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Editor’s Note: —

Is History Repeating?

2010 was an extremely challenging year for untold millions of people who
experienced the full security impact of environmental disasters, ensuing milita-
rised conflicts, food and potable water shortages, and a multitude of smaller, but
no less important, issues, all of which have led to mass displacements, ethno-
nationalist tensions, political violence and a general trembling throughout the
international community.

At a time when the world (politically and geologically) seems to be going
through a period of conflagration, the tendency for political personalities to
exploit peoples’ material and psychological vulnerabilities rise, anticipating
that, through word and deed, they could wrestle more political authority within
their body-politic.

There is a certain, if unfounded, predisposition in Europe to assume that
populist political posturing is designated only to the developing world or states
prone to authoritarianism. However, events over the past year have revealed
the absurdity of such sentiments, since some of the more ‘refined,” apparently
‘responsible’ and ‘respected’ European leaders seem to have gone out of their
way to gain votes on the cheap; not by properly addressing the real political
complications facing their societies, but by attempting to deflect public opinion
away from them.

While there has been a general ‘digging-in’ to the populist mould throughout
many EU countries, the cases of Sarkozy’s Roma policy and Merkel’s approach
to German multiculturalism stand out for their audacity and thus require further
attention.

If Sarkozy was more honest, he would have indicated that France’s Roma
‘operation’ was a summer-time tactic designed to cushion the up-coming
autumn weeks of civil protest and disobedience which have encircled his
already battered presidential legions. Unfortunately (for him), Sarkozy
has not demonstrated his capacity for such honesty, and while the current
turmoil may break the UMP’s ability to govern, it is Sarkozy’s ill-thought
and mismanaged Roma policy which has earned the wrath of the EU, the
international community at large and tarnished France’s image as a fair and
democratic country. Those who know France and the French will attest to
the country’s democratic passions, reflected in the age-old — but still vi-
brant — culture of demonstration and revolution. Such actions are not only
avenues to express the frustrations associated to higher taxes, decreases in
public services, talks of revising the unequal benefits France derives from
the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), responses to the UK’s EU rebate or
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nearly all US foreign policy decisions, they are also frequently undertaken
to reveal the power of voting with ‘feet.’

With this in mind, it is curious that Sarkozy decided to try and placate
French voters — which had, in March dealt a severe blow to the ruling UMP
party in regional elections — by mass deportations, coolly referred to as ‘repa-
triation,” of Roma to Bulgaria and Romania.

The manner in which his Roma ‘operation’ was undertaken — tearing down
make-shift residences, interning populations in busses and then internment
‘centres,” and forcibly sending some 5400 people out of France — was reminis-
cent of darker times. These actions did not take place against illegal immigrants
since the Roma of Bulgaria and Romania are EU citizens. Indeed, although
France has been one of the main engines of EU integration and the full-removal
of internal borders it’s actions contradict the spirit of the EU and can only be
understood as a shallow attempt by Sarkozy to visibly address a ‘problem’ in
order to shore-up his waning public support, which had dipped to below a 40%
approval rating by mid-summer.

That the French public did not buy into his depiction of the Roma as an
internal security issue is hardly surprising. What is rather more surprising
however was the theatrical performance that Sarkozy engaged in once the full
scope of his actions were picked up on by the EU and international press. In
one particularly distasteful episode, when EU Justice Commissioner Viviane
Reding (from Luxembourg) condemned the French action as reminiscent of
persecutions in Nazi-Occupied France and commented that this ‘is a situation
I had thought Europe would not have to witness again after the Second World
War,” Sarkozy’s response was that ‘if the Grand Duchy wants the Roma, they
can have them;’ a statement that finds, unfortunately, parallel in Hitler’s reac-
tion to the 1939 S. . St. Louis episode in which the Nazi Dictator reportedly
remarked that if the Jews could find some poor nation to take them in, he would
happily facilitate their transfer.

As it were, the S. S. St. Louis was forced back to Europe after immigra-
tion was denied in Cuba, the US and Canada. En route to Germany, the
refugees were given safe haven — if, due to unfolding circumstances, only
temporarily — in the UK, Belgium, the Netherlands and, ironically in the
context of this editorial, France. It is more than a shame, it is a political
tragedy that Sarkozy is so out-of-touch with the reality of his Roma policy
that he is single-handedly undermining France’s long and proud tradition
of being a pluralistic, multicultural, immigration-based country known for
tolerance and social inclusion no matter how the inhabitants wish to organise
themselves.

Sarkozy’s 2010 steps back to Europe’s dark ages are only currently being
rivalled, in Europe, by Merkel’s insane depiction of Germany’s multicultural-
ism project as an ‘utter failure.” Back here, on planet Earth, ‘utter failures’ of
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multiculturalism tend to stand in sharp contrast to contemporary Germany. It
would be more appropriate for, say, (outgoing) Iraqi PM, Al Maliki, to suggest
that Iraqi multiculturalism is an utter failure, since the ethnic and political
communities in Iraq not only refuse to share the same belief systems (religious
or secular) or accept the legitimate political aspirations of the ‘others,” but an
active conflict is being waged between them, which has claimed nearly a mil-
lion people since 2003.

The list of places that could be said to have experienced an ‘utter failure’ of
multiculturalism is long, too long, and fortunately Germany is not on it. Instead,
Germany is a glowing example of the success of multiculturalism; 10% of its
population of 81 million are German citizens of foreign parents (first generation
Germans) while an additional 9% are considered foreign.

No, Merkel’s failed multiculturalism idea was ethnically selective — aimed
at the sizable Turkish, and smaller Arabic communities — and said against the
backdrop of an increased internal security drive which directly links immigra-
tion to terrorism and organised crime. While there is little doubt that such a link
exists, to castigate an entire socio-political approach as a means of punishing
the behaviour of a tiny minority within a minority is completely irresponsible
and undermines the very premise of the Berlin Republic.

It is clear that discussion which focus on Islam’s ability to coexist and even
thrive in modern Western societies breeds commentaries that border on, and
often cross, the threshold of acceptability and so it is rather pointless to engage
the topic. But what is necessary to address is Merkel’s sly way of pressuring
Germany’s Muslims, after all it may be assumed that she did not intend to
insinuate that the roughly 100,000 British and American, 175,000 Austrian,
225,000 Croat, 200,000 Jewish and 130,000 Dutch (to name a few) migrants,
who call Germany home, had failed to adequately integrate into German society
or state.

Instead, Merkel spoke in general terms about a problematic relationship she
perceives with one minority group but, not wanting to be accused of xenopho-
bia or racism, shrouded her sentiment hoping that others would be able to read
between the lines and simply understand that she meant that multiculturalism
has failed to integrate Germany’s Turkish population — or is it that German
multiculturalism has simply failed its Turks?

2010 does mark a monumental failure in Germany — Merkel has failed
in her role as Chancellor. The temptations of political populism arrested her
judgement. German history is eternally plagued despite the fact that its cur-
rent population bears no responsibility for the crimes the state committed in
previous generations. However, the German public — the entire population,
citizen or not — deserves to be treated with dignity and not be meant to feel
uncomfortable within German boundaries; that is a ‘national right” German
history has forfeited for all succeeding generations.
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In my last editorial (May 2010), I spoke of the importance of the Idea of
Europe and, in a rather up-beat fashion, meant to convey how far Europe had
come in its internal and external relations. While I am still a firm believer in the
EU and its preferred normative approaches, I am becoming increasingly aware
that it is all for naught if European publics do not hold their leaders to account
for myopic perspectives and policies. Now, more than ever, citizenship must
trump populism so that the true strength of Europe may be adequately reflected
in our political discourses.

Mitchell A. Belfer

Editor in Chief
CEIJISS



Volume 4 Issue 2 November 2010

Contents

Research Articles

Senka Neuman-Stanivukovi¢ and Marek Neuman
From Preference Formation at Home to Preference Promotion
Abroad: The Role of Czech Intrastate Actors . . . . ... ... ... .. 8

Daria W. Dylla
The Polish Missile Defence Decision: Reviewing the ‘Scrapping’
of the Bush-Era Missile Defence Plan. . . . . . . ... ... ... ... 28

Askhat Safiullin
The Shanghai Cooperation Organisation and Security
in Post-Soviet Central Asia. . . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... . ... 41

Irina Valko
EU-Russian Economic Integration: Gridlocked by the Partnership
and Cooperation Agreement? . . . . . . . . ... ... .. ....... 58

Adrien Jahier
ESDP Operations in the Democratic Republic of Congo: A Realist
Analysis . . . . .. 81

Hanna Vasilevich
National Minorities and Diasporas in Lithuania . . . . . . . . ... .. 93

Thowhidul Islam
Iran’s Nuclear Policy: Russia’s Perspective. . . . . . . ... ... .. 103

Yuliya Zabyelina
Unpacking Pandora’s Box: Defining Transnational Crime
and Outlining Emerging Criminal Trends . . . . . . ... ... ... 124

BookReviews. . . . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... 140

Notes on Contributors . . . . . . .. ... ... ... 167



C@ Research Articles

From Preference Formation at Home to
Preference Promotion Abroad:
The Role of Czech Intrastate Actors’

Senka Neuman-Stanivukovi¢ and Marek Neuman

Abstract: Building on the governance turn in EU studies, this work exam-
ines the emergence of polycentric interest structures among new member states
and looks at the extent EU governance structures contribute to decentralisation
and deconcentration of power with the state eventually losing its traditional
monopoly over decision-making vis-a-vis EU processes. The analysis is based
on an empirical study of decision-making processes in the Czech Republic
contrasted to EU regional and foreign policy. In particular, an empirical
assessment of the behavioural patterns of Czech sub-national and non-state
actors within domestic and EU structures is provided. The study argues that
EU governance, by offering decision-making access points to Czech intrastate
actors in the post-accession context, contributes to the pluralisation of domestic
interests though this does not lead to the emergence of polycentrism as the
relationship with Brussels in general, and the decision-making vis-a-vis EU
processes in particular, continues to be centrally coordinated and scrutinised.

Keywords: EU multilevel governance, Czech Republic, regional policy,
foreign policy, deconcentration and denationalisation of power, polycentrism,
state-centrism

Introduction

The accession of the Czech Republic to the European Union (EU) concluded
the negotiations of the conditions of the country’s entry to the Union. Whereas
one of the prerequisites for the accession was to demonstrate a consolidated,
pluralist democracy, rather paradoxically, the accession negotiations firmly
rested in the hands of the Czech government. Whereas the Czech Republic

' This paper was presented at the Fifth Pan-European Conference on EU Politics, held on
23-26 June 2010 at the University of Oporto and the University Fernando Pessoa in Porto,
Portugal.
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internally underwent significant democratic transformation, encouraging the
participation of sub-state and non-state actors in decision-making and decen-
tralisation of interests and opinions, this pluralism was nowhere to be seen vis-
a-vis the relations with the European Commission (EC) during the accession
negotiations. Rather, the central government acted as a gatekeeper and the only
access point for channelling and communicating various domestic interests to
the relevant supranational decision-makers. However, as the EU increasingly is
described as a multi-level governance system with multiple centres of legisla-
tive initiative and decision-making along vertical lines, it soon became clear
that once the Czech Republic joined the EU, such centrism would be in conflict
with basic EU principles of multilateralism. Therefore, this paper sets as its goal
to analyse whether increased pluralisation of domestic actors was followed by
deconcentration and denationalisation of domestic interests vis-a-vis the EU.

The analysis itself focuses on two distinct policy areas; regional and foreign
policy. The benefit of comparing these two policy-areas is twofold. First, both
policies tackle upon the core of state sovereignty. As regionalisation can lead to
deconcentration of power and the creation of multiple preference and decision-
making centres, it is seen as to potentially impact national identity or even result
in segmentation of statehood. Foreign policy, on the other hand, is concerned
with matters of national security, and therefore participation of sub-state and
non-state actors is observed with great mistrust. Seeing that both areas are
considered to be of primary importance to the unity of a state, in the Czech
Republic, where we encounter significant centralised traditions, deconcentra-
tion of power was a difficult and long-lasting process. This comparison allows
us to scrutinise developments related to state sovereignty and consequently
evaluate to what extent domestic traditions are a variable in denationalisa-
tion of interests vis-a-vis the EU. However, there is also a significant degree
of dissimilarity between regional and foreign policy matters. In particular,
this regards the accessibility of channels of representation on the EU level.
Concerning EU policy-making, EU regional policy is firmly institutionally
anchored in the EU’s multi-level structure, providing institutionalised fora for
the participation of sub-state actors. In contrast, EU foreign policy-making
is strongly intergovernmental with very limited means and channels for sub-
state and non-state actors to have any real impact on foreign policy preference
formation, let alone implementation. Thus, by placing both regional and foreign
policy on one axis, with regional policy standing at the one end with multiple
access points enabling a variety of actors to participate in policy-making, and
foreign policy at the other end with the sole institutional access point being the
national government, we create a framework within which to analyse the role
of sub-state and non-state actors in EU policy-making. This should permit for
more general conclusions about the accessibility of EU channels of representa-
tion as a variable in denationalisation of decision-making. Consequently, the
above-presented comparison allows us to scrutinise not only the impact of the
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domestic setting on the degree of pluralisation, but also the role of EU institu-
tions on this very process.

The article is organised as follows. In the first section, we discuss the topic
at hand from a theoretical and methodological perspective. What follows is
an empirical analysis of regional actors and their ability to formulate regional
policy preferences independently of the government. In the following — third
— section, we assess the extent to which non-state actors concerned with for-
eign policy matters, such as think-tanks and non-governmental organisations,
participate in foreign preference formation at the national level and whether
they appeal directly to Brussels to impact EU foreign policy-making. In the
concluding part, we link multi-level governance, as a theoretical approach,
to the capacity of Czech sub-state and non-state actors to participate in EU
policy-making, drawing some more general conclusions as to the state-centrism
vs. polycentrism dichotomy.

Multi-Level Governance and Deconc Entration
of Interest Formation in EU Member States

In response to multi-level and multi-actor complexities of EU decision-
making, the traditional dichotomy between an anarchical international structure
and a hierarchical domestic level is losing strength to capture an emerging
heterarchical political system, which subsumes the supranational, national,
and intra-national level.? This system is neither decentralised nor centralised as
various actors share and execute governance simultaneously. Thus, to account
for causal complexities of EU decision-making, our theoretical lenses need to
be perceptive of both system level and domestic level interactions. Under the
assumption that EU and domestic processes are inherently interlinked and mu-
tually constitutive, there is growing necessity for a cross-level analysis model
embedded in an interdisciplinary theoretical framework.

The governance turn sets out some groundbreaking work in terms of con-
ceptualising the interdependency and multi-facetedness of EU/member state
interactions. In contrast to a traditional understanding of EU integration as
competition for authority between supranational and national institutions,
governance scholarship views EU processes in terms of cooperation, collec-
tive decision-making and compromises: ‘We look at the European Union as
a political system comprising both EU institutions and the Member States
acting together.”* Policy-making negotiations in Brussels trigger horizontal
distributions of political action and consequently create novel institutional and

)

Neyer, Jiirgen, ‘Discourse and Order in the EU: A Deliberative Approach to European Gov-
ernance,” EUI Working Papers, no. 57 (2002): 8.

Jachtenfuchs, Markus and Beate Kohler-Koch, ‘The Transformation of Governance in the
European Union,’ (hertie-school.org, 1995): 2.
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ad-hoc access points for sub-state and non-state actors. Moreover, integration
shifts certain competences to the supranational level, resulting in a distortion
of established patterns of domestic preference formation. The participation of
intrastate actors in EU decision-making produces significant changes in both
EU and domestic governance. It not only reinforces heterarchical and multi-
actor EU governance, but it also encourages significant alterations in domestic
policy-making and political culture. By giving new momentum to actors with
limited access to national decision-making, the EU supports a movement away
from statecentric policy-making and it changes the traditional role of a national
government as a gatekeeper vis-a-vis EU topics.

Kohler-Koch’s work on European governance and system integration offers
insightful theoretical conceptualisation of how Europeanisation impacts na-
tional governance. She argues that by providing actors with alternative political
and/or financial resources, EU governance challenges the ability of a nation
state to accommodate a variety of competing interests within its own borders,
which results in denationalisation of political structuring.* However, the pres-
ence of intrastate actors in Brussels does not need to trigger decentralisation
and deconcentration of power on the state level nor does it suggest pluralisation
of opinions at any cost. EU integration can cause either the strengthening or
weakening of a national government, but it may also cause the strengthening
of a state in some areas while simultaneously causing a weakening in others.
In other words, when looking at domestic interest formation vis-a-vis the EU,
the state acts either as a gatekeeper, a partner, or is being transcended by intr-
astate actors coming to Brussels. Kohler-Koch assigns diversity in the degree
of denationalisation of governance to both the nature of a particular segment
of EU governance and the nature of domestic structures.” Hence, whether and
to what extent EU policy-making disrupts domestic consolidation of power
by promoting pluralisation of interests and access points to decision-making
depends on the attractiveness and accessibility of access to Brussels. However,
it is also conditioned by domestic political culture and institutional setting.

Accordingly, one wonders to what extent the 2004/2007 Enlargement has
changed governance processes in Central and Eastern European countries
(CEECs) and whether this change is reflected in the diversification of post-
Enlargement EU governance. Goetz warns us that not only is the story of
Europeanisation in Eastern Europe different from Europeanisation in Western
Europe, but also the practices of EU integration in the East are distinct from
those in the West.® In view of the specificity of historic path-dependencies,

Kohler-Koch, Beate, ‘European Governance and System Integration,” The European Govern-
ance Papers (EUROGOV), no. C-05-01 (2005): 7.

> Ibid.: 8.

¢ Goetz, Klaus H., ‘The New Member States and the EU: Responding to Europe,” in Member
States and the European Union, ed. Simon Bulmer and Christian Lequesne (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2005): 268.
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principally unitary political cultures, and a predominantly state-centric mode
of negotiations in the Enlargement context, the following question arises: to
what extent can one account for consolidation of polycentrism in the new
member states which would enable sub-state and non-state actors from these
countries to explore the structural possibility of interest mobilisation within EU
institutions independently from central authorities? While taking the concept
of multi-level Europe as given, we aim to see if intrastate actors from CEECs
possess cognitive and institutional capacity to participate in the patchwork
of the EU’s decision-making. Whereas EU scholarship has accumulated an
impressive degree of knowledge on the effects of EU accession on institutional
changes in CEECs, the question of whether EU governance by providing novel
access points to the decision-making processes is a shift-producing variable in
decentralisation and deconcentration of power in new member states remains
under-researched. Consequently, the aim of this paper is to see to what extent
EU governance has contributed to the consolidation of polycentrism as opposed
to state-centrism in the Czech Republic and to what extent this translates in
the domain of post-accession regional and foreign policy-making in the Czech
Republic vis-a-vis the EU. This question is tackled in comparative, cross-policy
case studies. Methodologically, this article relies on elite interviews. The in-
terviews are complemented by a textual analysis of primary sources, if they
have been made available to the authors. As not all these sources are publicly
available, an analysis of secondary sources was inevitable.

Decentralisation of Czech Territorial
Administration and the EU

The introduction of regional self-governance in the Czech Republic not only
occurred out of practical necessity to add a missing link to the existing territo-
rial administration, but also because decentralisation along territorial lines was
strongly promoted by the Commission during negotiations for EU accession.
Whereas demands arising from the acquis provided the Commission with
limited leverage over decentralisation reforms, progress reports disclose the
EU’s preference for the creation of political over administrative regional bodies
with a relatively high degree of financial and legislative autonomy and directly
elected regional governments.” The idea behind this was to promote regions
into partners (together with national governments) in the implementation and
formulation of EU policies. This proved to be only semi-successful. Efforts
for regionalisation collided with unfavourable circumstances in both domestic
and supranational politics. In the absence of firm constitutional support, both

7 ‘Regular Report on the Czech Republic’s Progress towards Accession SEC (2001) 1746,
(Brussels: European Commission, 2001): 80-83.
‘Regular Report on Czech Republic's Progress towards Accession SEC (2002) 1402,” (Brus-
sels: European Commission, 2002): 101-03.
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the Commission and applicants applied their targets loosely.® Consequently, al-
though decentralisation was implemented in a legislative sense, there was only
limited empowerment of the sub-national actors. Moreover, reforms failed to
meet the specificities of Czech territorial and political traditions. This reflected
negatively on the position of regional authorities in Czech politics and conse-
quently their capacity to act autonomously in EU politics. Additionally, despite
various programs aiming to prepare regions for post-accession presence in the
EU, negotiations surrounding Czech regional administration were state-centric.
Seeing that negotiations for the accession were formulated in intergovernmental
terms, with Prague as the gatekeeper, sub-national actors were excluded from
the participation in policy-formulation and from any form of elite interactions
which would trigger social learning or lesson-drawing mechanisms. The lack
of communication with Brussels provoked significant scepticism about the
reforms among regional bodies. Moreover, it made these bodies unaware of
the political climate in the EU and consequently unprepared to enter the system
of multi-level governance.

Thus, after a lengthy and rather turbulent transition, regionalisation was
consolidated by a set of reforms from 2000,’ whereas full transposition of this
legislation into practice was completed only in 2003. Even though reforms
provided the fourteen newly created units (thirteen regions and the City of
Prague) with a significant degree of administrative and legislative autonomy,
many of these powers remained hypothetical either due to a lack of admin-
istrative capacity to take advantage of the newly gained competences or due
to financial dependency on resources redistributed by Prague. Overall, the
Czech Republic maintained a unitary tradition where regions either exercised
limited self-governance in certain areas such as education, transport, culture
and others or implemented centrally made decisions. Moreover, due to a lack
of regional identity, the electorate failed to identify with regional governments,
which has diminished the legitimacy of their activities. Hence, since the very
beginning of their existence, regions entered an ongoing and difficult struggle
to profile themselves within the Czech political system. Nowadays, due to
an increase in public interest for regional questions'® and due to a change in
the attitude of political parties about regionalisation of governance in general

8 Baun, Michael and Dan Marek, ‘Redressing the Regional Deficit? Regionalization in the
Czech Republic with Respect to EU Accession,’ International Relations 41, no. 1 (2006): 49.
> ‘Constitutional Act No. 347/1997 about establishment of the higher-level territorial self-
governing units, entered force in January 2000.
‘Municipalities Act 128/2000 from 2000.”
10" Statistical analyses mark a steady increase in both public identification with regions and in the
voting turnout for the election of regional assemblies.
“Volby do zastupitelstev kraji konané dne 12.11.2000° (Prague: Cesky statisticky ufad,
2000): 1.
“Volby do zastupitelstev krajii konané dne 17.—18.10.2008" (Prague: Cesky statisticky tiad,
2008): 1.
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and regionalisation of party politics in particular, regions are gaining more
power within their institutionally determined competences. Furthermore, joint
regional action through the Association of Regions of the Czech Republic
(AKCZ), which, as a private interest group, coordinates and promotes their
common interests, significantly adds to the proliferation of regional politics
within Czech governance. Hence, in the future we can expect further consolida-
tion of regional self-governance and consequent decentralisation of authority
in accordance with institutionally set marks.

However, this seems not to be the case vis-a-vis EU-related matters. Baun
and Marek, in their study of negotiations over regional policy planning, portray
difficulties in the regional struggle for competences in the administration and
management of the EU’s Structural Funds. Here, the position of regions vis-
a-vis the Ministry for Regional Development (MMR) remains secondary due
to a maintained dependency of sub-national actors on centrally outsourced
finances, which prevents them to act as a full partner in realising EU pro-
grams.!! The ministry maintains its gate-keeping role vis-a-vis sub-national
actors in communication and coordination of policies from Brussels. Thus,
whereas Brussels did play a role of a catalyst in the establishment of regional
self-governance during the accession, it had only minimal impact on decon-
centration of interests in post-accession Czech Republic. Although regions are
starting to profile themselves in domestic politics, Prague remains to act as
a gatekeeper vis-a-vis the implementation of the EU agenda. We proceed with
the analysis of the bottom-up aspects of this relationship. In other words, the
following is examined; whether and to what extent Czech regions are utilising
the possibility of interest mobilisation in Brussels independently from national
authorities and to what extent this is reflected in deconcentration of interests
on the domestic level.

The literature on sub-national presence in the EU discloses not only a high
degree of diversity among and within member states, but it also points to a cor-
relation between the domestic institutional context and supranational perform-
ance.? Regions with substantial legislative powers establish direct ties with
Brussels to exert political leverage and/or to enhance their bargaining position
vis-a-vis the national government. In contrast, administrative regions refrain
from political lobbying seeing that the central government monopolises com-
munication with Brussels. In the absence of legislative powers to be advanced

‘Vznik kraju lidé hodnoti obecné pozitivné, kazdy druhy si ho spojuje se zvétsenim moznosti
obcanti rozhodovat o regionalnich zalezitostech’ (Prague: Stfedisko empirickych vyzkumi
2008): 1.

' Baun, Michael and Dan Marek, ‘Regional Policy and Decentralization in the Czech Repub-
lic,” Regional and Federal Studies 16, no. 4 (2006): 421-24.

12" Hooghe, Liesbet, ‘Subnational Mobilisation in the European Union,” in The Crisis of Repre-
sentation in Europe, ed. Jack Hayward (London: Frank Cass, 1995).
Hooghe, Liesbet and Gary Marks, “Europe of the Regions’: Channels of Regional
Representation in the European Union,” Journal of Federalism, no. 26 (1996).
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or defended at the supranational level, these regions focus on funding oppor-
tunities and promotional tasks. Consequently, the institutional opportunities
for regional participation in supranational decision-making seem to empower
only already strong actors. Nevertheless, the above-stated hypotheses have
been drawn and tested on Western European examples. It remains to be seen
whether EU governance, by providing access points for articulation of regional
interests, confirms or disrupts the unitary character of the Czech political cul-
ture and institutional setting. Consequently, the question whether Czech regions
act in the EU autonomously, in partnership with other domestic actors, or via
the central state, arises. If these activities are independent and uncoordinated
by central authorities in Prague, we may conclude that our empirical results
support the hypothesis of European integration contributing to deconcentration
of national interests.

Although regional actors generally highlight their autonomous presence in
multi-level structures of the Union, further analysis points to a high degree of
domestic coordination and institutional and financial dependency on central
authorities. Consequently, we witness a paradoxical relationship where central
authorities develop a framework of regional supranational activities independ-
ently from the regions and then regions manoeuvre within this framework
independently from the government. This means that the domestic setting
constrains rather than enhances regional involvement in multi-level processes
and although there might be plurality of interests, when it comes down to their
realisation, we encounter centralised and top-down rather than consensus-based
governance. In addition, finances and a high level of unawareness about supra-
national developments also contribute to the problems. Sub-national authorities
base their approaches on pragmatism and do not act in conflict with centrally
made programs.'* Building upon a study conducted by Hooghe and Marks,
where they name five direct and indirect channels of regional representation, we
proceed with the analysis of Czech presence in the Committee of the Regions
(CoR) and of the activities of regional representation offices in Brussels.!* We
opt for the above-stated channels as they offer space for comparison of an
institutional with an informal access point to EU decision-making.'?

Regarding the capacity of the CoR to unify and enhance the visibility of the
sub-national actors in Brussels, authors predicted rather limp prospects of this

13 Drulak, Petr, Petr Kratochvil, and Lucie Konigova, ‘Podil obecnich a krajskych samosprav
na zahrani¢ni politice CR,” (Prague: Ustav mezinarodnich vztahti, 2004): 19.

4 Hooghe and Marks, “Europe of the Regions’: Channels of Regional Representation in the
European Union.’

15 For a broader overview of the activities of new regions from CEECs in Brussels, see: Scher-
pereel, John A., ‘Sub-National Authorities in the EU's Post-Socialist States: Joining the
Multi-Level Policy?’ European Integration 29, no. 1 (2007).

Moor, Carolyn, ‘Beyond Conditionality? Regions from the New EU Member States and their
Activities in Brussels,” Comparative European Politics 6, no. 2 (2008).
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institution developing into a key promoter of regional interests.'® Today, the
Committee has managed to only partially distance itself from the common per-
ception of it being a minor player in EU decision-making despite of a gradual
enhancement in its institutional and ad-hoc competences. The Committee’s
influence relies on the ability of its officers to lobby for the interests of regional
authorities, while it remains to be seen to what extent the newly gained role
of a subsidiary watchdog will enhance the Committee’s profile in the EU. Al-
though one should not neglect the work that has been done in the promotion of
regional interests within other EU institutions, the Committee’s Brussels-based
activities continue to outweigh its ability to relate to its key beneficiaries.” The
inescapable heterogeneity of the members disrupts cohesion and disables the
Committee’s capacity to mediate diverse interests. This consequently deprives
this institution from an opportunity to develop into a full-fledged actor in the
EU. The institution’s structure supports national over regional cohesion as it
sees states as solid units and the sub-national level as its inseparable component.
As such, it determines, rather unintentionally, interest formation along national
and not regional or trans-regional lines. Consequently, the degree of regional
involvement in the work of the Committee relates to the domestic territorial
structure; the strongest territorial units are better represented but less interested.

On the other hand, an extensive effort has been made to integrate sub-
national actors from CEECs into the Committee’s structure. In addition to
a number of twinning projects, the Committee opened itself to observer-based
participation of delegates from CEECs: ‘... observers from the accession states
began to participate (on a regular basis) in CoR plenaries, commission ses-
sions [...] and party group meetings.’'® While these practices were beneficial in
helping the Committee to deal with the institutional shock of accommodating
a large number of rather diverse new members, the impact was modest in
terms of enhancing regional autonomous bottom-up participation. The unitary
character of the Czech territorial structure in conjunction with institutional
and operational limitations of the Committee offer limited space for independ-
ent regional mobilisation. Thus, the impact of Czech regional presence in the
Committee should be evaluated in terms of national coalition building and
information gathering rather than in terms of bypassing the central govern-
ment. The Committee offers networking and social-learning possibilities to
weaker regions. In line with the above, from an institutional point of view, the
position of the Czech delegation within the Committee reflects the centralised

16 Christiansen, Thomas, ‘Second Thoughts on Europe’s “Third Level’: The European Union’s
Committee of the Regions,” The Journal of Federalism 1, no. 26 (1996).
Hooghe and Marks, “Europe of the Regions’: Channels of Regional Representation in the
European Union.’

17" Warleigh, Alexander, ‘A Committee of No Importance? Assessing the Relevance of the Com-
mittee of the Regions,” Politics (1997): 102-04.

18 Scherpereel, ‘Sub-National Authorities in the EU's Post-Socialist States: Joining the Multi-
Level Policy?,” 28.
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political culture of the Czech Republic. The procedure for the allocation of
available seats is decided by member states; the MMR in consultation with the
sub-national level elects twelve delegates balancing between regional repre-
sentatives, local representatives, and changes in preferences of the electorate.
Although the four-year mandate may be extended providing for a continuity of
the delegation’s voice, the composition of Czech representatives has changed
substantially since 2004. Thus, those who participated in the pre-accession
preparations are no longer in office. The instability of the mandate in addition
to high responsiveness of delegates to party politics circumvents the articulation
of regional preference and makes the Czech delegation more receptive to na-
tional affairs than to their sub-national constituency. Besides having extensive
discretion in seat allocation, the MMR sets and coordinates the activities of the
delegation, which are consequently uniform rather than region-based. Thus,
the mandate of the Czech delegation is relatively weak and subject to domestic
political changes. The credibility of the mandate is further destabilised by the
unfavourable demographic and financial composition of the Czech regional
level. However, although legal-constitutional factors determine the limited
interest of Czech regions to participate in decision-making debates at the EU
level, the Committee enables them to penetrate the EU’s day-to-day politics
via social learning and networking prospects. Although these interests are na-
tionalised and mostly concerned with EU funding opportunities, they should
not be disregarded. Thus, although regional actors remain doubtful about the
significance of this body in EU decision-making, they do see the Committee
as the most important access mechanism to the EU." They favour and take
advantage of the opportunity of formalised cooperation with other delegations
that provides for information flow and social learning.

Hence, the Czech example shows that the Committee produces more top-
down outcomes than bottom-up possibilities for interest mobilisation. This
surely stems from financial rather than political motives behind regional pres-
ence in Brussels. With limited legislative autonomy, they also have a limited
political agenda to promote. Whereas competition for funding opportunities
remains the main engine of interactions with Brussels, the political agenda is
channelled, or better said, set via/in Prague. Hence, these bottom-up effects
are rather procedural and although they might play a role in the pluralisation
of interests they do not determine deconcentration and denationalisation of
governance in the Czech Republic.

The hypothesis that legislative regions with extensive financial autonomy
participate more in supranational processes whereas administrative regions
rely on the national government to act as a gatekeeper in communication with
Brussels is also confirmed by the study of the behaviour of regional office

1 Druldk, Kratochvil, and Konigova, ‘Podil obecnich a krajskych samosprav na zahraniéni
politice CR,’: 58.
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representations. Also here, we see little evidence of regional mobilisation
which would signal decentralisation of domestic interest formation vis-a-
vis Brussels. Increased competition for EU funding and penetration of EU
regulation into the sub-national sphere of influence necessitated intensified
regional involvement in EU governance. Consequently, the establishment
of regional offices became a prerogative for many regional governments.
Also the post-Enlargement period witnessed a proliferation of regions from
CEECs although some of them were present in Brussels even before the
accession. Nonetheless, the extent of the representation’s political leverage
depends on the political, administrative, and financial capacity of the home
region. Offices representing less autonomous regions develop objectives in
line with centrally outlined strategies and often pursue those objectives in
tandem with other regions from the same country. The centralised administra-
tive culture in the Czech Republic leaves little space for independent action
of regional governments. Czech regional policy is formulated at the national
level, causing regions to act in a uniform way and shape their preferences
within the framework set by Prague. Out of fourteen Czech regional admin-
istrative units, twelve have established regional offices. The density of Czech
representations is exceptional considering the unitary character of the Czech
territorial structure. Nonetheless, although the extensiveness of the agenda
varies depending on the financial capacity and size of a particular region,
the generic rationale behind these representations is funding-driven and not
policy-driven. As the region with the best access to financial instruments, the
City of Prague has the strongest representation. The Prague House assumes
the task of information gathering, networking, and name promotion. Acting as
an intermediary between its constituency and Brussels, the representation has
developed an effective early warning system based on successful networking
to keep Prague familiar with EU developments. The bulk of information
gathering concerns financial and funding opportunities. However, in terms
of policy-driven activities, Prague opts for political initiative at the national
level or joint action in cooperation with other Czech regions. Taking into ac-
count the fact that the interests of this region differ from those of other Czech
regions (while the City of Prague cooperates with the EU on infrastructure
development and ecological awareness building, other regions due to their
economic struggles focus mainly on unemployment reduction and industry
restructuring), it is striking that the Prague House aligns itself with other
Czech political subjects. Even though the representation has the financial
capacity to appear as a more prominent actor, it is primarily concerned with
cultural diplomacy and information gathering. The lack of political involve-
ment in EU processes stems from already mentioned institutional, rather
than political, loyalty towards the national government that prevents Czech
regions from conducting independent lobbying at EU institutions for interests
that may contradict national ones.
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Deconcentration of National Interest
Formation in Foreign Policy vis-a-vis the EU

During the Czech Republic’s accession negotiations, the country did not ex-
perience any difficulties with regard to closing Chapter 27 on Common Foreign
and Security Policy (CFSP), nor Chapter 26 on External Relations. Due to the
predominantly intergovernmental character of EU foreign policy-making, the
accession negotiations concerning these two chapters firmly rested in the hands
of the Czech government, without any involvement of intrastate actors. What
remains to be seen, however, is whether the Czech Republic has managed to
maintain its gatekeeper role regarding foreign policy-making at the EU level,
or whether we can observe substantial foreign policy input of intrastate players
that do not shy away from appealing directly to EU institutions, contributing to
polycentrism. This part of the analysis focuses on the role of non-state actors —
particularly think-tanks and non-governmental organisations (NGOs) — in both
domestic foreign policy preference formation and preference promotion at the
EU level.” The goal of this section is to establish whether these actors pursue
their preferences by appealing to one decision-making centre (Prague) or to
multiple decision-making centres (Prague, European Commission, individual
EU Commissioners, the European Parliament (EP), or individual members of
the EP) and to what extent this reflects on deconcentration of the national
interest vis-a-vis the EU’s foreign policy.

Czech foreign policy formation remains firmly embedded in the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs (MFA). While essentially all Czech think-tanks and NGOs
claim to be interested in advocacy, one certainly cannot speak of Czech foreign
policy preference formation as highly institutionalised.?! As a representative of

20 The most prominent Czech think-tanks concerned with foreign policy are the Association
of International Affairs (AMO), EUROPEUM, Forum2000, the Institute of International
Relations (IIR), and the Prague Security Studies Institute (PSSI). Amongst the NGOs, or-
ganisations such as Civic Belarus and People in Need (PiN) are the one with the greatest
outreach. Besides these two NGOs, this paper also studies the impact of the NGO platform —
the Association for Democracy Assistance and Human Rights (DEMAS) — on foreign policy
preference formation and policy implementation, as DEMAS increasingly acts as a unitary
actor on both the national and supranational level.

2l The possibility of Czech think-tanks and NGOs concerned with foreign policy entering the
process of Czech foreign policy formation and subsequent promotion of their interests di-
rectly in Brussels is not to be confused with the maturity of the legal framework within the
Czech Republic that either enables or precludes their functioning as part of the Czech civil
society. According to the 2008 NGO Sustainability Index, the Czech Republic’s non-profit
sector scored a 2.7 on a scale of 1 (the most consolidated non-profit sector) to 7 (a non-profit
sector that is in its initial stage of development). In none of the seven areas assessed (legal
environment; organisational capacity; financial viability; advocacy; service provision; infra-
structure; public image) did the Czech NGO sector score worse than a 3.0. For more detailed
information, please refer to ‘2008 NGO Sustainability Index for Central and Eastern Europe
and Eurasia,” (USAID, June 2009): 92-99.
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the IIR put it, ‘Czech foreign policy-making lacks consistency, is irrational, and
chaotic.’ In essence, until a concrete conceptual document on Czech foreign
policy is produced, the space for non-governmental actors’ input is limited
due to the inexistence of a permanent chair for their representatives within the
individual MFA working groups.?® Therefore, except for the grant scheme to
carry out research on topics identified by the MFA, the involvement of think-
tanks and NGOs is predominantly based on ad-hoc mechanisms. However, in
the period preceding the Czech EU Presidency, which claimed unprecedented
deployment of human forces, one observes semi-institutionalisation of the
nation-state/non-state actor relationship. The MFA’s official policy-making
channels were complemented by the ideas, analyses, and arguments think-tanks
and NGOs brought to the table. Then Minister for European Affairs, Alexandr
Vondra, created a semi-institutionalised forum that included representatives
of both think-tanks and NGOs. These working groups met during working
breakfasts, with their purpose being to brainstorm ideas that could form the
substance of Czech proposals and would gain support from other EU partners.
Nevertheless, these actors had no direct causal power on policy-making as their
function was advisory at best.

When assessing EU foreign policy-making, non-state actors also lack formal
access. While the EU recognises the role of think-tanks and NGOs (subsuming
these under the heading of Civil Society Organisations — CSOs) within the
policy consultation process, their participation in foreign policy-making is not
institutionalised, but rather indirect.>* Whether Czech CSOs still find ways of
impacting both Czech and EU foreign policy-making, will be tested on two
case studies; the Eastern Partnership initiative and external EU energy policy/
security. Each of these will first assess the role of Czech CSOs in formulating
the policy on the national level and will then proceed to discuss whether these
actors turned for support to the national authorities, or directly to EU institu-
tions, or to both.

Whereas in the pre-accession phase, the Czech Republic’s foreign policy
goals can be subsumed under the motto ‘a return to Europe,’® resulting in
the country’s intentional delimitation from the Eastern part of Europe, post-
accession Czech Republic decided to re-establish its focus on the EU’s Eastern
neighbourhood. Czech think-tanks increasingly grew vary of the growing

2 “Interview R,” (Institute of International Relations, 19 May 2010): 2.

2 Whereas some think-tank and NGO representatives expressed interest in such a chair being
created, others maintain that such a step would lead to excessive bureaucratisation, limiting
the currently existing flexibility. Found in Ibid. and ‘Interview Q,” (DEMAS Association for
Democracy Assistance and Human Rights, 16 April 2010): 1.

24 “General Principles and Minimum Standards for Consultation of Interested Parties by the
Commission,” (European Commission, 2002).

3 Votapek, Vladimir, ‘Ceska vychodni politika,” in Zahranicni politika Ceské republiky 1993-
2004: Uspéchy, problémy a perspektivy, ed. Otto Pick and Vladimir Handl (Prague: Ustav
mezinarodnich vztaht, 2004): 100.
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influence of the Russian Federation in the former Soviet republics, pointing
to the urgent need to re-evaluate the Czech Republic’s position to the EU’s
Eastern neighbours.” Yet, in terms of advocacy at the national administra-
tion, the impact of their policy papers and analytical outputs was indirect.
However, with the approaching EU Presidency, Czech CSOs employed all
viable means of influencing Czech civil servants. Therefore, they participated
in the previously mentioned working breakfasts, jointly setting the agenda for
the Eastern Partnership that would be launched in Prague on May 7, 2009.
During these meetings, CSOs focused on the civilian aspect of EU cooperation
with the six partner countries, and on the problematique surrounding the EU’s
visa policy. However, the greatest success of Czech think-tanks vis-a-vis the
Eastern Partnership was the organisation of a large international conference,
entitled Eastern Partnership: towards Civil Society Forum, two days before
the Prague Summit, organised under the auspices of AMO in cooperation with
other organisations. This conference was meant to enhance the people-to-
people contacts between the signing countries, and, although the MFA first was
hesitant, AMO, by employing argumentative persuasion, succeeded to gain not
only the MFA’s, but also the EC’s and EP’s support. The impact of this confer-
ence was far-reaching as it produced numerous policy-recommendations that
were included in the dossiers of all the participants to the Prague Summit the
next day, and were later on used by the MFA during consecutive negotiations
in Brussels.?

Besides advocating for closer cooperation with the EU’s Eastern neigh-
bourhood at the domestic level, several Czech think-tanks joined forces with
think-tanks from other member states actively lobbying in Brussels or even
appealed directly to European decision-makers. Thus, EUROPEUM actively
cooperates with the Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS), located in
Brussels. They also became a member of networks such as the European Policy
Institutes Network (EPIN). Through these, they were dispersing their policy
analyses to relevant EU decision makers.”® Similarly, the PSSI together with
several European partners carried out a three-year project entitled Strengthen-
ing Central European Contribution to the Eastern Dimension of EUs CFSP.
Consequently, it organised a series of conferences and workshops held mainly
in Brussels, meant to boost interest in such a policy among a larger number of
supranational actors.?

2% Kral, David, ‘The Czech Republic and the Eastern Partnership - From a By-Product to a Be-
loved Child?,” in The Eastern Partnership in the Context of the European Neighbourhood
Policy, ed. Izabela Albrycht (Krakov and Brussels: The Kosciuszko Institute): 8-9.
Kratochvil, Petr and Elsa Tulmets, ‘Uloha Ceské republiky v evropském sousedstvi,” (Prague:
Ustav mezinarodnich vztahti, February 2007).

27 “Interview N,” (AMO Association for International Affairs, 9 April 2010): 1.

2 “Interview M,” (EUROPEUM Institute for European Policy, 7 April 2010): 3.

2 “Interview J,” (Prague Security Studies Institute, 29 March 2010): 4.
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Although few (semi-)institutionalised possibilities existed for Czech non-
state actors to actively shape the Czech Republic’s foreign policy towards
the EU’s Eastern neighbourhood, these actors employed numerous ad-hoc
mechanisms at hand to communicate their interests to relevant parties. Thus,
they activated their personal connections with relevant decision-makers, dis-
tributed their analyses among these, and organised conferences and workshops
to familiarise the broader public with their agenda. Although they did so pre-
dominantly at the domestic level, first turning to the MFA, they eventually also
ventured into appealing directly to Brussels. However, due to the existing broad
consensus among CSOs and the national administration as to the character
of the policy towards the EU’s Eastern neighbourhood, the direct appeal to
supranational institutions was both fully supported by and coordinated with
the MFA, and therefore one can argue that the plea to Brussels was nothing
but a non-governmental track for pursuing the same policy as via the national
government, hence acting as partners.

Similar argumentation can be made about energy policy. After decades
of dependence on Soviet energy resources, the Czech Republic, as the only
former Soviet satellite country, already in 1996 connected its pipeline grid to
the German one, allowing for oil deliveries from the West. Nevertheless this,
both the EU and the Czech Republic have realised the potential threat of being
highly dependant on, particularly, Russian gas.’* Hence, the Czech Republic,
together with its European partners, wants to further diversify not only in
terms of energy resources, but also in terms of energy routes. Therefore, the
Czech Republic actively promotes the Nabucco pipeline project, the Southern
Gas Corridor, and is one of the strongest supporters of increased utilisation
of nuclear energy in the EU’s energy mix. Czech CSOs have long advocated
a greater diversification of Czech energy resources, calling for a more nuanced
approach towards the Russian Federation and a new debate on the benefits
of more nuclear energy, which they see as a way towards energy independ-
ence.’! Their analytical outputs and recommendations are being distributed
among relevant MFA officials and as one of them testified, ‘I do not know of
anyone who would not read their outputs and would not consider these when

As former Czech Minister for European Affairs, Vondra, expressed it, ‘[u]njust manipulation
or interruption of energy supplies is as much a security threat as is military action. Post-soviet
countries have been experiencing that on a daily basis, as Russia’s appetite for using energy
as a political tool is growing.” Found in Vondra, Alexandr, ‘Solidarity As a Cornerstone of the
EU Energy Policy,” in Vilnius Energy Security Conference 2007 (Vilnius: 11 Oct 2007): 1.
Lang, Petr, Andrej Nosko, and Jifi Schneider, ‘Energeticka bezpe¢nost a Statni energeticka
koncepce,’ (Prague: Prague Security Studies Institute, 30 August 2009).

Rihatkové, Véra, ‘Czech Republic: The EU New Member States as Agenda Setters in the
Enlarged European Union,’ in Not Your Grandfather's Eastern Bloc: The EU New Member
States as Agenda Setters in the Enlarged European Union, ed. Marin Lessenski (Sofia: Open
Society Institute, April 2009): 21.
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making a decision.’* At the national level, Czech non-state actors indirectly,
but strongly, affected the energy agenda of the Czech Republic with the Energy
and Security: Global Challenges — Regional Perspectives conference, held in
Prague between October 19-21, 2004, organised jointly by PSSI and AMO. The
conference was organised by Alexandr Vondra, then active in the PSSI, with its
goal being to set the agenda for discussion in the area of foreign policy-making
vis-a-vis Czech (and European) energy security. The conference produced the
Prague Principles for Energy Security, which was a list of steps and recommen-
dations that were later directly translated into the MFA’s energy agenda under
Vondra, this time in his capacity as Minister for European Affairs.>* Among
others, the conference called ‘... nuclear power [...] an important source of
energy [that] could contribute further to alleviating energy security and en-
vironmental problems.’* This was subsequently reflected in the new Energy
Conception of the Czech Republic, which, at the time of writing, is under review
by the Office of the Government. Finally, the embrace of nuclear energy led
to the establishment of the European Nuclear Energy Forum (co-hosted with
Slovakia), which is meant to foster debate on the feasibility of nuclear energy in
the European energy mix, providing an arena for discussion for representatives
of national, supranational, and non-state actors. Furthermore, the conference’s
call for ‘leadership at the highest level of government’* was met with the
appointment of Vaclav Bartuska as Special Envoy for Energy Security. Be-
sides advocacy at the national level, Czech think-tanks and NGOs concerned
with energy security have been actively searching for venues at the EU level
to disseminate their preferences. Therefore, organisations such as PSSI have
been applying for EC-funded projects, and have organised several international
conferences with both speakers and guests from EU institutions.*

Czech non-state actors are using various channels to get their interests
reflected in the Czech Republic’s energy policy. Whereas the majority of these
channels is not institutionalised (besides the semi-institutionalised working
group on energy security established before the Czech EU Presidency), through
activating ad-hoc mechanisms, such as personal contacts, organising work-
shops, seminars, and conferences, CSOs play a role in both Czech and EU
foreign policy preference formation and its subsequent promotion. Nonetheless,
the view on Czech energy security is rather uniform, i.e. ruptures between
representatives of public administration and non-state actors are almost non-
existent, which is reflected in a certain society-wide consensus on the required

32 “Interview D,” (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 24 March 2010): 6.

3 “Interview J,”: 2-3.

3 “Conference Conclusions,” in Energy and Security: Global Challenges - Regional Perspectives
(Prague: Program of Atlantic Security Studies, Prague Security Studies Institute, 2004): 1.

3 ‘Conference Conclusions,’: 2.

36 “Interview J,”: 5.
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policies, which they then promote in tandem at both the national and suprana-
tional level.

Conclusion

In the above-presented analysis of participation of Czech intrastate actors
in EU multi-level processes, we examine the extent to which EU-integration
contributes to an alteration of governance in the Czech Republic. Although the
nature of the analysis is empirical, it has broader implications on how we should
look at consolidation of pluralism in former communist states vis-a-vis the EU
and what this means for the overall complexity of the Union’s governance. By
providing a new platform for the articulation of interests, the EU encroaches
upon the traditional monopoly of a state over national decision-making. This
is ever more relevant when focusing on countries from Central and Eastern
Europe, where pluralism is a rather novel phenomenon. Hence, while analysing
trends in deconcentration and denationalisation of interests in the Czech Repub-
lic vis-a-vis the EU, we aim to contribute to the debate on whether Enlargement
adds to the diversity within the EU and consequently creates a multi-tracked
rather than two-tracked Europe. We opt for two diverse policy areas; regional
policy, which implies vertical decentralisation and foreign policy, which implies
horizontal decentralisation. This provides us with an opportunity to compare
and contrast actors with a diverse standing in domestic politics, but also actors
for whom Brussels is differently accessible. Whereas regions have rather easy
access to decision-making processes in the EU, CSOs face a lack of institu-
tionalised representation and thus resort to informal networking and lobbying.
On the other hand, both territorial organisation and foreign policy go into the
core of the notion of statehood. This means that even though competences of
regions and their participation in national decision-making is constitutionally/
legislatively protected, they have to fight the same barriers caused by central-
ised traditions and a unitary political culture as non-state actors whose ties are
strictly informal.

Hence, going back to Kohler-Koch’s argument that changes in domestic
governance in response to EU integration are conditioned by the quality of
EU access points on the one hand and domestic politics on the other, our em-
pirical findings point to the domestic political culture and institutional setting
as a greater variable. Both sub-national and non-state actors face the same
barrier of the government wanting to protect its gate-keeping role in dealings
with Brussels. Yet, a diverse standing in domestic and supranational politics
explains a divergence in usage of the EU by sub-state and non-state actors in
domestic politics. Whereas for regions the EU and the EU’s favourable stance
on regionalisation serves as a platform and a bargaining chip in positioning
themselves vis-a-vis Prague, CSOs approach the government as a strategic part-
ner in domestic and international relations. Despite, or because, of their only
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informal connections, the non-state/state relationship vis-a-vis the EU is more
harmonious in comparison to the sub-state/state relationship. Whereas regions
would like to achieve greater presence in Brussels independently from the
government but fail to do so as they are constrained by the domestic political
framework, CSOs’ activities are largely developed and implemented in unison
with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

Hence, this study has confirmed the following. First, EU governance, by
offering decision-making access points to Czech intrastate actors in the post-
accession context, has contributed to the pluralisation of domestic interests.
However, this impact is conditioned by domestic institutions and political
culture and hence varies across policy areas. Second, although we observe
decentralisation of opinions and interests along vertical and horizontal lines,
when it comes down to decision-making, the Czech Republic remains a winner
takes it all country. The lack of a consensus-based approach to governance is
well reflected in the top-down and highly hierarchical ties between the central
government and the intrastate actors. Democratic culture has not yet matured
to an extent that would allow for a polycentric organisation of governance. In
the post-accession period, the EU has served as a legitimising factor in decen-
tralisation of interests along domestic lines. On the one hand, the Commis-
sion’s positive stance on regionalisation helped regions to profile themselves
within domestic politics. On the other hand, this support had a modest impact
on regional activities in Brussels. Despite of proliferation of diverse interests
within regional and foreign policy formation, Czech communication with Brus-
sels is mainly uniform and centrally coordinated. Third, the limited ability of
Czech intrastate actors to articulate interests in the EU independently from the
central government has implications on EU governance overall. The hypothesis
that connects Europeanisation to denationalisation of domestic governance
and consequently to furthering of the EU’s heterarchical structure only partly
grasps policy formation processes in the Czech Republic. The analysis outlines
both successes and inadequacies. Although roots to Brussels were established
rather quickly, what is missing is consolidation of polycentrism, which would
highlight the presence of the Czech intrastate sector in the Union. While we
agree that social learning and networking opportunities in Brussels may foster
denationalisation of interests, we also must point to the decisive role of the
domestic setting; institutional memory and political culture in particular.
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The Polish Missile Defence Decision:
Reviewing the ‘Scrapping’ of the
Bush-Era Missile Defence Plan

Daria W. Dylla

Abstract: Although the decisions of the Polish government to deploy the
US missile defence base in 2008 and 2010 was regarded by many commenta-
tors as taken against the domestic majority opinion, this article presents some
arguments to support the assumption that those decisions were compatible both
with the improvement of Polish security, and with the attitudes of Polish society.
This line of argument is based on the theory of double survival.

Key-words: missile defence, Poland, security dilemma, theory of double
survival

Introduction

The official negotiations over the possible hosting of a US anti-ballistic
missile defence base in Poland commenced in May 2007, under the government
of Jarostaw Kaczynski (2005-2007), with the deadline for concluding negotia-
tions scheduled for the end of the same year. However, following the October
2007 election victory of Donald Tusk, Poland dramatically altered its foreign
policy course. Unlike its more conservative predecessor, the new government
no longer regarded the deployment of the base as being a vital Polish security
interest, but rather concentrated on negotiation outcomes and what may be
gleaned from them on the broader scale. While both, the Kaczynski and the Tusk
governments deployed the language of increasing Poland’s security as the main
argument in the Polish-American negotiations, their attitudes clearly differed
in the interpretation of which outcome would best contribute to strengthening
state security. The Kaczynski government envisioned that the construction of
the US military base would, on its own, increase Polish security, while the Tusk
government concluded that the military base could generally undermine Polish
security, which would then need to be reinforced by additional US guarantees
and equipment transfers.
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Tusk’s interpretation was communicated during the visit of Polish Defence
Minister Klich to the US in February 2008 as the second stage of negotiations
began. Shortly before his trip to Washington, Klich was interviewed by a Polish
newspaper where he outlined Poland’s requirements for hosting of the proposed
US base. According to this interview, Poland was to demand that the US deliver
mobile air defence systems: the Patriot Advanced Capability-3 [PAC-3] (Patriot
3) or the Terminal High Altitude Area Defence system (THAAD), with the
aim of strengthening Polish air defences. The rationale behind such a demand
was, firstly, that Tusk knew the difficulties he would face in convincing the
Polish public to accept the US installation on Polish soil — which heightened
public anxiety — without further strengthening Poland’s air defence capabilities
since Poland does not, currently, possess an efficient short and middle ranged
missile defence system, and such investments are not financially viable for
Poland alone, said Klich. Secondly, the necessity to modernise Poland’s armed
forces, with US help, was based on the fact that the capabilities of the Polish
air defence system have been fully exploited while the deployment of the US
missile system would inevitably expose Poland to greater dangers, especially
from terrorist organisations.'

Although Washington repeatedly indicated that Polish expectations were
too high and, because of the closed budget for 2010, could no longer be taken
into account, Poland was adamant on additional guaranties, and a permanent
placement of the PAC-3 system on Polish territory. In fact, Poland had good
reason to believe that the Bush administration had a strong interest in success-
fully concluding the negotiations, and was therefore prone to offer concessions.
There was no certainty though as to whether the US would finally accept Polish
demands. Furthermore, it was not clear if and when the missile defence issue
would reach the political agenda of the next US government, or how the next
US administration would evaluate Poland’s requirements. That is why, already
in July 2008, Warsaw indicated its readiness to accept only one Patriot missile
battery but under the condition that it should be placed on permanently, rather
than temporarily, on Polish territory as Washington had initially proposed.
Consequently, at the end of negotiations the contest for gaining sufficient air
defences was replaced by a struggle for a permanent, rather than temporary,
deployment of a PAC-3 battery in Poland.

In August 2008, Warsaw and Washington signed an agreement on locat-
ing 10 ground-based missile interceptors in the north of the country as well
as a declaration on increased strategic cooperation. The latter pledge affirms,
among other things, the intentions of Poland and the US to enhance their mu-
tual security by cooperating in the industrial, research and technology areas of
defence and, above all, through sharing information regarding political-military
concerns. In this regard, foreign policy analysts stressed a particular article of

U Interview with Bogdan Klich, Dziennik, ‘Klich: tarcza za patrioty,” 12 January 2008.
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the declaration in which, in addition to cooperating on missile defence, both
countries declared their intention to work together to counter military as well
as non-military threats posed by third parties. The relevance of this statement
is that the non-military dangers could be interpreted as a guarantee of US as-
sistance to Poland in the event of political pressure or blackmail from Russia.
This part of the declaration also includes a commitment by Washington to assist
Warsaw with the modernisation of its defence capabilities and, primarily, an
agreement on the deployment of a US Army PAC-3 battery in Poland, which
was the key Polish demand.

Russia’s 2008 invasion of its former Soviet neighbour, Georgia, offered
an opportunity for Tusk to justify Poland’s decision. Shortly after Moscow’s
demonstration of force, the Tusk government exploited the situation to gain ad-
ditional support for the deployment of US military facilities in Poland arguing
that the benefits of having a permanent US troop presence on Polish territory
could enhance Polish security and compensate for hosting only one PAC-3
battery. This expectation turned out to be accurate. The first polls conducted
by GfK Polonia (17 August 2008), after reaching the initial agreement revealed
that support for the US missile defence shield was, for the first time, greater
than opposition to the plan (55% in favour and 38% opposed). Nonetheless,
the events in Georgia cannot be interpreted as a direct reason for Poland’s
agreement on the missile defence shield. Rather, Russia’s military operations
in its so-called ‘near abroad’ region gave the Bush administration a plausible
justification for the permanent deployment of the PAC-3 system in Poland.
Since Washington agreed to concede to the Polish demand, and the Polish
public also seemed to be satisfied with negotiations result, the Tusk government
could no longer delay final negotiations.

This is not to say that without the war in Georgia the Polish public would
have punished the Polish government for the final missile defence decision. In
the following sections a range of arguments are provided demonstrate how the
Polish government’s decision took both the security interests of Poland and
the attitudes of the Polish public into account. The theory of double-survival
provides an analytical framework for explaining the Polish missile decision and
will be deployed accordingly.

The Theory of Double-Survival

The theory of double-survival is based on the hybrid economic theory of
democracy and the balance of threat theory, and assumes that political elites, in
order to retain their positions (internal survival), attempt to make foreign policy
decisions that will advance state security (external survival). This behaviour
stems from their expectations of voter maximisation in exchange for efficient
foreign and security policy.
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Accordingly, the starting point is that decision-makers aim primarily at
maximising voters in order to keep their positions of power.> The main objec-
tive of political actors, and thus the main reason for undertaking a particular
decision, results from the structure of the electoral competition, which emerges,
in turn, from the institution of democratic elections.?

Moreover, it is assumed that voters are prone to cast the ballot to the can-
didate or political party that they expect to be more effective than others in
striving for the territorial security and political autonomy — for the external
survival of the state. From this perspective, it should be presumed that the
more effective political actors are in safeguarding state security, the more votes
they will be awarded. Certainly, publics do not always, and in fact — at least in
societies with a low level of threat perception — rarely focus on foreign policy
issues when casting ballots. However, given the great uncertainty surround-
ing the basis on which people make their electoral choices, politicians must
consider the foreign policy preferences of society at large. In short, they have
to consider public opinion consequences as they shape their foreign policies.

Consequently, given the objective of internal survival, individual decision-
makers have to convince the public that they have chosen the optimal option
for improving state survival. Anticipating the rewards for the security-seeking
decisions, politicians aim in the decision-making process not only to safeguard
internal, but also external, security.

Whilst keeping the relevance of the efficiency of a foreign policy decision in
mind, political actors also have to be conscious of its consequences regarding
the states’ position in the international system, particularly the reaction of other
states to the acting state. In order to assess such consequences, decision-makers
must gain an understanding of the various interconnections in international
politics, the challenges and main tendencies resulting from the anarchic struc-
ture of the international system, and the international distribution of power. But
they also have to be aware of the necessary conditions for state survival, given
certain threats, in a system defined by anarchy. At this point, the relevance of
an analysis of the external environment from the perspective of the economic
theory of democracy becomes evident. Specifically, its significance results from
the fact that a comprehensive knowledge of the most efficient survival strategies
cannot be acquired without an abstract assimilation of external circumstances
at the system level. To be sure, there is no direct transfer of knowledge from
the exploration of inducements and pressures of the international system to the

2 Anthony Downs, An Economic Theory of Democracy, New York: Harper, 1957.

3 As with all rational choice theories, the economic theory of democracy rests upon two
premises: methodological individualism and the rationality assumption. Accordingly, each
decision is seen as arising from individual goal-oriented behaviour (Ordeshook 1968: 1, Lu-
pia, McCubbins & Popkin 2000: 8). One of the main assumptions of the economic theory of
democracy is that decision-makers aim primarily at maximising voters in order to maintain
their survival (see Downs 1957).
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choice of certain foreign policy decisions. However, it is undoubtedly rational
for political actors to rank the most efficient alternatives on the basis of an
analysis at the system level when looking to eschew those options that do not
ensure state survival.

In order to deal with external threats, the economic theory of democracy is
enhanced by the balance of threat theory.

Whereas the neorealism of Waltz asserts that states focus their efforts
against the most powerful states, the balance of threat by Walt* assumes that
these efforts are taken primarily against those states that pose the most serious
threat, which is why they are perceived as aggressive. Walt depicts the core
assumption of his balance of threat theory as follows:

(S)tates balance against the states that pose the greatest threat, and the latter
need not be the most powerful states in the system. (...) Whereas balance of
power theory predicts that states will react to imbalances of power, balance
of threat theory predicts that when there is an imbalance of threat (i.e., when
one state or coalition appears especially dangerous), states will form alli-
ances or increase their internal efforts in order to reduce their vulnerability.’

Drawing on the balance of threat theory, I argue that the perception of
threats has a crucial impact on a state’s foreign policy behaviour. Unlike Walt
however, the theory of double-survival does not assume any direct effects from
a threat analysis on the choice of certain foreign policy options. Rather, the
threat analysis offers decision-makers a basis on which to rank their preferences
for available alternatives. In fact, the choice of a certain foreign policy option
depends on the ability of politicians to persuade society that this option is an
optimal answer from the perspective of a given threat. The imperative of voter
maximisation therefore plays a double role in the theory of double-survival:
it is the point of departure for political actor behaviour as well as the very last
filter for choosing certain foreign policy options. It means the greater causal
weight is attributed to unit-level dynamics.

Overall, the impact of systemic factors on the choice of foreign policy op-
tions can be summed up as follows: the structure of the international system
offers foreign policy makers certain alternatives, which are then filtered through
the perception of threats as well as the imperative of voter maximisation. As
a consequence, the foreign policy alternative finally chosen belongs to the set
of available options, and it is also a result of the threat perception of politicians,
but above all, it reflects an outcome of the cost-benefit calculation of political
leaders regarding their best chance of preserving internal and external survival.
This view is entirely consistent with Waltz’s idea that the structure does not
determine the choice of foreign policy alternatives, though once a state ignores

4 Stephen W. Walt, The Origins of Alliances, Ithaca: Cornell UP, 1987.
5 TIbid. p. 263.
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inducements and pressures of the system conditions it has to anticipate costs.
However, the costs concern not only external survival, as with Waltz, but also
the prospects for internal self-preservation.

The Polish Missile Decision
and the External Threat

In order to specify current, or potentially dangerous states, the balance of
threat theory points out three determinants: the aggregate power, the geographic
proximity of powerful states and the assessment of others’ intentions. In this
section these three parameters of the threat perception shall be applied to the
Polish missile defence decision.

In taking into account two of the three determinants of threat analysis — ag-
gregate power and geographic proximity — it can be seen that there are three
states that are located near to, and which are much more powerful than, Poland:
Germany, Russia, and the United States (see Table 1 below).

The assumption of the proximity of the US stems from the deployment of
US soldiers in Europe, and from the large political influence that the US has
on Europe. In this context, the US could be regarded as a ‘penetrating external
power.”® The power resources, depicted in Table 1, clearly demonstrate the
enormous power asymmetry between Poland and the other, proximate states.
Although not shown in the table, Poland’s dependence on Russia, which opens
up possibilities for blackmail, should also be considered in this context.

The third determinant of the threat analysis, the perception of intentions of
neighbouring states, is, as already emphasised, composed of three elements.
The first element constitutes conflicts in the past (history). In this context, from
the Polish perspective Germany and Russia must be viewed as potential threats.
The security experiences of Poland involve first, the partition of Prussia, Russia
and Austria in the 18" and 19" centuries, as well as their absence from the map
of Europe for 123 years. It also incorporates the military attacks of Germany
and Russia respectively, including Soviet aggression during World War I and
the execution of thousands of Polish military officers by the Soviet secret serv-
ice NKWD during World War II, as well as Nazi concentration camps. The
second element in determining the source of threat is hostile rhetoric toward
Poland, which nowadays occurs only from Russia. Even if the verbal attacks
against Poland are made in the context of the potential missile defence shield,
it cannot be overlooked that the threats come only from Russia and not from
other neighbours of Poland.

¢ Barry Buzan and Ole Waver, Regions and Powers, The Structure of International Security,
Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2003. p. 47 and p. 372.
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Table 1: The Aggregate Power of Russia, the US, Germany and Poland

Power Operationalisation Poland Germany Russia USA
capabilities
Military Military expenditures 1,9% 1,4% 41% 41%
resources Source: SIPRI, 2005
Military expenditures $6.330 | $36.984 | $34.700 $528.692
Source: SIPRI, 2006
aggregated numbers of 3.270 7.300 44.980 35.730

holdings of heavy weapons
Source: SIPRI, 2005

Nuclear warheads - - 3113 3.775
Source: Source:
BAS 2008b | BAS 2008a
Economic | GDP per capita $16.300 | $34.200 | $14.700 $45.800
resources Source: CIA Factbook,
2007

Market value of publicly $144 $1.334 $365 billion | $1.149
traded billion billion trillion
Source: CIA Factbook,
2007

Population | Population 38.501 82.369 140.702 303.825
Source: CIA Factbook,
2008

Manpower available for 19.255 | 38.137 73.240 144.354
military service
Source: CIA Factbook,
2008

The third element that determines the intentions of other states is the calcu-
lation of costs for aggressive states. If another state attacks Poland militarily or
in other ways (for instance through political blackmail), the following results
could be expected:

An attack on Poland’s territory or political autonomy from the US or
Germany would imply exceedingly large domestic costs for both of them. In
contrast, the domestic costs for Russia’s leaders should be estimated as much
lower, since any opposition within Russian society would be confronted with
state repression. Accordingly, international sanctions are likely to be imposed
on Washington and Berlin in the event of an attack on Poland, which would
mean, not least, a loss of credibility, legitimacy and recognition on the inter-
national level. In turn, since Russia’s gas-blackmailing of Ukraine (2006 and
2008), its rhetorical and cyber conflict with NATO-member Estonia (2007), and
its threat of cyber attacks against another NATO member, Lithuania (2008),
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caused no significant reaction from West European countries or the US, Russia
can expect, at most, rhetorical responses if it deployed similar tactics against
Poland. Certainly, since Poland, in contrast to Georgia, is a NATO member,
a military attack by Russia on Poland seems at first glance to be exceedingly
unlikely. It is however plausible to assume that European states in this case
would use all possible means to avoid a conflict with one of their most impor-
tant trading partners.

Furthermore, there is also a possibility for Russia to attack Poland without
inciting the indignation of the European public. That would succeed if Mos-
cow could convince the European public that an attack was not intended. An
example of such reasoning was offered in July 2008 by a Russian officer who
stated that a missile fired from Polish territory could mistakenly be viewed as
an offensive weapon by Russia’s automatic defence system, therefore inducing
an immediate response. In this case, it would be appropriate to speak about
a very sad mistake, rather than Russia being at fault. The launching of a Russian
missile from Belarusian territory should also be taken into account.

Regardless of the prevalence of its power, the US is, from the Polish perspec-
tive, not regarded as a threat because its intentions are not viewed as aggressive.
Of course, because of its proximity to Poland, which is, as mentioned above,
aresult of US influence as a balancing power on the European continent, Wash-
ington constrains Poland’s room to manoeuvre. However, Warsaw takes this into
account because Russia’s and Germany’s room to manoeuvre is constrained as
well. Due to its dual role as a balancing power, first within Europe and second
between Germany and Russia, the US is viewed in Poland as the ultimate guar-
antor of European security and, therefore, also of Polish territorial integrity.
Consequently, the Polish decision for closer ties with Washington — seen, for
instance, through its participation in Operation Iraqi Freedom in 2003, and the
missile defence decision in 2009 — has to be regarded as reflecting the ‘desire
for American protection (...) against some sort of regional threat.”” It is worth
remembering that the sort of behaviour that many analysts of foreign policy view
as ‘bandwagoning’ may also be seen as a form of regional balancing.

Drawing on the above analysis, the presence of US military facilities in
Europe, and the expansion of the defence relationship between Warsaw and
Washington, has to be seen as being of great importance from the Polish per-
spective. Therefore, the dwindling importance of the NATO for Washington,
and the shift in its geostrategic interests away from Europe and towards the
Middle East and Southeast Asia, may be a cause of concern in Poland. In
turn, the approval of the missile defence base would imply the restitution of
a hegemonic relation between Europe and the US. In this case, the US military
facility may be seen in Poland as an absolute necessity to deepen the US’s
political anchor on the European continent.

7 Stephen Walt, 2005. p. 187.
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Drawing on neorealist assumptions, a European rejection of the US missile
defence shield would imply: a loss of interest in Washington for maintaining
strong security cooperation with Europe, and a decision to construct the missile
defence shield on its own territory instead, which is technically possible but
with greater costs involved. As a logical consequence of this step, the US may
fully withdraw its soldiers from Europe leading possibly to the dissolution of
NATO because Europe’s non-cooperation would be interpreted as a confirma-
tion of incompatible threat perceptions between the US and Europe, undermin-
ing the last reason for the alliance’s existence. In this case, i.e., without US
protection, Europe would remain largely insecure because of its insufficient
security capabilities. Since Europe would have to carry the negative security
balance itself, after the withdrawal of US soldiers, this would lead to attempts
at major rearmament across Europe. Furthermore, if the US function as an
external balancing power in Europe disappeared, the great European powers
would become unbalanced, and the question would be raised of how they
would behave towards each other? Would Germany strive to acquire nuclear
weapons? Worries about the security and defence capabilities of the EU, and
a sense of responsibility for boosting these capabilities, could provide Berlin
with a plausible justification for such a decision. In turn, an unbalanced Russia
would enhance the threat perception in the post-communist states as well as
in Sweden, Norway and Finland. Ultimately, because of the absence of US
protection, Poland, with its sandwiched position between Germany and Russia,
would fall again into an insecure, grey zone.

Drawing on this line of arguments, the following assumptions can be made:
First, if Poland’s external survival depends on the continuous presence of the
US in Europe as a stabilising power, and second, if the refusal of the US mis-
sile shield would cause the withdrawal of US soldiers from Europe, then the
decision of the Polish government to host the US missile defence shield should
be seen as an optimal position for Poland.

According to this argumentation, the acceptance of the missile defence sys-
tem should be regarded as the best option the Polish government has in order
to safeguard external survival. The following section argues why this decision
should also be deemed a contribution to the maintenance of internal survival,
namely of office holding.

The Polish Missile Decision
and the Internal Threat

The positive image of the US in Poland, which was partially based on a mix
of gratitude and fascination,® has become far less amicable in the last few

8 See, for instance, Ronald D. Asmus and Alexandr Vondra, ‘The Origins of Atlanticism in
Central and Eastern Europe,” Cambridge Review of International Affairs 18: 2, 2005.



Polish Missile Defence | 37

years. There are several reasons for this, not least of which is the remarkable
disappointment regarding the current status of the Polish-US relations. Contrary
to expectations, after the 2003 Iraq conflict, Poland did not become a ‘special
partner’ of the US. Rather, it became a player of the third league of US allies.’
Consequently, according to a BBC survey from January 2007, there was no
other country in which the US had lost its prestigious standing to such an extent.
In 2006, the majority of Polish respondents (62 %) still had a positive image of
the US; in 2007 only 38 %.!° Consequently, the sympathy of the Polish public
towards the US also decreased: In 1993 62 % of the Polish public assessed the
American people as sympathetic; in summer 2007 only 44 %." According to
the Transatlantic Study published in 2008, in 2007 the exerting of a strong
leadership in world affairs by the US was favoured by less than the half of the
Polish respondents (35 %); while 47 % said it was not desirable (see table 2).

Table 2: Transatlantic Trends 2008
How desirable is it that the United States exerts strong leadership in world affairs?
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Desirable 64 % 43% 39% 42% 39% 40%
Undesirable 22% 34 % 47% 42% 44% 43%

Source: <http://www.transatlantictrends.org>

In order to convince the Polish people to accept the US missile defence
shield, the Polish government had to present tangible benefits for the public,
while avoiding rhetoric of an unconditional support, such was the case shortly
before the 2003 Iraq invasion. The scepticism of Polish society toward the
US explains the negotiation tactics of the Polish government, which were first
based on a new tone in Polish-US politics regarding expectations about mutual
benefits, and second, on the demand for upgrading Poland’s armed forces.

The first tactical element, that is to say, the more pragmatic and interest-
based foreign policy course conducted by Tusk’s government, rather than ideal-
ism or opportunism, were widely recorded by commentators of Polish politics
as well as Polish society at large.

Already in March 2008, 58 % of Poles evaluated Tusk’s foreign policy out-
comes as better that those of Kaczynski. Two-thirds (66 %) said that Tusk well
represents Polish interests, while only 16 % disapproved.'? Also, the majority
of Poles accepted decisions made during missile defence negotiations. For

° Interview with Zbigniew Brzezinski, Polityka, 19 August 2006.

For the survey, see: <http://www.worldpublicopinion.org/pipa/articles’home page/306.
php?nid=&id=&pnt=306&Ib=hmpg1>.

1" CBOS, 03 August-06 August 2007.

12 CBOS, 07 March-10 March 2008.
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instance, two out of three respondents signalled their satisfaction with Tusk’s
refusal of the offer Washington made Poland in early July 2008, while only
one-fifth backed the position of the Polish president, who pleaded for a quick
end to the talks."

At the same time, an overwhelming majority (84 %) of respondents admitted
that Poland should give the US ‘hard’ demands, while assessing the US-oriented
politics of Tusk as being ‘too mild’ (see Table 3 below).

Table 3: The Assessment of Polish-America Politics by Polish Society'

How do you assess the US-politics of the Tusk government?

Too hard 8%
Too mild 84%
Exactly right 29%

Due to the insistence of the Polish government on the demand of upgrad-
ing Poland’s armed forces with a modern PAC-3 missile defence system (the
second tactical element) the negotiations took about 18 months to conclude.
According to the RAND Corporation, Poland initially asked the US for 12-15
PAC-3 batteries. Finally, as mentioned above, Poland had to accept only one
battery. Because the one PAC-3 battery Poland at least ‘won’ cannot be seen as
a decisive increase of Polish security, the purpose behind the hard negotiations
over the PAC-3 was to overcome the stigma of the shield representing Poland as
an unconditional ally, and to demonstrate the Poland’s sovereignty by making
decisions with impacts on the regional political order.

In analysing surveys, the rationality of this tactic could be confirmed. First,
a majority of Poles were initially opposed to having the missile defence shield
based on Polish territory, however, since the Polish Defence Minister demanded
additional security guarantees in February 2008 — primarily to bolster Poland’s
air defence capacity — support for the US facility has risen by 8 %.'> Second,
during negotiations, more Poles were in favour of continuing talks rather than
suspending or breaking them off.'¢ This clearly shows that the Polish public was
not definitively against the US base. Third, when instead of the two standard
“for or against’ questions, the Polish people had to consider another option for
the base — installation in exchange for PAC-3 missiles — this turned out to be
the most preferred choice (see Table 4 below).

3 GFK Polonia, 07 July 2008.

!4 GFK Polonia, 07 March 2008, cit. in: Rzeczpospolita, ‘Chcemy twardych rozmoéw z USA,’ 08
March 2008.

5 CBOS, 11 April-14 April 2008.

'® TNS OBOP, 09 February 2008.
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Table 4: Polish Civilian Approval of Deploying the US Missile Defence Base
on Polish Territory under the Requirement of US Rewards

Poland should unconditionally agree to deploy the US missile defence shield on 3%
Polish soil.

Poland should agree to deploy the US missile defence shield only if the US would 47%
contribute to increasing Polish security, for instance with air defence systems, the
modernisation of the Polish armed forces or other security guarantees.

Poland should refuse the proposal of deploying the US missile defence shield on 37%
Polish soil.
Non opinion 13%

Source: CBOS 11 April-14 April 2008

Drawing on these results, it can be argued that the Polish public’s evalua-
tion of the missile defence talks depended on whether the US also agreed to
meet Polish demands, rather than just on the costs and benefits of hosting the
base itself. Surely, the US missile plan was not enthusiastically embraced in
Poland, but Tusk might have been aware that evaluations of his government’s
performance in the negotiations would be positive if the Polish public could
be convinced of the benefits of locating the missile defence base on Polish
territory.

As a consequence, both the hard and long negotiations, and the final agree-
ment for the missile defence shield seem to be in alignment with the expecta-
tions of the Polish public.

Conclusion

In this article, a multitude of arguments have been presented to support the
assumption that the decision of the Polish government to deploy the US missile
defence base was compatible with both the enhancement of Polish security, and
with the attitudes of Polish society at large. In doing so, it has been emphasised
that taking into account only some survey questions without considering other
crucial factors, for instance, the power position, and the geopolitical position of
a state, does not allow for a more comprehensive picture of the needs of Polish
society and leads instead to an incorrect conclusion about the Polish attitudes
toward establishing a US military facility on Polish territory.

It is also worth mentioning that the decision of the Obama administration
in September 2009 to redesign the missile defensive system does not change
the line of argumentation used to explain the Polish missile defence decision
concerning external survival. Undoubtedly, from the perspective of Polish
security, it is not essential, whether the parts of the missile defence system
will ultimately be deployed in Poland. Rather, the fact that the government in
Warsaw accepted Washington’s proposal and thus, did not question the US’s
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overwhelming impact on, and its position in, Europe or the necessity of leaving
transatlantic relations untouched, is more important. Moreover, according to
Polish Foreign Minister Sikorski, after announcing the modification of the mis-
sile defence plans, the Obama administration assured Poland it would honour
the commitment to deploy PAC-3 missiles on Polish territory, made as part of
the deal to host the shield.!” This means that the additional gain Tusk strived
for in order to improve the prospects of internal survival, will not be lost with
the scrapping of the Bush-era missile plan either.

Additionally, according to Sikorski, Poland can expect an increasing number
of US soldiers deployed on its territory. Furthermore, as the US Defence Sec-
retary Gates noted, it is taken into consideration that in the second stage of the
new missile plan, missiles could be placed on land in Central Europe.'® Instead
of setting up a base with 10 ground-based interceptors on Polish territory, as
stated in the agreement from August 2008, improved versions of the US Navy’s
Standard Missile-3 (SM-3) could be placed there.

In short, in contrast to the beliefs of several commentators, scrapping the
Bush-era missile plans should not be regarded as a dilemma of either repairing
relations with Russia or disappointing the Czech Republic or Poland," with ‘the
potential to undermine perceived American leadership in Eastern Europe.’*
Neither should it be seen as disappointing to Poland?' or leading to the betrayal
of ‘the trust of our allies in Warsaw and Prague, leaving Europe defenceless
against [ranian missiles, enhancing the Kremlin’s stature and diminishing U.S.
credibility.’? As the new missile plan seems to satisfy Moscow, for Polish
society it could even be regarded as more desirable, because Poland will still
maintain the possibility to upgrade its armed forces without being compelled
to endure the hostile rhetoric from Russia anymore.

7 Interview with Sikorski for the Polish ITI Group's TVN24 news channel, broadcasting:
‘Kropka nad I’, available at: <http://www.tvn24.p1/12690,1619930,0,1,sikorski-to--na-czym-
nam-zalezalo--ma-byc,wiadomosc.html>.

18 ‘Dismay in Europe as Obama ditches missile defence,” TIMES, 17 September 2009.

Anne Gearan and Desmond Butler, ‘Obama scraps Bush’s European missile defence plan,’

Associated Press, 17 September 2009.

20 John McCain, [cit.] in Kevin Connolly, ‘Will missile defence shift benefit US?” BBC News,
17 September 2009.

2l Anne Gearan and Desmond Butler, ‘Obama scraps Bush’s European missile defence plan,’
Associated Press, 17 September 2009; Judy Dempsey, ‘Obama Ends a ‘Special Relation-
ship,” New York Times, 16 February 2009.

22 ‘Obama jilts Poland and the Czech Republic,” Washington Post: Editorial, 28 August 2009.
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Introduction

Opinions about the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation’s (SCO)' purpose
vary tremendously despite the organisation’s explicit statement of providing
its members security against non-traditional threats.? Questions of whether

‘The Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO) is a permanent intergovernmental inter-
national organisation which was proclaimed on 15 June 2001 in Shanghai (China) by the
Republic of Kazakhstan, the People’s Republic of China, the Kyrgyz Republic, the Russian
Federation, the Republic of Tajikistan and the Republic of Uzbekistan.” From Shanghai Co-
operation Organisation, 07 June 2002, available at: <http://www.sectsco.org/EN/brief.asp>
(accessed 05 May 2010).

Some of the main goals are: ‘to consolidate multidisciplinary cooperation in the maintenance
and strengthening of peace, security and stability in the region and promotion of a new demo-
cratic, fair and rational political and economic international order; to jointly counteract ter-
rorism, separatism and extremism in all their manifestations, to fight against illicit narcotics
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the SCO should be considered a counter-balance against NATO,? or whether
it was created to counter China’s influence in Central Asia, have been
vigorously debated. One argument holds that the SCO successfully binds
its members against undertaking any threatening action against the peace
and security in the broad Central Asian region; in other words, its stated
mission is to provide a working, regional collective security mechanism.
Alternativly, Ambrosio argued that the SCO strengthens autocracy in Central
Asian republics under the fagade of promoting security.* Additionally, the
relative scarcity of research on the Central Asian region has also produced
an ill-suited theoretical divide in its treatment of how the states in the region
interact with global superpowers. One perspective of this debate is best
represented by Ros-Lehtinen who regards the region as being ‘vulnerable
to variable whims of superpower self-interest,’® while at the other end of
the spectrum Smith claims that Central Asia is not part of a ‘great game’
between superpowers® but rather experiencing a regional power struggle for
dominance. This polarisation has kept the focus of research limited to two
main camps, resulting in a general ignorance over other important issues and
associated problematics.

The central claim of this work concerns the process of security regionalisa-
tion in Central Asia, represented by the SCO, which is best understood through
a theoretical framework that combines three perspectives: the English School’,

and arms trafficking and other types of criminal activity of a transnational character, and also
illegal migration’, ‘Charter of the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation,” Shanghai Coopera-
tion Organisation, 07 June 2002, available at: <http://www.sectsco.org/EN/show.asp?id=69>
(accessed 06 April 2010).

3 Blank, Stephen, ‘US Interest in Central Asia and Their Challenges,” Demokratizatsiya, (April

2007), p. 318; US Congress, ‘United States Commission on Security and Cooperation in

Europe (Helsinki Commission)’, Hearing: ‘The Shanghai Cooperation Organisation: Is it

Undermining US Interests in Central Asia?,” 26 September 2006; Nanay, Julie, ‘Inside Track:

SCO Gaining Importance,” The National Interest online, 08 August 2007.

Ambrosio, Thomas ‘Catching the ‘Shanghai Spirit:” How the Shanghai Cooperation Organi-

sation Promotes Authoritarian Norms in Central Asia,” Europe-Asia Studies, 60: 8, October

2008. p. 1321-1344.

Ros-Lehtinen, Ileana, ‘Assessing Energy and Security Issues in Central Asia,” Testimony to

the House of Representatives Committee n International Relations, Subcommittee on the Mid-

dle East and Central Asia, 25 July 2006. p. 4.

¢ Smith, Dianne, L., ‘Central Asia: A New Great Game?’ Asian Affairs, Vol. 23, No. 3 (Fall
1996). pp. 147-175.

7 There are multiple definitions, but according to Robert Jackson (1992:271), the English
School is ‘a variety of theoretical inquiries which conceive of international relations as
a world not merely of power and prudence or wealth or capability or domination but also one
of recognition, association, membership, equality, equity, legitimate interests, rights, customs
and conventions, agreements and disagreements, disputes, offences, inquiries, damages, repa-
rations, and the rest: the normative vocabulary of human conduct.’
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constructivism® and functionalism/neofunctionalism.’ In other words, the de-
gree of regional security integration, in the context of the SCO, is impacted by
three factors: 1) the transitional nature of security, 2) identities and norms that
are at work in the region, and 3) the organisational functionality of the SCO.

According to an English school perspective, there are multiple layers of
security, which are produced as a result of security regionalisation, and are at
work in order to manage different types of security through those that were
created and are managed by the SCO and other regional security mechanisms.
These are the drivers that have an incremental impact on regional integration.
In the social aspect of the English school explanation, a set of drivers that have
a diverse (incremental or detrimental) effect on the process of integration is
a complex of identities (ethnic, ideological, group and class identities). One
example of the explanation for various setbacks in regional integration is reduc-
ible to the specific ambitions a state might maintain in its pursuit of cooperation.

The functionalist/neofunctionalist perspective explains that the process of
integration begins in a limited, functional area. This partial cooperation gains
momentum for further rounds of integration into other areas. This ‘spill-over’
also helps explain current developments in the SCO. Political spill-over is
expressed in the creation of a supranational governance model, namely the
SCO. Functional spill-over would explain the interconnection in economic
sectors or issue-specific areas, which may result in one policy-area spilling
over into another. In other words, integration is an inevitable process rather
than a desirable state of affairs that could be introduced by the political or
technocratic elites of the involved states’ societies.

Regionalisation, Regionalism and Security
in Central Asia

Regions are examined through multiple lenses and using multiple approach-
es though there is wide agreement that the process of defining and theoretically
shaping a region is referred to as regionalisation. According to Hurrell the
notion of regionalisation is ‘the growth of societal integration within a region
and the often undirected processes of social and economic interaction,’'

8 The view of Wendt (1992:395) that ‘anarchy is what states make of it” where, despite some
splits and divisions among the member states in addressing territorial and water issues, in
cooperating in the SCO, members were the main actors; influencing cooperation in their own
ways.

> The neofunctionalist perspective, according to Haas (1960:10), influences regional coop-
eration thanks to ‘the creative work” which ‘aims at general good that normally tends to be
obscured.

1 Hurrell, Andrew, ‘Regionalism in Theoretical Perspective,” in Regionalism in World Politics,
by Louise Fawcett and Andrew Hurrell (eds) 1995, Oxford: Oxford University Press. p. 39.
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whereas Ravenhill refers to it as ‘the growth of economic interdependence
within a given geographical area.’!!

To answer the question of what security regionalism is for Central Asia we
must look at security in its regional context; as a set of ideas, norms, institutions
and identities that are created and recreated by states. When applied to Central
Asia, the term ‘region,’ as it is constructed by the states, only includes Kaza-
khstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan. International
relations theories tend to view regional structures in two ways, 1) unchange-
able, and 2) changeable, by the members of the structure. In other words, it
is represented in the discourse between voluntarism and determinism and is
controlled by whether statesmen have power to change events or not.'? Central
Asia has its own complexities and to some extent have rejected regionalisation
consistent to Allison’s evaluation in which ‘regionalisation — understood as an
active process of change towards increased cooperation, integration, conver-
gence, coherence and identity — has not been an obvious feature of security (or
other) policy interactions in Central Asia.’!?

A broadened definition of security includes freedom from military, politi-
cal, societal, economic and environmental threats. As Buzan (et al) posits, ‘all
[security] threats ... are ... defined politically,’'* the influence of the other
sectors of what constitutes security, therefore, is perceived in relation to the
relevant sector. For example as Allison points out, ‘there appear to be better
prospects for a security consensus among the Central Asian states about clear
functional issues, particularly when it is not necessary to coordinate military
asset,’"> emphasising the multi-facetedness and functionality of the concept.

A region is understood in two terms, security —as Buzan describes ‘a promi-
nent subsystem of economic political and security relations that exist among
a set of states whose fate is that they have been locked into geographical
proximity with each other’!'® and social constructivist (identity-based), applied
to Central Asia, a ‘subjective feeling has also taken hold of opposition move-
ments and many Central Asian transnational actors.’!” This implies that, though
the states in Central Asian are in geographical proximity to each other does

! Ravenhill, John, ‘Regionalism,” in John Ravenhill (ed.), Global Political Economy, 2nd edi-
tion (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007). p. 174.

Viotti, Paul, R., and Mark V. Kauppi, International Relations Theory: Realism, Pluralism,
Globalism, and Beyond, Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1999. pp. 72-73.

Allison, Roy, ‘Regionalism, Regional Structures and Security Management in Central Asia,’
International Affairs (Royal Institute of International Affairs 1944-), 80:3 (may 2004). p. 465.
Buzan, Barry, Ole Waever, and Jaap de Wilde, Security: A New Framework for Analysis,
(Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers), 1998.

5 Allison, pp. 463-483.

Buzan, Barry, People, States and Fear: An Agenda for International Security Studies in the
Post-Cold War Era, (Harlow: Longman), 1991. p. 188.

Kubicek, Paul, ‘Regionalism, Nationalism and Realpolitik in Central Asia,” Europe-Asia
Studies, 49: 4 (June 1997). p. 640.
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not reveal everything as the dynamics in the region that help to understand
regionalism in Central Asia, are also influenced by ‘shared a common material
culture, social structure, cultural value-system and historical memory; and, not
least, they were bound by both the Soviet legacy, and the need to find a way of
collectively managing the region’s trans-boundary natural resources.’'®

The uniqueness of Central Asian regionalism lies in its historical origins.
Whereas other regions (East Asia, Africa, Latin America, etc), were influenced
by, and experienced the impact of the end of the Cold War indirectly, Central
Asia was directly influenced and has undergone dramatic transitions primarily
due to its past being a part of the larger Cold War structure that suddenly ceased
to exist.

Allison distinguishes Central Asian regionalism as going beyond the region,
as he sees ‘various regional and macro-regional entities have been developed
with a core group of Central Asian states. Some of these regional frameworks,
structures and processes have had a clearly pronounced security agenda; in
other cases the security function is only incipient.’"®

Another important aspect of Central Asian regionalism is in regards to its
multiplicity, i.e. one should see it as different types of regionalisms fused into
one. First, this regionalism is defined by its geography, topology and geology.
For instance, there is a degree of interdependence regarding the management
and distribution of water resources, which demonstrates a degree of consensus
over a vital issue. This aspect of regionalism defines the postures and politi-
cal steps that states may take. On the other hand, regionalism, as a states-led
endeavour — driven primarily by China, and represented by the SCO —is distinct
because it satisfies the self-interests of its largest, and increasingly most power-
ful, member. Therefore, the SCO may be understood as a reflection of Central
Asian regionalism and as a tool that reinforces certain power relationships
between regional states and induces them into further economic cooperation. In
other words, China has significantly added to settling the boundaries of where
Central Asia begins and ends as a means of extending its influence into a now
defined region in pursuit of narrow national interests.

According to Sajjadpour, the most critical security challenges found in
Central Asia have internal characteristics.?’ The Central Asian states inherited
a set of institutions that, according to Shatz, dictate conditions of state building.

18 Bohr, Annette, ‘Regionalism in Central Asia: New Geopolitics, Old Regional Order,” Interna-
tional Affairs, 80:3 (May 2004). p. 486.

19 Allison. pp. 463-483.

20 Sajjadpour, Seyed Kazem, ‘Iran, the Caucasus and Central Asia,” in Ali Vanauzizia and My-
ron Weiner (eds.), The New Geopolitics of Central Asia (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1994). p. 197.
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He notes that

the parameters for political manoeuvre in regime transitions may be set by
previous decisions intended to address entirely different political problems.
In moments of institutional upheaval, such as those that confronted post-
Soviet elites, framing choices can have lasting and profound consequences
because they set the terms of debate. When leaders are strongly hemmed
in by previous choices, rationality is not as useful an analytic tool as when
they have a broad range of choices available.?!

Despite such common security concerns, obstacles to security cooperation
were exacerbated by regional governments insecure in their post-Soviet identi-
ties and sovereignty.? As these issues were being addressed, there was much
internal political turbulence which threatened the legitimacy and longevity of
many states in the region. At the time it was important to ensure that the ‘non-
interference’ clause inherent to the Westphalian system was upheld and that
China was discouraged from interventions. Indeed, as a means of protecting
its energy-related interests and avoid being drawn into the (then) unfolding
Central Asian conflicts, China expended its political energies to construct a vi-
able institutional framework, the so-called ‘Shanghai Five’ organisation that
included the neighbouring Central Asian states and Russia, which later (2001)
transformed into the SCO.

Since its initial baby-steps, the nearly decade-old organisation has split its
focus into two identifiable spheres: first, the sphere of Russo-Chinese relations,
and secondly, the sphere of Sino-Central Asian relations. The second part of this
formula is of particular interest since traditionally, despite geographic proximity,
China had very limited relations to Central Asia and probably views the SCO
as the most effective instrument to successfully penetrate the region in defence
of its material interests. This sentiment is explored by Sheives who argues that

the PRC has done little to influence Central Asia, partly due to its own
instability along its periphery, and internal problems in the Chinese heart-
land. However, since the collapse of the Soviet Union, China has instituted
warm relations with each of these five [sic.] newly independent Central
Asian states.?

A portion of this work will reveal ways in which China has used the SCO
as a tool of engagement with the Central Asian states.

2l Schatz, Edward, ‘Access by Accident: Legitimacy Claims and Democracy Promotion in

Authoritarian Central Asia,” International Political Science Review / Revue internationale de

science politique, 27:3 (July 2006). pp. 263-284.

Swanstrom, Niklas, ‘The Prospects for Multilateral Conflict Prevention and Regional Coop-

eration in Central Asia,” Central Asian Survey, 23:1 (March 2004). p. 42.

2 Sheives, Kevin, ‘China Turns West: Beijing’s Contemporary Strategy towards Central Asia,’
Pacific Affairs 79:2 (Summer 2006). pp. 205-224.
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Theoretical Considerations

Debunking (Neo)Realism and (Neo)
Liberal Institutionalism

In order to fully comprehend the dynamics of the SCO and properly gauge
its functions, raison d’étre and prospects, it is important to provide the theo-
retical perspectives most in-tune with the organisation. Prior to doing so, it
is important to debunk those theories which attempt, inaccurately, to capture
the nuances of the SCO. This section is therefore devoted to revealing some
shortcomings of (neo)realism and (neo)liberal institutionalism, as applied to the
SCO, to pave the way for the English school-constructivist-(neo)functionalist
theoretical marriage.

According to neorealism, the international environment is anarchic and the
intentions of others too uncertain for states to cooperate for any enduring period
of time. The fear that others will attempt to maximise relative gains is enough
to discourage states from long-term cooperation, even for mutually beneficial
rewards. In short, relations between states are always competitive. Waltz best
described this concern:

When faced with the possibility of cooperating for mutual gain, states that
feel insecure must ask how the gain will be divided. They are compelled to
ask not, ‘“Will both of us gain?” but “Who will gain more?’ If an expected
gain is to be divided, say, in the ratio of two to one, one state may use its
disproportionate gain to implement a policy intended to destroy the other.
Even the prospect of large absolute gains for both parties does not elicit their
cooperation so long as each fears how the other will use its increased capa-
bilities ... The condition of insecurity ... the uncertainty of each about the
other’s future intentions and actions ... works against their cooperation.?

Neorealists believe that international politics is in a state of continuous
conflict and competition, and suggest that regionalism may be advanced only
to enhance national security in combined efforts of combating perceived threats
and to maintain a balance of power; the only reprieve states have from conflict.

During the Cold War, Central Asia — being a part of the Soviet Union —
lacked any specific threat other than the common threat posed by the West. In
the post-Cold War period however, the security environment has undergone
drastic changes and, at times, the perceptions and exogenous states’ behaviour
have significantly influenced the region. Despite such changes, the Central
Asian states undertook to turn the ‘Shanghai Five’ into the SCO to improve
regional security and better respond to shifting international dynamics. During

24 Waltz, Kenneth, Theory of International Politics (United States: McGraw-Hill, 1979). p. 105.
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this period, while neorealists anticipated instability due to the US-led involve-
ment in Afghanistan and the wider Central Asian region, SCO members at-
tempted to renew their shared interests by pushing for an increase in multilateral
activities rooted in the organisation which has been self-reinforcing in the sense
that regional security cooperation has led to the institutionalisation of regional
relations.

In neorealism, conventional wisdom favours uni- or bipolarity which are
perceived as inherently more stabilising than multipolarity. This logic is deeply
flawed when explaining the SCO and Central Asian regionalism: the Central
Asian members of the SCO hope, in security matters, to limit Russia’s military
presence, to counter China’s influence, and balance the US’s military presence
in the area, whereas in its economic security dimension, opts for the widening
and deepening of SCO integration into an Central Asian economic system. This
may assist the individual states resist US pressures, and preserve the states’
economic and national independence and ‘China’s geo-political, geo-economic
and geo-strategic importance in the region.”> Regarding Russia, Bhatty argues
that ‘Russia’s interests in the fields of security, economy, and energy require
a rapid reciprocal response from the Central Asian governments...”* In other
words, all the parties involved are reliant on a degree of enduring political and
diplomatic engagement.

Alternatively, neoliberal institutionalism, emphasise cooperation among
states. Indeed, the SCO has attempted to enhance regional security cooperation
through increasing the level of self-restraint. For example, the SCO sought
to promote regional confidence and security-building measures (CSBMs) by
reinforcing transparency and openness. As the primary interest of the states is in
‘cooperation’ between national states, neoliberal institutionalism seems to have
relevance for the SCO in explaining the mechanisms of security, but it is limited
in the context of SCO security regionalism. Unlike neoliberal institutionalists’
argument of limiting sovereignty for increased cooperation, the SCO states are
more interested in state-building by strengthening their sovereignty instead
of limiting it. Indeed, the process of limiting sovereignty is better seen in the
Collective Security Treaty Organisation (CSTO),”” and not the SCO.

% Chien-peng, Chung, ‘The Shanghai Co-operation Organisation: China’s Changing Influence

in Central Asia,” The China Quarterly, no. 180 (December 2004). p. 992.

Bhatty, Roj Sultan Khan, ‘Russia: The Traditional Hegemon in Central Asia,” Perceptions,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Istanbul, 2008 available at: <http://www.sam.gov.tr/perceptions/
volume13/autumn/RojSultanKhanBhatty.pdf>

Collective Security Treaty Organisation (from original Russian), available at: <http://odkb.
gov.ru/start/index.htm> (Accessed 08 May 2010). The members of the CSTO are Armenia,
Belorussia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, and Tajikistan. Uzbekistan was a signing party
of CSTO in 1992, but in 1999 ended its participation in the activities of organisation, at the
same it time expressing its desire to maintain membership. Georgia and Azerbaijan joined in
1993, but withdrew in 1999.
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This claim, however, is also debatable as Essenov notes that ‘the first clause
prohibits all member states from forming military alliances with other non-CST
countries and from taking any joint aggressive action (with any other group
of states) against any CST signatory. In accordance with clause four, if any
CST member state is threatened by another state or group of states, this will
be seen as an act of aggression against all CST members.’?® In other words,
we may see that both institutions encourage the members to adhere to the
basic principle of non-intervention and respect for each other’s sovereignty.
Neoliberal institutionalism’s interest is rooted in building legal norms, coercive
rules and material interests, but the SCO states are inclined to retain informal
and non-legalistic norm-based rules. The framework of cooperation in the SCO
represents a mixture between formal and informal (non-legalistic) methods of
the ‘Shanghai Spirit’ and members do not necessarily push the organisation
towards a legally binding security architecture.

Although the above section provided only a brief snap-shot of (neo)realism
and (neo)liberal instituationalism’s shortcomings, these are enough to debunk
the central premises of such theories in an attempt to move beyond them and
forge ahead with a new theoretical framework to understand the SCO.

Bringing in Constructivism

In criticising more traditional neorealist concepts as they apply to the
security of Central Asia, Menon and Spruyt argue that ‘the consequences of
preponderance depend on the nature of the regime in the stronger power and
the level of domestic stability in the weaker state.’? In other words, they argue
that the traditional concept of security bears at least two serious deficiencies
in capturing the transitory characteristic of security. First, it lacks perspective
as it neglects the aspects of security that are rooted in the internal situation of
a state. Second, with its focus primarily on material factors of security it pays
only limited attention to the effects and role of such ideational factors (ideas,
norms, and culture). With its tendency to bind all states within the structure of
the international system, all other dynamics are left unexplainable as it sees
the system as ‘static.’

Contrarily, the constructivist perspective argues that it is very likely that
the Central Asian regional identity, while the states are entangled in divisions
across ethnic, linguistic and national identities, ‘will remain a chimera and
regionalisation in the narrowly defined the Central Asian region is unlikely to

% Essenov, Murad, ‘The Anti-Terrorist Campaign and the Regional Security System,” The [ISS
Russian Regional Perspectives Journal for Foreign and Security Policy, Issue 2. pp. 26-28.

» Rajan, Menon and Hendrik Spruyt, ‘The Limits of Neorealism: Understanding Security in
Central Asia,” Review of International Studies, 25:1 (January 1999). pp. 87-105.
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move,”** but at least a regional ‘collective identity’ has been conceived of, with
the SCO, as a process through which its members counter their fears.

In order for the SCO to construct a regional identity, it had to follow a path
of multiple trials through interaction between Russia, China and the Central
Asian states. Here we may see that a constructivist perspective of international
relations opens up the possibilities of actors to consider international structures
as historically evolved and flexible.

Security regionalism, focusing on the scope and extent of the English
School’s function explains the SCO mechanisms in the context of Central
Asian security regionalisation. Emphasising the conceptualisation of security
in a geopolitical context is difficult. It requires the development of specific
theoretical approaches to regionalism in transitional terms. Here, the function of
the English School helps in defining the effects and roles of ideational concepts
and structures (ideological, ethnic and collective identities) where security re-
gionalisation is constantly constructed and reconstructed. The post-Cold War
Central Asian security complex,’! represents a triple-layered system of three
distinguished security mechanisms: first, the Commonwealth of Independent
States (CIS)* — a loose agreement built on the vague notion of the members’
intention to cooperate; second, the CSTO, which is a highly institutionalised
form of cooperation between many states of the former USSR; and third, the
SCO, which is primarily designed to manage security threats of new character.

Arguing for Cooperation

From the English school perspective there are multiple layers of security,
which are produced as the result of security regionalisation and are at work
in order to manage different types of security through the SCO. These are the
drivers that have an incremental effect on regional integration. In the social
aspect of the English school explanation, a set of drivers that has a diverse
(incremental or detrimental) effect on the process of integration is a complex
of identities (ethnic, ideological, group identities). One example of the expla-
nations for setbacks is the ambitions that states might have in its pursuit of
cooperation.

Constructivism helps identify aspects which other perspectives omit. The
SCO, as an institution represents regional integration, which is expressed
through states” membership in the organisation. Regional integration is

30 Bohr, p. 502.

The security complex theory, explanations and definitions are drawn from multiple sources.
See: Buzan, Barry, People, States and Fear, 2007 (ed), also Buzan, Barry, ‘The Logic of
Regional Security in the Post-Cold War World,” in Bjorn Hettne (et al) 7he New Regionalism
and the Future of Security and Development (London, Macmillan, 1999-2000). pp. 1-5, 12.
For the Co