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Preface

This is the fifth volume edited by the Team5 of the EU-Consent FP6 project (Network of Excellence) with two other books authored by the members of the Team5: Eastern Enlargement and the future of the EU27: EU foreign policy in a global world in 2006 and Public Policy-Making in the EU after Enlargement in 2007. It is at the same time the third volume of the new project on preparing the team presidencies in the new member states, above all in Hungary. During the four years of its activities the EU-Consent project has focussed on the relationship between deepening and widening. With the emergence of team presidencies as a new means of integrative balancing between the old and new members, the research on the preparations of the Spanish-Belgian-Hungarian (SBH) team presidency has become more and more the central topic for the Together for Europe Research Centre.



The first volume on presidencies  The prospect of the EU team presidencies: Integrative balancing in the new member states  has focused on the general description of the team presidencies as a new institution in the EU and on the first team presidency (Germany, Portugal and Slovenia, GPS) but it has also dealt with the two rotating presidencies earlier (Austria and Finland). The second volume  New perspectives for the EU team presidencies: New members, new candidates and new neighbours  has taken into account that the EU faces new challenges that are high on the agenda of the second team presidency of France, Czech Republic and Sweden (FCS). The new perspectives have also been analyzed in the second volume, since the EU27 has to complete deepening by the Lisbon Treaty and at the same time to continue widening by facilitating the West Balkans integration and by reforming the European Neighbourhood Policy, most probably in the team presidency of Spain, Belgium and Hungary (SBH).



This third volume has taken the experiences of the incumbent FCS team presidency into account but it has turned more to the tasks of the next, SBH team presidency. No surprise that looking ahead at the perspectives of the SBH team presidency the main issue is the global crisis management and the unfolding financial, economic and ideological crisis. The integrative balancing is still a vital issue for the conceptual framework of team presidencies because  as it has also been emphasized in the former two volumes  the intensive cooperation in the team presidencies between the old and new member has produced a new quality of the EU cooperation. The third volume with a clear objective of preparing the third team presidency of Spain, Belgium and Hungary in 2010-2011 has dealt first of all with the evaluation of the global crisis management in the successive team presidencies, followed by the analysis of the most important policy fields. Finally, since the main event of the first half of 2009 is the EP election in June 2009, the third part of the book has addressed the relationships between the European Parliament and the East-Central European national parliaments.



All the three presidency volumes come basically from a joint Spanish, Belgian and Hungarian effort, since the preparations for the SBH team presidency have also been going on intensively at the expert level. The Hungarian Prime Ministers Office in cooperation with the Hungarian Academy of Sciences has initiated a research project to elaborate the strategic vision for the SBH team presidency. The Spanish, Belgian and Hungarian experts had their first meeting on 7-9 September 2007 in Hungary, in Lillafüred. This Lillafüred process of the intensive SBH cooperation was followed by the second meeting in Brussels on 17-18 April 2008 and in Madrid on 12-13 March 2009. We in Hungary are very grateful for the friendly assistance of our experienced Spanish and Belgian partners. The chapters of this book were presented and discussed also in three other workshops in Budapest on 30-31 October 2008, on 26-27 February 2009 and on 23-24 April 2009. The strategic working group of the Spanish-Belgian-Hungarian experts will regularly meet until 2011 and hopefully we can benefit a lot from these wide ranging discussions for the better preparations of our team presidency.



Prof. Attila Ágh

Chair of Team5 of EU-Consent

Head of the Hungarian Presidency Project


I. The change between FCS and SBH team presidencies


ATTILA ÁGH:
Global Crisis Management and EU Team Presidencies: European Institutions at the Crossroads





INTRODUCTION:

How the three crises have produced a cumulative crisis



The global crisis has broken out externally when the internal institutional crisis in the EU has reached its peak and, in addition, the new member states have still been in their post-accession crisis. This cumulative crisis has unleashed a process of ideological change or change of paradigms in both the academic social science and the conventional wisdom of population at large. The character of these crises can be described as follows:



I. The global crisis is the accumulation of long term negative tendencies in the global economy and in its financial system, overburdened by the deficiencies of the US over-consumption and over-extended hegemony (preventive wars, US-EU tensions). It has triggered a radical change in the world system and in its subsystems, and it can be analyzed in two dimensions: (1) the global crisis has unfolded in the subsequent periods of the financial, economic, social and ideological crises and (2) the global crisis has overlapped with the EU institutional crisis and with the post-accession crisis in the new member states and it has become a cumulative crisis at three levels. However, there have been so far no reliable forecasts about the timeframe and the full impact of the global crisis on the EU or on its member states. The global and/or European crisis management has only taken the first, rather controversial steps but it can be already seen that the EU heads for a deepening social crisis, so the crisis management has to turn more and more from the economic governance to social governance.{1}



II. The recent EU institutional crisis has emerged from the yawning gap between the EU institutions and the EU community policies. There has been a robust need for institution-building at the highest level as metagovernance stemming from the emerging new common policies  energy, climate change and innovation  and/or from the intensification of the traditional policies like CFSP, home and justice affairs (Stockholm Program) and European Neighbourhood Policy. The new situation has given rise to a growing tension between the related  missing or weak  institutions and the  newly emerging  common policies. At the same time the MLG type of European governance has been put high on the institutional agenda with its layers as macro-, meso- and micro-governance.



III. After the entry the new member states have recently been in a post-accession crisis due to the pressure of the new EU socio-economic and institutional adjustments. First of all it applies to the requirements for the introduction of the euro with its convergence program. However, in the new member states  after the deep economic and political systemic changes  the social systemic change has still not yet fully completed and the populations already have a reform fatigue. There have been many losers of systemic change in these states but even beyond the direct losers the large part of populations have had an over-expectation that has resulted in a massive disillusionment or malaise. Hence, the tsunami or monster-waves of the global crisis have shaken the new member states most drastically, and their full impact cannot be seen as yet. The main problem is that the contribution of the old member states to the ECE developments  that was considered as basically positive before the global crisis as a large scale investment (FDI), the modernization of the banking system through ownership and providing links to Western markets  has turned sour or even negative with the global crisis. Due to the global crisis the Western firms and banks have victimized their Central European enterprises by withdrawing their capital and drastically changing their production capacities in the new member states. In such a way, the biggest losers in the global crisis are those new member states that have been most West-dependent and unilaterally developed, e.g. in the car making industry. Anyway, this victimization process has aggravated the post-accession crisis and it will be a long lasting burden in the old-new states relationship.{2}



Thus, three types of crisis can nowadays be observed: first, deep systemic crisis in the global world as the collapse of the financial and economic world order, second, the creative institutional crisis as the usual way of development in the EU, and finally, third, the post-accession crisis in the new member states as the unavoidable but transitory contradiction of the further Europeanization within the EU. Actually, the new members are the main losers of the triple crisis, since the global financial crisis has broken out when they have been in the most vulnerable situation in their EU adjustment process. So it deteriorates significantly their catching up efforts to reach the effective membership but pushes them brutally in their own creative crisis of radical reforms. Actually, some older member states have developed their own domestic crisis like Spain and Ireland, so the post-accession crisis as a special regional case has been more and more extended in the EU to a series of the country-specific crises.



The triple crisis management in the EU began in the autumn of 2008 when the crisis management of the ratification process was extended to the global crisis management, in which the new member states already needed a special treatment. Since then there has been a permanent summitry in the EU as an institutional reaction to the global crisis, so far without meaningful results but it has produced a serious trouble in the workings of the EU institutions. Furthermore, in the first half of 2009 the EU is facing the problem of the European Parliamentary elections that has raised the issue on the role of the EP to overcome the institutional crisis, in its relationship to the Big Triangle of the EP, Council and Commission. European Parliament appears here as a panacea but as one can see from the latest Eurobarometer (EB 70), there is a missing awareness of the election date, weak interest in participation and low level of information about the EP in the EU citizenry. Finally, recognized or not, the old-new member states divide has come back in the EU with a vengeance, overburdened by the special crisis of some old member states like Spain or Ireland.



The EU history has some milestones that indicate the radical changes in the world system. Its first period of the founding six countries ended with the enlargement to the core Europe after 1973 to EU12 and the second period with the collapse of the bipolar world, which produced the Maastricht Treaty. Obviously, the third period has come to an end with the global crisis that will produce a new EU by 2010/11 in both the institutional structure and the policy universe. The impact of the global crisis on the EU, in fact, has confirmed the main thesis of Stefano Bartolini that the European nation states need the EU because there are many problems in the contemporary world that they could not cope with separately, therefore they have to turn to the solution in a transnational polity. As Bartolini notes, European integration can therefore be historically interpreted as a response by the national elites to the weakening of the European state system and the new pressure brought to bear by capitalist world development. (2005:366). Nowadays, it is more valid than ever before, since the global crisis has proven that the member states cannot solve their problems alone, so under the pressure of the current global crisis they have to react again, as Bartolinis title suggest, to the crisis by Restructuring Europe.



All in all, the current global financial crisis has demonstrated that the regulated EU market economy has advantages compared to the US pluralist model. The US unilateral hegemony has been given a fatal blow by the collapse of the global financial system that followed the failure of the US global security policy during the Bush administration. It has been so far some opening by the new Obama administration, but for various reasons the US as the core country of the world system can still continue a crazy drive in world economy and politics for decades. Although the US unilateral hegemony has come to an end and a new period of world order has begun, this new world order as yet has only some obscure contours. Thus, it is an open question in general what will be the position and the role of the EU in the global world, and what kind of special tasks come after 2010 for the SBH presidency in particular. Hopefully the implementation of Lisbon Treaty will be high on the agenda, but the renewal of the Lisbon Strategy in 2011 for the next decade will certainly be the priority of priorities. For Hungarians it can be seen as a unique opportunity to elaborate the Budapest Strategy in the spirit of Europe of projects instead of simple Europe of results, i.e. elaborating an overall perspective for the EU in the next decade. No doubt that the EU needs new and brave visions for the next decade, for its fourth period with future-oriented definitions for both institutions and policies.{3}





1 THE TRIPLE CRISIS AND THE LONG LASTING CRISIS MANAGEMENT



1.1 Global crisis management: the permanent summitry



The global crisis management has recently produced a process of permanent summitry in the EU. The informal summits as institutional reactions to the unexpected crisis events took place even before (as e.g. in 2001), since these meetings were necessary to discuss the immediate common actions in the EU. The nature of the recent permanent summitry is, however, quite new. The series of new summits appeared already in autumn of 2008 during the French Presidency for the global crisis management, but even more intensively in the spring of 2009, during the Czech Presidency. Given the global crisis, however, they have been combined with the global summitry of big states worldwide (for instance the G7 and G20 meetings) that has blurred the EU character of the decision making process and moved the big EU member states in a special position. During the Czech presidency all the contours of the frequent high level meetings have become more obscure. The normal decision making processes at the level of the European Council seem to lose their usual meanings and functions. This hectic institutional disorder has not led to real decisions on the common actions so far. Just to the contrary, the more meetings in the permanent summitry, the less common actions have resulted from.{4}



There are basically two problems with the permanent summitry. First, the legitimacy, transparency and efficiency of these meetings can be questioned. Second, the summitry has turned out more and more to be the club of the big states. The permanent summitry, first of all, has been a new development of the member states cooperation in the global crisis management. As a new substitute for the intergovernmental action along the Council lines it has pushed aside and marginalized the European Commission with a constant urgency, which has been rather difficult to follow and to document for the Commissions staff. The character of meetings has not been clear, namely to what extent are they decision-making forums, especially if these forums are global. Even if one considers that the usual decision-making process at the European Council meetings can validate them, at the same time this reference raises new doubts, since e.g. some new high level meetings had been announced well before the 19-20 March 2009 European Council Summit for the next period, namely already for April and May 2009, so it questions the significance of the March 2009 Conclusions as well. The weak legitimacy of the permanent summitry has been overburdened with the lack of transparency because the citizenry gets information about these informal meetings only through the media, which has distorted the information to a great extent by overemphasizing discrepancies between the views of the participants. Finally, these very frequent meetings as ad hoc gatherings have had obviously a very low efficiency, since they have been mostly improvisations and they have not produced manifest results. Although this permanent summitry has been necessary and unavoidable, and it will go on in the foreseeable future, still the next SBH team presidency has to try to reduce it and to return to the normal workings of the basic EU institutions.{5}



Nonetheless, the biggest problem of the permanent summitry has been the increase of the small-big state controversy in the EU, since this summitry has turned out to be a Big State Show with the few global leaders. In the EU the smaller and bigger states tension has been complicated from both sides, with the request of Spain and Netherlands to extend the G20 to the G22 that can be continued by some other member states on one side and with the increasing complaints of smaller member states, since they can be left out in this institutional disorder on the other. Although the informal meeting of the European Council on 1 March 2009 concluded that the EU would continue to act together in a coordinated manner, in fact the only real decision was that With regard to the banking sector, confirm that support for parent banks should not imply any restrictions on the activities of subsidiaries in EU host countries.. Following the letter sent by the European Commissions President Barroso to the participants before this informal meeting that warned about the incoming social crisis, the Conclusion of the summit has underlined the importance of the measures to counter the negative impact on employment. This Conclusion has referred to the previous meeting in Berlin on 22 February and to the next meeting of G20 (or G22, 8 or 10 countries from the EU respectively) in London on 2 April. In this spirit, the European Council has considered the crisis management as a long lasting process at several levels and by several actors, reaching its first decision only at the June 2009 European Council Summit. No doubt that informal EU Summits are both necessary and productive, since the formal meetings have been overburdened by the management issues and have not left time for strategic thinking and meaningful discussions. But the informal meetings cannot be limited to the frequent meetings of the leaders of big member states because it will create a negative resonance and feedback not only from the official representatives of the smaller member states but even more from their populations.{6}



This process of the permanent summitry has been overburdened by the internal contradictions of the FCS team presidency to that extent that in the first months of 2009 the French-Czech public controversy was rather frequent and loud. Actually, even the informal summit of 1 March was convened by the Czech presidency to counter the French protectionist measures. This summit in fact showed the split between the less interventionist Nordic and the more interventionist Southern member states. The European Voice suggested (26 February 2009) that The EU is about more than just the big states by arguing that the smaller states worried about being left out, and by the two of the founding member states, concerned about the informality is a way of bypassing established procedures. Namely, Belgium and Luxembourg  and not only the new member states  have questioned the use of informal summits for EU policymaking, given that the next informal meeting has been convened to Prague in May and this may not be the end of the story. In addition, Frances presidency, which was not consensual in style, had already done some harm. The Czechs are ill-equipped to repair the damage. The European Voice added after the March Summit (26 March 2009) on the Czech presidency that The presidency has failed in two areas: political leadership and Lisbon treaty. All in all, some kind of institutional disorder has come to being that has also left legitimacy problems behind and could not be solves by the incumbent Czech presidency. No doubt, there has been an urgency to act. But without properly involving all member states and just following sometimes the hardly disguised national interests by the bigger member states that dominate this permanent summitry process, this approach to global crisis management can be counter-productive.{7}


{1}There has been a large sector of journalism and political declarations on the global crisis but understandably much less theoretical analysis like the paper of Helmut Schmidt on the global crisis (Wie entkommen wir der Depressionsfalle, Die Zeit, 04/2009) in which he argues first for the world wide regulation of the financial institutions. It remains to be seen whether the refoundation of capitalism takes place as Nicolas Sarkozy has suggested in the European Parliament (21 October 2008). Otherwise, with the unfolding social crisis the The Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU, Manning the Barricades, 20 March 2009) foresees a global pandemic of unrest.

{2}See the detailed current data in Observatory on Europe 2009, in the chapter Enlargement evaluation and the New Europe comparative analysis (Ambrosetti, 2009: 99133).

{3}The Think Global  Act European volume (Fabry and Ricard-Nihoul, 2008) has discussed this tension between the everyday outputs and big visions.

{4}The main decision is that based on the Commissions Communication on 26 November 2008 the European Council endorsed the European Economic Recovery Plan on 12 December 2008. But it is still a meagre result.

{5}On the journalism side, European Voice notes (Lacklustre spring summitry, 26 March 2009) that The meeting of the European Council on 19-20 March was not so much a summit as a gentle foothill. In some respects it was a relaxed re-run of the emergency meeting on 1 March, in other respects a warm-up exercise for the G20 summit on 2 April.

{6}Barbara Lippert and Tanja Leppik-Bork indicate in the latest EU-27 Watch that many smaller member states fear that their voice will not be heard and they will not be properly represented in the new institutions of the Big Triangle (metagovernance) or in the European External Action Service (2008:15).

{7}See Simon Taylor Topolánek wants anti-protectionism pledges and the editorial The EU is about more than just the big states in European Voice, 26 February 2009. The Taylors paper quotes Alexander Stubb, Finlands foreign minister that these informal meetings could lead to institutional confusion, or Carl Bildt, the foreign minister of Sweden that he did not understand the mathematics behind turning G20 to G22, finally Karel de Gucht, Belgiums foreign minister that the rigour of the EU institutions would be lost if too many ad hoc meetings were organized. In the 26 March 2009 issue see How the Czech presidency has performed up to now.
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