability during that tuemiltime® The currency crises of 1971 had
long-lasting effects and helped send European enimsoslipping into recession. Corrective
measures in early 1972 had the unfortunate butigieddie impact of fueling inflation. The
collapse of the international monetary system tedtApril 1972, the introduction of the
‘snake’, a regimen to keep EC currency fluctuatianihin a 2.5 percent margin inside the
‘tunnel’ established during the Smithsonian talkeroughout 1973 soaring inflation, rising
unemployment, yawning trade deficits, and a worsgwil crisis undermined the E€In the
year of 1974 the governments of the three countheance, Germany and Britain, changed
and led to the beginning of influential Paris-Baxis. Within six months of the Copenhagen
summit, however, the leadership of all three caestrchanged hands. In April 1974
Pompidou died, and on May 19 Giscard d’Estaing wWanpresidential election. Two weeks
before Giscard’s victory, Brandt resigned from adfifollowing the arrest of his personal
assistant on charges of spying for East GermanyntteSchmidt, Brandt’s finance minister,
became the new chancellor. In Britain, Wilson neguat to office after Labor’s February 1974
election victory. Giscard and Schmidt grew increghi close personally and politically,
firmly reestablishing the primacy of the Franco-fen axis in EC affair®’

At the time of its internal problems of 1980s, tBemmunity was also dealing with its
changing external relations. In the managementoohi@unity response to the Soviet invasion
of Afghanistan in December 1979 and the imposiabmartial law in Poland two years later,
European Political Cooperation (EPC) was provebetaneffective to establish foreign policy
coordination. By the time, the Reagan Administmativas pressuring the Community
members to cut economic activities, which newlyaéeted after the economic shocks of early
1970s, with the Soviet bloc and also contributénlyigo the respective NATO power. Under
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this transatlantic strain and unforeseen futureneouc crisis, Jacques Delors put the SEA

and EMU on the agenda of the Community.

After years of sluggish growth and institutionalnrobility, member states concluded the
Single European Act, a major revision of the TreatyRome that underpinned the single
market 1992 program. Jacques Delors became the @&Gsiom president in January 1985
(and remained for three terms till 1995) who isctéed by Stanley Hoffman as ‘important as
Monnet of 1950s for European Integration (Ef)’In his three terms presidency Delors
tackled and solved very important deadlocks of Felr the third enlargement case, Delors
came into act at the core of unsolved problem te#grated Mediterranean Programs. He took
personal responsibility for the IMPs that is antable before the EC could advance on other
fronts. After the Brussels summit Delors relieved aleclared that all the family quarrels

have been sorted offt.

The Milan summit of June 1985 considered the EQire on the basis of concrete
proposals. The Commission plan-the famous WhiteePap completing the internal market
by the end of 1992- was one of the most importauchents prepared for the European
Council’ deliberations. Delors personal preferemas to concentrate primarily on Economic
and Monetary Union. In addition, Delors believediagle market strategy would indirectly
but inescapably result in an improvement in deaisiaking procedures and renewed interest
in EMU. By the Dooge Report, Milan Summit, the IG@gh high governmental battles
experienced with Delors balanced presidency. In ifenths before the December 1987
Copenhagen Summit, attitudes hardened on all sides.poorer member states, apparently
acquiescent at the Brussels summit, grew more tagsan demanding a greater distribution
of EC resources. With Thatcher reverting to helyeE®80s negativism, Kohl and Mitterrand
reluctant for domestic political reasons to cut @&P, and Gonzalez agitating for additional
resources, the Copenhagen summit ended in disaKmalyl called a special summit in
Brussels in February 1989 to try to resolve theasse over Delors . Even more than Kohl's
statesmanship, Thatcher’s surprising tractabibityesl the summit from becoming yet another
flop. Whatever the reason, Thatcher's decision redoa huge obstacle for Delors on the
road to 1992.
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The year 1989 was a year of peaceful revolution hiagtened the collapse of communism,
leading directly to the reunification of Germany1890 and the disappearance of the SU in
1991. By 1992, when the single market was to hasenbcompleted and the Treaty on
European Union was to have been implemented, edon@oession had spread throughout
Western Europe while the former Soviet Bloc cowstrstruggled to implement market
reforms and consolidate newly established demacraustitutions. In Central Europe,
Germany grappled with the startlingly high sociatldinancial costs of unification. To the
southeast, Europe’s first post-Cold War conflicg@ifed Yugoslavia and threatened to ignite
a wider Balkan conflagration. Worries about thegiwarm impact of German unification and
eventual EU enlargement to the East contributed timate of uncertainty in which the

ratification drama unfolde&®

2.7 EU in its sphere: Change to Survive

In the period between Treaty of Rome and the Sikgi®pean Act, there were the Decade of
De Gaulle, First Enlargement, Second EnlargeméntdTEnlargement and the 70s economic
crisis. The UK joined on 1 January 1973, togetheth vwenmark and Ireland, the
Norwegian people voting against accession in areatkim. Greece became a member in
1981; Portugal and Spain joined in 1986.

The so-called “first epoch” of the EU covers theipe from 1957 Treaty of Rome to 1987
Single European Act, also including the LuxemboGampromise period which started in
European integration as a project with strikinglgrnow and overwhelmingly economic
objectives first, to manage jointly the productiohcoal and steel, and then, to develop a
common market and free trade in other goods. Yet, darliest moves to institutionalize
European cooperation were never seen as final. Enenbeginning, EU institution-building
had the decidedly political purpose of making Ewanp states ever more mutually dependent

on one another.
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The continuous changes made in the functioning rate of decision making institutions
definitely reflects the EU’s rationale and strategreference through its history and also for
its future: Change to Survive. Each pillar's pragend successful standpoint is in a strong
interdependency with the changes in and out oflhien’s borders. Thus, it is vital to react
on time with a comprehensive approach that is fsillpported by the Union’s members and
especially their citizens. Apart from the theoratidiscussions related to the institutions’
power and role in the decision making processreetting to the actual events and debates in
the international era could result in the overalllapse of the Union’s image. The inter-

institutional balance is shifted in accordance wlig changing priorities of the Union.

The life of the national veto beyond the transisibperiod is allowed in the Treaty of Rome.
Its genesis was the impasse known as the 'empiyaigs’, when France boycotted Council
meetings for the last six months of 1965 in proggsinst bureaucratic supranationalism and
the advent of qualified majority voting, therebynmobilizing the Community. In the first
epoch, the voting principles became a great prokdeih the period was characterized by
legislative gridlock in the Council. In this periadde Council was an ineffective collective
institution, with the system of national vetoestpobing the sovereignty of member states. In
turn, the unanimity-voting requirement in the Cauigeeatly mitigated the legislative power
of the Commission because the small volume of llgs produced by the Council gave the
Commission scant opportunities to exercise its dugceatic discretion to implement policy
afforded by unanimity voting. In contrast, legislatgridlock in the Council facilitated Court
activism because only treaty revisions could ré&i@ €Court. The freedom of the Court to
interpret the Rome Treaty was thus the primarydqopelling European integration during

the Luxembourg compromigé.

A serious crisis arose when the tricky issue of imgwn to the third stage of the transition
period (due on 1 January 1966) began to emergehidtstage voting procedures in the
Council were to change, with a move from unanimmugualified majority voting in certain
areas. The change of voting method reflectedatgr emphasis on a supranational
approach in the Community. France opposed a rasig€ommission proposals, which

included measures for financing the common agticaltpolicy, and stopped attending the

8 \weiler J.H.H., Kocjan M.,The Law of the European UnigptNYU School of Law and University of Oxford,
2004/5.
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main Community meetings (its ‘empty chair' policly).exchange for its return it demanded
a political agreement on the role of the Commissaad majority voting, which would
involve a complete review of the treaty system.riwally, on 30 January 1966, agreement
was reached on the celebrated Luxembourg Compromibech stated that when vital
interests of one or more countries were at stadembers of the Council would endeavor

to reach solutions that could be adopted by allem@specting their mutual interests.

Towards the end of the 1970s there were varioustioes in the Member States to the
worsening economic crisis, and this affected e$fdd bring their economic and fiscal
policies into line. To solve the problem of mongtamstability and its adverse effects on
the CAP and cohesion between Member States, thendBreand Brussels European
Councils in 1978 set up the European Monetary 8y$EMS)®’

A few months after its first direct election in P3Parliament ran into a serious crisis in
its relations with the Council, over the budget ft®#80. At the instigation of Altiero
Spinelli, Member of Parliament (MEP), founder o€ tRuropean Federalist Movement and a
former Commissioner, a group of nine MEPs met at‘@rocodile’ restaurant in Strasbourg
in July 1980 to discuss ways of re-launching theration of the Institution® In July 1981
Parliament set up an institutional affairs committ&ith Spinelli as its coordinating reporter,
to draw up a plan for amendment of the existingafies. The Spinelli group and the
subsequent committee rapidly decided to formuldeag for what was to become the
European Union. The draft Treaty was adopted kargel majority on 14 February 1984. It
was a major leap forward, providing for the transbé new responsibilities in essential
fields. Legislative power would come under a twiramber system akin to that of a federal
State. The system aimed to strike a balance betweghament and the Council. This

was how the process leading to the Single Europeagot off the ground.

The Union completed a big and critical turning mhas its history just in time to bare the
deep rooted shocks that would come as the outcofriegernational re-positioning in general

and Eastern Europe’s openness to renewal in platicu
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3. THE RECONSTRUCTION OF EASTERN EUROPE IN THE POST- COLD WAR
PERIOD

“Where there is a political will, there are no inswuntable
technical problems. Where there is no will, eacbhmecal
problem becomes a pretext for the failure of negiutns.®

Paul-Henri Spaak

3.1 Transforming Gradually

Western Europe’s integration and rapid economiceaphl in the 1950s and the 1960s was
slowed down, even stopped, by the challenges 0d4.9vhe Community was not able to act
in cohesive manner because of its members’ widemeddiversified interests. Unabsorbed
enlargements were on the path of effective decisiaking. On the immobility of its internal
structure, the beginning of 1970s added the growimgalance and instability in the Bretton
Woods system. Then there came the oil crisis whithcked the financial sector as well as
the production sector. West European Countriesddécio put forward both a new economic
system among them and a European policy on iniemateconomic evolvements, by the
EPC. By formulating a new economic system and mgichew commitments (the 1992
Single Market project) for future cohesive economiiorts, the Community was increasing

the distance of its future economic policy linenfrthe US-Europea axis.

The Community members aimed to form an economiodétg other than the US one to
response and absorb external economic changesheithconditions. By the decisions of the
EPC, members defined their terms for elaborating negotiations and agreements, distant
from the US terms in some cases. This distance dvtade a multiplier effect when the
untouchable and unforeseen transformation of this 8lgeign policy along with its various

dimensions surfaced and exposed itself by Gorbachev
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The transformation was gradual since SU diministied commitment and tolerance of its
satellites gradually, and also the changing leduiettselped the ‘talk of facts’, not ideals. The
open part of the transformation began by 1985 w@erbachev, General Secretary, on his
first visit to the West in Paris in October 198%pressed that the SU was prepared to
recognize and deal with the European Community psliéical entity, and to work towards
‘overcoming Europe’s divisions into opposing grotps more or less foreseeable futufe’.
The interpretations of changing Soviet behavioreagallenging for both the Americans and
Europeans, probably the same is true for the Russiss all international partners were
thrown into the complex work of analyzing Moscowsategy and formulating relevant

responses for it.

The Community has responded to the economic sheckl@970s by strongly committing to
the 1992 Single Market project, which sought tm$farm the members’ national economies
into a single European one. But before the datealfzation of a single market in Europe, the
political and geographical changes came forward;fétl of the Berlin Wall on the night of
November 9, 1989, the collapse of the Warsaw Ra@OB9, the unification of Germany in
1990 and the disappearance of the SU in 1991. Thadestraightforward implications for
Russia’s foreign policy. Radical transformationhwit Russia, in turn, helped to provide the
impetus for a broad transformation of the enti@bgl systent:

With the political multiplier effect on the changireconomic commitments of the Atlantic
Alliance, there emerged the overall redefinitionitsf function. However this redefinition
would not be in a dramatic way and not so fast. $ame, as the future course of Russia
remains uncertain, NATO needs a capability for nstitution should a ‘Russian threat’ or

some other distinct threat arise ag&irHowever not much time passed for it, in the first
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instance it seemed that the Atlantic Alliance hast Its significance for the collective defense
of Europe after the Soviet collapse, but it woukldeen that it still needed to stabilize the
continent, most obviously with the Balkan conflagma. The early 1990s was the era of
change for the EU, namely the first response wasrdltification of Maastricht Treaty, and

then came the formulation of a Common Foreign Sedurity Policy. At this time the

Russian Federation was establishing and gettind tes¢he policy of openness. The period
between 1990 and 1993 in the evolving EU-Russitatioaship saw the first outputs and
indicated a rapprochement by way of an Ostpoliikthe same time, this period signified

both internal and external institutional adaptatiomew realitieS>

3.2 Changes in the Equation

For the purpose of explaining its determining praps and distinguishing it from domestic
political systems, Waltz believes the internatioagstem has a precisely defined structure
with three important characteristics. These ardh@)ordering principle of the system, (2) the
character of the units in the system, and (3) iktildution of the capabilities of the units in

the systeni?

Neo-realists such as Waltz and Mearsheimer areopnolly disturbed by the collapse of
Soviet strategic power in the 1990s. If mutual epacldeterrence between the US and the SU
accounted for the high level of international sigbiin the post-war period, the end of
bipolarity casts an ominous shadow over the pres@&mtd order. As Waltz concedes, ‘in
international politics, unbalanced power constgwedanger even when it is US power that is
out of balance. They regard the rapid demise ablaniy as the single most dramatic change
in contemporary world politics. “The main differenbetween international politics now and
earlier is not found in the increased interdependesf states but in their growing inequality.
With the end of bipolarity, the distribution of cplities among states has become extremely

lopsided. Rather than elevating economic forcesdmpulessing political ones, the inequalities
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of international politics enhance the politicaleaf one country. Politics as usual prevails
over economics’ The central challenge for US-EC relations is thfamaintaining a stable
and predictable relationship in a world order whias been profoundly transformed by the
geopolitical changes of 1989-19%2.

According to Mearsheimer, the long peace of thedGtlr was a result of three factors: the
bipolar distribution of military power in continexitEurope, the rough equality of military

power between the US and the SU, and the pacifgiifigct of the presence of nuclear
weapons. Multipolar systems, on the other hand, nateriously less stable than bipolar
systems because the number of potential bilatevaflicts is greater, deterrence is more
difficult to achieve, and the potential for misurgtandings and miscalculations of power and

motive is increased. Unipolar systems are even m@earious”’

The West European international system at the ehdthe Cold War was highly
institutionalized: state behavior was to a consilkr extent governed by rules. This system
therefore only distantly resembled the textbookinagal of sovereign states pursuing self-

help policies under conditions of anarctiy.

In contrast to the situation in the West, Easteumope after the Soviet withdrawal was
virtually bereft of strong institutions. The Warsalveaty Organization (WTO) and the
Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA) warbsolete, no longer reflecting the
interests of most of their members. Both the WT@ #re CMEA were formally dissolved
after 1989°°
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The pragmatic institutional framework created by tBommunity Treaties build on co-
operation between states, but simultaneously werdll weyond the traditional
intergovernmental setup. Two basic principles staiithe centre of the Community’s original
decision-making system: (1) the equality betweemn&e and Germany; and (2) the avoidance
of dominance of the larger over the smaller Mem®ttes. When Jean Monnet, April 4,
1951, declared the way of overcoming discriminatemd establishing the principal of
equality between France and Germany to German €Hand&onrad Adenauer, who was
looking for ways to rehabilitate his country aft&/orld War IlI, immediately replied
positively. As a result, France and Germany hasditionally received equal numbers of
votes in the Council of Ministers and equal numbefrseats in the various Community
institutions and bodies. The first exception testhile was made at the Edinburgh European
Council, in December 1992 when the reunified Geynamas given a larger number of

members of the European Parliament than France.

3.3 Following the History: Changing Political Ingredients

A diverse collection of theorists share the assionpthat the nature of power in the
international system has changed as nation-statee hecome progressively more inter-
linked in a complex web of political, security aespecially economic relationships. In their
view, states may be happy to secure self-preservas opposed to power-maximization, and
international institutions can ameliorate the ahgrof the international system. The key
distinguishing argument of interdependence theonstthat the increased importance of
international institutions needs to be accommodateahy plausible theory of international

politics 2%

Since the end of the Cold War altered the defingiof some International System elements
such as security, and the expansion of foreigncpagendas to include issues such as FDI

and some others, it became possible to see thdeemtgen of European integration and
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increased political interest after 1989 in strong&-EC relations as responses to increasing

interdependenck*

An outright rupture in US-EC relations loomed wHe@ states signed agreements with the
SU to build a pipeline to channel up to $10 billiper year in natural gas from Siberia to
Western Europe. The Reagan administration arguadERE dependence on Soviet energy
exports would make the EC hostages to Soviet pddicgl give the SU increased hard

currency holdings which could be used to strengttsemilitary.

In 1981, the US administration barred US firms frgarticipating in the pipeline’s

construction, banned the use of US technology angjg to apply sanctions to European
companies which accepted contracts to work on ibelipe’®> EC leaders were outraged at
what was viewed as a blatant attempt to interfereheir internal affairs. The Reagan
administration eventually realized it had nothilnggain from pressing the issue. It quietly
accepted the conclusions of a report by the Orgéoiz for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) which suggested that EC impoftSoviet gas were unlikely to be

used as political leverage by the &Y.

As during the Nixon years, the precarious depergl@idcuropean economies on decisions
taken by a fundamentally unsympathetic US admatisin pushed the EC countries towards
closer cooperation. Negotiations on the SEA focuse@ommission plans to free the internal
market by 1992. As the value of the dollar fellichyg new proposals to give the EC powers
in foreign, defense and security policies were édblThe dollar's decline made it more

expensive for the US to maintain its military pmesein Europe or provide foreign aid.

In the event, proposals to strengthen the EC’srggaole posed too many problems for Irish
neutrality and were resisted by Denmark and GreHoe.notion that the EC needed to bolster
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its own independent role in international relatiovess placed firmly on the agenda for future

discussion®

The importance of glasnost and perestroika: ThesH@ternal debate on developing its
foreign and security policy role was profoundly sbd by the rise to power of Mikhalil
Gorbachev in the SU in 1985. The EC had previobsgn condemned by Soviet leaders as
an ‘economic arm of NATO’ and an ‘organ of West @wgan monopoly capitalism doomed
to inevitable destructiort®® But Gorbachev welcomed moves towards greater uwitlyin

the EC in his speech to the 1986 Communist Partygass and argued that the US ‘should
not expect unquestioning obedience of its allies’tlle EC emerged as a new centre of

power0®

Gorbachev’s rise to power had an immediate impaciMest German foreign policy. The
Germans pushed to normalize their own relationk #ie Eastern bloc and to ‘Europeanize’
the Atlantic Alliance by strengthening Franco-Gennsaoperation on security issu88.

The West German government played a central rolegotiations leading to the Common
Declaration of 1988 between the EC and the SoemtCouncil for Mutual Economic
Assistance (CMEA). The Declaration provided a framoek for the establishment of
diplomatic relations and trade agreements betweenwo blocs. EC acceptance of the pact
was based almost exclusively on political calcoladsi The CMEA's rigid controls on trade
within the Eastern bloc meant that it could noeofény reciprocal trade concessions to the
EC without undermining CMEA producers. By late 1988 EC had secured a separate
agreement with Hungary on trade and economic catipar The agreement showed that the
EC had become more autonomous of the US in itstioata with the Eastern bloc.

Traditionally, the US had opposed western tradecessions to the Eastern bloc on the
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grounds that they dulled incentives for a wholesptditical reform. Successive US
administrations had criticized the German policyQdtpolitik, or political and economic
overtures to the east, when they were not linketieavider agenda of superpower detéfite.
But US and EC views of the SU converged markedlgnguthe Reagan administration’s
second term. Reagan and Gorbachev met in Switzgrdeeland, the SU and the US between
1985 and 1988. The intermediate nuclear force (li#gty of 1987 was widely welcomed by
EC states. Gorbachev’'s announcement in 1988 thatdlections would be held within a year
to elect members to a new Soviet parliament, theg@ss of People’s Deputies, was another

milestone'®®

The promise of new diplomatic and economic exchaimgtween the EC and the Eastern bloc
countries heightened the Community’s magnetism famtified links already established
through the CSCE process after the mid-1970s. Bheh administration cautiously
welcomed the changes in Eastern Europe. But byetiieof its first year in office, it was
clearly struggling to develop policies to keep paith events in Europ€? One of few solid
guides for US policy was an interagency review cmed in the summer of 1989 which
concluded that accelerated political integratiothimi the EC was unstoppable and that US
opposition to the process would be both futile amdinterproductive. This assessment,
combined with pragmatic calculations about limite &S fiscal resources, led the
administration to embrace wholeheartedly the idéagiging the EC responsibility for

coordinating western aid to the E&St.

The Commission’s task in coordinating exports dsedgrants, food aid, and loan and
investment guarantees from so many different ssunaes daunting. The US endorsement of
the Commission’s competence and expertise wassofrtaonly rarely extended to it by EC

Member States. Commission officials later expressagbrise at US decision, which was
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widely thought to be a product of behind-the-sceludsbying by Delors. It pushed EC
Member States to consider whether links betweenB@Gi&s external trade policy and its
intergovernmental system for coordinating natiof@eign policies were adequate. The
Dutch, Italians and others began to argue that &iCies towards the East —including foreign
policies- needed to be made by majority votingeaadt of unanimously. In short, the US
decision to give the EC primary responsibility #od to the East began to have an impact in
the EC’s own internal political debates about tlen@unity’s future by late 19892

Its gravity for US economic interests reinforce@ tBush administration’s view that US
diplomacy should be reoriented away from bilatdiréds with individual EC members and
towards the EC itself The White House began to @cttee argument that US support for
European political unity gave the US more clouniernal debates on new EC policies.
During a visit to Washington in April 1989, Deloasgued that it was time to ‘reassess the
relationship...Both partners now have to think dbauwider political dialogue, leading

possibly to joint action over issues of mutual iag’

Less than a month later Bush floated the idea efv‘mechanisms of consultation and
cooperation on political and global issues, fronersgthening the forces of democracy in the
third world, to managing regional tensions, to imgttan end to the division of Europe’.

Subsequent events in Eastern Europe acceleratedkttsdopment of a formal US proposal.
Baker’'s Berlin speech in December urged that thedd8 EC should ‘work together to

achieve, whether it is in a treaty or some othemfoa significantly strengthened set of
institutional and consultative links... We want dtains-Atlantic cooperation to keep pace

with European integration and institutional refarm.

The EC was wary of US intentions. Statements byUBeSecretary of Commerce, Robert
Mosbacher, that the US should be given * a se#tteatable’ as an observer in internal EC

discussions struck many in Brussels as offensive.
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The idea of a formal US-EC treaty met with littiargoathy in Brussels. A formal treaty was
viewed by the Commission as too difficult to negtdi potentially damaging to existing
multilateral institutions, and premature in lighttbe EC’s ongoing IGC on political unity.
Yet Delors continued to insist that the EC’s podti links with the US needed to be
upgraded*

In February 1990, Bush secured an endorsementimciple from acting President of the
European Council, the Irish Prime Minister Chakgighey, on an expanded and regularized
set of bilateral meetings. The US President woukktmeach President of the European
Council during their six-month term. Summits of tH& Secretary of State and EC foreign
ministers would be held twice each year and the iB@sion would pursue its own meetings
with members of the US Cabinet (US Mission to tlg E990). The proposal significantly
expanded the mechanisms for consultation agre&#é46. Discussions on a formal agreement
continued when a Commission delegation met memtfetise US Cabinet in April 1990 in
Washington. But negotiations on the actual contint joint declaration were dooged
throughout 1990 by divergent perceptions and agetida

The Declaration which was finally signed at theiganeeting of the CSCE in November
1990 emerged as an anodyne document. It formalynatted both sides to the measures
agreed by Bush and Haughey and bound the US tolddusummits with the Commission.
Pledges were made to closer scientific cooperatimhjoint measures to meet ‘transnational
challenges’ such as international terrorism, thegdrade, environmental protection and arms
control. The common goals listed were unremarkabkside that of ‘reinforcing the role of

the United Nations'*®

Transatlantic Declaration will not in itself be atdrminant of the state of US-EC relations in
the 1990s. Ultimately, US-EC relations will be detmed by wider events in the

international system and the evolution of domestilitics on both sides of the Atlantic. But

114 peterson, JEurope and America in the 1990s: The Prospect®&tnership New York: Edward Elgar
Publishing Limited, 1993, p. 52

115 peterson, JEurope and America in the 1990s: The Prospect®&tnership New York: Edward Elgar
Publishing Limited, 1993, p. 53

1% peterson, JEurope and America in the 1990s: The Prospect®#&tnership New York: Edward Elgar
Publishing Limited, 1993, p. 54

55



at least the expanded and intensified politicalherges mandated by the Declaration will
lead both sides to consider how their own interesight be served by a transatlantic
partnership in the 19905’

It would be true to state that contributors of thiernational system’s theoretical base was
equally aware as the political, institutional antles distinct players that the decade of post-
Cold War would be the era of evolvement in theamf economics and politics: the existing
main players of the international system need tangk their tools to manage their
circumstances and also be ready to have new cotoeiise international politics’ scene

having unexpected bold influences and intentions.

3.4 Gorbachev Keeps ‘Russians Out’

"keep the Americans in, the Russians out,
and the Germans down."

Lord Ismay

During the early years of the Cold War, as we hagen, Churchill's military advisor,

NATO's first Secretary General, Lord Ismay expldirtee purpose of NATO with these
words and following the fall of the Berlin Wall,ishreasoning continued to guide US policy
towards Europé*®

As one of the fathers of the Cold War, Stalin wasefy idealist in his thoughts but also
inherently pragmatic in his acts. He built a comaBve and expansionist foreign policy and
insistently refrained to use force in his strugglgh the US. His foreign policy, with the

impetus of Soviet victory in World War Il, enjoyélde extended lines of Soviet influence in
Europe and the Asian countries. The post-war SogEtisions and attempts to have

permanent influence and control over Europe lethéofirst bold steps for Western Europe
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cooperation. The acts of Soviet leader to underntivege sphere of Western security and
cohesion turned out to be the facilitator of it. the Soviet power and influence came closer
to the West, the Western allies put forward moded ssounter-balancing commitments. The
dissolution of Soviet-communist world came morecllyi by the presence of the cohesive
Western Europe. While Stalin was trying to incre8swiet influence on Eastern Europe, he
could not suppress the increasing tensions anihsttaused by the outstanding ‘possibility of
a Western Europe becoming a Whole Europe’. As1Stalished towards the doors of West,
he prepared the grounds for the emergence of Eanopeommon consciousness.
Consciousness began to develop on the need oboddiion and compromise to establish a

strong resistance against the Soviet threat.

In the aftermath of World War Il the SU committedsupport Eastern Europe and to foster its
production power. Both of the commitments evenyualicked the resources of the Soviet
Empire. Since this huge burden on the SU’s showddeld not be carried further without any

sacrifice of the gradual strategy on Europe, tlseiaswas to find another way to control

Eastern Europe. Within the first few months aftarléachev came to power, two ‘debates’

surfaced, reflecting the Kremlin’s uncertainty ovew to deal with Eastern Europe: One

related to nationalism versus proletarian inteoratlism, and the other to the Brezhnev
Doctrine and the management of future intra-blscalids-*

By the beginning of the Cold War, like Western pg@nd US also the SU was experiencing
some, and sometimes the same, important extergialnérnal changes which brought the
storm clouds over the scene of changing destiny@fcountry with its citizens’ own hands.
When local communist authorities allowed a modicoirpolitical and cultural freedom to
emerge in Hungary in 1956, in Czechoslovakia in81@hd in Poland in 1980, it was quickly
followed by demands to end Soviet hegemony anddnatli Soviet troops. The decision of
Gorbachev to agree German reunification startedigoquarrels internally but did in the
external parties. This unexpected example and ousplBSoviet redefined foreign policy
brought a turning point to the overall internatibsgstem in general and to the historical

evolution and structuring of European Integratiorparticular. This Russian alignment with
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the West on the reunification of Germany representiee rejection of the bi-polar

international system and drastically changed thst-p@r political map.

The post-war map was destined to be changed beoétise geographical anomaly, political
tension and economic asymmetry it created; the geopolitical reality did not fit its ground:
Europe. The European countries were the traditiengdyers of free trade, boiling politics,
and the impermanent geopolitical mapping. The naign of Europe before the World War
Il was characterized by freer trade than the pastpwlarized economic activities. However
in Yalta (1945), the continent was divided desphit high costs of the political and economic
separation, having two Germanys was the most gaidfuTimothy Garton Ash, in his book
In Europe’s Name notes, ‘the Yalta division of Europe is distingjued from previous
divisions of Europe by its historical arbitrarings absoluteness, the asymmetrical roles of
partly extra-European, nuclear-armed super povead,the congruence of military, political

and economic difference¥?

3.5 Germany: Civilian and European

It has been always so apparent that Germany, uaitet, remains at the list of risks to be
evaluated when a huge critical turning point haddopassed. It is the case at the time of
taking the decision to go on with the enlargememicoming the UK or even the continuity
of the Union itself. When we look at the princigedits of Bonn’'s European and foreign
policies during the Cold War, we see two sideshef ¢toin: Westpolitik and the Ostpolitik
within its civilian character and Euro-centered efgn policy. Like it's Western and
multilateral orientation, the civilian character @erman foreign policy also represented an
important source of reassurance for other West fiaamo states concerning the benevolence
of Bonn’s foreign policy intentions. The principalanifestation of Adenauer’s policy of
Western integration was Germany’s entry and paditon in all the major West European
and North Atlantic Alliances and regional organiaas, first and the foremost the European
Community and NATO. And the Westpolitik was compéarted later by Willy Brandt's
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Ostpolitik in the first half of the 1970s and aredghe ideas if the Federal Republic had not
already been tightly integrated into the West. Bgtpolitik did not replace the Westpolitik,
rather it was subordinated to'ft. The foreign policy of Bonn had two alignments witte
European Community and NATO. America intervened ithe German problem in the
aftermath of World War I, but the interlocking ett came with the need to find a guarantor
against the threat of Soviet-Communist expansidre TS was the only option to shelter the
West Europe, including Germany’s West, as being ainthe two powerful countries. The
French attempt to bind Germany with the multi-tié&€uropean integration, also herself, was
another success to prevent Communist invasion. @s$tablishment of Franco-German
cooperation became the touchstone of the Europetagrhtion process. For long years,
Germany became the conciliator between AmericaFaiadce, and implemented a sensitively
balanced foreign policy; like the warm weather lgtoiuby German attitude on the stormy sky
of De Gaulle’s time. When Pompidou became the Beasj the famous formula surfaced the
stormy clouds of the first phase: completion, deépe and enlargemeft? Just in the very
aftermath of the new French initiated impetus, @@mmunity suddenly had to realize its
development’s vulnerability because of the depeagarpon the stability maintenance of
certain key conditions in the external environmé@retton Woods system was shocking the
whole evolvement of the Community with its shorteeghnand not moving agenda. After
some enlargement rounds and really beating econonsis, by the end of the Cold War it
seemed the argument would not be a question oty versus deepening’ or ‘who will be
in or out’, but as one seasoned observer saidiiea€ommunity would have ‘to learn to walk

and chew gum at the same time.

With the opening of the inner-German border on Yéober 1989 and the publication of

Helmut Kohl’s ten-point plan for reunification dte end of the same month, it was obvious
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that some form of reunification was in sight, thbws late as the Informal Council meeting in
Dublin at the end of January 1990 it was not cteathe Ministers, including Hans-Dietrich
Genscher, what exact form this reunification waiakk. Reunification finally took place on 3
October 1996%* Not only was there no strategy to deal with thelleinge of reform in
Central and Eastern Europe, there was also naegyrdb tackle the complicated problems

suddenly posed by reunification in Germany.

3.6 Reaching to the CEECs

From the beginning of 1970s there was increasednwelin the trade with CEECs; the
Community started to progress its economic tiesh wfite Council of Mutual Economic

Assistance (CMEA). This economic rapprochement @ooé the initiator of economic

reforms in the economic systems of CMEA membersnbuevidence that they are aimed for
it. At the time, SU’s overlooking attitude towarttee newly arising economic connections
was the reflection of its definition of the Europg@ommunity as being the economic arm of
NATO. However the members of the Community hadrtlmevn passions to have more
influence in the world. They were voluntarily pawitheir sovereignty not only for changing
their destiny, some for the power to change othémsthe case of CMEA, the members had

Nno common cooperation patterns or any economic camstand.

Far from the sphere of 1950s and early 1960s, d@bte 1960s and 1970s saw the first
economic agreements between the European countdesiever these were bilateral
agreements, the first general agreements wereddétdm the beginning of 1970s. Increased
level of cohesion on commercial policies within tiemmunity necessitated changing these
bilateral agreements with the Community agreemeiitse European Community, in
December 1969, decided to apply its Common CommileRolicy to the CEECs same as to
the other third countries. By this time the Comntpimhember states were assessing the
attempts of their communist neighbors as a refoctnoa the existing communist economy,

not a transformation of any kind.
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The offer on the new decisions came with the yé&ai4l trade agreements negotiation and
Most Favored Nation (MFN) treatment. The CMEA resg® was a total rejection, because
they believed the offer would weaken their orgamiraand benefit the Community. The
trade between 1970s and 1980s was managed by ttomomous measures of the
Community. (The only exceptions to this generaétiag of trade relations between the two
parts of Europe were the bilateral arrangementsemaith the most independent of the
CEECs, Yugoslavia and Romania). Although refornthaf economic system in the CMEA
countries was being carried out throughout the $9ad 1980s, and notably in Hungary,
further developments in relations had to awaitatresal of Gorbachev, who in October 1985
made it clear that it was time for the SU to regngnthe existence of the European

Community*?®

The peoples of Central and Eastern Europe were alsye of the rising prosperity and
freedom nearby their territory: the European Comityusf West European Countries. Since
they were also European, why would they be satisfigh the reformed but still bound to the
communist sphere? The considerable improvementelations between the European
Community and the CMEA and their respective Mem8ates which took place in the
second half of the 1980s obviously owes much toptblecies of ‘perestrokia’, followed by
President Gorbaché®® When they added the pull factors of the 1980s gtams European
Community to the push factors of the communist esystand Soviet hegemony, there
appeared the answer: back to Europe. In the 1389<Community was on the wheels of
Single European Act (increased majority voting hie Council of Ministers) and European
Monetary Union (the final barriers to the freedohmmvement of goods, services, capital and
labor were swept away). It would be right to sagttthe role of the Community in the
collapse of SU and its communist empire land wamipnaeing a solid form of resistance to
its invasion and indicating the possibility of aaglorous alternative. By the time that the
Communist system began to crumble, first in Polamdl Hungary, then in the GDR,
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eventually reaching the SU itself, the Communitynmber countries were not part of the
realization phase rather some like observers. Boplps of the Central and Eastern Europe
freed themselves and would latter also need torménhieir Europeanness to the Europeans of

the West with their own efforts.

From the beginning of the 1980s the Community wadamly aware of the need of
establishing its political and economic common dtam a cohesive and insistent manner.
Even it was not an expected or acceptable situdtiahthe Community did not put much
effort to the realization phase of the Communissdiution, it could be evaluated in terms of
fear on the spread of conflict and hassle to thestWwe the Community’s institutional
immobility causing slower reaction or even by theapability of foreseeing and managing
the crises. However the passivism of the Communitpe healing and transformation phase
of the CEECs was quite hard to explain. The nevdgd countries’ people faced the extent of
the Western neighbors’ internalization of the daddEurope. The chance of being a leading
actor and strong standing policymaker in the irdgomal era would be missed if the
reunification of Germany was postponed somehowh&ahe West Germany, on the eve of
reunification with its East, put forward her prites so clearly and indicated the importance
of being the architect of the united Europe woudttre Community’s chance to take a huge
step on its progress. The ineffectiveness of the@onity on the Hungarian uprising or the
Czechoslovak ‘Spring’ were unacceptable, now by@seman push there came the time to

reverse the first impressions.

The first coordinated Western response came isth&ummit meeting in Paris in July 1989,
which was convened in the follow up to both thecpious developments in Poland and
Hungary and the human rights violation in Chinatha Declaration of the Summit on East-
West relations, the G7 leaders stated that ‘wer difiie countries of the East the opportunity to
develop balanced economic cooperation on a sountmeocial basis consistent with the
security interests of each of our countries and wlite general principles of international
trade’?” At that time FRG and GDR were experiencing thecaitrs of their reunification.

The opening of the inner-German border and theofalhe Berlin Wall were the real starters
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of the spread of transformation in the East towhest. The French were in support of taking
immediate measures to tackle with the results stdfa revolution, by their invitation to the
Council in Paris in November 1989, establishmenthef European Bank for Reconstruction
and Development (EBRD- a French government intgativhich was destined to play a
significant role in the transition in Central anddskern Europe) and the opening up of
Community programs in education, training and tedbgy were agreed upon. The European
Council was followed immediately by the creation tbe PHARE program (the French
acronym for Poland and Hungary Assistance to EcandRestructuring), adopted by the
Council on 18 December 1989. This grant program wnded to implement economic aid
measures ‘primarily to support the process of rafor Poland and Hungary, in particular by
financing or participating in the financing of pecfs aimed at economic restructuring. With
an immediate allocation of ECU300 million this waasignificant response by the Community
to the challenges of reform. Not only were fundsdenavailable by the Community but the
Member States also responded with major allocati@@srmany, the United Kingdom,
France, the Netherlands and the Nordic countrigeectglly made an effort to make

knowledge transfer available for the transition.

3.7 From the Reconstructive Marshall Plan to the Uifying Enlargement

The European Union had the difficulty to recondhe various concerns and interests of its
members and also its timing. The issue was agaitdmbination of geography and politics;
the members geographically closer to the CEECs wesmdicitly in support of eastern

enlargement, the rest had some concerns. The ogpasembers were mainly concerned
about the financial burden of the enlargement, amute about the budget lines after
enlargement. As being at the centre of the Eureopkethe biggest net payer to the Union’s
budget, Germany supported the eastern enlargemmntthe beginning. Both geography and
history was the elements of German foreign poloyards the CEECs'. Austria and the
Nordic countries were also supporters with thesselgeographical and historical ties with the
Central Europe. The Mediterranean member state® wencerned about security and

migration problems in their region.

The member states’ policy makers started to hasenamon argument by the year of 1990,
certainly with the strong factor of German reurafion, that the search for alternatives to the
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enlargement decision would inherent high risks deep stagnation, abuse of civil rights,
minority problems, fluctuating levels of cooperaticmamely a Chaotic Europe. The CEECs
should be politically stabilized, economically sesy and closely oriented in a gradual
manner; by the instrument of enlargement. Enlargerpeocess of the Community had pre-
accession and post-accession economic featureselainly quite different from being a

‘Marshall Plan’. Neither the economic elements tin@ political content does match with the
idea of ‘Marshall Plan’. The Community, the Européanion by the Maastricht Treaty, was
rather on the way of extensive internalization psscon the CEECs’ economic, political, and
geographical issues; all inclusive. There is nobddliat Marshall Plan initiated the European
recovery and integration, in addition opened they wa Monnet-Schuman initiatives

establishing the Franco-German amalgamation, hawtne enlargement instrument of the
Union’s foreign policy is much more than a suppmrén initiator: it is about being a part of

it, being the ‘United Europe’.

3.8 The Reunification of Germany Hindering Enlargenent

It would be proper here to mention the effectshef reunification problems on German policy
towards the CEECs since it was the biggest suppofthe eastern enlargement but could not
be the biggest contributor to its realization. Aliigh being always the engine of the European
enlargement she became a slowing down factor iretttergement to CEECs; the Germany
had to have time and funding after the reunificatto heal its imbalanced economic
substance. Alan Mayhew mentions four dimensionsfittancial burden of the reunification,
the institutional burden it brought, the weakne$she former-GDR sectors necessitated

protection, and the Ostpolitik-rooted sensitivatieinship with Moscow.

After forty five years of division, five German Dewratic Republic (GDR) Lander,

Brandenburg, Mecklenburg — West Pomerania, Sax®aypny-Anhalt and Thrungia, based
on the Article 23 of the constitution, acceded &ml&ral Republic of Germany (FRG) on the
3rd of October in 1990. The process began withofiening of Austrian- Hungary Border on
the 10th of September 1989 and just in one yeaectng with the complete reunification.
The former East German economic system was a sigénned economy. Firstly, GDR
was almost exclusively dependent on SU in energtoseExcept a few solid fuel resources

East Germany lacked sufficient energy resourcestiondustrial economy. Moreover GDR
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industry necessitated a substantial amount of eégpespecially to provide enough

employment to its citizens. Growth performance astVGermany was amazing after World
War 2. She repaired her economy and became antexjemted nation as called ‘trade

nation’. GNP per capita was $ 20,775 in 1990. W@stman government had very low
budget deficits and stabilized it at 1 percent &§FG So foreign borrowing did not finance
growth. West Germany'’s trade was largely with Eeapstates most of which were formerly
members of European Community. The size of theetvaals 73 of total trade of West. On the
eve of reunification, FRG was still experiencingpeamic expansion. East Germany did not
have the performance of West Germany. After shanegérer borders, it was realized that
East Germany had some structural problems and atheohgo through an economic reform
process. The financial burden of the reunificatiwas so huge that in 1992 the German
financial support volume to CEECs was less than Nle¢herlands’. The inland- flowing

migration required immediate solutions to high uptsyment levels of the East part and

balancing measurements to the asymmetry in thegistandards.

When the economy of the FRG is simply evaluatezhit be classified as one of the classical
western free market economies with a few pecullsracteristics. Briefly the economic
structure of the FRG has three main characteridtics a free market economy based on the
principle of ‘Ordnungspolitik’(that is the free plaof market forces within a secure,
unobtrusive, and well-understood institutional éindncial framework), it is characterized by
middle and small sized firms and FRG economy iara @f the US led western economy. The
institutional burden was on the shoulders of threndi and entrepreneurs as well as the
executive bodies of the state. The mechanisms agdlative bodies of the former West
started to deal with the new added to the old. Staalist featured economic policy of the
former FRG began to shrink in its commitments beeaof the unbearable volume of

demand.

The former FRG was always the actor of the semsipulitical grounds under the worst
stormy clouds one could have. The post-World Wagérmany under the control of Allies
was the suppressed one with its good-looking neuti@ression. The divided, two Germanys,
were put in the position to flow their separatehpabf historical evolution. The West
Germany had gained its economic and military pogvadually by the US support, and then
found the opportunity to independently form itsefign policy. None was the case for the East

Germany, which was under the economic and politicathain of the SU. It would be quite
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proper to applause the successful foreign poliay aat of the West German governors in all
phases of the country’s recovery and progress. makisided policy of the FRG was the
formulation that gave the chance of reunificatiamapid one when the communist chain was
broken. This formulation was based on the axis deWauer's Westpolitik and Brandt's
Ostpolitik. The Westpolitik aimed to have Germanythe West European picture and assure
the participation to North Atlantic Alliances. Itas complemented by Willy Brandt's
Ostpolitik in the first half of the 1970s to reddtah and strengthen the ties with the CEECs
and naturally with Moscow. The sensitivity of tiicgeign policy structure is obvious since it
had two hands trying to shake the two most powemidmies. These hands should sense the
appropriate degree of tightness while carefullywprding injuries. In the 1970s and 1980s the
gradually loosened ties of post-war US support waabilized by the escalating good
relations with the SU. The Moscow watch out ritahthe FRG was one of the reasons of its
reconciliatory role between the CEECs and Moscowarder to eliminate any deadlock on the

way of reunification.

3.9 Taking Bold Steps

‘It is not the time of vain words, it is time faaking bold
steps’.
Robert Schuman,"™May, 1950.

By the end of Cold War, it became apparent thatwbeds of the French Foreign Minister
Robert Schuman was not a motto only for the inisedps of European Integration, this
second time was even more complex and harder bea#uthe interlocked positions and

changed perceptions of the decision makers.

The Association Agreements, mostly called ‘Eurogge®ments’, were the first big steps of
creating a formal framework that would deepen retat with the CEECs. They were the
guidance maps of the CEECs’ transforming finanarad commercial systems on the road to
trade liberalization. The first signatories werdad, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia by 16
December 1991. Hence these agreements were usad iadicator of progress that would

separate the signatories from the others. The Eukgreements were also used as an
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instrument of orientation and preparation for theid’'s economic structure. By this phase

the three countries began to understand their aewly's internal flows and possibilities.

The Maastricht Treaty (TEU, Treaty on European dhiwas a good beginning for all; for

the members, and for the ones who want to be mem@dre treaty had three highly

important characteristics: as an attempt to drafukure of Europe, widen by enlargement or
not; as the developer of the three pillar structtoeisolate the traditional Community

responsibilities in the area of the economy (then@minity Pillar) from the new competencies
in the areas of foreign policy and military mattése CFSP pillar) and criminal matters (the
JHA pillar); as the creator of the Euro. The CEH@&l a widened perspective on their
prospects for future after the negotiations andications of the TEU.

The question of future enlargement of the Commumis extensively dealt with at the

Lisbon European Council in June 1992. The Commmssiown paper to the Lisbon Summit

spelled out the main questions concerning enlargerdeepening and widening should go on
together and deepening the degree of integratiauldhnot suffer at the hands of

enlargement; new members should have take ‘accunsmuinautaire’ but this could be

accompanied by temporary derogations and tranaitipariods; enlargement should not put
in doubt common policies and especially the devappgCommon Foreign and Security
Policy (CSFP); and the Community’s effectivenessusth be protectedf®

In the CEECs (Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary,afthl Slovenia, Bulgaria, Latvia,
Lithuania, Romania and Slovakia), priority of thigods on the transition from the central
planning system to a market economy replaced vghréquirements for closer integration
with the West European countries. For the transifgvocess from a centrally planned
economy towards a market economy, three main aséagforms have been identified,
namely macroeconomic stabilization, real adjustna¢nihe microeconomic level and creation

of institutional frameworR?® The requirements for the accession of the CEECshéo
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European Union also indicate an overlap with th#see by its content. The European
Council defined three criteria at its meeting inp€ohagen in June 1993, which applicants
have to fulfill before the accession (European Cdssion 1999d7* (1) the political
criterion: stability of institutions guaranteeingrdocracy, the rule of law, human rights and
respect for and protection of minorities; (2) tlter@omic criterion: existence of a functioning
market economy as well as the capacity to cope edgthpetitive pressure and market forces
in the European Union; (3) the criterion concernitige adoption of the acquis
communautaire: ability to take the obligations admbership including adherence to the aims

of political, economic and monetary union.

Other than the economic concerns, the Danish Rnesydin 1993 was particularly interested
in supporting the newly emerging democracies obiat Latvia, and Lithuania, which had

fought to free them from the SU and had achieve@pendence in August-September 1991.
Trade and economic and commercial cooperation aggets with the three countries were
negotiated in 1992 and entered into force in Fetyraad March 1993. At Copenhagen, the
European Council declared itself already dissa&iisivith these agreements (FTAs) with the
three countries. The FTAs were then negotiatedd®1 becoming subsequently an integral
part of the Association Agreements which were gigineJune 1995. In addition to the three
Baltic States, an Association Agreement with Sleaemne of the most advanced and
prosperous of the Central European countries, iss @egotiated and initialed by the

summer of 199%3!

On the side of Moscow there were also serious aosckke character of the treatment to
Russians in its former satellites. The Union hasught considerable pressure to bear on
Latvia and Estonia to improve the treatment of ¢hesnorities, Russians. Another concern
was the maintenance of the channel transmitting stingplies to Russia, crossing either
Lithuania or Poland and Belarus. The European Uhih shown great support to Russia in

matters like these since the economic developmehpalitical stability in the CEE countries
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were tightly bound to the successful reform and awmmatization in Russia. Bilateral
agreements between Member States and Russia andPdiieership and Cooperation
Agreement (PCA) with Russia at the Union level tbge with Community assistance
programs and attempts to draw Russia closer to raapgcts of Community affairs are all

important for creating an environment in which th&on can enlarge eastwarts.

The European Community was the economic and palliictor within defined territories for
forty five years. The eastern borders of the Conmitgwmere limiting its enlargement options,
till they are changed by the collapse of the comstusphere. During the Cold War period,
while the EU expanded to Denmark, Britain and hdlaand Spain, Portugal, and Greece
naturally no consideration took place on the ideantarging over the iron curtain. The Cold
War permitted no official relation at all. The riédas established with the CMEA countries in
1988, after forty four years of silence. By thealenionary changes of 1989, the Community
had to reposition its stand to deal with its chagggeopolitical circumstance. After the
CEECs overcame the initial phase of their transéiom, they put forward strong
commitments to the Community membership. In additito the post-Communist
democracies, a number of other European countreasted to join the EC, and by 1991
several either had applied for EC membership orewsegnaling their intention to do so.
Among the applicants was Turkey, which formally lgggpto join the EC in 1987. Austria had
applied for membership in 1989, and the Mediteraanisland countries of Malta and Cyprus
in 1990. Sweden added its name to the list of appts in July 1991, followed by Finland,
Switzerland, and Norway in 1992

Between 1987 and 1996 eighteen countries appligdiiothe EU. Their applications were
given different receptions: Accession terms weneed quickly with four —Austria, Finland,
Sweden and Norway- and the first three of thesearnhecEU members in 1995. (The

Norwegian people rejected membership in a refenrendT’he application of Morocco in
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1987 was rejected on the ground that it is not e@an country. The EU opened accession
negotiations with five Central and East Europeanntites (CEECSs) (the Czech Republic,
Estonia, Hungary, Poland, Slovenia) plus Cypru$988 and then did the same with another
five CEECs (Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuanian, RomarSégvakia) plus Malta in 20085

Clearly, the EU is engaged in the 2004 enlargemmumd that is very different in character
from the enlargement rounds of the past. It isrdargement round that promised eventually
to nearly double the size of the EU’'s membershig brought a variety of states that were

very different in character from each otf&t.

It was not possible for the CEECs enlargement ¢aged according to the ‘classical method’
in which the focus is on the willingness and apildaf applicants to accept the acquis
communautaire and negotiations are largely takewitlpthe extent and length of transition
periods. Rather it had to be an ‘adaptive’ enlargatnnound, in which the EU had to do much
more than in previous enlargement rounds to aapsicant countries to meet the conditions
of EU membership and an enlargement round too iiciwthe EU was itself have to change

and adapt more than it had in previous rounds.

It was assumed by most EU leaders that CEEC aoressgiere a long term prospect and that
the strategy for some time would need to be focusedssisting CEECs to adjust to their new
situations. However, in the mid 1990s the EU waligel to shift its position as, between
March 1994, when Hungary applied, and January 1886én the Czech Republic applied, ten
CEECs formally applied for EU membership. The Eeap Council requested the
Commission to produce opinions on the CEEC appiinatand these were issued in June
1997. The Commission recommended that negotiasbosld be opened with five of the ten
CEECs and Cyprus, but should be delayed with therdtve until their economic (and in the
case of Slovakia, political) transitions were fertladvanced. The European Council accepted
the Commission’s recommendations at its Decembed7 1Buxembourg meeting and
negotiations with what came to be referred to &'l first wave’ states duly began in
March 1998'%
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Before long, however, the Luxembourg decision wasiog to be viewed as having been
mistaken. One reason why it was so was that sontleeofsecond wave’ countries began to
narrow the gap between themselves and first wauatdes. Another reason was that the
Luxembourg summit had not only differentiated bedwéhe first and second wave countries,
but had also decided that Turkey-which was alsappiicant- was not yet eligible to be even
considered for membership. Strong expressions s#atisfaction from Turkey about how it

was being treated and suggestions that it mighbtwed to look elsewhere for other friends,

resulted in the EU having to re-consider its poaiti

Accordingly, the enlargement strategy was revideitiea 1999 Helsinki summit where it was

decided that: negotiations with the second wave &#fes would be opened in early 2000;
decisions on the readiness of all 10+2 states¢orhe EU members would be made solely on
the basis of their progress in negotiations, notwdren the negotiations with them were

opened; and Turkey would be given the status ofdoai‘candidate country®’

The applicant countries were seeking to join an tBbt itself is rapidly changing; as it
enlarges, the EU is also engaged in further deagemiost notable in this regard is the
historic effort to create an EMU, including a conmmaurrency and a European Central Bank.
The Maastricht and Amsterdam Treaties have alsonuted the member states to further
cooperation in the areas of foreign and securiticpojudicial and home affairs, and social
and employment policy. This ongoing deepening pasesemendous challenge for the
applicant countries, since the EU they are atteamgpt join is something of a ‘moving target

in the fog’ , since the final destination remaimsiear*®

Also different is the security dimension of the CEEenlargement. While enlargement is
widely viewed as an important means of exportingusgy and stability eastward, and thus

helping to create a peaceful and secure Europdsat poses potential security risks for the
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EU. By enlarging, the EU get the risk of importimgtability by admitting countries with
unresolved internal or external conflicts, suche#isnic tensions or border disputes with
neighboring states. An enlarged EU would also lhragee extensive borders with historically
unstable areas of Europe, such as the Westernialkaen as it seeks to stabilize these areas
by integrating them into the EU orbit. Similar tdl @revious enlargements, eastern
enlargement also affect the EU’s internal politidghamics and cohesion. By shifting the
EU’s geographical and political center of gravityther eastward, enlargement increased
Germany’s influence in the EU and decreased th&trahce, thus causing problems for the
vital Franco-German partnership that had beenrtttitional motor of European integration.
However, a major benefit of enlargement is than@de the EU more secure by spreading
prosperity and stability to the countries of Easi@nd Southeastern Europe. Among many EU
leaders there was growing recognition that Euromemairity is indivisible. Enlargement also
offered substantial economic opportunities forBwand its member states. The accession of
all ten CEECs expanded the EU’s internal marketsbgne 100 million consumers, thus
creating the possibility of increased sales for &&lthpanies and efficiency gains from greater
economies of scale. Also, the economically undeztbpped CEECs had a tremendous
potential for future growth, thereby creating aabaial markets for EU producers of goods

and services.

While the EU could enjoy many of these economiceliiesswithout enlargement, enlargement
would provide a more stable political and secucitytext that ensures continued economic
reform and progress CEE, thus providing Western paonies and investors with the
maximum opportunity for gain. In this manner, aroreamically developing Central and
Eastern Europe could become the engine for grofwtimlarging EU.

The EU’s role and weight as global actor would dsoenhanced by enlargement. A wider
EU would possess a larger internal market and atgrashare of world trade, and thus have a
larger voice in international commercial and ecoroaffairs. An enlarged EU would also be
more influential in international governmental angaations, such as the United Nations, the
World Trade Organization (WTO), and the Internagiodonetary Fund (IMF). By increasing
the EU’'s membership and extending its borders,rgefaent would also give the EU a
greater regional role and responsibilities in Basteurope and the Mediterranean basin, an
effect that would enhance its global importance aaajht as well.
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While enlargement would provide these politicawséy, and economic benefits to the EU
as a whole, its individual member states would rteedess enjoy them disproportionately.
The security benefits of enlargement, for instaweeuld be most enjoyed by the member
states that border the EU’s eastern rim. Countiless Germany, Austria, Sweden, and
Finland, because of their geographical locationsulds be the most directly affected by
instability to their east. For these countriesaeggment would also create a welcome buffer
against Russia; it is more than just a coincidéhaesome of the member states most in favor
of enlargement are those lying the shortest distdraam Moscow. For Germany and other
east-facing member states, enlargement automaticadteases security by moving them
from the EU’s eastern border to its safe middleesEhmember states, therefore, have a strong

and natural security interest in enlargement.

Another normative factor motivating enlargementvtzat can be called the ‘idea of Europe'.
This is the view that Europe is a distinctive crdtuand historical entity that belongs together
and should strive toward unity. One implicatiortlat view is that the EU, as the institutional
manifestation of a united Europe, should embratenambers of the European family of

nations, provided that they accept the EU’s rutesr@spect basic democratic principt&s.

Thus the beginning of the 1990s was characterizea tobust debate on whether integration
should be deepened or widened-or both. Anothemaggtl against swift enlargement was the
uncertainty about the cost: how much would enlagg@nactually cost and which of the
member states would have to pick up the largest gfathe bill? If the EU did not export
stability, it ran the risk of importing instabilityfor instance in the form of immigration or

crimel*®

The US economic support to the West European Ciesrity the Marshall Plan and security
supply by NATO, were the two solid basics of thedpean Recovery and Integration. The

economic-aid line solved the financial problem fproduction and also initiated the
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cooperation between European countries. The sgcuntbrella of NATO prevented the
communist expansion and increased the chance grge® in the Continent. However, the
foreign policy of US had its opt-outs and by the/@® we saw the divergence of the US
polity. As the financial burden of supporting Westdurope accelerated, the US policy
makers started to release the bounds of the Alidncending Bretton Woods system and
decreasing the volume of military presence. On d¢batrary, once the Community had
decided to enlarge to CEECs it started the intek-keffect of unification. Enlargement is a
foreign policy tool of the Community which also glea its internal policy as a motor of
integration. Bringing in new countries requires e to reform various internal policies,
practices, and institutions to accommodate new canide Union’s post-Cold War foreign
policy on CEECs is different from US post-World Warforeign policy on West European
Countries since enlargement is an all inclusivekpge that would affect the Union on serious
issues. Lykke Friis groups these issues into tliieeensions. First the accession of new
members affects the EU’s institutional structureyAewcomer must be represented in the
various institutions which could easily influendee tefficiency of the institutions as well as
the balance between small and large member sgdesndly, enlargement has the capacity to
change the EU’s policy agenda. Either existinggwed must be reformed to accommodate
new members, or new policies may be developed tioead the interests of the newcomers.
The final dimension of change concerns the EU’'sle®. Every time a newcomer joins, the
EU is endowed with a new external border and hereg neighbors. Because accession
rounds change the Union they also affect the vastedests of the present member states in
the EU. Any enlargement round automatically triggar renegotiation of the old member
states’ ‘cost-benefit balance sheets’ of memberHip

Before the enlargement completed the member skateésdecided to reform the EU before
accession. This preparation to the CEECs enlargemad a slow down effect on the
accession process. The Amsterdam Treaty and Ne&tylaimed to balance the relations and
competency of the Community institutions. Membetes agreed in the late 1990s to embark
upon policy reform under the label of ‘Agenda 200Dhe reform package of Agenda 2000

was drawn up at the Berlin European Council in Mai®99. On the concern for border
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control the Schengen Agreement was incorporateal timlt Amsterdam Treaty to facilitate

cooperation on border control.

The previous enlargements were smaller in volumeé different in character. The first

enlargement round included the United Kingdom, Darknand Ireland. In this first round the

identity divergence and sovereignty sharing becdnge main concerns in the accession
negotiations. The second enlargement was the Megiean round including Greece, Spain
and Portugal which is decided upon political reasdinis round caused changes in Common
Agricultural Policy and started the use of Struatuand Cohesion Funds. The EFTAN
enlargement round, included Austria, Finland ande&m. These countries had close
economies and unproblematic politic situations Wwhgase the accession and cohesion

process.

In the case of CEECs enlargement, the Communiporeted to the CEECs’ new standpoint
by European Council meetings. In 1993 Copenhageun€ibthe accession criteria are
determined. In 1995 Madrid Council applicationgshef CEECs are accepted and Commission
started the process. In 1997 Luxembourg Council nieenber states decided to start the
negotiations with the ‘5+1’. In 1999 Helsinki Coulnthe decision at Luxembourg is revised
and negotiations were extended to the ‘10+2’. Hmkrgement round necessitated a longer
accession process because it had serious impattisohowidening and deepening of the
Union. Neil Nugent defines widening as the accessionew member states, and deepening
as the extension of EU-level policy competencies the strengthening of EU institutions. In
this enlargement round the deepening and widenawg Iproceeded alongside one another,
the nature of the deepening has been changed ie sespects by widening in that it has had
to assume a more flexible character. As EMU, Sceengnd the Amsterdam and Nice
provisions for enhanced cooperation show, it hasecto be accepted that beyond the internal
market core there are circumstances in which pdasnissible for institutional and policy
development to occur without all member statesi@péting. This development is a direct

consequence of the EU becoming larger and takingmiore heterogeneous membersfip.
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3.10 EU in its sphere: Change to Survive

The use of ‘Enlargement’ as a tool of the foreigiiqy of EU has its roots to the US Marshall
Plan. The experience of this creative and reswoyed plan definitely had its affects on the
enlargement round to CEECs. The strategy was péaralit the path and the tools were
naturally subject to EU-specific characters: th&ués did not require a new creativity like

imposing cooperation establishment to have the aaigp ‘Heal’ but obviously required a

more detailed steps to became ‘one’ on EU’s insdital governance and adopt the
unification by all sides in the geography withimmalength capitals. The steps had a wide
range from institutional check and balance arrareggmto the alignments in trade and
customs. Thus the EU decided to get ready paralléhe rationale of being solid to export
stability and eliminate the risk of importing insiiity, by the some of its most important

Treaties.

The second epoch of European integration began wWieSEA was ratified and continued
until the Maastricht Treat}*® In this period, the Council became a more effectagislative
institution, at the cost of national sovereigntadsindividual governments that could no
longer veto legislation of which they disapprovéithe Court’s discretion to interpret
secondary legislation was curtailed by the movenftmanimity to QMV in the Council. The
effective removal of national vetoes in the Couneihdered the Commission, the prime
mover behind European integration in the decadeviig the ratification of the SEA with
the cooperation procedure. Although QMV was writiato the Rome Treaty with the
expressed intention of its coming into force in @9his transition from unanimity to QMV
was blocked, de facto, for twenty years by the lmleurg compromise. In fact, the SEA
introduced two distinct institutions that affectée legislative role of the Council: the actual
application of QMV and the cooperation procedifeThe SEA strengthened the
Community's powers by creating new responsibilitesnonetary capability, social policy,
economic and social cohesion, research, technalbdevelopment and the environment. It

also introduced cooperation on foreign policy aealy level. The SEA strengthened
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Parliament's powers by making Community agreementsenlargement and association
agreements subject to Parliament's assent. Fer |¢gislative process it introduced a
procedure for cooperation between Parliamemtd athe Council which gave
Parliament real, if limited, legislative powers.applied to about a dozen legal bases at the
time and marked a crucial point in the transfororatof Parliament as co-legislator, on an

equal footing with the Councif?

Although they were outside the Community institnéibcontext, the conferences of Heads
of State and Government of the Member States wataced to provide some political

impetus and settle the problems that the normaln€bwould not handle. After early

meetings in 1961 and 1967 the conferences tookamasing significance with the Hague
Summit of 1 and 2 December 1969, which allowed tiagions to begin on enlarging the
Community and agreed on the Community finance esystThe October 1972 Paris
summit declarations went on to announce an imentd use the Treaty provisions,
including Article 235, as widely as possible in fidds of environmental, regional, social
and industrial policy; while the Fontainebleau sutndeclarations in December 1974
covered major political decisions on dirediectons, the European Regional Fund
and the Council’s decision-making procedure. At tpaint it also decided to meet three
times a year as the ‘European Council’ to discussn@unity affairs and political

cooperation*®

1989 was a miracle year that ushered in the Neweuof the post-Cold War era. It was a
year of peaceful revolution that hastened the ps#taof communism and led directly to the
reunification of Germany in 1990 and the disappeaegeof the SU in 1991. It was a year in
which Europe’s future looked bright, with Westerar&pe fully immersed in the single
market program and about to embark on the roadctm&mic and Monetary Union and
Central and Eastern Europe embracing liberal demegcrYet within a short time the high
hopes of 1989 turned into a depression and a blwigon. By 1992, when the single
market was to have been completed and the Treafyupopean Union was to have been

implemented, economic recession had spread throtighlestern Europe while the former
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Soviet bloc countries struggled to implement marketorms and consolidate newly
established democratic institutions. In Centraldpa; Germany grappled with the startlingly
high social and financial costs of reunificatioro The southeast, Europe’s first post-Cold

War conflict engulfed Yugoslavia and threatenedjtote a wider Balkan conflagration.

With these debates above, EU needed a reform atdictiring based Treaty (three pillar
based Maastricht Treaty). Also the necessity tonfand assert a strong foreign policy (by

increasing the powers and legitimacy of the Eurapg@auncil) emerged.

The origins of the third epoch lie in the Maasttidfreaty. The TEU ratification crisis

symbolized (with the Danish and French referendutine)unexpected reversal of the EC'’s
fortunes. At issue were public alienation from aoreasingly complex and intrusive policy
making process, poor democratic accountabilitynmsBels, and doubts about the EU’s ability
to cope with profound change in the internationaitigal system. Worries about the long
term impact of German reunification and eventual éfilargement to the East contributed to

a climate of uncertainty in which the ratificatidrama unfolded?’

With the TEU, the Parliament is now a powerful #gfor, coequal with the Council under
the reformed co-decision procedure. EmpoweringRbadiament in a bicameral legislature
has increased the probability of gridlock betwebe Parliament and the Council. The
Maastricht Treaty changed the players controllimg agenda and making the final decision.
Under the initial form of co-decision, agenda cohtwvas given to the Council. In addition,
the ability of the Council to make the final offander co-decision was eliminated in the
Amsterdam Treaty. With the ratification of the Amrstam Treaty on 1 May 1999, the
Parliament became a coequal with the Council intwhaeffectively a bicameral EU
legislature for all policy areas covered by therefed co-decision procedure. Under this new
regime, new legislation requires the support ohlmtjualified majority in the Council and an

absolute majority in the Parliament.

The various dimensions of the above Treaties begaants of the solid substance of EU

before the enlargement round to CEECs and the tmbkisve a complete economic and social
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cohesion throughout the period of European unificatObviously because of its evolving

character, after the successful integration of CEH®@ Union was just standing in front of
the though burden to continue the flow of changsuiwival as the United Europe, to foresee
the upcoming reactions from its citizens, to fulthe necessities for a common ground of
compromise, and all over above sign the historgreating new paths to integrate itself to the

international system.
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4. Conclusion

Europe has always been the arena of wars anddaftigower struggle. The two big World
Wars had the first rank in terms of level of damagede on society, economy and geography
of Europe. After six years of war, much of Europasvdevastated with millions having been
killed or injured. Many of the continent's greatesies, including Warsaw and Berlin, lay in
ruins. Others, such as London and Rotterdam, had beverely damagéetf The region's
economic structure was ruined, and millions hachbeade homeless. Apart from the earlier
various recovery attempts between the world ward after, the Marshall Plan stands
forefront with its organizational structure andtical prerequisite of ‘Cooperation of
European Countries.’

However the cooperation took a two-fold shape zedliby two contrasting great powers
imposing opposite directions to the flow of aid d®hefit through different times. While US
was curing the Western Europe, SU was dealing thiéhother side of the continent. The
western portion of the SU had been as badly affieateany part of the world by the war, and
the eastern portion of the country was largely uab@d and had seen a rapid industrialization
during the wat*® The Soviets imposed large reparations paymentthemxis allies that
were in its sphere of influence. Finland, Hungd®pmania, and especially East Germany
were forced to pay vast sums and ship large amairgspplies to the SU. These reparation
payments meant that the SU received almost as raschny of the countries receiving

Marshall Plan aid.

As a consequence of the long list of factors meeiibthroughout the study, economic
recovery in the east was much slower than in thetwend some feel the economies never
fully recovered in the communist period, resultinghe formation of the shortage economies
and a gap in wealth between East and West. ThuspEuhad experienced the bi-polar

international system differently in its two parts the post-World War Il and started to
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experience the difficulty of being an actor to Ina@ka the power in the multi-polar

international system by the end of the Cold War.

It is important that functioning of the balancepofver system and the bi-polar system is quite
different from each other. During the Cold War, &f& SU acted in the bi-polar international
system with their ideological, political and stgitestruggle and these two powers had no
way to reach a common good. In their play, any ¢@airone side is a loss for the other. Their
war was not like the European rooted ones; the &V&trategies. Victory without war was in
fact what America achieved in the Cold War, a wigtehich has then obliged it to confront
the dilemma described by George Bernard Shaw: éThex two tragedies in life. One is to

lose your heart’s desire. The other is to gaifrft'.

In the Cold War world, most of the ingredients ofygr on the two sides were equal which
were leading to the relative paralysis for the otstates. In the post-Cold War world, the
various elements are likely to grow more congrued more symmetrical since there is no

longer a single threat and each country percetggserils from its own national perspective.

In the case of Russia, who always had a role irEtl®pean equilibrium, arrived late on the
European scene and none of the traditional priesipf European diplomacy seemed to apply
to it. Bordering on three different cultural sprere Europe, Asia, and the Muslim world-
Russia contained populations of each, and henceneser a national state in the European
sensé>! Hence, post-communist Russia finds itself withimders which reflect no historical
precedent; the country now have to restart alhefttaditions and channels to redefine what
she ought to be. Russia searched for a new posii@transformed international system

which some part of it she had watched from a des#tdar decades.

The US was still providing a constant referent,rexan important external pressure, and is a
key potential partner in world affairs for the Epean Union enhancing its global role. Given

the complexity and centrality for the US of US tiglas with several of the EU member
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states, and given US preoccupation with redefingi@f European security, the gradual

emergence of the Union as an interlocutor for teidJsignificant>?

As coming to the end of the Cold War, the Communiis experiencing its most productive
period from 1985 to 1990 when it saw the completérts internal market, removed final
barriers to the freedom of movement of goods, sesyi capital and labor and important
institutional developments, like the Single Eurapéat. By this time in Poland and Hungary
the Communist system began to crumble, then inGBdR, eventually reaching the SU
itself>> The Central Europe countries pooled their effosts transformation of their
economic system and then to join the Community Wwiziould bring rapid prosperity. These
two goals were not sequential since there is aiderable overlap between the requirements
for transition in the CEECs on the one hand andréuagirements for the integration into
Western Europe on the other hdnd.

The first response of the West European Countadbe CEECs was an assistance response,
as was to be expected and was indeed required; &aih the transformation process, there
were many calls for a new ‘Marshall Plan’ for Cehtand Eastern Europge> However the
assistance effort in Central Europe and the Makr$hald had nothing much in common. In
Central and Eastern Europe countries, the econsystem would be transformed to working
market systems, but for the Marshall Plan thereewttre market systems which were
devastated by war. In the case of CEECs there wasklenge to transform the economic

system to the adverse of it, and favorably to al-welking one. Another side is that the
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Marshall Plan had a greater volume of assistandeaahigher grant component. However
there is a more important situation in this comgzariwhich shadows the others; the Marshall
Plan had only one donor who had all the necessahgical will. The Community had
coordination problems and also dealt with a muchelolevel of political will at the

beginning.

On the side of the CEECs, the EU membership symémlbeing a part of European political,
economic and cultural mainstream after more thaty fgears of enforced separation. For the
Central and Eastern European Countries, theretote,membership meant ‘returning to
Europe’*®® CEECs decided to use their political independenmeediately for targeting the
EU membership since it was seen as the way ohaitathe Western levels of welfare and
prosperity. They also wanted to secure themselva® fanother possible future Russian
domination. Before the end of the Cold War, EU whleady focused to be the role model of
democracy and protector of human rights by itstigali solidarity on these issues. Even by
applying for membership the CEECs had the oppdstunibuild institutions and regulations

to internalize these values and characteristitisair system.

On the side of EU member countries, there wererderd views on the possibility of eastern
enlargement. The French government was particulatlyctant to offer the CEECs a firm
prospect of membership. Firstly, in the wake ofr@an reunification, French authorities were
afraid that eastern enlargement-by shifting the sEEpblitical center of gravity eastward and
adding countries with close political and econoriigs to Germany- would only further
enhance Germany’s influence within the EC relatieethat of Francé>’ France was
unwilling to make an attempt which would probabhange the dynamics within the Union,
mostly on the loss of France power. From the beggqof the European Recovery (Marshall
Plan and Schuman Plan) and European Integratiomc&+v@erman partnership formed the
engine and every change in this amalgamation coaldse unbearable damages for the
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Union’s future achievements. The French foreigriggolvas strongly related to the German
position and gravity of influence in the Union’sdaalso in the world affairs. Secondly,
French intellectual circles drove the policy makeaitsention to the possibility of weakened
institutional coherence and effectiveness afterdéeision of an eastern enlargement. This
weakness could diminish the EU’s capability to bardluential global actor and cause it be
nothing more than a free trade area. France wathaainly member state that was skeptical
about eastern enlargement. The governments ofhitee tBenelux countries-Belgium, the
Netherlands, and Luxembourg-shared French conaaost the impact of enlargement on
the EC'’s institutional coherence and effectivenasswell as on its historical identity and
sense of purposg® The poorer member states such as Spain were ed#@auit to support the
prospect of eastern enlargement since the ent@CE&ECs to the list of Union’s financial

assistance list would made a negative change anfitencial shares.

As to the concern of security, Germany was vulner&bthe political and social instabilities
in the former Soviet bloc because of her geograbtposition. As Chancellor Kohl stated
frequently, a united Germany did not want its bosdigh Poland to remain the eastern border
of the EC for long: instead, it wanted to be sunaed on all sides by friendly countries with
which it was closely integrated both economicalhd golitically*® Germany also would
experience high economic benefits from this enlag® with the advantage of her
geographical location and historical ties to mahyhe CEECs. Denmark also supported the
eastern enlargement in the first instance, maielgabse of her close historical and cultural

ties to the post-Communist states along the Baitic Poland, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania

Thus the Union, after no short internal negotiationnds, made the decision of enlarging to
the Central and Eastern Europe, surrounded witlsélaeching and repositioning Russia, the
CEECs recovering their weak economies and realiiegpolitical options, and the strong

and influential US.
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European-American success from 1945 to 1990 is urzlpment: it was inspired by the
carnage of 1914 to 1945, incubated by the US deti® rebuild and shelter Europe after
World War II, and sustained by the threat from East™®° In the beginning, US presence in
Europe was aimed to shelter the recovery and sebarstability of the continent. But even
after the strong spread of democracy in Europesavely secure one in Germany, US support
in security concerns needed and demand continuéds Mecessity became a deep
internalization for both sides by the Union’s cleiof ‘civilian power’ role. When the
reunification of Germany awakened old fears, Geynand its erstwhile victim, France,
pushed the European Community to commit to fornolgipal and economic union, via the

Maastricht Treaty, as a way to envelop German pofver

By the early 1990s, Europe was faced with a dilemeither to seek to export stability into
the Central and Eastern Europe or run the riskngiorting instability. How to deal with this
new instability in and around Europe is the Conttige primary post-Cold War security
problem'®® The European Union chose to use its economic ipslito integrate with and
stabilize the CEECs and left the security side eame to the US. Although there was no
presence of Red Army, the enlargement to CEECszeshathrough the US guarantee and

aggressive efforts to stabilize the continent.

For centuries, a central feature of Europe’s mallitspace has been the shifting nature of its
borders. Especially, the German nationhood quest@s the single most important
geopolitical factor determining European internadilopolitics in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries. Germany had been the central gravii@adl War European Integration and then
again got the leading role in the post-Cold Wardpean Unity. By the end of Cold War,
borders have changed marginally in Western Eurdgamatically and completely in Central
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and Eastern Europe. A decade ended and a new dneelgan with the arousing needs for

new and more multisided strategies.

Since the post-World War 1l approach of US to tkeassities of European Recovery counted
much more than the value of direct economic aid,wlay of Western Europe’s embrace of
Central and Eastern Europe should be, at leastllgggaven importance. Hence, with an
analogy, it can be argued here that the US forpaity objective following the World War

Il for the reconstruction of Europe for peace, sitgwand stability in the continent coincides
with the foreign and security policy of the EU atalmember states that seeks to develop the
economic conditions and realize political stabilityEast Europe. The solutions to the same
problem have been formulated through geographéadities and the power distribution in the
international system. Whereas the US, due to gebgral proximity and bipolar international
system, has implemented economic aid as the b&enhdpr the European reconstruction, the
EU member states developed a different solutiontheir ‘backyard’. The political and
economic instability in East Europe and any typeafflict (ethnic, religious) that could/can
foster mass migration, has the potential to becandérect threat for the EU. In this sense,
economic recovery in Eastern Europe would not migh by itself. The political and socio-
cultural stability, democratization, respect fontan rights and international law became the
basic criteria for peace and security. The best wayrovide this was the ‘carrot’ of

enlargement for Eastern Europe.

In the global downturn, the signing of the Maasiti€reaty became a necessity for Europe to
meet the new international conditions and the zatibn of the second pillar, that is CFSP,
was inevitable to provide security. The EU policgkars formulated CFSP and enlargement
as the No.1 foreign policy instrument of CFSP. Trhportance accredited to enlargement in

the official website of EU is stated as

‘Enlargement is one of the EU’s most powerful ppliools. The pull of the
EU has helped to transform Central and Easterngeumto modern, well-
functioning democracies. More recently it has inspifar-reaching reforms in
the candidate and potential candidate countriesEAtopean citizens benefit
from having neighbours that are stable democraares prosperous market
economies. Enlargement is a carefully managed psoeehich helps the
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transformation of the countries involved, extend@gce, stability, prosperity,
democracy, human rights and the rule of law ackesspe.*®*

The use of enlargement instrument to reconstru@@4; get the European Union closer to be
a family of the democratic European countries cotteaito work together for peace and

prosperity.

In the circumstances of post-World War Il the deddEurope with the comprehensive
support of its Atlantic partner has pushed thetBrof evolvement opportunities by creating a
supranational organization fostering prosperity atdbility on its West and gradually

diminishing resistance block destined to be freenlositions in its Eastern part.

In the circumstances of post-Cold War the Eurogdaion became what it aimed to be; an
important strategic power in the international egsthat proved to secure Europe’s other half
with its own tools and spirit into the sphere obreamic solidarity, political unity and security

formation.

183 http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/index_en.htm
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