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I Introduction 

 

Aim of the EU-Roundtable 2012 & Synopsis 
 

Aim of the EU-Roundtable 2012 

The Roundtable aimed at addressing the functions, challenges and perspectives 

of the European External Action Service (EEAS) in order to discuss 

achievements, exchange viewpoints and obtain a global view on European 

Diplomacy. It should allow obtaining an assessment of the EEAS itself and of 

different stakeholders already working with the Service respectively aiming to 

do so in the future, in order to avoid duplications and create greater synergies. 

Synopsis: Three dimensions of EU Foreign Policy 

The current organisational set-up of the EEAS takes into account the co-

existence of bilateral EU embassies. Since the primary objective of the Service is 

to give the European Union one voice in external matters, the Roundtable 

aimed at helping to increase the direct dialogue between universities, 

European political actors and international organisations.  

The EU-Roundtable 2012 was based upon three dimensions.  

As regards the internal dimension, the Roundtable provided a poster 

exhibition on the functioning of the EEAS itself, including the collaboration with 

the other EU institutions in Brussels. 

Concerning the “European” dimension, the focus laid on the challenges, 

meaning the relations between the Ministries of Foreign Affairs from the EU 

member states and the EEAS. This dimension concentrated on task-sharing and 

possible competency-conflicts in third countries.  

Finally, the external dimension was illustrated by means of a case study using 

the example of Kosovo. Taken over from the Council, the European Union’s 

High Representative now exercises overall authority over the EULEX Mission, 

the largest-ever CSDP mission with approximately 3,200 staff. In addition, the 

EU caters for the EU Special Representative and provides services for the 

reform process with the help of a Liaison Office to Kosovo. 

Pieter Feith who currently is International Civilian Representative in Pristina 

and at the same time used to be the European Special Representative until 

2011, was key note speaker of the Second Session of the Roundtable.
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Agenda 
 

10-10.30 a.m.   Opening 

Opening Remarks  

Prof. Dr. Friederike Nüssel, Vice-Rector for International Affairs, Universität 

Heidelberg 

 

Welcoming Remarks 

Jochen Merkle, Head of Regional Office, Reinhold-Maier-Stiftung, Stuttgart 

 

Introduction 

Prof. Dr. Frank R. Pfetsch, Institut für Politische Wissenschaft, Universität Heidelberg 

       

 

10.30 a.m.-12.30 p.m. First Session: Challenges of the EEAS  (The “European” 

Dimension) 

Moderation: Andreas Isensee, Ph.D. student, Institut für Politische Wissenschaft, 

Universität Heidelberg 

European External Action Service: Challenges of the EEAS 

Alfredo Conte, Head of Strategic Planning, European External Action Service, 

Brussels  

Ministry of Foreign Affairs: Co-operation and Differences  

H.E. Bernd Borchardt, Ambassador, Coordinator for German Personnel in 

International Organisations, Auswaertiges Amt (AA), Berlin    

Academic Intervention 

Prof. Dr. Dr. h.c. mult. Peter-Christian Müller-Graff   

Director, Institut für Deutsches und Europäisches Gesellschafts- und 

Wirtschaftsrecht, Universität Heidelberg      

 

12.30-2 p.m.   Lunch Break  
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2-4.15 p.m. Second Session: A First Evaluation of the EEAS, a case 

study on Kosovo (The External Dimension)  

Moderation: Dr. habil. Martin Thunert, Senior Lecturer, Heidelberg Center for 

American Studies 

Forum Osteuropa, University of Vienna: Introductory Remarks  

Hansfrieder Vogel,  Political Scientist and Coordinator "Forum Eastern Europe", 

University of Vienna          

International Civilian Office 

Pieter Feith, Former EUSR for Kosovo and now International Civilian Representative, 

Pristina           

European External Action Service 

            Jonas Jonsson, Head of Western Balkans Divisions, EEAS, Brussels 

            EU Commission 

            Nicholas Cendrowicz,  Sectoral Desk Officer, DG Enlargement and European   

            Neighbourhood Policy, Kosovo Unit, Brussels             

 

            Kosovo/Brussels 

Augustin Palokaj, Correspondent of “Koha Ditore” and “WAZ media Group”, Brussels 

Academic Intervention 

Dr. Vedran Dzihic,  University of Vienna/Center for Transatlantic Relations, Johns 

Hopkins University, Washington, D.C.      

 

4.15-4.30 p.m.  Concluding Remarks 

 

Closing Remarks 

Prof. Dr. Sebastian Harnisch, Director, Institut für Politische Wissenschaft, 

Universität Heidelberg         

 

4.30 p.m.    Closing 
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II The Conference 

 

The “European Dimension”: Challenges of the EEAS 
 

Introductory Speech (Prof. Pfetsch) 

Prof. Dr. Frank R. Pfetsch, Institut für Politische Wissenschaft, Universität 

Heidelberg 

This event brings together practitioners and researchers in the field of EU 

foreign policy at a time when the new structure of foreign policy according to 

the Lisbon treaty is being put in operation.  

Before dealing with the new institutional framework I would like to mention 

two documents concerning the EU foreign policy which in my mind can be 

considered as the cornerstones of the European foreign policy.  

The 1973 Declaration on European Identity, elaborated by the then nine foreign 

policy Ministers in Copenhagen, says: “In their external relations, the Nine 

propose progressively to undertake the definition of their identity in relations 

to other countries or groups of countries. They believe that in so doing they will 

strengthen their own cohesion and contribute to the framing of a genuinely 

European foreign policy.” 

The other document is the European Security Strategy of 2003 by Javier Solana 

as a framework for the EU’s Foreign and Security Policy. Three points are 

essential: 

1. The EU has to defend itself against concrete threats (terrorism, proliferation 

of weapons of mass destruction etc.) 

2. Reinforcing security in the neighbourhood of the European Union (i.e. the 

Balkans, Near East etc.) 

3. The world order should be based on effective multilateralism. 

 

The question remaining is: How is, or respectively can the EU foreign policy be 

perceived in a world of multilateral relations? 

In 2007 the Bertelsmann Foundation published an opinion pool in nine 

countries considered to be the most important countries of the world. The 

answers given to the question what are the criteria for world power are in order 

of their nomination the following: 
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1. economic potential 

2. political stability 

3. resources in Research and Development, education 

4. global function 

5. resources in raw materials 

6. cultural attractiveness 

7. military power 

In the perception of the interviewed population military 

capability comes only seventh. But when it comes to the question which 

countries count as world power, the ranking goes more with hard power 

capabilities: 

1. USA 

2. China 

3. Russia 

4. Japan 

 

Hence, we can observe discrepancies between the attributes of a world power 

and the perceptions of real power countries. 

If we apply the elements of a world power to the European Union, the EU with 

its soft power or civilian elements can certainly count as a world power, but, as 

its lacking hard power elements, it in fact is not. With a population of almost 

500 Million, a Gross Social Product highest together with the USA in absolute 

and relative figures, as greatest exporter and development aid giver and, at 

length, as federation of stable democracies – not to speak of the highly 

developed educational system and certainly cultural attractiveness –, the EU 

can count as a world power according to the criteria given in the opinion pool. 

As far as foreign policy of the EU is concerned, there are specific characteristics 

which distinguish this region-integrated system from the foreign policy of 

individual member states. Three specific orientations can be mentioned 

1. The EU possess a value based policy, stands for universal values like human 

rights, democracy, minority protection; 

2. It pursues interregional foreign policy, dealing for example with ASEAN, 

Mercosur, ESEM, the African Union etc.; 

3. It is finally a civilian power, military capabilities being only rudimentary 

developed. 

In order to pursue these specific characteristics to the outside world, it has to 

speak with one voice. In this regard, on many occasions, the EU lacks a 

consensual unified position. For example, during the US intervention in Iraq, 

Europe was split between a so-called “Old Europe” and a “New Europe” as the 

US Secretary of Defense, Dick Cheney, used to say. During the Libyan war, the 
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British and the French took part while Germany abstained in the Security 

Council. 

In order to make the EU more coherent and effective, the Lisbon Treaty 

restructured the foreign policy apparatus with the establishment of a High 

Representative (HR) with the “double hat” linking the Council and the 

Commission together. The European External Action Service (EEAS) gives the 

administrative underpinnings to the performance of a European Common 

Foreign Policy. In our discussion we want to inquire if and to what extent the 

new scheme performed as a unifier. 

According to the Lisbon Treaty, the functions of the newly installed Foreign 

Affairs institutions are the followings:  

Article 27 (3): “The Council shall act on a proposal from the High 

Representative after consulting the European Parliament and after obtaining 

the consent of the Commission.” 

Hence, the HR can have a leading role as far as he or she can make proposals, 

but a coordinating role as well as far as he or she has to obtain the approval of 

the Commission and the consent of the European Parliament. The Lisbon 

Treaty gives four players the privilege of being in charge regarding the foreign 

affairs of the EU:  

 the HR for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy supported by the European 

External Action Service EEAS 

 the Commission, when it comes to communitarised fields of foreign policy 

such as humanitarian and development aid or neighbourhood policy 

 the President of the Council 

 the Member States. 

 

Since foreign policy of the EU is organised intergovernmentally, decisions have 

to be taken unanimously which means that each member state has the power of 

veto. Not all foreign policy fields are under the control of the HR. The 

Commission nevertheless has so far retained competences in policy fields such 

as humanitarian and development aid, and neighbourhood policy.  

For our discussions a number of questions arise: 

 Does the kind of task sharing between the HR, the Council and the 

Commission occurring since the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty finally lead 

to a coherent policy; thus: Can Europe speak with one voice?  

 Since foreign policy of the Union is intergovernmental, the member states 

have an important power. The question arises whether they are ready to 

transfer their power to the Union? 
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 The task of internal coordination between the institutions of the Union is 

immense. Can there be a consensual and unified output?  

 Is the value orientation of EU foreign policy compatible with its commercial 

policy?  

 As to Kosovo which is the focus of our discussion this afternoon: Can the 

Special Representatives of the EU in Kosovo maintain their neutral position 

while working together with local experts? There is ambiguity on the 

ground: the EU Special Representative and political instructor does not 

recognize the independence of Kosovo, but the International Civilian 

Representative, who until 2011 was EUSR at the same time, does recognize 

Kosovo’s independence. 

 

The Implementation of the EEAS (A. Conte) 

Alfredo Conte, Head of Strategic Planning Division, EEAS 

Alfredo Conte who replaced Deputy Secretary General Helga Schmid by 

reporting on the implementation process of the EEAS and its actual status, put 

the emphasis of his presentation on the expectations-reality-gap which in his 

view is responsible for the public criticism towards the EEAS and its structure. 

Regarding the efficiency of the Service, success, as Conte stressed, does not 

occur as immediately as the media would have liked because expectations were 

too high in the beginning.  

Conte pointed out that the 

EEAS is the result of a 

compromise between the 

major institutional players 

of the European Union. Even 

though the Council was in 

charge of establishing the EEAS, it had to consult both the Commission and the 

Parliament.  

Conte then talked about the actual structure of the EEAS which is still in the 

early stages of development, as Conte emphasised. The raison d’être of the 

EEAS is, as the Lisbon Treaty defines, to make the High Representative able to 

fulfil her tasks according to the Treaty, thus representing the EU in foreign 

relations. 

Conte took into account both the difficulties occurring to the EEAS as a Service 

that “goes beyond national diplomacy” and the first achievements of the High 

Representative in foreign affairs. He mentioned a couple of examples where 

Catherine Ashton appeared as ambassador of a united Europe on the global 
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stage such as within her meeting with the Tunisian prime minister in late 

September 2011.  

However, according to Conte, the case of Libya has been an example for a 

divided European Union. Different views of different member states on how to 

react on the civil war in Libya made it difficult for the EEAS to make sure to 

represent a united EU in foreign affairs.  

From these observations, Conte came to his thesis that there could be efficiency 

even without unity in the European Union. According to Conte, when it comes 

to Iran issues, the Union is not always united as well, but the EEAS is still 

efficient because of its expertise staff. Besides, unity does not exclude diversity, 

he said. 

The strength of the EEAS is in its expertise both with regard to crisis 

management and to diplomacy, Conte said. The EEAS brings together a 

European ministry of foreign affairs and a ministry of defence and therefore 

provides an addition to the existing national diplomatic services and EU 

institutions. 

In order to be more efficient in the future, the employees of the Service have to 

develop an esprit de corps, Conte concluded. This is a challenge as for the 

different cultural backgrounds of the EEAS members.  

However, in Conte’s view, it is not possible to measure the success of the EEAS 

only one year after its implementation.  

Regarding the “Kissinger question”, Conte summarised: “Time is on our side. 

We haven’t done too badly in the first year and we will do better in the second.” 

 

The Impact of European External Action on national diplomacy 
(Ambassador B. Borchardt) 

Bernd Borchardt, Coordinator for German Personnel Selection in International 

Organisations, German Ministry of Foreign Affairs/Auswaertiges Amt 

In his speech, Ambassador Bernd Borchardt argued that both the 

functioning of the EEAS in concrete terms and the coherence of EU foreign 

policy in general were of German interest.  

At the same time, he emphasised that making an evaluation of the EEAS only 

one year after its formation were too early as the Service would need time to 

set up its institutional character. Even though the EEAS would not have to build 

up its own institution, Ambassador Borchardt argued that a lot of work still has 
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to be done concerning the integration of personnel from the Council, the 

Commission and the member states. 

Admitting that the 

EEAS, as it was often 

the case in the history 

of European 

integration, was the 

result of a compromise 

between 27 divergently 

thinking member states 

and that the EEAS and 

the High Representative during the Arab Spring of 2011 did not act as much as 

a meaningful global actor as one would have wanted them to, Borchardt also 

highlighted first successes of Catherine Ashton and the Service. According to 

Borchardt, the Pristina-Belgrade negotiations starting in March 2011 were to 

an important impact promoted by the High Representative herself. Borchardt 

compared the outcome of the Serbia-Kosovo dialogue with the example of the 

German Grundlagenvertrag of 1972, the treaty between the Federal Republic of 

Germany and the communist German Democratic Republic. According to 

Borchardt, the outcome of the Belgrade-Pristina negotiations should be 

regarded as immense progress given the fact that there are strong forces in 

Serbia which feel that there cannot be a compromise at all.  

Mr Borchardt mentioned further examples of substantial progress in 

international relations thanks to the EEAS, such as Bosnia, Georgia and 

Abkhazia.  

The Ambassador gave a nuanced answer towards the “Kissinger-Question”, 

saying that there might not be one single European phone number but, on the 

other hand, with the implementation of the EEAS, not only the US Secretary of 

State would have somebody to call in Europe but also the Egyptian foreign 

minister who was now able to call the desk manager responsible for Egyptian 

issues in the EEAS. 

Borchardt’s pragmatic conclusion as regards the question “One Europe! One 

Voice?” was that the integration process would have to go on despite the fact 

that “there will not be one Europe or one voice” but instead, parallel views 

would remain with ongoing integration, which, in turn, meant consistent 

infinity of the European integration process. “The EEAS has to work”, Borchardt 

said, “because Germany wants it to and many others want it to as well.” The 

financial crisis and the fact that the EU’s member states have become dwarfs on 

the international stage make a common foreign and security policy of the EU all 

the more necessary.  
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Academic Intervention (Prof. Müller-Graff) 

Peter-Christian Müller-Graff, Director, Institut für Deutsches und Europäisches 

Gesellschafts- und Wirtschaftsrecht, Universität Heidelberg 

Peter-Christian Müller-Graff discussed 

the question whether the difficulties of the 

starting period of the EEAS are a 

temporary phenomenon or root in its basic 

legal concept with a tendency to last.  

Bases on the “mental shoulders” of the Constitutional Treaty, according to 

Müller-Graff, the Constitutional Treaty-created EEAS as an institution with the 

task to „assist“ the newly created office of the High Representative of the Union 

for Foreign and Security Policy „in fulfilling his mandate“ (Article 27 par.2 and 

18 TEU).  

Müller-Graff first spoke about the institutional changes occurring since the 

ratification of the Lisbon Treaty, reported difficulties of the EEAS such as the 

“very hostile” attitude of the Commission towards the EEAS or the function of 

the EEAS in the new post-Lisbon institutional EU concept. 

Müller-Graff summarised that the main organisational change of the Lisbon 

Treaty is the merger of the former supranational European Community with 

own legal personality and the former basically intergovernmental European 

Union without legal personality to a new European Union with legal 

personality but without a uniform legal nature. Rather, the new Union 

comprises supranational and intergovernmental elements and this mixture 

concerns in particular the Union´s external action. It is split. The general 

provisions on the Union´s external action and the specific provisions on the 

CFSP form the intergovernmental Part V of the TEU (Articles 21 to 46), while -

at the same time- the predominantly supranational Part V of the –legally more 

important- TFEU (Articles 205 to 222) contains an array of eight specific 

policies: on commerce, on development cooperation, on economic, financial 

and technical cooperation, on humanitarian aid, on restrictive measures, on the 

conclusion of international agreements, on the Union´s relations with 

international organisations, and on solidarity. This distinction mirrors the 

internal competence structure within the Union. In the realm of 

supranationality, in principle the Commission holds the power of initiative and 

specific procedures and instruments can be used (such as directly applicable 

regulations, directives, majority voting in the Council, strong involvement of 

the EP, jurisdiction of the ECJ). The realm of intergovernmentalism widely lacks 

these means. Here the Member States pull the strings and the Council is bound 

–in principle- to the unanimity rule.  
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Prof. Müller-Graff then spoke about three major issues that arise from the new 

institutional concept of the EU, providing the new offices of the HR and the 

EEAS: legitimacy, competence and composition of the EEAS. 

Within those issues, Müller-Graff defined the composition of the EEAS as 

“hybrid”, meaning its institutional construction in between the Commission 

and the Council.  

Concerning the challenges of the EEAS, Müller-Graff drew five conclusions, 

saying that the reported difficulties described above have a perspective to 

continue: 

First: The tension which manifest in the functioning of the EEAS root in the 

hybrid construction of the office of the High Representative (double hat) and 

the EEAS. 

Second: The double function of the HR mirrors the internal partition of 

competences in external action between the MS and the Union.  

Third: One voice of one Europe is guaranteed by the Treaty only in the areas of 

exclusive competences of the Union.  

Fourth: Outside these exclusive competences the Union´s competences in 

external action are not explicitly attributed to the category of shared 

competences or supporting competences. However, as far as they are contained 

in the TFEU, they have to be understood as to have either the one or the other 

character depending upon their concrete formulation. 

Fifth:. The Union´s competence in the area of CFSP, including the progressive 

framing of a common defence policy remains outside this categorisation. This is 

again mirrored by the unique tripartite organisational device of the EEAS. It is – 

by all yardsticks of European organisational devices – an animal of its own 

character and of untamed different communitarian, intergovernmental and 

mixed tempers. 

The presentations were followed by a lively discussion, focussing on two 

questions: Does the EEAS help the EU to speak 

with one voice? And whom do I call if I want to 

speak to Europe? One answer could be 

multilaterally agreed upon: Time matters. 

Global power shifts, demographics, budgetary 

restrictions, and, last, but not least, deeper 

common understanding, will eventually lead to 

a more European diplomacy. 
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The “External Dimension”: A First Evaluation of the 

EEAS, a Case Study on Kosovo 

 

Introductory Remarks/General thematic overview (H. Vogel) 

Hansfrieder Vogel, Political Scientist, University of Vienna 

Hansfrieder Vogel gave a general overview on EU Kosovo policy and the 

Kosovan perception of that policy.  

Regarding the long-term dynamics of EU Foreign Policy in Kosovo, Vogel 

proposed two general observations: 

The first observation, which, according to Vogel, applies to the Western Balkans 

region in general, takes into account the continuous rise in terms of the 

investment of political and material resources into Kosovo and in terms of the 

aspiration of the EU for external political leadership.  

The second observation concerns the EU-internal ambivalence on Kosovo’s 

status that is signifying EU Kosovo Policy from its very beginning.  

This ambivalence allows for some room of manoeuvre, but it continues to 

create lacks of policy cohesion between and within the EU institutions, it 

damages its representation on the ground and it has negative effects on its 

potential to live up to its declared leadership role. 

The major problem regarding the question of how to integrate Kosovo into the 

EU is, as Vogel said, that EU Foreign Policy actors apply those parts of the 

available policy instruments on which internal consensus can be found, while 

they do not apply others, and while they simultaneously keep silent on or deny 

any implication of such policies for the status of Kosovo. 

Vogel then gave a brief overview over the current EU 

presence in Kosovo, saying that the last major 

institutional overhaul of EU Foreign Policy in Kosovo has 

taken place in context with Kosovo’s declaration of 

independence. Since that time, the EU is present in 

Kosovo in four different institutional configurations: with 

the Commission (foremost responsible for the integration process, but also for 

visa liberalisation), with a civilian CSDP mission, with a EU Special 

Representative, and finally, since March 2011, the EU facilitates the “Belgrade-

Pristina-Dialogue” in Brussels.  
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In general, this can be interpreted as an institutional reflection of the aim to 

invest more resources and to demonstrate internationally recognized 

leadership. 

However, Vogel suggested, that the ambivalence of EU Foreign Policy towards 

Kosovo continues to mirror in its current presences and their activities, and 

that in the short term, it will also reflect in the composition and work of the 

EEAS on the ground. In the long term of course, Vogel suggested, it might and 

should be strategically addressed by the Service.  

Vogel summed up the major challenges of EU Foreign Policy towards Kosovo: 

1. The basic feature of the two processes the Commission is dealing with in 

Kosovo (the so-called SAP “Dialogue” and the visa liberalisation process), is 

ambivalent: The EU applies the policies designed for the Western Balkans 

on Kosovo “as if” it was a state, without the ability to recognize it as a state 

and, accordingly, without the means to endow it with the related 

opportunities. As Kosovo remains blocked from concluding a Stabilisation 

and Association Agreement with the Commission, the EU has less to offer to 

Pristina in order to motivate reforms and less means of putting pressure on 

the government via the instrument of conditionality.  

2. The incoherence within the Council as regards the recognition of Kosovo’s 

independence negatively drops back on two key institutions in Kosovo: 

EULEX and the European Union Special Representative (EUSR). 

As a result of the EU internal incoherence, EULEX is exceedingly unpopular in 

Kosovo, a situation that risks to reverberate in the perception of the EU as a 

whole. Additionally, it drops back negatively on the EUSR who is bound to 

remain status neutral, while simultaneously acting as Civilian Representative, 

he has to do the exact opposite – namely supervising and promoting the 

independence of Kosovo. 

Vogel closed with an optimistic outlook towards the future, invoking a more 

positive example of the recent institutional development in EU-Kosovo affairs. 

Indeed, the EU-facilitated dialogue between Belgrade and Pristina can be, 

according to Vogel, interpreted as the first genuine EEAS action and as the first 

EEAS success, as the dialogue still reflects the ambivalence in the EU’s approach 

to Kosovo: it keeps the status question off the agenda, while it allows for 

negotiation and approximation between the sides, and room for a functioning 

EU mediator rule. The EU thus continues to “buy time” for its foreign policy in 

Kosovo, and, being able to do that, is a strong instrument in itself. However, this 

strategy entails pitfalls, and finally, the EU will have to overcome its internal 

ambivalence. In Vogel’s perspective, the EEAS in the long term might have the 

means to change, thus transforming ambivalence into political coherence. 
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View from Pristina (ICR P. Feith) 

Pieter Feith, International Civilian Representative, Pristina, Kosovo 

ICR Pieter Feith regretted the lack of political will 

under the EU member states to speak with one voice in 

the case of Kosovo. As long as each member state 

possessed a veto power in foreign policy issues, the EU 

could not speak with one voice.  

Mr Feith said that the declining political will among the 

EU member states in the middle of the decade followed the initial enthusiasm 

and big ambitions of the CSDP. Especially Solana’s European Security Strategy 

of 2003 that demanded a more active, capable and coherent Europe was the 

reason of new enthusiasm around Europe after the Amsterdam Treaty.  

With the high impact of the global financial constraints, capabilities were 

becoming scarcer, political decision making more complicated, and operations 

more bureaucratic. 

With regard to Kosovo, five Member States refuse to recognize. Under the new 

Treaty of Lisbon, any Member State can still block decision making on foreign 

and security policy. In terms of EU coherence, not much seems to have changed, 

therefore. Feith reviewed the various presences of the European Union in 

Kosovo: In his viewpoint, EULEX faced challenges in combating organized 

crime and corruption as well as in strengthening the rule of law in the North. 

The Commission was the engine for reform but was slow in disbursing 

resources for project aid. Indeed, a new EUSR would shortly start his work. But 

Kosovo had a European perspective and the EU would therefore remain its 

closest partner notwithstanding the position of the five. 

Mr Feith then spoke about ending supervised independence and closing the ICO 

mandate. The ICO is a transatlantic project bringing in the US. Just two days 

before this conference, the International Steering Group had taken decisions in 

Vienna. The Comprehensive Settlement Plan of president Ahtisaari, Feith said, 

is close to being fully implemented. However, the North remained a challenge 

and at risk of developing into a frozen conflict. Much will depend on Serbia, 

Feith said.  

Once the ICO will have left, other players will hopefully keep monitoring 

Kosovo's respect for commitments including with regard to community rights, 

protection for religious and cultural heritage and decentralisation. Peter Feith’s 

recommendation was that the EU will be best placed to do so as the Ahtisaari 

principles largely cover the EU requirements as assessed in the yearly Progress 

Report of the Commission. 
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Inside EU: Viewpoint from the EEAS (J. Jonsson) 

Jonas Jonsson, Head of Western Balkans Division, EEAS 

Jonas Jonsson started his presentation by contradicting Pieter Feith who 

had claimed not to be an EU official anymore since the offices of EUSR and ICR 

were divided into two in the beginning of 2011. Contrary to what he was saying 

himself, Pieter Feith, even as ICR, is still an EU official, Jonsson told the 

audience. 

First of all, Jonsson exposed 

why the implementation of 

the EEAS was necessary. As 

the EU becomes more and 

more inevitable, and the need 

of the EU to protect its people 

on the world stage becomes 

more and more visible, the 

EEAS is an essential addition 

to the national diplomatic services.  

According to Jonsson, a joint foreign policy of the EU is generated throughout 

meetings between the EU officials from the different institutions and by 

consulting groups of experts such as the Security Council. This is also reflected 

in the structure of the Service which consists of members from the Council 

secretariat, Commission staff and members of the national diplomatic services. 

The tasks of the EEAS, according to Jonsson, consist of three pieces:  

Firstly, the policy role, which is personalised trough the High Representative, 

secondly, the presidency role concerning the representation of the EU in 

foreign affairs and thirdly, its presence on the ground. 

In order to fulfil its tasks, the EEAS will have to network a lot to get into terms, 

Jonsson argued. At the same time, Jonsson gave a differentiated answer to the 

“Kissinger question”. There may be one European voice, Jonsson said, “but in a 

lot of different shapes”.  

In this regard, Jonsson mentioned Kosovo as perfect case study. While agreeing 

on the engagement in Kosovo, there is an obvious disagreement on the 

recognition of Kosovo’s independence in the EU, Jonsson summarised.  

Jonsson raised to question to what extent recognition would mean a solution to 

the EU’s problems in its Foreign Policy to Kosovo or how efficient Kosovo 

policy could still be without all EU members recognising Kosovo as an 

independent state.  
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All member states are in fact working on a common goal – gaining for security 

in the Western Balkans, Jonsson concluded. Therefore, the “SAP-Dialogue” 

(Stabilisation and Association Process Dialogue), accompanied by the EU, was a 

big success. Only because of the European Union, Jonsson emphasised, 

negotiations between Belgrade and Pristina became possible after all.  

Highlighting the incumbent ICR’s personality impact, he said: “If we had more 

diplomats like Pieter Feith, the EU foreign policy would be in a better state.” 

 

 

Inside EU: Viewpoint from the European Commission (N. 
Cendrowicz) 

Nicholas Cendrowicz, DG Enlargement, Kosovo Issues, European Commission 

In his remarks, Nicholas Cendrowicz stressed that, with regard to Kosovo, 

there was some overlap between the European institutional system for the 

reason that both the Commission with its competences in Enlargement and 

Neighborhood Policy and the Council respectively the High Representative with 

their competences regarding European external action worked together in 

Kosovo. 

Cendrowicz at first took a look at the EU’s “post-Lisbon” enlargement policy, in 

article 49 of the Lisbon Treaty:  

‘Any European State which respects the values referred to in Article 2 and is 

committed to promoting them may apply to become a member of the Union … 

The applicant State shall address its application to the Council, which shall act 

unanimously after consulting the Commission.’ 

What this meant in practice was that the Commission, regardless of the EEAS’s 

implementation, continued to play an important role in genuine Enlargement 

issues. Much of the preparations and the process of Enlargement and 

Neighborhood Policy was managed by the Commission, even if the final 

decisions were taken by Member States.  Nevertheless, Cendrowicz said, even 

in the post-Lisbon era, the institutional set-up has hardly changed. “The 

Commission continues to play its role and the EEAS respects that. The 

Commission fought to keep enlargement outside the purview of the EEAS.” 

The Commission considers that Kosovo geographically is inside the 

enlargement scope. The Commission considers Kosovo a “potential candidate” 

and therefore covered by the legal basis for the EU’s enlargement policy. 
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Institutionally, Kosovo benefits from the enlargement policy and instruments, 

as handled by the Commission. 

On the other hand, Cendrowicz confirmed, that Kosovo is part of the CFSP 

issues under Article 18, Title 3 – Provisions on the institutions (on the High 

Representative):  

“The High Representative … shall ensure the consistency of the Union's external 

action” (see also Art 27 (3): “In fulfilling her mandate, the High Representative 

shall be assisted by a European External Action Service (EEAS”). 

This suggested, in Cendrowicz’s viewpoint, that there is a thematic distinction 

(enlargement policy versus CFSP) at the same time as there is a geographical 

overlap: both policies are active in Kosovo. In theory, there is a clear division: 

when talking about enlargement issues, the Commission takes the lead. When 

talking about CFSP issues, the EEAS is in charge. 

Cendrowicz mentioned a 

number of subjects in 

Kosovo where that division 

worked quite neatly in 

practice, incl. the financial 

assistance and the 

organisation of the 

European Commission 

Liaison Office which is 

shortly to become an EULO and contains two categories of staff: Commission 

and EEAS. The EU (only yesterday) appointed Slovenian diplomat Samuel 

Žbogar as both head of the EULO and EU Special Representative. By making 

him double-hatted, according to Cendrowicz, the EU intends to unify two policy 

and institutional strands. 

Even though principally, the thematic division meant there was good co-

operation between Commission and EEAS, there were many areas where it was 

hard to separate the CFSP aspects of a particular issue from the enlargement 

aspects. 

For instance, EULEX was supposed to develop Kosovo’s capacities in Rule of 

Law. That one had a state-building dimension (and it is the EEAS who are 

piloting the process), but it also had an enlargement policy dimension as Rule 

of Law is identified as the first priority for Kosovo’s European Perspective. 

After the accession of Romania and Bulgaria, there had been a deeper focus on 

Rule of Law issues in the entire region, including (and particularly) in Kosovo. 

Therefore, there was a Commission-driven Rule of Law dialogue with Kosovo, 

while in strong co-operation with the EULEX staff. Rule of Law issues, 
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Cendrowicz said, are strongly linked to Kosovo’s visa dialogue, which was 

recognised as a Commission competence.  

Another example of how the issues were not so easy to separate thematically 

could be seen in the Kosovo – Serbia Dialogue.  The EEAS is in the driving seat, 

having been given a mandate by the UN to ‘facilitate’ this Dialogue. However, 

the Commission has always insisted that both institutions together should try 

to find EU solutions to the practical problems being discussed, many of which 

(free movement of persons or goods, questions of document security, energy or 

telecommunications) were directly linked to the acquis. In fact, Cendrowicz 

said, bringing in the Commission helps as we it was able to remind both sides 

that resolving these issues will help to meeting accession ambitions. 

Looking at the ‘One Voice’ part of ‘One Europe, One Voice’ title of this event, 

Cendrowicz took into account the presence of a wide range of other actors in 

Kosovo who shape the policy in Kosovo and make Kosovo a rather atypical 

example as to why Europe has difficulty in speaking with one voice in Kosovo. 

Cendrowicz pointed to the disproportionate weight of the US influence on the 

ground (in a geographical area where the EU should take the lead) and the 

International Civilian Office which has a particular mandate and represents 

actors including several outside the EU. 

Besides, the EU member states do not speak with one voice in Kosovo. Even 

when putting aside the 5 non-recognising ones, there is a spectrum of views 

between the member states at the present. The diverging views as to how 

Serbia’s progress in the Kosovo-Serbia dialogue should affect its candidate 

status, or the speed with which the EU should proceed in the visa liberalisation 

dialogue illustrate these public divergences between member states. 

Cendrowicz expressed three core thesis with regard to the question in how far 

the EEAS improved the EU’s position in Kosovo: 

1. Despite the confusing number of actors, having a High Representative / 

Vice-President is a definite bonus. The Commissioner for Enlargement 

continues to be Kosovo’s normal interlocutor, but it is useful that there 

is a person above who can deliver messages. Catherine Ashton does. 

2. Institutionally, it helps the Commission that we have an EEAS handling 

CFSP issues in Kosovo, if only because it means that the Commission can 

focus on its “core business” in Kosovo. That core business is European 

integration/ Enlargement and the Commission can treat Kosovo as if it 

were an ‘enlargement’ country. 
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3. On the ground, for the Kosovans, it is confusing that there are several 

institutions when they speak to ‘the EU’. Putting all of our people 

together under the EU umbrella and having one representative of the EU 

in the form of the ‘double-hatted’ EUSR/Head of EU Office will simplify 

and strengthen the EU’s message. He will also deliver the EU’s message 

regardless as to whether it is a CFSP message or an enlargement 

message. 

Cendrowicz concluded that post-Lisbon, the EU has a better presence, 

instruments and institutions to handle policy in Kosovo. If it was not making 

more progress in Kosovo, it was not because of the changes stemming from 

Lisbon, it was for the fact that the EU did not have common policy on Kosovo, 

and even the Lisbon treaty couldn’t resolve that.  

 

 

View from Brussels (A. Palokaj) 

Augustin Palokaj, Corresondent of “Koha Ditore” and WAZ Media Group in 

Brussels 

Augustin Palokaj recommended the European Union to develop one voice 

in foreign policy soon because otherwise the EU could not expect to be taken 

seriously as a collective actor in global issues. 

Kosovo was an excellent example of how necessary a common foreign and 

security policy was, the referee said. “It’s a place where the EU can gain or lose 

its credibility”, Palokaj said.  

According to Palokaj, without efforts from the EU, especially regarding its 

financial support in the region, the Western Balkans and most of all Kosovo 

would be in a much worse 

place – that however does not 

mean that the situation there is 

any good, he emphasised.  

If we went back in time, we 

found that the expectations 

were bigger than achievements 

are today, and disappointments as regards the former are not only are not only 

concerning people in the region. “Soft power” used by giving a membership 

perspective to the Western Balkans helped a lot but did not resolve all disputes 

there.  
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Since its implementation, the EEAS had to deal with many difficulties in the 

Balkans, most of them of political nature. At the time when she took office as 

High Representative of the EU, Catherine Ashton described the work in the 

Western Balkans as one of the most important ones.  In the European 

Parliament, in the spring of 2010, she said that “the Balkans is the birthplace of 

EU foreign policy. More than anywhere else, it is where we cannot afford to fail”.  

In fact, Palokaj said, it would be exaggerated to describe EU foreign policy in the 

Balkans as failed. At the same time he criticised that it was far from being told a 

success, either.  

The EEAS and the entire work of EU in Kosovo, according to Palokaj, suffered 

from the political differences in Brussels and among the EU member states.  EU 

presence in Kosovo, and EU work with Kosovo, had to adjust in order to satisfy 

all member states rather than taking account of the needs of Kosovo.  

Failing to build a unified position on Kosovo independence undermined the work 

on the ground and made it impossible to engage Kosovo formally in the EU 

integration process.  This process, Palokaj said, was designed for independent 

states. Only independent states could negotiate and sign Treaties and 

Stabilisation and Association Agreements with the EU.  

Without unity among its member states, Palokaj warned, the EU’s Common 

Foreign Policy loses its credibility. On Kosovo, some member states of the EU 

took the side of Russia, China and Iran.  

In Palokaj’s viewpoint, in the case of Kosovo, the lowest common denominator 

has been the focus of the work of all EU institutions, with the exception of the 

European Parliament which supports the independence of Kosovo and treats 

Kosovo as a state.   

Palokaj’s conclusion was that the only way for the EU to speak with one voice in 

Kosovo was for all EU member states to recognise Kosovo’s independence. To 

speak with one voice one should also have a clear voice, Palokaj made clear. In his 

point of view, this would help Kosovo to deal with its own problems, help the EU 

to do its job properly, and help Serbia to recognise the reality – namely (in 

Palokaj’s view) that Kosovo is a neighbouring state. 
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Academic Intervention (V. Dzihic) 

Dr. Vedran Dzihic, Political Scientist, Johns Hopkins University, Washington, D.C. 

Presenting the academic point of view, Dr. Vedran Dzihic 

argued that the EU has a problem of credibility in the Western 

Balkans due to its mismanagement during the crises after the 

collapse of former Yugoslavia. To make his point clear, Dzihic 

drew a parallel between the EU’s engagement in Kosovo and in 

Bosnia.  

The common aspects of EU Foreign Policy in Bosnia and Kosovo, according to 

Dzihic, are the following: 

- There are problems in the initial structure of the engagement. 

- The underlying conflict between Kosovo and Serbia has not yet been 

resolved but instead been prolonged. 

- Even though the EU possesses strong instruments, the country continues to 

regress as crucial issues such as the recognition issue are not yet resolved. 

- The financial crisis hit Kosovo hard and led to more populism in the country 

which makes it easier for Kosovan politicians to denunciate the EU’s policy 

in public. 

- The lost illusions of the Kosovan population are reflected in apathy, 

pessimism towards the future and even in voices calling for a “strong man” 

to take leadership. 

- The notion of democracy has partly been damaged. 

Mr Dzihic argued that the EU itself is partially responsible for the damage of the 

notion of democracy. The EU had entered the scene with the promise of 

stability and the prospect of a democratic and free society. In fact though, the 

promise of democracy in former Yugoslavia has repeatedly failed.  

Dzihic’s core thesis was that the triple promise of democracy in the Western 

Balkans – meaning the promise of democracy in a socialist way during Socialist 

Yugoslavia, the promise of democracy at the beginning of the new global liberal 

democratic era in the 90s and the promise of democracy today – led to a triple 

disillusionment which applies to Kosovo in particular.  

Mutual misunderstandings between Kosovan and European actors are for once 

based on the high expectations of the Kosovan population which was 

disappointed when it became clear that the EU was not able to deliver its own 

promises after the war as well as on the lack of clearly defined EU interests 

respectively contested EU interests due to the 5 non-recognising EU member 

states.  
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The loss of credibility of EU foreign policy has in turn led to a weakening of its 

soft power in the course of years.  

In Dzihic’s view, European soft power will have to be accompanied by hard 

power elements in order to approach tangible problems. Mr Dzihic vehemently 

demanded that the EU will need one voice and not simply consistency in order 

to make its Kosovo policy successful. “Time is not on Kosovo’s side”, he stated 

while at the same time contradicting Alfredo Conte’s thesis that efficiency 

might be ensured throughout consistency instead of unity. 

Dzihic’s recommendations as for the short- and long-term EU Foreign Policy to 

Kosovo were 

- Keeping and developing a tangible EU perspective for Kosovo, e.g. by 

starting with the visa policy. 

- Speaking with one voice, i.e. the uncertain state of having 5 non-recognising 

member states has to be resolved. 

- Usage of a stick and carrot strategy – both towards Serbia and Kosovo. 

- Focusing on economic and social issues in order to prevent the explosion of 

the ticking Kosovan bomb of unemployment, poverty, deprivation and 

exclusion. 

 

Similar to the first session, a discussion followed the interventions, giving 

the floor to elaborate answers to questions such as: How does the EU division 

over the status of Kosovo affect its efficiency in the state-building process? And 

how, if so, does the establishment of the EEAS lead to further coherence in the 

organisational set-up sur place? Understandably, the official point of view from 

the ICR, the EEAS, and the Commission, lead to a more optimistic perception of 

the EU’s work in Kosovo, whilst the academic and namely the journalistic view 

remained concerned especially as regards the dire economic situation in 

Kosovo. Creating perspectives for the young generation was seen as one of the 

urgent tasks at hand in order to avoid a lost generation, as was seen as 

promising the 

(now official) 

candidate status 

for Serbia so as to 

tackle the 

institutional, 

border-related and 

citizenship-related 

challenges. 
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Conclusions/Recommendations (Prof. Harnisch) 
 

Prof. Dr. Sebastian Harnisch, Director, Institut für Politische Wissenschaft, 

Universität Heidelberg 

 

Prof. Dr. Sebastian Harnisch deduced two major observations from the 

reflections of the day.  

1. Kosovo and the Western Balkans are central issues for 

the foreign policy of the EU generally and the EEAS 

concretely. The EU’s international reputation depends 

on the success of the EU engagement in Kosovo and 

the Western Balkans. 

2. Political will is a central criterion for the success of 

EULEX and co-operation between EU and actors from 

the Western Balkans in general. Kosovo is the best 

case study to prove that: the presence of an EU 

representation in Kosovo can make a difference on the 

ground. 

In terms of EU policy, Prof. Harnisch drew the conclusion that an “all-time-

look” is needed in order to fulfil the promises of the EU, while the role of the EU 

is only determined by itself.  

However, as Harnisch stressed, there are very important actors besides the EU 

in Kosovo and the Balkans, especially, as in the case of the military backup of 

EULEX, the United States. 

Harnisch outlined two major challenges/problems that were mentioned in the 

sessions beforehand.  

1. A mixing up of roles can be observed. The EU seems to have a split 

personality when it comes to interactions between Kosovan actors and 

institutions. 

2. The “structural ambiguity” of EULEX and the different actors on the ground 

cause unrealistic expectations towards achievements of the EU. 

Harnisch then referred back to Nicholas Cendrowicz’s argument which had 

been that the role the EU plays in the Western Balkans and especially in Kosovo 

is directly linked to the bureaucratic principles of the Council and the 

Commission. The cases of Kosovo and Bosnia show dramatically 
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1. how the EU via its actions creates precedents with expectations it cannot 

live up to and 

2. that interventions by democracies do not automatically lead to democracy 

in those countries where they intervened into. 

Harnisch’s major conclusion was that the EU needs a better expectations’ 

management that manages to contain the high expectations the civil societies of 

the Balkan regions put into the EU presence. Those high expectations are 

responsible for the bad reputation EULEX is drawing on in Kosovo.  

According to Harnisch, EU institutions are not able to build up democracy in 

Kosovo. He agreed with Pieter Feith who shaped the statement that the EU was 

not able to deliver uncorruption; that instead only Kosovo itself would be able 

to handle domestic problems and to find the according tangible solutions. 

 

 

 

 

Conference impression: 
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Prof. Dr. Frank R. Pfetsch  

Professor, Institut für Politische Wissenschaft, Universität Heidelberg 

Prof. Dr. Frank R. Pfetsch is emeritus professor for Political Science at 

Universität Heidelberg. Prof. Pfetsch is author and editor of several 

books on European Union and the conduct of negotiations. His 

monography “Die Europäische Union” (Nomos, Baden-Baden) is a 

standard reference in German universities.  

Internationally, Prof. Pfetsch is regarded as expert on negotiating in conflicts 

and in foreign affairs in general.  

Besides his occupation as university professor, Prof. Pfetsch used to work for 

the German Federal Ministry of Scientifial Research and for UNESCO. 

Prof. Pfetsch holds a Jean Monnet Chair ad personam. 

 

 

Alfredo Conte 

Head of Strategic Planning Division, European External Action Service, 

Brussels 

Alfredo Conte has worked as diplomat since 1993 for the Italian Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs. From 2008 until 2010 he was working within the Policy Unit 

of the Council of the European Union. 

Since September 2011 he is the new Head of the Strategic Planning Division of 

the European External Action Service. 

 

 

H.E. Bernd Borchardt 

Ambassador, Coordinator for German Personnel in International  

Organisations, Auswaertiges Amt (AA), Berlin 

 Bernd Borchardt has worked as diplomat since the 1980s. After 

having held offices i.a. in Guinea, Somalia, South Africa, Estonia and Romania, 

he was assigned to the post of Ambassador of the Federal Republic of Germany 

in Tirana where he stayed from 2007-2010. 

Bernd Borchardt gained vast experience on Southeastern Europe, having  

held the position of deputy head of the Southeastern Europe Department  



EU-Roundtable 2012                        One Europe! One Voice? Heidelberg, 26th January, 2012 

 

28 

in the AA, deputy head of the Kosovo Verification Mission of OSCE and as  

deputy Head of Mission of the German embassy in Romania. 

He also gained experience in the field of European External Relations  

during his post as head of the respective division of the AA. 

 

Prof. Dr. Dr. h.c. mult. Peter-Christian Müller-Graff  

Managing Director and Professor, Institut für Deutsches und 

Europäisches Gesellschafts- und Wirtschaftsrecht, Juristisches Seminar, 

Universität Heidelberg 

Prof. Dr. Dr. h.c. mult. Peter-Christian Müller-Graff is professor for Civil Law, 
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Comparative Law at Universität Heidelberg and Managing Director of its 

Institute for German and European Corporate and Economic Law. He is a 

leading scholar in the studies of European Law and the author of several 

monographies and academic papers on the topic of European Civil Law, 

Business Law and Constitutional Law. From 2002 to 2004 he was advisor to 

Baden Württemberg’s prime minister who was then member of the European 

Constitutional Convention. In 2007, Prof. Müller-Graff was external advisor for 

the legal service of the European Commission.  

Among other academic associations, he is first chairman of “Arbeitskreis 

Europäische Integration” (AEI).  

Prof. Müller-Graff is Honorary Jean Monnet Professor. 

 

Hansfrieder Vogel 

Political Scientist, University of Vienna 

Hansfrieder Vogel is Research Fellow at the Institute for East 

European History at the University of Vienna and Coordinator of the 

University Research Platform "Forum Eastern Europe". 

Hansfrieder Vogel earned his M.A. degree in Political Science and History at the 

University of Trier. After completing his studies, he worked as project 

collaborator at the Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung in Bonn and Berlin. 

Within his research and PhD project, Hansfrieder Vogel focuses on European 

External Action in Kosovo and Southeastern Europe. He has published on 

European Union Foreign Policy in Kosovo and on EULEX Kosovo 

(forthcoming). 
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Pieter Feith 

International Civilian Representative (ICR), Pristina 

Pieter Feith is a senior diplomat and international crisis 

management expert from the Netherlands. In 2008, Pieter Feith 

was appointed International Civilian Representative (ICR) and head 

of the International Civilian Office (ICO). Pieter Feith who is a 

former senior official at NATO has performed several offices within 

the European Union. Before he became ICR, he held the office of EU 

Special Representative in Kosovo.  

After a 25 year career in the Dutch Diplomatic Service, Pieter Feith served in a 

wide range of roles in NATO and the Secretariat of the Council of the European 

Union. Most recently he was the Council’s Deputy Director-General for 

Politico-Military Affairs. In 2004, he worked as Personal Representative of the 

EU High Representative, Javier Solana, in Sudan.  

 

Jonas Jonsson 

Head of Western Balkans Division, European External Action Service, 

Brussels 

Before becoming Head of the Western Balkans Division in the European 

External Action Service (EEAS), Jonas Jonsson held several offices within the 

European Union. Most recently, he was Head of Unit at the Task Force Western 

Balkans in the Council's General Secretariat.  

From 2007 to 2008, Jonas Jonsson worked as Personal Representative of the 

High Representative and Head of the Preparation Team for the EUSR/ICO as 

well as Special Advisor in the EUSR/ICO in Pristina, Kosovo. 

 

Nicholas Cendrowicz  

Sectoral Desk Officer, Kosovo Issues Team, DG Enlargement, European 

Commission, Brussels 

As Sectoral Desk Officer in the Kosovo Issues team of DG Enlargement of the 

European Commission, Nicholas Cendrowicz covers a wide range of issues 

relating to Kosovo's European Integration. He is responsible for the process 

itself, including the Commission's policy dialogue with Kosovo, as well as a 

number of significant sectors in the EU's relations with Kosovo: energy, 
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Augustin Palokaj  

Correspondent of “Koha Ditore” and WAZ Media Group, Brussels 

Augustin Palokaj works as political correspondent in Brussels since 

1998. He is correspondent of Kosovo’s most influential daily 

newspaper “Koha Ditore” as well as of Jutarnji list from Croatia that belong to 

WAZ Media Group. In his comments he is mainly concerned with EU foreign 

policy and security, Enlargement issues and relations between the EU and 

countries from the Western Balkans. 

 

Dr. Vedran Dzihic 

Research Fellow, Johns Hopkins University/Center for 

Transatlantic Relations, Washington, D.C. 

Born in Prijedor, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Dr. Vedran Dzihic pursued 

undergraduate studies in political sciences, communication studies and history 

at the University of Vienna. He received his MA and PhD with honours from the 

University of Vienna as well. Right now, Dr. Dzihic is an Austrian Marshall Plan 

Foundation Fellow at the Center for Transatlantic Relations at Johns Hopkins 

University. His research project focuses on the Limits of Democratization and 
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Transformation, EU Enlargement and Post-War-Developments. 
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Heidelberg 
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Universität Heidelberg and Managing Director of the Institute of Political 
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proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and Korean Affairs.  
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she focused her research on the history and political systems of Middle and 

Eastern Europe. 

Within her PhD research at TU Berlin, she is focusing on anti-Semitism and the 

media in World War I and the Weimar Republic. 

 

Kathrin Bolz 

Student, Universität Heidelberg 

Kathrin Bolz is studying political science, public law and history at the 

University of Heidelberg. Working nine months for the Special 

Representative of Interpol to the EU in 2010, she gained valuable 

working experience within an International Organization and gained 

insights of the day-to-day-business within Brussels and with regard to 

European External Action. An internship in the political department of the 

German Embassy in Paris at the beginning of 2011 complemented the insight 

in Foreign Affairs and bilateral diplomacy. 

 


