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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

THIS STUDY SETS OUT TO EXPLAIN the emergence of an unusual
phenomenon in international politics — the successive develop-
ment of a collective foreign policy — by investigating the evolution of
the European Union’s common foreign and security policy. Two
snapshot pictures, separated by exactly thirty years in time, will serve
as a starting point.

On November 19, 1970 in Munich, the six foreign ministers from
the European Community member states formally met for the first
time to discuss foreign policy matters within the framework of
European Political Cooperation (EPC). Foreign policy, in this
context, referred to political attitudes and activities towards states or
issues outside the geographical area covered by the European
Community. It was a very limited and informal arrangement,
without a treaty base and without any form of compliance
mechanisms. The meeting in Munich was the first of what was
hoped to become a habit; to meet twice a year with a view to
discussing certain foreign policy issues, possibly harmonise the
member states’ views, and when feasible to undertake common
action. Institutionalising cooperation in foreign policy matters,
without specifying in advance the content or the boundaries of the
cooperation, was however an extremely sensitive venture. The idea of
a collective foreign policy raised numerous questions about
sovereignty, traditional diplomacy and international status and



prestige. The idea was in fact so sensitive that the EPC framework
was most notable for what could not be done. There were to be no
formal links with the European Community, and no association with
the EC Commission. The foreign ministers were not to meet in
Brussels, but in the member state holding the presidency. There was
to be no permanent budget and no permanent secretariat, only a
Political Committee consisting of the political directors from the
member states’ foreign ministries. When expressing common
viewpoints, the group of states was not referred to as the EC but as
the Six. There was no mention of the words security or defence —
these issues were strictly off the agenda. Two foreign policy topics
were discussed at this first EPC meeting, the Middle East and the
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE).
Precisely thirty years later, on November 20, 2000, the now fif-
teen European Union foreign ministers, together with the fifteen
defence ministers, met in Brussels to discuss the member states’
troop contributions to a European Union military force. They did so
within the framework of the successor to the EPC — the common
foreign and security policy (CEFSP) — which now constitutes the so
called second pillar of the European Union. Within this framework,
the EU foreign ministers meet at least once a month, most of the time
in Brussels, and discuss “all areas of foreign and security policy [...]
including the progressive framing of a common defence policy.”
When defence issues are under discussion, defence ministers also
often participate. The foreign ministers are assisted by the Council
Secretariat in Brussels, which is headed by a secretary general who
also acts as a foreign policy spokesperson for the Union. The Com-
mission participates fully in the work, and the regular administrative
costs for the cooperation are now covered by the Community budget.
When declaring viewpoints or pursuing common action, ministers
do so in the name of the European Union. The issues covered by the
CFSP now range across most geographical and thematic areas of
world politics, and the EU regularly address questions as diverse as

' Treaty on European Union, Art. 11 and 17.



foreign aid, political and economic sanctions, humanitarian interven-
tion, and arms control.

Why is it that currently twenty-five European states — some of which
are among the oldest nation states in the world — increasingly choose
to forgo individual status and prestige on the international scene, in
favour of acting collectively towards the rest of the world? Seeing that
this type of international cooperation is a rare occurrence (to say the
least) in international politics, this question is in itself quite intrigu-
ing. The question is however even more intriguing if one considers
some of the circumstances surrounding this development. It is, for
instance, a fact that some of the participants were for a long time very
reluctant about the development of an external political and security
dimension for the European Community. It is also a fact that all
members have had the formal right to veto all successive treaty
changes and, in general, also every single day-to-day decision.
Furthermore, it is also a fact that, contrary to for instance the satellite
states of the Soviet Union during the Cold War, this collective
endeavour has not been imposed on the others by one specifically
powerful state. We are, in other words, witnessing a group of sover-
eign, democratic, and sometimes reluctant states, who nonetheless
more and more often act collectively as a Union.

This study is motivated by these observations, and aims first of
all at providing explanations for the development of the EU’s collec-
tive foreign policy. More specifically, this study will examine three
different ways to account for the successive evolution of the CFSP, in
order to provide a picture of the most important driving-forces at
work in this process. In so doing, however, something of a more
general theoretical by-product will also unfold along the way. Be-
cause the explanations covered here have rarely been systematically
tested on cooperation in foreign policy matters, certain (often im-
plicit) aspects of the theoretical frameworks will have to be carefully
considered. This study therefore also aims to demonstrate how the



various explanations need to be calibrated and fine-tuned in order
even to be capable of generating fruitful propositions about both
foreign policy cooperation in general, and swuccessively increasing
foreign policy cooperation in particular.

For reasons to be further elaborated below, it is also necessary
briefly to specify at the very outset what this study does not set out to
do. By focusing on the development of the EU’s foreign policy
cooperation per se, the question of “success” in terms of foreign policy
impact on the external environment, is not a matter of immediate
concern in this study. Whereas questions about the successes and
failures of the CFSP are among the most interesting ones within this
field of study, they require different theoretical approaches and
different methodological considerations than the non-evaluative
approach chosen here.?

A related issue, which is likewise not in focus here, is the ques-
tion of why the EU members often fail to act collectively. The ques-
tion of why states fail to cooperate has been dealt with extensively in
international relations theory, and the question of why the EU often
fails to present a unified stance toward the rest of the world has
received ample space in the CFSP literature. The conclusions from
these studies (whether theoretical or empirical) almost always relate to
concepts such as incompatible interests, the importance of sover-
eignty, and, in particular in the empirical accounts, a lack of political
will. It is, in other words, not particularly difficult to provide
answers as to why the EU members often fail to act collectively. The
question of why they increasingly succeed to act in unison in interna-
tional politics has no such obvious and uncontested answers, and is
therefore the far more intriguing.

It is also important to note that this is not a study of regional, or
European, security. Since the end of the Cold War, interest in
(macro)regions and regional security provision has grown dramati-

* For a nuanced treatment of the topic of “CFSP success”, see Jorgensen 1998, and for a
study on EU foreign policy impact, see Ginsberg 2001.
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cally. These studies focus on security among and between states
within various regions, in the same sense that Karl Deutsch and
others studied “security communities” several decades ago.* This
study, on the contrary, focuses exclusively on how a group of states
increasingly attempts collectively to affect the security situation outside
their own geographical boundaries. The CFSP has no geographical
limits and, in fact, it is only security within the EU that is normally
not placed on the Council’s CFSP-agenda.

Finally, it should be noted that this study aims neither at cap-
turing as far as possible all the complexities of the EU’s collective
foreign policy, nor at providing detailed descriptions of real-life
events. Detailed and excellent empirical (and non-theoretical) studies
of the development of the EU’s collective foreign policy already exist,
and to that genre, this study has little to offer.” This study rather sets
out to be systematic and detailed in its search for explanations for the
overall development of the CFSP over time.

WHY STUDY COLLECTIVE FOREIGN POLICY?

Questions about influence and power — whether related primarily to
states, other actors, or to ideational flows — constitute the heart of the
international relations discipline. When a large group of wealthy
states increasingly behaves as a collective actor rather than as individ-
ual states, new questions about influence and power also start to
surface. Those questions relate both to the participating states and to
the functioning of (and effects on) the international system.

For instance, for any student of international relations who wish
to analyse the foreign policy of any of the participating states, the
analysis can no longer be made without also touching upon the EU’s

? See for instance Job 1992; Miller 1995; Lake & Morgan 1997; Sperling & Kirchner 1997;
Adler & Barnett 1998; McKenzie & Loedel 1998; Bronstone 2000; Hettne et al. 2000;
and Viyrynen 2000.

* For instance Deutsch 1957.

° Three particularly detailed and thorough studies of this kind are Duke 2000, and
Nuttall 1992 and 2000.



collective foreign policy.® Irrespective of how far-reaching we believe
that the effects of the CFESP have been for the individual states, it is
no longer tenable to assume that it has had no effect whatsoever. As
early as 1981 Douglas Hurd, later the British Foreign Secretary,
commented that “in some areas of diplomacy our policy is formed
wholly within a European context; and in no area is the European
influence completely absent.”” In other words, how the EU member
states think about their own ways to power and influence is no doubt
affected by their participation in a collective foreign policy. Therefore,
when analysing the external relations of any EU member, the “Euro-
pean dimension” must by necessity also be included.

For those who rather analyse the structure of the international sys-
tem, the EU’s collective stance towards the outside world may also
start raising new questions and reinterpretations of the current form
of the international structure. Students of international systems, who
often focus on for instance the size and number of great powers,
empires and regional blocs, and their effects on the stability and
functioning of the international system, may perhaps in not too
distant a future have to take seriously the emergence of a new super-
power of sorts. The fact that the EU does not fit into our typical
concept of superpower, will also further spur research and debates
over what constitutes power in international politics and how actors
in a globalised world can influence their environment.® In essence,
this development raises questions about what kind of unit the EU is
developing into, and how this development is related to possible
changes in the form and characteristics of the international system.’

Related, but on a more normative note, for those interested in
the global spreading of new norms and values, the development of the

¢ For recent coverage of this claim, see for instance Manners & Whitman 2000; Tonra
2001; and Rieker 2004.

7 Hurd 1994, p. 421.

® For a related argument, see Moravesik 2002. See also Laffan et al. 2000; and Rose-
crance 1998.

° However, as Ben Rosamond (2000, p. 175) has pointed out, so far “the literature on
EU external relations has been conspicuously cautious about possible transformations
of the international system.”



EU into a serious international actor may also prove to have wide-
ranging consequences in the future.'” The evolution of a second great
power in the international system, with a mission to spread some of
its own guiding norms — such as liberal democracy, the rule of law,
and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms — to other
corners of the world, will mean a possibility to affect the agenda-
setting and discourse at the global level. Furthermore, on the occa-
sions when the two biggest economies in the world, the EU and the
US, are in agreement over policies to pursue, they have tremendous
power to influence the outcomes of international negotiations and
agreements also on “political” issues.

Most of these questions will not be immediately covered by this
study, but they should be seen as something of a motivation and a
frame for the more limited inquiries presented here. To explain why
the EU is developing into a new actor on the international scene is in
itself one important building-block in the way we think about both
present and future international relations. We still know too little
about the forces behind this development. The point of departure for
this study is that whereas existing studies of the CFSP have often
been weak in systematically relating this development to general
international relations theory, the reverse is also the case. Scholars
primarily interested in international relations theory have rarely, if
ever, tested or refined their theories by learning from the case of the
EU’s collective foreign policy. This study will merge these two fields,
and should be seen as making thereby a contribution to both the
study of the empirical phenomenon of the EU’s collective foreign
policy and to the theoretical debate over forces behind developing
cooperative arrangements between states.

EXISTING STUDIES OF EU FOREIGN POLICY

In existing studies of the EU’s collective foreign policy, views differ
enormously on its very nature, its significance, the reasons behind it,

' For three recent contributions to this field, see Manners 2002; Bjorkdahl 2005; and
Elgstrom 2005.



and its efficacy. Furthermore, when reading the CFSP-literature, one
easily gets the impression that the phenomenon of a collective foreign
policy is so unusual that it eludes classification or categorisation into
established political science vocabulary, and that it therefore also
eludes traditional political science theory.

The elusive phenomenon?

Judging from the existing body of CESP literature, conceptualising
the second pillar cooperation is no straight-forward task. Neil Winn
and Christopher Lord have even noted that the “study of the CFSP
is one of those unusual areas of academic enquiry in which the ‘what
question’ is analytically more demanding than the ‘why question.””"!

The CFSP does not fit neatly into either of the two common
conceptions of cooperation in the security policy sphere. It is not
intuitively placed in the category of military alliances, which are
created with a view to combining the military strength of the partici-
pants in relation to some normally pre-identified enemy, as was the
case with for instance the formation of NATO. Nor is it an institu-
tion for security management, designed to manage conflict among the
members, such as for instance the UN or the OSCE.'? Cooperation
among a group of states on external security management thus even
seems to raise difficulties in naming the phenomenon. The CESP
has therefore been assigned various labels, by both practitioners and
scholars, such as collective diplomacy, alliance diplomacy, multilat-
eral diplomacy, supranational diplomacy, and of course the official
EU label of common foreign and security policy.'” These various
labels are not only a matter of semantics, but are also a testimony to
the problems of describing the nature of the phenomenon itself.

One problem is related to the question of whether a typically
state-centric concept such as foreign policy can be attached to units
other than states. The reluctance among analysts to assign to the

" Winn & Lord 2001, p. 48.
"> For a discussion of this typology, see Wallander et al. 1999, p. 1.
" Pijpers 1990; Weiler & Wessels 1988, p. 257; Hill & Wallace 1996, p. 7; Ifestos 1987.
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phenomenon the epithet of foreign policy seems to depend on the
commonly held view that there is very little of a full-fledged “EU
foreign policy” of the type that would be expected from a typical
nation state."* Giving it names which include the word diplomacy is
thus often, at least implicitly, a suggestion that the CESP is litte
more than typical diplomatic relations between states. Thereby, most
often these labels reflect a tendency to connect evaluative aspects to the
CESP, such as a judgement over the efficiency, or the possibility, or
even desirability, for the cooperation to succeed. There has, in other
words, often been an unfortunate tendency to conflate “foreign
policy” with “effective influence on world politics”, and this has
arguably been particularly unhelpful for the study of the CFSP."

We need, however, to keep in mind that questions of policy effi-
ciency are not necessarily the same as questions about the existence or
not of some policy activities in the first place. The American foreign
policy towards Vietnam in the 1960s and early 1970s was clearly not
very efficient, but it is not sustainable to argue that there were no
activities in the first place. Nor are questions of policy efficiency
always related to the possession of certain policy instruments (such as
an army), as some CFSP scholars tend to imply.'® The particular
need for various instruments must clearly be assumed to be related
to whatever issue any particular policy is set to address.!” Few would
for instance argue that the EU’s attempts to encourage liberal market
reforms in Poland in the 1990s were hampered by the lack of an EU
army. In other words, a clearer definition of what is actually being
studied is a prerequisite for an informed analysis.

A second problem is linked to one of the most commonly dis-
cussed epistemological questions in research on the European Union
in general. Is the EU to be considered a case sui generis or can it be
thought of as one case among a class of similar phenomena? This

' See for instance Long 1997, p. 190; Spence & Spence 1998, p. 51; Rosecrance 1998, p.
15; Zielonka 1998a, p. 1; and Gordon 1997/98, p. 75.

"> Cf. Smith, H. 2002, p. 7.

' See for instance Long 1997, p. 189; and Kagan 2003.

'7 See for instance Knudsen 1979. Cf. Sjursen 1998, p. 95.
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study tends to side with the latter. As James Caporaso has pointed
out, few “things resist being described in one way or the other,
depending on the level of generalization used.”'® Whereas the
development of the European Union’s collective foreign policy is
indeed a very unusual phenomenon in international politics —
arguably even a unique case — this fact does not automatically lead to
the conclusion that conceptualising it as a general phenomenon is not
possible. The development of the CFSP might very well be both
constrained and driven by the same types of forces as other, similar,
phenomena. And, even if we do not witness any comparable cases
today, it is difficult to rule out the possibility that they might
materialise tomorrow.

Therefore, at the most general level, the CFSP will here be
thought of as a case of cooperation among states on external security
management. References in this study to the EU’s collective foreign
policy, or to the EPC/CEFSP, are thus intended to be understood in
that sense. However, the focus here is not on the phenomenon as we
witness it today, but on the explanations for the EU members’
increasing pursuit of a common foreign and security policy over
time. Hence, to be more precise, the phenomenon under study here
is rather the gradual evolution of cooperation among states on
external security management.

The elusive theory?

Existing studies of the CFESP also display very differing views on
whether and how political science theory can be related to it. A quick
survey of the exponentially growing body of literature on the EU’s
foreign policy actually reveals some quite surprising findings. First
of all, there was for a long time a very clear “theoretical deficit” in the
CEFSP literature.” One analyst, in a survey of studies of EU foreign
policy up until a decade ago, pointed out that this body of literature

'® Caporaso 1997.
' This “complaint” is found for instance in Sjostedt 1977, p. 53 Weiler & Wessels 1988,
p- 229; Holland 19914, p. 5; Rummel 1994, p. 117; Larsen 1999; Smith M.E. 2004, p. 3.



consisted mainly of empirical policy-studies and displayed a re-
markably low interest in theoretical issues.?’ Since then, however, a
number of studies on the CFSP with theoretical connections have
started to surface,’! although the main trend is still of a more non-
theoretical nature.?

A second, and maybe even more surprising feature of this field
of study, is that if CFSP-analysts have shown little interest in theory,
the “opposite” is also the case. Scholars concerned primarily with
international relations theory have rarely touched upon the subject of
the CFSP.2 As Reinhard Rummel concluded, “the theory of inter-
national relations is not very rich on the explanation of collective
foreign policy.”*® This observation also seems true for the EU in
general; students interested primarily in international relations-
theory have rarely included the EU in comparative case studies.”> As
Thomas Diez and Richard Whitman have furthermore pointed out,
when attempts to apply international relations theory on issues
related to the EU have been undertaken, those contributions have
seldom received much attention within the international relations
community.?

* Jorgensen 1993, p. 221; cf. Hill & Wallace 1996, p. 2. This claim has been recurrent
throughout the history of the EPC/CFSP. In 1988, two other students of the EPC
commented that the academic community had been unable to relate EPC “into any
meaningful system theory, integration theory or international relations theory let alone
create a new EPC general theory” (Weiler & Wessels 1988, p. 229). Early exceptions
were some of the contributions in Holland 1991a.

2 For instance, the contributions to Carlsnaes & Smith (eds) 1994; Larsen 1999;
Lucarelli 2000; Winn & Lord 2001; the contributions to Carlsnaes et al. (eds) 2004;
Smith M.E. 2004; and the contributions to Tonra & Christiansen (eds) 2004a.

** This claim is for instance repeated by Tonra & Christiansen (2004b, p. 4), who argue
that “the field of study in EPC/CESP has been dominated by empirical accounts,” and
only infrequently been “grounded in an explicit theoretical framework.”

» One telling example, reserching “security institutions over time and space” by
including the WEU but not the CFSP, is Haftendorn et al. 1999.

* Rummel 1994, p.117.

» Tallberg 2001; Caporaso 1997. The exception being the early integration theorists,
among whom for instance Karl Deutsch, Ernst Haas, Philippe Schmitter and Joseph
Nye made considerable efforts to compare European integration with similar efforts in
other regions (for a discussion, see Caporaso 1997 and Marks 1997).

% Diez & Whitman 2000.



A third point related to this area of study is that those concerned
with “integration theories”, that is, the whole sub-set of theoretical
literature on (mainly) European integration, have almost exclusively
confined themselves to “Community studies” and rarely addressed
the EU’s foreign policy cooperation.?”’” For instance, Andrew Moravc-
sik’s influential work on intergovernmentalism and European
integration, aims explicitly at explaining “why sovereign govern-
ments in Europe have chosen repeatedly to coordinate their core

economic policies.”*®

For today’s proponents of a renewed neo-
functionalism, with their heavy focus on the influence of transna-
tional and supranational institutions, the CFSP with its intergov-
ernmental framework seems to have littde to offer. With few
exceptions, these theorists have altogether excluded the CFSP when
refining their theories.”” Even the debate on whether international
relations theories can fruitfully be used in accounting for certain
dimensions of the European Union has been, almost without excep-
tions, a debate about the possibilities of international relations
theories as applied to first-pillar issues.*

Generally, there seems to be two broad “excuses” for this gap be-
tween theory and the CESP. The first one is, again, the sui generis
argument and the belief that traditional theories can not in a satisfac-
tory way handle the European Union’s international role. Roy
Ginsberg, for instance, has argued that “[jloint foreign policy
behaviour of a group of states is so unorthodox in international
relations that it defies traditional political science theory.”' A similar

claim has been made by Panayiotis Ifestos, who argues that “the

¥ Larsen 1999.

* Moravcsik 1998, p. 1 (emphasis added).

* Two interesting and convincing contributions on the relevance of neo-functionalism
(or renewed versions of it) for the study of the CFSP have however been provided by
Michael E. Smith 1998; and Jacob @hrgaard 1997. One contribution on the non-
relevance of neo-functionalism has been provided by Philip Gordon (1997/98) who
concludes that there is little proof that any of the neo-functional predictions on
integration will ever materialise regarding foreign and security policy.

% Two notable exceptions are Jorgensen 1993; and Hurrell & Menon 1996.

' Ginsberg 1989, p. 9. For recent contributions to this debate, see for instance Laffan
et al. 2000.



analysis of the European Community in its external dimension is
[...] difficult, because of the unique nature and character of the
European regional organisations.”* Jakob @hrgaard furthermore
suggests that the CFSP displays even more of a sui generis problem
than does the EU in general:

not only is the CFSP a unique form of international cooperation, it is
also a unique form of Eurgpean cooperation. While it may therefore
fit uneasily into traditional European integration theory because it is
too unique, it fits equally uneasily into traditional European integra-
tion theory because it is not as unique as the Community.??

Christopher Hill, also evoking the sui gemeris argument, has sug-
gested that “it is possible to argue that the experience of ‘European
foreign policy’ over the last 20 years or so has been so unique that the
search for one theory to explain its evolution is doomed to fail and
that we must fall back on history.”**

The other excuse is rather related to the complexity of interna-
tional relations theory. Richard Whitman, for instance, proposes that
the preference for empirical over theory-oriented CESP studies is
attributable to an unwillingness among analysts to engage in a debate
over which theory to use. The safe harbour of empirical case studies,
he suggests, “offers a tranquil resting place away from the shifting
currents of theory (that have recently been whipped up into a raging
storm by post-modern and post-structuralist discourses).” Joseph
Weiler and Wolfgang Wessels also put forward a similar thought,
arguing that the theoretical debate became too complicated in the
1970s.%° The result has become a large body of CFSP literature
which often does not relate to the rest of the political science debates.
Knud Erik Jorgensen even speaks of a “strategy of ad hocery and
intuitive speculation” seemingly guiding many of the CFSP ana-

% Ifestos 1987, p. 25.

¥ Q@hrgaard 2004, p. 27.
* Hill 1993, p. 307. Of lately, however, Christopher Hill's opinion seems to have
changed, and he now argues that scholars interested in international relations theory
are “criminally negligent” if they overlook EU foreign policy (Hill 2005).

% Whitman 1998a, p. s.

3 Weiler & Wessels 1988, p. 231.



lysts.’” It is thus quite significant that two of the most quoted
“theoretical concepts” in the CFSP literature — the EU’s “self-styled
logic™® and “the capability—expectations gap”® — have never been
explicitly related to general international relations theory.

At the same time, there are of course notable exceptions. Broadly
speaking, two different perspectives have been applied by a few
analysts to explain and understand various aspects of the phenome-
non. Alfred Pijpers, for instance, has employed a realist framework to
account for the “vicissitudes of the EPC,” a perspective also shared by
both Panos Tsakaloyannis and Robert Art.*> They all share the view
that the EU member states’ possibilities to act collectively in foreign
policy affairs are primarily a function of the power realities in world
politics. The explanations are thus focused on tensions between the
superpowers during the Cold War, US attitudes towards security
provision in Europe, and concerns for checks and balances among
the larger Western European states. However, these studies have had
a strong predisposition towards explaining why action e/udes the EU
members, and have thus not provided any explicit propositions
regarding the successive development of the CESP.

Others, constituting a larger and more disparate group, have ar-
gued that the CFESP is better explained by integration logic or at least
by the institutionalisation of the cooperation. This group of scholars
generally propose that either refined versions of neo-functionalist
theory or one or the other version of “institutionalist theory” better
account for the development of the EU’s foreign policy. One special
branch of this camp is made up of those arguing — explicitly or
implicitly — that there is something specifically European about the
European states, in that they seem to be “Europeanised” by interact-
ing with each other on foreign policy matters.*! Within this dispa-
rate group, the explanations for the development of the CFSP are

7 Jorgensen 1993, p. 211; cf. Moravcsik 1998, p. 17.

* Ginsberg 1989.

¥ Hill 1993.

“ Pijpers 1990 and 1991; Tsakaloyannis 1991; and Art 1996.

1 See for instance Ekengren 1996; Tonra 2001; Winn 2003; and Rieker 2003.



best thought of either in terms of spill-over from the economic
cooperation or, more commonly, by socialisation and learning
among the participating foreign policy elites.”? With the recent
explosion of constructivist literature on the EU, a number of at-
tempts to account for the development of the CESP from this per-
spective have also surfaced during the last few years.”> These studies
often closely resemble some of the neo-functionalist treatments of the
CEFSP, insofar as they too focus on the socialisation and learning
aspects of integration. Lumped together, however, these studies have
generally tended to treat such concepts as either-or phenomena. Few
have attempted to specify when, or under what conditions, these
phenomena have occurred, and thus have had little to offer to the
theoretical debate on when we should expect foreign policy coopera-
tion to intensify. They have, furthermore, rarely been carried out in a
systematic manner. As one analyst puts it, they

have been conducted in a ‘single shot’ fashion and more often than
not they focus on case studies of selected policies or institutional as-
pects. We are thus far from having reached a critical mass of applica-
tions and thus are unable to fully assess the potentials of each

theory.#*

These studies have in effect, while constituting highly interesting case
studies in their own right, not been systematically tested against
alternative explanations and subjected to the long-term empirical
development of the CFESP. They have thereby not generated any
certain findings and clear-cut arguments about when and why we
should expect the CFSP to develop at certain times, but rather served
to propose possible lines of inquiry.*

This present study will provide a few such arguments. Having
maintained above that the CFESP can be conceived of as a case of

2 See for instance Phrgaard 1997; Jergensen 1997; Tonra 1997; M. E. Smith 1998 and
2004; Winn & Lord 2001.

% See for instance Jorgensen 1997; Glarbo 1999; Larsen 1999; Bretherton & Vogler 1999;
Smith, M. 2003; Aggestam 2004; Sedelmeier 2004.

“ Jorgensen 2004, p. 14.

“ Among the very few exceptions to date are Ginsberg 1989, and Smith, M. E. 2004.



cooperation among states, this study also starts out with the assump-
tion that international relations theory might well be capable of
explaining it. Contrary to some popular claims, it is thus assumed,
as Andrew Moravcsik has so pointedly put it, that the EU member
states are indeed “normal.”®® That also means that international
relations theory might even learn a few lessons from the CESP.

The elusive debate?

If the few realist accounts of the CFESP focus solely on factors exoge-
nous to the integration process, the institutionalist/neo-functionalist
type of explanation focuses entirely on factors related to the institu-
tion and the integration dynamics between the member states and
rarely addresses the possible importance of the outside environment.
Within the latter category, furthermore, some tend to emphasise the
occurrence of socialisation as a result of the cooperation, whereas
others have argued that such trends are invisible in the CFSP area. It
is therefore maybe most of all surprising that there has been no
debate whatsoever between competing explanations.

Two slightly different reasons seem to account for the absence of
debate in CFSP-studies. First, and to quote Jorgensen again, the
theoretical considerations in treatments of the CFSP often only seem
to “serve as alibis to the essential, perceived as description.”47 There-
fore, whereas these studies have contributed to the field by providing
a tremendous amount of highly interesting descriptions of various
aspects of the CESP, they have rarely contributed to or encouraged
any serious theoretical debate. Secondly, the theory-informed studies
of the CFESP have furthermore often been attempts at simultaneously
explaining aspects of the CFSP by a combination of a whole battery
of different, and sometimes contradictory, theoretical perspectives.“®
Alfred Pijpers argues that “right from the beginning ‘dispersed

eclecticism’ has been characteristic of the theoretical handling of

“ Moravesik 1998, pp. 4f.
7 Jorgensen 1993, p. 211.
% See for instance Weiler & Wessels 1988; Ginsberg 1989; and Pfetsch 1994.
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EPC.”  Although these studies often come close to “explaining
everything,” they have not seriously contributed to the theoretical
debate. They have arguably rather been part of the problem. As
Jorgensen claims, if “the recipe consists of a little neofunctionalism,
some realism and soo grammes of public choice, problems lie ahead,
and the theoretical innovation of EC studies has not been improved
but blocked.”°

The result has therefore been that the CFSP literature contains
quite a number of partial and possible ideas about the development
of the CFSP. One might even argue that if combined, these studies
rather over-explain the phenomenon as such, while at the same time
we are left with no suggestions as to the relative importance of the
various explanations. It is not uncommon among CFSP-analysts to
conclude, as Knud Erik Jergensen does, that it is fruitful to “regard
the CFSP as the outcome of a historical process in which actors,
institutions, and developments in the international and European
system have mingled in often unpredictable ways.”' Hopefully, this
study may at least contribute to the beginning of a theoretically
informed debate among analysts of the EU’s collective foreign policy.
Maybe all these intermingled processes are not always so unpredict-

able after all?

THE REST OF THIS STUDY

With these reflections in mind, this study will proceed in several
steps. First, the research design, along with a number of methodo-
logical and theoretical matters, is outlined in more detail in chapter
two. It is argued that our search for explanations may fruitfully take
advantage of the fact that the EPC/CFSP has changed stepwise over
time. With the aim of being able to compare possible explanations,
three different hypotheses on when we should expect such changes to
occur are extracted from various international relations theories.

“ Pijpers 1991, p. 14.
* Jorgensen 1993, p. 213.
o' Ibid. 2002, p. 212.



Then, in chapter three, a picture is painted of the historical de-
velopment of the EPC/CESP between 1970 and 1999. By analysing
the contents of all EPC/CESP statements, declarations, common
positions and joint actions during this time, it is shown how, and
when in time, the EPC and later the CFSP has changed along a few
dimensions: frequency, geographical breadth, thematic breadth, and
depth in terms of foreign policy instruments used.

The following three chapters are devoted to spelling out in more
detail, and subsequently testing, the three hypotheses. In chapter
four, the proposition that successive institutional changes should
have intermittently pushed the EU’s collective foreign policy to new
levels is scrutinised. Contrary to expectations, however, it is shown
how the correlation seems to be almost the opposite. The institutions
are rather locking in or consolidating the new levels of EPC/CESP,
which must have been set off by other forces. In chapter five, the
proposition is explored that an important such force ought to have
been changing threats in the outside environment. This argument,
however, turns out to show very little resemblance to the sequences of
events as they have unfolded over the thirty-year period under study.
Therefore, in chapter six, a third proposition is examined; that such
a driving force could rather have been the EU members’ inherent
wish to balance the global influence of the United States. It is shown
how the implications of this balance-of-influence thesis — that
transatlantic disputes ought to lead to more CFSP — are indeed also
distinguishable when looking at the empirical development.

Summarising these findings in chapter seven, this study finally
proceeds in chapter eight to verify some of the conclusions by
investigating in more detail the events during a new period of
transatlantic disagreements: the months surrounding the Iraq war in
2003. Thereby, something of a diachronic test, in a very lose sense of
the word, serves to end this study. Also this last step shows, again,
how the EU members’ “lust for international influence” turns out to
generate quite predictable processes at times.
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CHAPTER TwO

Analysing a Moving Target

NYONE WHO ASKS QUESTIONS about the evolution of the European

Union’s common foreign and security policy, also reveals a
somewhat contentious assumption: that there has indeed been a
development (or change, or evolution)' worthy of some attention.
This is a contested view, and therefore not a self-evident point of
entry. Many argue instead that the CFSP is, as one scholar puts it, “a
misnomer” and “an acronym without empirical content.” It is
sometimes held to be “neither common, nor foreign, nor dealing with
security, nor can be called a policy,” to use the words of two other
CFSP analysts.? According to yet another member of this group of
“sceptics,” the CFSP suffers from a long list of weaknesses that can
not be fixed:

The Union is either unable to formulate its policies or unable to im-
plement policies already adopted. Sometimes procedural and institu-
tional difficulties are at the core of CFSP failures. At other times the
Union is simply faced with member states’ reluctance to have any
common policy whatsoever. Reforms to the initial structure of the
CFSP could help fortify some of its weaknesses, but as the 1997 Am-
sterdam European Council demonstrated, the Union is incapable of
reforming itself.

' These concepts are generally used interchangeably throughout this study.
* Rosecrance 1998, p. 15.

> Rummel & Wiedermann 1998, p. 53.

# Zielonka 1998b, pp. 3f.



This “story of impotence that has historically plagued Europe,” as
two other scholars claim, was for instance characteristically repeated in
the events surrounding the Iraq war in 2003.> Highlighting the
Unions’ inability to provide a common policy in relation to the US
policy towards Iraq, and alluding to H. C. Andersen’s tale about 7/e
Emperor’s New Clothes, one student of the CFSP concludes that “the
Emperor is not only naked but suffers from severe delusions.”® The
final verdict, according to many of the sceptics, is clear: there is “also
little hope that this will ever change and yet the show goes on.”

In other words, according to this interpretation it would be fu-
tile to ask questions about the evolution of the CFSP. The answer is
pre-determined: there is no evolving CFESP to be studied. As argued
in chapter one, however, these studies often suffer from an analytical
conflation of the concepts of foreign policy activity and foreign policy
success. Furthermore, they often stem from studying one particular
event, at one particular point in time, and normally an event chosen
precisely because of the failure of the EU members to agree. They are,
in short, often biased towards describing and analysing failure.®

The opposite view is however also represented among students
of the CFESP. This group of analysts take stock instead of what they
see as an “extraordinary istorical evolution™ that has taken place since
the initiation of EPC in 1970, and tend to highlight an “impressive
achievement” in the CFSP-area and a development which has had
“pervasive effects on its member governments.”!” They see an
emerging “European instinct for joint action,”!! and find the devel-
opment “rather breathtaking” when considering the divergent

> Chari & Cavatorta 2003, p. 25.

¢ Sangiovanni 2003, p. 194. Yet another CESP analyst gives an alternative take on H.C.
Andersen’s tale, by arguing that there simply “is no emperor. The European Union is a
clothes-horse” (Holm 2001, p. 291).

7 Rummel & Wiedermann 1998, p. 53.

8 See for instance Gow 1997, Zielonka 1998b, and Chari & Cavatorta 2003, who all build
their analyses on CFSP “failures.”

? Peterson 1998, p. 16 (emphasis in original).

' Smith, M. E. 1998, pp. 304f.

"' The Economist, September 22, 1990.



national interests involved in the process.'” They conclude, contrary
to the sceptics, that “foreign policy has been one of the areas in which
European integration has made the most dynamic advances.”’?
Neither this group, nor the sceptics, have however tried to picture
changes in the EPC/CFSP consistently over time. Both use, so to
speak, hunches as their point of departure rather than a systematic
description of the object under study. There is simply no commonly
agreed or accepted yardstick that can be used for measuring a possi-
ble evolution of the EPC/CESP, let alone use as a point of departure
for examining the reasons behind its development.

The research design presented in the following allows us to show
first how the CFSP has developed over time, and then to identify the
most important explanation(s) as to why this development has taken
place. The overall idea is first to describe the changes in the
EPC/CESP, in order to find a way of identifying certain periods
when the Union’s collective foreign policy has been intensifying.
Subsequently, we should pose the question what types of events
should have preceded these changes, and thereby contrast these
periods with a set of hypotheses derived from competing theoretical
explanations. This is done in the hope of being able to distinguish
one or more phenomena which repeatedly tend to precede the
periods of changing EU foreign policy.

The preliminary conclusions, which are drawn from studying
the overall development of EPC/CFESP over a period of thirty years
(between 1970 and 1999), are finally tested in a more detailed fashion
against yet another period in time in order to increase further the
certainty of the findings. The merits of this research design is that
more than one instance of “an evolving CFSP” can be identified,
which allows for cross-temporal comparisons for each possible
explanation, and for two slightly different methods to be used in the
search for explanations. The result should be findings which are
more reliable than those provided by single case studies of a particu-
lar event or a particular period. By choosing this research design, the

"> Ginsberg 1989, p. 181.
"> Tonra & Christiansen 2004, p. I.



fact that the EU is in many ways a “moving target,” which is often
pointed out as a problem or particular challenge when studying the
Union, is turned into a possible analytical advantage. The rest of
this chapter is devoted to a discussion about these and other meth-
odological and theoretical choices underpinning this study.

HOW TO DESCRIBE THE EVOLVING CFSP?

As King, Keohane and Verba have pointed out, “it is hard to develop
explanations before we know something about the world and what
needs to be explained on the basis of what characteristics.”’> In other
words, the first question to be addressed is: how do we know if we
are dealing with an evolving EU foreign policy cooperation, and how
do we go about describing it?

Defining the EU’s collective foreign policy

Analysts in many academic disciplines who seek to describe changes
in cooperation patterns (as well as change or evolution in relation to
many other societal phenomena), often structure their accounts along
some form of “critical thresholds,” for instance in the form of his-
tory-making events, revolutionary decisions, or tangible institutional
or organisational changes.'® This approach often reflects or coincides
with a view of changing cooperation as a phenomenon proceeding
step-wise at specific points in time. In the literature on the European
Union in general, this view of changing cooperation is both debated
and contested. Whereas some argue that the general European
integration process has indeed taken place as a sequence of “big

' See for instance Patten 2003; and Jénsson et al. 2000, p. 127.

" King et al. 1994, p. 34.

'® Eckstein 1982, p. 465; cf. Hall & Taylor 1996, p. 942. See for instance Crawford &
Lenway 1985, p. 379, and Young 1999, pp. 141ff., who speaks of “discontinuous jumps.”
In the Marxist tradition, the occurrence of revolutions and qualitative leaps signals
similar views on development. In historical institutionalism, the concepts of “critical
junctures” and “punctuated equilibria” represent yet another related way of
describing development (see for instance Krasner 1984, pp. 240ff.).



7 others argue rather that integration is proceeding gradually

bangs,”
and continuously as “political actors in several distinct national
settings are persuaded to shift their national loyalties, expectations,
and political activities to a new and larger center.”’®

At least implicitly, both these views can also be found in the
narrower CFSP-literature, although “step-wise” changes are clearly
the commonest way to describe development. Several CFSP analysts
have for instance described the development of EPC/CESP in terms
of moves between plateaux, new stages, or successive touchstones. "’
Many who describe the evolution of the CFSP tend furthermore to
equate changes in the CFSP with tangible institutional changes.”® The
CESP is thereby largely equated with its organisational set-up, and
consequently (although implicitly) defined in terms of institutions
and procedures rather than policy.

Curiously, such an institutional definition raises few eye-brows
when made in relation to the EU, but would arguably have been
highly contested and most certainly ridiculed if made in relation to,
say, American or French foreign policy. While there may be several
motives behind such a definition of the CFSP, among which is an
obvious educational dimension, it is of no analytical use for this
study. This study will rather seek to define the development of the
EPC/CESP in terms of quantitative and qualitative changes in the

contents of the Union’s foreign policy over time, and thereby borrow

"7 A typical example of this view being Moravesik 1998, p. 2. The idea that important
treaty changes or other history-making decisions mark the steps of integration is also
implicit in many accounts of European integration. Just to give a couple of examples,
Sonia Mazey (1996, p. 25) speaks of “key turning points” in the process of European
integration, and Stephen George and Ian Bache (2000, pp. 45-139) divide the periods
in the history of the EU according to treaty changes and other important decisions
such as the Luxembourg compromise.

'® Haas 1961, pp. 366f.

' Regelsberger 1988, pp. 16ff.; Schoutheete 1986, p. 49; and Rummel 1992, p. 267
respectively.

* See for instance Gianni Bonvicini (1998, pp. 63ff.), who equates the development of
the EPC/CFSP with “new procedures and new organs.” Hazel Smith (2002, Chapter 3)
similarly desribes the development of EU foreign policy in terms of institutional
changes, broadly speaking, and Karen Smith (2003, pp. 37—47) describes the
development of the CFESP largely in terms of treaty changes.



the definition of foreign policy from the general foreign policy
analysis literature.

Two broad and general ways of conceptualising foreign policy
have developed in the academic literature.?! One is to define foreign
policy in terms of a programme, or objectives, by seeing it as:

a set of goals, directives, or intentions, formulated by persons in offi-
cial or authoritative positions, directed at some actor or condition in
the environment beyond the sovereign nation state, for the purpose
of affecting the target in the manner desired by the policy-makers.??

This definition however carries with it at least one drawback for the
study of a collective foreign policy. While individuals or even
governments may well be analysed as if they are fully capable of
rational goal-seeking behaviour, it is more questionable to what
extent a collectivity of states should be assumed to have such a
collective capacity. A compromise reached within a group of at least
nominally equal actors need not necessarily represent a course of
action that would serve the precise goal of any of the participating
actors, nor those of the collectivity.?® It may rather be a compromise
on which all can agree but at the same time a compromise which may
lack a clear goal. Such policies can no doubt always be motivated posz
hoc as perfectly rational goal-seeking behaviour — and in many
situations it both can and should be analysed as such — but taking
such motivations at face value involves an unnecessary uncertainty for
the analyst. By studying the changes in the collectively stated goals,
we would not necessarily produce a very “true” picture of the chang-
ing CFSP.

This study will therefore make use of the second broad way of
conceptualising foreign policy, which is rather to define it in terms of

?' Goldmann 1986, p. 25.

* Cohen & Harris 1975 as quoted in Gustavsson 1998, p. 22.

» Cf. Hermann 1978, pp. 30f. This point is often made in relation to policy at the
national level, but is arguably more valid for policies emanating from a group of states,
where there is not one but several ultimate decision-makers.



behaviour.** Using the definition proposed by Charles Hermann, an
instance of behaviour will be thought of as a “discrete purposeful
action,” and can be “viewed as the observable artefact of a political

level decision.”®

By combining this definition with the same
“addressee” as in the definition above, and adapting it to the possi-
bility of more than one nation state participating, this study will

. « . . »
conceive of “foreign policy” as:

activities decided on by persons in official or authoritative positions,
directed at some actor or condition in the environment beyond the
sovereign nation state(s), for the purpose of affecting the target in the
manner desired by the policy-makers.

This study thereby focuses on how and why the Union’s observable
collective foreign policy behaviour has changed over time.

Not all of the EU’s external activities, however, will be seen to
fall within this conception of foreign policy. The Union is constantly
carrying out a multitude of collective activities, aimed at the outside
world, in a wide array of policy areas — ranging from narrow and
detailed technical trading standards to broad issues of sustainable
development — which it does not itself label “foreign policy.” In EU
terminology, such policies rather fall under the wider term “external
relations”, among which the CFSP may be seen as one particular
issue area.”® The CFSP area has no formal pre-defined borders, and
generally comprises whatever the EU members collectively define as
foreign, security or defence policy. This distinction, however artificial
for an outside observer and generally quite irrelevant in terms of
what the EU is accomplishing in the rest of the world, will also be
used throughout this study. The EU’s collective foreign policy will

* Some scholars prefer not to make a distinction at all, and rather incorporate both the
programmatic ideas and the actual behaviour in their definitions of foreign policy”.
See for instance Holsti 1995, p. 83.

» Hermann 1978, p. 34. Cf. discussion in King et al. 1994, p. 41.

% The non-CFSP external relations are generally carried out using different policy-
making procedures and different modes of implementation compared to the policy
area explicitly termed the common foreign and security policy.



thus be seen as the observable foreign policy behaviour emanating from

the EU’s second pillar framework.

Operationalising the changing EPC/CFSP

Even with this narrow definition, a systematic search for change in
the content of EU foreign policy is not a straightforward task. Just as
for any state’s foreign policy, there is no all-inclusive documentation
or manageable records covering all the activities undertaken by the
EU in the foreign policy area over time. There are simply no easy
ways to produce an exact and objective description of the develop-
ment over time. However, as Giovanni Sartori’s ideal “conscious
thinker” would advise, even without a thermometer, one can “say a
great deal simply by saying hot and cold, warmer and cooler.””
Even if we cannot provide a true or exact picture, we may nonetheless
say something — in relative terms — about the changes over time. The
closest we can get is arguably by finding an indicator of when there
has been some type of change in the EU’s collective foreign policy.
Following the example set by Esko Antola,?® and later followed
by Alfred Pijpers” as well as Gerald Schneider and Claudia Sey-
bold,* the approach chosen here is to use the contents of the declara-
tions and press statements issued through the second pillar framework
as an indicator of changes in the EPC/CFSP. Statements and declara-
tions have, since the birth of the EPC in the 1970s, been used by the
EU to present “the European view” to the international public. They
often contain only the EU’s official “comments” and standpoints on
world affairs, but are also used when declaring that the EU will take
action in relation to for instance a state, a group of states, or any type
of event. Therefore, as Reinhardt Rummel has pointed out, these
statements are not necessarily individual isolated measures, but

¥ Sartori 1970, p. 1033.

* Antola 1986, p. 54.

* Pijpers 1988, p. 154.

% Schneider & Seybold 1997.
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rather one element in a sequence of actions. They serve to encourage
specific activities and political trends in the diplomatic arena [...],
or they are intended to give warnings to third countries [...]. Puni-

tive or coercive measures like sanctions and embargoes [...] are

communicated via public declarations.?!

The contents of the statements and declarations should therefore, for
want of a better indicator, constitute at least something of a mini-
mum picture of the EU’s foreign policy.

There are, nowadays, in general three types of declarations (those
issued by the Presidency, by the EU, or by the European Council),
all published in the form of press statements by the Council’s press
service. The declarations issued by the Presidency are by now the most
frequent ones. They are initiated by the Presidency (or by another
member state or the Commission), and normally circulated to all
member states’ capitals via the so called coreu-system.** They may
also be circulated in for instance a relevant CFSP working group or
in the Political and Security Committee. They generally require the
acceptance of all member states.> The EU declarations are normally
decided at the monthly Council meetings (currently the General
Affairs and External Relations Council), and issued in connection to
the meetings. The Declarations by the European Council are, in a
similar way, normally issued in connection with the summits
between the heads of state or government. The EU declarations and
the declarations by the European Council are generally prepared in
the same way as the declarations by the Presidency.?

Since 1993, the Maastricht Treaty has also provided for two spe-
cific types of decisions within the second pillar, so called common
positions and joint actions. There is no absolute and clear-cut line
between the two, and both types of decisions normally require a

' Rummel 1988, pp. 120f.

* An electronic network directly connecting all member states’ Ministries for Foreign
Affairs (and also including the Commission).

% In exceptional cases, where time does not even allow for consultations via the coreu-
system, the Presidency may issue a CFSP declaration at its own discretion.

34

Government Offices of Sweden 2003, pp. 15f.



unanimous decision by the Council.”® In general, however, the
common positions are more of a framework agreement, often specify-
ing activities that the member states undertake to implement, than
the more specific joint actions.*® When searching for change in the
EPC/CESP, all three types of declarations plus (from 1993 onward)
the common positions and joint actions will be used in this study.

The issuing of declarations, common positions and joint actions
(all generally referred to as statements below for the sake of simplic-
ity) may be seen as the EU’s most accessible and continuous form of
what K. J. Holsti calls a foreign policy act, which is

basically a form of communication intended to change or sustain the
attitudes and behavior of those upon whom the acting government
is dependent for achieving its own goals. It can also be viewed as a
‘signal’ sent by one actor to influence the receiver’s image of the
sender.””

The changes in frequency and in the content of the statements can
therefore indicate changes in both the levels and substance of foreign
policy activities over time. By analysing the content of all statements
from the start of EPC in 1970 and thirty years onward (until the end
of 1999), and categorising it along a few different dimensions to
portray changes in frequency, breadth (geographic and thematic) and
depth (types of instruments used) of the EPC/CEFSP, an indicative
picture can be provided of when in time the bigger changes have
taken place.

The statements used in this study have been collected from four
different sources. For the years 1970 to 1984, all EPC statements

% Gradually, since 1993, the adoption of common positions and joint actions by the use
of qualified majority voting under certain conditions have been provided for in the
Treaty on European Union (Maastricht Treaty article J.3.2, later amended in the
Amsterdam Treaty article 23.2, subsequently amended again in the Nice Treaty article
23.2, and foreseen — pending ratification — to change further in the Treaty establishing a
Constitution for Europe, article 11I-300). However, decisions within the CFSP framework
are rarely, if ever, put to a vote.

% Both common positions and joint actions are published in the Official Journal of the
European Union.

7 Holsti 1995, p. 117.
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published in the EC’s monthly publication Bulletin of the European
Communities were used.*® For the years 1985 to 1989 the statements
were collected from the European Political Cooperation Bulletin,
published by the European University Institute in Florence, and for
the years 1990 to 1998 the electronic sequel to that publication, the
European Foreign Policy Bulletin provided the material. For the year
1999, the EU Council’s web-site was used to collect the statements.

From these sources, which are in general highly reliable, all
available statements, declarations, joint actions and common posi-
tions have been used. One special type of statements has however
been excluded. It is the type of statements that only served to com-
municate that non-EU members (normally EFTA members and/or
states that aspire to EU membership) have aligned themselves with a
previous CFSP statement.’® All in all, this material amounts to some
1,900 documents, which means that if a handful of statements are
missing (either missing in the sources or just not found by the
author of this study) the findings should not be substantially
affected.

In general, the contents of the statements was also relatively
straight-forward to categorise. Those few statements that presented a
slight difficulty for the coding process were the ones that supposedly
signalled a protest against one specific state, but without naming that
particular state. For example, when the European Council in 1980
generally called upon the signatories of the Helsinki Final Act (the
CSCE) to abide by the principles in that act with regard to Poland

% The reports from the EPC meetings from this period in time (1970 to 1985), pub-
lished in the Bulletin of the European Communities, are sometimes not entirely clear on
whether a statement is more of a conclusion from the meeting or meant as an official
statement. Due to the way they were published, however, such “statements” have
been included in this study.

¥ During 1998 only, almost 1/3 of the documents (55 out of 192) stated, in addition to
the “CFSP message,” that for instance countries like Norway, Iceland, and/or many
Central and Eastern European states, aligned themselves with the EU view. In addition
to these documents, the EU issued 19 statements that contained no “CFSP message”
but only served to communicate that one or more non-EU members aligned themselves
with some previous CESP statement. It is this latter category that has been excluded
from this study.



and the Polish people,® it was clearly not a message to all the CSCE
members but very specifically directed towards Moscow despite the
fact that the Soviet Union was never mentioned. As far as possible,
such statements have been categorised according to their presumed
“real,” as opposed to the openly stated, recipient. However, without
contextual knowledge about every single statement, the odd statement
may inadvertently have been categorised as not aiming at one specific
state. Again, however, the total number of statements is large enough
for such possible mistakes to not affect the overall conclusions in any
substantial way.

A description of the sub-categories used, and the resulting pic-
ture of the changes in the EPC/CESP is presented in chapter three.
This picture then serves as the basis for the ensuing analyses of
possible explanations.

What is left our?

As with all analytical choices, this way of operationalising change in
the EPC/CESP also entails leaving out some other elements from the
analysis. By choosing this way to identify the periods when the EU’s
collective foreign policy has changed, there are also certain aspects of
the “totality” of EU foreign policy that by necessity recede into the
background of the study.

First of all, one important part of EU foreign policy that cannot
be captured by this method consists of the “non-observable” behav-
iour: the messages that the EU conveys to third parties through a
number of channels not open to the public eye. Through regular
meetings with third parties at various levels, and through demarches
in third states’ capitals, the Union regularly and continuously
conducts diplomacy that could never be captured over a long time
and over the full range of issues by an outside observer (nor, argua-
bly, by inside participants for a study over such a long time). This
part of EU foreign policy must therefore, by necessity, be left out of a
study of this kind. Secondly, only a very limited part of the activities

“ Bulletin of the European Communities, 12—1980, point 1.1.14.



that the EU pursues in various international fora, such as the United
Nations and the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in
Europe (OSCE), are reflected in the EPC/CFSP-statements. Thirdly,
even if disregarding the whole field of EU external relations pursued
primarily by the EU Commission and related primarily to the policy
areas in the EU’s first pillar, there are also quite a number of activi-
ties undertaken by the Commission that clearly are politically
motivated and not primarily a logical result of the internal marker.*!
These activities also receive little attention with the method chosen
here.*? Fourth, one of the more continuous forms of EU communi-
cation on foreign policy matters today are the statements from the
EU’s High Representative for the CFSP. These have been issued
since the end of 1999, and now constitute an important part of the
CESP activities. However, these statements are left out of the analysis
here, as they are — relatively speaking — a novel part of the CFSP and
simply did not exist during the period covered in the main part of
this study.

Another type of limitation — inherent in this way of picturing
the development over time — is there is little possibility of distin-
guishing between “important” and “unimportant” statements and
declarations. Whereas some EU activities may have been relatively
easy to agree on, others may have required months or even years to
materialise as a common activity because of for instance a highly
controversial or politically sensitive content. Statements and declara-
tions of the latter type are of course, in an EU perspective, greater
achievements than the former.

These omissions and limitations are in one sense regrettable, but
the value of being able to outline, systematically and over time, the
content of what the EU members have agreed to be the issues worth
communicating to the public and the outside world should outweigh
the drawbacks from not covering all aspects of EU foreign policy.

! See for instance Smith, M. E. 1998, p. 326.

2 Although, policy measures such as economic sanctions that are carried out by the
Commission for CESP reasons are generally mentioned in CFSP statements and
therefore included in this study.



With such a picture — although in many ways a minimalist one — we
are subsequently able to compare, over time, a few plausible explana-
tions as to why the EU members increasingly pursue a collective
foreign policy.

HOW TO EXPLAIN THE EVOLVING CFESP?

To explain an event — in this case the development of a collective
foreign policy — is to give an account of why it happened.” Obvi-
ously, there is a multitude of factors affecting every individual EU
foreign policy activity ever undertaken, and many would argue that
the search for any one “explanation” to the successive development of
the CFSP is almost by necessity destined to fail.

This study is not governed by so pessimistic a view. The re-
search design is built on the assumption that some explanations —
when looking at the overall trends over time — may prove to be more
convincing than others, and this study sets out to identify them. As
described in the following, three different “main suggestions” are
extracted from international relations theory, and tested against the
picture of the evolving EPC/CEFSP over a thirty-year period. Finally,
the findings are tried out on a new and more detailed case, spanning
over a three-hundred-day period in 2002-2003. In other words, the
ambition in this study is not to try to explain any individual foreign
policy decision taken by the EU. The ambition is to simplify a
complex reality, in order to say a few very general things about the
most important forces behind the evolving common foreign and
security policy.

Simplifying a complex reality

First of all, however, a short detour has to be made. Particularly over
the last decade or so, the very idea of simplifying and attempting to
find overall explanations to social science phenomena has been under
heavy attack. Some analysts have even added an ethnocentric dimen-

“ Elster 1989, p. 3.



sion to this critique, arguing that the American way of searching “for
‘theoretical generalisations of global reach’ are increasingly inappro-
priate” when studying the EU member states, and claim that there is
a “more appropriate approach primarily informed by more recent
European thinking.”

These are difficult arguments to sustain, even though they seem
to represent mainstream thinking in many (European) academic
environments. This way of criticising studies that set out to explain
and generalise findings of social phenomena has also been quite
unhelpful for the development of new knowledge. As one scholar has
put it, this debate has often generated abstract discussions and
speculations expending “a great deal of time, effort and space that
might have been devoted to the elaboration of concrete concepts,
theories, hypotheses, and methods.”® This debate also, at least
partly, consists of broad philosophical meta-theoretical differences
which can never be “solved” or reconciled, and which remain far
outside the scope of this study. Indeed, one might well argue that
such questions fall well outside the scope of any political science
study. This debate in itself has nonetheless and quite regrettably
become something of a reference point within (European) political
science today, and scholars are — sometimes willingly and sometimes
unwillingly — compartmentalised according to their real or perceived
belonging to one or the other side in this debate. Therefore, a brief
but compulsory confession of scientific faith, or meta-theoretical
belief, is unfortunately called for before embarking on the essential.

Many analysts would quite correctly, like Robert Keohane, claim
that cooperation between states:

is elusive enough, and its sources are sufficienty multi-faceted and
intertwined, that it constitutes a difficult subject to study. It is par-
ticularly hard, perhaps impossible, to investigate with scientific rigor.

“ Manners & Whitman 2000, pp. 4f. See also for instance Waever 1994, pp. 249f.; Diez
1999; and Hill 2005, p. 12. See also the contributions in the special issue of Journal of
European Public Policy, Vol 6, No 4, as well as the "European” reply in the following
issue.

“ Moravesik 1999, p. 697.



No sensible person would choose it as a topic of investigation on the
grounds that its puzzles could readily be ‘solved’.4¢

However, while all agree with the basic proposition behind this
statement — the world is undoubtedly a complex place — researchers
part ways when it comes to spelling out the consequences for their
academic possibilities.

Some see the existence of a truly complex world as a reason for
not even attempting to search for explanations, or causal relation-
ships, in general. One may, as this argument goes, at best understand
some particular social event or process, but one can never aspire to
explain the same events by searching for general laws governing
social affairs.”” Many analysts of social phenomena therefore often
shy away from a language involving the use of words such as vari-
ables, causality, and explanations. Rather, the proponents of this
view often advocate the value of, for instance, detailed case-studies
and “thick description” of sequences of events. Some would even
claim that the best we can do is to provide narratives or resort to
story-telling. 8

Others, however, argue that complexity is no reason to refrain
from attempting to distinguish important from less important. They
do so while acknowledging the need for realistic expectations of the
kind of findings anyone can expect. They generally accept that what
will be found is a mix of various explanations, that might interact in
complex ways and that are both difficult and highly problematic to
distinguish and place into separate categories.”’ But they generally
assume that a search for relatively simple models clearly has an
analytical value. It may, as one scholar has put it, “isolate tendencies,
propensities and mechanisms and show that they have implications
for behavior that are often surprising and counterintuitive.”® To

“ Keohane 1984, p. 10.

7 For a thorough discussion of these two approaches to international relations, see for
instance Hollis & Smith 1990.

% See for instance Alvesson & Skjdldberg 1994, in particular the many examples given
in chapter 6.

“ Cf. Young 1999, p. 154

* Elster 1989, p. 9.



succeed in distinguishing a few highly important factors behind a
social event or process, is furthermore of tremendous value when one
subsequently wants to proceed by adding new knowledge to the
phenomenon under study. To quote Keohane again: by “seeing how
well a simple model accounts for behavior, we understand better the
value of introducing more variables and greater complexity into the
analysis.”!

At least one part of the debate seems to rest on somewhat exag-
gerated and sometimes fictitious differences over the issue of ‘simpli-
fication.” The disagreements are exaggerated because to a large extent,
and insofar as any study has even a remote ambition to evaluate
processes or events in a systematic manner (something which most
studies in social sciences claim to have), the differences between the
two approaches are minor and related to style rather than being
fundamental differences in their approach to science. Both involve
choices and simplifications in the research process, and “the differ-
ence between the amount of complexity in the world and that in the
thickest of descriptions is still vastly larger than the difference
between the thickest of descriptions and the most abstract quantitative
or formal analysis.”> In short, they both deal with ways of simplify-
ing an immensely complex reality.

Therefore, the statement that the world is a complex place
should not deter us from attempts at causal inferences and the search
for parsimonious explanations. Seeking to analyse the main forces (or
sources, or triggers, or mechanisms, or any other similar concept that
one may prefer) behind successively changing cooperative outcomes
is not analogous to believing that it is in any way possible to find one
true and sole explanation. However, by simplifying reality and
seeking to distinguish important from less important in relation to
the object under study, we may advance knowledge and say at least
something provisional about the relative explanatory power of
various theories.

°' Keohane 1982, p. 328, cf. Ostrom 1998, p. 14.
? King et al. 1994, p. 4 and 43.



Thus, this study sets out to engage in an a priori theoretical rea-
soning, which in turn allows us to extract specific proposals or
hypotheses, which can subsequently be compared with sequences of
empirical events.”® This method of competitive theory testing, or
disconfirmation, allows for empirical investigations that can suggest
whether observed state behaviour supports the expectations derived
from various theoretical approaches.”® This method may also, as
Robert Keohane has noted, help “us to reinterpret previously ob-
served patterns of behavior as well as suggesting new questions about
behavior or distinctions that have been ignored: it has the potential

of ‘discovering new facts.””*

The theoretical base-line

Not all theories of international relations easily lend themselves to
comparisons, combinations or mergers, and even fewer lend them-
selves to competitive theory testing. Unless the aim is to engage in
deep philosophy of science discussions, at least one minimum
requirement exists; the theories need to be founded in the same
meta-theoretical framework.

In this study, the competing propositions about why the
EPC/CEFESP has developed over time all rest on the assumption that
states can be analysed as if they are capable of making at least fairly
conscious choices, and that the strategies chosen can, within limits,
be seen as the result of rational calculations by their leaders.’® This
“soft rationalism” includes a large proportion of contemporary
international relations theories, although it is increasingly being
contested by alternative ways of simplifying reality, often by various
theoretical constructs with the prefix post attached to their labels.
These alternative theories will not be further discussed here, as they

* Cf. Keohane 1982, p. 328; and Moravcsik 1999.

** Cf. Grieco 1990, p. 11.

> Keohane 1982, p. 328.

¢ Cf. Wallander et al., 1999, p. 5; and Lake & Powell 1999, pp. 6f.
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have generally no capacity (nor any aspirations) to generate falsifiable
hypotheses.

With the rationality assumption as a base, another two general
assumptions can also be added for anyone who wishes to formulate
propositions about cooperation between states. First, we can assume
that states are able to formulate preferences regarding their preferred
outcomes as well as regarding their preferred means of achieving
these outcomes.”” It seems that when contrasting different theoretical
explanations, much may be gained from keeping the two types of
preferences separate from each other to the extent possible. We may
even, perhaps a littde boldly but for the sake of making certain
theories communicate better with one another, equate “preferences
regarding outcomes” with national interests, and “preferences regard-
ing actions” with a state’s preferred strategies or policies. Secondly,
being rational actors, each with its own interests and preferred
strategies, states must also be assumed to condition their behaviour
on the expected behaviour of others. As Duncan Snidal has put it,
“no state can choose its best strategy or attain its best outcome inde-
pendent of choices made by others.”® In order to agree on any type
of collective activity, states have to interact strategically with each
other.

Thereby, if we observe a collective decision to cooperate, we can
consequently assume that the actors (i) had overlapping interests
and/or preferred strategies, and (ii) found a way to identify them and
agree on a collective ac:tivity.59 This is, in a nutshell, the common
ground, or base-line, for many current theories of international
politics.®” This very general framework, which is illustrated in figure

%7 Some argue that preferences should be divided into two separate types — preferences
regarding outcomes and preferences regarding actions — others do not attempt to make
a distinction between the two (see for instance Powell 1994, p. 318 and Hix 1999, p. 12
respectively).

*% Snidal 1986, p. 39.

* Robert Keohane (1984, p. 78) makes the same point for international regimes, arguing
that ultimately they “depend on the existence of patterns of common or complimen-
tary interests that are perceived or capable of being perceived by political actors.”

% Cf. Lake & Powell 1999, p. 6.



1, is however devoid of specifications (such as: what are those inter-
ests and strategies, how are they formed, can they be altered?) and
can therefore not immediately be used to generate any meaningful
hypotheses about why a particular cooperative venture should
develop over time. The advantage, however, of clearly spelling out
this very basic framework is that while it represents agreement among
theories in its empty form, it also helps clarify how various theories
differ in their propositions about evolving cooperation. It allows for,
as Miles Kahler has recommended, emphasising the research prob-
lem over the labels, and thereby permitting “explanatory power

rather than theoretical polemic to decide the contest.”®!
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Figure 1. The “empty” framework of international cooperation

In effect, if we observe changes over time in the collective decisions to
cooperate, this framework gives us a common reference point when
discussing various theories’ answers to why we see such a change.
Depending on theories asked, we would need to add various arrows,
maybe even more boxes, and most certainly several feed-back loops,
but they would all accept one thing: somewhere in the chain of
events a change in the cooperative outcome would have been pre-
ceded by a change in the strategic interaction between the cooperating

¢ Kahler 1998, p. 922.



states, and/or a change in the participants’ preferred strategies,
and/or a change in their interests.

Within this framework, current international relations theory
immediately offers two broad and different — but not necessarily
mutually exclusive — explanations as to why we would see the
cooperative outcomes change over time. One would suggest that such
change could have been preceded by the setting up of (or, a change
in) formal institutions prescribing the rules for the participants’
interaction. The other would rather suggest that the change would
have been induced by events outside the cooperative venture. In both
cases, such changes might have affected the interests, and/or the
preferred strategies, and/or the interaction, depending on which
theory we would consult. As discussed in the following, the first
explanation can — for the purposes of this study — be treated as one
proposition despite its rich and diverging family of theories, while
the second explanation will generate two quite different propositions
which need to be tried out separately.

Changing institutions as a driving force?

The role played by international institutions has been at the centre of
much of the international relations debate(s) in recent decades.®
While some argue that institutions have — at the most — a very
marginal effect on state behaviour, others see them as one of the most
important determinants of state behaviour. Most of the debates have
therefore focused either on the dichotomous question of whether
institutions matter or not, or on the more complex question of how
institutions matter. In connection with the second question, some
scholars have also devoted time to discussions about why regimes or

© There is no unanimous answer to the question of what exactly constitutes an
“international institution”, and the relationship between “institution”, “regime” and
“organisation” has been treated quite differently by different scholars. In this study,
the main focus will be on the formal aspects of institutions, and thereby the definition
chosen is the one provided by Koremenos, Lipson and Snidal, who see institutions as
“explicit arrangements, negotiated among international actors, that prescribe,
proscribe, and/or authorize behavior” (Koremenos et al. 2001, p. 762).



institutions may change over time.> Considerably less energy,
however, has been spent on the question about the effects of institu-
tional changes.*

Among those who believe that “institutions matter,” there are
also various strands, often portrayed as separate and irreconcilable
perspectives. In many ways they do however display considerably
more similarities than differences. Although often put forward in
different terminology, most institutionalist accounts share the claim
that institutions may help overcome impediments to international
cooperation. Most accounts are also similar, although sometimes
implicit, in their propositions about what mechanisms institutions
may provide and how these mechanisms would, in turn, affect state
behaviour. They vary more, however, in their interpretations of the
underlying reasons behind these behavioural changes and thereby
sometimes also of the long-term effects of institutions. This latter
issue is however of little importance when asking the more immedi-
ate questions about how institutional changes may affect the possi-
bilities to arrive at a cooperative outcome.

Irrespective of the diverging basic assumptions about how states’
interests and strategies are formed, and what more precisely these
interests and strategies consist of, most institutionalist scholars would
agree on the existence of at least four institutional mechanisms that
may affect the way states behave.®> First, institutions may change the
availability of information to the participants.®® Secondly, institutions
may also affect the opportunities for communication between the
participants.”” Thirdly, opportunities for bargaining and negotiation
between the members are also increased by the setting up of institu-

% For a recent contribution, see Holsti 2004.

¢ Keohane & Martin 1995, p. 50; Martin & Simmons 1998, p. 746.

® Although not everyone would use the term “mechanism” to describe this aspect of
institutions.

% Keohane 1989, p. 2.

¢ Jénsson 1990, pp. I-5.



tions.®® Fourthly, institutions may also change the opportunities to
monitor and secure others’ honouring of the agreements.®’

Therefore, any type of institutional change which would generate
a change in any of these four mechanisms, could be assumed also to
change the interaction between the participants and thereby also the
probability of a cooperative outcome. But why? The main-stream
rational choice institutionalism would say that all the above mecha-
nisms can reduce both transaction costs and wuncertainty, and thereby
change the incentives facing states in their choice about whether to
cooperate or not.”% In other words, state interests are perceived to be
formed exogenously to the cooperation, but the “rules of the game”,
and thereby state strategies, can be altered by the creation of institu-
tions.”! Thereby, the value added from institutions is that they help
states realise mutual interests by facilitating cooperation. That answer
is however not so different from those proposed by scholars who for
instance advocate a focus on communication and learning. As Chris-
ter Jonsson has argued, it is not necessary to view rationalist and
cognitive schools as mutually exclusive,”?> and as Miles Kahler more
recently has pointed out, “rationalist accounts can and do incorporate
social content.””

For instance, Barry Weingast has argued that ideas that have be-
come institutionalised may serve as shared belief systems. Thereby, the
ideas expressed in institutional rules may well provide guidance,
particularly in uncertain situations when states face an unfamiliar
choice situation.”* In this capacity, as two other rationalist scholars
have pointed out, institutions can “effectively increase path depend-

% Keohane 1989, p. 2.

% Chayes & Chayes 1993; Tallberg 1999, pp. 6off.

7 See for instance Keohane 1989, pp. 166ff.; Wallander 1992, pp. soff.; Martin &
Simmons 1998, pp. 744{f.; and Koremenos et al. 2001, pp. 765f.

7' Snidal 1986, p. 40.

72 Jonsson 1993, p. 203.

73 Kahler 1998, p. 923.

™ Weingast 1995, pp. 460f.



ence.”” The basic idea behind this claim is that the choices made
when setting up an institution will subsequently influence future
choices by constraining the courses of action.”® Similar reasoning has
also been proposed by Geoffrey Garret and Barry Weingast, when
developing Thomas Schelling’s conception of ideas as focal points.”
Once ideas become institutionalised in the form of rules, they may
serve as road maps or even become internalised in the form of causal
beliefs (about means-end relationships) and thereby affect state
behaviour.”® Furthermore, the interactions generated by institutions
may also serve to change the participants’ understanding of the
cooperative arrangement, and thereby change their calculations about
the desirability or value of the institution.”

There are also analysts who propose that we may take this rea-
soning one step further. The emergence of new causal beliefs may
even alter the very formulation of states’ interests, or at least actors’
understanding of their interests.? Therefore, as Robert Keohane has
argued, “international institutions have constitutive as well as regula-
tive aspects: they help define how interests are defined and how
actions are interpreted.”® Because states do not constantly reassess
their basic interests and preferences, the new habits acquired may
furthermore last for quite some time even if underlying changes in
power or interests take place.3? International institutions may thus,
according to these analysts, at some point begin to constitute part of
states’ interests rather than providing only a means to problem
solving in order to meet other interests.

75 Martin & Simmons 1998, p. 746. Thereby, one of the similarities between many
rationalist and more historically oriented institutionalist scholars is also highlighted.

7¢ Peters, B. G. 1999, p. 63.

77 Garret & Weingast 1993, p. 176; and Schelling 1960/80, pp. 110f.

® Goldstein & Keohane 1993, p. 3 and 12; cf. Peters, I. 1999, pp. 196f.; and Martin &
Simmons 1998, p. 747.

7 Aggarwal 1998, p. 24; Jupille & Caporaso 1999, p. 432.

% Haas 1982, p. 241; Keohane & Hoffmann 1990, p. 297; Goldstein & Keohane 1993, p.
16; Keohane & Nye 1993, p. 4; Peters, L. 1999, p. 197.

8 Keohane 1989, p. 6.

% Krasner 1982b, p. 502.



In other words, we should assume that changes in institutions,
at a minimum, may change the interaction between the participants,
quite likely also the preferred strategies, and at a maximum even the
very interests of the participants. In all three cases, changes in
institutions may be assumed to affect the levels or intensity of the
cooperative outcomes. In chapter four, various types of institutional
changes that have been undertaken between 1970 and 1999 will
therefore be identified, and contrasted against the successive devel-
opment of the EPC/CFSP. The institutional changes are detected and
identified by use of the official documents and treaties regulating the
cooperation, although in some instances this material has been
supplemented by a few secondary sources.

Changing threats as a driving force?

Those who doubt whether institutions have any significant effects on
state behaviour would rather suggest another place to look for the
sources of changing cooperation patterns. Even those who do believe
that institutions matter would actually agree. There may be external
events that affect the cooperation irrespective of a particular institu-
tional set-up. And, one of the most intuitive places to look for
propositions of that type would be among scholars writing within
the realist tradition.®

Realists are, quite (in)famously, not optimists about the possi-
bilities for states to cooperate. The well-known assumptions underly-
ing most realist analyses lead to the propositions that states are
predisposed toward conflict and competition, and that international
institutions have only marginal possibilities to mitigate these effects
of anarchy.84 Conflict, not cooperation, is something of a default
situation in international politics. Nonetheless, states are sometimes

% As one student of international relations has pointed out, even “writers who are
concerned principally with international institutions and rules, or analysts in the
Marxist tradition, make use of some Realist premises” (Keohane 1989, p. 35). Cf. Jervis
1999, pp. 44f.

# Grieco 1990, p. 4.



found to cooperate, and mainstream realist frameworks offer two
possible ways to account for this rare event.

One proposition, well-known to students of international poli-
tics, is that cooperation may be imposed by one participating and
specifically powerful actor, or, as one analyst puts it, that “the forma-
tion of international regimes normally depends on hegemony.”®
This is obviously not a possible explanation for the increasingly
active cooperation within the CFSP, and this ‘hegemonic stability
thesis’ will therefore not be discussed further here. The other propo-
sition, which is more interesting for the purpose of this study, is that
states may choose to cooperate as a strategy to balance one specifically
powerful actor. As one leading proponent of this theory puts it
“overwhelming power repels and leads others to balance against it.”8

This way of interpreting the ‘balance of power thesis’ requires a
few clarifications before it can be used to generate falsifiable hypothe-
es.¥” The concept of balancing is quite simply used here as a syno-
nym for an attempt to alter the balance between one’s own power
relative to someone else’s power. In this respect, “balancing” is seen as a
strategy that may be chosen by one actor alone or collectively by a
number of actors. The concept of power is however somewhat more
problematic. Provided that this “realist” proposition about coopera-
tion has any explanatory value for the CFSP, what type of power it is
that we should expect the EU to balance? Depending on how we
define power in this context, we will also arrive at very different
expectations about when the EU’s foreign policy cooperation should
intensify.

% Keohane 1984, p. 31. See Krasner 1976, pp. 322ff,, for an account of how the
“hegemonic stability thesis” may account for cooperation in the field of international
political economy. See Bull 1971, p. 144, for a similar argument related to cooperation in
the security policy field, within for instance NATO. Bull argued that since the US
“enjoys a position of leadership or primacy, certain conflicts within this alliance are kept
within bounds or prevented from reaching the surface of conscious political activity.”

8 Waltz 2000, p. 28.

% For two accounts of the many and various uses of the balance-of-power concept, see
Haas 1953 and Sheehan 1996.



We may arguably gain conceptual and analytical clarity by com-
paring the three overarching ways to conceive of power in interna-
tional politics which have been proposed by Jeffrey Hart. He argues
that power can be thought of in three different ways: as power over
resources, power over another actor, or power over events and
outcomes.®® To ascribe an actor power in accordance with its power
over resources or capabilities is probably one of the most common
usages of the concept of power in traditional international relations
literature.®® For instance, Kenneth Waltz argues that the most
powerful states are those that score highest “on all of the following
items: size of population and territory, resource endowment, eco-
nomic capability, military strength, political stability and compe-
tence.”® Within this conception of power, capabilities are thus
normally interpreted as material (and sometimes also non-material)
assets, although views often differ on which types of resources are the
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most important ones.”’ More often than not, however, military

power is seen as the most important asset.”?

To balance such power, then, would primarily involve attempts
at increasing one’s own material assets, measured against someone
else’s assets. Cooperation as a balancing strategy would, consequently,
primarily be about collective attempts at increasing certain material
assets. Therefore, if it had been this type of power — and this type
only — that states were assumed to balance (which is indeed the idea
put forward by for instance Waltz), a collective foreign policy would
clearly not be the most obvious response. Within this interpretation
of the balance-of-power thesis, it would in fact be easier to see for
instance the EU’s common commercial policy or even the Lisbon

8 Hart 1976.

¥ Ibid., p. 289; Goldmann 1979, p. 15; Jénsson 1979, p. 64. Many also make interesting
and highly relevant distinctions between resources and capabilities, but in the context
of this study such distinctions are not of immediate importance.

% Waltz 1979, p. 131.

' For just a small sample of different interpretations, see for instance Morgenthau
1948/1993, ch. 9; Bull 1977/1995, ch. 9; Gilpin 1981; Rosecrance 1986; Nye 1990;
Rosecrance 1999; and Mearsheimer 2001.

%2 For a number of examples, see Rothgeb 1993, pp. 7£.



process as a balancing strategy than the CFSP. The pooling of
military resources, which has been discussed over the last few years
within the EU, might arguably fit this picture, but was clearly not a
part of the EPC/CFSP during the main period under study here.
Therefore, this conception of power is not of particular interest to
this study.

The second way to conceive of power is probably the most famil-
iar one in other areas of political science than international relations,
and requires an explicit relationship between two or more actors. In
Robert Dahl’s well-known formulation, “A4 has power over B to the
extent that he can get B to do something that B would not otherwise
do.””® In this conception, actor A has power over actor B in some
particular respect, which also requires power to bring about the
desired act from B.?* This conception of power is not entirely absent
in international relations writings, and is reflected for instance in
Samuel Huntington’s definition of power in international politics as
“the ability of one actor, usually but not always a government, to
influence the behavior of others, who may or may not be govern-
ments.””

Most typical, although with additional specifications, this is also
the view of power that is reflected in the so called balance-of-threat
thesis. The proponents of this thesis argue that rising or overwhelm-
ing material power alone is not enough of a threat to trigger a balanc-
ing behaviour. Power capabilities will not trigger a balancing
behaviour unless they are also offensive, and unless the unit which
possesses them is perceived to be aggressive or expansionist.”® In
short, the balancing is undertaken in relation not only towards a
specific actor, but towards a threatening one at that.

Such balancing is often assumed to be carried out by military
means, but Stephen Walt also detects a second possibility — that such

% Dahl, 1957, pp. 202f.

* Cf. Goldmann 1978, p. 74.

% Huntington 1993b, p. 68.

% Walt 1987, p. 22, 26, 149, 169.



balancing may instead be “conducted by political means.”” Conse-
quently, cooperation as a balancing strategy may, in this interpreta-
tion, materialise in the form of a military or political alliance directed
against a threatening enemy.”® In line with this reasoning, we should
expect the attempts at balancing to be particularly intense during
periods when this foreign power behaves particularly threateningly.
Put in a different terminology, a change in the threat may make states
reinterpret the ordering of their preferred strategies, so that the choice
to cooperate is placed higher up on the list.

In chapter five it is argued that we may well try out this hy-
pothesis by studying the behaviour of the Soviet Union during the
Cold War and Russia after the Cold War, and contrast it with the
changes in the EPC/CFSP. The material used to determine when the
USSR/Russia has behaved more or less “threateningly,” consists
almost entirely of secondary sources. In order to increase the certainty
with which we may trust the secondary sources, more than one
source has generally been used as far as possible when describing the
various periods.

Changing desire for global influence as a driving force?

This leaves us with the third conception of power — the power over
events and outcomes. Jeffrey Hart advocates this view of power as the
most fruitful in the analysis of international relations, because
“unless the actors regard control over other actors or resources as
valuable in themselves, then the ability to control actors and re-
sources will be considered secondary to the ability to control
events.”” Here, the power of A is thus not “measured” as A’s
capacity to get B to do something B would otherwise not have done,
but rather as A’s ability to influence events in its own external
environment. There is no specific B in this definition of power.
Power in this conception is, as Kjell Goldmann has put it “an actor’s

7 Tbid.
% Ibid., p. 21.
* Hart 1976, p. 297.



ability to get what it wants,” or, as John Rothgeb has very similarly
put it, “the actor’s simple ability to control and to obtain what it
wants.”!%

This way of conceiving of power is occasionally found in inter-
national relations writings. For instance, James Goldgeier and
Michael McFaul define a great power as a country “possessing the
will and the capability to alter events throughout the international

' Tn this respect, power may be seen to equal what some

system.”
have rather termed influence. Karl Deutsch’s argument that power
may be thought of as “a symbol of the ability to change the distribu-
tion of results” is for instance quite similar to Paul Light’s definition
of influence as “the ability to change outcomes from what they would

have been.”!0?

This conception of power also fits well with Fareed
Zakaria’s preferred assumption that states, rather than necessarily
striving to maximise power in a materialist sense, are inclined to seek
to maximise influence.'® A state’s desire for influence may then, to
use Kjell Goldmann’s distinctions again, be directed either towards
all the other actors in the system (that is, A may aspire to influence B,
C, D, E and so on), or towards the environment or the system in
itself** For the purposes of this study, both will be assumed to be
part of states’ wishes.

It seems, however, that this view of power has rarely, if ever,
been explicitly used by analysts interested in the balance-of-power
thesis. The balancing behaviour should, with this conception of
power, equal attempts at increasing one’s own ability to influence

' Goldmann 1978, p. 72, and Rothgeb 1993, p. 22, respectively.

" Goldgeier & McFaul 1992, p. 467.

' Deutsch 1968, p. 41, and Light 1983/84, p. 620, respectively. Others, however, have
suggested a different use of the concept of influence, as a “lighter” version of power, so
that the exercise of power is seen as something involving force or the threat thereof,
while the exercise of influence only involves non-coercive means (see for instance
Wolfers 1962, pp. 103f., and Ito 2001, p. 7439). No such distinction is however intended
here.

1% Zakaria 1992, p. 194.

1" Goldmann 1978, p. 78. Cf. Rothgeb 1993, p. 22, who also point out that most of the
time “controlling the behavior of other actors goes a very long way toward manipulating
the environment.”
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international events, in relation to the actor in the system that has the
greatest ability to influence such events. This is thus where B comes
in. It is not primarily A’s ability to influence B that should be seen
to constitute the balancing behaviour, but rather A’s ability to
influence events that B also wants to influence. Consequently,
cooperation as a balancing strategy should be interpreted as an attempt
to increase — in relation to the most influential actor — the collective
ability to influence events and outcomes.'”

In chapter six, it is argued that this alternative interpretation of
the balance of power thesis leads to the testable proposition that the
intensity of the EPC/CFSP should be at its highest when the EU
members’ desire for influence over events in their outside environ-
ments is at its strongest. This desire should be the strongest felt
when the most influential actor — interpreted here as the United
States — pursues policies that some or all of the cooperating states
disagree with. Thus, if the balance-of-influence thesis has any
explanatory value, we should expect to observe changes in the EU’s
collective foreign policy following periods when the preferred Euro-
pean and US strategies, presumably primarily towards events in the
rest of the world, have differed considerably. These occasions should
serve as impulses toward increased cooperation, by boosting the
political will to exert European influence over international events.
These periods are identified, in chapter six, by the use of mostly
secondary sources. Just as in the previous chapter, more than one
source has generally been used as far as possible when describing the
various periods.

Correlation, causation, and comparison

Having compared the three hypotheses against the empirical devel-
opment between 1970 and 1999, we are able to determine whether
there has been a correlation between the proposed explanations and

1% This possible logic behind cooperation fits nicely with John Ikenberry’s (1986, pp.
61f.) observation that states “are most likely to seek international regime arrangements
when they cannot control their environments effectively.”



the changes in the EPC/CESP. If the same type of event occurs a
number of times — in this case several distinct periods of increasing
foreign policy cooperation between the EU members — and if the
same account of why it happened seems to apply to every single
occasion, we may even begin to feel more certain that a reliable
explanation has been found. Before such a conclusion can be drawn
there are, however, a few questions which must be carefully consid-
ered.

Even if we find that “when A occurs, then B will follow” in a
thousand carefully studied cases, and even if we have never been able
to identify a single case when B did not follow A, how do we know
that “A causes B” to happen? Maybe there is a third, but unidenti-
fied, C that always causes both A and B to happen? Or, maybe A
causes C, and C in turn causes B?

The answer is of course that we do not know. Correlation cer-
tainly does not mean causation, and in social sciences we can rarely
ever know for sure whether two events merely coincide or if one
actually caused the other. But, to the extent that a plausible relation-
ship between two variables can be established, we at least have
grounds for discussing whether one may have caused the other. We
may begin to assume causality when (1) we can establish that one
event tends to precede the other (i.e. the time dimension and the
sequence of events must be present in the analysis), (2) when we
have ruled out alternative causes, and (3) when we can present a
plausible idea as to why one variable would cause the other.!*

In other words, talking about causality in social sciences is to a
large extent to talk about probability in relation to other competing
explanations. As one international relations scholar has put it,
“[w]lhen we say that an event was caused by another, we don’t mean
that we can observe such causality, but that we can establish the

?107 The aim of the competitive

likelihood of one over the other.
theory testing undertaken in this study is precisely that: to establish

which one is the most likely explanation. The method chosen here is

1% See for instance Shively 1990, ch. 6; and Yin 1984, p. 113.
' Matlary 1997, p. 205.



thus not to engage in any formal hypothesis-testing by using very
strict falsifying criteria, but rather to search for probabilities in a
qualitative sense of the word.

The certainty of the findings is increased by the choice to de-
scribe the dependent variable as series of successive changes. By
identifying periods during which the CFSP is changing in one or
the other respect, and subsequently contrasting three different
explanations, this study provides us, in a sense, with more than one
case. If a case study at all, such an approach is rather something of a
“developmental case study” and should rather be perceived as
comparative in nature.'”® Temporal comparisons, of several cases of
changes in the CFSP, will provide a more rigorous ground for the

conclusions that will be drawn in the end.'?

Corroborating the main findings

Having studied the development of the EPC/CFSP between 1970
and 1999, and compared the three different explanations, we may
thus draw a number of conclusions about what types of events tend
to precede changes in the EU’s collective foreign policy. Having
spelled out these conclusions in chapter seven, we also end up with a
proposition about when new developments in the CESP should be
expected.

One such new period did occur during the course of this study,
and thus provided something of a first test case of the findings.
Therefore, having drawn conclusions from the long-term study over
a thirty year period, a closer and more detailed exploration of the
events between November 2002 and September 2003 serves as an end
to this study. For analytical purposes, this final period is treated
somewhat differently from the previous periods. In order to illustrate
not only the possible correlation between the explanatory factors and
the CFSP, but also provide something of a peek into the “black box”,

the focus in chapter eight is placed on a detailed account of a number

1% Bartolini 1993, pp. 140f.
19 Cf. Pollack 1997.



of ongoing political processes at the time. That way we may verify —
perhaps as far as can possibly be done — how the processes work or
are set in motion when the CFESP is taking new steps forward.

As this study does not include a description of the changes in
the CFSP from the year 2000 onwards, any possible changes in the
CFSP during this last period cannot be detected by a comparison to
the previous years. Instead, a more qualitative judgement is made
about what the possible changes were, although in many ways these
assessments are generally inspired by the indicators from the previ-
ous parts of the study.

How far can the conclusions travel?

A final methodological issue, which is only implicitly raised by this
study, relates to how far the theoretical findings can travel to foreign
policy cooperation between other groupings of states. The generalisa-
tions from this study relate exclusively to the case of the EU’s collec-
tive foreign policy, but this does not mean that the findings need to
be irrelevant to other groups of states that aspire to the same type of
cooperation. At a minimum, this study provides ground for future
comparative (cross-case) studies involving other similar cooperative
arrangements. Finding such similar cases, however, is not an obvi-
ous task, as continuous foreign policy cooperation between a group of
states is a rare empirical phenomenon.'!’

The exclusive focus in this study on the changes in cooperation
after an initial agreement to cooperate has been reached, means that
several possible fundamental enabling factors, without which there
might have been no such decision in the first place, are not discussed
in this study. In the case of the EU, these may well be related to
widely different factors, most of which can only be speculated on
here. One such enabling factor is most certainly an already high
degree of economic integration, and thereby also an unusually high
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Possibly, the foreign policy cooperation between the CARICOM (Caribbean
Community) member states could be seen as another case, and maybe also the foreign
policy cooperation within the GCC (Gulf Cooperation Council).



degree of both communication, interdependence and supranational

1 Apother such factor is

institutions between the participants.
possibly a strong belief in the inferiority of the alternatives to coop-
eration, such as a conviction that unless cooperation can be secured
there may well be a return to the opposite extreme — serious conflict
and war. A third possible factor is probably a high degree of legiti-
macy for the cooperative venture, for instance in the form of a general
belief in the desirability to affect the outside environment. It is
highly possible that without these and other basic conditions, the
idea of foreign policy cooperation would never have surfaced in the
first place. It is also possible that without some of these EU-specific
enabling conditions, the cooperation would not have continued to
develop once in place. This is something that needs to be carefully
considered if attempting to predict the development for other groups
of states by using the findings from this study.

However, these specifics of the EU do not rule out the possibili-
ties for future comparisons. On the contrary, it is not until compari-
sons with other groups of states have been made that we can say with
certainty whether any of those enabling factors actually were impor-
tant for the subsequent development, or if the factors analysed in this
study suffice to explain the development in other cases too. Allowing
for both types of factors to vary across cases, would give us valuable
opportunities to analyse the importance of exactly these aspects.'!?
Not until then will we reach some degree of certainty about the
possible “uniqueness” and the particulars of the EU’s collective
foreign policy.

Even if one believes that there is a current scarcity (or even com-
plete lack) of comparable phenomena, this situation might very well
change in the future. As ASEAN, Mercosur and other groups of
states increasingly start to act collectively in regard to problems
outside their own geographical boundaries, comparisons will seem

""" Although the possibility that the EPC would have developed even without the
European Community’s common market has been entertained by for instance Charles
Pentland (quoted in Ifestos 1987, pp. 25f.).

"> Cf. discussion in Tallberg 1999, p. 271.



more obvious and possibly even more rewarding than today’s
analyses. Many contemporary analysts do see a clear trend in the
proliferation of regional arrangements and international institu-
tions.''® Therefore, it is plausible to assume that studies on the
European Union, including studies of the EU’s common foreign and
security policy, can indeed generate important lessons and results for
students of other forms or places of international cooperation and
integration. As one student of the EU has noted, “the EU provides
the best laboratory for studying theoretical issues only just emerging

elsewhere.”!14

113 See for instance Mansfield & Milner 1997.
""" Moravesik 1997, p. 4.



CHAPTER THREE

Thirty Years of
Collective Foreign Policy

THE EUROPEAN UNION IS CONTINUOUSLY carrying out a multi-
tude of activities related to issues of international peace and
security. In this chapter, a picture of the evolution of these activities
will be drawn up. In order to portray these changes, the statements
and declarations issued continuously by the EU since the birth of
EPC in 1970, as well as the common positions and joint actions
decided upon within the second pillar framework since the entry into
force of the Maastricht Treaty in November 1993, have been used as
an indicator.! The last year covered in this chapter is 1999, which
allows for a systematic study of the changes during a period of thirty
years. In the process of describing the development of the
EPC/CESP, a few existing misconceptions about these trends can
also be identified and addressed.

The statements have been categorised along four dimensions, to
indicate changes in frequency, breadth (both geographic and the-
matic) and depth (types of activities undertaken) of the EPC/CFSP
over time. Changes in frequency have been measured on an annual
basis in terms of the number of times the EU officially decides to
address foreign policy topics by issuing a statement/declaration or
deciding on a common position or joint action. Changes in the

' For the sake of simplicity, these types of documents will generally (unless referring to a
specific document) be called statements in the following when referring to the totality
of the material.



breadth of foreign policy activities have been measured in terms of
contents of the declarations, categorised along both geographical and
thematic lines, to account for changes in the geographical reach and
the array of thematic issues addressed. Changes in depth are perhaps
the most difficult to pinpoint. They are related to the means whereby
the EU pursues its collective foreign policy, and have therefore been
pictured by the successive introduction and increasing use of various
EU foreign policy instruments.

The changes within these four dimensions are interesting both
in their own right and in relation to each other. They are, therefore,
in the end not collapsed into one single measure of “changing
CESP,” but rather kept separately in order to hold the dependent

variable as open as possible for the subsequent analysis.

CHANGES IN FREQUENCY

Looking, first of all, at the overall picture of EU foreign policy
activities since the birth of EPC in 1970, we find a picture of some
dramatic changes in terms of frequency (see figure 1). However, it
was not until 1979 that any remarkable changes took place. Having
issued not more than eight statements annually on world affairs
between 1970 and 1978, the number rose to fifteen in 1979 and had
more than doubled again by 1982 when a total of thirty-one state-
ments were issued. Thus, the period between 1979 and 1982 (and
those two years) was the first period in which some substantial
changes occurred in frequency.

After a drop in the number of statements the following year,
there was a second period of marked increase during 1984 and 1985.
In 1985, the EC members issued forty-nine statements, averaging
almost one statement a week. Having remained on a relatively similar
level in the two following years, the number of statements again
almost doubled between 1987 and 1989. This period thereby consti-
tutes a third period of change, one in which the number of state-
ments rose to almost hundred a year. Staying at a similar level in
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1990, another increase came in 1991, during which the Twelve issued
142 statements.”

Figure 1. Number of EPC/CFSP statements issued 1970—1999
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The year 1991 was thereby a fourth period in which a marked
increase took place. After a drop in 1992, the following three years
showed a slow “recovery” up to the 1991 level, and not until 1998
did any new significant changes take place. The year 1998 alone saw
an increase of statements to a level almost touching two hundred,’
thereby constituting a fifth period of changes in frequency.*

* Compared to only four years earlier, this constitutes an increase of over two hundred
percent.

> The number of statements in 1998 actually exceeded two hundred, but with the
statements excluded from these data (those that only state that a number of another
associated states support a previous statement, position or action taken) the total was
192.

* One could of course suspect, as Michael E. Smith (2004, p. 53) has pointed out, that
this measure of changing EPC/CESP is at least in part merely a function of an increase
in events to comment in general, and thereby possibly a very weak indicator of a
change in the volume of foreign policy cooperation. While this factor cannot be



CHANGES IN BREADTH

The changes in frequency, however, tell only a very partial story.
Many have pointed out that it seems that even if the EU has become
more active in the foreign policy area over time, the (new) activities
are mainly related to an increasing tendency to issue declaratory
statements in relation to some specific, and often nearby, areas.’ For
instance, Schneider and Seybold point to the possibility that the
increase in statements in the beginning of the 1990s might to a large
extent be explained by considerably more statements issued in
relation to former Yugoslavia.® This assumption fits well into the
long-held view among CFSP-analysts that the CESP is mainly
reactive and responds to crises rather than continuously focusing on
preventing them in the first place.”

Taken together, these commonly held views have led two other
analysts to comment that the “CFSP is likely to remain limited to
some non-vital sectors of co-operation or ‘low intensity’ crisis
management in nearby regions.”8 These views can, however, at least

partly be questioned by looking at the successively broadening scope
of the EPC/CESP.

An expanding geographical reach?

A closer look at the number of states the EU addresses every year,
and their geographical reach, shows that the view that the CESP is
mainly focused on nearby regions is not necessarily accurate. The

altogether ruled out, a brief comparison with one indicator, although admittedly not an
ideal one, of security policy related events throughout this period suggests that this is
not the primary explanation. By comparing the changes in the number of EPC/CFSP
statements with the changes in the number of ongoing conflicts around the world, we
may rule out any strong correlation between the two. For instance, in Gleditsch et al.
(2001, appendix III) three periods of an increase in the number of ongoing conflicts can
be distinguished. They only very partly “match” the five periods of an increase in the
number of EPC/CESP statements identified above.

> See for instance Ifestos 1987, p. 585; and Spence & Spence 1998, p. 51.

¢ Schneider & Seybold 1997, p. 381.

7 See for instance Allen 1978, p. 139; and Whitman 1998b, p. 3.

# Gourlay & Remacle 1998, p. 90.
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geographical reach of EPC/CESP has gradually extended, and one
way of picturing these changes is simply to look at the number of
different states addressed each year.

As shown in figure 2, the overall increases in the number of
states addressed in the EPC/CFSP statements from 1970 up to 1999
are quite dramatic.” These increases furthermore follow to a large
extent the pattern of the number of statements.

Figure 2. Number of statements and number of states directly addressed
1970-1999
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This suggests that the increases in the number of statements are not
primarily due to more statements aimed at a few states, but rather
signals an expanding geographic reach of the CFSP. However,
whereas the total number of statements coincides quite closely with
the number of states addressed up until 1978, the former clearly
exceeds the latter from 1979 onwards (with the exception of 1983).

° Omitted here are all statements that either do not refer to any state at all, or those
that refer to a more general geographic region, such as the Arab world or Central
America, without any explicit references to one or more name-given states.



This is partially due to the increasing tendency to address certain
states repeatedly during specific crises (such as former Yugoslavia)
but also partially due to an increasing tendency to address either
groups of states involved in other regional arrangements (OAU,
ASEAN etc) or general topics not explicitly aiming at one specific
state (terrorism, disarmament, the United Nations etc).

In relation to this measure, we may also pin-point the periods
during which there are larger numbers of new states addressed for the
first time ever in a statement.'’ In figure 3, the number of new states
addressed every year (that is, states that had never been mentioned in
a statement up until that particular year) is presented.

Figure 3. New states addressed in EPC/CFSP statements annually

18

16

14

12

10

When combining these two measures, 1979 again stands out as the
first noteworthy period. The geographical focus up until then had
been limited to (European) East-West relations, Cyprus, the Middle

' This measure does not necessarily correspond perfectly with the first time these
states were ever discussed or even interacted with by the EPC framework. Policies may
obviously have been carried out without actually showing in a statement. This measure
does, however, give an overall and general picture of when in time the geographical
reach of the EPC seems to have expanded.
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East (and Arab world), and Southern Africa. Having, in 1978,
addressed only three states (Israel, Namibia and the Soviet Union),
the Nine for the first time issued declarations on, among others,
China, Vietnam, Cambodia, and Nicaragua in 1979. The geographi-
cal focus thereby expanded to include both Asia and Latin America.

A second period of increases came in 1981, when the number of
states addressed doubled, from six to twelve, and Spain, Poland,
Chad and Libya received official EPC attention in statements for the
first time. In terms of the numbers of states addressed, the period
between 1984 and 1986 also showed some increases, but these were
not primarily related to any substantial number of new states. Some
notable “newcomers,” though, were located both in Latin America
(Bolivia, El Salvador and Costa Rica), Africa (Mozambique and
Guinea-Bissau), and in Asia (Philippines, Sri Lanka and — although
not a state proper — Hong Kong).

Another step came in 1988, when the number of different states
addressed, as well as the number of new states addressed, both
increased substantially. In terms of new states, the increases had
already begun in 1987, a year in which the total number of states
addressed decreased from the previous year. As a measure of geo-
graphical expansion for EPC attention, however, both these years
may well be considered a period of change. Again, both Asia (India,
North Korea, South Korea, Burma), Africa (among others Ethiopia,
Somalia, Algeria and Morocco), and Latin America (Paraguay,
Panama, Guatemala, Honduras and Haiti) were represented.

The next period of significant changes started in 1990 and con-
tinued until 1993. During this period, the number of states ad-
dressed more than doubled, from twenty-eight different states in
1989 to sixty different states in 1993. The number of new states
addressed also increased quite dramatically, peaking in 1992 when
seventeen new states received attention in EPC statements for the first
time. About half of these seventeen were newly independent states in
Central and Eastern Europe, such as Moldova, Georgia, Kyrgyzstan,
Tajikistan and the four former Yugoslav republics Croatia, Slovenia,
Bosnia-Herzegovina and Macedonia. However, the increase was not
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only a result of a proliferation of new states; other new states in 1992
included (among others) Cameroon, Coéte d’Ivoire, Ghana, United
Arab Emirates, Venezuela and Cuba. The increases in 1993 are even
less to be explained by the emergence of new independent states
seeing that only four (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus and Kazakhstan)
out of thirteen new “addressees” fall into this category.

Whereas the following year, 1994, contains no significant
changes, the period between 1995 and 1997 again showed some
advance. In both 1995 and 1996 the number of new states addressed
was still high (ten and eight respectively), and whereas the number
of states addressed remained a little below the 1993 level in those two
years, a further increase came in 1997. By this time, the EU annually
addressed just under seventy different states, a level that stayed the
same in the following two years. The fact that the number of new
states decreased over the last few years of this study is however quite
natural. By 1999, the EPC/CFSP statements had, over the years,
addressed some 140 states, covering all continents. Considering that
the Union itself consisted of fifteen member states, this left only
some thirty to forty states in the world that the EU had never specifi-
cally mentioned in the EPC/CFSP statements. Simply put, there
were not that many more new states to add.

A third, although more difficult, measure of geographical reach
can also provide some additional information in terms of attention
paid by the EU towards different geographical regions. The state-
ments have been categorised into the following regions: the Central
and Eastern European countries (CEECs); the Soviet Union and later
Russia and the other former Soviet republics; the Middle East and
the Arab world; Africa; Asia; North America; Latin America; and
“other.”

As pictured in figure 4, the geographical attention has both
changed and expanded over the years. The diagram shows some
surprising and some not so surprising trends. First, and somewhat
contrary to many scholarly CESP accounts of recent years, the
increased focus on Central and Eastern Europe, which clearly took off
in 1989 has not (in terms of statements) meant less attention for
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other regions. Since 1989, Africa has been the continent attracting the
largest number of statements, and it was not untl 1995 that the
CEECs ended up in a seemingly unthreatened second place."" One
of the more interesting findings is that Asia is the region in third
place, and has been since 1997.

Figure 4. Geographical regions in EPC/CFSP statements'
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Less surprising, at least to any CFSP analyst, are the absences.
Whereas the transatlantic trade relations are in general quite intense,
and whereas the EU and the US often and regularly hold high-level
meetings, North America has not been the addressee of many
EPC/CEFESP statements. This is also the case for Australia and New

"' If the CEEC category and the former Soviet republics category were to be combined,
this geographical region would, during certain years, have attracted more statements in
total than Africa.

"> In this figure, some of the statements excluded in figures 2 and 3 (those that refer to
a region rather than an individual state) are included again. For the sake of a clearer
overview, however, the statements aimed at no specific region and those few aimed at
other regions are not presented in figure 4.
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Zealand, as well as Norway, Iceland and Switzerland, none of which
had ever been the addressee of a statement during the period of this
study.

Therefore, although it was clearly an increased focus on the
CEECs that accounted for parts of the increasing number of state-
ments during the 1990s, the geographical reach has nonetheless
increased over time. And, the claim that the EU is almost exclusively
focusing its attention on nearby regions is in fact wrong.'?

An expanding thematic coverage?

The changes in thematic coverage are not easily displayed in graphic
form, and any specific steps in time are furthermore not as obvious
as in the frequency and the geographical dimensions. Contrary to the
geographical dimension, the data also heavily depend on the way in
which the categorisation into different types of themes has been
specified. This dimension of expanding CFSP-output therefore calls
for more caution in interpretation than the others. Furthermore,
most foreign policy issues are of course complicated and interrelated,
and are therefore difficult to separate into narrow categories.

Nonetheless, an attempt is made here to discern a few different
areas that at least to some extent can be distinguished from each
other. The statements have been categorised into the following
themes:

* Armed conflicts

* Democracy, human rights, the rule of law

® Press freedom, media situation

* UN, CSCE/OSCE, other international organisations

*  Terrorism

* Disarmament, arms control, non-proliferation

* Refugees

"> Supposedly, this claim (about the exclusive EU focus on its nearby eastern region)
builds on the fact that the Cental and Eastern European states, including the Balkans,
received most economic aid from the EU compared to any other region (Cooper, 2004).
This, of course, is another possible way of “measuring” attention than the one chosen
here.
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* Decolonisation

* Hostage taking, prisoners of war

¢  (Cold war, East-West relations

¢ Self-determination, state formation, secession
* Transatlantic relations

* International criminal activities

* Natural disasters

* Minority issues

* DPreventive diplomacy

* DPartnership agreements and cooperation agreements
* Not known

e Other

The coding of the statements was done by allowing for the pos-
sibility of several issue areas, or categories of issues, to be present in
each statement, instead of making an attempt to decide which area
was the most important or immediate for the EU in any given case.
Some statements have therefore been listed as containing more than
one category. A selection of these categories are presented in figure s.

When looking at the overall distribution of different themes in
the statements, two stand out as the by far most common ones. The
first theme is the armed conflict category; statements that refer either
to the outbreak of armed conflicts, ongoing armed conflicts or
possible ends to armed conflicts (such as cease-fires, peace talks and
peace agreements). The second theme is the democracy, human rights
and rule of law category; statements referring either to progress or to
the lack of progress in these areas.

Apart from the war and peace category, which has prevailed in
the statements from the start, it is possible to distinguish a few
periods in which at least partly new issues appear. The first period
was between 1974 and 1976. During this time democracy was first
introduced in a statement on restoration of political freedom and the
democratisation process in Greece; rqﬂtgee issues were first mentioned
in relation to the conflict in Cyprus; the issue of self-determination,
independence and state formation was mentioned for the first time in
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a statement on Angola’s imminent independence in 1975; and
terrorism (including hostage-taking) appeared for the first time in a
“declaration on terrorism” in 1976.

The next time a new theme appeared was in 1981, when disar-
mament was addressed for the first time in a statement on the open-
ing of negotiations between the US and the Soviet Union on mutual
reduction of intermediate-range nuclear weapons. Another novelty
was introduced in 1986, when the EPC statements for the first time
included the theme of international criminal activities, by addressing
the need for strengthened international collaboration regarding the
production of, and traffic in, drugs.

Figure 5. (Selected) themes appearing in statements
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In 1990 and 1991, another two new themes were added to the acquis.
One was the mentioning of natural disasters, by addressing the 1990
earthquake in Iran, and the second was the explicit mentioning of
minority issues in a 1991 statement on the situation in Iraq for the
Kurds and the Shiites.
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From 1989 onwards, the diversity of issues addressed clearly
started to increase, as shown by the line representing “other” issues
in figure 5. Many of these could, technically speaking, have been
categorised as part of other existing categories, but in many ways they
differ from previous more general statements and have therefore here
been added as separate categories and collapsed into the “other”
category.

This category contains various issues such as the EU’s explicit
call for mine-clearing activities as a part of peace-building processes,
addressed for the first time in 1995 in relation to Angola and to the
Balkans. During this period, the statements also started to include
occasional specific references to gender equality (first time in 1996 in a
statement on Afghanistan), and references to the importance of /iberal
economic policies and private sector investment (in 1995 in a state-
ment on Ethiopia). Finally, in 1999, the EU also started to comment
on other and considerably more detailed issues, such as unfair
lengths of prison sentences. The first statement of this kind expressed
concern about a court case in Malaysia, in which the former Deputy
Prime Minister Datuk Seri Anwar Ibrahim was sentenced to six years
in prison after what the EU perceived to be doubtful proceedings at
the trial (and therefore too long a sentence).

Another notable example of an increasing tendency to “fine-
tune” the statements, and address very specific issues, is shown by
the increase in CFSP statements from 1996 onwards that directly —
and sometimes exclusively — addressed specific parts of the media
situation and freedom of the press in certain countries.'* The first
statement of this kind came in 1996, expressing grave concern about
the “loss of independence of TV station Studio B in the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia.”® Another “novelty” during this period,
although placed within the human rights category, was a more

' The media situation is of course, in a sense, part of the wider Democracy, human rights
and rule of law category, but the details in statements directed only at specific press or
media issues show a marked change from the previous practice of addressing virtually
only the way in which elections were carried out.

"> European Foreign Policy Bulletin, doc. 96/056.
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focused introduction of statements touching on the abandonment, or
at least the establishment of a moratorium, of capital punishment.
The EU had for a long time commented on, and condemned,
specific executions in many states, but it seems that from 1995
onwards the Union also commented on the use of the death penalty
in many states without referring to specific individuals.

Thus, the picture of the evolution of these various themes is one
of increasing detail in the types of issues involved, although most
themes are part and parcel of a comprehensive approach to security
management in the outside environment. The EU clearly has, over
the last thirty years, developed from exclusively addressing threats to
peace and stability in the form of armed conflicts or the Cold War
situation, to routinely address much more detailed and specific
security related issues around the world.

CHANGES IN DEPTH

One of the most common assessments of the CFSP, and one which
can not be refuted by the above picture, is that “its policies are
basically declaratory.”'® Schneider and Seybold, for instance, hold
that the increase in intensity of issued statements is to a large extent
only a result of “a growing importance of rhetoric” and conclude that
it “seems as if the gradual institutionalisation of political cooperation
has contributed to a proliferation of low-key decisions.”"” Spence and
Spence make the same judgement, arguing that despite “enhanced
activity, it remains the case that the policy output of CFSP is not
fundamentally different from EPC. Political declarations are still the
main vehicle.”’® Jan Zielonka has also expressed the same opinion,
claiming that “the relationship between (hyper)activity and output is
pretty disappointing” and concludes that the “overall picture seem to

be clear: CFSP is in a state of paralysis!”"”

¢ Zielonka 1998b, p. 8.

"7 Schneider & Seybold 1997, p. 381.
'® Spence & Spence 1998, p. sI.

' Zielonka 1998b, pp. 4f.
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Looking, however, at how many statements actually contain ref-
erences to some sort of collective activities, in addition to voicing an
opinion, reveals that also in terms of the use of various foreign policy
instruments there have certainly been some changes over time. By
1999, the EU was almost routinely using most types of instruments
normally associated with traditional nation states’ foreign policies.

Such EU instruments generally fall into one of two broad catego-
ries: diplomatic (such as diplomatic sanctions, visa restrictions, or
sending peace envoys, fact-finding missions, or election observers) or
economic (such as trade embargoes and boycotts, quota reductions or
increases, raised or lowered tariffs, granting or withholding economic
aid).?® Arguably, there are at least two other types of instruments that
could, in theory, also have been included: propaganda instruments as
well as civilian and military crisis management instruments.”! The
former is however of relatively little relevance (so far) when studying
the CFSP, and the latter has only been an EU instrument in practice
since the year 2003 and therefore falls outside the period covered in
this chapter.?

* Some tend to use the concept of “CFSP instrument” somewhat differently. It is not
uncommon to describe the EU’s foreign policy instruments in terms of the various forms
of decisions used in the second pillar, and therefore to claim that the typical CFSP
instruments are for example “common strategies”, “joint actions” and “common
positions” (see for instance Soetendorp 1999, pp. 77f.). These different mechanisms are
however not instruments but different forms of decisions about which EU instruments
to use in relation to any specific foreign policy issue (Smith, K. 1998, p. 68). Others, like
Michael E. Smith (2004, p. 53), make no distinction between the decision-making forms
and the actual instruments.

' Cf. Smith, K. 1998, pp. 68—75.

? Others have suggested other categorisations of foreign policy instruments, where for
instance “criticism” has been seen as one specific type of instrument (see Stenelo 1984,
pp- 14f. and Jerneck 1990, pp. 135f.), but no such distinctions are made here. Yet
another categorisation is provided by Brian White (2001, p. 80), who suggests that
political, economic, and political and economic diplomacy constitute the three EPC
instruments.
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Viewpoints and the active use of instruments

Just as with the number of issued statements in general, there was
quite a long period after the birth of the EPC in which no substantial
changes in the actions undertaken are visible in the statements (see
Figure 6). Between 1970 and 1981, there was never a year in which
more than five statements either referred to some action undertaken
within EPC or threatened/promised some future action.

Figure 6. References to actions (diplomatic and economic) in statements
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In 1982, however, there were thirteen such statements. Two of the
international events that year that certainly caught the attention of
most states, including “the Ten,” were the imposition of martial law
in Poland and Argentina’s invasion of the Falkland Islands. Both
these events were met with more than “empty” statements within the
EPC, and sanctions were imposed both against Poland/Soviet Union
and Argentina. But the activities in 1982 also included other events,
such as a high level visit to Turkey to impress “upon the Turkish
Government the serious concern of the Ten with regard to human



rights in Turkey.”® The EC also took action after the Israeli invasion
of Lebanon, inter alia by distributing emergency aid to refugees and
at the same time refusing to sign the second EC-Israeli Financial
Protocol and postponing a planned meeting of the Joint EC-Israeli
Cooperation Council .

In 1989 there was a further rise in the number of statements
containing actions, but only in comparison to the low levels during
the two preceding years. Among other things, the Twelve imposed
certain sanctions on China after the Tiananmen Square events, and
also imposed sanctions on Iran following the officially pronounced
threats against author Salman Rushdie. Another event that made the
Twelve act was the situation in Romania, which led the Twelve to
state that due to the poor human rights situation, their diplomatic
missions were boycotting the Fourteenth Congress of the Romanian
Communist Party in November that year and they also suspended
negotiations on an economic cooperation agreement. Furthermore,
the annulment of the elections in Panama in 1989, and the subse-
quent failure of the OAS to find a solution, prompted the Twelve,
among other things, to suspend all high level contacts with the
Noriega regime and promise strengthened relations with the opposi-
tion.” However, up until the beginning of the 1990s it is quite a
correct observation that the proliferation of statements was not
accompanied by an equal change in “actions”.

Not until 1991 did the volume of statements which contained
references to actions, or threats/promises thereof, reach a new plateau.
Three major events in 1991 which received active EPC attention, were
Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, the outbreak of the conflicts in former
Yugoslavia, and the coup d'érat in the Soviet Union when President
Gorbachev was removed from office. In all these cases some forms of
sanctions were introduced. But, the EPC measures also included
attempts to use carrots in the form of, for instance, promises of
increased aid and more favourable trade agreements. In the case of

» Bulletin of the European Communities, 31982, point 1.3.6.
* Bulletin of the European Communities, 3-1982, point 1.3.6.
» European Foreign Policy Bulletin, doc. 89/219.



Iraq, the Twelve also managed to contribute to the over-all settlement
by being the body proposing the “safe-havens,” later set up by the
UN Security Council, for the Kurds in northern Iraq.26 It is also
noteworthy that the press statement following the extraordinary
European Council meeting on Iraq on April 8, explicitly mentioned
contacts with the Western European Union (WEU) for the first time
in an EPC statement.”” In relation to Yugoslavia a couple of other,
clearly novel (to the EC) types of action, were undertaken. One was
the dispatch of the Troika to negotiate a cease-fire on a mandate of the
rest of the member states. This constituted the first time the Troika
not only represented the Twelve, but also negotiated on their behalf.

Another was the setting up of an unarmed European Community

Monitoring Mission (ECMM), which was the first time the EC
deployed “forces” identifiable as its own.?®

Other areas where the Twelve took action in 1991 were for in-
stance the Baltic states (recognition), Burma (suspension of non-
humanitarian development aid programmes), Haiti (suspension of
all economic assistance), Vietnam (initiative for a re-integration
programme for refugees), and Cambodia (economic and financial
assistance, and resumption of diplomatic relations). On a more
general level, one of the questions with which the Twelve struggled at
this time was the issue of recognition of new states, and by the end of
1991 they issued common ‘guidelines on the recognition of new
states in Eastern Europe and in the Soviet Union.’%

The next period in which the use of various foreign policy in-
struments increased quite dramatically was 1994—-1996, during which
the number of statements referring to active policy measures more

than doubled compared to 1993 (whereas the statements containing

% European Foreign Policy Bulletin, doc. 91/096; Nuttall 2000, pp. 145ff.; Keatinge 1997,
pp- 279f.

7 European Foreign Policy Bulletin, doc. 91/098.

* European Foreign Policy Bulletin, doc. 91/203; Nuttall 2000, pp. 200ff. In a speech in
2001, Commissioner Chris Patten identified this period as “the first time that the
European Union tried to do more than simply ‘express its concern’ at events” (Patten
2001).

* European Foreign Policy Bulletin, doc. 91/464



no further action showed no increase over this period). It should be
noted though that part of this increase is constituted by repeated
common positions and joint actions in which often only minor
changes take place. For instance, a few joint actions on the control of
exports of dual-use goods only update the list of included goods,
and others only extend the time for which a joint action should be
undertaken. In total, approximately fifteen percent of the statements
containing active policy measures seem to fall within this category
during 1994 t0 1996.

This does however not mean that there were not other changes
taking place at this time. During this period various activities in
relation to the Balkans made up part of the increase, as did the EU’s
efforts in the Great Lakes Region in Africa. A couple of policy
measures that “proliferated” during this period were the institution-
alisation of appointing special representatives (envoys) with a man-
date in relation to particular geographical areas, and the practice of
actively supporting other international organisations (either by
funding specific activities undertaken by other organisations or by
organising those activities).

For instance, the EU funded parts of the Organisation for Afri-
can Unity’s observer missions in Burundi in 1995, and assumed
responsibility for co-ordinating the international operation for
observing the elections to the Palestinian Council the same year.
Election monitoring in general became increasingly common during
this period, as the EU sent monitors to for instance Mozambique,
Ghana, Zaire, Russia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Guatemala, and Nicara-
gua. During this period, the EU also funded and participated in
UN-led mine-clearing operations in Angola and in former Yugosla-
via. The Union also participated in, and helped fund, the Korean
Peninsula Energy Development Organization (KEDO). The Union
furthermore adopted a general policy of not signing new trade
agreements with third states unless a conditionality mechanism was
included in the agreement, allowing its suspension on human rights
grounds.



The last period of increased action came in 1998 and 1999. By
1999, more than half the statements contained references to various
actions, either promised/threatened or actually undertaken. Part of
this increase is again constituted by renewals and minor changes to
existing common positions and joint actions, but in general terms
the actions became both more comprehensive (i.e. involving numer-
ous different activities aimed at a specific area or problem) and more
diverse (i.e. new types of actions).

One example of the more comprehensive, or inclusive, preven-
tive peace-building measures during this period was the successive
initiatives for south-eastern Europe. These initiatives had in fact
started in 1996 with the initiation of the so called Royaumont Process
for stability and good neighbourly relations in South-East Europe.*
A strong focus was placed on bringing together civil society groups
of various ethnic, cultural and religious backgrounds, in the follow-
ing fields: civil society cooperation/NGOs, interethnic dialogue,
inter-parliamentary cooperation, education, women’s organizations
cooperation, media, local government, social and civil dialogue. In
1999, the EU’s policies toward the area expanded with the initiation
of a stabilisation and association process, and later the same year with
the EU initiative for a stability pact for south-eastern Europe.®’ This
initiative included EU financial support and provision of advi-
sors/experts in a number of civil society related projects, such as: a
“Women’s Dialogue for the promotion of stability, human rights
and sustainable peace in south-eastern Europe”; a Network for
Democracy, Human Rights and the Protection of Persons belonging
to Ethnic and Religious Minorities in south-eastern Europe; a central
and south-eastern Europe Municipalities Network; and a peace centre
in Vukovar.

Another example of activity during this period was the support
and partial financing of the UN led programme ‘weapons in ex-
change for development’ in Albania, intended to “convince the

% The aim of the Royaumont process was to support the implementation of the
Dayton peace agreements.
3 EU Council Common Position 1999/345/CESP.



population to voluntarily turn in their private weapons while offer-
ing as an incentive the reconstruction of roads, installation of tele-
phone lines and supply of vehicles.”** A third example was the joint
action establishing a European Union Cooperation Programme for
Non-Proliferation and Disarmament in the Russian Federation.?
This programme aimed, among other things, at establishing a
chemical weapons pilot destruction plant in Russia, and providing
experimental studies on plutonium transport, storage and disposi-
tion. Furthermore, in Kosovo, the European Union assumed respon-
sibility for economic reconstruction, rehabilitation and development
in connection with the setting up of UNMIK (the United Nations
Mission in Kosovo).

Figure 7. References to diplomatic vs. economic actions
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The Union’s peace-building measures were however not only aimed
at Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet republics, but

32 Council Decision 1999/320/CFSP.
3 Council Joint Action 1999/878/CFESP.



also toward more distant places. The Union participated in peace
talks in Colombia, and supported regional and sub-regional organi-
sations in the Great Lakes region in Africa. In the latter case, this also
involved sending experts and focusing particularly on “the areas of
exchange of information, weapons collection and demobilization
programmes, measures to enhance cooperation among customs,
intelligence and other law enforcement agencies.” Activities to help
fund the combat of the accumulation and spread of small arms and
light weapons in Mozambique were also undertaken.

Other activities during 1998 and 1999 included the banning of
flights to Yugoslavia and Afghanistan (in the latter case flights carried
out by aircraft owned, leased or operated by or on behalf of the
Taliban were banned), and attempts at delaying both India’s and
Pakistan’s eligibility for GSP preferences following the nuclear tests
carried out by these states.

On a related note, it may also be added that the references to the

use of diplomatic and economic measures®

were quite evenly di-
vided up until 1995, when the references to diplomatic actions
continued to increase whereas the references to economic action
remained basically at the same level (see figure 7). In sum, the types
of actions undertaken by the Union has clearly become increasingly
diversified and complex over time. It is therefore no longer tenable to

claim that the CFSP is mainly declaratory.

THE RESULTING PICTURE

From the above, it is clear that there has indeed been an evolution in
the EPC/CFSP over time. We may, furthermore, distinguish
periods when the development seems to have been unusually in-
tense, in terms of frequency and/or in one or several more qualitative
ways.

34

European Foreign Policy Bulletin, doc. 99/107.
% For discussions of the EU’s use of diplomatic and economic measures, see for
instance Holland 1991b; Bonvicini 1988; and Smith K. 1998.
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There is only one year, 1991, in which all four dimensions
changed at the same time. If looking at the periods during which at
least three of the four categories changed, there are another two
periods that are distinguishable. The first was in 1981, when the
frequency of issued statements, the geographic spread, and the
thematic coverage by the Ten all increased. The second was between
1995 and 1996, when again both the geographic and the thematic
coverage increased, this time in combination with a more frequent
use of various foreign policy instruments. We thus have a picture of
three periods during which the CESP seems to have changed quite
substantially — 1981, 1991, and 1995-1996.

To this can be added the periods in which at least two of the
dimensions changed, and we have an additional five periods: (i)
1979, during which both the frequency and the geography dimen-
sions changed; (ii) 1982, during which the frequency of statements
and frequency of use of instruments increased; (iii) 1984-1986,
during which the geographical expansion continued, and the first
two years also the frequency of the statements and the last year the
thematic coverage increased; (iv) 1988-1990, during which the first
year saw an increase in frequency and geography, the second year an
increase in frequency and use of instruments, and the third year an
increase in the two measures of widening CFSP; (v) and last, 1998 to
1999, during which first the frequency of statements and the fre-
quency of use of instruments, and then the thematic coverage ac-
counted for the change.

This picture of the evolving EPC/CFSP will, throughout the
rest of this study, be contrasted against three competing explanations
of why we have witnessed this development. A first explanation is
tried out in chapter four, where this development will be contrasted
against the institutional changes that were undertaken during this
time. Has there been, as many institutionalist scholars would argue,
an intensification of the EPC or CFESP after the successive alterations
in the institutional framework? In chapter five a second explanation,
inspired by many realist scholars, is investigated. To what extent can
this development of the EPC/CESP rather be accounted for by



changes in the treats facing the member states? A third explanation is
explored in chapter six. Inspired by some alternative, and often
unpronounced, realist assumptions, this development is contrasted
against externally induced but recurrent realisations among the
members that they wish to enhance their global influence over issues
related to security policy.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Changing the Rules of the Game?

THE CLAIM THAT INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTIONS might enhance
the possibilities for states to cooperate is not particularly contro-
versial, although constantly debated among students of international
politics. To the extent that we believe that “institutions matter,” the
idea that a change in the institutional set-up may also enhance the
possibilities for cooperation is equally intuitive although it has
received less attention by the same students.! In this chapter, this
latter proposition is outlined and tried out against the evolution of
the EPC/CFSP. The overall expectation, as raised by proponents of
“institutionalist theory,” is that “if institutions matter, we still should
at least be able to observe a general intensification and expansion of
EU foreign policy cooperation as its institutional mechanisms expand
and stabilize.”

The general idea is thus quite simple. If you change the rules of
the game, the participants’ behaviour will also change. The analytical
task, however, is considerably more challenging. The problem
emanates at least partly from the difficulty of distinguishing which
gypes of institutional changes we should search for. How can institu-
tional content be categorised in a way that allows for comparisons
over time or across cases? Part of the analytical task is also to handle
the theoretically challenging question of why we should expect one or
other institutional change to generate more collective activities.
Although typologies of institutional change have rarely been sug-

' Keohane & Martin 1995, p. 50; Martin & Simmons 1998, p. 746.
* Smith, M.E. 2004, p. 37.



gested, it is nonetheless possible to build on the few notable excep-
tions found in the literature.

THREE TYPES OF INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE

Among those who have attempted to specify different types of
institutional (or regime) contents, certain similarities can be found
despite differing terminology. Although with various emphasis and
clarity, three dimensions of an institutional arrangement can be
found in the literature on international institutions. They will, in the
following, be labelled principles, substance, and procedures. Changes
in these three institutional dimensions ought to alter state behaviour,
and with the help of the mechanisms by which institutions are
generally assumed to matter (improving the availability of informa-
tion, increasing the possibilities for communication, bargaining, and
monitoring), we can specify more clearly a few propositions about
which changes should matter, and why.

Changing principles

The first dimension, often referred to as either the principles, nature,
or direction of a regime, consists of the overarching principles which
guide or motivate the formal organisation of an institution, as
expressed in agreements, treaties, or conventions.> The “beliefs of
fact, causation and rectitude,™ the collective goals,” or the objects
promoted® by the institution may all be considered to belong to this
first dimension, which in the following will be referred to as the

principles of the institution.”

? See for instance Krasner 1982a, p. 186; Keohane 1984, p. 58; Zacher 1987, p. 197; and
Young 1989, pp. 24f.

# Krasner 1982a, p. 186.

> Young 1989, pp. 24f.

¢ Vinod Aggarwal’s expression, quoted in Zacher 1987, p. 178.

7 See also Haas E. 1991, p. 73, for a similar distinction. Although some students of
regimes go as far as to argue that a change in the overarching principles should not be
considered a change within an existing regime, but rather a change from one regime to
another (see for instance Krasner 1982a, pp. 187f.), this distinction will not be main-
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The principles, just as the substantive and procedural rules as
described below, imply obligations for the participating states
irrespective of the possibilities to ensure compliance.® The obliga-
tions implied in the principles, however, are considerably vaguer
and less tangible than they are in the substantive and procedural
dimension. Therefore, it is difficult to specify exactly what types of
change in the guiding principles should generate behavioural change
among the participants, but at least three such changes may be
envisaged. The principles may change to include more specified
views and beliefs about the cause-effect relationships motivating the
cooperation; to state additional reasons for the cooperation; or,
finally, to express stronger formulations on the need for the coopera-
tion.

In a strict rationalist terminology, any of these changes would be
a signal that the participating states had found it in their interest to
make such changes. Thus, it could be assumed that even if the
substance and procedures are not altered states might, as a result of a
change in the principles, be prepared to change their behaviour in
order to comply with the new rules. In a more relaxed rationalist
terminology, it be assumed that these changes might possibly also
change state behaviour for the reason that such changes in principles
would make it easier for participants to exert peer pressure on other
participants who do not intend to respect the agreements. States
could, for fear of being retaliated against at some later stage, or for
fear of acquiring a bad reputation, increasingly abide within the rules
if the other participants obtain increased verbal possibilities of
legitimate complaint about non-compliance.

Furthermore, in an even “deeper” conception of institutional ef-
fects, changes in the principles could both be a testimony to already
changed beliefs among decision-making elites and generate new such
changes. A change in the expressed principles may gradually perme-

tained here. It is simply too problematic to define how far-reaching a change in the
overarching principles needs to be in order to be considered serious enough to have
altered the motivation behind the cooperation (cf. Simmons & Martin 2002, p. 194).

# Keohane 1984, p. 59.
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ate into the language and beliefs of national administrations and
thereby gradually change the very conceptions of state interests and
thus also state behaviour. In sum, and irrespective of institutionalist
perspective, they all seem to propose that a change in the stated
principles (by making them more specific, adding new principles, or
including stronger formulations), should lead to increased collective
activities by the participating states.

Changing substance

Students of international regimes also distinguish a second institu-
tional dimension, often referred to as the substance of an institution.’
If consulting the works of these scholars, we may define the sub-
stance in terms of three different sub-categories.

Both Mark Zacher and Peter Haas include, first of all, the scope
of the injunctions covered by the regime, that is, how many aspects
of an issue-area are covered by the rules.!® We should thus assume
that changes in the scope of the rules, so that the cooperative ar-
rangement includes a wider array of issues, should make possible an
increase in policy outcomes. This ought to be the case not only
because of the self-evident reason — that policy activities in the new
areas could be added to the previous activities — but also because the
institution’s capacity to facilitate negotiations and bargaining could
be augmented by a widened scope. A wider array of potential issues
could allow for new combinations of interests and thus new coali-
tions among the participants."' Thereby, the possibilities for issue-
linkages and package deals should increase, which in turn could
either break previous deadlocks or provide for discussions on issues
previously assumed to be insoluble on the collective level, and
consequently generate greater possibilities for collective decisions.

? See for instance Young 1980, pp. 332ff.
' Zacher 1987, p. 177; Haas P. 1993, p. 175.
"' Cf. Axelrod & Keohane 1986, pp. 239ff.
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Oran Young, among others, has pointed to a second aspect of
institutional substance; the degree of restrictiveness of the rules.'?
Zacher, and also Keohane, have rather used the term specificity of the
regime to denote this second sub-category.'> Changes in the specific-
ity of the rules, towards stronger formulations on the commitments,
obligations and appropriate behaviour for the participants, could
thus also be assumed to affect the collective outcomes. For the same
reasons as those connected with change in the over-arching princi-
ples, that is, by possibly improving compliance with the rules, we
could assume that more specific rules about the obligations could
generate an increased preparedness to cooperate. In addition, a
change towards more specific rules could also be assumed to serve as
an increase in information for the participants. With more specific
rules, states could change their strategies as they may be increasingly
ready to trust the other participants. Thereby, they may also be more
prepared to accept compromises that do not entail an instantaneous
return, and the diffuse reciprocity among the participants may
increase.

A third sub-category, also proposed by Zacher among others as
part of the substantive dimension of institutions, can be termed the
legal weight."* Haas has instead used the term strength to denote the
same category, while Young calls it formalisation."> Legro also speaks
of a similar category when using the concept of concordance.'® For all
of them, this sub-category refers to the degree to which the rules are
expressed in formal agreements, treaties, or conventions as well as the
stringency of the demands on states to comply. Propositions about
the effects of changes in the arrangements’ legal weight are also
difficult to spell out. If a change in the legal weight involve greater

"> Haas P. 1993, p. 175; Young 1989, pp. 23f.

'» Zacher 1987, p. 177; Keohane 1989, p. s5; see also Haas P. 1993, p. 175. In a slighdy
different setting, discussing norm robustness, Jeffrey Legro (1997, p. 34) also settles for
specificity as one category, referring to how well the rules are defined. He also adds the
aspect of how well the rules are understood.

' Zacher 1987, p. 177.

"> Haas P. 1993, p. 175; Young 1989, pp. 23f.

'* Legro 1997, p. 35.
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formal possibilities to sanction defectors, so that defection becomes
financially more costly, this may naturally affect compliance. If, on
the other hand, as in most international cooperation, a supranational
enforcement capacity is not set up, the effects of other changes in legal
weight are difficult to predict. As Oran Young has pointed out, no
automatic correlation between changes in legal weight and changes in
the collective outcome should be assumed.!” However, irrespective of
the possibilities to sanction defectors, the stronger the legal frame-
work is, the greater the possibilities for participants to make refer-
ences to the agreement when someone is perceived to break the rules.
Therefore, a change towards a stronger legal arrangement could make
states comply to a higher degree for fear of damage to their reputation
and lost future possibilities for beneficial trade-offs.

Students of regimes and institutions have also suggested several
other aspects which may possibly belong to the substantial dimen-
sion, but for the most part they refer to changes in state behaviour
and acceptance of the rules, rather than the rules per se.'® By includ-
ing behavioural and cognitive changes in the definition of an institu-
tion we preclude, however, the possibility to analyse whether
institutions do indeed have these effects on the participating states.
Therefore, such aspects will be omitted here. In sum, we therefore
arrive at the proposition that a change in the substance of an institu-
tion (by widening the scope of the rules, increasing the specificity of the
rules, or strengthening the legal weight of the rules) should lead to

increased or intensified collective activities.

Changing procedures

The third, procedural, dimension refers in the words of Oran Young
to the recognised arrangements for resolving situations requiring

' Young 1989, p. 24.

'® For instance, Zacher (1987, p. 177) mentions the extent of states’ compliance with
the rules, and Keohane (1989, p. 4) mentions the degree to which expectations are
shared by the participants.
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collective choices.”” This dimension includes the secondary rules, or
the “rules about the rules” of the institution.

The most obvious sub-category is the decision-making proce-
dures, including agenda-setting power and the extent to which
individual states or small groups of states can block the decisions.?
Changes in the decision-making procedures, towards fewer possibili-
ties for individual states to block the decisions, ought to affect the
dynamics of the collective interest formulation.”! The rather self-
evident reason is the possibility to override some of the conflicting
interests, thereby facilitating a decision. Such changes may also
induce participants, notably those whose interests risk being over-
ridden, to reformulate their strategies insofar as they would prefer to
have a say in the decision rather than to be completely ignored.?
Thereby, the participants may become more willing to accept com-
promises, which in turn may also “give rise to new coalitions and
previously suppressed expressions of interest, leading to unprece-
dented policy outcomes.”*

A second sub-category is rather related to the autonomy, or cen-
tralisation, of the institution, and refers to the degree of delegation of
planning, preparation and decision-making to bodies that are part of
the international institution.?® Also a change in the degree of centrali-
sation and responsibilities of the institutional bodies may be as-
sumed to influence the collective outcomes. For instance, the more
autonomy granted to supranational bodies, the more prone they
should be to start formulating their own interest. Thereby, these
bodies may also increasingly attempt to affect the process with

' Young 1980, p. 336.

* Garrett & Tsebelis 1996, p. 270; Zacher 1987, p. 177; Golub 1999, pp. 7431t.

2! See for instance Golub 1999.

* For an example, see Peterson & Bomberg 1999, p. 54.

» Martin & Simmons 1998, pp. 750f. Part of the reason may also be that changes
toward for instance qualified majority voting may also be assumed to affect the
decision-making speed (see Golub 1999, p. 759).

* Koremenos et al. 2001, p. 771; cf. Keohane 1989, p. 5, although in Keohane’s
definition the autonomy refers only to the capacity of the institution to alter its own
rules.
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manipulative strategies of their own, both in the agenda-setting phase
and in the implementation phase.”

This, in turn, may affect the decision-making process in several
ways. Increased autonomy in terms of granting a new body the right
of initiative may for instance affect the content of the policies. This
should be particularly likely if the institutional body is also (at least
partly) responsible for the implementation, in which case this body
ought to have superior knowledge of possible instruments and
thereby of implementation solutions. Expanding the size of the
institutional bodies may also affect the collective outcomes. An
increase in bureaucratic capacity may for instance result in a higher
degree of common collection of information, continuity in the
deliberations, as well as facilitating negotiations. It may also lead to
an increased capacity for the institutional body to serve as an institu-
tional memory. The possibility to communicate and negotiate
continuously at several levels and provide the negotiations with
previous insights, which might otherwise have been lost with
changing governments in the member states, may thus serve to
facilitate decision-making.

Furthermore, and although more often implied than explicitly
spelled out by students of international institutions, changes in the
Srequency of interactions should also be an important sub-category of
the procedural dimension. Arguably, this category should be sug-
gested both by scholars who focus on the possibilities of institutions
to generate increased learning and trust among the participants, as
well as the scholars who focus more on strategic choices. More
frequent meetings should for instance result in increased informa-
tion, and thereby better knowledge and understanding about the
fellow participants.® More frequent interactions could also lead to
increased opportunities for trade-offs between the participants in the

» Tallberg 2000, p. 849.

% Axelrod and Keohane (1986, p. 247) for instance point out that one of the biggest
obstacles to cooperation between states is the fact that “[l]eaders of one state live far
away from leaders of other states. They are far away not only in space, but also in their
cognitive frameworks; their tacit assumptions differ about what is important, what
needs to be done, and who bears the responsibility for change.”
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negotiations, and may also affect the probability both of actual
decisions being taken and of participants complying with the rules.
Some institutionalists would supposedly also add that the more
interaction, the more chances for socialisation, and in the end the
more chances for converging national interests.”’ Again, the reasons
may either be a reinterpretation of desirable strategies by the partici-
pants, or a gradually changing conception about what constitutes
their interests in the first place. In either case, however, we end up
with the proposition that a change in the institutional procedures (by
reducing the veto power, by increasing centralisation, or by increasing
the frequency of interactions) should lead to altered or intensified
collective activities.

The empirical predictions

Contrasting these types of institutional changes against the develop-
ment of the EU’s collective foreign policy should thus reveal at least
an indication about the importance of such changes. Judging from
the few existing studies of the institutional effects on the EPC/CFSP

— of which only one®®

covers a long period of time such as the one
used in this study — we should expect to find a linkage. In fact,
many students of the EU’s foreign policy have argued, at one point
or another, that changes in one, two or all three of the above dimen-
sions have served to generate increasing amounts or qualitatively
improved common activities.

Although not using the same terminology as the one used here,
Wolfgang Wessels has for instance proposed that the changes in the
institutional principles of the EPC, which were introduced in the
Single European Act (SEA) also “created a climate conducive to

7 This ought to be an argument which would particularly suit at least some scholars
who label themselves “constructivists.” Not all, however, agree on the basic premises of
that argument. Samuel Huntington, for instance, uses this precise category — the
frequency of interaction — as one of the phenomena leading rather to a realisation of
differences and ultimately maybe even towards a clash of civilisations (Huntington
1993a, p. 25f.).

% Smith, M.E. 2004.
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participating in EPC in a cooperative and supportive manner. This
spirit also had the positive effect of encouraging Greece to play a
much more constructive role during its second Presidency in 1988
than it had in its first.”” Elfriede Regelsberger has similarly sug-
gested that the broader motivation behind the inclusion of EPC in
the SEA — the promotion of the process towards a European Union —
was the only change of real value for the collective foreign policy.*
Focusing rather on the substantive changes, Michael E. Smith
has also proposed that the specificity of the rules of the EPC played
an important role, as “states became less inclined to opt-out as rules
were codified.”! Speculating about the effects of the widening scope
of the CFSP in the Maastricht Treaty, notably by linking foreign and
defence policy, Roy Ginsburg also argued in the mid-1990s that
these changes meant that the CFSP had “the potential to be a major
qualitative improvement over its predecessor” with “the capacity to go
beyond EPC’s declaratory diplomacy.”?* Such predictions could not
be made without an underlying assumption that substantive changes
in the institutional set-up would affect the cooperative outcomes.
Writing about procedural changes, Pedro Sanchez da Costa
Pereira has highlighted the effects of even small initiatives to central-
ise parts of the policy-making process, by studying the effects of the
EPC Secretariat which was established in the SEA. The Secretariat was
“contributing its wealth of experience of political cooperation, to
guide procedures along accepted paths, thereby ensuring that ‘tradi-
tions’ are respected.”33 His conclusion, that the effect was a more
efficient EPC, is also shared by Michael E. Smith who argues that
“the secretariat did engage in some limited conceptual work, such as
drafting texts and preparing speeches for the Presidency. [...] and it

? Wessels 1991, pp. 151f.

% Regelsberger 1988, p. 29.

' Smith, M. E. 1998, p. 317.
 Ginsberg 1997, p. 16.

% Sanchez da Costa Pereira 1988, p. 94.
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became important as an institutional memory for EPC”.* Similarly,
Winn and Lord argue that the function of external representation,
which was early on given to the Presidency, also proved to play a
dynamic role in the shaping of EPC.*® The same theoretical argu-
ment, that centralisation may lead to increased cooperation is also
shared by Gianni Bonvicini, who argues that this tendency was also
clear as the Commission was given an increased role in the EPC
framework. The Commission’s ability to contribute, he claims, “to
the achievement of common foreign policy positions was highly
significant even from the beginning.”36 Clearly, we have grounds to
believe that also procedural changes should have an effect on the
EPC/CEFSP.

These and similar claims about the links between institutional
changes and changes in the EPC/CESP have however never been
systematically studied over time.”” In the following, a comparison is
made between on the one hand the successive institutional changes
and, on the other hand, the possibly ensuing changes in the policy
outcomes as we would expect to see them. It will simply be assumed,
based on the above propositions and by unashamedly black-boxing
parts of the process, that if all, or at least most, occasions of institu-
tional change precede changes in the EU’s collective activities, we can
at least for the moment assume that the “institutionalists” are gener-
ally quite right. Provided that such a link can be established, we
should perhaps even be able to say something about the relative
importance of the various propositions outlined above.

34

Smith, M. E. 1998, p. 329. Not all CESP analysts share this view, however. Dehousse
and Weiler (1991, p. 126) argue instead that the Secretariat “has not been put in a
position to play a dynamic role of its own.”

% Winn & Lord 2001, p. 25.

3 Bonvicini 1988, p. 62. Also Michael Smith (1998, p. 84) shares the view that ‘institu-
tional activism’ from the Commission has been an important driving force also for the
CFSP at times. The Commission may also have played something of a more indirect role
by for instance warning incoming EU members of the necessity of accepting to the
acquis politique (see for instance Lindahl 1995, p. 174).

7 While Michael E. Smith (2004) has carried out a highly interesting, detailed and
valuable study asking many similar questions, he chose not to portray the changing
EPC/CESP in a way that allowed for systematic comparisons over time.
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This method also raises the question of how much time, follow-
ing an institutional change, we should allow before concluding that it
did not have any particularly visible effects on the policy outcomes.
Any answer to that question will obviously be arbitrary, and depend
in part on the theoretical expectations, but in general it is assumed
here that we should see the changes within a relatively short period
in time. As Wolfgang Wessels has argued, a two-year period should
perhaps be considered something of a maximum time-lag.?® As a
rule of thumb, such a time-frame will also generally guide the
conclusions in the following, with the general assumption that we
may well expect most institutional changes to generate considerably
more immediate results than that.

INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE IN THE EPC/CESP

Since the setting up of EPC in 1970, and up until 1999 as the
Amsterdam Treaty entered into force, there were at least six occasions
when the EPC/CEFSP institutions changed. These changes are
described below, and subsequently contrasted with the changes in

the EPC/CEFSP as they were described in chapter three.

The Luxembourg report

Having previously tried, and failed, to initiate formal cooperation in
the field of foreign policy, the six EC members’ Heads of state or
government had in 1969 instructed their foreign ministers to pro-
pose a way forward in this area. The resulting report, generally
known as the Luxembourg report, was presented in the autumn of
1970 and became the starting point for European Political Coopera-
tion.

The language used in the report to describe the overarching
principles of EPC was centred around two motivations for the coop-
eration; the need for political unification among the members, and

¥ Wessels 1991, p. 149.



Europe’s growing responsibilities in the rest of the world.*> Foreign
policy cooperation was thus explicitly proposed as a means towards a
more unified Europe. As the report stated, the foreign ministers were
“convinced that progress here would be calculated to promote the
development of the Communities and give Europeans a keener
awareness of their common responsibility.”® The second motivation
was expressed in terms of an obligation. The report spoke of a
Europe “conscious of the responsibilities incumbent on it by reason
of its economic development, industrial power and standard of
living” and of a Europe that “must prepare itself to discharge the
imperative world duties entailed by its greater cohesion and increas-

1 As for what these responsibilities and world duties

ing role.
comprised, the report only contained a reference to the belief that a
united Europe “is indispensable if a mainspring of development,
progress and culture, world equilibrium and peace is to be pre-
served.”®?

In terms of the substantial dimension, the stated scope was from
the outset quite broad. The issues covered by the EPC could be “all
major questions of foreign policy” and all members were “free to

. » . . . 43
propose any subjects” they wished to bring up for consultation.
The only specific foreign policy issue mentioned was the intention of
Europe to “step up its endeavours on behalf of the developing
countries with a view to setting international relations on a basis of

»44 . . . . .
trust.”* In terms of the specificity of the provisions and their legal
weight, however, the report contained no guidelines whatsoever. The

stated objectives were to “ensure greater mutual understanding with

* Throughout the report, “Europe” seems to be used for the most part as a synonym
for “the EC members.” Therefore the quotes should supposedly not be taken to denote
hopes for a “unified Europe” between East and West, but rather hopes for political
unification among the EC member states. When referring also to Eastern Europe, the
report speaks of “the Entire European continent” (point 1.3).

“ The Luxembourg Report, point 1.10.

! Ibid., point 1.4 and 1.9.

“ Tbid., point 1.3.

 Ibid., point 2.IV.

“ Ibid., point 1.4.



respect to the major issues of international politics” and to increase
the solidarity among the members “by working for a harmonization
of views, concertation of attitudes and joint action when it appears
feasible and desirable.”® There were no references to how binding
these objectives were, and the report in itself, informal as it was,
carried no legal weight. The only mention of obligations to the EPC
“objectives and machinery” was made with reference to the ongoing
first enlargement, with the report stating that the applicants “will
have to adhere to them when they join the Communities.”
Similarly, the procedural provisions were few and quite vague. It
was stated that the foreign ministers were to meet every six months,
normally in the state holding the Presidency. If the ministers so
wished, they could substitute their meeting for a conference of heads
of state or government.”” There were no provisions for a formal
decision-making procedure, which meant a de facto veto-right for all
participants. The ministerial meetings were to be prepared by a
Political Committee which was to meet at least four times a year, and
consist of the heads of the political departments of the member states’
foreign ministries. The Committee was also allowed to set up work-
ing groups and ask advice on specific problems from panels of
experts if it so wished.*® In other words, there was no common
institutional body with any degree of autonomy. Furthermore, the
links to the supranational Community institutions — the Commis-
sion and the Parliament — were almost non-existent. The Commis-
sion would be consulted if the activities of the European Community
would be affected by the work in EPC, and the Parliament would be
allowed to “discuss” EPC questions with the ministers and the
Political Committee during informal meetings every six months.*’
How, then, did this new institutional set-up affect the possibili-
ties for the Six to cooperate and come up with common activities in

 Ibid., point 2.1

% Ibid., point 4.1.

7 1bid., point 2.IL

% Tbid., point 2.IIL

“ Ibid., point 2.V and 2.VIL.



the foreign policy field? As was seen in chapter three, the amount of
activities within EPC was rather limited the first few years, and very
few topics were taken up for discussion within the framework of
political cooperation. Some were however quite notable, such as the
concerted views on the upcoming Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE).”® In other words, in comparison
with the complete absence of activities before EPC was set up, there
was obviously some quite immediate effect resulting from the initia-
tion of a formal institutional framework. However, the more interest-
ing question is to what extent subsequent changes in the institutional
set-up seem to have affected the EPC activities.

The Copenhagen report

In mid-1973, the foreign ministers produced a second report, “on
methods of improving political co-operation,” which became known
as the Copenhagen Report. The stated principles of the formal
cooperation remained the same as in the Luxembourg report, al-
though one aspect was added; the importance of the establishment of
a Europe with a “position in the world as a distinct entity,” with a
view to positioning the Nine in “international negotiations which are
likely to have a decisive influence on the international equilibrium
and on the future of the European Community.”™' In other words,
in addition to the two previously stated motives of helping in the
European unification process and taking on the responsibility which
had followed their economic might, the Nine now also acknowledged
their wish to have a collective say in international matters close to
their own heart.

In the substantive dimension, the scope was still spoken of as “all
important foreign policy questions” but this time with one specifica-
tion. The report stated that “the subjects dealt with must concern
European interests whether in Europe itself or elsewhere where the

% See for instance Wallace & Allen 1977, pp. 232f.; and Nuttall 1992, pp. 56f.
' The Copenhagen Report, part 1.



adoption of a common position is necessary or desirable.” There
was however no mentioning of what these interests were more
precisely. On the one hand, this addition could be said to narrow
down the more general formulation from the Luxembourg Report.
On the other hand, it introduced (at least implicitly) the idea that
“Europe” as a collective body may very well have interests in other
parts of the world. This however does not in itself mean that the
scope of the cooperation increased, and, if anything, the scope was
rather marginally narrowed. In terms of specificity of the rules, at
least one change took place. In the report, the ministers agreed that
on foreign policy questions that were subject to deliberations within
the EPC framework, “each State undertakes as a general rule not to
take up final positions without prior consultation with its partners
within the framework of the political cooperation machinery.”® The
report also stated that member states’ permanent representatives in
international organisations should “regularly consider matters
together” and “seek common positions in regard to important
questions dealt with by those organizations.”* Thus, although still
without any legal weight, the report did increase the specific guide-
lines for expected behaviour.

The procedural dimension was also subject to certain changes, at
least regarding the frequency and depth of the interactions. Actually,
the report noted that several procedural changes had already taken
place in practice, and the formal changes in the Copenhagen Report
mainly codified these new practices. For instance, instead of the two
foreseen meetings the foreign ministers had met four times during
1972, and the four annual meetings envisaged for the Political
Committee had in practice extended to nine such mf:f:tings.55 Thus,
the Copenhagen report changed the provisions, prescribing that
ministers should meet twice every six months and that the Political
Committee should meet “as frequently as the intensification of the

2 Ibid., point 2.11.

* Ibid., point 2.11.

> Ibid., point 2.7.

% Ibid., Annex, point 2.



work requires.”® A “Group of Correspondents” (from the member
states’ foreign ministries), already mentioned as a possibility in the
Luxembourg Report, was formally established to prepare the work
for the Political Committee, and was also “entrusted with the task of
”57 Further-

more, the report noted that it had proved useful to associate embas-

following the implementation of political cooperation.

sies in third countries (and permanent representatives’ offices in
major international organisations) in the EPC work. Hopes were
expressed that these embassies and representations would start to
“put forward in an appropriate form those aspects that they consider
of interest for this work” and seek out possibilities for common
positions in international organisations.’®

Another novelty, also changing the nature of the interactions,
was the agreement to establish a communications system in order to
facilitate contacts between the foreign ministries.”® This communica-
tions network (corex) was set up later the same year, and enabled
enciphered confidential messages to be distributed instantaneously to
all EPC capitals.®® The fact the coreu system allowed for direct
communication between the foreign ministries without passing
through the embassies was in many ways a dramatic departure from

old diplomatic practices.®!

However, provisions for formal EPC
decision-making procedures were still absent, and the relations with
the Commission were unchanged. Concerning the Parliament, the
six-monthly meetings were extended to two occasions every six
months, but the Parliament still had no formal role in the EPC.

In sum, the Copenhagen Report widened the guiding princi-
ples, slightly increased the specificity of the rules, and increased both
the frequency and depth of the interactions. The immediate effects on
the collective activities, however, were few. There was a very slight

increase in the number of statements issued in 1974 and 1975, but

% Ibid., points 2.1 and 2.2.

% Ibid., point 2.3.

8 Ibid., point 2.7.

* Ibid., point 2.9.

% Nuttall 1992, p. 23.

¢ A special thanks to Sir David Ratford for pointing this out.



these years were followed by three years of even fewer statements than
in 1973. Compared to 1973, however, there was a temporary change
during 1974 in the ratio between statements only declaring view-
points and statements also referring to actions undertaken, but this
ratio was lowered again the following years.

The only visible change in the EPC activities during the period
following the Copenhagen report was the themes or issues addressed
in the statements. Several new topics were addressed for the first time
between 1974 and 1976, such as the importance of democratic
development, refugee issues, rights to self-determination, and
terrorism. Considering that the scope had not been widened in the
Copenhagen report, these changes can at least not be directly linked
to that aspect of the institutional change. The creation of the coreu-
system, through which some four thousand telegrams were issued

62 might rather have been part of

already during its first year in use,
the explanation. Civil servants from the member states’ governments
have testified that the intensified communication may certainly have
contributed to identifying common ground. In an interview, one

civil servant has argued that:

if everyday you see Coreus coming in from different countries, and
80 per cent of the Coreus with what you would entirely agree with,
it is a constant reaffirmation that there is a certain European ap-
proach which really does have something in common. It strengthens
realisation of what is common between us, and then we can narrow
down the areas of difficulty and focus on those. Not necessarily over-
come them, but at least we have a better chance to see what is com-

mon and what is not.®

It thus seems plausible that even if the Copenhagen Report in itself
did little to change the behaviour of the participating states, the
creation of the coreu-system might have had some impact on the
possibility to identify common interests. It might serve at least as a
partial explanation for the fact that new topics were addressed during
the years following the Copenhagen report.

% Regelsberger 1988, p. 11.
% Quoted in Ekengren 2002, p. 79.



The London report

In October 1981, in London, a third report on EPC was endorsed
by the foreign ministers. The principles, or the motivations of the
cooperation, were largely unchanged. The relationship, expressed in
the previous reports of EPC being a means toward increased integra-
tion was however stated in reverse terms in the London Report.
Now, the ministers stated that “further European integration [...]
will be beneficial to a more effective coordination in the field of
foreign policy.”® However, the report also stated that the develop-
ment of the EPC had “contributed to the ultimate objective of
European union” so this aspect of the principles was not removed
from the rhetoric. Otherwise, the motivation was still expressed in
terms of hopes of the Ten to play “a role in the world appropriate to
their combined influence.”®

In terms of substance, the scope of the cooperation was slightly
increased. Up until this point, the words “security policy” had been
kept strictly off the agenda, due primarily to Danish and Irish
objections, but in the London report the tortuous phrase “foreign
policy questions bearing on the political aspects of security” was
introduced. Thereby, foreign policy bordering on security was
formally allowed into the EPC framework, although definitions of
either concept were still absent. The specificity of the rules also
increased slightly. It was emphasised that the members had a com-
mitment to consult each other not only “on all important questions
of foreign policy which are of concern to the Ten as a whole” but also
ahead of “important international conferences” covering matters
having previously been subject to EPC discussions. Furthermore,
the members undertook to give “due prominence” to their common
positions “by means of appropriate references in national statements
on foreign policy questions.” Two other specifications were also
added. It was stated that the aspirations of the Ten were not merely to
react to events but also increasingly to shape them, and that the

64

The London Report, preamble.
% Tbid.



objective was increasingly to carry out joint actions in addition to
stating common attitudes.

Among the procedures, a few novelties were also introduced.
There was still no mentioning of formal decision-making rules, but
the report specified a distinction between “formal meetings” of the
foreign ministers and informal “Gymnich-type meetings.”” The
latter was however a practice that had started already in 1974.° A
specific crisis procedure was also introduced, which opened the
possibility for the Political Committee or the foreign ministers to
“convene within forty-eight hours at the request of three Member
States.”®

Another change, related to the degree of centralisation, was the
increase in delegation of tasks to the Presidency, and the strengthen-
ing of its administrative capacity. Up until this point, the only
formal role of the Presidency had been to chair the EPC meetings.
Informally, the Presidency had however also been given the possibil-
ity to “hold consultations on behalf of the Nine” if the other eight
had given their authorisation.”” In the London report it was however
explicitly made clear that the “Presidency may meet individual
representatives of third countries in order to discuss certain matters
of particular interest to the country in question” and that in doing so
it might be accompanied by the preceding and the incoming presi-
dencies (thereby introducing the so called Troika formula). The
Presidency was also given the mandate to respond to requests for
contacts with groups of states in “organizations with which the Ten
maintain special links.””! In order to handle the increasing workload
and to improve the continuity of the work, the Presidency was to be
assisted by “a small team of officials seconded from preceding and

5 Tbid.

¢ Ibid., point 1.

% Nutall 1992, p. 91.

© The London Report, point 13.
7% Nuttall 1992, p. 91.

" The London Report, point 7.



succeeding presidencies,” and was also allowed to delegate certain
tasks to the other two Troika members.”?

The relations with the Community institutions were also
strengthened to a certain degree. The contacts with the Parliament
now also included the right of the MEPs to ask questions on political
cooperation and “informal meetings between ministers and the
leaders of the different political groups.” The ministers also envis-
aged “the possibility of more frequent reference to resolutions adop-
ted by the Parliament in the deliberations, communiqués and
declarations of the Ten.””?> The EC Commission was given an
augmented status, and would be “fully associated with political
cooperation, at all levels.””* What this meant more precisely was not
specified in the report, and the Political Committee was given the
task to work out the details. Later in 1981, it was decided that, among
other things, the Commission would join the corex telex network,
and two years later it was agreed that the Commission would be part
of the Troika activities.”

In sum, the London Report slightly increased both the scope of
the cooperation and the specificity of the rules, and allowed for a
relatively more active involvement by the Commission. It also gave
the Presidency a wider mandate and reinforced its administrative
resources. Again, however, the results in the collective outcome were
quite meagre. The number of statements issued in 1982 increased
compared to previous years, as did the proportion of statements
containing references to activities undertaken by the Ten. However,
this increased activity slowed down considerably the following year,
when the number of statements issued was again down below the
1979 level and the proportion of statements containing references to
activities also decreased considerably. The widened scope, to include
also certain security policy issues, seems to have had few immediate

72 Ibid., point 10. An informal practice of seconding national officials to help the

incoming Presidency with the transition had existed since 1977 (Smith, M. E. 1998, p.
328).

73 The London Report, point 11.

74 1bid., point 12.

75 Nuttall 1988, pp. 105f.; and Nuttall 1992, p. 24.



effects, although it should be noted that the issue of disarmament
received the first official mentioning within the EPC context just a
few weeks after the London Report.

Although it might be plausible to assume that the changes in the
London Report resulted in certain immediate changes in the behav-
iour of the participants, the picture looks somewhat different if
looking at the policy outcomes also a few years before the London
Report. Between 1979 and 1982, the number of statements had risen
every year, and thus the changes in the London Report can not
explain the changes that took place the years before its creation. It
therefore seems more likely that the London report at most reinforced
an already ongoing trend that had been set off by other factors than
institutional reforms.

Solemn Declaration on European Union

In June 1983, the European Council issued the “Solemn Declaration
on European Union.” The initiative had initially been launched by
Germany in the hope of making progress in a gradual merging of the
European Communities and EPC. Germany had hoped for a Draft
European Act in the form of a treaty or similar legal form, but the
opposition was strong and the result was thus a “solemn declaration”
carrying no legal weight.”® It did however contain a few very modest
changes in the provisions for political cooperation, although it is
doubtful whether the declaration should really be considered an
institutional change.”

The stated principles for the cooperation remained unchanged,
but both the substantive and the procedural dimension were subject
to minor changes. The substantive area covered by EPC was now
further extended in scope, to include — in addition to foreign policy
— not only political but also “economic aspects of security.”® This

7 Nuttall 1992, pp. 186ff.

77 Most CFSP-analysts seem to omit the solemn declaration when enumerating
successive institutional changes in the history of EPC/CFSP.

78 Solemn Declaration on European Union, point 1.4.2.
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formulation was however still very controversial, and Denmark
expressed its reservation in a footnote to the report. The specificity of
the rules was also somewhat increased, as the declaration included the
specific mention of certain desirable objectives for EPC; namely “a
common analysis and concerted action to deal with international
problems of law and order, serious acts of violence, organized
international crime and international lawlessness generally.””
Furthermore, although the formulations can be interpreted as aiming
at the situation within and among the member states rather than at
the outside world, the declaration also mentioned the members’

determination:

to work together to promote democracy on the basis of the funda-
mental rights recognized in the constitutions and laws of the Mem-
ber States, in the European Convention for the Protection of
Human Rights and the European Social Charter, notably freedom,
equality and social justice.

Thus, as part of formulating what exactly constituted the “European
idea,” the importance of democracy had been spelled out also in
connection with formulations on the need for political cooperation.

In the procedural dimension, there were still no provisions for
formal decision-making procedures. The Solemn declaration did
however for the first time contain references to the European Council
and its role in issuing guidelines for the political cooperation.® This
opportunity had existed since the forming of the European Council
in 1974, but it had rarely been exploited in practice.? The declara-
tion also emphasised the need for “greater coherence and close
coordination between the existing structures of the European Com-
munities and European Political Cooperation at all levels” and the
Council of Ministers was given the right to deal with both Commu-

7 Ibid., point 1.4.3.
% Ibid., preamble.

# Ibid., point 2.1.2.
# Nuttall 1992, p. 14.
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nity and EPC matters.® In practice, however, the Council meetings
and the EPC ministerial meetings were not regularly combined until
the end of the 1980s.%* The role of the Presidency was also covered
by the declaration, but rather in the form of plans for future in-
creases in the powers of the chair than in any immediate innovations.
The declaration simply promised work towards “strengthening the
Presidency’s powers of initiative, of coordination and of representa-
tion in relations with third countries.”®

While these were very limited changes in the institutional ar-
rangements, the Solemn Declaration was actually followed by two
years of quite tangible changes in the EPC activities. Both in 1984
and 1985, there was a considerable rise in the volume of statements
issued, and also a rise in the proportion of statements containing
references to activities undertaken in the EPC framework. However,
the widened scope, now allowing for discussions on economic aspects
of security, did not lead to any noticeable changes in security-related
issues being taken up for discussion.®® What was noticeable follow-
ing the Solemn Declaration, nonetheless, was the increased tendency
to include issues of democracy in the statements. A possible link
between the formulation of what constitutes a “European identity”
and the contents of the policies could thus be assumed to show in
these coinciding events.

Single European Act

In February 1986, the Single European Act (SEA) was signed by the
EC member states, and it entered into force in July 1987. It con-
tained, for the first time in a Community legal document, provisions
also for EPC, thereby making political cooperation a treaty-based

% Solemn Declaration on European Union, point 2 and 2.2.1. This, too, was however a
possibility that had in fact been open to the participants since the Paris Summit in
1974. In January 1980, following the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, the foreign
ministers had also for the first time used that possibility (Nuttall 1992, pp. 154f; 254).

# Nuttall 1992, p. 190.

% Solemn Declaration on European Union, point 2.2.3.

% Nuttall 1992, p. 190.
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mechanism.®” While it was still called political cooperation, rather
than a “common foreign policy” which some had suggested, the term
“European foreign policy” was introduced into the treaty.®® In order
to keep EPC still separate from the supranational Community
institutions, however, the EPC provisions were stated under a
separate title (Title III) to which the Community provisions and
procedures did not apply. The stated motivations behind the coop-
eration were still the same as in the previous reports, and thus the
SEA contained no novelties in this respect.

In the substantive dimension however, several changes took
place. The scope was slightly increased from the previous formula-
tion of “all important foreign policy matters of interest to the Ten as a
whole” to “any foreign policy matters of general interest.”® It was
also envisaged that the scope of EPC should be extended in another
respect, to include cooperation in third countries. A separate ministe-
rial decision in which more specific guidelines for the cooperation
under Title III were issued, stated for instance that the “member
states shall examine the possibility of providing help and assistance
in third countries to nationals of Member States which have no
representation there.””

The specificity of the rules also increased slightly, now including
a stated commitment from the participating states to take “full
account of the positions of the other partners” and to have the
common positions “constitute a point of reference” for their national
policies. The signatories also stated their commitment to “endeavour
to avoid any action or position which impairs their effectiveness as a
cohesive force in international relations or within international

. . »91
organlzatlons.

% See for instance Koutrakos 2001, p. 12.

8 Single European Act, Title 111, art 30.21. See also Dehousse & Weiler 1991, p. 126; and
Wessels 1991, p. 145.

¥ The London Report, preamble, and the Single European Act, Title 111, art 30.2, respec-
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* Ministerial Decision (1986), point I.4.
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The main novelty, as some argue, was perhaps the very fact that
the EPC gained legal status by the inclusion in the SEA.** As the
first occasion on which EPC was mentioned in a legal document this
certainly increased the legal weight of the commitments.”® In the
words of two observers, the inclusion of EPC in the SEA represented
“a formal ‘legalisation’ of a process which was not hitherto regarded
as legally binding.”* It has been argued that in a legal view, on the
one hand, these vague commitments entailed “an obligation to act in
good faith, which is a recognised concept of international law.”> On
the other hand, the SEA still contained no provisions whatsoever for
securing compliance with the rules, and, as Simon Nuttall puts it,
the fact remained that “the commitment, unusually in a legal docu-
ment, was to endeavour, but not necessarily to succeed.”®

As for the procedural dimension, it has been argued that the
SEA “merely codified existing procedures.”” However, at least two
changes, one more noteworthy than the other, took place. The first,
and minor one, was related to the decision-making procedures. For
the first time the consensus rule, which had been implicit through-
out the history of EPC, was explicitly mentioned in the SEA, but
only in passing, in the statement that “the High Contracting Parties
shall, as far as possible, refrain from impeding the formation of a
consensus and the joint action this could produce.”® It is doubtful,
however, whether this should be considered a change in the deci-
sion-making procedures seeing that it did not formally change the
consensus rule.

%2 Ifestos 1987, p. 358; Dehousse & Weiler 1991, p. 121. The question whether this also
made the EPC legally binding was debated at the time. The Irish Supreme Court, even
though internally divided on the issue, concluded that the inclusion of EPC in the SEA
did indeed make it legally binding and therefore required a constitutional change
before Irish ratification of the SEA (Keatinge 1996, p. 212).

% Koutrakos 2001, p. 14; cf. Wessels 1991, p. 148.

* Dehousse & Weiler 1991, p. 121.

% Ibid., p. 130.

% Nuttall 1992, p. 253 (emphasis added).

°7 Pijpers 1991, p. 30.

% Single European Act, Tite 111, art. 30.3(c).



Related rather to the centralisation of the cooperation, an EPC
Secretariat was established in Brussels, in order to “assist the Presi-
dency in preparing and implementing the activities of European
Political Cooperation and in administrative matters.”’ More pre-
cisely, the Secretariat was among other things to “assist the Presidency
in the organization of European Political Cooperation meetings,
including the preparation and circulation of documents and the
drawing up of minutes” and to “assist the Presidency where appro-
priate, in contacts with third countries.” The Secretariat was also
given the task to assist “the Presidency in ensuring the continuity of
European Political Co-operation and its consistency with Commu-
nity positions.”'® The Secretariat was to consist of seconded national
diplomats on a rotating principle, with participants from the state
holding the Presidency plus from the two preceding and the two

101 Tn other

incoming presidencies (an enlarged Troika principle).
words, the establishment of the Secretariat did not in any substantive
way change the autonomy aspect of EPC, but it did provide the
cooperation with at least an embryonic common institutional body,
not the least since this was the first time the archives of EPC docu-
ments were gathered and kept in one place. The secretariat did not
formally exist until the SEA came into force in July 1987, but had
begun to take up its duties already during 1986 and was in full
operation by January 1987.1%

In sum, the SEA produced no changes in the guiding princi-
ples, and only very minor changes in the scope and specificity of the
rules.'® For the most part, the provisions were simply a codification
of existing rules, which at the same time meant that there was a
change in the legal weight of the rules. In terms of procedures, the
centralisation aspect (the setting up of the Secretariat) was clearly the

* Ibid., art. 30.10(g).

"% Decision Adopted by the Foreign Ministers 28 February 1986, reprinted in Pijpers et
al. 1988.

' Nuttall 1992, p. 255.

1 Sanchez da Costa Pereira 1988, p. 85 and 98; Nuttall 1992, p. 257.

1% Cf. Tsakaloyannis 1991, p. 41.



most important change.!® Despite these rather modest changes, the
years following the entering into force of the SEA saw a dramatic
increase in the collective policies. The number of statements issued
almost doubled between 1987 and 1989 and the geographic coverage,
the variety of topics covered, and the use of various foreign policy
instruments all also increased. It thus seems as if a change in the
legal weight and/or in the co-ordinating and administrative capacity
of the institution did facilitate the collective outcome. At a minimum,
this tentative conclusion can not be dismissed unless other and more
plausible changes also took place at the same time, something to
which we shall return to in chapter six.

The Maastricht Treaty

If the institutional changes up until this point had in many ways
been minor and very gradual, the changes that took place with the
entry into force of the Treaty on European Union (TEU) in Novem-
ber 1993 were more far-reaching. The European Political Coopera-
tion changed to become the Common Foreign and Security Policy,
and the principles, substance and procedures of the cooperation were
all expanded or altered.

In the preamble, the TEU stated that the CFSP was meant to re-
inforce “the European identity and its independence in order to
promote peace, security and progress in Europe and the world.”
Under Title V and the heading Provisions on a common foreign and
security policy, these objectives were further specified, to include the
safeguarding of “the common values, fundamental interests and
independence of the Union,” the strengthening of “the security of the
Union and its Member States in all ways,” and the preservation of
peace and strengthening of international security.'® The principles

% And a controversial innovation that had taken years of intense debate (Smith, M.E.

1998, p. 328).

' TEU, Art. J.1.2. In the Amsterdam Treaty the numbering of the articles changed.
The references given in this section of the chapter are thus to the original numbering
in the TEU, whereas in the next section the new (and today’s legally correct) number-
ing will be used.
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were thus in a sense both more clearly stated than before and more
all-inclusive than in previous texts. At the same time, parts of the
motivating principles that had previously been frequently mentioned
were omitted from the TEU. The idea of a collective foreign policy
serving the purpose of furthering European integration was no
longer mentioned, nor were there any references to the “responsibili-
ties” of Europe and its “world duties.”

In the substantive dimension, both the scope and the specificity
of the rules were changed. The collective foreign policy was now said
to cover “all areas of foreign and security policy” and in addition, the
TEU stated that this should also include “the eventual framing of a
common defence policy, which might in time lead to a common
defence.”® Thus, the previous specifications of what aspects of
security (political and economic) it was permissible to discuss in the
EPC framework had now been replaced not only with an all-
including concept of foreign and security policy but also with an
explicit goal of admitting the defence dimension into the new CFSP
framework. The TEU also provided for the possibility to use the
Western European Union (WEU) for the elaboration and imple-
mentation of “decisions and actions of the Union which have defence
implications.”!?

Furthermore, the specificity of the rules changed considerably.
Whereas the previous language had frequently made reference to the
term “endeavour”, the firmer “shall” was used constanty in the TEU.
For instance, article J.1.4. states that the

Member States shall support the Union’s external and security policy
actively and unreservedly in a spirit of loyalty and mutual solidarity.
They shall refrain from any action which is contrary to the interests
of the Union or likely to impair its effectiveness as a cohesive force
in international relations.

In general, the TEU also contained more detailed descriptions of
when and how the cooperation was to be conducted, and also speci-

1% Tbid., Art. J.1.1 and J.4.1.
7 1bid., Art. J.4.2.



fied that the collective foreign policy could take the form of either
common positions or joint actions.'® The form of the joint actions
was also made considerably more specific than before. The TEU
stated that

Whenever the Council decides on the principle of joint action, it
shall lay down the specific scope, the Union’s general and specific ob-

jectives in carrying out such action, if necessary its duration, and the

means, procedures and conditions for its implementation.!®

The TEU also, contrary to previous texts, specified the possible
content of the common policies. The collective foreign policy was to
aim to promote of international cooperation and to “develop and
consolidate democracy and the rule of law, and respect for human
rights and fundamental freedoms.”!*°

The question of increases in legal weight is difficult when com-
paring the TEU to the SEA. In a sense, the whole “pillar construc-
tion” was invented in order not to bring issues such as the CFSP
within the legal framework of the European Community. The
construction allowed for a single institutional framework while not
granting any formal powers for the European Court of Justice or the
European Parliament within the second pillar. Therefore, the legal
weight of the totality of CFSP-provisions in the TEU was not really
altered compared to the SEA; the CFSP remained a treaty-based
intergovernmental cooperation and thereby binding in the same
sense as other international law. However, some of the CFSP-
decisions could arguably be considered more legally binding follow-
ing the TEU. It was decided that the common positions and joint
actions, despite their unclear legal status, were to be considered
similar to EC legislation and published in the Official Journal.'"!

1% Tbid., Art. J.2 and J.3.

9 Tbid., Art. J.3.1.

"0 Ibid., Art. J.1.2.

""" This was decided following an opinion of the Council Secretariat’s legal service,
whose participation in the Council meetings was also a novelty introduced with the
reforms in the TEU (Nuttall 2000, p. 275; Smith, M.E. 2001, p. 96).
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In the procedural dimension, the TEU also contained quite a few
changes. The decision-making procedure was still to be based on
unanimity as the general rule, but the TEU also allowed for certain
decisions to be made with qualified majority voting (QMV). The
weighting of the votes should be the same as in the first pillar and,
for the then twelve members, a qualified majority decision required
at least fifty-four votes in favour, cast by at least eight members.'!?
The QMV rule however applied in general only to procedural
questions, but could also apply to implementation of joint actions if
the Council first had agreed unanimously to do so.'"® In other
words, a (very limited) possibility for common action despite a small
blocking majority was introduced. In a declaration attached to the
TEU, it was furthermore stated that the “Member States will, to the
extent possible, avoid preventing a unanimous decision where a
qualified majority exists in favour of that decision.”

The centralisation aspects of the cooperation were also slightly
altered, especially concerning the participation of the Commission.
In addition to its previous full association with political cooperation,
the TEU also explicitly allowed the Commission “to be fully associ-
ated” with the Troika work.!'" The formal provisions thereby
codified the practice of Commission participation in the external
representation of the Union also in matters related to the second
pillar."® More importantly, the Commission was also given the
right of initative alongside the member states, and became partly
responsible for keeping the Parliament informed “of the development
of the Union’s foreign and security policy.”''® The Commission
was, furthermore, given the right, equal to the member states, to

request emergency meetings according to the crisis procedure.'’

12 TEU, Art. ].3.3.

3 Tbid., Art. J.3.2.

14 Tbid., Art. J.5.3.

' In practice, the Commission had however often participated in the Troika missions
since 1983 (Nurtall 1988, p. 107).

116 TEU, Art. J.8.3 and J.7.

" Ibid., Art. J.8.4. Following these changes, the Commission was also internally
reorganised in regard to its external services (Cameron 1998, pp. 62f).



Another change that may be seen as a centralising tendency, was the
closing down of the old EPC Secretariat and an expansion of the
Council Secretariat to cover also CESP issues.''® Furthermore, and as
a result of ‘the single institutional framework,” COREPER was now
formally also to participate in the preparation of foreign and security
policy issues ahead of the Council meetings.

Apart from the Commission, the roles of the other supranational
institutions were largely unaltered, with one slight exception.
Whereas the European Court of Justice still had no jurisdiction over
matters related to the second pillar, and whereas the European
Parliament was still only consulted in these matters, the financing
aspects of the CFSP nonetheless allowed for an increased role for the
Parliament. In the TEU, the previous principle of ad hoc financing of
the EPC activities was partly abandoned, and the administrative costs
for the CFSP were included in the regular Community budget. The
operational costs were to be either charged to the EC budget or to the
member states, subject to Council decision on a case-by-case ba-
sis."”” The allocation of funding for the CFSP in the Community
budget also meant a possibility for the European Parliament to have a
say in the way those funds were being used.'?

In sum, the Maastricht Treaty widened the principles guiding
the CFSP, by adding more motivations for the cooperation, and
expanding the scope of the cooperation. The specificity of the rules
clearly increased, and the possibility for individual states to bloc the
decisions was slightly reduced although not taken away entirely. Both
the size and the involvement of the institutional bodies also in-
creased. Interestingly, however, the year following the biggest institu-
tional changes in EPC/CEFSP history contained virtually no changes
in the collective outcomes. The number of statements issued rose
marginally, but after the previous drop in 1992 and a standstill the

"% In practice, however, the two secretariats had worked closely together also previous
to this change (Sherrington 2000, p. 37).

"9 TEU, Art. J.11.2.

' The Parliament was quite quickly able to amend the budget in a way that would
allow it maximal influence over these CFSP allocations (Monar 1997, pp. 63f.).
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following year, it had still in 1994 not even reached the 1991 level.
The increases in geographic scope between 1991 and 1993 virtually
ceased, and there were no noticeable immediate novelties in the
themes addressed within the new CFSP framework. The only real
change visible in 1994 was a slight increase in the number of state-
ments containing references to actions undertaken by the EU, in
particular those related to economic measures. It thus seems as if
these institutional changes had few immediate effects on the collective
foreign policy. The closer involvement by the Commission might
certainly have contributed to the increase in references to economic
actions, but otherwise the immediate signs of institutional effects
were virtually absent.

Furthermore, the quite substantial changes of the collective for-
eign policy which had taken place in 1991 were arguably not an effect
even of the early deliberations on the Maastricht Treaty, and thus
remain unaccounted for. However, it should also be noted here that
the following two years, 1995 and 1996, certainly constituted one of
the more dynamic periods for EPC/CFSP. This might certainly not
have been the case unless this period had been preceded by such far-
reaching institutional changes. But, unless quite a long time-lag
should also be assumed between institutional reforms and changing
policy output, the changes in policy in 1995 and 1996 should
supposedly not be viewed as an immediate result of institutional
changes, at least not if more compelling explanations can be found.

The Amsterdam Treaty

In October 1997, in Amsterdam, a revised version of the Treaty on
European Union was signed. After the ratification process, it entered
into force in May 1999. The provisions guiding the CESP were again
changed in several ways. The only dimension remaining largely
unaltered was the general principles, or the motivations, of the
CFSP. With the addition that the common foreign and security
policy should now also safeguard the inregrity of the Union in
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accordance with the UN Charter,'?! the stated motives were the same
as in the TEU. The exact meaning of the phrase “integrity of the
Union” was however not defined, and the significance of the addition
has remained unclear.'*

In the substantive dimension, first of all the scope of the rules
changed. What had previously been referred to as the “eventual
framing of a common defence policy” was now rather referred to as
an ongoing “progressive framing of a common defence policy.”'#
The role of the WEU was further specified, and a future “possibility
of the integration of the WEU into the Union” was mentioned. The
possibility for cooperation in the field of armaments was also men-
tioned for the first time in the CFSP provisions. Thereby, the scope
of the cooperation had again formally widened, to allow for delibera-
tions in the areas of foreign, security, and defence policy, including a
future common defence, “should the European Council so de-
cide.”’?* The Amsterdam Treaty also specified that the tasks for the
common defence policy should “include humanitarian and rescue
tasks, peace-keeping tasks and tasks of combat forces in crisis man-
agement, including peac:ernaking.”125

Moreover, an aim to further increase the interactions between
diplomatic and consular missions in third countries and interna-
tional conferences, and also the representations to international
organisations, was expressed in the Amsterdam Treaty. The new
formulation called for their cooperation “in ensuring that the com-
mon positions and joint actions adopted by the Council are com-
plied with and implemented.” It was also stated that they should step
up their cooperation by exchanging information and carrying out

2 TEU, Art. 11.1.

"> Some analysts have suggested that it refers to the territorial integrity of the Union
(Koutrakos 2001, p. 26).

2 TEU, Art. 17.1.

124 Tbid.

' TEU, Art. 17.2. These so called “Petersberg tasks” were in effect copied from the
WEU, where they had been formulated as a new raison d’étre for the organisation in

1992.
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joint assessments.”'2° Furthermore, they should protect, on the same
conditions as their own nationals, “every citizen of the Union” in the
territory of a third country, should the citizen’s own member state
not be represented.'”’

The specificity of the rules also increased. In addition to the pre-
vious two forms of decisions — joint actions and common positions —
a third form, common strategies, was added. Common strategies
were introduced as a new type of wide framework decisions, and were
to be formulated by the European Council “in areas where the
Member States have important interests in common.”'?® Relatively to
the wording in the Maastricht Treaty, the joint actions and common
positions were also given clearer definitions. Joint actions were to be
adopted with a view to “address specific situations where operational
action by the Union is deemed to be required” and common posi-
tions were to “define the approach of the Union to a particular matter
of a geographical or thematic nature.”'?

In terms of the legal weight of the provisions, nothing substan-
tial changed with the Amsterdam Treaty. At the margin, however,
one noteworthy addition to previous treaties was the introduction of
the right of the Union to conclude agreements with third parties on
matters relating to the CFSP. Whereas this addition did not give the
Union a formal legal personality, it allowed for the Presidency to
negotiate international agreements on a mandate from a unanimous
Council. The formulations in article 24 were however not clear on
whether it would be the Union or the member states that would

become party to the agreement.'*

126 Tbid., Art. 20. Joint reports from ambassadors of the EU members were already a
frequent practice. Even in the EPC days, joint reports had often been prepared, at a
time when it “was not called for or even desired by EC states” (Smith, M. E. 1998, p.
314).

127 TEU, Art. 20, and TEC, Art. 20.

128 Tbid., Art. 13.2.

2 Tbid., Art. 14.1 and 15.

1% Koutrakos (2001, p. 32) argues that the “difficulty in providing a definite answer to
the whether the European Union possesses objective international legal personality
relies to a certain extent on the fact that the notion of international legal personality



In the procedural dimension, several changes took place. The
decision-making rules were altered to allow for qualified majority
voting in all decisions regarding the implementation of already
adopted joint actions and common positions, and also when adopting
joint actions and common positions if these decisions were taken on
the basis of a common strategy. It was also determined that the
weighting of the votes should be the same as in the first pillar.
Procedural questions became subject to a simple majority rule, based
only on the number of members. Furthermore, for all other issues
(for instance the adoption of joint actions and common positions
unrelated to common strategies) that still require a unanimous vote,
the possibility of a “constructive abstention” was introduced. A
member state may, according to this procedure, abstain from voting
and thereby allow the rest to adopt a decision. The abstainee must
then accept that the decision commits the Union, but the former
need not participate actively in applying the decision. However, it
was also stated that the abstainee nonetheless “shall refrain from any
action likely to conflict with or impede Union action.” If members
representing more than one third of the weighted votes should
abstain, the decision would not be taken.'!

As for centralisation, the Amsterdam treaty certainly generated
some changes. First, a High Representative for the CFSP, who was to
be the same person as the Secretary-General of the Council, was
given the task to assist the Council in CESP matters, “in particular
through contributing to the formulation, preparation and imple-
mentation of policy decisions, and [...] through conducting political
dialogue with third parties.” The last task was however specified to
take place only “when appropriate” and only when “acting on behalf

of the Council at the request of the Presidency.”!??

Secondly, a new
Policy Unit, placed in the Council Secretariat, was to assist the High

Representative. The Policy Unit was inter alia given the tasks to

and the legal capacities it entails are understood in the context of sovereign states or
international organisations.”

BUTEU, Art. 23.

132 TEU, Art. 26.



provide assessments of the Union’s foreign and security policy
interests, provide early warning of potential crises, and produce
policy options papers as a contribution to policy formulation in the
Council.'33 Thirdly, the format of the Troika also changed with the
Amsterdam Treaty to include, in addition to the Presidency, the
Commission and the High Representative.'*® Thus, the troika
format, having originally consisted of three member states, was
thereby changed to include only one member state and two more
permanent and Brussels-based representatives. Fourthly, the Com-
mission’s involvement in the second pillar increased further, as it
was given the formal right to submit “any appropriate proposals
relating to the common foreign and security policy to ensure the
implementation of a joint action,” should the Council so request.135

In sum then, the principles remained basically unaltered
whereas the scope widened to include not just hopes for future
possibilities of a defence dimension but actual provisions for it. The
specificity of the rules increased, whereas the legal weight remained
unaltered. The (formal) possibility to veto decisions decreased
somewhat, and the possibility for the group to agree on matters
requiring unanimous decisions increased with the introduction of
constructive abstention. The creation of the High Representative and
the Policy Unit, as well as the continued increase in involvement by
the Commission, further strengthened the positions of the perma-
nent Brussels-based bodies. It was however not until May 1999 that
the new treaty entered into force, and it was not until November
1999 that the former NATO Secretary-General Javier Solana was
appointed the first High Representative for the CESP.

For this reason, the measure of the CFSP contents that was pro-
vided in chapter three and which only includes the year 1999 is not
wholly capable of revealing the possible effects. Interestingly, how-
ever, the biggest changes in the policy output for a long time seem to
have taken place just before and around the entry into force of the

'3 1bid., 6. Declaration on the establishment of a policy planning and early warning uni.
13 Tbid., Art, 18.4.
% Ibid., Art. 14.4.



new treaty in 1998-1999. The number of statements issued reached a
new high in 1998, and the share of these statements containing
references to actions also increased considerably, in particular in
1999. The variety of topics and the amount of detail covered by the
statements also increased quite substantially in 1998 and 1999.
Although these trends may perhaps have continued into the new
millennium, it seems nonetheless as if we were again witnessing a
period during which the changes in CFSP preceded, rather than

followed, the institutional changes.

The overall estimation: almost a reversal of arrows?

Having portrayed the institutional development between 1970 and
1999, it seems thus as if the successive institutional changes have
generated very few immediate effects on the policy emanating from
the EPC and later CFSP framework. At a very minimum, we may
conclude that it seems far-fetched to assume that the main explana-
tion for the successive development of the EPC/CFSP has been
successively changed institutional arrangements. On a number of
occasions, it seems rather that institutional changes have followed
changes in the EPC/CEFSP than the other way around. This would
lead us to believe that there may well be other recurrent stimuli that
have set off the ‘jumps’ in the EPC/CFESP.

Having said that, the trends outlined above can certainly not
lead us to abandon altogether the possible importance of various
institutional arrangements. First of all, a couple of quite specific and
quite plausible links were identified. One was related to changes in
the expressly stated scope of the cooperation, which seems to have
generated a widened thematic content of the statements on a few
occasions. Another one was related to the centralisation of the coop-
eration, as the gradually increased involvement by the Commission
also seems to have had a possible effect on the use of certain foreign
policy instruments.

Secondly, if we for a moment look at the possible longer term
effects rather than just the few years that immediately follow an
institutional change, we may find that particularly the changes

— 116 —



towards increased centralisation may have had some visible effects

after all.

Figure 8. Trends in number of EPC/CFSP statements issued
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If we were to draw a few straight lines through at least one of the
diagrams from chapter three, we would have grounds to propose the
possibility of such a link. For instance, if looking at the longer term
changes in the frequency of the statements, we may conclude that the
start of the steepest rise, from 1988 approximately, followed the entry
into force of the Single European Act. As the two biggest changes in
the Single European Act were the “legalisation” of the cooperation and
a centralisation by the creation of an EPC Secretariat, one or both of
these changes may well have had a tangible longer-term effect on the
foreign policy cooperation. The most likely of the two, however, is
the creation of the Secretariat. While the legalisation aspect could well
be assumed to push the cooperative outcomes up one notch, it would
be more difficult to explain why this one-off event would keep on
generating an increase in the cooperation year after year on a long-



term basis. Delegating certain tasks and responsibilities to a central
body, on the other hand, is precisely the type of institutional change
that could well generate this type of effect. As discussed in the
beginning of this chapter, the creation of a centralised body may
result in a new and quite active — even if highly informal — player
with its own strategies and possibilities to affect the process. Fur-
thermore, throughout the period after 1988, new centralising changes
took place in connection with the following treaty revisions, which
may help in accounting for the generally steeper increase in
EPC/CESP activities after the SEA.

Thirdly, another reflection that may be made from the above ac-
count of institutional changes is that the “levels” of foreign policy
cooperation rarely take any serious down-turns. Seeing that the
institutions have often changed following increases in the foreign
policy cooperation, and that the levels of cooperation rarely drop to
any considerable degree, the institutions may well have had some-
thing of a conserving effect on the acquis politique. This gives us
grounds to highlight the possible locking-in function of institutions,
and we can assume that institutions account for the fact that the EPC
and later the CFSP has never been a policy area of true failure in the
sense that “nothing at all happened” during a shorter or longer
period in time. While there have indeed been recurrent CESP crises,
in the form of a complete inability on the part of the EU members to
agree on certain specific foreign policy issues, the participants have
however usually maintained a business-as-usual attitude as regards
other ongoing policy issues within the second pillar.

In sum, it seems plausible that the institutions have not only fa-
cilitated the possibility to act in common, but that they have also
served to lock in existing levels of cooperation. However, the way the
institutions have functioned in the EU’s second pillar does not seem
to account to any large extent for the successive increases in coopera-
tion. The institutions may have enabled and facilitated them, but did
not cause them. We should thus, in the next chapter, turn to the
inquiry about the role played by external events.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Balancinga Common Enemy’

OMEWHAT SCEPTICAL OF THE OVERARCHING role of institutions,

many of those who study the EU’s common foreign and security
policy have suggested that maybe institutions play only a secondary
role for the collective outcomes. Roy Ginsberg, for instance, has
argued that the “political will to make CFSP happen cannot be
legislated”, and that “external stimuli have always played a large role
in the EU’s development as an international actor.” But what kinds
of external stimuli is it that we should search for?

It is an intuitively appealing thought — and a theoretically well-
known proposition — that a group of states which have established
cooperation on international security management should intensify
their efforts during periods when security seems particularly threat-
ened by actors or events in the outside environment. If there is a
change in a perceived threat, the will to cooperate should also change.
Several scholars argue in favour of this view, based on the proposal
that cooperation in security affairs — rare as it is — may notably be
established as a result of an identified common threat.

In this chapter, the possibility of this idea to account for at least
parts of the development of the CFSP will be examined. If the
development of the EU’s collective foreign policy is primarily to be
interpreted as a result of a perceived necessity to act together in view
of common threats, the occurrence and the contents of the common
policies should be found to co-vary with the seriousness of the
threat. These propositions are examined here by contrasting the

' Ginsberg 1997, pp. 14f.



changes in Soviet and later Russian foreign policy against the devel-
opment of the CFSP as described in the previous chapter.

CHANGING THREATS IN THEORY AND PRACTICE

It is quite common, in particular among realist-inspired scholars, to
view cooperation between states as a possible balancing behaviour.
When, as John Ikenberry puts it, “powerful states emerge, secondary
states will seek protection in countervailing coalitions of weaker
states.” The proposition stems from an ambiguous and vague theory
— but at the same time one of the most central ideas in history — of a
general principle of balance of power in the international system.?

Treated as a systemic grand theory, applicable to the study of
long-term changes in the structure of world system(s), the balance-
of-power thesis in its traditional realist shapes has often proven a
forceful and convincing contribution to the academic debate.*
Treated, however, as a strategic theory applicable to individual and
time-limited analyses of particular state choices, the balance-of-power
explanation to international cooperation is not in itself specific
enough to generate testable propositions about the causes behind
increased cooperation. Without a number of specifications, it is not
altogether clear what type of “power” any group of cooperating states
should have attempted to balance against.

The general balance-of-threat argument

One well-known way of specifying the balance-of-power-thesis
begins with the assumption that states — as a result of the anarchical
international system — constantly need to seck security, and may well

* Tkenberry 2002, p. 8.
* See for instance Haas 1953; Sheehan 1996.
# See for instance Morgenthau 1948/1993; Waltz 1979.
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see increased power as a means towards increased security.> Cooper-
ating with others is one such way towards increasing one’s power.

With this assumption, however, rising or overwhelming power
alone is not necessarily enough of a threat to trigger a balancing
behaviour in the form of cooperation among a group of states. If
security is a state’s most important interest, the rising power must
also be seen as a threat to that security. As argued in chapter two, one
state’s increase in power capabilities need therefore not trigger a
balancing behaviour unless they are offensive, and unless the unit
which possesses them is perceived to be aggressive or expansionist.
Such balancing may be carried out by military or political means.®
States, in short, may well be assumed to seek political alliances
“against the foreign power that poses the greatest threat.””

Consulting the works of the advocates of this proposition, we
may also obtain an indication of which “power” we should assume
poses the biggest threat. Whether a major power is perceived to
constitute a threat or not is at least to a certain degree dependent on
its behaviour® A quite common definition of the threat concept is
that a state constitutes a threat when it gives “evidence of pursuing or
contemplating expansionist foreign policy objectives”.” The degree of
threat posed by a major power is thus often operationalised in terms
of its tendencies to rely on either offensive or defensive strategies.'”

But other components may also be taken into account. For in-
stance, the degree of a state’s possession of resources (e.g. population,
industrial and military capability, and technological prowess) affects

the aggregate power it can wield, and may thereby constitute another

> Waltz 1979, p. 126; cf. Glaser 1994/95, p. 71. Other realists, however, rather believe
that states seck to maximise power as a goal in its own right, something which actually
generates a hypothesis quite different from the one discussed in this chapter.

¢ Walt 1987, p. 22, 26, 149, 169.

7 Ibid., p. 21.

# Mastanduno 1997, p. 6o.

? George 1988, p. 657; cf. Walt 1987, pp. 25f.

' Related arguments are sometimes proposed by scholars making distinctions between
revisionist and status quo powers. For contributions to this debate, see for instance
Schweller 1996 and Mastanduno 1997. Charles Kupchan (1998) adds benign states as a
third category.
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component of the perceived threat it may pose to others. Related, a
state with great offensive power — the ability to threaten the sover-
eignty or territorial integrity of another state at an acceptable cost — or
at least a capacity quickly to convert its aggregate power to offensive
capacities, may provoke a balancing behaviour. Furthermore, because
the ability to project power often declines with distance, geographic
proximity may also add to the picture.'" A large neighbouring state,
rich in resources and offensive capabilities, and with perceived
offensive strategies, should thus constitute at least a potential threat
against which other states may wish to balance.

Consequently, these assumptions also provide propositions
about when there may be a change in the perceived level of threat
facing a balancing group of states. A change in the behaviour, or in
the perceived intentions, of a major power might lead to reinterpreta-
tions among the cooperating states about their continued need for
cooperation. Such a change need not necessarily be directed against
the cooperating states. It may be enough that the cooperating states
interpret such a change as a change also for their own security.
Likewise, a change in the major power’s resources, its offensive
capabilities, or its geographical proximity, may affect the perceived
need for balancing. In other words, as the threat perceptions of the
major foe vary, we should also assume that the degree of cooperation
should change.

Furthermore, the changing levels of cooperation ought to take
place without considerable time-lags. Because the ever-present
security dilemma affects the cooperating states, so the argument goes,
such cooperation will always be unstable and inevitably vary over
time. The anarchic world system does not make cooperation impos-
sible, but “any cooperation that does emerge under these conditions
is expected to be tenuous, unstable, and limited to issues of periph-
eral importance.”'? When cooperation has been initiated for balanc-

ing reasons, enmity and friendship are always temporary features.'

" Walt 1987, pp. 22ff.
"> Weber 1990, p. 58.
" Little 1989, p. 91; cf. Stein 1990, p. 6.
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As one scholar puts it, when “a reasonable expectation of an external
threat is absent, states need not, and usually do not, engage in
balancing behaviour.”'® Therefore, as the perceived threat rises, so
should the efforts to cooperate, and as the threat diminishes (or becomes

less pronounced) so should the interest in pursuing the cooperation."

The balancing-the-USSR argument

This is indeed also a line of thought that has been entertained in
various accounts of the EPC/CFSP development. First of all, some
scholars have argued, based a somewhat broader conception of threat,
that the “fortunes of European Political Cooperation (EPC), since its
inception in the early 1970s, have been inextricably linked with the
vagaries of the international environment, in particular the twists and
turns in the relations between the superpowers.”'® For instance, two
observers, having measured the impact of tensions between the US
and the Soviet Union on the EPC, hold that “a growing level of
conflict in US-USSR relations is accompanied by an increasing
likelihood that the EU reacts forcefully.”!’

These arguments, however, are embedded in the more general
assumption that the EC members at the time were highly dependent
on the US for their own security. As Robert Kagan puts it, “both
sides of the Atlantic clearly relied on their pooled military power to
deter any possible Soviet attack, no matter how remote the chances of
such an attack might seem.”® Supposedly we should therefore
assume that, according to these arguments, the most immediate
threats were either constituted by the periods of a worsening US-
USSR relationship, or by the behaviour from the Soviet side of the
relationship.

' Schweller 1996, p. 100.

' Walt 1992, p. 451.

'® Tsakaloyannis 1991, p. 36; cf. Smith, M.E. 2004, p. 34.

"7 Schneider & Seybold 1997, p. 384. For an opposing view, see Risse-Kappen 1994, pp.
s4f.

'® Kagan 2003, p. 29.



Other observers, however, are more explicit in pointing to the
Soviet threat in itself as a main explanatory factor behind the devel-
opment of the EPC/CFSP. When accounting for flourishing rela-
tions between the EC states during the Cold War, John
Mearsheimer claims that a “powerful and potentially dangerous
Soviet Union forced the Western democracies to band together to
meet the common threat.”"’

Others have extended this argument to cover also the period af-
ter the Cold War, but differ in their interpretation of whether Russia
has continued to play the role of a potential threat to its European
neighbours. Richard Rosecrance, for instance, implies that the Soviet
threat was the main rationale behind the creation of the EPC, and
argues that with “the end of the Cold War, it is even less probable
that a common foreign policy consensus will be forged. There is no
major foe to the East which forces European states to concert and
reach agreement.”® Philip Gordon similarly points out that “the end
of the Cold War has taken away one of the most compelling forces
behind the need for a common security policy. Without a common
enemy and the simplicity of the two-bloc system of the Cold War,
security interests are potentially more differentiated than in the
past.”?!

However, some proponents of this view also argue that the rela-
tions with today’s Russia are still an important determinant of
cohesion between the EU members. In general, the instability of any
previously totalitarian power during a phase of transition to democ-
racy is often claimed to constitute a serious threat to its neighbours.**
And there is, argues Michael Emerson, little doubt that Russia still
“sees its intercontinental territorial dimensions, massive nuclear
military arsenal and energy resources as props for a large interna-
tional role.”” He points out that the Russian nuclear ballistic missile

' Mearsheimer 1990, pp. 46f; cf. Schneider & Seybold 1997, p. 380.
* Rosecrance 1998, p. 15; cf. Mearsheimer 1990, pp. 46f.

' Gordon 1997/98, p. 98.

* McFaul 1997/98, p. s.

» Emerson 2001, p. 6.



arsenal is still about ten times that of France and the UK combined,
and concludes that this “nuclear weaponry may be largely irrelevant
and therefore useless in the context of any foreseeable European
scenario, except that it appears to continue to exercise some psycho-
logical influence on foreign policy-makers.”** Stanley Hoffmann
believes that in the coming years, a “more assertive Russia might
push the members of the EU into a more active co-ordination of
their approaches to Moscow.”” However, neither of these studies
attempted to study systematically, over a longer period in time, the
links between changing USSR/Russian behaviour and changing

foreign policy cooperation between the EU members.

The expected empirical development

With these theoretical and empirical propositions, we should assume
that one possibility to account — at least partly — for the development
of the EPC/CESP is constituted by changes in the major threats that
have faced the member states over time. During the Cold War, the
changing regional and global policies of the Soviet Union, and/or
changes in its resources, should have been one important determi-
nant of the level of cooperation. For instance, during periods of a
more offensive Soviet foreign policy, the EC states should have been
particularly active in their foreign policy cooperation. Similarly, the
periods with a less assertive Soviet Union should have lessened the
interest in a collective foreign policy.

With the demise of the Soviet Union in the beginning of the
1990s, and with Russia taking the place of the closest major power,
we should expect one of two somewhat different outcomes. We
should either assume, as Rosecrance and others do, that with the
disappearance of the major threat we should observe a less active
collective foreign policy after the Cold War. This of course we may
rule out already at the outset, according to the findings in chapter
three. Or, we may assume that Russia has, at least to some extent,

* Emerson 2001, p. 2.
» Hoffmann 2000, p. 196.



taken over the role of the Soviet Union and continues to pose a
perceived potential threat. In this case, Russia ought to have contin-
ued to affect the foreign policy cooperation in the same way as the
Soviet Union is assumed to have done during the Cold War.

Furthermore, with the fourth enlargement of the EU in 1995,
the geographical distance to Russia diminished. The accession of
Finland to the EU brought with it a long border to its major eastern
neighbour. To the extent that post-Cold War Russia ought still to be
a major factor in forging a common foreign policy, the change in
geographical proximity to the Union could also be assumed to have
augmented the willingness to cooperate in foreign affairs during the
second half of the 1990s. The viability of the balance-of-threat-thesis
as an explanation for the development of EPC/CFSP, should thus be
dependent on the possibility to observe the occurrence of at least
some of these expected trends.

THE ROLE OF THE SOVIET UNION AND RUSSIA

The initiation of EPC in 1970 took place in an international climate
of a beginning détente between the superpowers. US-Soviet Union
relations seemed set to thaw despite the previous Soviet intervention
in Czechoslovakia in 1968, which was followed by the Brezhnev
doctrine that “promised” other Warsaw-pact countries similar
assistance in the event of future crises and thereby unsettled many
states in Eastern Europe.’® A strategic balance between the United
States and the Soviet Union had developed by 1970, and arms
reduction negotiations were conducted between the two. The first
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) agreement was concluded in
1972, and plans for a SALT II immediately followed. Relations
between the superpowers improved further as the Vietham war was
ending.

The birth of the EPC thus took place, on the one hand, in the
wake of a slowly improving international climate with slightly less
strained relations between the superpowers. On the other hand, it

* Hoffmann 1987, pp. 24f.; Calvocoressi 1991, p. 43, 250.
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also followed a shift towards increasingly offensive tendencies of the
Soviet Union. However, as shown in the following, the subsequent
twists and turns in Soviet, and later Russian, foreign policy show
little correlation with the successive development of the EPC/CESP.

Missiles in Europe and global power projection 1975-1978

During the second half of the 1970s, a new period of visibly more
expansionist Soviet foreign policy started. In 1975, the Soviet plans
for deploying new technologically advanced missiles (MIRVs) in
Eastern Europe became apparent. This deployment would greatly
enhance the Soviet military effectiveness in terms of reachable targets.
Around the same time, the Soviet wish to establish a presence in
other parts of the world became increasingly pronounced. The Soviet
Union’s assistance to “national liberation movements” in for instance
Angola, Ethiopia, Afghanistan, and South Yemen, together with
support for the Vietnamese interventions in Laos and Cambodia,
constituted a series of moves that signalled greater involvement in the
international system.?”” This also included a rapid expansion in
Soviet programmes for power projection in remote areas, in particu-
lar in Africa.”® During this period, the Soviet Union also surpassed
the United States in terms of weapons export quantities. The largest
buyers were Syria, Libya, Iraq, India and Vietnam.?

In 1976 the USSR also started its deployment of the new SS-20
missiles, capable of reaching Western Europe, which considerably
strengthened the Soviet position in Europe.®® This move increased
the concerns in Western Europe, partly because the deployment
seemed to take place without consideration of the effects it might have
on the Cold War climate, and partly because of a perceived US
indifference in relation to these events.’® Following a debate within

7 Holloway 1982, p. 39, 59; Hoffmann 1987, p. 25; Nygren 1987, pp. 73f; Calvocoressi
1991, pp. 46f.

* Semmel 1982, p. 275; Rice 1986, p. 132.

* Lundestad 1991, p. 130.

* Hiester 1991, p. 35; Joffe 1987, p. 77.

' Haslam 1991, p. 489.



the Atlantic Alliance, first initiated by German Chancellor Helmut
Schmidt in 1977, NATO decided in 1979 to counter the Soviet move
by proceeding with the deployment of American cruise and
Pershing-2 missiles in Western Europe.’?

This period of increased Soviet assertiveness seems however to
have had little if any immediate effect on the foreign policy coopera-
tion between the EC states during the same time. Contrary to
expectations from the “EPC as a reaction to threat thesis”, EPC
activities in general diminished rather than increased between 1976
and 1978, both when considering the number of statements and
their contents.

Furthermore, during this period only one declaration, in 1978,
was directed directly towards the Soviet Union.?®> However, the
declaration dealt neither with the issue of nuclear weapons, nor with
the more active Soviet attempts at global power projection. It con-
tained severe criticism of the arrest and sentencing of several Soviet
citizens who had been engaged in monitoring the implementation of
the Helsinki Final Act. According to the Soviet Union, these indi-
viduals belonged to a dissident group and had been engaged in
“anti-Soviet agitation and propaganda,” a crime for which the former
chairman of the Helsinki Group was sentenced to seven years in a
hard-labour camp, to be followed by five years in internal exile.’t
The EPC declaration was hence rather a call for respect of human
rights, than any immediate reaction to a more assertive Soviet Union.
It did indeed contain references to the importance of détente but,
explicitly, it did so only by pointing out that the Soviet treatment of
the Helsinki Watch Groups was a breach of the agreements made in
the CSCE-framework and thereby jeopardised détente.

In 1979, however, the number of EPC statements showed an in-
crease in general, and their geographical reach expanded to include
both Asia and Central America. Seeing that the thesis of “EPC as a
reaction to threat” would indicate the likelihood of a swift response to

2 Holloway 1982, p. 41; Haslam 1991, p. 490.
3 Bulletin of the European Communities s—1978, p. 63.
3% Keesing's Record of World Events (web-edition), July 1978.
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increases in a perceived threat, the time-lag between events in
1975/76 and an intensified cooperation within EPC in 1979 seems
quite long. This period of a more offensive Soviet foreign policy thus
showed no immediate signs of having had any significant effects on

the EPC.

The intervention in Afghanistan 19791980

The military intervention in Afghanistan was perhaps the ultimate
example of the more assertive Soviet foreign policy during the second
half of the 1970s.>> Following several weeks of Soviet troop activities
and military build-up along the Afghan border, the Soviet Union
undertook a massive air-lift into Kabul on December 26, 1979.
Western observers estimated the presence of some 50,000 troops
along the Soviet-Afghan border. For the first time since 1948, the
USSR intervened directly in a sovereign state outside its acknowl-
edged “sphere of influence.”®

The US, having already repeatedly voiced concerns during the
previous weeks, reacted immediately by issuing a strong protest to
the Soviet Union on the same day. It accused the Soviet Union of
causing a threat to a region of great instability, and condemned the
“blatant military interference in the internal affairs of an independent
sovereign state.”?’ According to Pravda, however, the USSR had only
responded to an “insistent request from the Afghan government and
sent a limited contingent which would be withdrawn as soon as the
factors precipitating this action were no longer present.”® Individu-
ally, the EC member states also voiced concerns, but they failed in
their attempts to achieve swift agreement on a common EPC state-
ment. They were also unable to reach consensus on whether to follow
the American example and withdraw their ambassadors from Mos-

COW.39

% Lundestad 1991, p. 134.

3 Bowker & Williams 1988, p. 235.

37 Keesing’s Record of World Events (web-edition), May 1980.
% Quoted in Bowker & Williams 1988, p. 234.

* Nuttall 1992, pp. 154f.



Instead it was the EC Commission that acted first. On January
9, the EC Commission provisionally withdrew the EC’s food aid
programme for Afghanistan, and it was not until January 15 that the
member states managed to produce a first collective political state-
ment on the Soviet invasion.” The statement concluded that the
Soviet explanations to justify the actions were “unacceptable” and that
the intervention constituted a “flagrant interference in the internal
affairs of a non-aligned country” and “a threat to peace, security and
stability in the region.” Meeting as the Council the same day,* the
EC foreign ministers also confirmed the cancellation of the Commu-
nity Food Aid Programme, and gave an assurance that Community
agricultural deliveries to the Soviet Union would not replace the
deliveries withheld by the US.#> Although the collective reaction
from the EC members was not as immediate and as firm as that of
the US (see more on this in the next chapter), this event nonetheless
placed strains on the relations between the Western European states
and the USSR.%

As for any visible effects on the EPC, this period is at best in-
conclusive. The number of EPC statements in general increased
slightly in 1980, and several of them were directed immediately at the
Soviet Union and voiced concern over the situation in Afghanistan.
Contrary to previous years, several statements also contained refer-
ences to various actions undertaken collectively by the EC members,
but only one of these statements (the January statement cited above)
dealt with the Soviet/Afghanistan situation. Whereas the Soviet
invasion clearly provoked the EC members to act at least partly in
unison in relation to Afghanistan, it would be difficult to argue that
it had any substantial effects on the collective foreign policy on a
more general level.

“ Nuttall 1992, pp. 154f; for an in depth study of the EC and EPC reactions to these
events, see Herolf 2004, pp. 111ff.

! The foreign ministers were prevented from discussing EPC matters when they met as
the General Affairs Council.

2 Bulletin of the European Communities, 1-1980, pp. 7f.

“ Holloway 1982, p. 40.



Caution and hesitation 1981

A turn in the international role of the Soviet Union seemed to come
about in 1981. The political unrest in Poland, which in 1980 re-
sulted in the resignation of the Gierek government, was a serious
concern for the USSR. Soviet hints about a possible intervention
spurred fears among the EC members about a possible repetition of
Prague 1968.% In December 1980, the nine heads of state or gov-
ernment issued a thinly veiled warning to the USSR, reminding that
the signatories to the Helsinki Final Act had undertaken to “refrain
from any direct or indirect, individual or collective intervention in
internal or external affairs which fall within the national competence
of another signatory State regardless of their mutual relations.”® Any
other attitude, they continued, “would have very serious conse-
quences for the future of international relations in Europe and
throughout the world.”#

The unrest in Poland did not subside after the election in Feb-
ruary 1981 of General Jaruzelsky, who later that year and after
pressure from the Soviet Union declared martial law in order to put
an end to the protests from the trade unions and the church.*” The
fact that a government had been overturned was indeed an unusual
event in communist Europe, and it seems that at least twice during
this period (in December 1980 and in March 1981) the Soviet Union
considered intervening militarily.*® Nonetheless, and despite close
contacts with the leadership in Poland, the USSR refrained from
further military action, something which signalled both caution and
hesitation from Moscow.” These signals were probably reinforced
by the fact that between 1976 and 1982 military procurement in the

“ Allin 1994, p. 168; Calvocoressi 1991, pp. 146ff.

> Bulletin of the European Communities, 12—1980, point 1.1.14.
 Tbid.

7 Hulett 1982, p. 227; Calvocoressi 1991, p. 147.

“ Holloway 1982, p. 52.

® Mendl 1984, pp. 98f.; Calvocoressi 1991, pp. 148f.



Soviet Union had stagnated due to a worsening economic perform-
ance.”

The EPC activities in general during this period, however, sho-
wed no sign of a lessened interest in foreign policy cooperation
among the EC members. Contrary to the expectations from the
balance-of-threat-thesis, the EPC activities increased substantially, as
described in chapter three. Whereas the Soviet response to the events
in Poland signalled a relative reluctance to intervene militarily in
Eastern Europe, compared to 1956 and 1968, and whereas the Soviet
economy and defence procurement rate was taking a down-turn, the
number of statements issued in the EPC framework increased
between 1981 and 1982. Furthermore, in 1982 more than forty
percent of the statements contained references to some form of action.
Several statements continued to address Soviet policy in relation to
both Afghanistan and Poland. The statements related to Poland also
repeatedly referred to the EC activities undertaken in relation to both
the Soviet Union (sanctions, among other things) and Poland
(economic support). The proposition that a decreased threat form a
major power should be reflected in diminished cohesiveness among
the cooperating states can thus not be substantiated by this period.

Disarmament and withdrawal 1986-1991

During the years that followed, the deteriorating economic situation
in the USSR became increasingly obvious, which made possible the
appointment in 1985 of reform-minded Mikhail Gorbachev as
General Secretary of the Communist Party, on a platform of major
economic reform. From this time onward, Soviet foreign policy
shifted towards a considerably less assertive tone.

In February 1986, Gorbachev formally broke with the Brezhnev
doctrine and announced that the maintenance of Soviet security was
“a political task” to be resolved “only through political means.”!
Gorbachev also initiated more far-reaching work on disarmament

** Haslam 1991, p. 490.
o' Ibid., p. 491.



than any previous Soviet leader.> For instance, the INF treaty
between the US and the USSR was signed in December 1987, and
provided inter alia for the destruction of all Soviet intermediate and
medium-range missiles.”® In 1988 the Soviet Union also decided to
withdraw its troops from Afghanistan, and announced unilateral
conventional force cuts in Europe. These moves signalled a definite
change of strategy from an offensive to a defensive military role in
Europe.**

The dramatic events in Central and Eastern Europe in the
autumn of 1989 were also followed by a series of changes in the
Soviet Union. By late 1990, the USSR and Russia started to pursue
parallel foreign policies. Russia established a diplomatic service
independent of the Soviet Union, and began to formulate a foreign
policy that sometimes diverged from the Soviet Union’s policy. In
1991, the Soviet foreign ministry began to wither away. The Soviet
Union also started to withdraw parts of its international presence. For
instance, the Soviet training brigade was withdrawn from Cuba, and
the arms sales to Afghanistan ceased.”

When, in December 1991, the Ukrainians voted for independ-
ence, any prospects of a future for the USSR were terminated. By the
end of the month, the Soviet diplomatic service had been placed
under Russian control, and the Soviet Union ceased to exist. Russia
instead sought international recognition for its new status as the
successor state to the USSR, and thereby inherited the responsibility
for international treaties and obligations that had previously be-
longed to the Soviet Union.”® The same year, the Warsaw Pact also
ceased to exist.

As described in chapter three, the period between 1988 and 1991
constitute one of the most dynamic periods of EPC development.
Although the year 1987 saw a slight decrease in the number of

2 Jénsson 1992, p. 25.

* Hiester 1991, p. 38; Haslam 1991, p. 491.

** Herrmann 1991, pp. 220ff.; Allen 1992, p. 123; Allen 1997, p. 221.
% Sakwa 1996, pp. 276f.

* Ibid., pp. 277f.



statements issued in the EPC framework, it saw an increase in
statements directed at states that had never before received any
collective attention from the EC members. The following years
during this period saw quite dramatic increases in both the frequency
of EPC statements in general and the number of new states ad-
dressed. Not until 1991, however, were these increases followed by
any substantial changes in the number of statements containing
references to further activities (either threatened/promised or under-
taken).

This again goes against the proposition that a diminishing threat
from a major state should weaken the will to pursue a collective
foreign policy. With the definition of “changing threats” as presented
above, this period therefore gives no support to the balance-of-threat-
thesis.”

Cheerleader to the West 1992—1993

Having lost its ability for global power projection, the new Russian
foreign policy turned markedly pro-Western and aimed at showing a
constructive role towards the West in international politics.”® The
Cold War was definitely over.

The new Yeltsin government seemed intent on removing much
of the “burden of the past” and was both accommodating and
supportive of Western governments’ views and initiatives.” Two of
the most telling examples were Russia’s acceptance of the UN sanc-
tions against Yugoslavia in 1992, despite its self-proclaimed status as
Serbia’s historical protector, and its support for the deployment of

the UN peace-keeping missions in Croatia and Bosnia.*

7 Were we, however, to add the threats emanating from the uncertainty related to a
possibly failing state, this period may obviously be interpreted as a period of an
increasing threat from the east of the EC. In that case, the intensified activities within
the EPC framework could arguably have co-varied with a changing threat at this time.
% Kozhemiakin 1997, p. 63; Gow 1997, p. 186.

* Bazhanov 1997/98, pp. 16f.

% Gow 1997, p. 194; Kozhemiakin 1997, p. 64.



Russian ties with former friends of the Soviet Union around the
world, on the contrary, became increasingly strained. The relations
with the remaining Communist regimes (North Korea, China,
Vietnam and Cuba) were reduced, and other former clients of the
Soviet Union were also alienated.®' The far-reaching global aspira-
tions of the USSR were, in other words, gone in the immediate post-
Soviet period, and substituted with a cooperative attitude towards the
West.®? Thus, Russian foreign policy during this period was guided
by the complete opposite of an expansive or threatening policy.

In the EPC framework, this period would best be described as a
stand-still with no dramatic changes taking place in the number of
statements issued. The only dimension of the EPC that continued to
increase during this period was the number of new states addressed.
This was, as shown in chapter three, at least partly a result of the
proliferation of newly independent states in Central and Eastern
Europe, such as Moldova, Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and the
four former Yugoslav republics Croatia, Slovenia, Bosnia-
Herzegovina and Macedonia. The, at times, innovative EPC initia-
tives in relation to the Balkan conflicts during this time constituted
individual novelties in the collective foreign policy, but can clearly
not be attributed to a currently increased threat from Russia during
the time.

Thus, the Soviet-threat-as-glue hypothesis, again, can not be
substantiated during this period. With the Soviet threat virtually
extinguished, and replaced with a smaller and openly pro-Western
successor state, the rationale behind the EPC, according to this
proposition should have weakened and the collective foreign policy
activities should have diminished. Furthermore, to the extent that it
would have been the Cold War in itself that had forced the EC
members to concert on foreign policy matters, as some have claimed,

this period should equally have shown a down-grading of the EPC.

¢ Bazhanov 1997/98, p. 17.
6 Sakwa 1996, p. 278; Gow 1997, p. 186.



Concern over “near abroad” and Yugoslavia 1993-1995

As early as 1993, however, Russian policy started to shift towards a
somewhat more assertive voice in international politics, in particular
in relation to many of the former Soviet republics (the “near abroad”)
but also in its relations with the Western states over the policies
towards former Yugoslavia. Involvement and/or outright Russian
interventions also took place in relation to Georgia over joining the
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), Ukraine over the Black
Sea fleet and the Crimean peninsula, and Moldova and the Baltic
states over Russian minorities.”> Direct Russian involvement was
also at least alleged in the overthrow of the Azerbaijani president in
1993, as well as in the subsequent undermining of the new president
as his views differed from Moscow’s over the exploitation of Caspian
Sea oil. Russia also sought to gain international recognition of the
CIS as a regional and international organisation, and Foreign Minis-
ter Kozyrev even went so far as to refer to the former Soviet republics
as a de facto Russian dominion.* Furthermore, in November 1993,
Russia adopted a new military doctrine that set out rules for the
army’s involvement in the “near abroad.” The doctrine also aban-
doned the previous Soviet policy of never being the first country to
use nuclear weapons.®

The tone in Russian foreign policy also changed somewhat in
relation to the United States. For instance, in November 1994, after
disagreements over policies towards Yugoslavia, Russia refused to
sign already agreed documents concerning NATO’s Partnership for
Peace initiative.® Russia also again voiced objections against the
NATO decision to threaten the Bosnian Serbs with air strikes in
early 1995. During the same period, however, Russia concluded
agreements with Estonia and Latvia on the withdrawal of troops from

% Bazhanov 1997/98, p. 225 Allen 1997, p. 232; Kozhemiakin 1997, pp. 70ff; Gow 1997,
pp. 192ff.

¢ Kozhemiakin 1997/98, pp. 71f.; Allen 1997, pp. 232f.

© Webber 1996, p. 159; Economist, November 13, 1993.

% Sakwa 1996, p. 280.

¥ Owen 1995, pp. 264{t.
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the territories of the two former Soviet republics.®® In the end,
Russian relations with the West were not severely damaged and by
1997 Russian cooperation with NATO was institutionalised in the
Founding Act on Mutual Relations, and a NATO-Russia Permanent
Joint Council was established.®’

A somewhat different change also took place during this period.
With the fourth enlargement of the EU in January 1995, the geo-
graphical distance between the Union and Russia diminished. The
Finnish accession to the Union gave the EU a new, two thousand
kilometres long, border with Russia. The border even contained a
latent border conflict between Finland and Russia over the Karelia
area.”

This period, of both increased Russian assertiveness and a
change in geographic proximity to the EU, was followed in 1995—
1996 by an increase in EPC/CFSP activities in general, as described
in chapter three. This increased activity also included a more active
common policy towards Russia. It included inter alia the signing of
a Partnership and Cooperation Agreement with Russia already in
mid-1994, and the adoption of a European Union Action Plan for
Russia in 1996. In the Action Plan, the EU members expressed a
commitment “to establishing a substantial partnership with Russia
in order to promote the democratic and economic reform process, to
enhance respect for human rights, to consolidate peace, stability and
security in order to avoid new conflict lines in Europe and to achieve
the full integration of Russia into the community of free and democ-
ratic nations.””! The Plan contained numerous initiatives (new and
old) which the EU pledged to continue, including the areas of
disarmament, arms export controls, conflict prevention, the role of
the OSCE in Chechnya, retraining of demobilised Soviet army
personnel, and increased EU-Russia cooperation with a view to
prevent and suppress illegal traffic in nuclear material, just to

% Kozhemiakin 1997, p. 64.

% Duke 2000, p. 155.

7 Prozorov 2004.
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mention a few. The EU activities in regard to Russia constituted
however only a very small portion of the total CFSP activities.
Nonetheless, this period constitutes one of the few periods during
which the proposition about a major threatening state as a force
behind increased collective foreign policy cannot be refuted.

NATO enlargement and the Kosovo controversy 1998—1999

In 1998 and 1999, Russian rhetoric again took on a more assertive
tone in relation to two distinct events: NATO enlargement and
NATO’s military intervention in Kosovo. In connection with the
Alliance’s decision to welcome the Czech Republic, Poland and
Hungary into the club, the political language used by Moscow was
quite severe. It seems however that the rhetoric far surpassed the
concrete steps that Russia took to counter the decision.”” A more
tense situation developed however after NATO’s plans and subse-
quent decision to use force in response to the conflict in Kosovo, as
Russia blocked a UN Security Council resolution to that effect.”?
Nonetheless, Russia did not, despite allusions to that effect, provide
Milosevic with air-defence systems or in any other way break the
arms embargo imposed by the UN against Yugoslavia.”

The boldest Russian move during the Kosovo war took place af-
ter the air strikes, and in connection with the deployment of the
NATO-led Kosovo peace-keeping force (KFOR). In an attempt to
secure a substantive role for Russia in the discussions on the future
of Kosovo — including a separate Russian zone in the UN-led
administrative mission in post-war Kosovo — Russian peace-keepers
stationed in Bosnia were ordered to relocate and in effect “occupy”
Pristina’s airport ahead of the arrival of the KFOR troops. They
refused to leave despite NATO’s demands, but later had to ask
KFOR troops to deliver basic supplies such as water. Despite having
resulted in a considerably cooler relationship between Russia and the

72 Art 1998, p. 387.
3 Economist, October 10, 1998; Mandelbaum 1999, p. 7.
7 Economist, March 20, 1999; Economist, March 27, 1999.
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West, the discussions on how to secure peace in Kosovo went on,
and eventually a Russian contingent was placed under the KFOR
structure.”

This last period clearly coincided with greater cohesiveness in
the EU’s collective foreign policy. During 1998, the number of
CEFSP statements issued again increased, only to take a slight down-
turn in 1999. The content of the statements, in terms of actions
undertaken, increased substantially, as did the details and variety of
the thematic coverage. Though few statements were concerned with
Russia, two of them did, however, signal a wish to deepen security-
related cooperation between the EU and Russia. The first was the
adoption of the Union’s common strategy on Russia. It was the first
common strategy ever adopted by the EU, and it spelled out the
EU’s objectives for its partnership with Russia, the means whereby
the EU planned to implement the strategy, and specific policy areas
which the EU prioritised in this work.”® The second notable CFSP
activity this year in relation to Russia was the Joint Action on a
cooperation programme on non-proliferation and disarmament in

Russia.””

The viability of the balance-of-threat thesis

In sum then, the changes in EPC and CFESP activities rarely, if ever,
coincided with any visible changes in the expansionist or offensive
tendencies of the Soviet Union or later, changes in Russian foreign
policy. The argument that the EPC developed primarily due to the
threat facing the EC member states during the Cold War seems to
have little support in the actual policy development. It is even harder
to sustain for the period after the Cold War, as it would be difficult
(although supposedly not impossible) to underpin the argument
that Russia by the end of the 1990s would have posed more of a

> Mandelbaum 1999, p. 7; Economist, June 19, 1999.
7% European Foreign Policy Bulletin, doc. 99/104.
77 1bid., doc. 99/266.



threat to the EU members that did the USSR during at least parts of
the Cold War.”®

Only twice — in connection with the Balkan wars in the mid-
1990s and the Kosovo crisis in 1998—99 — did changes in the CFSP
clearly coincide with changes towards a more assertive or expansionist
Russian foreign policy. Interestingly, however, the changes in the
CESP that were constituted by a step-up in the policy towards Russia
were primarily aimed at increased cooperation with the eastern neigh-
bour. This is clearly not a policy development that would have been
predicted by the balance-of-threat thesis, and is not a policy devel-
opment that resembles any type of classic balancing behaviour. These
specific changes in the CFSP are rather examples of a policy to
diminish the potential threat from Russia, by tying it into new
arrangements and agreements that would be both politically and
economically costly for Russia to abandon.”” Much EU attention has
been directed at the political instability in Russia, and the fate of the
Russian nuclear arsenal, but the reaction has not in any visible way
been to “balance” the threat but rather to try and abate it at the
source.

The balance-of-threat hypothesis can thus not, and certainly not
by itself, satisfactorily explain the growth of the EPC/CFSP since its
inception in 1970. The findings in this chapter rather suggest that
the link between threats from a major state and foreign policy coop-
eration, if there is one at all, is more likely the opposite of the bal-
ance-of-threat-thesis. During periods with a lesser threat from the
Soviet Union and later Russia, the EU members have often also
stepped up their foreign policy cooperation. As will be shown in the
next chapter, however, these events are most likely nothing but
coinciding trends without any causal links. There may well be far
better explanations available.

7 The most important question related to this possible uncertainty is obviously whether
the EU members perceived Russia during the 1990s as a greater threat than that posed
by the Soviet Union in the previous decades. At any rate, judging from the Swedish
defence planning, it seems as if that has certainly not been the case (see for instance
Bengtsson & Ericson 2001, pp. 189f.).

” Cf. Hoffmann 1995/1991, p. 283.



CHAPTER SIX

Balancing Global Influence?

THE MOST ELEGANT AND TIME-HONOURED theory of international
order, as one prominent American scholar quite correctly points
out, is that “order is the result of balancing by states under condi-
tions of anarchy to counter opposing power concentrations or
threats.”! In the previous chapter, however, it was demonstrated that
this theory of international order could not serve to explain why a
group of European states increasingly act collectively on issues related
to international security management. At least, one might add, the
theory was not particularly helpful in our case if “opposing power
concentrations or threats” were interpreted to mean an actor or power
seen as a threat by the cooperating states. But, what if we were instead
to interpret an “opposing power concentration” as being the power
with the greatest influence in the international system??

THE DESIRE FOR GLOBAL INFLUENCE

As discussed in chapter two, the balance of power thesis may in fact
generate three different propositions about what type of power a

' Tkenberry 2002, p. 3.

* In a sense, it would perhaps be more correct to say that this alternative interpretation
of the balance of power thesis rests on equating the “opposing power concentration”
with the power that possesses the degree of influence that the cooperating states would
wish to have. Seeing, however, that the case under study here consists of EU members
that — contrary to many other states in the international system — have no hesitation
about wanting to affect events and situations around the world, we may from the
outset speak of the “opposing power concentration” as the actor with the greatest
global influence.



group of states should be assumed to balance. The first one, the
balancing-military-assets-thesis was discarded immediately, and the
second one, the balancing-a-common-threat-thesis, was found quite
irrelevant in the previous chapter. We are thus left with the third of
Jeffrey Hart’s proposed conceptions of power: the ability to influence
events. Also when conceiving of power as the ability to influence
international events, we may again use a number of mostly realist
assumptions that will generate an alternative proposition about when
cooperation on international security management should increase as
a result of external events.

An overlooked balance-of-influence argument

The first assumption, then, would be that states are influence-
maximisers. Secondly, we should continue to assume that coopera-
tion on international security management can be seen by states as
one possible balancing strategy. However, and contrary to the
balance-of-threat thesis, the balancing behaviour would be assumed
to be undertaken not in relation to a particularly threatening actor
but in relation to the most influential actor in the system. Thirdly, also
by analogy with the reasoning on why states form military alliances,
we may assume that states’ attitudes towards institutionalised coop-
eration as a balancing strategy will depend on how they perceive the
optimal balance between influence gains from collective action and
autonomy losses resulting from the same action.’

Cooperation should then take place only if the perceived benefits
of doing so are greater than the costs. As long as there is no strongly
perceived need to balance influence, the autonomy losses may often
outweigh the influence gains from collective action, thereby account-
ing in part for the rare occurrence of institutionalised cooperation in
the “high politics” field.* We may however also assume that when

’ Cf. Snyder 1997, pp. 43f.

* This argument is analogous to that of Morgenthau (1948/1993, p. 197), who argued
that a “nation will shun alliances if it believes that it is strong enough to hold its own
unaided or that the burden of the commitments resulting from the alliance is likely to
outweigh the advantages to be expected.”



the need for international influence seems particularly high, the
perceived gains from collective action should outweigh the autonomy
losses. Such a need for increased international influence should be
most acutely felt during times when the most influential actor
pursues policies that the potentially balancing states disagree with,
thereby highlighting the need for collective action in order to increase
influence.

In other words, these assumptions also lead to a proposition
about when we should expect variation in the perceived need for
cooperation. The perceived gains from cooperation should be most
visible during times when the most influential actor pursues policies
that some or all of the potentially balancing states disagree with.
Thus, diverging views between the cooperating group and the most
influential actor over international security management should
induce intensified cooperation. And, conversely, if the most influen-
tial actor(s) pursue international strategies that are perfectly in line
with the preferences of the balancing states, the perceived need to
cooperate should be at a stand-still or perhaps even decrease. The
need to influence international events should, simply put, be smaller
if an influential actor takes care of the business in a way that the
cooperating group approves of.

In sum, we arrive at the proposition that the balancing is under-
taken in relation to the influence of other actors in the international
system, and that foreign policy cooperation should, in particular,
develop or intensify after periods of disagreements with the most influen-
tial actor over how to manage international events that are of some
importance to both parties.

Contrary to the balance-of-threat-thesis, as discussed in the pre-
vious chapter, this line of reasoning should hold even if the cooper-
ating group does not in any immediate way perceive major actor(s) to
constitute a threat to their own security. Disagreements over security
related issues may equally materialise among the closest of allies.’
This balance-of-influence-thesis, as we might call it, should thereby
even hold equally well in relation to the conditions within a group of

> Cf. discussion in Jonsson 1979, p. 73; Wallander 1992, p. so.



states that are closely tied together in collective security arrangements.
By analogy with the balance-of-threat thesis, the need to balance
should be most strongly felt in relation to the most influential actor,
even if that actor happens to be a major ally and friend. During the

period analysed in this study, the globally most influential actor has
been the US.¢

The empirical balancing-the-US-influence argument. ..
The relationship between the EC/EU and the United States, throug-

hout the post-war period, has been a paradoxical one. On the one
hand, the relations have rested on a complex and interdependent
relationship, founded on a very wide set of shared values and pur-
poses. On the other hand, the relations have also been marked by
competition, disagreement and crises over both the nature of the
relationship itself and over policies towards other parts of the world.”

The view that EPC was initiated — at least in part — in order to
influence international events is hardly controversial. The suggestion,
however, that EPC and its successor CFSP might have continued to
develop primarily as a result of a generally perceived wish to balance
American influence on international affairs is more rarely found in
the academic empirical literature. There are however some analysts
who have pointed out a possible link between the two on some
specific occasions. For instance, and although referring primarily to
military matters and the Western European Union (WEU), Simon
Duke has argued that during the EPC years, a series of disputes
between the US and its allies “encouraged greater exploration of
European security co-operation.” John Peterson and Elizabeth
Bomberg have argued that during the early years, “EPC became a
form of self-defence to try to ensure that the Community’s prefer-
ences were not discounted, or even ignored [by the Nixon admini-

¢ Although arguably with some competition, at times, from the Soviet Union during the
Cold War.

7 Smith, M. 1978, pp. 26f.; Haass 1999, p. 1.

¢ Duke 2000, p. 73.



stration].” Writing more specifically on the effects of the strained
transatlantic (and intra-European) relations after the Yom Kippur
War and the oil crisis, Christopher Hill argued in 1978 that “the
growing consensus on the need for a common European foreign
policy of some kind testifies to the surviving desire to play an
important role in world affairs, if not as individual middle-rank
states, then as a collectivity.”lo

Taking a broader sweep, David Allen and Michael Smith wrote a
few years later that in “their reactions to Camp David, to the Iranian
revolution, to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, to the events in
Poland and to the question of economic sanctions, the Europeans did
indeed begin to build common postures [...] around their mutual
differences with the United States.”'' Almost two decades on, after
the transatlantic (and intra-European) rows over how to handle Iraq
in 2003, Frasier Cameron pointed out that the “EU has often moved
ahead in the past after such situations.”!?

A slightly different version of this thesis has also sometimes
been put forward by scholars who argue that the EU members
sometimes have stepped up their cooperation on foreign policy
during periods when the US was either showing little interest in
exerting its international influence over issues that were important to
the EU members or was swiftly changing strategies on international
issues. One observer has for instance noted that the EC members
were able to act in concert within the context of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) mainly because “the
United States displayed a general disinterest in the CSCE process
during its initial phase.”’® Another EPC-analyst has argued that the
EPC was “subtly counterbalancing occasional abrupt fluctuations in
American foreign policy.”'® Writing specifically about common
defence policies among the European states and the American mili-

? Peterson & Bomberg 1999, p. 229.

' Hill 1978, p. 13.

"' Allen & Smith 1984, p. 189.

2 Cameron 2003.

" Tsakaloyannis 1991, p. 37.; cf. Nuttall 1992, p. 57.

" Pijpers 1991, p. 27. For a similar argument, see Featherstone & Ginsberg, 1996, p. 8.



tary presence in Europe, Michael Howard has also observed that:
“the fear of abandonment by the United States, whether at the whim
of an irresponsible president or by the votes of an understandably
resentful and parsimonious Congress, is a very effective incentive in
hastening such integration.”™ Neither of these scholars has however
tested these arguments in a more systematic manner over time.

Judging from both these empirical observations and from the
balance-of-influence thesis as presented above, it is not so far-fetched
to ask whether we may perhaps see, throughout the history of the
EPC/CESP, changes in the collective foreign policy following periods
when the preferred European and American strategies, primarily
towards events in the rest of the world, have differed (:onsiderably.16
These events should serve as impulses toward increased cooperation
by boosting the political will to attempt to exert European influence
over international events.

... and its opponents

More often, however, CFSP-analysts tend to argue in favour of a
reverse relationship, or at least a caveat in the above, by focusing
primarily on the heavy European dependence on US security guaran-
tees. By assuming that EPC could never have been initiated without
the basic security provided by the American military presence in
Europe and the mutual defence guarantees of the Atlantic alliance,
many argue that a collective European voice in international affairs
will only be possible as long as the transatlantic link is alive and

"> Howard 1987/88, p. 482.

' Tt is however also possible that we should expect changes in the CFSP during or after
shifts in the US strategies towards European security. Periods of diminished American
interest towards European security affairs should be assumed to generate increased
cooperation, as such a situation too would signify differing preferences over strategies
between the EU members (or maybe even more correctly European members of both
NATO and the EU) and the US, at least as long as the Europeans want to keep the
American security guarantees. Such periods should be interpreted, by most or all EU
members, as events that highlight the need for cooperation. Thereby, the political will
to formulate collective positions and activities should increase.
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healthy.!” There will furthermore, according to this view, constantly
be EU members that value the transatlantic relationship over a
collective EU stance on foreign affairs.'® The result during the Cold
War, as William Wallace has argued, was that a common EPC line
was rarely sustained for very long if the US was of another opinion:

The dependence of West European states on American military
commitment, during the cold war, limited the attractions of this bal-
ancing strategy to other states, the German government most of all.
Over Middle East policy, in 1973-4 and again in 1981, European
governments deliberately diverged from the line set by American
leadership, provoking sharp transatlantic disagreements and a retreat
from the autonomous approaches briefly adopted.!?

According to this view, many EU members should, in particular,
show less interest in a collective foreign policy if/when they fear a
reduction in US attention to European security. That is, if the US
reduces its interest in influencing events in the European continent,
including its willingness to provide a military presence, cooperation
between the EC/EU members should become more difficult to
sustain. This proposition has for instance been advanced by Joseph
Joffe, who claims that cooperation was made possible and easy under
Pax Americana. The situation, he argues, would however be entirely
different were the US to withdraw from Europe:

The habits of cooperation would not be unlearned, but its practice
would once again be soured by the logic of relative gain. [...] Pres-
sures for self-sufficiency would mount, inevitably leading natons to
contribute less to the “collective good” of security rather than more.
[...] Facing a new demand curve for security, individual West Euro-
pean states would not necessarily engage in communal production
but might scour the market for substitutes.?

'7 See for instance Kupchan 1998, p. 43; cf. Mearsheimer 1990, pp. 47f.

'8 See for instance Art 1996; and Gordon 1997/98.

1 Wallace 2002.

* Joffe 1987, p. 188. For similar arguments related to the EC/EU, see for instance Waltz
1979, pp. 70f.; and Art 1996, p. 36. For an opposite argument, i.e. that the fundamental
rationale for European integration was security concerns between the members, but



In other words, and to put it rather bluntly, according to these
observers the global influence of the US should rather make it quite
difficult to forge a collective foreign policy among the EU member
states. Instead of being a driving force behind the development of the
CESP, the US, in this view, is rather a dividing force and thereby
one of the reasons behind the CFSP failures. Allen and Smith have
for instance identified the “special relationship” between the UK and
the US as a “sticking-point” in the development of the CFSP.?! In a
similar vein, two other observers argue that “the attitude taken by the
US towards the EU as a whole helps explain why the latter has been
unsuccessful in attaining the position of significant international
actor.”® These observations, which in some ways run counter to the
examples quoted above, should further highlight the value of sys-
tematically testing the viability of the balance-of-influence thesis.

THE HISTORY OF TRANSATLANTIC DISUNITY

In other words, can the successive development of the EPC/CFSP
possibly be linked to periods of transatlantic disunity? Answering
that question requires an account of the history of transatlantic
quarrels since 1970, and a comparison with the stepwise development
of the CFSP. Therefore, and for reasons of theory testing, the follow-
ing is in no way a picture of EU-US relations on security policy
issues in general, but rather a very selective story, consisting only of
the bits and pieces of transatlantic history that cover the occasions of
disunity.” Fach “period of disunity” is first described generally, and
subsequently contrasted with the changes in the EPC/CFSP as
described in chapter three. Sometimes, the periods have not been

that an increased unilateralist stance from the US nonetheless would lead to increased
cooperation between the Europeans, see Heurlin 1992, p. 80.

' Allen & Smith 19971, p. 105.

* Chari & Cavatorta 2003, p. 26.

» Therefore, while the following account may inadvertenty give the impression that
the EU-US relations have been plagued by constant disunity over the last decades, no
such message is intended. If anything, Alyson Bailes’ (2003) suggestion of an “appar-
ently Panglossian thesis of a US/European love-hate-love cycle” should in many ways
better reflect the view on transatlantic relations underpinning this chapter.
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very far apart in time, and on at least one occasion even difficult to
separate from one another. When such periods have nonetheless
been portrayed as separate below, this choice has rested upon the
judgement that the previously contentious issues have fallen into the
background while others have instead surfaced.

Neglected and quarrelling over the Middle East 1972—1974

By the beginning of the 1970s, and in the international climate of
détente, relations between the United States and the EC were not
characterised by any serious disagreements.”® One issue that had
raised concerns in Western Europe at the turn of the decade was the
uncertainty about the continued American military presence in
Europe. Burdened by its huge military expenditures abroad, the US
Congress sought in 1969, and again in 1971, to reduce significantly
the US military presence in Europe. Both times the Administration
resisted the legislation. The second time, however, the defeat of the
Congress nonetheless resulted in stronger pressure on the European
allies to assume a greater role in the burden-sharing of the defence
costs.?

By 1972, however, a period of gradually more strained relations
started to emerge. Whereas the SALT I treaty between the US and
USSR had formalised détente and signalled improved relations
between the superpowers, it had also been agreed without the inclu-
sion of other NATO members, even the two European nuclear
powers France and the UK. For the EC members, this seemed to
signal that the Nixon administration saw relations with the Soviet
Union as taking precedence over relations within the alliance.?® This
was a feeling that lingered on during the following year.

Between the EC members, a belief that political integration was
on the move had started to sink in. In October 1972, at the Paris
summit of EC Heads of State or Government, the EC members

* Joffe 1987, p. 12.
» Duncombe 2001; Nuttall 1992, p. 82.
* Hiester 1991, pp. 32f.



declared their aim of “transforming before the end of the present
decade the whole complex of their relations into a European Un-
ion.” The decision to enlarge the Community had already been
made, and the EC members were themselves surprised over their
successful collective approach to the Helsinki Conference (which was
later to turn into the CSCE).?® In the midst of this optimism, the
US decided to call for a new “Atlantic Charter,” which was to contain
a transatlantic “agenda for the future” on economics, diplomacy, and
defence. The call was issued by Henry Kissinger in April 1973, in a
speech that proclaimed 1973 a “Year of Europe.”

However, that speech was not well received in Western Europe.
Kissinger suggested in it that the US had global interests and respon-
sibilities, whereas the EC only had regional ones, something which
according to one observer “hurt the pride not only of the traditional
Nation States, but also of the nascent European political persona.”
Kissinger also stated that “[d]iplomacy is the subject of frequent
consultations but is essentially being conducted by traditional
nation-states.”"!

In an apparent reaction to both the call for the Charter and the
American attitude to the EC members’ growing aspirations for a
collective political voice in international affairs, the EC members set
out to elaborate a “Declaration on European Identity.”** The Declara-
tion, it was stated, would “enable them to achieve a better definition
of their relations with other countries and of their responsibilities
and the place they occupy in world affairs.”* It contained an admis-
sion, or an explanation, that the:

7 Quoted in Nuttall 1992, p. 83.

* Wallace & Allen 1977, p. 233.

¥ Kissinger 1973.

% Nuttall 1992, p. 86; cf. Gardner 1997, pp. 4f.

3! Kissinger 1973.

* Nuttall 1992, pp. 88f. As one observer puts it, it was “almost a cultural shock to the
American administration when, in 1973, the Nine sent the Danish Foreign Minister to
represent them at the opening of the negotiations with Henry Kissinger” (Rummel
1988, p. 137).

% The Declaration on European Identity is published in Bulletin of the European
Communities 12—1979.



present international problems are difficult for any of the Nine to
solve alone. International developments and the growing concentra-
tion of power and responsibility in the hands of a very small number
of great powers mean that Europe must unite and speak increasingly
with a single voice if it wants to make itself heard and play its proper
role in the world.

It was a signal that the EC too had global interests, and was seem-
ingly a direct reply to Kissinger’s speech. The declaration listed the
EC’s accomplishments and aspirations throughout the international
system. It spoke, for instance, of the EC’s interest in preserving the
historic links with the Middle East, a policy for development aid in a
world-wide scale, a balanced world economic system, contributing to
cooperation with the USSR, the relations with China, the relations
with other Asian states, the traditional bonds with Latin America,
and of the EC members’ contribution to international progress by
adopting common positions in for instance the UN. Maybe most
importantly, it stated that the close ties with the US did “not conflict
with the determination of the Nine to establish themselves as a
distinct and original entity.” It also stated that cooperation should be
developed with the US “on the basis of equality and in a spirit of
friendship (emphasis added).”

To a large extent, the worsening relations across the Atlantic
stemmed from disagreements over how to handle issues related to the
Middle East conflict. The diverging views over strategies towards the
Palestinian question had already begun to surface in 1971, but the
October war in 1973 made matters worse. The EC members had a
view of the events that was fundamentally different from that of the
United States. The latter, fearing a Soviet intervention, was perceived
by the Europeans as being obsessed with the Soviet threat. Nor did

the Europeans share the wholehearted American support for Israel.*

The EC members (including the UK) even denied the Americans
use of NATO military bases for airlifting war material to Israel.
Instead, the US had to conclude an agreement with Portugal on the

3 Allen & Smith 1984, p. 188; Joffe 1987, p. xii; Peterson 1996, pp. 38f.; Bronstone 1997,
p. 74.



use of the Azores Islands as a logistics centre.”” As one analyst wrote,
the October war “helped to restore faith in the possibilities of a
united Europe,” and consultations “on all levels, particularly between
British and French officials, acquired new impetus.”

Meeting in Brussels in November the same year, the EC foreign
ministers issued a “Declaration by the Nine on the Situation in the
Middle Fast.””” The declaration countered the American diplomatic
efforts in almost every respect. It led the Israelis to express both
“dismay” and “surprise,” and Kissinger privately to express “disgust”
with the Europeans.®® The declaration mentioned for the first time
“the legitimate rights of the Palestinians,” and also called for the peace
negotiations to be placed “in the framework of the United Nations.”
The latter was a response to the US who had, together with the USSR
and the parties to the conflict but with the exclusion of the EC
members, convened the Geneva conference in order to find a solu-
tion to the conflict.

A month later, as Kissinger was intensely pursuing his “shuttle
diplomacy” with a view to finding a solution within the Geneva
conference, the EC Heads of State and Government met in Copenha-
gen. The summit received an unexpected visit by a delegation of
Arab foreign ministers, who had been encouraged by the support in
the EPC declaration a month earlier. They proposed the initiation of
a Euro-Arab dialogue, and demanded an immediate reply. Taken by
surprise, the EC states cautiously signalled a positive response, while
anticipating American reactions. The news was not cordially received
by Kissinger who, as two experts have put it, was “driven to near
distraction” when learning about the announcement.” This event
further exacerbated American irritation over the Europeans’ med-
dling in affairs where they could not themselves contribute construc-
tively. %

% Calvocoressi 1991, p. 60; MERIP Reports No 22, Nov. 1973, p. 24; Sus 1974, pp. 73f.
% Sus 1974, p. 69 and 74.
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The nine EC members thus disagreed with the US not only over
how to handle the war, but also over relations with the oil-producing
Arab states, over energy policy, and over nuclear non-proliferation
which became an increasingly politicised issue in connection with the
discussions on alternative sources of energy in the wake of the oil
crisis, all of which in turn raised great suspicion and irritation in
Washington.*! In the spring of 1974 President Nixon even accused
the EC members of “ganging up” on the United States.”? Kissinger
later commented that it dawned upon the Americans that a “Europe
reasserting its personality was bound to seek to redress the balance of
influence with the United States.”® After a tacit agreement at an
informal ministerial meeting at the Schloss Gymnich outside Bonn,
in April 1974,% the Nine pledged to inform and consult the US on
EPC matters, with a “pragmatic approach” and upon agreement
between themselves. This decision put an end to the openly hostile
relations between Nixon and the EC members.?

This period, with an “atmosphere of recriminations and suspi-
cions™® between the EC members and the US, thus displayed
several transatlantic disagreements over international security man-
agement. However, as was seen in chapter three, no substantial
quantitative changes took place in the EPC framework during this
period. But considering the fact that the EPC had only very recently
been initiated, it produced a somewhat surprising amount of unity
with both the Middle East declarations and the Declaration on
European Identity. The former was called the “first major common
political European move” by French newspapers,”” and the latter
may even be seen as the first stumbling attempt to formulate a
collective view on the group’s global interests and strategies.

1 Regelsberger 1990, p. 58; Lieber 1983, p. 169; Kahler 1983, p. 276; Ifestos 1987, p. 422.
“ Smith, M. 1978, p. 27.
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four).
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There was also, during this period, a slight increase in the
number of statements issued in general, and in fact all the statements
issued in 1974, although admittedly very few, contained references to
actions undertaken by the Nine/EC. Thus the balance-of-influence-
thesis is at least not contradicted for this period. It is also noteworthy
that the years following this period (1976-1978) were characterised by
an absence of any serious transatlantic foreign policy differences, and
also by a stand-still, or even a reduction in EPC activity.

An abundance of crises 1978—1982

Relations between the EC and US improved somewhat during the
Ford administration. Among other things, formal and regular
consultations (twice a year) between the US president and the head of
state or government of the EC Presidency were initiated in 1976.%
Transatlantic relations improved further, at least initially, with the
election of President Carter the following year. Carter seemed com-
mitted to mend transatlantic relations, and in 1978 became the first
ever US president to pay an official visit to the EC Commission in
Brussels.* However, the European worries about being neglected in
relation to the SALT II treaty, as mentioned above, soon turned to
worries about Carter’s increasingly confrontational stance against the
Soviet Union. This resulted in growing scepticism about US deter-
mination to cultivate détente, and generated a somewhat more

positive tone in the European support for SALT I1.>°

During 1979 transatlantic relations took a turn for the worse.’!
The first event in a series of overlapping crises was the quarrels in
1978 over the American development, and planned deployment in
West Germany, of enhanced radiation warheads (ERWs), the so
called “neutron bomb”.>* During the same period, the US brokered

the Camp David accords, and the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty,
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matters that were viewed with concern in Europe, where it was feared
they would preclude rather than promote a comprehensive solution
to the situation in the Middle East.®> Subsequently, the deterioration
in the relations between the superpowers in 1979 was followed by a
number of new disagreements between the United States and its
European partners. Two observers even speak about the “emergence
of a transatlantic conflict syndrome” during this time.>*

In November 1979, in the wake of the Shah’s flight from Iran,
the American embassy in Teheran was invaded and the embassy staff
was taken hostage.”> The United States immediately reacted by
imposing an embargo on Iranian oil, and freezing Iranian assets in
the US. The EC members were also quick to react, this time in
unison. As Douglas Hurd later noted:

The Ten were among the first to make their views plain. They did
this in a series of interviews where all of the Heads of Mission of
Community countries met senior Iranian Ministers and officials
with the Presidency acting as the principal spokesman for the Ten.
In the chaos of the carly days following the seizure of the American
embassy — when the British embassy also was temporarily in the
hands of the students — the Ten were able to speak more plainly to-
gether than if they had been acting as individuals. [...] Later the at-
tractive force of the Ten proved such that the Japanese ambassador
used to join their consultations and demarches.>

The EC members were however considerably more reluctant to
impose sanctions, despite strong American pressure, fearing that
such actions would only weaken the position of the moderates in Iran
and possibly reinforce the links between Moscow and Teheran.
Despite verbally condemning the hostage taking, it took some four
months before the EC finally gave in to US pressure on the issue of
sanctions. They did so after the US had made it clear that it would
otherwise consider military action to free the hostages. By the begin-
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ning of April 1980, the Nine issued a threat of sanctions to Teheran,
and began the preparations. On April 22, the nine foreign ministers
again discussed the issue in the margins of a Council meeting in
Luxembourg. The White House signalled satisfaction and the delay
of any military action until the summer. The Nine were taken as
much by surprise as the rest of the world when President Carter just
two days later nonetheless ordered a military hostage-rescue opera-
tion. The operation failed to release the hostages, and eight Ameri-
cans were killed. Despite the resulting strain in transatlantic
relations, the nine foreign ministers decided in May 1980 to impose
the sanctions against Iran.”’

The hostage-taking in Teheran was followed only weeks later by
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979. The Carter
administration reacted sharply, by immediately imposing economic
sanctions and by voicing a proposal for a boycott of the Moscow
Olympics. SALT II was also put on ice, and Carter proposed large
increases in the defence budget.”® America’s European allies did not,
however, completely share Washington’s reading of the situation and
were somewhat surprised at the harsh American reaction.”® Con-
cerned first and foremost with détente on the European continent,
the Europeans preferred to define the invasion as a North-South
issue. Internally somewhat divided, but united in their general
doubt about the efficiency of sanctions and worried about the effects
on détente, the European response was therefore less dramatic.
Whereas the EC members collectively gave verbal support for the
American measures, the Europeans were less keen on imposing
sanctions of their own. Their immediate reaction was to withdraw the
Community food aid programme for Afghanistan, and to distribute
emergency aid to the Afghan refugees. The EC members also im-
plemented measures to prevent undercutting the US sanctions on

7 Nuttall 1992, pp. 168ff; Calvocoressi 1991, pp. 356f.

’% Kahler 1983, p. 278; Bowker & Williams 1988, pp. 234f.; Martin 1992, p. 191; Lunde-
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grains exports to the USSR.’ A few months later, again after strong
American pressure, the Europeans also agreed to a “no exceptions”
policy on high-technology exports to the Soviet Union.°!

The disagreements over strategies in relation to events both in
Iran and in Afghanistan, in combination with disagreements over
nuclear strategy, created what some have even termed a crisis in
transatlantic relations.®> The strains between the European allies and
the Carter administration increased further during the summer of
1980 when the EC issued its “Venice declaration”, proposing a
different solution to the Arab-Israeli conflict than that advocated by
the US in the Camp David peace process. At the end of Carter’s
presidency, transatlantic relations in general, and relations between
Carter and German Chancellor Helmut Schmidt in particular, were
severely strained.®

Furthermore, the growing unrest in Poland in 1980-1981,
which coincided with the election of Ronald Reagan in the US, did
nothing to improve relations across the Atlantic. The European and
the American responses to the imposition of martial law in Poland in
December 1981 were at variance with one another and showed, again,
fundamental differences in the reading of the situation. When
General Jaruzelsky, pressured by the USSR, proclaimed martial law
in Poland in December 1981, the immediate American reaction was
to announce sanctions against the Polish government, followed by
sanctions directed also against the Soviet Union. The US took the
view that sanctions would serve several purposes, one of which
would be to reduce the Soviet resources available for military spend-
ing. The United States also pressed the West Europeans to follow
suit, but while condemning in strong diplomatic language the
imposition of martial law and warning against an open Soviet inter-
vention, the Europeans did not in any substantial way give in to
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American wishes. The EC members, although also internally di-
vided, were doubtful about the effects of sanctions and instead
emphasised the positive results of economic interdependence and
continued trade. The collective measures taken by the EC states were
limited to certain quota reductions on imports from the Soviet
Union. The EC members refused to put blame on the Polish
government, and never contemplated any Community sanctions
against Poland. The Polish example, according to the European view,
showed that détente had indeed generated positive effects and had
restrained the Soviet Union in its response to the events in Poland.%

The EC-US debate over sanctions against the Soviet Union was
however also closely tied to another transatlantic disagreement that
had already contributed to the strained relations during the last years
of the Carter administration — Western Europe’s participation in the
Siberian natural gas pipeline project. The pipeline, built to transport
natural gas from Siberia to Western Europe, was to be finished in the
mid-1980s and intended to provide ten Western European states
with natural gas from the Soviet Union. The project was largely
financed by EC members (by credits granted to the Soviet Union)
and relied heavily on Western technology.®

One part of the American sanctions against the USSR consisted
of an export ban on components for the gas turbine compressors
built by Western European companies and due for further export to
the Soviet Union for the construction of the gas pipeline.®® A French
firm, capable of producing the same components (under licence
from General Electric) nonetheless continued to provide the pipeline
project with the compressors. West Germany also granted the Soviet
Union over $500 million in new credits, and was contemplating full
financing of the pipeline. By the summer of 1982, this led to an
extension of the American embargo to include component manufac-
turers that were subsidiaries or licensees of American firms. The
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foreign ministers of the EC reacted in unison and disputed the
decision. They also encouraged their firms to disobey what they
perceived to be dubious extraterritorial legislation. In response, the
US imposed new direct sanctions on the European firms that contin-
ued to deliver components to the pipeline project. Instead of a trade
war with the Soviet Union, there seemed to be one developing
between the US and the EC.”” Henry Kissinger called it a crisis that
was “more genuinely, objectively, serious than ever.”8

What already looked like a looming “outright rupture in the

transatlantic relations”®

seemed to worsen further in June 1982 when
Israel invaded Lebanon. The EC members, using for the first time
the new crisis mechanism introduced into the EPC framework the
previous year, were swift in producing a collective stance despite
internal divisions. They agreed to distribute emergency aid to the
refugees in Lebanon, refused to sign the second EC-Israeli Financial
Protocol, and postponed a planned meeting of the Joint EC-Israeli
Cooperation Council.”” They were however not able to keep up the
momentum or to propose any further constructive solutions. France
wanted to extend the EPC position, to recognise the PLO as an
“essential interlocutor” and to mention the Palestinians’ rights to a
state structure of their choice, but did not receive enough support
from the other members. Instead, together with Egypt, France
attempted to move things forward in the UN Security Council. A
French-Egyptian draft Security Council resolution, aimed at renew-
ing the Middle East peace process and re-emphasising the role of the
Palestinians, was however vetoed by the United States.”!

Both the disagreements over the pipeline project and the Middle
East found (at least temporary) solutions in late 1982. The dispute
over the pipeline ended in November, as a deal was struck to the
effect that the American sanctions against European firms would end
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and the US would not oppose the completion of the pipeline in
return for a promise by the West Europeans to refrain from new
high technology agreements with the Soviet Union. The disagree-
ments over the Middle East ended more as a result of lack of internal
European agreement, in combination with the inclusion of France
and Italy in the Lebanese peace-keeping force.”

Thus, by the end of 1982 the transatlantic disagreements seemed
temporarily in abeyance. The Argentine invasion of the Falkland
Islands in April 1982 had not caused any serious quarrels across the
Atlantic. The EC members reacted in unison by imposing sanctions
against Argentina and the EC Commission issued a statement
condemning the aggression “against a British territory linked to the
European Community.””> The US subsequently supported and
followed suit with sanctions against Argentina. The US and its
NATO allies also seemed generally in agreement during the follow-
ing year over the ongoing processes within NATO.”4

During this period, between 1979 and 1982, there was also, for
the first time in the history of EPC, a considerable rise in the num-
ber of statements issued in general. To a large extent, the increase was
accounted for by collective statements on the very issues described
above, in particular the conflicts in the Middle East. But especially in
1981, both new states and new issues, not always related to the above
transatlantic quarrels, also made their way into EPC statements. By
1982, the proportion of statements containing references to activities
undertaken also increased considerably compared to previous years.
Thus, this period of sometimes severely strained relations between
the EC members and the US, primarily over security provision
outside their own geographical boundaries, did indeed coincide with
the first step of significant change in the contents of the EPC on a
general level. It is noteworthy that the Falkland Islands crisis, which
is so far the only military invasion that an EU member has been
subject to since the inception of the EPC, was one of the few interna-

7> Kahler 1983, pp. 293ff; Lieber 1983, pp. 176ff; Nuttall 1992, pp. 218ff.
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tional events that did not cause any serious disagreements between
the US and the EC members.

Could, then, the changes in EPC activities during this period
not equally well have been a reaction to the USSR’s invasion of
Afghanistan rather than the transatlantic quarrels during this period?
Arguably not, because if we study the changes in greater detail, we
will notice that between 1979 and 1982, it was the year 1980 (i.e. the
year immediately following the invasion) that showed the least
change. Also, as noted in chapter five, that explanation would not
adequately account for the notable changes in EPC during 1979.

Star Wars, Libya, and Central America 1983—-1986

Between 1983 and 1986, however, transatlantic relations again became
increasingly strained. Two of the issues causing renewed tensions
were the American plans for a Strategic Defence Initiative (SDI), and
the American policy towards Libya. The initial announcement, by
the Reagan administration in 1983, about the plans for the SDI came
without any prior consultations with the European allies.”” It sig-
nalled again a unilateral turn in American foreign policy. To the
Europeans, the decision seemed to undermine one of the central
NATO doctrines — the avoidance of war by nuclear deterrent — and
would instead provide the US with a protective shield against a
nuclear attack. It also raised questions about future reliance on US
commitments to European security. If the initiative were to be
countered by the Soviet Union, the prospective battlefield between
the superpowers would most certainly be in Europe, where great
offensive military power was projected but where relatively little
defensive power would exist compared to the shielded superpow-
ers.”® The Europeans, however, could not reach an agreement over a
common attitude towards the SDI initiative, which was formally

75 Berkhof 1987, p. 205; Kahler & Link 1996, p. 87.
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launched in 1985, and eventually Germany and the UK ended up
participating in the initiative.””

The simultaneous developments in northern Africa put further
strains on the transatlantic relationship. In 1983, Libya had threat-
ened to march into Egypt, and the same year, first Libyan and then
French troops had entered Chad. The US saw the Libyan actions as a
new Cold War challenge, and sent AWACS intelligence aircraft to
Egypt and offered to support the French militarily in Chad. France,
however, saw the American Cold War rhetoric as unhelpful and
feared it would only aggravate the conflict. Nonetheless, American
ships and aircraft were sent to the coast outside Libya, which only
served to raise several European voices over the American tendency to
oversimplify and place third world conflicts into the familiar pattern
of Cold War thinking.”®

By the mid-1980s, a large increase in international terrorism was
also linked to inter alia Libya. In 1985, the airports in Rome and
Vienna were hit by terrorist attacks, and evidence pointed to Libyan
involvement. The Reagan administration sought to get the Western
Europeans to agree on sanctions, again threatening to use force in
Libya should the EC fail to comply, but the latter refused. The EC
even refused to name Libya as responsible for international terror-
ism, and the only action taken by the EC members were increased
security measures (including airport security and visa policies) and
the setting up of a new working group on international terrorism in
Brussels. Early in 1986, Reagan announced new sanctions against
Libya but excluded subsidiaries of American firms, in order to avoid
renewed European complaints over extraterritorial legislation.”

In April 1986, a bomb exploded in a night club in West Berlin,
killing and injuring American servicemen who frequented the club.
The perpetrators were Palestinians, but said to have links with
Libyan officials in East Germany.® The US reacted with a bombing
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raid against several Libyan targets, including Colonel Qaddafi’s
residence. The Reagan administration first termed the strikes “retalia-
tion”, but later rephrased the language to claim, instead, “self-
defence” according to article 51 of the UN Charter. Whereas the UK
provided indirect military support for the operation, by allowing
American use of British airports, the Europeans in general were not
in agreement with Reagan over the legality or appropriateness of the
air strikes.®’ Many EC members even denied the Americans use of
their air space for the operation. In connection with the American air
strikes, however, the EC members imposed certain diplomatic
sanctions on Libya and also banned arms sales to the country.®? In
response to Libyan threats against individual EC member states, they
declared that any such acts of violence would bring forth “an appro-
priate response on the part of the Twelve.”® These steps by the EC
encouraged President Reagan, who again sought to persuade the
Europeans to adopt a new set of sanctions, but with no result.
During 1986, European scepticism over US foreign policy in-
creased further. For instance, the US decided to renew its stocks of
chemical weapons, and signalled a halt in its compliance with the
unratified SALT II treaty. In June 1986, the Twelve agreed that they
needed to strengthen the political dialogue with the US, and by
September they had agreed to confirm formally the already existing
practice of having every Presidency’s foreign minister visit Washing-
ton. They also agreed that the twelve embassies in Washington
should hold regular contacts with the host government. Only weeks
later, however, the US again managed to upset the Europeans as
Reagan and Gorbachev met in Reykjavik in October 1986. Again, it
seemed that decisions about future security provision in Europe were
taken without the involvement of the Western European states.®> In
addition, the discussions held during the Reykjavik summit seemed

8 Steinberg & Spiegel 1987, p. 40; Calvocoressi 1991, pp. 13£.; Joffe 1987, p. xii.
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1990b, p. 183; Allen & Smith 1990, p. 229.
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to signal a serious risk of decoupling US and West European security
strategies and to leave the Europeans more open to security threats
from Soviet conventional forces. These risks, in combination with the
fact that the Europeans had not been consulted beforehand, led to
what some have termed a “full-blown Atlantic crisis”.%

Despite being united in their worries, the EC members were
prevented from discussing defence issues in the EPC framework.
Eventually UK Prime Minister Thatcher took on the task (on behalf
of some of the European allies) of visiting President Reagan to elicit
an explanation and discuss “the way forward on arms control after
Reykjavik”.¥” The Reykjavik meeting however also had another effect;
by raising new worries about the American commitment to European
security, it contributed strongly to the (re)emergence of the discus-
sions about a European pillar within Nato, built around a distinct
European security and defence identity (ESDI). Steps were soon
taken to revive the dormant WEU as a forum for such discussions.®

During the mid-1980s, however, developments elsewhere also
added to transatlantic tensions. One such area was Central America.
The EC’s involvement in the peace process started in 1984, when the
EC foreign ministers met with the Contadora Group and the Central
American republics in San José in Costa Rica to discuss peace
initiatives.®” The foreign ministers from the two EC applicant states,
Spain and Portugal, also participated. The United States, on the other
hand, was not invited and the EC’s peace proposals included among
other things the removal of foreign advisers from Central America
and the cessation of external provision of arms.” The signal was an
implicit response to the American support of, inter alia, the contras

% Allen & Smith 1990, p. 229; cf. Howard 1987/88, p. 479.
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in Nicaragua. By doing this, according to two observers, “the Euro-
peans put themselves into direct confrontation with US policies.”"

The American reaction was hostile, and Washington embarked
on open attempts to exclude Nicaragua from participating in the
ministerial meeting with the EC. The US Secretary of State, George
Schultz, also sent what was perceived as an insulting letter to each of
the EC foreign ministers, urging them not to support the Sand-
inistas. The President of the EC Council, French Foreign Minister
Claude Cheysson, responded: “What business does Reagan have in
any of this? As far as I know, he is neither a member of the EEC nor
of the Contadora group nor of the Central American nations.”**
However, contrary to the controversy over sanctions in relation to
Poland a couple of years earlier, the United States chose not to pursue
the matter further.”?

Another contentious issue during this period was the unex-
pected American intervention in Grenada on October 25, 1983. Only
a few days ahead of the invasion, Washington had still not informed
the Europeans about the plan, something which was perceived by
diplomats in London as a “slap in the face.” Prime Minister Thatcher
had even telephoned Reagan and asked for information, but con-
cluded that “he was not forthcoming on American plans.” She wrote
to him on the eve of the invasion, saying she was “deeply disturbed”
and asked him to reconsider his plans.”* Two days after the invasion,
Claude Cheysson openly condemned not only the invasion as such,
but also the lack of prior consultation on the behalf of the US. Due
to a Greek refusal, the issue was however never put on the formal
EPC agenda. Later, the UK tried to raise the issue informally within
NATO instead, but the US dismissed the idea on the grounds that

Grenada was geographically out of area.”
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In sum, this was a period when, as one historian has put it
America’s European allies had “found themselves relegated virtually
to satellite status, their value judged according to their ‘loyalty,” and
their loyalty assessed by their readiness to accede unquestioningly to
American demands.””® Again, just as during the first years of the
1980s, this period coincided with generally more active foreign policy
cooperation between the EC members. In terms of the EPC state-
ments, the period between 1984 and 1986 marked the second period
of increased activities stemming from the foreign policy cooperation.
This is the more remarkable when considering that the EC members
were severely divided over internal EC policies at the time, and even
refrained for several months from passing any declarations in the
name of the Heads of State and Government.”” In 1985 and 1986,
following what has been called a period when “the US began to
challenge the Soviet Union [...] in a manner unprecedented since the
early Cold War,”® the number of EPC statements grew larger than
ever before.

Contrary to the previous periods described above, the increasing
number of statements during this time is however not primarily
explained by a focus on the events during which the EC members
and the US openly disagreed. As shown in chapter three, the state-
ments during this time testify to a growing global focus, with Latin
America, Africa and Asia receiving more collective attention from the
EC members than ever before. The number of statements containing
references to specific activities undertaken by the EC also increased
compared to 1983. As for the thematic cover of the statements, there
was a sharp rise in the number of statements containing references to
the importance of democracy and human rights. Thus, this period of
diverging transatlantic views on international politics again coincided
with increased activity within the EPC framework.

% Howard 1987/88, p. 490.
7 Regelsberger 1988, p. 8.
% Gaddis 1997, p. 292.
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The shadow of Reykjavik and a lonely superpower 1987-1992

The rest of the 1980s were not characterised by any new serious and
openly voiced security-related quarrels across the Atlantic. Nonethe-
less, the distrust of US foreign policy in other parts of the world, and
the uncertainty in Europe over the American commitment to Euro-
pean security, increased further during the last year of the second
Reagan administration. One observer even claims that “the year 1987
saw relations between the governments of the United States and its
European allies reach a nadir for which it would be difficult to find
an equal — the Suez crisis of 1956 excepted — during the whole of the
postwar period.”’

One matter that seriously damaged the Europeans’ views of US
foreign policy in 1987 was the unfolding revelations, starting in
November 1986, about the Iran-Contra scandal. The Europeans,
having for a long time been pressured by the US on both a strict
policy of no ransom money to terrorists in hostage situations, and on
sanctions against Iran, were shocked to learn about both the arms
transfers to Iran and the connected deals to free American hostages in
Lebanon. The subsequent revelations that payments from the arms
deals had been transferred to support the contras in Nicaragua —
another issue over which the US and the Europeans had for years
held diverging views (see above), further outraged the European
governments. But even more than the content of the Iran-Contra
package, as one analyst has put it, the wide-spread alarm in Europe
stemmed from “the fact that it existed at all, the kind of people
responsible for it, and the light it shed on the nature of Mr. Reagan’s
presidency.”'® The credibility of American foreign policy in general
was seriously damaged.

A huge American budget deficit at the time, in combination
with the resumed détente and the effects it had on various disarma-
ment initiatives, also made the European allies increasingly worried
about the commitment of the US to keep their conventional forces in

* Howard 1987/88, p. 479.
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Europe.'"!

In late 1987, American rhetoric over defence cooperation
in Europe changed. President Reagan quite unexpectedly expressed
unusually strong support for West Europe’s attempts to come up
with a common European voice in the transatlantic security discus-
sions, and also expressed support for the construction of a European
pillar within NATO. He also expressed hopes of an Atlantic alliance
“among equals”, which on the one hand was what the European allies
had long asked for, but which could also be interpreted as part of a
trend of the Americans’ wish to reduce their military presence in
Europe. The Americans furthermore asked the EC members to
accept regular contacts with Washington at the EPC working group
level, but this request was turned down by the Twelve.!*

In late 1988, the Western European uncertainty about US de-
fence commitment in Europe was further reinforced when the Soviet
Union announced, by the end of the year, plans for substantial
reductions of its forces and the withdrawal of parts of its military
presence in Central and Eastern Europe. A Soviet withdrawal raised
fears among many EC members over renewed discussions in Wash-
ington about burden-sharing within the alliance and the rationale
behind a continued American participation in security provision in
Europe.'®

When George Bush took office in early 1989, the American
rhetoric on West European security changed further. Compared to
Reagan, Bush was considerably more prepared to talk about the EC
and US as “partners.” It seems however as if the US over the coming
years was increasingly unsure about its policy towards West Euro-
pean security. During the spring and summer of 1989, Bush
signalled a continued commitment and determination to maintain an

American presence in Europe.'%

Following the dramatic events in
Eastern Europe in late 1989, the Bush administration recognised the

EC’s leading role in the reform process, and also welcomed German
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unification, provided that it would “occur in the context of Ger-
many’s continued commitment to NATO and to an increasingly
integrated European Community.”’” Not long thereafter, however,
as the EC members were discussing the introduction of issues of
defence policy into the new Treaty on European Union, the Euro-
pean capitals received a letter, drawn up by the State Department,
warning against building up a European defence identity within the
EU and containing implicit treats about force withdrawal from the
US side.'® Thus, the period surrounding the end of the Cold War
was clearly marked by an increased uncertainty in Europe over the
continued role of the US in the European security structure.'?’
Between 1987 and 1992, however, there were no serious open transat-
lantic disagreements about international events. Even the eruption of
the Balkan wars generated few disagreements in the first years.

The initial US policy over the accelerating conflicts in Yugoslavia
during 1990 and 1991 signalled US reliance on, and acceptance of, a
leadership role for the EC states. The Bush administration was
hesitant over the United States’ new role as a sole superpower, and
after the Gulf War the Americans were wary of the risk of setting a
new precedent for the US role as a “world policeman” and reluctant
to advocate a military intervention in the Balkans.!® FEarly in the
Balkan conflicts, the EC also started to pursue some policies that
were novel to the EPC framework. The first was the decision in 1991
to send the Troika to negotiate a cease-fire. This was the first time the
Troika not only represented the Twelve, but also negotiated on their
behalf. Another was the setting up of an unarmed European Com-
munity Monitoring Mission (ECMM), which represented the first
time that uniformed personnel were sent out in the name of the
EC.'® Discussions between the EC members, furthermore, also
bordered on military issues, despite the treaty’s exclusion of such
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issues. During one of the many Troika visits to Yugoslavia, Dutch
Foreign Minister Van Den Broek even seems to have used the threat
that the EU might ask the WEU to send “something like a peace force
to the country.”''® At one point, the Twelve also asked the WEU to
look into the possibilities of such a mission to Eastern Croatia.'!!

In sum, the European Union had in general seemed in agree-
ment with the US over international security provision immediately
after the fall of the Berlin Wall, and has sometimes been described as
a cheerleader to the US during the Gulf War.!'? This period can
thus be characterised as starting with a serious blow to the credibility
of US foreign policy, and throughout being a time of unusually high
uncertainty over US foreign and security policy intentions, rather
than displaying open disagreements over policies in other parts of
the world.

Again, this period (which is actually in some ways difficult to
separate from the previous one) coincides with quite substantial
changes in the EPC statements. Between 1987 and 1988, the number
of statements issued rose, with the largest increase up to that point in
EPC history, and continued to rise every year up until 1992, when
the upward trend was temporarily broken. The number of new states
addressed also increased considerably, as did the variety of issues
covered by the statements. As was shown in chapter three, the large
number of new states addressed for the first time during this period
is only partly explained by the proliferation of newly independent
former USSR states. Even more than for any of the previous periods,
these changes were generally not directly connected with specific
policy differences between the EC members and the US. There was
clearly an increasing tendency to address events and issues wherever
they appeared.

In 1989, and again in 1991, the number of statements with refer-
ence to specific actions undertaken also markedly increased. In 1991,
for the first time, there was also a considerable gap between the
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number of references to various diplomatic activities and economic
activities. Whereas the statements mentioning economic measures
increased slightly, the number of statements referring to diplomatic
activities almost tripled between 1990 and 1991. Thus, this period of
distrust in US foreign policy in general, combined with genuine
uncertainty over future US policies towards European security
provision in particular, coincided with the most dramatic increases
in activities in the EPC framework up until this point.

The second half of this period also coincided, of course, with the
end of the Cold War and thus with one of the most dramatic
changes in the international system since the Second World War.
However, the fact that the changes in the EPC started as early as 1988
suggests that the end of the Cold War is presumably not the pri-
mary explanation although we cannot rule out its effects during the
following years. It is in any case debatable whether we should even
assume that large-scale systemic changes should generate such
immediate changes as those seen here.

Disagreeing over Yugoslavia 1993—1995

Along with the intensification of the conflict in Bosnia, US and EU
opinions over strategies also started to diverge. Between 1993 and
1995 the transatlantic relations were marked by a series of disagree-
ments over policies in relation to former Yugoslavia. The relations
sometimes seemed cooler than they had been in decades. One analyst
has termed this period a “break-point” in the Europeanist challenge
to NATO, and another points out that the Yugoslav conflict “caused
some extremely bitter Europe-United States recriminations.”'

With the new Clinton administration in 1993, the US increas-
ingly tended to define the conflict in Bosnia as one with a clear
aggressor (Serbia) against another state (Bosnia), whereas the EU
tended to emphasise that the conflicts were more complex than

that.'"" Many Europeans also feared that the new American presi-
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dent, having won the election on a strong platform on domestic
policies, might reject much of his predecessor’s transatlantic focus.'”

The Clinton administration soon found itself disagreeing with
the Western European states over what strategies to pursue in relation
to the conflict in Bosnia. First, disagreements over the so called
Vance-Owen plan in February 1993 resulted in what one observer
has described as the worst condition in US-European relations since
the Suez crisis of the 1950s.!'® Then, in an attempt to avoid the
engagement of ground troops, President Clinton and Secretary of
State, Warren Christopher, tried during the spring of 1993 to
persuade their European partners to go along with a ‘lift and strike’
policy against former Yugoslavia. It involved a limited lifting of the
arms embargo to allow for arms import by the Bosnian authorities,
and limited air-strikes to deter Serb aggression during the transi-
tional period. Getting no European support, in part due to European
fears of possible retaliation against their own UN troops already on
the ground, the plans for lifting the arms embargo were put on hold
temporarily and did not reach the forefront of the debate again until
August 1994.'"7

At the NATO summit in January 1994, the Clinton administra-
tion showed a renewed interest in the Atlantic Alliance and a deter-
mination to maintain the US presence in Europe. Shortly thereafter,
however, the US began to signal a more unilateralist stance in relation
to the Bosnian conflict, and President Clinton again threatened to
abandon the arms embargo. This led to renewed tensions in transat-
lantic relations, and the situation at the end of 1994 and beginning of
1995 has been described as a new low, “with the NATO alliance in
serious danger of irreparable damage over conflicting European and
American approaches to the conflict in the Yugoslav successor
states.”''® After an increasingly active role played by the US during
1995, and an increasing agreement within the so called Contact
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Group over how to pursue the international peace efforts in Bosnia
(including the use of NATO air strikes), the Dayton peace agree-
ment was signed in November 1995. This event marked a temporary
end to the transatlantic disagreements over the Balkans.

During this period, there was again a visible increase in foreign
policy activities in general, stemming from what had by now turned
into the second pillar of the EU. In 1994 and 1995, the amount of
statements issued grew, although only to reach the 1991 level. In
1996 the number of statements reached a new high. As portrayed in
chapter three, a number of activities in relation to the conflict in the
Balkans accounts for part of the increase, but so did also for instance
the EU’s efforts towards the Great Lakes Region in Africa. Also, other
parts of Africa, the Middle East, and Latin America received in-
creased attention, despite any serious policy differences between the
EU and the US in those particular areas at the time.

During this period, the contents of the statements also became
considerably more detailed, and the proportion of statements refer-
ring to activities undertaken by the EU increased considerably
compared to the immediate post-Cold War period. For instance, the
tendency to dispatch “EU personnel,” whether in the form of for
instance election monitors or so called special representatives, in-
creased considerably during the mid-1990s. Thereby, also this
period of quite serious transatlantic disagreements over security
provision coincided with substantial changes in the CFSP - al-
though not exclusively, or even primarily, related to the very issues
over which EU and US strategy preferences varied.

Extraterritorial legislation and unruly states 19961999

In the spring and summer of 1996, serious transatlantic differences
arose again, this time over the contentious issues of US extraterritorial
legislation and how to handle states that were either assumed to
sponsor terrorism or in other ways caused international concern.

The disagreement started over the Cuban Liberty and Democ-
ratic Solidarity Act (the so called Helms-Burton Act). The Helms-
Burton Act had been passed by Congress and signed by President



Clinton in response to the shooting down of two American civilian
aircraft (owned by Cuban exiles) in international air space outside
Havana in February 1996. The Act aimed at discouraging foreign
investment in Cuba, inter alia by allowing for lawsuits against non-
US firms investing in previously US-owned properties in Cuba and
by denying visas to executives of such firms.'"” The issue of extrater-
ritorial legislation again came to the fore, and while the EU con-
demned the criminal act perpetrated by Castro, the Union also
voiced loud criticism of the Helms-Burton Act. The EU, according
to one observer, “showed a remarkable consensus of opposition” and
“revealed impressive unity.”'?

The disunity between the EU and the US over how to deal with
“rogue states” and international terrorism increased further with the
signing into law of the similar Iran and Libya Sanctions Act (the
d’Amato Act) in August 1996. The d’Amato Act contained similar
provisions for extraterritorial imposition of US law as did the
Helms-Burton Act, and aimed at blocking new investments in Libya

and Iran.'?!

In the following discussions within the EU, several
counter measures were openly discussed. These included trade
sanctions against the US, a regulation preventing European firms to
comply with the US legislation, stricter visa regulations for executives
of US firms, and steps towards a dispute settlement panel in the
WTO.122 Eventually, an EC regulation making it illegal for EU
companies to comply with the US laws was decided upon, and the
EU also threatened to challenge the legality in the WTO. These
commonly voiced European concerns, however, fell on deaf Ameri-
can ears, and the discussions between the EU and the US stalled. The
disagreement became even more acute when, in the autumn of 1997
French, Russian and Malaysian firms announced a $2 billion

investment deal in Iran.'?
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The transatlantic tensions did not subside until a (temporary)
compromise deal was reached in the spring of 1998. It included a US
promise not to enforce parts of the law on European companies in
return for firmer EU control regarding the export of weapons tech-
nology to Iran and closer EU-US cooperation with regard to Cuba. It
also involved a promise from the EU not to pursue the matter
further in the WTO.!?* The agreement, however, was an uneasy
compromise and rested on congressional cooperation, something that
could not be taken for granted in the long run.'® In 1999, threats
again arose from the EU (driven primarily by Spain) to take the US
to the WTO over Washington’s threats against a Spanish hotel
group investing in Cuba.!?

The disagreement over the d’Amato Act in particular was only
one aspect of a wider disagreement over how to handle relations with
Iran. The EU and the US had no problems agreeing on how to
define the underlying complex of problems in relation to Iran.
Concerns were shared over Iran’s support for terrorism, its stand on
Israel, its suspected programme for weapons of mass destruction and
its disregard for human rights.'” The disagreement, again, was
rather on how to deal with these problf:ms.128 In a sense, the diverg-
ing European and American policies had already been visible during
the previous years. In 1993, the Clinton administration had an-
nounced the abandonment of the previous American policy of
reliance on a regional balance of power in the Persian Gulf region
and aimed instead at a policy of “dual containment” of Iran and Iraq.
The US was to build up a considerable military presence in sur-
rounding friendly states and thereby contain both Iran and Iraq.'®
This dual containment policy was announced only months after the
EC had, in December 1992, announced its wish to pursue a “critical
dialogue” with Iran in order to keep channels open, hoping to exert
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at least some degree of influence on the moderates in Teheran.
President Clinton nonetheless tried to persuade the Europeans to
impose sanctions against Iran, but was met with a firm no.'?0
American attitudes towards Iran further hardened in 1995 when,
among other things, it became known that Russia and Iran had

finalised a nuclear reactor deal.!?!

The US imposed new unilateral
sanctions against Iran, banning all trade with and investment in the
country, something that further increased the tensions between the
EU and the US."*? The EU instead continued to advocate the critical-
dialogue track until, in April 1997, a German court found Iranian
authorities responsible for the killing of three Kurdish opposition
members in a restaurant in Berlin. The European Union immedi-
ately called for a halt to any dialogue and the member states withdrew
their ambassadors from Teheran.' This event raised hopes in the
US for a change of opinion in the European capitals with regard to
sanctions. However, the election not long after these events of reform-
minded Mohammad Khatami as President changed the situation.
The EU resumed its relations with Iran, under the new concept of
“constructive dialogue.” Not until the agreement in 1998 between the
EU and the US over the issue of extraterritorial legislation did US
and EU disagreements over Iran recede.!?

By this time however, the Balkans had once again become the
focal point in transatlantic relations. When the conflict in Kosovo
deteriorated during the autumn of 1998, discussions resumed over
the possibilities of a military intervention. It became clear that Russia
and China would veto a Security Council resolution to that effect,
and discussions turned to the possibilities of NATO undertaking
such an operation in spite of these objections. Somewhat surpris-
ingly, and despite occasional dissension over the forms of interven-
tion (ground troops or not) in Yugoslavia, the allies from both sides
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of the Atlantic were at least on the surface united in their support of
the NATO-led air campaign in the spring of 1999. The European
lessons learned, however, were that their defence organisations only
had very limited possibilities for power projection and deployment
of forces outside their own borders. The continued heavy reliance on
the US for any large scale military operations was keenly felt, and
gave rise to renewed debates in Europe over the desirability of some
form of autonomous European defence capability.'?

This last period likewise coincided with new all-time highs in
the CFSP output. In 1996 the number of statements issued was the
highest ever up to that date, and a new record was again set in 1998.
During this period, the CFSP statements also grew considerably
more detailed than ever before. The proportion of statements men-
tioning activities undertaken by the EU increased quite dramatically
in 1999, in particular the statements containing references to various
sorts of political measures. As discussed in more detail in chapter
three, only part of this increase is accounted for by the Kosovo crisis,
whereas for instance an ever growing collective interest in various
parts of Africa also took place during this period. As for Iran, Libya
and Cuba, these states seem to have continued to attract EU attention,
but not to any significantly higher degree than previous years. In
sum, it seems as if this period again, and just like the previous ones,
shows a relationship between transatlantic disagreements and intensi-
fied CFSP activities.

The viability of the balance-of-influence thesis

Thus, during or shortly after all the periods of transatlantic tensions
identified here, the foreign policy cooperation intensified between the
EU members. The only possible exception was the 1972-1974
period. Not even during that period, however, did the EPC activities
decrease following a transatlantic controversy, which in effect means
that this explanation is the only one for which we cannot find one

'» Rodman 1999; Hoffmann 2000, pp. 194f.; and Gow 2002, 218—226.



single case (period) which directly contradicts the expectations
generated by the balance-of-influence thesis.'*

Among the explanations tested in this study, the balance-of-
influence thesis demonstrably has a great deal to offer. It seems quite
certain that the most forceful factor in explaining the successive
“jumps” of the EPC/CFSP, has been a periodically highlighted
realisation among the members — set off by intermittent transatlantic
disagreements over security management — that more efforts were
needed in order to increase the European influence over international
affairs. Or, in the more theoretically informed terminology, that
transatlantic disagreements have repeatedly altered the states’ per-
ceived optimal balance between influence gains from collective action
and autonomy losses resulting from cooperating with others.

Despite, or maybe because of, this almost “perfect match” — un-
usual as those are in political science — this explanation cannot stand
on its own feet. When looking at the evolution over time, the EPC
and then the CFSP have generally kept on developing, while it
would be very difficult (although perhaps not impossible) to argue
that transatlantic security policy relations across the Atlantic have kept
deteriorating at the same pace. On average, these relations have
arguably remained very amicable. Therefore, while capably explain-
ing the “ups” in the EU’s foreign policy cooperation, this theory
cannot explain why the EPC/CESP has not demonstrated any
corresponding “downs” between the periods of transatlantic dis-
agreements. Following each “up,” there must be other factors ex-
plaining why there is no subsequent “slipping back” in the levels of
cooperation. In the next chapter, the link between the findings in
this chapter and the institutionalist ones from chapter four will thus
be discussed, among other things.

136 Tt may be debatable to what extent the years surrounding the end of the Cold War
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CHAPTER SEVEN

Summing Up the Picture

HIS STUDY SET OUT TO EXPLAIN the successive development of the

EU’s collective foreign policy. By studying the sequences of
events over a thirty-year period, an answer has also begun to materi-
alise in the previous chapters. It is now possible to sum up the main
findings and to reflect briefly on some of the implications. These
findings will eventually be put to a test in the next chapter, in the
form of a more in-depth investigation of events during a considera-
bly shorter and more recent period in time.

THE EU’S COLLECTIVE FOREIGN POLICY

The conclusions that may be drawn from the previous chapters are of
two different but connected kinds. The first, discussed in this
section, relates to the EPC/CFSP and the empirical explanation(s) for
its development over time. The second relates rather to the capacity of
the theoretical frameworks to explain the EU’s successively evolving
collective foreign policy. While these are in a sense two sides of the
same coin, they will nonetheless to a certain extent be discussed
separately here, as they may perhaps appeal to two different audi-
ences.

The empirical conclusions

Bearing in mind the uncertainties that are always present in a study
of this kind, we may now, with a relatively speaking high degree of
confidence, conclude that there has been at least one recurrent trend



in the development of the EU’s collective foreign policy. The EU’s
foreign policy cooperation has intensified during (or quite soon after)
transatlantic disagreements over international security management.

This conclusion goes against the common perception, discussed
in the beginning of chapter six, that the problems experienced by the
EU members in reaching agreement on foreign policy matters are at
their greatest when serious differences with the US are involved.
However, at least one of the reasons behind this perception has also
become visible in this study; the new or intensified CFSP activities
have often not been directly related to the contentious issues in
themselves. Instead, they have frequently been constituted by new
policy initiatives in areas that are only partly related or even unre-
lated. That is, even on those occasions when the EU members cannot
agree on a common stance in relation to the one contentious issue,
they seem simultaneously to be unusually able to agree on other
foreign policy issues. Many observers have presumably failed to spot
this relationship because they have focused predominantly on the
contentious issues themselves. It is, generally, the “hot issue” that
attracts most of the attention from media and CFSP-analysts alike.

However, while recurrent transatlantic diplomatic quarrels have
served to highlight the need for intensified EU foreign policy coop-
eration, and thereby driven the EPC and later the CFSP towards new
levels, this observation does not explain why the EU’s collective
foreign policy has rarely taken any serious downturns. The image of
the EPC/CFSP over time does not at all resemble an oscillating
curve, but rather a flight of stairs; the new levels of cooperation
generally stick once they have been established. This observation, as
was shown in chapter four, leads to a second conclusion about the
EU’s foreign policy cooperation; the successively changing institu-
tions have served to lock in the new levels of cooperation and made it
easier to intensify the cooperation further on the next occasion of
transatlantic disputes.

A third observation, also related to the institutional development
but more difficult to express with the same certainty, is related to the

increased speed in the development of the EPC/CFSP which began
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in 1988. From that year on, it seems that the EPC/CFSP was gener-
ally developing at a quicker pace than during the previous decade
and a half, and it is quite possible — this study can at least offer no
better explanation — that this is to some extent a reflection of the
previous year’s creation of a centralised EPC body in the form of a
small Secretariat. At a minimum, the Secretariat has served as a
lubricant in the EPC machinery, and this same role was assumed by
the Council Secretariat when the Maastricht treaty entered into force
in 1993. At a maximum, the Council Secretariat may even have
gradually begun to serve as an additional CFSP member at times. In
any case, of all the institutional changes it seems that it was this
centralising aspect of the cooperation which can most plausibly be
held to have had an independent effect on the ability of the member
states to agree on common foreign policy activities. This also comes
across as one of the more under-researched areas of EU foreign policy
making, and should clearly be an interesting topic for further study.
We may however also say something about what does not seem
to influence the development of the EU’s collective foreign policy to
the extent that would have been predicted by the theories, or, for that
matter, by many CFSP analysts. For example, those who assume that
the CFSP has developed primarily when the external security situa-
tion so required — that is, that it should have been driven by reac-
tions to new or more severe external threats — do not command the
most convincing argument.! As was also shown in chapters five and
six, the related possibility of the Cold War having either pushed the
EU members together or hindered them in their cooperation also
seems not to be one of the most important factors in the development
of the EPC/CFSP. While the EPC certainly did intensify to an
unusually high degree during 1991, these changes had in many ways
started before the end of the Cold War, suggesting that the end of
the bipolar era, while supposedly affecting the EPC in many ways,

' For a recent example, see Toje (2004, p. 7), who argues that the European security
and defence policy has “come about in the tension produced by new threats arising”.
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did not have a truly path-breaking effect.? It seems, in sum, that
competition with the US for global influence adds more to the
political will to cooperate than does a change in the external threat.

The black box

The answer to the question posed at the outset of this study can thus,
a litde simplistically, be summed up in one sentence: the EU’s
collective foreign policy is successively pushed to new levels when
some or all EU members disagree with the US on issues related to
international security management, and the new levels are subse-
quently locked in by new or improved institutional arrangements.

The more precise link between transatlantic disagreements and
intensified EU foreign policy cooperation is presumed to be found in
the EU member states” inherent wish to strengthen their capacity to
influence international events. According to the theory, the members
should, in particular, experience a lack of such capacity when they
disagree with the US. Such disagreements should thus increase the
political will — at a minimum in one capital but possibly in several
or even all — to cooperate and consequently generate more collective
activities. We need therefore not even assume that 2// members by
necessity react or change their perceptions as new transatlantic
disputes erupt; it is enough to assume that one or more of the
members will do so.> We thus have a plausible account of why
transatlantic disagreements ought to lead to “more CFSP.”

Similarly, we also have a theory (or maybe even several theories)
about the capacity of the institutional arrangements to lock in the new
levels of cooperation. By increasing information, intensifying com-

> Thus, even the European Commission’s own version of history may be called in
question, as it indicates the three most important forces behind the development of the
CFSP as being: “New threats and new requirements, linked to zhe end of the Cold War,
the reunification of Germany and the collapse of the former Yugoslavia (emphasis added)”
(European Commission 2002).

> Depending on the distribution of interests on any particular issue, it may well be
possible to unlock previously immovable negotiations if one or a few members change
their position(s) only slightly.
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munication, and providing more opportunities for bargaining,
negotiations, and monitoring, the various institutional changes have
helped reduce uncertainty, provided a measure of an institutional
memory, and provided a focal point for continued discussions
among the members. This, in turn, made it easier not only to
maintain with levels already achieved, but also to agree subsequently
on new issues when — notably — transatlantic disagreements arose
again.*

These answers are however based on “circumstantial evidence,”
or “black-boxing” of the most notorious kind. It is also possible that
a study spanning over such a long period in time, and covering in a
sense almost two thousand different foreign policy issues, cannot
hope to do more than that. The three criteria for assuming causality,
which were discussed in chapter two, have been taken into account,
and we could thus settle with this and conclude that we have come
up with the most plausible available explanation. One might even
argue that the nature of at least the balance-of-influence thesis is too
abstract for any meaningful verification by studying events in more
detail. Even so, we may nonetheless, as a last step, attempt to cor-
roborate or at least illustrate the events which have been assumed to
take place inside this analytical black box. We may, as one scholar
has argued, shed some additional light on the assumed causal
relations by “careful attention to sequence and the perceptions of the
actors themselves.”

Such a last step will be taken in the next chapter, where a
glimpse into the black box will be provided in order at least to verify
whether the conclusions also carry the same weight when scrutinised
in more detail. By looking at the EU members’ reactions during a
new period of transatlantic disagreements over international security
management, we may further increase the certainty with which we
may draw the above conclusions. Such a glimpse into the black box

* Whether this, in turn, depends on deeper changes in the interests of the participants,
or mere strategic changes, cannot be settled by this study but nor is it of immediate
importance here.

> Lake 2001, p. 135.
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can also provide a few hints about the workings of the institutions,
even if it does not help us to demonstrate with certainty the inde-
pendent effect of the centralised bodies. Before embarking on that last
step in the analysis, we may however also reflect on a few intertwined
empirical implications, as well as discuss the theoretical “lessons
learned,” in order to provide some additional food for thought to
keep in mind as the empirical events unfold in the next chapter.

The implications?

The previous chapters have also evoked a couple of questions for
which this study has no certain answers but which may nevertheless
be interesting to reflect upon briefly. We may for instance ask what
the link between the transatlantic quarrels and the periods of intensi-
fied CFSP implies about the priorities of the EU members. Or,
rather, what this link implies about those priorities that all members
can agree upon. In essence, if we are to stretch the conclusions almost
beyond the limit, we may ask whether the members’ general “lust for
international influence” has been a more direct force behind the EU’s
successive new foreign policy steps than their wish to create peace and
security in the outside world.

When the EU members’ lack of influence in relation to the US
has been highlighted, there has also been be an intensification of the
cooperation. But, when EU action for peace and security has been
called for without there being any competition for influence, there
has not always been any such extra political will in the process.® It is
indeed difficult to get a group of states to cooperate on foreign policy
matters, and even a common threat perception is not always enough
to generate a cooperative outcome. It appears as if it takes a little old-
fashioned “power-struggle” to bring the group closer together and
induce them to take new common steps. Another variant of the
question is therefore whether it is possible that the EU members have

¢ One exception being the first year or two of the conflicts in the Balkans, when the
political will of the EU members was arguably much larger than the political capacity to
reach results.
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occasionally been able to agree on some foreign policy issues primar-
ily in order to show themselves and others that they can “agree on
something”, rather than primarily out of a genuine interest to have
the Union engage in that particular issue?

Obviously, this way of interpreting the findings is basically tan-
tamount to speculation, and many objections can be raised. Above
all, the acquisition of power is arguably a prerequisite in order to
engage seriously in international security management, and it is
therefore in general not a matter of either-or. It is, nonetheless,
interesting to note that the foreign policy instruments already at-
tained seem easier to use when a transatlantic conflict lingers in the
background. There are also a few events covered in the next chapter
that at least support the raising of this question.

These questions also raise some possible doubts over the CFSP
history-writing during the last decade. As noted above, even the
European Commission suggests that the CFSP has developed in part
because the lessons learned from the Balkans showed that the EU
members were unable to make a difference.” History books in the
future will no doubt also suggest that it was primarily the Kosovo
crisis that eventually made the EU, in 1999, take the historic step to
start planning for the use of force in the name of the Union. While
these events are no doubt interrelated, and to some extent indisput-
able, we may nonetheless raise the question whether it was perhaps
not primarily the Balkan conflicts in themselves but rather the
inability to exert any influence over these conflicts when compared to
the US, that helped set off these new developments within the EU’s
collective foreign policy?

7 See footnote 2. For other examples of this well-established “truth”, see for instance
Duke 2003, who argues that “Past crises, such as those in the Balkans, have served as
hard but salient lessons for the EU and the Member States. In spite of these crises,
CFSP not only survived but progressed.” See also Haine (no year, p. 1f.) who speaks of
Bosnia as a “painful learning experience” for the EU, or Ojanen et al. (2000, p. 37), who
points to Yugoslavia and Kosovo as external “shocks” which have prompted “demands
for more cohesion in this field.”
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THE EXPLANATORY CAPACITY OF THE THEORIES

While the empirical conclusions from this study are, relatively
speaking, quite uncomplicated, the conclusions related to interna-
tional relations theory are perhaps less straightforward. Do the
findings mean that “realism” (focusing on balancing behaviour) and
“institutionalism” (focusing on the change in interaction) must be
combined in order to provide an acceptable answer to why we
witness a successively intensifying foreign policy cooperation between
a group of states? Not necessarily. With the findings and implica-
tions from the previous chapters, we can now in hindsight discern a
capacity within either of the two theories to house certain varieties
that may well explain the stepwise development of the EPC/CESP.
As we now see the empirical development, we can also see that both
theories could have provided a satisfactory answer, had they only
been specified in terms somewhat different from those customarily
employed by their current advocates.

The satisfactory realist explanation

Many realists today seem rather surprised that no state has begun to
challenge the US since the end of the Cold War. For instance, in an
edited volume called “America Unrivaled,” a number of scholars who
belong in various ways to the realist tradition, ask the question:
“Why, despite the widening power gulf between the United States
and the other major states, has a counterbalancing reaction not yet
taken place?”® They subsequently devote the whole volume to analy-
ses of what John Ikenberry calls the “remarkable” fact that “the other
great powers have not yet responded in a way anticipated by balance-
of-power theory.”

As the theoretical implications from this study suggest, these
analysts might rather have been looking in the wrong places. The
biggest difference between the realist world proposed by for instance
Ikenberry and the one that can explain the successive development of

# Tkenberry 2002, p. 3.
? Ibid.
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the CFSP lies in the definition of power. With a different definition of
power than the one used by mainstream realist scholars, we ended
up with different anticipations and also saw a different empirical
trend. Thinking of power in the form of influence over events rather
than purely in terms of military capabilities (or resources easily
converted into military capabilities) led us to see a recurrent balanc-
ing behaviour that pushed the CFSP to new levels. It is tempting to
assume that many realist scholars have failed to spot this develop-
ment because there has been no real hostility involved; it is not
taking place in the form of balancing against the US, but rather in
relation to the US. America serves not as the enemy but as a reference
point by virtue of its status as the globally most influential actor. The
balance-of-influence thesis may therefore be proposed as a fruitful —
although still only embryonic — contribution to the realist debate on
cooperation between states.

It has however also been argued above that the lack of serious
set-backs must be accounted for by the successive institutional changes,
which is a possibility that most realists of today tend to downplay.
Can this insight too be incorporated into a realist framework? If we
take one step back, and return to the main assumptions provided by
the realist theories consulted in this study, it becomes quite obvious
that it both could and should. As pointed out in previous chapters,
we may think of the level of cooperation as the level where the states’
perceived influence gains have been on a par with the autonomy
losses stemming from the cooperation. This gives us, in a sense, two
variables. If a new level of cooperation is reached, the states must
either have perceived an increased need for the gains, or a reduced
need to worry about the losses. It has also already been argued above
that the balance of influence logic affects the “gains side” of the
equation; periodically, the cooperating states are reminded of their
need to cooperate further in order to gain more influence. In that
situation, and on the general ceteris paribus assumption, the per-
ceived losses should be assumed to stay the same. However, if the
states also, in the process, change the way they interact by altering the
institutions, the ceteris paribus assumption no longer apply, and we



may think of institutions as possibly affecting the “loss side” of the
equation.

And, what does the loss side of cooperation consist of in a realist
world? Interestingly, while the gains from foreign and security policy
cooperation, in a realist conception, consist of possibilities of in-
creased power (here interpreted as influence over events), the losses
are generally portrayed in terms of increased vulnerability or a threat
to the state’s security, in particular if the cooperative venture deals
directly with issues related to the security policy sphere. As one
realist scholar puts it, uncertainty is particularly high in security
affairs, and the “costs of living up to the rules of a regime while
others are not” are great and can have big consequences. '

However, unless trust and certainty about others’ intentions are
assumed to be entirely static —and this is in effect where many
realists part way — we must accept that trust and certainty can vary
over time, and that they depend to a large extent on the amount of
information available.!’ On a general level, as communication and
interactions between cooperating partners increase, the available
information about one another also increase, and therefore, too, the
certainty about their future behaviour. As Thomas Schelling has put
it, “moves have an information content.”’? Thereby, the repeated
interactions and communications in an ongoing cooperative ar-
rangement must also be assumed to contribute to forming the
perceptions of the credibility of others’ commitments.”> To the
extent that this increased information leads to a greater degree of trust
in the others’ commitment to the cooperation, the attained levels of

' Jervis 1982, p. 359.

" Any theoretical framework that assumes purposeful behaviour on behalf of the
actors must generally also accept the proposition that in an ongoing cooperative
arrangement, each member’s estimates of the future behaviour of the partners relies at
least partly on the information available of their commitments to the cooperation.

"> Schelling 1960/80, p. 115.

"> This is the case irrespective of the “content” of the certainty, that is, irrespective of
whether the certainty relates to a perception of a state being irrational and reckless (not
trustworthy) or a state being rational and responsible (trustworthy). For instance, as
Christer Jénsson (1990, p. 79) has pointed out, states believed with a considerable
certainty in the 1980s that threats from Libya might actually be carried out.
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cooperation could well be assumed to remain in place also without
any particular external driving forces.

It thus follows that an institutional change that increases the
flows of information and communication, must in this version of a
realist framework be assumed to affect — positively or negatively — the
participants’ strategic choices about whether to cooperate or not. To
the extent that the behaviour of the participants starts to signal
increased willingness to cooperate, the expectations about future
cooperation should also increase. Changes in rules may thus change
patterns of behaviour, and as Stephen Krasner has noted, “patterned
behavior, originally generated purely by considerations of interest or
power, has a strong tendency to lead to shared expectations.”!
Institutions may, simply put, without any problems for this version
of realism be assumed to alter the degree of one actor’s certainty
about another’s future actions. Institutions would however not be
assumed, as in some “sociological institutionalist”?® frameworks, to
change states’ fundamental interests profoundly. The increased will
to cooperate would be seen as a purely strategic choice.

In sum, together with the assumption that states are influence-
maximisers, any realist framework which accepts that power is a
somewhat more complex concept than the purely material one, and
defines it rather in terms of influence over events, as well as allows
for the degree of uncertainty between states to vary, could actually
quite well explain the development of the EU’s collective foreign
policy. But this also implies that the logic of anarchy is also a vari-
able, which is presumably an uncomfortable thought for many
realists, and one may perhaps question how far that takes us from
“mainstream realism.”

' Krasner 1982a, p. 202.

"> Up until this point, the practice of labelling various schools of thought has deliber-
ately been avoided as far as possible in this study. Seeing that the labels often obscure
the similarities and only serve to highlight the differences, and seeing that the questions
asked in this study occupy that small space in which a number of “labels” overlap, the
labels in themselves were rather superfluous for our purposes. In this section, however,
the occasional mention of a label seems almost inescapable.
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The satisfactory institutionalist explanation

Turning attention now to the institutionalist frameworks, these too
must be specified more clearly before arriving at a satisfactory expla-
nation. As shown in this study, there have been very few occasions in
the history of EPC/CESP on which institutional changes have been
followed by visible and immediate changes in the collective activities.
This, however, does not mean that institutionalist theory cannot
serve to explain the development. If only certain, mostly unarticu-
lated, assumptions in institutionalist theory are spelled out, there are
versions of this line of theoretical reasoning that may equally well
explain the development of the EU’s collective foreign policy.
Institutionalist accounts of cooperation often downplay or omit
questions about the importance of non-institutional factors. This
does not mean that other factors are not implied in these theoretical
accounts, but they are rarely spelled out. However, the fact that
institutional changes only rarely seem to have generated immediate
changes in the EU’s collective foreign policy, together with the
insight that these changes seems to originate outside the cooperation,
highlights the need for the institutionalist account to spell out
explicit assumptions about the role of the external environment. '
Conveniently, such assumptions were discussed above, and may
well be incorporated into an institutionalist framework. This however
requires the focus of the institutionalist theory, which is often to
explain the occurrence and effects of institutions, to be redirected
towards explicitly explaining state behaviour. By openly addressing
the obvious, that institutions can never provide the “whole story”
about states’ behaviour in the international system, the general
assumptions discussed above should be explicitly acknowledged.
This would provide an “institutionalist theory of international
politics” with what is often not spelled out in current institutionalist
frameworks (which often rather resemble “theories of international
institutions”). This insight is neither new nor original. It was

'® Unless, of course, the focus is placed exclusively on global institutions, in which case
the theoretical account may possibly coincide with a systemic theory.



explicitly pointed out in early “neo-liberal institutionalist” writings,
but seems to have fallen into the background along the way as
highlighting the differences with realism seems to have been per-
ceived as the main task.” In sum, an institutionalist account of
cooperation which also specifies to what extent factors in the outside
environment affect state behaviour would provide better hypotheses
on when we should assume cooperation to intensify.

Another insight gained from this study is that institutionalist
theories of various kinds may well be capable of explaining the
occurrence of cooperation, but when using these explanations to spell
out hypotheses also on the growsh of cooperation, they were clearly
somewhat weaker in their predictions.'® The findings in chapter four
did however suggest that if any institutional change also had a more
long-term independent effect on the cooperation, it was most likely to
be the centralisation in the form of creating permanent Brussels-
based bodies. The first such path-breaking institutional change took
place when the EPC Secretariat was established through the Single
European Act, and it has been argued above that this may have
contributed to the faster growth of the EPC/CFSP from this time
onwards. Since then, one more such dramatic “centralisation change”
has occurred — the appointment in 1999 of a High Representative for
the CFSP — but its possible effects could not be distinguished in the
previous chapters because they concluded with the turn of the
millennium. In the next chapter, though, the very active role of the

"7 For instance, Robert Keohane (1989, p. 35) noted that realism is a necessary
component in any analysis of world politics, because “its focus on power, interests, and
rationality is crucial to any understanding of the subject. Thus, any approach to
international relations has to incorporate, or at least come to grips with, key elements of
Realist thinking. Even writers who are concerned principally with international
institutions and rules, or analysts in the Marxist tradition, make use of some Realist
premises.” Cf. Jervis 1999, pp. 44f. Other institutionalist frameworks, however, were
never very clear on this point. Neo-functionalism, for instance, has few explicit
propositions about the role of the outside environment.

'® In fact, this study tried to “force” hypotheses on the effects of institutional change
from theories that were mainly developed to explain the effects of the setting up of
institutions. Therefore, the finding that these theories served better to explain the
perseverance of cooperation is perhaps not so surprising.



High Representative shines through at times, even if it is highly
likely that his role has been much more influential than can be
“proven beyond doubt” by any outside observer.

This study could furthermore not to any meaningful degree dis-
tinguish the relative importance of the different institutional dimen-
sions in their role in locking in the attained levels of cooperation.
That would require more detailed studies, and applying a different
research method than the one used here. We may however end by
asking why the institutionalist theories are generally better at explain-
ing these locking-in effects than at explaining the intensification of
cooperation. Does it have to do with the question of whether, or to
what extent, foreign policy cooperation is typical of international
cooperation in general or, on the contrary, is an exceptional case? The
answer to that question of course also to some extent determines the
possibilities to generalise some of the findings.

Foreign policy exceptionalism?

Cooperation between states on foreign and security policy towards
the rest of the world is indeed quite different in comparison with
cooperation on other issue areas. Several unusual characteristics can
be distinguished, which clarify why neither a “typical realist” or a
“typical institutionalist” hypothesis was readily available.

Most international institutions aim at solving a problem between
the participating states, while a collective foreign policy is entirely
directed towards the external environment."” This means that it is —
to an unusually large extent — events, conditions and actors in the
outside world that determine the perceptions of desirable courses of
action.?® For this reason, when testing institutionalist theories on
foreign policy cooperation, the omission of the external structure and
the omission of explicit formulations of state interests in relation to

' This must generally be assumed to be the case even if the EC members themselves
carly on suggested that one of the aims of EPC was to serve to unify the members with
a view to the later creation of a European Union.

* Cf. Goldmann 1986, p. 5.



the external environment become more visible than they have been
in “typical” issue areas studied by institutionalist scholars. Even
those few institutionalists that have addressed security institutions
have predominantly focused on institutions that aim at providing
security between the participants.?!

For related reasons, the contents of a collective foreign policy can-
not be expected to be found in the institutional or procedural set-up.
In most areas where regulatory, distributive or re-distributive types
of issues are involved — in other words in most of the current
international cooperation dealing primarily with trade, aid, and
environmental issues — the institutional and organisational decisions
are often part and parcel of the “common policy,” at least as long as
the participants abide by the rules. For most scholars who study
international institutions, an institutional change therefore equals a
policy change. However, for foreign policy cooperation, the content
of which can normally not be regulated or legislated, the ouzcome of
any cooperative arrangement, in the form of a common policy or
other activity, and its legal-institutional framework are not the same
phenomena. In theory, one could very well change without a change
in the other. As discussed in chapter two, it is perhaps for this
reason that many analysts tend to equate integration with new institu-
tional big bangs. And it is perhaps for this reason that institutional
theory may well have provided plausible hypotheses on why institu-
tions would change (a question that this study has entirely disre-
garded), but had more difficulty in proposing clear-cut ideas about
the effects of institutional change.

Foreign policy is thus characterised, to a considerably higher de-
gree than domestic politics, by a constant need to adjust to events
outside the reach of a government’s formal legislative powers. It is to
a very large extent the successive future events and conditions in the
outside world that both must and will continuously determine the
perceptions of the desirable courses of action.”? The contents of the
policy can therefore not be laid down in advance. If a group of states

2! See for instance the contributions in Haftendorn et al. 1999.
* Cf. Goldmann 1993, p. 323.



wish to be able to respond collectively to such unknown events, all
they can do is to specify the procedural rules and perhaps some
general and common points of reference. Therefore, as Ian Davidson
has commented, in foreign policy cooperation, the “governments
cannot know in advance what they are letting themselves in for.”
Contrary to cooperation between states in many other areas, the
participants in a collective foreign policy:

are not dealing with a closed system, they do not have the power to
determine the outside participants, they do not have the power to
determine which policies will affect them, they cannot be sure of be-
ing able to negotiate explicit bargains with outside interlocutors,
they mostly cannot formulate these bargains in legislation (i.e., trea-
ties), and they mostly will have no court to which they can appeal.

Therefore, in sum, foreign and security policy is an issue area
generally characterised by an unusually high degree of uncertainty,
unpredictability, and difficult risk-taking.?*

For these reasons combined, it is in fact difficult to suggest that
the theoretical findings in this study could easily be generalised in
order to apply also for international cooperation in other issue areas.
Indeed, the presumption must be that they can noz. They may
however more likely be generalised to cover other instances of foreign
policy cooperation between groups of states. As argued in chapter two,
such groups are currently a rarity, but to the extent that other similar
cases may materialise in the future, the findings from this study
should deserve at least to be tested. Finally, in any event, the find-
ings should most certainly lend themselves to generalisation about
the same cooperative venture over time. A first such test is provided
in the next chapter, where the findings that came out of a study
spanning over thirty years of the EU’s collective foreign policy will
be contrasted with a more detailed account of the events during three
hundred days of yet another transatlantic crisis.

» Davidson 1998, p. 184.
* See for instance Snyder et al. 1962, p. 104; and Jervis 1982, pp. 358f.



CHAPTER EIGHT

Three Hundred Days of
Collective Foreign Policy

HE EVENTS THAT UNFOLDED throughout the approximately three

hundred days covered below, between November 2002 and
September 2003, have been described as “the worst transatlantic crisis
in memory.”! The conclusions from previous chapters would predict
that the very tense diplomatic climate that developed — across the
Atlantic and within Europe — over how to handle Iraq, would have
led to new CFSP activities, notably on issues not necessarily related
to Iraq. The new EU activities, furthermore, should likely be influ-
enced not only by the wishes of the member states but also by the
centralised bodies. In particular, one could expect the High Repre-
sentative and the Council Secretariat to play a certain role in getting
the members to agree on collective activities. The following account
shows that this is also precisely what happened, and it also suggests
one link which has hitherto not been visible in this study. The
transatlantic quarrels clearly influenced the contents of the ongoing
institutional reforms.?

This period may seem an arbitrary choice, but it is chosen pre-
cisely because it starts during the build-up of a serious diplomatic

' Peterson 2004, p. 14. Dana Allin (2004, p. 649) is more precise, claiming that it was
“unprecedented in post-Second World War history.” Nicole Gnesotto (2003, p. 7) has
pointed out that “2003 will be remembered as an annus horribilis par excellence for
international relations as a whole, but particularly transatlantic relations.”

> Unless otherwise stated, all news references in this chapter refer to the internet
edition of the news sources.



crisis between some EU members and the US, and it ends as the EU
was just finishing one among a number of new “firsts” in the history
of the CFSP: Operation Artémis in the Democratic Republic of
Congo. Furthermore, these three hundred days also cover a number
of less spectacular issues which constitute, in a sense, a number of
microcosms of the transatlantic rift.?

Significantly, the three hundred days below also cover a period
of collective foreign policy that has been described as disastrous for
the CFSP, during which the EU members were said to be “more
unwilling than ever to speak with one united voice” and when
European foreign policy was “shifting back to its natural home in
individual capitals.” Or, as a former practitioner has put it, a period
that was “the low point in modern times for the ambitions of the
European Union as a global actor in the field of foreign affairs and
security.” The following account shows that this was indeed the
picture anyone would get when focusing exclusively on the EU’s
response (or lack of response) to the US policy towards Iraq during
this period. Yet, for those who simultaneously followed the CFSP as
a whole during this time, including the rapid development of the
European security and defence policy (ESDP), the picture of EU
collective foreign policy was far more complex, and in a sense far
more innovative than it had been for a long time.

BETWEEN BAGHDAD AND BUNIA

On November 8, 2002, the UN Security Council adopted resolution
1441, threatening Iraq with “serious consequences” unless Saddam
Hussein disclosed all aspects of Iraq’s programmes to develop
weapons of mass destruction and readmitted the UN weapons
inspectors into the country. Resolution 1441, however, was a hard-
won compromise, and seemed to satisfy few of the parties involved.
This was not the starting point of the new transatantic dispute,

* Cf. Financial Times, February 25, 2003.
* Financial Times, November 7, 2002.
> Bildt 2004, p. 23.
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which had already erupted, but from this time on the situation
deteriorated markedly.

The “war on terror” moves to Iraq

Transatlantic relations, including relations within NATO, had
successively worsened during the preceding months. Something of a
diplomatic war had already broken out between the US on the one
hand and Germany and France on the other. The disagreements over
how to handle Iraq, linked to both the broader and primarily
American agenda of the “war on terrorism” and the legality of “pre-
emptive strikes,” were on full display for all to witness.

The US had for months spoken openly in favour of a military
intervention in Iraq. In September, the US had announced an
ultimatum: either the Security Council should deliver a resolution
that would allow the use of force against Iraq in order to make it
comply with the disarmament required in accordance with previous
UN resolutions, or the US would provide such a compliance mecha-
nism on its own.® The US had furthermore made it clear that
Washington would choose its alliance partners on the basis of
contributions to the US aims, not on the basis of shared democratic
values and existing institutions, and had thereby deliberately kept
Iraq off the NATO agenda.’

The UK had, initially somewhat hesitantly, begun to support
the US line. This was seemingly done in the hope of persuading the
Bush administration to await UN approval of any military action.®
Soon, however, the UK line became more pronounced in its support
for the US, and by September Prime Minister Tony Blair had
signalled a readiness to join the US in military action against Iraq
even without a UN mandate.’

¢ BBC News, September 12, 2002.

7 Pond 2004, p. 62; Financial Times, February 11, 2003.
8 Telegraph.co.uk, September 11, 2002; Davidson 2003.

? Telegraph.co.uk, September 9, 2002.



Germany on the other hand, and later joined by an initally
somewhat more indecisive France, had for months spoken out
strongly against any such action.!® The German government had,
since the German election campaign during the summer of 2002,
deeply upset the Bush administration by its uncompromising
opposition to any form of military intervention in Iraq. Chancellor
Schréoder had called military intervention in Iraq an “adventure,” and
had even barred the Ministry of Foreign Affairs from seeking any
compromise position at the UN. He had also announced a German
refusal to contribute financially to the reconstruction of the country
after the war.!! When the German Social Democratic Party (SPD), in
coalition with the Greens, won the elections on September 22,
President Bush did not even send routine congratulations to
Schréder. During the following months, German diplomats in
Washington were cold-shouldered, and senior officials from the
Bush administration boycotted German receptions in the US capi-
tal.!?

French President Jacques Chirac had initially been slightly more
accommodating towards the idea of military intervention, but was
firmly opposed to unilateral action by the US."> The French message
was that “nothing is impossible, if it is decided by the international
community on the basis of indisputable proof,” but that overthrow-
ing Saddam Hussein without the backing of the Security Council
“would be a recipe for chaos in global affairs.”!

The EU as a whole, however, played no part during the weeks of
negotiations leading up to the adoption of resolution 1441. In
particular the German and the British views differed so much that
any meaningful compromise position seemed out of reach. Or, as
one EU official put it, Europe was “more unwilling than ever to
speak with one united voice,” and the “myth that the Europeans were

' BBC News, September 13, 2002.

"' Pond 2003, pp. 57f.; New York Times, September 9, 2002.
"> Pond 2003, p. 61.

" Telegraph.co.uk, September 9, 2002.

" New York Times, September 9, 2002.
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going to get their act together and provide options to the Bush

administration’s foreign policy is over.”"

New institutional initiatives start to proliferate

In the midst of these diplomatic quarrels, several ideas on new
institutional initiatives started to proliferate during the autumn. In a
sense, NATO was the first institution to react. The NATO summit
in Prague on November 20-21, decided inter alia to start planning
for the creation of a new NATO response force (NRF). The NRF
was to serve as an intervention force, and consist of some twenty
thousand elite troops with supporting air and sea components.'® The
motivation, as stated by the summit, was to “strengthen our ability to
meet the challenges to the security of our forces, populations and
territory, from wherever they may come.” To that effect, NATO
needed to “be able to field forces that can move quickly to wherever
they are needed.””” These were clearly formulations that went hand
in hand with the repeated American calls for improved European
military capabilities, and the idea had also been initiated by the US.
While all European NATO members accepted the decision,
some were nonetheless worried that the creation of the NRF would
give rise to renewed discussions about a division of labour between
the EU and NATO in international crisis management, and thereby
reduce the EU’s potential role to low-end peacekeeping tasks while
NATO would carry out the more complex and demanding mis-
sions.'® Such views were also publicly expressed by some NATO
officials, who maintained that the NRF would be better suited to act
globally while the EU should manage its own backyard."
Simultaneously, however, the Europeans were also engaged in a
much broader debate on how to reform the European Union. The
European Convention, which had as its task “to consider the key

> Financial Times, November 7, 2002.

1 Keohane 2003.

7 NATO, Prague Summit Declaration, November 21, 2002.
'® Ludlow 2004, pp. 266f.

Y EUobserver, November 28, 2002.



issues arising for the Union's future development and try to identify
the various possible responses,”™ had begun to intensify its work in
the previous months.?! One of the main issues turned out to be that
of Europe’s role in the world. As German FDP leader Guido

Westerwelle had already commented in April 2002,

the Union’s capacity to act as @ union is now a pre-condition to se-
curing each European country’s national interests. [...] Indeed, the
current state of the world shows how necessary a common European
foreign and security policy is. Today there is not too much America
— as some maintain — but too litde Europe. The challenges facing the
delegates at the Brussels convention is nothing less than creating an
open, democratic, and yes, greater, Europe.??

The discussions during the autumn of 2002 in the Convention’s two
working groups on external action and on defence, proved to be
heavily influenced by the “US factor.” The Convention delegates, as
well as other European politicians and a number of experts who were
heard by the Convention delegates in various formats, highlighted
the need to consider reforms of the CFSP and the European Security
and Defence policy (ESDP) that would increase the EU’s interna-
tional influence. In addition to debating how to reform the CFSP in
general, a heavy focus was placed on how to improve the EU mem-
bers’ military capabilities. The comparisons to, and relations with,
the US seemed to be on the minds of most of the involved.

To give just a few examples: Commissioner Michel Barnier,
who headed the Convention’s working group on defence, laid out
the stakes by declaring that “[tlhe hour of truth is coming for
Europe: do we want to be only an economic and financial commu-
nity or do we want to become an independent political power?”?
Former French Defence Minister Alain Richard, alluding to Ameri-
can comments, testified to the same working group that the lack of

* The Lacken European Council, 14-15 December 2001, “Lacken Declaration - The
Future of the European Union.”

?' The European Convention formally opened on February 28, 2002, but most of the
working groups started their work in September 2002.

? Westerwelle 2002 (emphasis in original).

» Quoted in Telegraph.co.uk, October 27, 2002.
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sufficient European spending on defence was damaging to the EU’s
global influence.?* UK Prime Minister Tony Blair delivered a
similar message, saying that Europe’s role in the world was too weak,
and that he did “not want to limit Europe’s security ambitions to low
level peacekeeping.”® Analysts participating in the process were of
the same opinion, arguing, like Mathias Jopp, that the Union had to
learn to speak with a single voice and increase its military capabilities
50 as to be able to influence the United States.”® The working group,
as a whole, also concluded that “[o]ne key factor in the credibility of
the Union’s defence policy and hence of its international role is that
there should be suitable, interoperable military capabilities.”” Thus,
the discussions on institutional security policy reforms were not only
(or even primarily?) motivated by the growing realisation of new
types of threats facing the Union, but at least equally motivated by
the desire to be able to participate in international security manage-
ment on an equal footing with the US.?®

Among the most innovative institutional CEFSP reforms that
were discussed early on was the idea of a “double-hatted” Union
Minister for Foreign Affairs belonging to, in one way or the other,
both the Council and the Commission.”? On the issue of military
capabilities, a French-German contribution was fed into the Conven-
tion — the day after the NATO summit in Prague — that strongly
influenced the discussions. The two foreign ministers called, among

24

The European Convention, CONV 405/02.

» Blair 2002.

* The European Convention, CONV 417/02; cf. for instance Kagan (2002), who clearly
had an impact on the discussions in the autumn of 2002 (Gordon 2003).

7 The European Convention, CONV 461/02. In an explicit comparison to the US, the
working group furthermore deplored the gap between the EU and the US on
investments in military research (Ibid.).

* Or, to put it slightly differently, while the recent changes in US defence policy at the
time had been guided by a new national security strategy, the European discussions
(which lacked a similar guiding document) were rather influenced by the implicit and
explicit comparisons with the US.

* See for instance The European Convention, CONV 459/02, for early ideas about the
possible roles for such a post.
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other things, for extended possibilities for enhanced cooperation® in

the defence area, in particular as concerned military capabilities but
also for those states that wished to incorporate the WEU’s mutual
defence commitments into the Union framework. They furthermore
called for an adaptation of the Community regulations to allow for
increased intra-European armaments cooperation and trade, and
supported the idea of creating a European Armaments Agency.’! The
initiatives from the UK were equally focused on improving military
capabilities, but contrary to the French-German proposals they did
not focus on an exclusive group, and aimed rather at making all EU
members participate in making the EU’s crisis management capabil-
ity more efficient. The UK also suggested that the Petersberg tasks
needed to be updated and modernised.?*

As the working group on defence concluded its work before
Christmas it was clear that few, if any, of the interested parties had
any wish to limit the Union’s military capability to low-end
peacekeeping in the vicinity. The UK argued that the ESDP should
contribute to “pursuing the Union’s interests world-wide,” Ger-
man Minister for Foreign Affairs Joschka Fischer said he did not
want the EU’s rapid reaction force reduced to only a “peace corps,”**
and the Finnish and Swedish Foreign Ministers jointly argued that
the Union’s crisis management tools should be used “wherever they
are needed.” The working group also explicitly stated that while
peace and security immediately outside the Union’s borders may
constitute a natural priority, “neither the Treaty nor the European

% Enhanced cooperation is the EU term for allowing a group of EU members to initiate
cooperation, and use the European Union institutions, in an issue area where not all
members wish to participate. The Nice Treaty explicitly prohibits enhanced
cooperation in most overarching CFSP matters, and in all issues with a bearing on
defence or military matters.

' The European Convention, CONV 422/02.

3 Ibid., Working Group VIII, Working document 23.

3 Ibid., Working document 42.

% Ludlow 2004, p. 267.

% Dagens Nybeter, December 17, 2002.
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Council conclusions place any geographical limit on the Union’s
action.”¢

To some extent, however, and as the working group also pointed
out, the Unijon’s crisis management capability was dependent on an

agreement with NATO that seemed difficult to conclude.

Eventually — Berlin plus

In June 2002, the European Council in Seville had already signalled
EU willingness to take over NATO’s role in Macedonia, should
NATO and the Macedonian government so wish.?” But one build-
ing bloc, partly political and partly very real, in the EU’s ongoing
work to create a military capability remained to be solved. The EU
had, from the outset of the ESDP in 1999, planned for an agreement
with NATO that would give the Union access to certain NATO
assets (notably its permanent headquarters with extensive planning
and mission support facilities) for carrying out certain EU-led crisis
management missions. The deal was however continuously put off
by the NATO side, primarily due to Turkish objections.

As the deal, which was termed the Berlin plus agreement,
seemed no closer to conclusion the autumn of 2002, France suggested
that the relatively limited military mission in Macedonia should be
carried out by the EU without the use of NATO assets.*” In terms of
capabilities this would not have been a problem, as the EU had also
planned for the alternative possibility to use one out of a few desig-
nated national headquarters when carrying out its crisis management
missions,® but the political climate did not allow for such a bold
move. An EU-led military mission in Macedonia would be the first

% The European Convention, CONV 461/02.

7 Presidency Conclusions of the Seville European Council, June 21-22, 2002. The
European Council had, on previous occasions, also discussed this possibility, but had
been unable to reach a conclusion to this effect (Verhofstadt 2003, p. 29).

% The agreement was named “Berlin plus” because it was to be an extended version of
the existing so called Berlin agreement between the Western European Union (WEU)
and NATO, which was allowing the WEU to have recourse to certain NATO assets.

¥ Financial Times, December 15, 2002.

“ Grant 2003a, p. I.



time ever that the Union had ever dispatched troops in its own
name, and should the EU show any further signs of distancing itself
from NATO, many feared that increasing strains on the transatlantic
relations would be the result. The Secretary General of the Alliance,
George Robertson, also clearly and decisively signalled that such
“short term fixes” were not the answer. 4!

By mid-December, however, the Berlin plus arrangement was
eventually agreed in principle at the Copenhagen European Council
and at a simultaneous extra meeting of the North Atantic Council in
Brussels, following intense negotiations led by Javier Solana, the
EU’s High Representative for the CESP. The European Council then
immediately proceeded to declare that the EU was ready to take over
NATO’s peacckeeping role in Macedonia, but also quite unexpect-
edly signalled a willingness for an EU take-over of NATO’s role in
Bosnia. The mention of Bosnia was made without any prior consul-
tations with NATO, which upset US diplomats and added further to
the already strained relations. 2

On Iraqg, no distinct EU alternative to the US policy could be
agreed, but the European Council declared that “[i]t is now up to
Iraq to seize this final opportunity to comply with its international
obligations.”® At this point, Germany was still the only EU member
to have explicitly ruled out the use of force against Iraq under any
circumstances. France had not entirely renounced military action,
but maintained that it should only be done with a UN mandate and
on the basis of a report from the UN inspectors. By the beginning of
January 2003, President Chirac even told the armed forces to be
“ready for every eventuality,” and French military planners declared
that they were ready to send 15,000 men plus aircraft if required.*

' The European Convention, CONV 399/02.

“ Presidency Conclusions of the Copenhagen European Council, December 12-13,
2002, point 27; Ludlow 2004, p. 284, 289; Reuters News, July 25, 2003.

 Presidency Conclusions of the Copenhagen European Council, December 12-13,
2002, Annex IV.

“ EUobserver, January 8, 2003. It seems, furthermore, that these French military
contributions to a possible military operation were formally offered to Washington on



ESDP goes operational

Collectively, however, the EU took new steps elsewhere. On January
1, 2003, the Union launched its first ever crisis management mis-
sion. It was a follow-on mission to the previous UN International
Police Task Force in Bosnia-Herzegovina. The European Union
Police Mission (EUPM) consisted of some five hundred police
officers, and aimed to contribute to the establishment of sustainable
policing arrangements in the country.®

The planning of EUPM had raised an enormous interest from
non-EU members ever since the decision to go ahead with the
mission had been taken in March 2002. As EUPM started its work, it
contained personnel not only from the fifteen EU members but also
from another eighteen states.®® And, while the deployment of EUPM
cannot be directly linked to the Iraq dispute across the Atlantic, the
launching of the mission certainly came at a time when the EU was
in need of some positive news about its international role. As Javier
Solana remarked, what really mattered was of course EUPM’s success
in the area of policing in Bosnia, but

it is not without some emotion that we will see for the first time our
European colours adorn the national uniforms of our police officers
in a mission on the ground. It is a strong symbol of the collective will
of Europeans to act jointly in this key task of consolidating stability
and security in our continent.*’

The collective will, however, continued to be less pronounced when
it came to the only international issue that caught the media’s atten-
tion at the time — the unfolding of events in relation to Iraq.

December 16, on the condition of a UN mandate, but US officials declined the offer
(International Herald Tribune, October 7, 2004).

% EU Council Conclusions (GAERC), January 27, 2003.

“ In addition to 9 of the 10 states that were about to join the EU at the time (Malta
being the exception), the non-EU contributors were Canada, Bulgaria, Iceland,
Norway, Switzerland, Romania, Russia, Turkey, and the Ukraine.

7 Javier Solana web site, Press statement, December 27, 2002, no S0244/02.



Old Europe, new Europe, real Europe

In Iraq, the UN weapons inspectors had gradually built up their
capacity, and by the end of December there were about one hundred
inspectors in the country. Simultaneously, the US military build-up
and preparations for a possible war also continued. By the turn of
the year, there were some 100,000 American troops in the area. While
no formal US decision to go to war had been pronounced, there was
a growing expectation that armed force would be used. As Hans Blix,
who headed the UN inspectors team, puts it, the Washington clocks
were ticking fast, and as Tony Blair told him, “the US could not keep
troops idling in the area for months.”® The update on the progress
of the UN inspectors, which was to be delivered to the UN Security
Council on January 27, was much awaited, not the least by the US.

The week before the update, the diplomatic tone between Wash-
ington on the one hand and Berlin and Paris on the other, grew
increasingly impolite. France and Germany, celebrating the 40
anniversary of the Elysée treaty in Paris on January 22, pledged to
intensify their cooperation to avoid a war in Iraq.* They also re-
newed their calls for reforms of the CFSP/ESDP in the European
Convention, arguing that improved European military capabilities
would also be helpful for the balance in the world.*

At a meeting between NATO ambassadors the same day, Ger-
many, France and Belgium furthermore blocked an American
request to initiate NATO planning for a possible protection of
Turkey in the event of a war.”" One person in the Bush administra-
tion seemingly summed up the American sentiment by claiming that
“it seems to me that the Germans owe it to us to at least keep quiet.”>
Defence Secretary Donald Rumsfeld stirred emotions further after

% Blix 2004, pp. 109-131.

“ BBC News, January 22, 2003.

** At the ceremony, Jacques Chirac notably argued that: “Une Europe capable d’agir, y
compris dans le domaine militaire, est nécessaire a I'équilibre du monde.” (A Europe
capable of acting, including in the military domain, is necessary for the balance in the
world) (Chirac 2003).

' BBC News, January 22, 2003.

2 Telegraph.co.uk, February 11, 2003.
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the meeting by describing Germany and France as “old Europe,”
causing, in turn, others in Europe to criticise the US for playing up
the divisions.”® German Minister for Foreign Affairs Joschka Fischer
said the only answer he had was: “cool down.” The British Ambas-
sador to Washington, however, in one of the remarkably few open
recriminations berween EU governments, took the idea further and
started to refer to the European supporters of the US policy on Iraq

as the “real Europe.”

No smoking guns in Iraq

On January 27, as Hans Blix could not report any indisputable
findings of any “smoking guns” in Iraq, the international debate
intensified further. The fifteen EU foreign ministers, meeting in
Brussels on the same day, were deeply divided in their attitudes
towards the US policy. Italian Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi was
quoted in Italian newspapers saying it was “perfectly useless” even to
try to find a common position.*® Javier Solana nonetheless managed
to persuade all fifteen ministers to agree on a compromise statement,
urging Iraq to comply “without delay” and to help the UN inspec-
tors.”” There were however no references to the primarily German
and French wishes to allow more time for the UN inspectors, nor
any references to the primarily British view that military action could
become necessary even without a UN mandate.

The internal EU disagreements over the US policy on Iraq were
however not noticeably mirrored in other foreign and security policy
areas. Apart from Iraq, it was pretty much business as usual when
the foreign ministers met. For instance, the ministers discussed how
to best renew the targeted sanctions against Zimbabwe, expressed
grave concern over Israel’s military operations in Gaza and an-

3 CNN, January 23, 2003.

> EUobserver, January 24, 2003.

% Telegraph.co.uk, February 11, 2003.

% BBC News, January 27, 2003.

7 Financial Times, February 1, 2003; EU Council press release 27 January 2003, no.
5396/03 (Presse 8).



nounced an upcoming Presidency visit to the Middle East, agreed to
send a high-level EU mission to North Korea, lifted the Union’s
restrictions on certain economic relations with Angola, adopted
certain restricted measures against Somalia, and agreed on financing
arrangements for EU military operations.”® And, they certainly wrote
CEFSP history by adopting the formal decision to start planning for
the Union’s first ever military mission — the EU takeover of NATO’s
mission in Macedonia.”

The following day, on January 28, in the annual state of the un-
ion address, President Bush confirmed his view that the US would
not hesitate to overthrow the Iragi regime by force, even without a
new UN resolution. He was also clear on the stance that, although
America would consult with others, “the course of this nation does
not depend on the decisions of others.”® Five EU members, together
with three of the new EU-members-to-be, swiftly responded to the
call, without any prior EU consultation. In an open letter, published
on January 30 in several newspapers including the Wall Street
Journal, the heads of state or government from the UK, Spain, Italy,
Denmark, Portugal, the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland
declared their support for the US policy on Iraq.®" The letter clearly
had less to do with their own views on Iraq per se, than with re-
sponding to Washington’s policy. As one analyst has commented,
the word “Iraq” did not appear in their statement until half way
down; the first twelve paragraphs were essentially a declaration of
loyalty and gratitude to Washington.”®?

Germany and France, who had not been asked to sign the letter,
reacted by playing down its significance, describing it as a “contribu-

tion to the debate.” The Netherlands had been asked to sign it but

% EU Council press release January 27, 2003, no. 5396/03 (Presse 8).

* EU Council joint action 2003/92/CFSP.

% Bush 2003.

' EUobserver, January 30, 2003. It seems that the letter was first drafted in Madrid, in
the Prime Minister’s office and not the Ministry for Foreign Affairs, and then
circulated to certain chosen European states as well as to the Bush administration
(Financial Times, May 27, 2003).

¢ Davidson 2003.
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declined. Swedish Prime Minister Goran Persson, said he would
have declined if he had been asked, calling the situation sad and
arguing that it only played into the hands of the Iragis. The Greek
EU Presidency was more openly upset, and said it would consider
the possibility of calling for an extraordinary European Council
meeting.®

The day after the letter, Tony Blair met with Bush and after-
wards announced that the issue of Iraq was coming to a head in a
matter of weeks, not months.% By mid-February, there were some
250,000 US and UK troops in the Gulf area.®®

Le Touquet — reviving lesprit de St Malo

While the splits within Europe on the US policy towards Iraq were
on open display, the calls for institutional reforms to improve the
Union’s military capability became increasingly concerted. Meeting
in Le Touquet on February 4, Chirac and Blair issued a joint
declaration. Referring to their meeting in St Malo five years earlier,
which set off the process of creating a civilian and military crisis
management capacity for the EU, they now concluded that “this is
the time for the European Union to take on new responsibilities on
the ground for crisis management” and that the European security
and defence policy needed to “match the world-wide ambition” of the
CESP. It was therefore time to “intensify the efforts to improve the
military capabilities of EU member states.”®

Among a number of proposals, Chirac and Blair announced
that they were “convinced of the need to improve further European
capabilities in planning and deploying forces [...] within s-10 days,”
and that the two countries were to step up their cooperation to that
effect. They also agreed to put forward a joint proposal in the EU for
the Union to take over the role of NATQO’s stabilisation force

 EUobserver, January 31, 2003; Financial Times, February 1, 2003.
¢ Blix 2004, p. 147.

® Pond 2004, p. 73.

% Franco-British summit declaration (2003).



(SFOR) in Bosnia. While SFOR’s tasks, together with the Union’s
more immediate plans for taking over the role of NATO in Mace-
donia, aimed at promoting the development in the Balkans, the two
leaders also explicitly pointed out that these EU operations would be
“contributing to a renewed and balanced transatlantic partnership.”®’

NATO put to the test

Finding an agreement on the more acute issue of NATO’s present
role was more difficult. France, Germany and Belgium had contin-
ued to block the US wishes for a NATO decision to plan for the
possible protection of Turkey in the event of a war. They argued that
such a decision would both make war seem inevitable and make
NATO seemingly a party to the war.®® This led the Bush admini-
stration to further step up the diplomatic insults, criticising the
“European pusillanimity” or even “treachery” over Iraq.” Some
claimed that this situation had turned into “the biggest rift in the
history” of the Alliance.”

The NATO deadlock was only broken by moving the discus-
sion to a committee on which France had no seat, and issuing a
NATO statement which explicitly declared that any aid to Turkey
would be solely defensive and that NATO “was not going to make a

war.”’!

Meanwhile in Brussels: the Convention despairs

As the European Convention was to resume its work in the new year,
the Iraq issue also took its toll on this process. In January, the
Convention’s presidium had planned to start forwarding succes-
sively draft parts of the new Constitutional treaty, including the
treaty articles on the CFSP and the ESDP. All draft treaty articles

¢ Ibid.

8 Financial Times, February 12, 2003.

© Telegraph.co.uk, February 11, 2003.

7% See for instance EUobserver, February 17, 2003.
"V 1bid.; Financial Times, February 16, 2003.
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were expected to have been presented by the presidium to the
Convention by the end of March.”

However, in February, as the first draft articles appeared, the text
only had empty spaces where the CFSP and ESDP articles were to be
placed.”> While Convention presidium member Michel Barnier had
clear and outspoken views on the desired reforms in the new articles,
which furthermore he argued would not “lead to a superstate but a
superpower which will exert influence throughout the world,”* the
political climate surrounding the Iraq issue made the presidium
decide not to forward any new treaty articles on the Union’s foreign
and security policy at the time. As one presidium source said, there
was “absolutely no point in having a discussion about it now, we
don’t want to make even bigger fools of ourselves.””> Many seem to
have read the situation just as one FT journalist put it, “likely either
to precipitate institutional reform or lead to the collapse of efforts to
construct a coherent EU foreign policy.””®

Clearing the air over dinner

On February 17, the extraordinary European Council which had
been called by the Greek Presidency, met in Brussels. The fact that
the meeting took place at all was indeed a success in itself, at least in
an historical comparison, considering the track-record of attempted
emergency meetings in the EPC during the 1980s. On many previ-
ous occasions, the sentiment had been that there was “no point in
meeting merely to disagree.””” This time, the heads of state and
government did at least agree to meet, despite some reported hesi-

> EUobserver, January 22, 2003.

73 The European Convention, CONV s71/03 (articles 29 and 30).

74 EUobserver, January 28, 2003.

7> 1bid., March 2, 2003.

7¢ Judy Dempsey in Financial Times, February 1, 2003.

7 For instance, neither Ireland nor Italy even called for an emergency meeting after
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979, and torn between the American and the
German view on the events in Poland in December 1981, the EU members (despite the
efforts of some involved) failed to convene for an extraordinary meeting (Nuttall 1992,
p- 155 and 201).
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tance and reluctance.”® The Greek Presidency said, ahead of the
summit, that if “no common position on Iraq emerges from the
meeting, the Greek Presidency will have exhausted every political and
institutional means at its disposal and it will mean a profound crisis
for the EU.””?

The political tension ahead of the meeting was described in the
media as “close to boiling point.”®® The political climate across the
Atlantic was so bad that UN Secretary General Kofi Annan, who had
also been invited to the summit, explicitly complained about transat-
lantic tensions and “the tendency of turning on each other,” and
cautioned that the focus must be kept on Iraq.’!

An agreement on a compromise text, however, seemed quite far
away in the days before the summit. In a letter to all his EU col-
leagues the previous week, Tony Blair had urged the governments
not to rule out military action as a last resort.®* Three days ahead of
the European Council meeting, the four EU members that were
currently also members of the UN Security Council (UK, France,
Germany and Spain) had however again displayed their diverging
views in New York. And a day before the meeting draft texts or
statements had still not been circulated. One official said it was better
to clear the air over dinner on Monday night than to discuss details
in a text.®

A compromise proposal, forwarded by France, the UK and Bel-
gium, served as a basis for the agreement that was eventually
reached.®* The conclusions from the meeting pledged “full support”
for the UN Security Council and a more general commitment to “the
United Nations remaining at the centre of international order.” They
also stated that “war is not inevitable” but that it was “for the Iraqi

’* The week before the meeting, it was still unclear whether all heads of state or
government would actually attend (7Tidningarnas Telegrambyrd, February 10, 2003).

7 AFP, February 12, 2003.

8 Financial Times, February 16, 2003.

8t EUobserver, February 17, 2003.

82 Tbid.

8 Financial Times, February 16, 2003.

8 EUobserver, February 17, 2003.
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regime to end this crisis” or be responsible for the consequences of
non-cooperation.”> It was obviously a compromise, but it was a
common statement nonetheless. Javier Solana said that “this proves
the young and not-so-young Europe are together.”%

The institutions had again delivered — if not any forceful and ef-
fective policy they had at least provided a forum for continued
discussions and a common position. Furthermore, the extraordinary
meeting provided a new opportunity to show the US that there were
other issues on which the EU members had far less diverging views.
In a response to the US refusal to make public the adoption of the
“road map” for peace in the Middle East, which had already been
agreed by the Quartet (the US, the EU, Russia and the UN), the
European Council declared its view that the peace process in the
Middle East must be invigorated and called for an early implementa-
tion of the road map.?’

The outbreak of war

In mid-March, the speed of events accelerated in relation to Irag. On
March 17, concluding that the UN track had been exhausted, the US
asked the weapons inspectors to leave the country.®® The same
evening, President Bush delivered an ultimatum to Saddam Hussein
and his two sons: a refusal from their side to give up power and leave
Iraq within forty-eight hours, would “result in military conflict,”
starting at a time chosen by the US.*? On March 18, all UN inspec-
tors had left the country, and Pentagon said US troops were ready to
attack Iraq as soon as they received the order from the President.”
On the morning of March 19, President Bush gave the military
order to begin Operation Iraqi Freedom, and a few hours later called

% Conclusions from the extraordinary European Council, February 17, 2003.
8 EUobserver, February 17, 2003.

¥ Conclusions from the extraordinary European Council, February 17, 2003.
8 CNN, March 19, 2003.

¥ Woodward 2004, p. 367.

% CNN, March 19, 2003.



the leaders of the coalition partners with the message “we’re launch-
ing.”!

Simultaneously, in Brussels, the fifteen foreign ministers held
their monthly Council meeting. Although Iraq was obviously the
object of most of the discussions, the various positions on the issue
had not changed and the meeting did not result in any new state-
ments on Iraq. While the British position, as spelled out at the UN
Security Council meeting later the same day, was supportive of the
ultimatum and pointed to a UK participation in the attacks,”
German Minister for Foreign Affairs Joschka Fischer said in Brussels
that “[w]e are on the eve of a possible war that we do not support and
profoundly regret.””® Taking the floor at the UN Security Council
later the same day, he continued: “Iraq’s readiness to cooperate was
unsatisfactory. It was hesitant and slow. The Council agrees on that.
But can this seriously be regarded as grounds for war with all its
terrible consequences?”*

Chris Patten, Commissioner for External Relations, summed up
the collective EU sentiment: “[t]here is a lot of broken crockery on
the ground, and we have to work hard to put the pieces together.”
Chancellor Schréder likewise commented that the European foreign
and security policy perspectives were “in ruin after current splits over
Iraq.” He concluded, just as the German FDP leader had previously
done, that “[t]here is not too much America — but too little

Europe.”

' Woodward 2004, p. 379.

2 United Nations S/PV.4721. The UK also argued that “any action which the United
Kingdom has to take in this matter will be in accordance with international law and
based on relevant resolutions of the Security Council.” Spain held the same view,
arguing that “a new resolution, even if it were politically desirable, would not be legally
necessary” (ibid.).

% EUobserver, March 19, 2003.

% United Nations S/PV.4721.

% EUobserver, March 19, 2003.

% EUobserver, March 27, 2003. This became a popular catchphrase. It was for instance
repeated by Javier Solana on his visit to the US a couple of weeks later, when he ended
his speech at Harvard University by concluding that “what we want is more Europe,
not less America” (EU Council Secretariat, doc. S0087/03).



In the European Convention, the anticipated new draft CFSP-
articles continued to be put off. The European Convention Presi-
dent, Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, referring to the “current international
scene,” also openly called into question the idea of a Union foreign
minister that had been proposed by the working group on external
relations. He said the EU might have to consider a less ambitious
solution of a “minister of co-ordination” instead. Pessimistically, he
went on to say that there might not even be a common foreign and
security policy in the new Constitution.”” One of the Convention’s
vice-Presidents, Jean-Luc Dehaene, was however more optimistic,
arguing that progress had been achieved out of crises in the past and
that “the current situation should be a catalyst to find ways to avoid

future ‘Irag-type’ policy differences.””®

An EU view on weapons of mass destruction?

While the Council meeting on 19 March did not result in any new
statements on Iraq, another — and in many ways highly related —
issue was introduced by Swedish Foreign Minister Anna Lindh at
the meeting. On the theme “Not another Iraq” (and alluding to for
instance North Korea) she suggested that the EU seriously needed to
discuss how to achieve a common EU policy on weapons of mass
destruction, notably on issues such as biological weapons, strength-
ening the test-ban treaties, non-proliferation and possibly also on
tactical nuclear weapons.”

At the Council meeting on 18—19 March the fifteen ministers for
foreign affairs as usual also reached a number of other decisions. The
most notable, considering the political climate and the current
judgement about the failure of the CFSP, was the decision to launch
the Union’s first ever military crisis management mission by March
31,100

7 1bid., March 18, 2003.

% Ibid., March 20, 2003.

? Swedish Parliament, Committee on EU Affairs, shorthand record, March 14 and
April 11, 2003.

1% EU Council decision, March 18, 2003, doc. 7537/03.



Operation Concordia launched in Macedonia

Throughout the previous weeks, the planning for the Union’s
takeover of NATO’s mission in Macedonia had proceeded almost
according to plan. The Berlin plus arrangement, that had been
finalised the previous week, was to be put to its first test. This part of
the planning also seems to have been the only small obstacle in the
process, mirroring the transatlantic climate. Some participants had
the feeling that the Americans attempted to slow down the military
planning between the EU and NATO, and rivalries and ill-will
between NATO and EU diplomats was reported by the press.'!
One NATO ambassador said the Pentagon did its best to delay
getting it off the ground. A British defence official gave the same
picture, saying that the “State Department was behind us. The
Pentagon was difficult [...] I have rarely seen such pressure and
attention to establishing the chain of command.”!%?

At the same time, there were also voices arguing that the situa-
tion in Macedonia could be considered secure enough for the inter-
national military presence to leave the country altogether, and that the
new EU mission was unnecessary. Allegations therefore circulated
that the operation was more important to the EU than to Macedonia,
and that some primarily wished for the mission to be carried out due
to its symbolic value for the Union.'®

Operation Concordia was eventually launched in Macedonia on
March 31. It was a small mission, comprising some four hundred
troops, but the interest from non-EU members was very high. In
fact, the non-EU members again outnumbered the members; while
thirteen EU states contributed to the mission, another fourteen non-
EU members participated with personnel.!”® Handing over to the

" Financial Times, February 25, 2003; Financial Times, March 31, 2003.

Financial Times, March 31, 2003.
1% BBC News, March 28, 2003; EUobserver, March 31, 2003.

104

102

The non-EU members that took part in Operation Concordia were Bulgaria,
Canada, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Iceland, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway,
Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, and Turkey. The two EU members that did not
participate were Denmark and Ireland (EU Council web-site on Concordia, list of
participants).
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EU, NATO Secretary General George Robertson said that “a new
chapter in European security” had started, and Solana called it a

“happy day.”!®

Back to normal — almost too normal

The day after the Iraq war broke out, the EU members’ heads of state
and government met for the ordinary spring European Council.
While reports said there were “no hugs, no smiles” between Chirac
and Blair, others like the German Chancellor summed up the
meeting as being normal, adding that it was almost too normal,
considering the time spent on discussing Italian milk quotas.!%
When asked if the Iraq war had changed the UK’s commitment to
Europe, Tony Blair replied: “Unhesitatingly no.”'””

The EU leaders also showed that, now that the war had started,
there were possible areas for agreement also in relation to the contin-
ued process in Iraq. As they pragmatically concluded, they were now
“faced with a new situation.” They indicated in their conclusions that
they did not wish to see a US military administration run Iraq after
the war, unless organised by the UN. They also signalled that they
would seek a new UN mandate to give the UN a central role in

organising assistance after the war ended.'%®

On a more general note,
and alluding to the American unilateral tendencies, the heads of state
and government also concluded that they would “intensify work for a
comprehensive, coherent and effective multilateral policy of the
international community to prevent the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction.”'®”

Some three weeks later, on April 14, the General Affairs and Ex-
ternal Relations Council meeting was spent inter alia on discussing

in depth the “paramount importance of an effective policy against the

1% Robertson 2003.

Washington Post, March 21, 2003; EUobserver, March 21, 2003.
EUobserver, March 21, 2003.
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1% Presidency Conclusions of the Brussels European Council, March 20-21, 2003;

Washington Post, March 21, 2003.
' Ibid. (emphasis added).



proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction.” Following Anna
Lindh’s initiative at the preceding Council meeting, the Secretariat
and the Commission had prepared a document on the subject,
which together with contributions by member states formed the
basis for the discussion. The Council agreed to task Solana with the
continued work in order to propose, among other things, a long

term EU strategy on these issues to the next European Council.'°

The Convention regroups

On April 23, the Presidium of the European Convention eventually
presented the first draft of the new articles on the Union’s “external
action.” The Presidium wrote:

Having reflected at length on the current situation and the lessons of
the Iraq crisis, the Praesidium takes the view that [...] it is also neces-
sary to provide in the Constitution for more effective institutional
mechanisms to underpin and assist the process.!!!

Contrary to some of the previous comments from for instance Valéry
Giscard d’Estaing, the proposed new articles did contain a number
of changes to the CFSP/ESDP framework.'!?

The draft CFSP articles proposed for instance the creation of a
Union Minister for Foreign Affairs, and a certain extension of the
situations in which the Council could take decisions by qualified
majority voting. In the ESDP section, many of the proposed reforms
aimed, in various ways, at enhancing the member states’ military
capabilities with a view to strengthening the EU’s crisis management

""" EU Council press release, April 14, 2003, no. 8220/03 (Presse 105).

""" The European Convention, CONV 685/03.

" In addition to the comments quoted above, Valéry Giscard d’Estaing had also
argued in the previous weeks that “La situation actuelle de division ne tire pas sa source
d’un probléme institutionnel. L'Union dispose déja, pour 'essentiel, des institutions et
des procédures nécessaires & I'expression d’une position commune. Ce qui manque
encore, cest la volonté d’y avoir recours ou, méme, de les respecter.” (The current
situation of division does not originate in an institutional problem. The Union already
has, in essence, the necessary institutions for expressing common viewpoints. What’s
still missing is the will to use them, or, even, respect them.) (Giscard d’Estaing 2003).
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capability. These proposals included the creation of a European
Armaments and Strategic Research Agency, and a “structured coop-
eration” for member states which were willing to subscribe to certain
criteria related to their military capabilities. Furthermore, the Presid-
ium proposed that until a decision to create a common defence were
taken at some point in the future, “closer cooperation on mutual
defence” could be initiated for those who wished to subscribe to
mutual defence guarantees within the EU framework immediately on
the entry into force of the Constitution.''® These draft articles were to
be debated in the Convention’s plenary session on May 16.

Four “chocolate producers” get impatient

In the meantime, however, Belgian Prime Minister Guy Verhofstadt
hosted a “mini-summit” with France, Germany and Luxembourg.
According to the host, the meeting was called in order to “relaunch”
European defence.'' The Iraq crisis, Verhofstadt said, “has perhaps
played the role of a catalyst, in the sense that it has once again shown
that if Europe is not coherent in defence and foreign policy matters,
it will not play a large role.”’” Other EU governments, however,
criticised the meeting, arguing that its format of only four EU
leaders, all of which were furthermore the most outspoken against the
war in Iraq, in fact would risk splitting the EU further rather than
inspiring more unity.''®

After the meeting, the four heads of state or government issued a
joint declaration on the reforms they wished to see in the new
Constitution, as well as other initiatives they felt were necessary in

order to improve the European security and defence policy.'"” In

' The European Convention, doc. CONV 685/03. These two last proposals were later
substantially altered during the Intergovernmental Conference that started in October
2003.

" Times, April 29, 2003.

"> BBC News, April 28, 2003.

"6 Times, April 29, 20035 BBC News, April 30, 2003.
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Déclaration commune des chefs d’Etat et de gouvernement d’Allemagne, de
France, du Luxembourg et de Belgique (2003).



relation to the Constitution, there was little news, as most of the
reforms had already been proposed by the Convention Presidium a
few days earlier. Among the more immediate proposals on how to
remedy European crisis management shortfalls, however, the idea of
improving the EU’s planning and mission support capacity by
setting up a new military headquarters in Tervuren was the one that
was again to put further strains on the transatlantic relations.

US Secretary of State Colin Powell immediately criticised the
plan, saying that what was needed was more military capability, not
more headquarters.!'® And the American sentiment was perhaps
made even more clear when the meeting was later referred to by a
State Department spokesman as “a little, bitty summit” organised by
“four chocolate makers.”'"? Nicolas Burns, the US Ambassador to
NATO, said this initiative was “one of the greatest dangers to the

transatlantic relationship.”'?

An EU security strategy?

On May 2, the fifteen foreign ministers gathered on Rhodes and
Kastellorizo for their informal Gymnich meeting, where EU-US
relations were one of the main topics on the agenda. Greek Minister
for Foreign Affairs, George Papandreou, said the sentiment in favour
of reinforcing the common voice of the EU was very strong.'?!
Recent events had “shown that Europe must formulate its own
122 and “what is
clear is that we are in urgent need of a European strategic concept.”'?

strategic dogma in foreign policy and defence issues,”

" Financial Times, April 29, 2003.

" Transcript of State Department daily press briefing, September 2, 2003. Washington
was even to call an emergency NATO meeting over this very issue later the same year
(BBC News, October 17, 2003).

120 BBC News, October 21, 2003.

' Embassy of Greece, Washington DC, Statement by George Papandreou May 2,
2003.

22 Greek Presidency, Statement by George Papandreou, May 2, 2003.

' Ibid., Press statement, May 3, 2003. According to one analyst, the idea “was pushed
by France, Germany and the UK as part of their general attempt to regroup after the
Irag-related split” (Bailes 2005, p. 11, note 34).
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Such a strategy, he continued, would cover new major issues, such as
terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. It would furthermore
“be effective and European” and “help us in our dialogue with the
US, not as a competitor, but contributing to finding a solution to
these problems.”!?4

The ministers agreed to give Javier Solana the task of drawing up
specific proposals in the coming weeks, and alluded to a further
discussion at the upcoming Thessalonica European Council on June
20-21."" Thereby, one problem that had plagued the EU’s foreign
policy cooperation since the beginning of the EPC — the lack of an
agreed text on what exactly the European interests and objectives were
in terms of its foreign and security policy — was finally placed on the
official agenda. In other words, six weeks after the outbreak of the
Iraq war, it was agreed that the EU was going to have, as Papandreou
put it, a document that was in many ways similar to the US national
security strategy.'%®

In addition to the broad strategic concept, the foreign ministers
also continued their discussions on the possible EU strategy against
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. In a thinly veiled
reference to the US, the Greek Presidency concluded that the minis-
ters had “discussed potential alternatives to the pre-emptive use of force

against countries that pose a threat to international security.”'?’

The US in the European Convention

A couple of weeks later, in the Convention’s plenary debate on May
16, the reactions to the Presidium’s proposed CFSP/ESDP novelties
were mixed. Several voices argued that the Presidium had not gone
far enough in extending the possibilities to use qualified majority
voting within the CFSP area, and many questioned the ideas of the

124 Greek Presidency, Press Conference, May 2, 2003.

12 Tbid., Press statement, May 3, 2003.

126 Tbid., Press Conference, May 2, 2003.

' Emphasis added. Embassy of Greece, Washington DC, Gymnich — Foreign Ministers
of the current and future EU member states have concluded their informal meeting in Rhodes

and Kastelorizo, May 4, 2003.
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structured cooperation and the closer cooperation on mutual de-
fence.'?

One theme was present in most Convention members’ state-
ments and comments. Almost all speakers either alluded to or
explicitly mentioned two interrelated issues: the EU’s relationship
with the US, including the failure to agree on Iraq, and the future
relationship between the ESDP and NATO, that is, should the EU
develop its own defence guarantees or stick with the existing ones —
guaranteed largely in practice by the US — within the NATO frame-
work?!?

The debate on the future constitutional rules for the EU’s collec-
tive foreign policy thereby clearly had the US as one — maybe even
the — main ingredient. Indeed, as French Minister for Foreign
Affairs Dominique de Villepin put it: “nous avons tous en téte la
crise irakienne.”’®® And as Convention Vice-President Jean-Luc
Dehaene summed up the debate: “de nombreux conventionnells ont
insisté aujourd’hui sur le fait que [la politique étrangere et de sécurité
commune], pour étre credible, doit étre fondée sur des capacités
militaires adéquates.”?!

The US clearly followed the development and debate with great
interest. A number of former US politicians, including several
former Defence Secretaries, even suggested they ought to be granted
observer status in the European Convention. The suggestion was met
mostly by silence, but one more outspoken Member of the Conven-
tion highlighted the absurdity by saying “oui mais naturellement,
sous condition de réciprocité, c’est-a-dire que nous participons aux

"% See European Parliament, Verbatim Report of the Convention meeting on May 16.
12 Tbid.

' Translated: “We all have the Iraqi crisis on our minds” (ibid.).

! Translated: “a large number of Convention members insisted today on the fact that
[the common foreign and security policy] in order to be efficient, must rest on
adequate military capabilities” (ibid.).

— 222 —



travaux d’une prochaine conférence de révision constitutionelle aux
Etats-Unis.” '3

ESDP goes out of area?

Meanwhile, in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), a some-
what more “traditional war” was being fought. The civil war between
the minority Hema community and the majority Lendu community
in the DRC’s north-eastern Ituri region, which had claimed the lives
of some 50,000 people since 1999 and displaced another half a
million people, was rapidly intensifying by the beginning of May
2003."% MONUC, the UN peacekeeping mission in the Ituri
region, had neither the political mandate, nor the weaponry required,
to halt the situation.’®* The MONUC headquarters, sheltering
thousands of civilians in the town of Bunia, was attacked by militias
who were also firing into crowds of displaced persons seeking cover
near Bunia airport.”> In the press, comparisons were made with the
beginning of the Rwandan genocide almost a decade earlier.'3

On May 10, UN Secretary General Kofi Annan asked the inter-
national community to make every effort to address the situation, and
pleaded with the Security Council to consider effective measures to
prevent the situation from deteriorating.137 Early on, it was clear that
the US, being heavily engaged elsewhere, showed no interest in
rapidly providing troops to the DRC.'*® France, however, immedi-
ately sent positive signals to the UN Secretary General, saying it was
prepared to send troops to the Bunia area.'® In the following days,

"> Translated: “yes of course, under the condition of reciprocity, that is, that we will
participate in the work of a coming conference to revise the US constitution.” Alain
Lamassoure in the Convention’s plenary debate on May 16 (ibid.).

1% AFP, August 3, 2003.

13 CNN, June 3, 2003; Newsweek (Web Exclusive), June 30, 2003; International Herald
Tribune, June 5, 2003.

1% UN Secretary General Press release, SG/SM/8696.

13 EUobserver, May 19, 2003.

% UN Secretary General Press release, SG/SM/8696.

1% Gourevitch 2003.

New York Times, May 14, 2003; AFP, May 14, 2003.
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however, the response to the UN was to develop in an initially quite
unexpected way.

At the Council meeting on May 19, Javier Solana briefed the
ministers over lunch on the situation in DRC. He told them that he
had been in contact with the UN Secretary General, and that the
latter had asked him about the possibility for the EU to deploy an
emergency military operation in and around Bunia until the UN
itself could reinforce its presence in the area. The ministers agreed to
give Solana the task of examining the political and military feasibility
of sending an EU-led force to the DRC. %

The most positive reactions immediately came from a number of
the smaller EU members. After the meeting, Greek diplomats said
that Athens strongly supported an EU involvement, Irish Minister
for Defence Michael Smith said he “would not be surprised to see
Irish troops in the Congo in the not too distant future,” and Swedish
Minister for Foreign Affairs Anna Lindh was positive and said she
did not exclude Swedish participation. It is, she argued, important
that not only France, with its colonial past, but also others partici-
pate.""! One British Member of Parliament expressed the same line
of thought, although more bluntly, arguing that “the French have
been itching to go in, but they are not the most loved in the region,
so if it’s an EU force, with the Brits on board, it has far less political
baggage.”!*2

The immediate reactions from the larger EU member were how-
ever more mixed. France had already offered to carry out the mission
on its own, the UK had no immediate official comments, and
Germany was openly against the idea. A German diplomat said that
“Congo was a long way from Europe, a difficult military challenge
and a conflict on which there was no agreed EU foreign policy.”'%3

Solana’s comments to the press after the meeting were nonethe-
less unmistakably optimistic. His remarks related not only to the

1 EUobserver, May 19, 2003; SHAPE News, May 20, 2003; AFP, June 3, 2003.
" Tidningarnas Telegrambyrd, May 19, 2003; EUobserver, May 19, 2003.
Telegraph.co.uk, June s, 2003.

1% SHAPE News, May 27, 2003.
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hope of the EU helping to prevent a humanitarian catastrophe in the
Tturi region, but also to the hope of providing tangible and concrete
support for the UN at a time when such support was highly needed.
Solana declared to the press that the “Security Council has another
place where it can go to draw forces, which is the European Un-
ion.”'* He also said, however, that he did not know how quickly the
EU would be able to give a positive response to the UN Secretary
General or when the EU troops may be ready to go, but he estimated
that it would be a question of “months, not days.”'%

He was very soon to be proven wrong, together with all who as-
sumed that the EU would always, by necessity, be a slow multilateral
actor. The ESDP bodies in Brussels proved to work faster than
anyone had expected. The following day, on May 20, France sent a
dozen officers to reconnoitre the area of Bunia.'® On May 23, as
Solana and the ESDP organs in Brussels were in the process of
examining the possible format and requirements for an EU opera-
tion, it became clear that Germany would drop its objection. Berlin
said it would not bloc a decision but was unlikely to participate.'’
The issue was however still controversial among military officials, in
Brussels and elsewhere, who warned that the EU force did “not have
sufficient experience” yet for such a delicate mission. Some claimed
that soldiers from Europe were not prepared for the situation in
Congo, which was entirely different compared to the Balkans. !

Four days later, however, on May 27, and still awaiting a formal
UN request as well as a formal EU decision, the Political and Security
Committee (PSC) asked the EU Military Committee to submit plans
for the operation by the middle of the following week.!® In the
discussions it had become clear that the EU members wanted to

make the deployment contingent on a “robust mandate” from the

14

4 Associated Press, May 19, 2003.

'S EUobserver, May 19, 2003.

1% SHAPE News, May 21, 2003.

7 1bid., May 27, 2003.

1% Tbid., May 28, 2003; Deutsche Welle, June 2, 2003.
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UN Security Council,’ i.e. a mandate under the UN Charter’s

Chapter which allows for the use of force to carry out the mission.
The planned schedule, by now, had been cut in time, and the aim
was for Solana to present a first recommendation to the EU foreign
ministers at the Council meeting in Luxemburg on June 16.°" It
was no longer a matter of months but weeks.

On May 30, the UN Security Council unanimously authorized
a 1,400-member “interim emergency multilateral force in Bunia” to
help stabilise the situation in DRC under a Chapter VII mandate.'*?
The Security Council could not specify that the mission was planned
to become an EU-led operation since the EU had not formally taken
any decisions yet. In addition to France, Sweden was also the only
other EU member to have declared itself ready to participate.”®® This
led to a lot of confusion in the press, and the Union clearly lacked a
sufficient capacity to make the Union’s plans visible to the public.
Some wrote of an EU contribution to a French-led UN mission, ">
others only of a UN mission, others again of a French mission. The
operation was later even described as undertaken by a “multilateral
force,” with no mentioning of the EU, on the web-pages of the EU

Commission’s Humanitarian Aid Office.'”

...and Berlin plus?

One international organisation, however, which clearly understood
what was going on, was NATO. Ever since the birth of the ESDP in
1999, there had been something of an unwritten assumption which
was linked to the Berlin plus agreement: the EU should act militarily
only when NATO had had the “right of first refusal.”’®® On the

1% Ibid., May 28, 2003.

! Ibid., May 27, 2003.

132 United Nations Security Council, S/RES/1484 (2003).

1% EUobserver, May 30, 2003.

5% AFP, June 3, 2003 (French).

' Ambassador Bjorn Lyrvall, intervention at a conference organised by the Swedish
Network for European Studies in Political Science, Lund, March 25-26, 2004.

1% Keohane 2003.
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planned Congo mission, NATO had not been asked, which cer-
tainly upset some of the actors involved who saw this EU move as a
breach of the Berlin plus deal.’ One NATO official was quoted
saying “it would be nice to see the European Union being [...]
rigorous in adhering to the spirit as well as the letter [of Berlin
plus].”®® It seems that the NATO member most upset was the
us, although this time there were few, if any, American com-
plaints in public.

However, whether immediately related to the plans for the
Congo mission or rather to the mini-summit on April 29 or the
previous opposition to the Iragi war by a number of EU members,
Washington in a simultaneous development begun to argue that the
ongoing plans for a possible EU takeover of the SFOR mission in
Bosnia during 2004 were “premature,” citing security reasons and
problems with war criminals.’® Discussions on this topic were held
between NATO foreign ministers on June 3. Due to American
reluctance and attempts to stall the process, the meeting achieved,
according to a British diplomat, “no dates, no logistics and no
agreement.”'® The US seemed intent on freezing the planning of a
future EU military mission to Bosnia.

A political statement in a military minefield

The planning for the Congo mission was however still being carried
out with remarkable speed. The same day, on June 3, Solana said he
was optimistic that an agreement to decide on an EU operation in the
DRC would be reached by the Political and Security Committee the
following day. By now, he had changed his estimates and believed
that the formal decision would be taken already within a week.'®?
France said it would host a meeting on June 6 for the states wanting
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% Financial Times, June 4, 2003.

11 EUobserver, June 4, 2003.
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to contribute troops, and that the first French units would leave
before the end of the week to set up a base in Uganda.'®® Everyone
seemed to be in agreement that France would provide the majority of
the troops (700-1000), as well as the operation commander and the
force commander, and also provide the operation headquarters. %

At the same time, intense diplomatic work was carried out in the
DRC and in neighbouring countries. The Union realised that
carrying out a rapid reaction mission also required very rapid views
on how to handle a number of different parties with an interest in
the conflict. In this respect too, the institutions proved to deliver.
Particularly in neighbouring Rwanda and Uganda, both the EU’s
Special Representative Aldo Ajello and Commission representatives
were busy conveying a message of both carrots and sticks: there
would be a price to pay for these countries if they did not help to
keep paramilitaries in eastern Congo at bay, while a cooperative
attitude would be rewarded.'®

Meanwhile, media reported on a deteriorating situation in the
town of Bunia, with humanitarian aid workers being under attack
from the warring factions, and of looting of the refugee camps. Only
some 40,000 inhabitants of Bunia, out of the 300,000 two months
earlier, were still in the city. Aid workers spoke of systematic ethnic
cleansing.'® EU spokesman Diego de Ojeda said that the “situation
is anything but safe or stable at the moment” and involves “consider-
able risks.”!”” Financial Times pointed out that the “European
Union could not have picked a worse conflict to test its peacekeeping
skills.” %8 As one analyst put it, it seemed that the EU forces would

be “going into a military and political minefield.”'®

1 AFP, June 4, 2003; CNN, June 4, 2003.

1% EU Council web site on Operation Artemis; 10 Downing Street Newsroom, June 12,
2003; CNEWS, June 4, 2003; International Herald Tribune, June 5, 2003.

' Ambassador Bjorn Lyrvall, intervention at a conference organised by the Swedish
Network for European Studies in Political Science, Lund, March 25-26, 2004.

' Telegraph.co.uk, June 4, 2003.

1 CNEWS, June 4, 2003; International Herald Tribune, June s, 2003.

' Financial Times, July 15, 2003.

19 AFP, June 11, 2003.

—228 —



On June 4, the PSC nonetheless approved the plans for an EU
mission — now named Operation Artemis — and therefore there was
no need to wait a full week for a Council approval.'”® The formal
Council decision was taken the following day by the ministers for
justice and home affairs who happened to meet that day in Luxem-
bourg.!”! The aim of the operation was to secure and pacify Bunia
and its airport, and protect aid agencies and tens of thousands of
refugees in two refugee camps.'”? Parts of the force were expected to
be deployed by June 7, and France estimated it would take about
forty-five days for the force to be complete.'”

The decision was indeed historic. It was the first time the EU
would deploy troops out-of-area, the first time on a UN Chapter VII
mandate, and the first time without recourse to NATO assets. Again,
some of the European comments alluded to the importance of the
operation not only for the situation in the Congo, but also for the
EU itself. Solana said the decision on Operation Artemis was, in
addition to helping the UN, “putting down a political marker.”!74
The operation was, he continued, “politically very important for the
Union.”'”

On June 7, as the first French troops were arriving and as the
massive air transport operation was to begin transporting military
hardware and other materials to Entebbe in Uganda, the situation in
Bunia deteriorated further. Heavy gunfire and mortar shells rocked
the town, as militiamen, including child soldiers, advanced through
the suburbs towards the centre of town. The UN commander in
Bunia, Colonel Daniel Vollot, said “we talked to both sets of sol-
diers, to the leaders. Nobody wants to talk, they all want to fight.”176

The EU nonetheless went on with the plans. On June 12, an op-

eration plan was formally adopted by the Council, as well as the

70 CNEWS, June 4, 2003; AFP, June 4, 2003; CNN, June 4, 2003.

71" EU Council Joint Action 2003/423/CESP; EUobserver, June s, 2003.
72 CNN, June 4, 2003; CNEWS, June 4, 2003.

173 CNEWS, June 4, 2003.

174 Javier Solana web site, Interview, June 12, 2003.

International Herald Tribune, June s, 2003.

76 Telegraph.co.uk, June 8, 2003; AFP, July 30, 2003.
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decision formally to launch the operation.'”” This time, it was the
ministers for agriculture who happened to meet in Luxembourg and
adopted the documents that the ESDP bodies had negotiated and
finalised in the previous days.

In this respect, the institutions clearly proved to deliver, as the
whole process had thereby been accomplished berween two General
Affairs and External Relations Councils. The Union had been able to
initiate, plan, negotiate (within the EU and with third parties in
Africa) and decide on a crisis management mission as well as deploy
troops in a “non-permissive environment”’® without the foreign
ministers even having to meet. It was a proud High Representative
who answered the journalists’ questions on June 12. When asked if
Operation Artemis had not “come a little suddenly, and possibly too
soon,” Solana said it was rather the contrary:

It proves we have been working fairly hard since 2000. At that time,
in December 1999, the EU governments set me the task of making
precise preparations for such missions by the community. This is
what I have done. The task has now been completed. It took us only
a few days: first there was [UN Secretary General] Kofi Annan’s re-
quest, then our situation centre in Brussels drew up a first rate threat
analysis, and now the first soldiers are already arriving in Ituri.!”

In fact, the High Representative himself had no doubt been instru-
mental for the decision to carry out a crisis management mission in
Africa. As one analyst has put it, Solana was taking ESDP “to the
ground to make the Europeans stop talking about theory and capa-

bilities and instead carry out a mission.”

The EU is — like it or not — a global actor!

At their monthly meeting a few days later, on June 16, the foreign
ministers were briefed by Javier Solana on the progress of what was

77 EU Council web page on Operation Artemis.
78 Lindstrom 2004, p. I1I.
17 Javier Solana web site, Interview, June 12, 2003.

'% Steven Everts, quoted in Financial Times, July 15, 2003.



now officially termed the European Security Strategy, and named “A
Secure Europe in a Better World.” The draft strategy identified,
according to the Council’s press release, the key threats facing the
world (sic!), discussed the instruments that the EU had to counter
them, and proposed how the EU should be more active and coherent
in this work.!®!

The US had clearly been on the mind of the authors,'® some-
thing which was seemingly even alluded to in the beginning of the
document (and subsequently revised in its final version a few

months later):

As a union of 25 states with over 450 million people producing a
quarter of the world’s Gross National Product (GNP), the European
Union is, like it or not, a global actor; it should be ready to share in
the responsibility for global security.!83

In an interview, Dutch Minister for Foreign Affairs, Jaap de Hoop
Scheffer, confirmed the link between the security strategy and the
Union’s inability to get its act together in relation to Iraq, saying that
“such deep divisions within the European Union are wrong and
should never happen again. I have been in foreign affairs for quite
some time now and I know I shouldn’t be overly optimistic, but we
have let’s say seen another building block for the creation of a
common foreign and security policy.”'® De Hoop Scheffer also said
the foreign ministers had been discussing the possibility of upgrad-
ing the Union’s representation in Washington, to a former foreign
minister or even a prime minister, “to convey the message from
Europe more strongly to the Administration and on Capitol Hill as

well as to the US Senate and House of Representatives.”'®

181 EU Council Press release 10369/03 (Presse 166).

'® The head of the EU Policy Unit, Christoph Heusgen, later said that it "was clear for
us [in the PU] from the beginning that we wanted to write a document which
compared with the 2002 US National Security Strategy” (quoted in Toje 2005, p. 120).
"% First official draft by Javier Solana of the European Security Strategy, 20 June 2003,
published at Javier Solana’s web-site, Reports.

'8 Radio Netherlands, June 23, 2003.

185 Tbid.



At the June meeting, the foreign ministers also gave their en-
dorsement to a document called “Basic principles for an EU strategy
against proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction,” and ap-
proved what had now become an “action plan” for the implementa-
tion of the basic principles of the strategy. The Political and Security
Committee and other Council bodies, as well as the High Represen-
tative and the Commission, were asked to begin immediately the
work of implementing the action plan.'®

The fundamental importance of “equal footing”

Later the same week, the European Council in Thessalonica wel-
comed the draft security strategy submitted by Solana, and asked
him to finalise the work during the coming six months in close
cooperation with the member states and the Commission.'® The
European Council also made a more general note of the need for the
EU to be taken more seriously in Washington, as it

expressed its conviction that the development of transatlantic rela-
tions on an equal footing remains of fundamental importance in
every domain not only for the two sides but also for the international
community.!8

Among other things, the heads of state or government hoped “to
continue discussions with the US on proposals for strengthening
relations including ideas that could emerge from the elaboration of
the European security strategy.”'®

The European Council also adopted a declaration on non-
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. At the EU-US summit
in Washington a few days later, a “Joint Statement on the prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction” was issued by the European
Council President, Commission President, and US President. It
welcomed the previous European Council declaration, and con-
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cluded that non-proliferation must be tackled both “individually and
collectively — working together and with other partners, including
through relevant international institutions, in particular those of the
United Nations system.”'”® The content was obviously a compro-
mise, but this time — and contrary to the previous autumn — it was
nonetheless the EU as a whole that was discussing with the US how
to deal with weapons of mass destruction.

Moldova next?

There were however also initiatives during this period that never
materialised. A planned EU crisis management operation in the
Trans-Dnestr region in Moldova, for instance, never quite made it
all the way to the decision-making table.

The Netherlands had initiated a discussion within the OSCE to
launch an EU operation to replace the Russian troops along the
Dnestr river on Moldova’s eastern border. In response to this,
Washington’s position was made very clear: the US would not be
sending any troops, but insisted that if the EU were to send a
mission, the Berlin Plus arrangement should be used. The Political
and Security Committee met with NATO’s North Atlantic Council
to discuss the issue on July 15."! At the meeting, NATO agreed to
the idea of an EU operation using NATO assets. As one diplomat
put it: “the Alliance is not likely to undertake the operation itself, as
Washington is not interested, but would let the Europeans do it.”192

It seemed however that finding an agreement with Russia would
be the most difficult question this time.'”? At the time, however, a
formal EU decision was not expected before the end of 2003.!%

' Joint Statement on Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (2003).

YU Financial Times, July 15, 2003.

2 European Voice, July 18, 2003.

' Financial Times, July 18, 2003.

" By which time the EU was no closer to a decision.



The Convention comes to an end

At the European Council meeting in June, the European Convention
had also presented the finalised Part 1 of its “Draft Treaty establish-
ing a Constitution for Europe” to the heads of state and government.
With some marginal revisions of the first draft CFSP and ESDP
articles, the proposed provisions for the EU’s future collective foreign
policy were basically the same as those presented in April."> On
July 18, the Convention had also finalised the other parts of the draft
Constitution, and the three chairmen handed over the draft to the
Italian Presidency.

European crimes and American punishment

During the summer of 2003, the US continued to show that there
was a price to be paid for not supporting the war in Iraq. One
notable “punishment,” already mentioned above, was the American
stalling of the process of an EU takeover of the SFOR mission, and
the allusions that perhaps the EU should rather concentrate on
modifying its police force in Bosnia."?® This attitude was the more
notable considering the outspoken American wish to scale down its
own forces in the Balkans.!'”’

Another visible “retaliation” was the American blocking of EU
Commissioner Antonio Vitorino as the new NATO Secretary
General. He was, the US claimed, not suitable due to his favourable
view on EU defence integration.'”® Other minor examples were also
reported in the press, such as a boycott by top US military and
aerospace figures of the annual International Aeronautics and Space
Show in Paris on June 14, despite its traditional role as a meeting

point for European and American plane makers.'"

1% Although they were later quite substantially revised in the Intergovernmental
Conference before Christmas 2003.

1% EUsbserver, August 25, 2003.

Y7 Independent, August s, 2003.

"% Reuters News, August 7, 2003.

19 EUobserver, June 16, 2003.



However, contrary to some of the previous periods covered in
this study, the US retaliation was not extremely severe in this respect.
This time, compared to for instance the US sanctions against West-
ern Europe in response to the Siberian pipe-line dispute in the
beginning of the 1980s (see chapter six), the Bush Administration
was not as “hard-line” as some of its predecessors had been.

MISSION ACCOMPLISHED

On September 6, the last EU troops left the Congo, and the respon-
sibility was handed back to the UN.? In Bunia, a rule of “no
visible weapons in town” had been imposed by the EU forces since
the end of June.?!
by the end of July, tens of thousands of people had been able to
return to their homes.?”? Chief Kawa Mandro, leader of the Party for

the Unity and Integrity of Congo, said that the enforcement of the
3

The troops had brought a measure of peace, and

arms ban in Bunia was “a great achievement”.?

During the previous three hundred days, the US and a number
of European states had clashed dramatically over how to handle Iragq,
but at the same time the EU was by now ending a military operation
that was only one of several examples where effects could be detected
from the Iraq debacle on the EU’s collective foreign policy. French
Defence Minister Michele Aillot-Marie quite rightly pointed out that
this “very first autonomous operation by the European Union is a
historic moment [...] It’s mission accomplished.”204

Summing up this period, Javier Solana concluded that “[i]n ret-
rospect, 2003 will be seen as a crucial year in the remarkably rapid
implementation of the European Union’s security and defence
policy.”?®
“[w]hile Bosnia-Hercegovina, Macedonia and the Congo may be

Belgian Prime Minister Guy Verhofstadt wrote that

20 EU Council, Press Information, September 16, 2003.
" AFP, August 1, 2003.

202 Tbid.

25 AFP, June 29, 2003.

24 Tbid., August 3, 2003.

% Solana 2003, p. 40.



minor steps on the world scale, I consider them major steps for the
European Union.”? And, the late Swedish Minister for Foreign
Affairs Anna Lindh, while campaigning for Swedish adoption of the

Euro, spoke of the Congo mission as

an important example of what the EU can accomplish outside
Europe’s borders. And I find it important that all those who worry
about the development of a world which we call unipolar, where
only one big country decides the agenda, where only the US makes
decisions over right and wrong, that they may realise that the EU
should not develop as a counterweight or opposite pole to the US,
but that we need more committed forces, more committed voices,
and that sometimes a strong EU will agree with the US, sometimes a
strong EU will have an opposite view from the US, but the EU is
needed to balance the US.2%7

As this study has shown, her comment was no doubt typical of one,
if not #he, most important driving force behind the development of
the EU’s collective foreign policy.

26 Verhofstadt 2003, p. 35.
*7 Speech printed in Dagens Nybeter, September 18, 2003 (author’s translation).
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Epilogue

g S ONE PROMINENT STUDENT OF international change has noted, it
is one thing to observe changing trends in for instance state
behaviour, but:

for the theorist of international politics, mere quantitative change on
a particular dimension of international communication over a rela-
tively short period of time will probably be of relatively little interest
unless those trends have a demonstrable major impact on how dip-
lomatic, military, or commercial things are typically done. The
change must have significant consequences.!

While it is indeed tempting to suggest that the dramatic changes
since 1970 in the volume and content of EPC/CFSP must be a sign
of some quite fundamental changes, no such far-reaching conclusions
have been drawn in this study. We may, however, end it with a few
very brief reflections on this question. Is the development of the CFSP
“important”™ Does the evolving CFSP have a demonstrable major
impact on, or significant consequences for, the way in which diplo-
macy is typically conducted? If not, has this study been focussed on
a question of no importance?

One possible approach towards this question is to take at face
value the definition of “important” as suggested in the quotation
2 Has the development of the EU’ collective foreign policy
profoundly changed the way in which diplomacy is typically conducted?

As regards the way in which the EU members themselves “conduct

above.

' Holsti 1998, p. 7; cf. Verba 1971, p. 290.

* This is similar to the “typical” approach of scholars who argue that “institutions
matter.” Among those who seek to demonstrate the importance of international
institutions, the commonest method is clearly to look at the changing behaviour of the
participating states (Lake 2001, p. 130; Martin & Simmons 1998, p. 742).



diplomacy” the answer must indisputably be yes, but for the func-
tioning of the generic global institution of diplomacy, the answer is
presumably no. For the EU members’ foreign ministries, the
development of the EPC/CFSP has involved the gradual learning of
a very different way of life. They are for instance tied together far
more intimately than any of their non-EU equivalents, they often
represent, both formally and informally, each other in third states
and in international fora, and they have been accepted, as a collective,
into the society of states. For the member states today, most foreign
policy issues are at a minimum discussed, and at a maximum wholly
formed, within the CFSP context. The fact that the CFSP has
changed the behaviour of the member states can hardly be ques-
tioned.

On the other hand, as two international relations scholars point
out, while no “other ‘supranational’ entity in world history, perhaps
with the exception of the Catholic Church in medieval Europe, has
developed a system of representation similar to the European Union,
with permanent representations all across the world,” this is perhaps
first and foremost a testimony “to the flexibility and adaptability of
the institution of diplomacy rather than any profound transforma-
tion.” The fact that the EU has gradually acquired a diplomatic
persona, with all that goes with it, has presumably not had any
significant consequences for the way diplomacy is typically con-
ducted.

There are however also other ways to think of the issue of impor-
tance, or as some would call it, the “so what?” test. One alternative
method is to engage in a counterfactual thought experiment.® It
entails posing the question: would we have seen the development of the
CFSP if the member states themselves found it an unimportant coopera-
tive venture? To this, the answer would be: surely not. Unless the
member states had found the CFSP important, it would be very

? Jénsson & Hall 2005, p. 161.

“ Fearon 1991, pp. 169ff. This, too, is an approach which has at times been proposed by
scholars studying international institutions (see for instance Keohane & Martin 1995, p.
40; Tallberg 1999, p. 18.
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difficult to explain why they would invest all the time, effort, politi-
cal prestige, administrative resources and money in developing the
cooperation. Particularly when we consider the still highly intergov-
ernmental character of the second pillar cooperation, providing far
more formal opportunities to halt the development than those
existing in the first pillar, we must clearly assume that this develop-
ment would never be possible unless the governments believed it to
be “important.”

Yet another way of addressing the question of importance could
be to look at the reactions from third parties.” How has the “outside
world” responded to the development of the CFSP? This is one of the
least researched areas of the CESP, but at least three interesting
reflections can be made, all of which may, in different ways, suggest
some degree of “importance.” First, as Richard Rosecrance has
pointed out, contrary to other examples in history when large power
concentrations have formed, other states or groups of states have,
quite surprisingly, not engaged in any “balancing behaviour” against
the EU.® The Union seems, so far, generally not to have alarmed or
otherwise provoked its external environment. To the extent that that
is correct, the question of why would be quite an intriguing topic for
further research, both for international relations scholars and for
historians.

A second, and possibly related, tendency, which has also not re-
ceived enough attention so far from international relations scholars, is
the readiness of third states to align themselves in various ways with
the Union’s foreign, security, and defence policy. Consider for
instance the fact that when the Union officially, for the first time ever,
declared its intention to acquire the capacity to dispatch troops in its
own name — thereby adding a military tool to this already quite odd
political construction — Canada, Russia, and Ukraine, as well as most
aspiring EU-members in Eastern and Central Europe immediately

> As one student of international institutions has argued, “if third parties react strongly
to institutional innovations, we can infer that the institution itself was relatively
important” (Lake 2001, p. 130).

¢ Rosecrance 1998, pp. 17f.



declared their interest in participating.” As mentioned in the previ-
ous chapter, the EU members were furthermore outnumbered by
non-EU members among the participating states in the two first
crisis management missions ever undertaken by the Union. If we
add to this the everyday practice of a number of non-EU European
states of shadowing the constant flow of CFSP statements, by declar-
ing their “agreement with what the EU has just said,” we end up
with a picture of a quite popular entity. Some have pursued this
argument in the economic field, proposing that the Union seems to
have magnetic powers in the trade area, but the argument appears to
be equally valid in the “high politics” field. The Union seems not
only nor to repel other states, but rather to possess a measure of
special attraction. It is indeed tempting to suggest that the Union’s
potential capacity to balance American influence may be part of its
attraction.

The third tendency is perhaps also the most interesting in terms
of the importance test. To the extent that there have been any strong
reactions against the development of the CESP so far, such reactions
seem primarily to have come from Washington. While the US has
never quite determined its sentiments about the EPC/CEFSP, it has
clearly tried to put its foot down now and then. Whether we think of
Henry Kissinger’s condescending dismissal of EPC in 1973 or of
Colin Powell’s even more condescending dismissal of the EU
military headquarters in 2003, or of any of the many similar events
in-between, it is clear that the US has occasionally demonstrated
publicly its discontent with the idea of the EU members acting as a
collectivity. Among all third states in the world it is thus, arguably,
the one which should feel least threatened by an EU foreign policy
that has reacted most strongly, and thereby also perhaps provided
the best “proof” in the importance test. And, while the US may not
always applaud the development of a collective European voice in
world affairs, there have always been domestic voices acknowledging
the potential importance of European foreign policy cooperation — for

7 Presidency Conclusions from the Helsinki European Council, December 10-11, 1999;
Moens (2002).



the US and, by implication, also for the rest of the world. “Painful as
it may be to admit,” as one prominent American has put it, “we
could benefit from a counterweight that would discipline our occa-
sional impetuosity and, by supplying historical perspective, modify
our penchant for abstract and ‘final’” solutions.” These words, written
by Henry Kissinger in 1968,® provide a suitable end to this study.

$ Kissinger 1977, p. 74-






References

Adler, Emanuel & Michael Barnett (eds) (1998) Security Communities.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Aggarwal, Vinod K. (1998) ‘Reconciling Multiple Institutions: Bargain-
ing, Linkages, and Nesting’ in Vinod K. Aggarwal (ed) Institutional
Designs for a Complex World. Bargaining, Linkages, and Nesting.
Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press.

Aggestam, Lisbeth (2004) A European Foreign Policy? Role Conceptions
and the Politics of Identity in Britain, France and Germany. PhD
Thesis. Stockholm University: Department of Political Science.

Allen, David (1978) ‘Foreign policy at the European level: beyond the
nation-state?” in William Wallace & W. E. Paterson (eds) Foreign
policy making in Western Europe. Farnborough: Saxon House.

Allen, David (1992) “West European Responses to Change in the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe’ in Reinhardt Rummel (ed) Zoward Po-
litical Union. Planning a Common Foreign and Security Policy in the
European Community. Baden-Baden: Nomos.

Allen, David (1997) ‘EPC/CESP, the Soviet Union, and the Former
Soviet Republics: Do the Twelve Have a Coherent Policy?” in Elfriede
Regelsberger, Philippe de Schoutheete de Tervarent & Wolfgang
Wessels (eds) Foreign Policy of the European Union. From EPC to
CFSP and beyond. Boulder and London: Lynne Rienner.

Allen, David (2002) ‘A Competitive Relationship: The Maturing of the
EU-U.S. Relationship, 19802000’ in Sabrina P. Rahmet & Christine
Ingebritsen (eds) Coming in from the Cold War. Changes in U.S.-
European Interactions since 1980. Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield.

Allen, David & Michael Smith (1984) ‘Europe, The United States, and
the Arab-Israeli Conflict in David Allen & Alfred Pijpers (eds)



European Foreign Policy-making and the Arab-Israeli Conflict. The
Hague: Martinus Nijhoff.

Allen, David & Michael Smith (1990) “West Europe in Reagan’s
World: Responding to a New American Challenge’ in Reinhardt
Rummel (ed) 7he Evolution of an International Actor. Western
Europes New Assertiveness. Boulder, San Francisco and Oxford:
Westview Press.

Allen, David & Michael Smith (1991) “Western Europe’s Presence in
the Contemporary International Arena’ in Martin Holland (ed) 7he
Future of European Political Cooperation. Essays on Theory and Practice.
London: Macmillan.

Allin, Dana (1994) Cold War illusions: America, Europe and Soviet
power, 1969—89. New York: Macmillan.

Allin, Dana H. (2004) ‘The Atlantic crisis of confidence’ in Interna-
tional Affairs, Vol. 80, No. 2, pp. 649—663.

Alvesson, Mats & Kaj Skoldberg (1994) Tolkning och reflektion. Veten-
skapsfilosofi och kvalitativ metod. Lund: Studentlitteratur.

Antola, Esko (1986) ‘European Political Cooperation and International
Crises’ in Harto Hakovirta (ed) Fragmentation and Integration. As-
pects of International Systems Change. Helsinki: Finnish Political
Science Association.

Art, Robert J. (1996) “Why Western Europe Needs the United States
and NATO’ in Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 111, No. 1, pp 1-39.

Art, Robert J. (1998) ‘Creating a Disaster: NATO’s Open Door Policy’
in Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 113, No. 3, pp. 383—404.

Artner, Stephen J. (1980) “The Middle East: A Chance for Europe?’ in
International Affairs, Vol. 56, No. 3, pp. 420—442.

Axelrod, Robert & Robert O. Keohane (1986) ‘Achieving Cooperation
under Anarchy: Strategies and Institutions’ in Kenneth A. Oye (ed)
Cooperation under Anarchy. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Bailes, Alyson (2003) ‘EU, US and Iraq: the fall-out’ in Challenge
Europe Online Journal, Issue 9.

Bailes, Alyson (2005) “The European Security Strategy. An Evolutionary
History.” SIPRI Policy Paper, No. 10, February 2005.



Bartolini, Stefano (1993) ‘On time and comparative research’ in Journal
of Theoretical Politics, Vol. s, No. 2, pp. 131-167.

Bazhanov, J. P. (1997/98) ‘Evolution of the Russian Foreign Policy in
the 19905’ in Review of International Affairs, Vol. XLIX, pp. 15—24.
Bengtsson, Rikard & Magnus Ericson (2001) ‘La réorganisation dans
I'internationalisation’ in Patrice Buffotot (ed) La défense en Europe.
Nouvelles réalités, nouvelles ambitions. Paris: La documentation Fran-

caise.

Berkhof, G. C. (1987) ‘The American Strategic Defence Initiative and
West European Security: An Idea’” in J. K. De Vree, P. Coffey & R.
H. Lauwaars (eds) Towards a European Foreign Policy. Legal, Eco-
nomic and Political Dimensions. Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoff.

Bildt, Carl (2004) ‘Chapter 2’ in G. Lindstrom & B. Schmitt (eds)
One year on: lessons from Iraq. Chaillot Paper no. 68. Paris: EU Insti-
tute for Security Studies.

Bjorkdahl, Annika (2005) ‘Norm-maker and Norm-taker: Exploring
the Normative Influence of the EU in Macedonia’ in European For-
eign Affairs Review, Vol. 10, No. 2, pp. 257-278.

Blair, Tony (2002) ‘A Clear Course for Europe.” Speech delivered in
Cardiff, =~ November 28,  reprinted at  www.number-
10.gov.uk/output/Pager739.asp (retrieved at August 3, 2005).

Blix, Hans (2004) Disarming Iraq. New York: Pantheon Books.

Bonvicini, Gianni (1988) ‘Mechanisms and procedures of EPC: more
than traditional diplomacy?” in Alfred Pijpers, Elfriede Regelsberger
& Wolfgang Wessels (eds) Ewuropean Political Cooperation in the
1980s. A Common Foreign Policy for Western Europe? Dordrecht: Mar-
tinus Nijhoff.

Bonvicini, Gianni (1998) ‘Making European foreign policy work’ in
Martin Westlake (ed) 7he European Union beyond Amsterdam. New
concepts of European integration. London and New York: Routledge.

Bowker, Mike & Phil Williams (1988) Superpower Detente: A Reap-
praisal. London: Sage.

Bretherton, Charlotte & John Vogler (1999) The European Union as a
Global Actor. London and New York: Routledge.



Bronstone, Adam (2000) European Security into the Twenty-first Century.
Beyond Traditional Theories of International Relations. Aldershot:
Ashgate.

Bull, Headley (1971) “World Order and the Super Powers* in Carsten
Holbraad (ed) Super Powers and World Order. Canberra: Australian
National University Press.

Bull, Hedley (1977/1995) The Anarchical Society. A Study of Order in
World Politics. Second ed. New York: Columbia University Press.

Burt, Richard R. (1980) ‘Washington and the Atlantic Alliance: The
Hidden Crisis’ in W. Scott Thompson (ed) National Security in the
1980s. From Weakness to Strength. San Francisco: Institute for Con-
temporary Studies.

Bush, George (2003) State of the union address January 28, 2003.
Reprinted at www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2003/01/

Calleo, David (1987) Beyond American Hegemony: The Future of the
Western Alliance. New York: Basic Books.

Calvocoressi, Peter (1991) World Politics since 1945. Second ed. London
and New York: Longman.

Cameron, Fraser (1998) ‘Building a common foreign policy. Do
institutions matter?’ in John Petersen & Helene Sjursen (eds) A
Common Foreign Policy for Europe? Competing visions of the CFSP.
London and New York: Routledge.

Cameron, Fraser (2003) ‘After Iraq — Can there really be a future for
CFSP? Brussels: European Policy Centre, www.theepc.net, 18
March.

Caporaso, James A. (1997) ‘Does the European Union Represent an 7
of 12" in ECSA Review, Vol. X, No. 3, pp. 1-5.

Carlsnaes, Walter & Steve Smith (1994) (eds) European Foreign Policy.
The EC and Changing Perspectives in Europe. London: Sage.

Carlsnaes, Walter, Helene Sjursen & Brian White (2004) (eds) Con-
temporary European Foreign Policy. London: Sage.

Chari, Raj S. & Francesco Cavatorta (2003) ‘The Iraq war: killing
dreams of a unified EU?’ in European Political Science, Autumn 2003,

pp- 25—29.

_246_



Chayes, Abram & Antonia Handler Chayes (1993) ‘On Compliance’ in
International Organization, Vol. 47, No. 2, pp. 175-205.

Chirac, Jacques (2003) qoeme Anniversaire du Traité de L’Elysée:
Discours devant les Deputés Allemands et Frangais. Versailles: January
22.

Cooper, Robert (2004) ‘Speak softly and carry a big carrot’ in DNAK
Security Brief, No. 4, 2004. The Norwegian Atlantic Committee.

Crawford, Beverly & Stefanie Lenway (1985) ‘Decision modes and
International regime change: Western collaboration on East-West
trade’ in World Politics, Vol. 37, No. 3, pp. 375—402.

Dahl, Robert A. (1957) “The Concept of Power’ in Behavioral Science,
Vol. 2, pp. 201-215.

Davidson, Ian (1998) ‘Correspondence: Assessing European Foreign
Policy’ in International Security, Vol. 23, No. 2, pp. 183—-188.

Davidson, Ian (2003) ‘The central question for 2003: not Iraq, but the
US’ in Challenge Europe Online Journal, Issue 9, February 24, 2003.

Déclaration commune des chefs d'Etat et de gouvernement d'Allemagne,
de France, du Luxembourg et de Belgique (2003) sur la défense eu-
ropéenne. Brussels, April 29, 2003. Reprinted at: www.def-
ense.gouv.fr/actualites/discours_divers/2003/do60503/060503.htm.

Dehousse, Renaud & Joseph H. H. Weiler (1991) ‘EPC and the Single
European Act: From Soft Law to Hard Law?’ in Martin Holland (ed)
The Future of European Political Cooperation. Essays on Theory and
Practice. London: Macmillan.

Deutsch, Karl W (1957) Political community and the North Atlantic
area. International organization in the light of historical experience.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Deutsch, Karl W. (1968) The Analysis of International Relations.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Diez, Thomas (1999) ‘Riding the AM-Track through Europe, Or: The
Pitfalls of a Rationalist Journey through European Integration’, in
Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 28, No. 2, pp.
355—69.

Diez, Thomas & Richard Whitman (2000) ‘Analysing European
Integration, Reflecting on the English School: Scenarios for an En-



counter.” COPRI Working Paper, No. 20. Copenhagen Peace Research
Institute.

Duke, Simon (2000) The Elusive Quest for European Security. From EDC
to CFSP. Basingstoke and London: Macmillan.

Duke, Simon (2003) ‘No common, no security, no policy and all
foreign?’ published at www.euractiv.com, April 1, 2003.

Duncombe, Bruce F. (2001) ‘Volume III: Foreign Relations, 1969—
1976, Volume III, Foreign Economic Policy, 1969-1972; Interna-
tional Monetary Policy, 1969-1972" in David S. Patterson (ed)
Nixon-Ford Administrations. Published at: www.state.gov/r/pa/ho/
frus/nixon/iii/8698.htm. Washington, DC: United States Govern-
ment Printing Office (retrieved on September 14, 2004).

Eckstein, Harry (1982) ‘The Idea of Political Development: From
Dignity to Efficiency’ in World Politics, Vol. 34, No. 4, pp. 451—486.

Edwards, Geoffrey (1997) ‘The Potential and Limits of the CFSP: The
Yugoslav Example’ in Elfriede Regelsberger, Philippe de Schoutheete
de Tervarent & Wolfgang Wessels (eds) Foreign Policy of the Euro-
pean Union. From EPC to CFSP and Beyond. Boulder: Lynne Rien-
ner.

Ekengren, Magnus (1996) Statsforvaltningens europeisering i tid och rum
— En studie av den politiska tidens forindring till folid av EU-
samarbetet. Stockholm: The Swedish Institute of International Affairs.

Ekengren, Magnus (2002) The time of European governance. Manchester
and New York: Manchester University Press.

Elgstrom, Ole (2005) ‘The Cotonou agreement: asymmetric negotiations
and the impact of norms’ in Ole Elgstrom & Christer Jonsson (eds)
European Union Negotiations. Processes, Networks and Institutions.
London and New York: Routledge.

Elster, Jon (1989) Nuts and Bolts for the Social Sciences. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Emerson, Michael (2001) The Elephant and the Bear. The European
Union, Russia, and their Near Abroads. Brussels: Centre for European
Policy Studies.

_248_



European Commission (2002) ‘The common foreign and security
policy: introduction’ published at europa.eu.int/scadplus/leg/
en/lvb/roooor.htm (retrieved July 12, 2005).

Fearon, James D. (1991) ‘Counterfactuals and Hypothesis Testing in
Political Science’ in World Politics, Vol. 43, No. 2, pp. 169-195.

Featherstone, Kevin & Roy H. Ginsberg (1996) The United States and
the European Union in the 1990s. Partners in Transition. Second ed.
Basingstoke and London: Macmillan.

Franco-British summit declaration (2003) on strengthening European
Cooperation in security and defence. Le Touquet, February 4, 2003.
Reprinted at: www.ambafrance-uk.org/article.php3?id_article=4970
(retrieved on July 30, 2005).

Gaddis, John Lewis (1997) We now know. Rethinking Cold War history.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Gardner, Anthony Laurence (1997) A New Era in US-EU Relations? The
Clinton Administration and the New Transatlantic Agenda. Aldershot:
Avebury.

Garrett, Geoffrey & George Tsebelis (1996) ‘An institutional critique of
intergovernmentalism’ in International Organization, Vol. 5o, No. 2,
pp- 269—300.

Garrett, Geoffrey & Barry Weingast (1993) ‘Ideas, Interests, and
Institutions: Constructing the European Community’s Internal Mar-
ket’ in Judith Goldstein & Robert O. Keohane (eds) Ideas and For-
eign Policy. Beliefs, Institutions, and Political Change. Ithaca and
London: Cornell University Press.

George, Alexander L. (1988) ‘Factors Influencing Security Cooperation’
in Alexander L. George, Philip J. Farley & Alexander Dallin (eds)
U.S.-Soviet Security Cooperation. Achievements, Failures, Lessons. New
York and Oxford: Oxford University Press.

George, Stephen & lan Bache (2000) Politics in the European Union.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Gilpin, Robert (1981) War and Change in World Politics. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Ginsberg, Roy H. (1989) Foreign Policy Actions of the European Commu-
nity. The Politics of Scale. Boulder: Lynne Rienner.



Ginsberg, Roy H. (1997) “The EU’s CFSP: the Politics of Procedure’ in
Martin Holland (ed) Common Foreign and Security Policy. The Record
and Reforms. London and Washington: Pinter.

Ginsberg, Roy H. (2001) The European Union in International Politics.
Baptism by Fire. Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield.

Giscard d’Estaing, Valéry (2003) ‘Allocution de Valéry Giscard
d’Estaing, Président de la Convention Européenne, devant le Parle-
ment Suédois, Stockholm 9 April 2003’ published at europa.eu.int/
constitution/futurum/documents/contrib/conv_fr.htm (retrieved at
August 1, 2005).

Glarbo, Kenneth (1999) “Wide-awake diplomacy: reconstructing the
common foreign and security policy of the European Union’ in jour-
nal of European Public Policy, Vol. 6, No. 4, pp. 634—651.

Glaser, Charles L. (1994/95) ‘Realists as Optimists. Cooperation and
Self-Help’ in International Security, Vol. 19, No. 3, pp. 50-90.

Gleditsch, Nils Petter, Peter Wallensteen, Mikael Eriksson, Margareta
Sollenberg & Havard Strand (2001) Armed Conflict 1946—2000: A
New Dataset. Uppsala: Report from the Conflict Data Project, Dept.
of Peace and Conflict Research, Uppsala University.

Gnesotto, Nicole (2003) ‘Preface’ in Gustav Lindstrom (ed) Shift or Rif#?
Assessing US-EU relations after Iraq. Paris: EU Institute for Security
Studies.

Goldgeier, James M. & Michael McFaul (1992) ‘A tale of two worlds:
core and periphery in the post-cold war era’ in International Organi-
zation, Vol. 46, No. 2, pp. 467—491.

Goldmann, Kjell (1978) Der internationella systemet. En teori och dess
begrinsningar. Stockholm: Aldus/Bonniers.

Goldmann, Kjell (1979) “The International Power Structure: Traditional
Theory and New Reality’ in Kjell Goldmann & Gunnar Sjostedt
(eds) Power, Capabilities, Interdependence. Problems in the Study of
International Influence. London and Beverly Hills: Sage.

Goldmann, Kjell (1986) ““Democracy is Incompatible with Interna-
tional Politics:” Reconsideration of a Hypothesis’ in Kjell Goldmann,
Sten Berglund & Gunnar Sjostedt, Democracy and Foreign Policy. The
Case of Sweden. London: Gower.



Goldmann, Kjell (1993) ‘Norden i Europa’ in Statsvetenskaplig Tid-
skrift, Vol. 96, No. 4, pp. 321-331.

Goldstein, Judith & Robert O. Keohane (1993) ‘Ideas and Foreign
Policy: An Analytical Framework’ in Judith Goldstein & Robert O.
Keohane (eds) Ideas and Foreign Policy. Beliefs, Institutions, and Politi-
cal Change. Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press.

Golub, Jonathan (1999) ‘In the Shadow of the Vote? Decision Making
in the European Community’ in International Organization, Vol. 53,
No. 4, pp. 733-764.

Gordon, Philip H. (1997/98) ‘Europe’s Uncommon Foreign Policy’ in
International Security, Vol. 22, No. 3, pp. 74—100.

Gordon, Phillip H. (2003) ‘Bridging the Atlantic Divide’ in Foreign
Affairs, Vol. 82, No. 1, pp. 84-97.

Gourevitch, Philip (2003) “The Congo Test’ in The New Yorker, June 2,
2003.

Gourlay, Catriona & Eric Remacle (1998) ‘“The 1996 IGC: The Actors
and their Interaction’ in Kjell A. Eliassen (ed) Foreign and Security
Policy in the European Union. London: Sage.

Government Offices of Sweden (2003) GUSP-handbok. Ministry for
Foreign Affairs, Section of the European Correspondent.

Gow, James (1997) Triumph of the Lack of Will. International Diplomacy
and the Yugoslav War. London: Hurst & Company.

Gow, James (2002) ‘The Future of NATO and the Euro-Atlantic
Community: Productive Partnerships and Constructive Ends?’ in
Sabrina P. Rahmet & Christine Ingebritsen (eds) Coming in from the
Cold War. Changes in U.S.-European Interactions since 1980. Lanham:
Rowman & Littlefield.

Grant, Charles (2003a) Resolving the rows over ESDP. Opinion, October
2003. London: Centre For European Reform.

Grant, Charles (2003b) ‘Reviving European defence cooperation’ in
NATO Review, Winter 2003.

Grieco, Joseph M. (1990) Cooperation among Nations. Europe, America,
and Non-tariff Barriers to Trade. Ithaca and London: Cornell Univer-
sity Press.



Gustavsson, Jakob (1998) The Politics of Foreign Policy Change. Explain-
ing the Swedish Reorientation on EC Membership. PhD Thesis. Lund:
Lund University Press.

Haas, Ernst (1953) “The Balance of Power: Prescription, Concept, or
Propaganda’ in World Politics, Vol. 5, No. 4, pp. 442—477.

Haas, Ernst (1961) ‘International integration: The European and the
Universal Process’ in International Organization, Vol. 15, No. 3, pp.
366—392.

Haas, Ernst (1982) “Words can hurt you; or who said what to whom
about regimes’ in International Organization, Vol. 36, No. 2, pp.
207244

Haas, Ernst (1991) ‘Collective Learning: Some Theoretical Speculations’
in George W. Breslauer & Philip E. Tetlock (eds) Learning in U.S.
and Soviet Foreign Policy. Boulder, San Francisco and Oxford:
Westview Press.

Haas, Peter M. (1993) ‘Epistemic Communities and the Dynamics of
International Environmental Co-operation’ in Volker Rittberger (ed)
Regime Theory and International Relations. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Haass, Richard N. (1997) “The United States, Europe, and the Middle
East Peace Process’ in Robert D. Blackwill & Michael Stiirmer (eds)
Allies Divided. Transatlantic Policies for the Greater Middle FEast.
Cambridge, Mass: The MIT Press.

Haass, Richard N. (1999) ‘Introduction’ in Richard N. Haass (ed)
Transatlantic Tensions. The United States, Europe, and Problem Coun-
tries. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press.

Haftendorn, Helga, Robert O. Keohane & Celeste A. Wallander (eds)
(1999) Imperfect Unions. Security Institutions over Time and Space.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Haine, Jean-Yves (no year) ESDP — An overview. Paris: EU Institute for
Security Studies.

Hall, Peter A. & Rosemary C. R. Taylor (1996) ‘Political Science and
the Three New Institutionalisms’ in Political Studies, Vol. XLIV, pp.
936-957.

Hallenberg, Jan (1995) ‘New Thinking in East and West: What is Old
and What is New: The Case of the United States and Western



Europe’ in Rutger Lindahl & Gunnar Sjostedt (eds) New Thinking
in International Relations: Swedish Perspectives. Stockholm: The Swed-
ish Institute of International Affairs.

Hart, Jeffrey (1976) “Three Approaches to the Measurement of Power in
International Relations’ in International Organization, Vol. 30, No. 2,
pp- 289-30s.

Haslam, Jonathan (1991) ‘Soviet Policy Toward Western Europe Since
World War II' in George W. Breslauer & Philip E. Tetlock (eds)
Learning in U.S. and Soviet Foreign Policy. Boulder, San Francisco
and Oxford: Westview Press.

Hermann, Charles F. (1978) ‘Foreign policy behavior: That which is to
be explained’ in Maurice A. East, Stephen A. Salmore & Charles F.
Hermann (eds) Why Nations Act. Theoretical Perspectives for Com-
parative Foreign Policy Studies. Beverly Hills and London: Sage.

Herolf, Gunilla (2004) France, Germany and the United Kingdom.
Cooperation in times of turbulence. PhD Thesis. Stockholm Univer-
sity: Department of Political Science.

Herrmann, Richard (1991) ‘The Soviet Decision to Withdraw from
Afghanistan: Changing Strategic and Regional Images’ in Robert
Jervis & Jack Snyder (eds) Dominoes and Bandwagons. Strategic Beliefs
and Great Power Competition in the Eurasian Rimland. New York and
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hettne, Bjorn, Osvaldo Sunkel & Andras Inotai (2000) 7The New
Regionalism and the Future of Security and Development. New York: St.
Martin’s Press.

Heurlin, Bertel (1992) ‘The United States, the Soviet Union and the
Transformation of Europe 1989-1991” in Morten Kelstrup (ed) Euro-
pean Integration and Denmark’s Participation. Copenhagen: Copen-
hagen Political Studies Press.

Hiester, Dan (1991) “The United States as a Power in Europe’ in Robert
S. Jordan (ed) Europe and the Superpowers. Essays on European Inter-
national Issues. London: Pinter.

Hill, Christopher (1978) ‘A theoretical introduction’ in William
Wallace and W. E. Paterson (eds) Foreign policy making in Western
Europe. Farnborough: Saxon House.



Hill, Christopher (1988) ‘European Preoccupations with terrorism’ in
Alfred Pijpers, Elfriede Regelsberger & Wolfgang Wessels (eds)
European Political Cooperation in the 1980s. A Common Foreign Policy
for Western Europe? Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoff.

Hill, Christopher (1993) ‘“The Capability—Expectations Gap, or Con-
ceptualising Europe’s International Role’ in journal of Common Mar-
ket Studlies, Vol. 31, No. 3, pp. 305-328.

Hill, Christopher (2005) ‘Is EU Foreign Policy a Problem for IR
Theory?” in UACES News, Issue 44, pp. 12—13.

Hill, Christopher & William Wallace (1996) ‘Introduction: Actors and
actions’ in Christopher Hill (ed) 7he Actors in Europe’s Foreign Pol-
icy. London: Routledge.

Hix, Simon (1999) The Political System of the European Union. Basing-
stoke and New York: Palgrave.

Hoffmann, Erik P. (1987) ‘Soviet Foreign Policy Aims and Accom-
plishments from Lenin to Brezhnev’ in Robbin F. Laird (ed) Sovier
Foreign Policy. New York: The Academy of Political Science.

Hoffmann, Stanley (1995/1991) ‘Balance, Concert, Anarchy, or None of
the Above® in The European Sisyphus. Essays on Europe, 1964—1994.
Boulder, San Francisco and London: Westview Press.

Hoffmann, Stanley (2000) ‘“Toward a Common Foreign and Security
Policy’ in Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 38, No. 2, pp.
189—-198.

Holland, Martin (ed) (1991a) The Future of European Political Coopera-
tion. Essays on Theory and Practice. London: Macmillan.

Holland, Martin (1991b) ‘Sanctions as an EPC Instrument’ in Martin
Holland (ed) The Future of European Political Cooperation. Essays on
Theory and Practice. London: Macmillan.

Hollis, Martin & Steve Smith (1990) Explaining and understanding
international relations. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Holloway, David (1982) ‘Foreign and Defence Policy’ in Archie Brown
& Michael Kaser (eds) Soviet Policy for the 1980s. London and Bas-
ingstoke: Macmillan.

Holm, Erik (2001) The European Anarchy. Europe’s Hard Road Into High
Politics. Copenhagen: Handelshejskolens Forlag.



Holsti, Kalevi J. (1995) International Politics. A Framework for Analysis.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Holsti, Kalevi J. (1998) The Problem of Change in International Relations
Theory. Working Paper No. 26. Institute of International Relations,
University of British Columbia.

Holsti, Kalevi J. (2004) Taming the Sovereigns. Institutional Change in
International Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Howard, Michael (1987/88) ‘A European perspective on the Reagan
years’ in Foreign Affairs, Vol. 66, No. 3, pp. 478—493.

Hulett, Louisa S. (1982) “Western European Perspectives on East-West
Détente in the 19705’ in The Atlantic Community Quarterly, Vol. 20,
No. 3, pp. 223-232.

Huntington, Samuel P. (1993a) “The Clash of Civilizations?’ in Foreign
Affairs, Vol. 72, No. 3, pp. 22—50.

Huntington, Samuel P. (1993b) “Why International Primacy Matters’
in International Security, Vol. 17, No. 4, pp. 68-83.

Hurd, Douglas (1981) ‘Political Co-operation’ in International Affairs,
Vol. 57, No. 3, pp. 383-393.

Hurd, Douglas (1994) ‘Developing the Common Foreign and Security
Policy’ in International Affairs, Vol. 70, No. 3, pp. 421—428.

Hurrell, Andrew & Anand Menon (1996) ‘Politics Like Any Other?
Comparative Politics, International Relations and the Study of the
EU’ in West European Politics, Vol. 19, No. 2, pp. 386—402.

Ifestos, Panayiotis (1987) European Political Cooperation: Towards a
Framework of Supranational Diplomacy? Aldershot: Avebury.

Ikenberry, G. John (1986) ‘The State and Strategies of International
Adjustment’ in World Politics, Vol. 39, No. 1, pp. 53-77.

Ikenberry, G. John (2002) ‘Introduction’ in G. John Ikenberry (ed)
America Unrivaled. The Future of the Balance of Power. Ithaca and
London: Cornell University Press.

Ito, Y. (2001) ‘Influence: Social’ in Neil ]J. Smelser & Paul B. Baltes
(eds) International Encyclopedia of the Social and Behavioral Sciences.
Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Jerneck, Magnus (1990) ‘Olof Palme — en internationell propagandist’
in Bo Huldt & Klaus Misgeld (eds) Socialdemokratin och svensk



utrikespolitik. Frdan Branting till Palme. Stockholm: The Swedish
Institute of International Affairs.

Jervis, Robert (1982) ‘Security Regimes’ in International Organization,
Vol. 36, No. 2, pp. 357-378.

Jervis, Robert (1999) ‘Realism, Neoliberalism, and Cooperation.
Understanding the Debate’ in International Security, Vol. 24, No. 1,
pp- 42—63.

Job, Brian (ed) (1992) The Insecurity Dilemma: National Security of
Third World States. Boulder: Lynne Rienner.

Jofte, Josef (1987) The Limited Partnership. Europe, the United States,
and the Burdens of Alliance. Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger Publishing
Company.

Joint Statement on Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (2003)
Joint Statement by President George W. Bush, European Council
President Konstandinos Simitis, and European Commission Presi-
dent Romano Prodi on the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass De-
struction, June 25, 2003. Reprinted at www.whitehouse.gov/news/
releases/2003/06/20030625-17.html

Jonsson, Christer (1979) “The Paradoxes of Superpower: Omnipotence
or Impotence?” in Kjell Goldmann & Gunnar Sjéstedt (eds) Power,
Capabilities, Interdependence. Problems in the Study of International
Influence. London and Beverly Hills: Sage.

Jonsson, Christer (1990) Communication in International Bargaining.
London: Pinter Publishers.

Jonsson, Christer (1992) ‘Supermaktsdrommen’ in Stefan Hedlund
(red.) Efter Sovjet. Tankar kring ett imperium i upplosning. Stock-
holm: Nerenius & Santérus Forlag.

Jonsson, Christer (1993) ‘Cognitive Factors in Explaining Regime
Dynamics’ in Volker Rittberger (ed) Regime Theory and International
Relations. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Jonsson, Christer & Martin Hall (2005) Essence of Diplomacy. Basing-
stoke and New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Jonsson, Christer, Sven Tiégil & Gunnar Térnqvist (2000) Organizing
European Space. London, Thousand Oaks and New Delhi: Sage.

_256_



Jopp, Mathias (1997) “The Defense Dimension of the European Union:
The Role and Performance of the WEU’ in Elfriede Regelsberger,
Philippe de Schoutheete de Tervarent & Wolfgang Wessels (eds)
Foreign Policy of the European Union. From EPC to CFSP and beyond.
Boulder and London: Lynne Rienner.

Jorgensen, Knud Erik (1993) ‘EC External Relations as a Theoretical
Challenge: Theories, Concepts and Trends’ in Frank R. Pfetsch (ed)
International Relations and Pan-Europe. Theoretical Approaches and
Empirical Findings. Miinster and Hamburg: Lit Verlag.

Jorgensen, Knud Erik (1997) ‘PoCo: The Diplomatic Republic of
Europe’ in Knud Erik Jorgensen (ed) Reflective Approaches to Euro-
pean Governance. London: Macmillan.

Jorgensen, Knud Erik (1998) ‘“The European Union’s Performance in
World Politics: How Should We Measure Success?” in Jan Zielonka
(ed) Paradoxes of European Foreign Policy. The Hague: Kluwer.

Jorgensen, Knud Erik (2002) ‘Making the CFSP Work’ in John
Peterson & Michael Shackleton (eds) The Institutions of the European
Union. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Jorgensen, Knud Erik (2004) “Theorising the European Union’s foreign
policy’ in Ben Tonra & Thomas Christiansen (eds) Rethinking Euro-
pean Union foreign policy. Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Jupille, J. & J. A. Caporaso (1999) ‘Institutionalism and the European
Union: Beyond International Relations and Comparative Politics” in
Annual Review of Political Science, Vol. 2, pp. 429—444.

Kagan, Robert (2002) ‘Power and Weakness’ in Policy Review, June
2002.

Kagan, Robert (2003) Of Paradise and Power. America and Europe in the
New World Order. New York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Kahler, Miles (1983) ‘The United States and Western Europe: The
Diplomatic Consequences of Mr. Reagan’ in Kenneth A. Oye, Robert
J. Lieber & Donald Rothchild (eds) Eagle Defiant. United States
Foreign Policy in the 1980s. Boston and Toronto: Little, Brown &
Company.

Kahler, Miles (1998) ‘Rationality in International Relations’ in Interna-
tional Organization, Vol. 52, No. 4, pp. 919-941.



Kahler, Miles & Werner Link (1996) Europe and America. A Return to
History. New York: Council on Foreign Relations Press.

Keatinge, Patrick (1996) ‘Ireland and common security. Stretching the
limits of commitment?” in Christopher Hill (ed) The Actors in
Europe’s Foreign Policy. London and New York: Routledge.

Keatinge, Patrick (1997) “The Twelve, the United Nations, and Somalia:
The Mirage of Global Intervention’ in Elfriede Regelsberger, Philippe
de Schoutheete de Tervarent & Wolfgang Wessels (eds) Foreign Policy
of the European Union. From EPC to CFSP and beyond. Boulder and
London: Lynne Rienner.

Kemp, Geoftrey (1997) ‘The United States, Europe, and the Persian
Gulf in Robert D. Blackwill & Michael Stiirmer (eds) Allies Di-
vided. Transatlantic Policies for the Greater Middle East. Cambridge,
Mass: The MIT Press.

Kemp, Geoffrey (1999) ‘The Challenge of Iran for US and European
Policy’ in Richard N. Haass (ed) Transatlantic Tensions. The United
States, Europe, and Problem Countries. Washington, DC: Brookings
Institution Press.

Keohane, Daniel (2003) ‘EU defence policy: Beyond the Balkans,
beyond peacekeeping?’ Centre for European Reform (www.cer.org.uk)
1 July 2003.

Keohane, Robert O. (1982) ‘The Demand for International Regimes’ in
International Organization, Vol. 36, No. 2, pp. 325-355.

Keohane, Robert O. (1984) After Hegemony. Cooperation and Discord in
the World Political Economy. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Keohane, Robert O. (1989) International Institutions and State Power.
Essays in International Relations Theory. Princeton: Princeton Univer-

sity Press.

Keohane, Robert O. & Stanley Hoffmann (1990) ‘Conclusions: Com-
munity politics and institutional change’ in William Wallace (ed)
The Dynamics of European Integration. London and New York: Pin-
ter.

Keohane, Robert O. & Lisa L. Martin (1995) “The Promise of Institu-
tionalist Theory’ in International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1, pp. 39—51.

_258_



Keohane, Robert O. & Joseph S. Nye (1993) ‘Introduction: The End of
the Cold War in Europe’ in Robert O. Keohane, Joseph S. Nye &
Stanley Hoffmann (eds) After the Cold War. International Institutions
and State Strategies in Europe, 1989—1991. Cambridge, Massachusetts
and London, England: Harvard University Press.

King, Gary, Robert O. Keohane & Sidney Verba (1994) Designing Social
Inquiry. Scientific Inference in Qualitative Research. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press.

Kissinger, Henry A. (1973) “The Year of Europe.” Address delivered to
the Associated Press Annual Luncheon, New York, April 23, 1973.
Reprinted at: www.adamshoop.org/articles/yearofeurope.html.

Kissinger, Henry A. (1977) American Foreign Policy. Third ed. New
York: W.W. Norton & Company.

Kissinger, Henry A. (1982) ‘Reflections on a partnership: British and
American Attitudes to Postwar Foreign Policy’ in International Af-
fairs, Vol. 58, No. 4, pp. 571-587.

Knudsen, Olav (1979) ‘Capabilities, Issue-Areas, and Inter-State Power’
in Kjell Goldmann & Gunnar Sjostedt (eds) Power, Capabilities,
Interdependence. Problems in the Study of International Influence.
London and Beverly Hills: Sage.

Koremenos, Barbara, Charles Lipson & Duncan Snidal (2001) ‘The
Rational Design of International Institutions’ in International Orga-
nization, Vol. 55, No. 4, pp. 761-799.

Koshemiakin, Alexander V. (1997) ‘Democratization and foreign policy
change: the case of the Russian Federation’ in Review of International
Studies, Vol. 23, No. 1, pp. 49-74.

Koutrakos, Panos (2001) Trade, Foreign Policy ¢ Defence in EU Consti-
tutional Law. Oxford and Portland: Hart.

Krasner, Stephen D. (1976) ‘State Power and the Structure of Interna-
tional Trade” in World Politics, Vol. 28, No. 3, pp. 317-347.

Krasner, Stephen D. (1982a) ‘Structural causes and regime conse-
quences: regimes as intervening variable’ in International Organiza-
tion, Vol. 36, No. 2, pp. 185—205.



Krasner, Stephen D. (1982b) ‘Regimes and the limits of realism:
regimes as autonomous variables” in International Organization, Vol.
36, No. 2, pp. 497—510.

Krasner, Stephen D. (1984) ‘Approaches to the State. Alternative
Conceptions and Historical Dynamics’ in Comparative Politics, Vol.
16, No. 2, pp. 223—246.

Krenzler, Horst G. (1998) ‘The Potential of the New Transatlantic
Partnership: a European Perspective’ in Jorg Monar (ed) 7he New
Transatlantic Agenda and the Future of EU-US Relations. London,
The Hague and Boston: Kluwer Law.

Kupchan, Charles A. (1998) ‘After Pax Americana. Benign Power,
Regional Integration, and the Sources of a Stable Multipolarity’ in
International Security, Vol. 23, No. 2, pp. 40-79.

Laffan, Brigid, Rory O’Donnell & Michael Smith (2000) Europe’s
Experimental Union. Rethinking Integration. London and New York:
Routledge.

Lake, Anthony (1994) ‘Confronting Backlash States’ in Foreign Affairs,
Vol. 73, No. 2, pp. 45—56.

Lake, David A. (2001) ‘Beyond Anarchy. The Importance of Security
Institutions’ in International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1, pp. 129-160.
Lake, David A. & Patrick M. Morgan (eds) (1997) Regional orders:
building security in a new world. University Park, Pa.: Pennsylvania

State University Press.

Lake, David A. & Robert Powell (1999) ‘International Relations: A
Strategic-Choice Approach’ in David A. Lake & Robert Powell (eds)
Strategic Choice and International Relations. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.

Larsen, Henrik (1999) ‘New approaches to the common foreign and
security policy of the EU (CFSP): The constructive research agenda.’
Paper presented at the 1999 ISA Annual Convention, Washington
DC.

Legro, Jeffrey W. (1997) “Which norms matter? Revisiting the “failure”
of internationalism’ in International Organization, Vol. s1, No. 1,

pp- 31-63.

— 260 —



Lieber, Robert J. (1983) ‘Energy Policy and national Security: Invisible
Hand or Guiding Hand?’ in Kenneth A. Oye, Robert J. Lieber &
Donald Rothchild (eds) Eagle Defiant. United States Foreign Policy in
the 1980s. Boston and Toronto: Little, Brown & Company.

Light, Paul (1983/84) “Vice-Presidential Influence under Rockefeller and
Mondale’ in Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 98, No. 4, pp. 617—640.

Lindahl, Rutger (1995) ‘Towards an Ever Closer Relation — Swedish
Foreign and Security Policy and the European Integration Process’ in
Rutger Lindahl & Gunnar Sjostedt (eds) New Thinking in Interna-
tional Relations: Swedish Perspectives. Stockholm: The Swedish Insti-
tute of International Affairs.

Lindstrom, Gustav (2004) ‘On the ground: ESDP operations’ in Nicole
Gnesotto (ed) EU Security and Defence Policy. The first five years
(1999—2004). Paris: EU Institute for Security Studies.

Little, Richard (1989) ‘Deconstructing the balance of power: two
traditions of thought’ in Review of International Studies, Vol. 15, No.
2, pp- 87—-100.

Long, David (1997) ‘Multilateralism in the CFSP’ in Martin Holland
(ed) Common Foreign and Security Policy. The Records and Reforms.
London and Washington: Pinter.

Lucarelli, Sonia (2000) Europe and the Breakup of Yugoslavia. A Political
Failure in Search of a Scholarly Explanation. The Hague: Kluwer.

Ludlow, Peter (2004) The Making of the New Europe. The European
Councils in Brussels and Copenhagen 2002. Brussels: EuroComment.

Lundestad, Geir (1991) East, West, North, South. Major Developments in
International Politics 1945—1990. Oslo: Norwegian University Press.

Lundestad, Geir (1998) “Empire” by Integration. The United States and
European Integration, 1945-1997. Oxford and New York: Oxford
University Press.

Mandelbaum, Michael (1999) ‘A Perfect Failure. NATO’s War Against
Yugoslavia’ in Foreign Affairs, Vol. 78, No. s, pp. 2-8.

Manners, Ian (2000) ‘Small States and the Internal Balance of the
European Union: Institutional Issues’ in Jackie Gower and John
Redmond (eds) Enlarging the European Union: The Way Forward.
Aldershot: Ashgate.

— 261 —



Manners, Ian (2002) ‘Normative Power Europe: A Contradiction in
Terms?’ in Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 40, No. 2, pp.
235-258.

Manners, Ian & Richard Whitman (2000) ‘Introduction’ in Ian
Manners & Richard Whitman (eds) The Foreign Policies of European
Union Member States. Manchester and New York: Manchester Uni-
versity Press.

Mansfield, Edward D. & Helen Milner (1997) ‘The Political Economy
of Regionalism: An Overview’' in Edward D. Mansfield & Helen
Milner (eds) The Political Economy of Regionalism. New York: Co-
lumbia University Press.

Marks, Gary (1997) ‘Does the European Union Represent an 7 of 12’ in
ECSA Review, Vol. X, No. 3, pp. 1-5.

Marks, Michael P. (2002) ‘Coming into Europe: The U.S.-Spanish
Relationship since 1980 in Sabrina P. Rahmet & Christine Ingebrit-
sen (eds) Coming in from the Cold War. Changes in U.S.-European
Interactions since 1980. Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield.

Martin, Lisa L. (1992) Coercive Cooperation. Explaining Multilateral
Economic Sanctions. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Martin, Lisa L. & Beth A. Simmons (1998) ‘Theories and Empirical
Studies of International Institutions’ in International Organization,
Vol. 52, No. 4, pp. 729-757.

Mastanduno, Michael (1997) ‘Preserving the Unipolar Moment: Realist
Theories and U.S. Grand Strategy after the Cold War’ in Interna-
tional Security, Vol. 21, No. 4, pp. 49-88.

Matlary, Janne Haaland (1997) ‘Epilogue: New Bottles for New Wine’
in Knud Erik Jorgensen (ed) Reflective Approaches to European Gov-
ernance. London: Macmillan.

Mazey, Sonia (1996) ‘The development of the European idea. From
sectoral integration to political union’ in Jeremy Richardson (ed)
European Union. Power and policy-making. London and New York:
Routledge.

McFaul, Michael (1997/98) ‘A Precarious Peace. Domestic Politics in
the Making of Russian Foreign Policy’ in International Security, Vol.

22, No. 3, pp. 5-35.

—262 —



McKenzie, Mary M. & Peter H. Loedel (eds) (1998) The Promise and
Reality of European Security Cooperation. States, Interests, and Institu-
tions. Westport and London: Praeger.

Mearsheimer, John J. (1990) ‘Back to the Future: Instability in Europe
after the Cold War’ in International Security, Vol. 15, No. 2, pp. 5—
56.

Mearsheimer, John J. (2001) The Tragedy of Great Power Politics. New
York and London: W. W. Norton & Company.

Mendl, Wolf (1984) Western Europe and Japan Between the Superpowers.
New York: St. Martin’s Press.

MERIP Reports (1973) Middle East Research and Information Project.
Retrieved from www.jstor.org.

Miller, Benjamin (1995) ‘International Systems and Regional Security:
From Competition to Cooperation, Dominance or Disengagement?’
in Journal of Strategic Studies, Vol. 18, No. 2, pp. s2—100.

Moens, Alexander (1993) “The European Security and Defence Identity
and the Non-Concert of Europe’ in European Security, Vol. 2, No. 4,
pp. 567-584.

Moens, Alexander (2002) The Role of the EU in the Balkans: A Non-US
North American View. Lecture in the Cicero Foundation Great Debate
Seminar “The Common Foreign and Security Policy of the European
Union,” Paris 11-12, 2002. Reprinted at www.cicerofoundation.org
(retrieved August 6, 2005).

Monar, Jorg (1997) ‘The Finances of the Union’s Intergovernmental
Pillars: Tortuous Experiments with the Community Budget’ in jour-
nal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 35, No. 1, pp. 57-78.

Moravcsik, Andrew (1997) ‘Does the European Union Represent an 7
of 12" in ECSA Review, Vol. X, No. 3, pp. 1-5.

Moravcsik, Andrew (1998) The Choice for Europe. Social Purpose and
State Power from Messina to Maastricht. Ithaca, NY: Cornell Univer-
sity Press.

Moravcsik, Andrew (1999) ‘Is something rotten in the state of Den-
mark? Constructivism and European integration’ in journal of Euro-
pean Public Policy, Vol. 6, No. 4, pp. 669—681.

_263_



Moravcsik, Andrew (2002) “The Quiet Superpower’ in Newsweek, June
17, 2002.

Morgenthau, Hans J. (1948/1993) Politics among Nations. The Struggle
for Power and Peace. Brief ed. Boston, Mass.: McGraw-Hill.

Nuttall, Simon (1988) “Where the European Commission comes in’ in
Alfred Pijpers, Elfriede Regelsberger & Wolfgang Wessels (eds)
European Political Cooperation in the 1980s. A Common Foreign Policy
for Western Europe? Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoff.

Nuttall, Simon (1992) European Political Co-operation. Oxford: Claren-
don Press.

Nuttall, Simon (2000) European Foreign Policy. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Nye, Joseph (1990) Bound to lead. The changing nature of American
power. New York: Basic Books.

Nygren, Bertil (1987) ‘Sovjetunionens avspinningsdoktrin’ in Kjell
Goldmann & Haikan Karlsson (eds) Rivalitet och samexistens. Lund:
Studentlitteratur.

Ohrgaard, Jakob C. (1997) “Less than Supranational, More than
Intergovernmental”: European Political Cooperation and the Dynam-
ics of Intergovernmental Integration’ in Millennium, Vol. 26, No. 1,
pp. 1-29.

Ohrgaard, Jakob C. (2004) ‘International relations or European integra-
tion: is the CFSP sui generis?’ in Ben Tonra & Thomas Christiansen
(eds) Rethinking European Union foreign policy. Manchester: Man-
chester University Press.

Ojanen, Hanna, together with Gunilla Herolf & Rutger Lindahl (2000)
Non-Alignment and European Security Policy. Ambiguity ar Work.
Helsinki and Bonn: The Finnish Institute of International Affairs
and Institut fiir Europiische Politik.

Ostrom, Elinor (1998) ‘A Behavioral Approach to the Rational Choice
Theory of Collective Action’ in American Political Science Review,
Vol. 92, No. 1, pp. 1—22.

Owen, David (1995) Balkan Odyssey. London: Victor Gollancz.

Patten, Chris (2001) ‘Coherence and Co-operation: The EU as a
Promoter of Peace and Development.” Speech given at the Swedish

_264_



Institute for international Affairs, Stockholm, December 4, 2001I.
Reprinted at europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/news/patten/
spo1_609.htm.

Patten, Chris (2003) ‘Europe in the World: CFSP & its relation to
development’ speech given at the Overseas Development Institute, 7
November 2003. Reprinted at: europa.eu.int/comm/external_re-
lations/news/patten/spo7_11_03.htm.

Peters, B. Guy (1999) Institutional Theory in Political Science. The New
Institutionalism.’ London and New York: Continuum.

Peters, Ingo (1999) “The OSCE and German Policy: A Study in How
Institutions Matter’ in Helga Haftendorn, Robert O. Keohane &
Celeste A. Wallander (eds) Imperfect Unions. Security Institutions over
Time and Space. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Peterson, John (1996) Europe and America. The Prospects for Partnership.
London and New York: Routledge.

Peterson, John (1998) ‘Introduction: the European Union as a global
actor’ in John Petersen & Helene Sjursen (eds) A Common Foreign
Policy for Europe? Competing visions of the CFSP. London and New
York: Routledge.

Peterson, John (2004) ‘Europe, America, Iraq: Worst Ever, Ever
Worsening? in Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 42, No. s1,
pp- 9—26.

Peterson, John & Elizabeth Bomberg (1999) Decision-making in the
European Union. Basingstoke and London: Macmillan.

Pfetsch, Frank (1994) “Tensions in Sovereignty: Foreign Policies of EC
Members Compared’ in Walter Carlsnaes & Steve Smith (eds) Euro-
pean Foreign Policy. The EC and Changing Perspectives in Europe.
London: Sage.

Piening, Christopher (1997) Global Europe. The European Union in
World Affairs. Boulder, Colorado: Lynne Rienner.

Pijpers, Alfred (1988) “The Twelve out-of-area: A civilian power in an
uncivil world” in Alfred Pijpers, Elfriede Regelsberger & Wolfgang
Wessels (eds) European Political Cooperation in the 1980s. A Common
Foreign Policy for Western Europe? Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoff.

_265_



Pijpers, Alfred E. (1990) The Vicissitudes of European Political Coopera-
tion: Towards a Realist Interpretation of the EC’s Collective Diplomacy.
Leiden: Cip-Gegevens Koninklijke Bibliotheek, ‘s-Gravenhage.

Pijpers, Alfred E. (1991) ‘European Political Cooperation and the
Realist paradigm’ in Martin Holland (ed) 7he Future of European
Political Cooperation. Essays on Theory and Practice. London: Macmil-
lan.

Pollack, Mark A. (1997) ‘Does the European Union Represent an 7 of
12’ in ECSA Review, Vol. X, No. 3, pp. 1-5.

Pond, Elizabeth (2004) Friendly Fire. The Near-Death of the Transatlan-
tic Alliance. Pittsburgh: European Union Studies Association, and
Washington DC: Brookings Institution Press.

Powell, Robert (1991) ‘Absolute and Relative Gains in International
Relations Theory’ in American Political Science Review, Vol. 85, No.
4, pp- 1304—1320.

Powell, Robert (1994) ‘Anarchy in international relations theory: the
neorealist—neoliberal debate’ in International Organization, Vol. 48,
No. 2, pp. 313—44.

Prozorov, Sergei (2004) “The Russian Northwestern Federal District and
the EU’s Northern Dimension.” Paper presented at the ECPR Joint
Session of Workshops, Uppsala, Sweden, April 2004.

Rees, G. Wyn (1998) ‘US-European Security Relations: Surfing or
Sinking?’ in Jorg Monar (ed) The New Transatlantic Agenda and the
Future of EU-US Relations. London, The Hague and Boston: Kluwer.

Regelsberger, Elfriede (1988) ‘EPC in the 1980s: Reaching Another
Plateau?’ in Alfred Pijpers, Elfriede Regelsberger & Wolfgang Wes-
sels (eds) Ewuropean Political Cooperation in the 1980s. A Common
Foreign Policy for Western Europe? Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoff.

Regelsberger, Elfriede (1990) ‘“The Euro-Arab Dialogue: procedurally
innovative, substantially weak’ in Geoffrey Edwards & Elfriede Re-
gelsberger (eds) Europe’s Global Links. The European Community and
Inter-Regional Cooperation. London: Pinter.

Reissner, Johannes (2000) ‘Europe and Iran: Critical Dialogue’ in
Richard N. Haass & Meghan L. O’Sullivan (eds) Honey and Vine-

— 266 —



gar. Incentives, Sanctions and Foreign Policy. Washington, DC:
Brookings Institution Press.

Rice, Condoleezza (1986) “The Development of Soviet Military Power’
in Alexander Dallin & Condoleezza Rice (eds) The Gorbachev Era.
Stanford: Stanford Alumni Association.

Rieker, Pernille (2003) Europeanisation of Nordic Security? The EU and
the Changing Security Identities of the Nordic States. PhD Thesis. De-
partment of Political Science, University of Oslo.

Risse-Kappen, Thomas (1994) ‘The Long-Term Future of European
Security: Perpetual Anarchy or Community of Democracies?” in
Walter Carlsnaes & Steve Smith (eds) Ewuropean Foreign Policy. The
EC and Changing Perspectives in Europe. London: Sage.

Robertson, George (2003) Transcript of the speeches held at the Euro-
pean Union Welcoming Ceremony on 31 March, 2003. Reprinted at
ue.eu.int/uedocs/cmsUpload/Speech%200f%20NAT O0%205G%20Ro
bertson.pdf (retrieved at October 5, 2004).

Rodman, Peter (1999) ‘The Fallout from Kosovo’ in Foreign Affairs,
Vol. 78, No. 4, pp 45-52.

Rosamond, Ben (2000) Theories of European Integration. Basingstoke
and London: Macmillan.

Rose, Gideon (1999) ‘The United States and Libya’ in Richard N.
Haass (ed) Transatlantic Tensions. The United States, Europe, and
Problem Countries. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press.

Rosecrance, Richard (1986) The Rise of the Trading State. Commerce and
Congquest in the Modern World. New York: Basic Books.

Rosecrance, Richard (1998) ‘The European Union: A New Type of
International Actor’ in Jan Zielonka (ed) Paradoxes of European For-
eign Policy. The Hague: Kluwer.

Rosecrance, Richard (1999) The Rise of the Virtual State. Wealth and
Power in the Coming Century. New York: Basic Books.

Rothgeb, John M. (1993) Defining Power. Influence and Force in the
Contemporary International System. New York: St. Martin’s Press.

Roy, Joaquin (1999) ‘Europe: Cuba, the U.S. Embargo, and the Helms-
Burton Law’ in Richard N. Haass (ed) Tramsatlantic Tensions. The

_267_



United States, Europe, and Problem Countries. Washington, DC:
Brookings Institution Press.

Rummel, Reinhardt (1988) ‘Speaking with one voice — and beyond’ in
Alfred Pijpers, Elfriede Regelsberger & Wolfgang Wessels (eds)
European Political Cooperation in the 1980s. A Common Foreign Policy
for Western Europe? Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoff.

Rummel, Reinhardt (1990a) ‘Preparing West Europe for the 1990s’ in
Reinhardt Rummel (ed) 7he Evolution of an International Actor.
Western Europe’s New Assertiveness. Boulder, San Francisco and Ox-
ford: Westview Press.

Rummel, Reinhardt (1990b) ‘“West European Threat Assessment: An
Instrument of Assertiveness?” in Reinhardt Rummel (ed) 7he Evolu-
tion of an International Actor. Western Europe’s New Assertiveness.
Boulder, San Francisco and Oxford: Westview Press.

Rummel, Reinhardt (ed) (1992) Toward Political Union. Planning a
Common Foreign and Security Policy in the European Community.
Baden-Baden: Nomos.

Rummel, Reinhardt (1994) “West European Cooperation in Foreign
and Security Policy’ in The Annals of the American Academy of Politi-
cal and Social Sciences, Vol. 531, pp. 112—123.

Rummel, Reinhardt & Jorg Wiedermann (1998) ‘Identifying Institu-
tional Paradoxes of CFSP’ in Jan Zielonka (ed) Paradoxes of European
Foreign Policy. The Hague: Kluwer.

Sakwa, Richard (1996) Russian Politics and Society. Second ed. London
and New York: Routledge.

Sanchez da Costa Pereira, Pedro (1988) “The Use of a Secretariat’ in
Alfred Pijpers, Elfriede Regelsberger & Wolfgang Wessels (eds)
European Political Cooperation in the 1980s. A Common Foreign Policy
for Western Europe? Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoff.

Sangiovanni, Mette Eilstrup (2003) ‘“Why a Common Security and
Defence Policy is Bad for Europe’ in Survival, Vol. 45, No. 3, pp.
193—206.

Sartori, Giovanni (1970) ‘Concept misformation in comparative politics’
in The American Political Science Review, Vol. 64, No. 4, pp. 1033—

1054.

—268 —



Schelling, Thomas (1960/80) The strategy of conflict. Cambridge, Mass,
and London: Harvard University Press.

Schlesinger, James (1987) ‘Reykjavik and Revelations: A Turn of the
Tide? in Foreign Affairs, Vol. 65, No. 3, pp. 426—446.

Schneider, Gerald & Claudia Seybold (1997) ‘T'welve tongues, one
voice: An evaluation of European political cooperation’ in European
Journal of Political Research, Vol. 31, pp. 367—396.

Schoutheete, Philippe de (1986) La coopération politique européenne.
Second ed. Brussels: Editions Labor.

Schweller, Randall L. (1996) ‘Neorealism’s Status-Quo Bias: What
Security Dilemma?’ in Security Studies, Vol. 5, No. 2, pp. 9o—121.
Sedelmeier, Ulrich (2004) ‘Collective Identity’ in Walter Carlsnaes,
Helene Sjursen & Brian White (eds) Contemporary European Foreign

Policy. London, Thousand Oaks and New Delhi: Sage.

Semmel, Andrew K. (1982) ‘Security assistance: U.S. and Soviet pat-
terns’ in Charles W. Kegley & Pat McGowan (eds) Foreign policy.
USA/USSR. Beverly Hills, London and New Delhi: Sage.

Sheehan, Michael (1996) The Balance of Power. History ¢ Theory.
London and New York: Routledge.

Sherrington, Philippa (2000) The Council of Ministers. Political Author-
ity in the European Union. London and New York: Pinter.

Shively, W. Phillips (1990) The Craft of Political Research. Third ed.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Simmons, Beth A. & Lisa L. Martin (2002) ‘International Organiza-
tions and Institutions’ in Walter Carlsnaes, Thomas Risse & Beth A.
Simmons (eds) Handbook of International Relations. London: Sage.

Sjostedt, Gunnar (1977) The External Role of the European Community.
Farnborough: Saxon House.

Sjursen, Helene (1998) ‘Missed opportunity or eternal fantasy? The idea
of a European security and defence policy’ in John Petersen & Helene
Sjursen (eds) A Common Foreign Policy for Europe? Competing visions
of the CFSP. London and New York: Routledge.

Sloan, Stanley R. (1990) ‘A New Transatlantic Bargain? An Essay on US
Policy toward European Defense Cooperation” in Reinhardt Rummel

_269_



(ed) The Evolution of an International Actor. Western Europe’s New
Assertiveness. Boulder, San Francisco and Oxford: Westview Press.
Smith, Hazel (1995) European Union Foreign Policy and Central Amer-

ica. New York: St. Martin’s Press.

Smith, Hazel (2002) European Union Foreign Policy. What it is and
What it Does. London and Sterling: Pluto Press.

Smith, Karen E. (1998) “The Instruments of European Union Foreign
Policy’ in Jan Zielonka (ed) Paradoxes of European Foreign Policy. The
Hague: Kluwer.

Smith, Karen E. (2003) European Union Foreign Policy in a Changing
World. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Smith, Michael (1978) ‘From the “Year of Europe” to a Year of Carter:
Continuing Patterns and Problems in Euro-American Relations’ in
Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 17, No. 1, pp. 26—44.

Smith, Michael (1998) ‘Does the flag follow trade? “Politicisation” and
the emergence of a European Foreign Policy’ in John Petersen &
Helene Sjursen (eds) A Common Foreign Policy for Europe? Competing
visions of the CFSP. London and New York: Routledge.

Smith, Michael (2003) ‘The framing of European foreign and security
policy: towards a post-modern policy framework’ in Journal of Euro-
pean Public Policy, Vol. 10, No. 4, pp. 556—575.

Smith, Michael E. (1998) ‘Rules, Transgovernmentalism, and the
Expansion of European Political Cooperation’ in Wayne Sandholtz &
Alec Stone Sweet (eds) European Integration and Supranational Gov-
ernance. Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press.

Smith, Michael E. (2004) Europe’s Foreign and Security Policy. The
Institutionalization of Cooperation. Cambridge and New York: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Snidal, Duncan (1986) ‘The Game Theory of International Politics’ in
Kenneth A. Oye (ed) Cooperation under Anarchy. Princeton: Prince-
ton University Press.

Snyder, Glenn H. (1997) Alliance politics. Ithaca and London: Cornell
University Press.

Snyder, R., H'W. Bruck & Burton Sapin (1962) ‘Decision-Making as
an Approach to the Study of International Politics’ in R. Snyder,



H.W. Bruck & Burton Sapin (eds) Foreign Policy Decision-making:
An Approach to the Study of International Politics. Glencoe: The Free
Press.

Soetendorp, Ben (1999) Foreign Policy in the European Union. London
and New York: Longman.

Solana, Javier (2003) “The Common Foreign and Security Policy and
the European Security and Defence Policy: Current Status and Per-
spectives’ in von Wogau (ed) 7The Path to European Defence. Antwer-
pen: Maklu.

Spence, Arnhild & David Spence (1998) ‘The Common Foreign and
Security Policy from Maastricht to Amsterdam’ in Kjell A. Eliassen
(ed) Foreign and Security Policy in the European Union. London: Sage.

Sperling, James & Emil Kirchner (1997) Recasting the European Order.
Security Architectures and Economic Cooperation. Manchester and New
York: Manchester University Press.

Stein, Arthur A. (1990) Why Nations Cooperate. Circumstance and
Choice in International Relations. Ithaca and London: Cornell Uni-
versity Press.

Steinberg, Gerald M. & Steven L. Spiegel (1987) ‘Israel and the Security
of the West’ in Aurel Brown (ed) 7The Middle East in Global Strategy.
Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Stenelo, Lars-Goran (1984) The International Critic. The Impact of
Swedish Criticism of the U.S. Involvement in Vietnam. Lund and
Boulder, CO.: Studentlitteratur and Westview Press.

Sus, Ibrahim (1974) “Western Europe and the October War’ in Journal
of Palestine Studies, Vol. 3, No. 2, pp. 65-83.

Tallberg, Jonas (1999) Making States Comply. The European Commission,
the European Court of Justice and the Enforcement of the Internal Mar-
ket. PhD Thesis. Lund University: Department of Political Science.

Tallberg, Jonas (2000) ‘The Anatomy of Autonomy: An Institutional
Account of Variation in Supranational Influence’ in Journal of Com-
mon Market Studies, Vol. 38, No. 5, pp. 843-864.

Tallberg, Jonas (2001) ‘Regime Compliance and the European Union.’
Unpublished paper, Department of Political Science, Lund Univer-

sity.



Toje, Asle (2004) ‘Introduction by the Editor’ in Oxford Journal on
Good Governance, Vol. 1, No. 1, pp. 7-12.

Toje, Asle (2005) ‘The 2003 European Union Security Strategy: A
Critical Appraisal’ in European Foreign Affairs Review, Vol. 10, No.
I, pp. I117-133.

Tonra, Ben (1997) “The Impact of Political Cooperation” in Knud Erik
Jorgensen (ed) Reflective Approaches to European Governance. Lon-
don: Macmillan.

Tonra, Ben (2001) The Europeanisation of National Foreign Policy.
Dutch, Danish and Irish Foreign Policy in the European Union. Alder-
shot: Ashgate.

Tonra, Ben & Thomas Christiansen (eds) (2004a) Rethinking European
Union foreign policy. Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Tonra, Ben & Thomas Christiansen (2004b) “The study of EU foreign
policy: between international relations and European studies’ in Ben
Tonra & Thomas Christiansen (eds) Rethinking European Union
foreign policy. Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Tsakaloyannis, Panos (1991) “The EC, EPC and the Decline of Bipolar-
ity’ in Martin Holland (ed) 7he Future of European Political Coopera-
tion. Essays on Theory and Practice. London: Macmillan.

Viyrynen, Raimo (2000) ‘Stable Peace through Security Communities?
Steps toward Theory-Building’ in Arie M. Kacowicz, Yaacov Bar-
Siman-Tov, Ole Elgstrom & Magnus Jerneck (eds) Stable Peace
Among Nations. Lanham, Boulder, New York and Oxford: Rowman
& Littlefield.

Verba, Sidney (1971) ‘Sequences and Development’ in Leonard Binder,
James S. Coleman, Joseph LaPalombara, Lucian W. Pye, Sidney
Verba & Myron Weiner, Crises and Sequences in Political Develop-
ment. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Verhofstadt, Guy (2003) ‘The Need for a European Defence’ in Karl
von Wogau (ed) The Path to European Defence. Antwerpen: Maklu.
Waever, Ole (1994) ‘Resisting the Temptation of Post Foreign Policy
Analysis’ in Walter Carlsnaes & Steve Smith (eds) European Foreign

Policy. The EC and Changing Perspectives in Europe. London: Sage.



Wallace, William (2002) ‘Living with the Hegemon: European Dilem-
mas.” Essay published at www.ssrc.org/septi1/

Wallace, William & David Allen (1977) ‘Political Cooperation: Proce-
dure as Substitute for Policy’ in Helen Wallace, William Wallace &
Carole Webb (eds) Policy-Making in the European Communities.
Chichester: John Wiley & Sons.

Wallander, Celeste A. (1992) ‘International Institutions and Modern
Security Strategies’ in Problems of Communism, Vol. 41, No. 1—2, pp.
44—62.

Wallander, Celeste A., Helga Haftendorn & Robert O. Keohane (1999)
‘Introduction’ in Helga Haftendorn, Robert O. Keohane & Celeste
A. Wallander (eds) Imperfect Unions. Security Institutions over Time
and Space. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Walt, Stephen M. (1987/1994) The Origins of Alliances. Ithaca and
London: Cornell University Press.

Walt, Stephen M. (1992) ‘Alliances, Threats, and U.S. Grand Strategy:
A Reply to Kaufman and Labs’ in Security Studies, Vol. 1, No. 3, pp.
448—482.

Waltz, Kenneth N. (1979) Theory of International Politics. New York:
Random House.

Waltz, Kenneth N. (2000) ‘Structural Realism after the Cold War’ in
International Security, Vol. 25, No. 1, pp. 5—41.

Webber, Mark (1996) The international politics of Russia and the
successor states. Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Weber, Steve (1990) ‘Realism, detente, and nuclear weapons’ in Inter-
national Organization, Vol. 44, No. 1, pp. 55-82.

Weiler, Joseph & Wolfgang Wessels (1988) ‘EPC and the Challenge of
Theory’ in Alfred Pijpers, Elfriede Regelsberger & Wolfgang Wessels
(eds) European Political Cooperation in the 1980s. A Common Foreign
Policy for Western Europe? Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoftf.

Weingast, Barry (1995) ‘A Rational Choice Perspective on the Role of
Ideas: Shared Belief Systems and State Sovereignty in International
Cooperation’ in Politics & Society, Vol. 23, No. 4, pp. 449—464.

Wendt, Alexander (1999) Social Theory of International Politics. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.



Wessels, Wolfgang (1991) ‘EPC After the Single European Act: To-
wards a European Foreign Policy via Treaty Obligations?” in Martin
Holland (ed) The Future of European Political Cooperation. Essays on
Theory and Practice. London: Macmillan.

Westerwelle, Guido (2002) ‘Expansion and democracy in Europe’ at
Project Syndicate web-site, www.Project-Syndicate.org/print_com-
mentary/westerweller/English.

White, Brian (2001) Understanding European Foreign Policy. Basing-
stoke: Palgrave.

Whitman, Richard (1998a) From Civilian Power to Superpower? The
International Identity of the European Union. Basingstoke and Lon-
don: Macmillan.

Whitman, Richard (1998b) ‘The Common Foreign and Security Policy
and the Intergovernmental Conference: The incremental communitiz-
ing of pillar two?” Paper presented at the Political Studies Associa-
tion’s Annual Conference, University of Keele, 1998.

Winn, Neil (1996) European Crisis Management in the 198os. Alder-
shot: Dartmouth.

Winn, Neil (2003) “The European Union’s External Face: The “Europe-
anisation” of JHA and CFSP’ in Perspectives on European Politics and
Society, Vol. 4, No. 1, pp. 147-166.

Winn, Neil & Christopher Lord (2001) EU Foreign Policy beyond the
Nation State. Joint Actions and Institutional Analysis of the Common
Foreign and Security Policy. Basingstoke: Palgrave.

Winnerstig, Mike (2000) A World Reformed? The United States and
European Security from Reagan to Clinton. PhD Thesis. Stockholm
University: Department of Political Science.

Wolfers, Arnold (1962) Discord and Collaboration. Essays on Interna-
tional Politics. Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkins University
Press.

Woodward, Bob (2004) Plan of Attack. New York: Simon & Schuster.

Yin, Robert K. (1984) Case Study Research. Design and Methods. Beverly
Hills, London and New Delhi: Sage.

Young, Oran (1980) ‘International Regimes: Problems of Concept
Formation’ in World Politics, Vol. 32, No. 3, pp. 331-356.



Young, Oran (1989) International Cooperation: Building Regimes for
Natural Resources and the Environment. Ithaca, NY: Cornell Univer-
sity Press.

Young, Oran R. (1999) Governance in World Affairs. Ithaca and
London: Cornell University Press.

Zacher, Mark (1987) ‘Trade gaps, analytical gaps: regime analysis and
international commodity trade regulation’ in International Organiza-
tion, Vol. 41, No. 2, pp. 173—202.

Zakaria, Fareed (1992) ‘Realism and Domestic Politics’ in International
Security, Vol. 17, No. 1, pp. 177-198.

Zielonka, Jan (1998a) ‘Constraints, Opportunities and Choices in
European Foreign Policy’ in Jan Zielonka (ed) Paradoxes of European
Foreign Policy. The Hague, London and Boston: Kluwer Law Interna-
tional.

Zielonka, Jan (1998b) Explaining Euro-Paralysis. Why Europe is Unable
to Act in International Politics. Basingstoke and London: Macmillan.

Official documents in print

Bulletin of the European Communities (various issues). Luxembourg:
Office for Official Publications of the European Communities.

Copenhagen Report (1973), reprinted in Christopher Hill & Karen
Smith (eds) (2000) “European Foreign Policy. Key Documents.”
London and New York: Routledge.

European Political Cooperation Documentation Bulletin (various issues).
Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European Com-
munities.

London Report (1980) reprinted in Christopher Hill & Karen Smith
(eds) (2000) “European Foreign Policy. Key Documents.” London
and New York: Routledge.

Luxembourg Report (1970) reprinted in Christopher Hill & Karen Smith
(eds) (2000) “European Foreign Policy. Key Documents.” London
and New York: Routledge.



Single European Act (1986) EPC parts reprinted in Christopher Hill &
Karen Smith (eds) (2000) “European Foreign Policy. Key Docu-
ments.” London and New York: Routledge.

Solemn declaration on European Union, reprinted in Christopher Hill &
Karen Smith (eds) (2000) “European Foreign Policy. Key Docu-
ments.” London and New York: Routledge.

Treaty on European Union (Maastricht Treaty, 1992). Luxembourg:
Office for Official Publications of the European Communities.

Treaty on European Union (consolidated version after Amsterdam,
1997). Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European
Communities.

Treaty on European Union (consolidated version after Nice, 2002).
Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European Com-
munities.

Draft Treaty Establishing a Constitution for Europe (2003). Luxembourg:
Office for Official Publications of the European Communities.

Web-sites with official documents

10 Downing Street Newsroom, at www.number-10.gov.uk

European Convention, at european-convention.eu.int

Conclusions of the European Council, at ue.eu.int

Embassy of Greece to the US, at www.greckembassy.org

EU Council Conclusions and press releases, at ue.eu.int

EU Council web-site on EU Military Operation in Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia {fYROM/CONCORDIA), at ue.eu.int

EU Council web-site on EU Military Operation in Democratic Republic of
Congo (DRC/ARTEMIS), at ue.eu.int

European Foreign Policy Bulletin, at www.iue.it/EFPB/Welcome.html

European Parliament, Verbatim Reports of the Convention meeting, at
www.europarl.eu.int/europe20oo4/index_en.htm

Greek Presidency web-site, at www.eu2003.gr

Javier Solana web-site, Press statements, Interviews and Reports, at
ue.eu.int

NATO Press Releases, at www.nato.int/docu/press.htm

_276_



Official Journal of the European Union, at europa.eu.int/eur-lex/

Swedish Parliament, Committee on EU Affairs, shorthand records, at
www.riksdagen.se/ Webbnav/index.aspx?nid=6380

United Nations Secretary General, press releases at www.un.org/
News/ossg/sg/index.shtml

United Nations Security Council, documents at www.un.org/Docs/sc/

US State Department, Daily Press Briefings, at www.state.gov/
r/palprs/dpb/

News web-sites

AFP, at www.afp.com

Associated Press, at www.ap.org

BBC News, at news.bbc.co.uk

CNEWS, at www.canoe.ca/ CNEWS/home.html
CNN, at www.cnn.com

Dagens Nybeter, at www.dn.se

Deutsche Welle, at www.dw-world.de

The Economist, at www.economist.com
EUobserver.com

Europe Information Service, at www.eis.be
European Voice, at www.european-voice.com
Financial Times, at www.ft.com

Independent, at www.independent.co.uk
International Herald Tribune, at www.iht.com
Keesing’s Record of World Events, at www .keesings.com
New York Times, at www.nytimes.com

Radio Free Europe, at www.rferl.org

Radio Netherlands, Hotspots, at www.rnw.nl/hotspots
Reuters News, at www.reuters.com

SHAPE News, at www.nato.int/shape
Telegraph.co.uk

Tidningarnas Telegrambyrd, at www.tt.se

Times, at www.timesonline.co.uk

Washington Post, at www.washingtonpost.com






10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Lund Political Studies

Ruin, Olof, Kooperativa forbundet 1899-1929. En organisationsstudie.
Stockholm: Rabén & Sjogren 1960.

Vallinder, Torbjérn, I kamp for demokratin. Rostriittsrorelsen i Sverige 1886-
1900. Stockholm: Natur & Kultur 1962.

Petersson, Hans F., Power and International Order. An Analytical Study of
Four Schools of Thought and Their Approaches to the War, the Peace and the
Postwar System 1914-1919. Lund: Gleerups 1964.

Westerthult, Bo, Kronofogde, hiradsskrivare, linsman. Den svenska fogderifor-
valtningen 1810-1917. Lund: Gleerups 1965.

Wieslander, Hans, I nedrustningens tecken. Intressen och aktiviteter kring
Jorsvarsfragan 1918-1925. Lund: Gleerups 1966.

Séderberg, Olof, Morororganisationerna i Sverige. Bakgrund, grupperingar,
aktiviteter. Stockholm: Rabén & Sjogren 1966.

Sjoblom, Gunnar, Party Strategies in a Multiparty System. Lund: Student-
litteratur 1968.

Hydén, Goran, TANU Yajenga Nchi. Political Development in Rural Tanza-
nia. Lund: Uniskol 1968.

Lindeberg, Sven-Ola, Nidhjilp och sambillsneutralitet. Svensk arbetslos-
hetspolitik 1920-1923. Lund: Uniskol 1968.

Westerhult, Bo, Underddniga péitryckningar. Fogderitjinsteminnens intresse-
bevakning frin 1800-talets borjan till dr 1918. Lund: Gleerups 1969.

Bergquist, Mats, Sverige och EEC. En statsvetenskaplig studie av fyra
dsiktsriktningars syn pé svensk marknadspolitik 1961-62. Stockholm: Norstedt
1970.

Lundquist, Lennart, Means and Goals of Political Decentralization. Lund:
Studentlitteratur 1972.

Bjurulf, Bo, An Analysis of Some Aspects of the Voting Process. Lund: Studen-
tlitteratur 1972.

Stenelo, Lars-Goran, Mediation in International Negotiations. Lund:
Studentlitteratur 1972.

Lindqpvist, Stellan, Linkages Between Domestic and Foreign Policy. The Record
of Ghana 1957-1966. Lund: 1974.

Bjurulf, Bo, A Dynamic Analysis of Scandinavian Roll-Call Behavior. A Test of
a Prediction Model on Ten Minority Situations in Three Countries. Lund:
Studentlitteratur 1974.

Hermerén, Henrik, Regeringsbildningen i flerpartisystem. Lund: Student-
litteratur 1975.

_278_



18.

19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

Johannesson, Conny, Studier over Svenska metallindustriarbetareforbundets
Jforhandlingsorganisation vid forbundsforhandlingar — med samordning.
Lund: Studentlitteratur 1975.

Peterson, Carl-Gunnar, Ungdom och politik. En studie av Sveriges socialdemok-
ratiska ungdomsforbund. Stockholm: Frihets forlag 1975.

Bryder, Tom, Power and Responsibility. Contending Approaches to Industrial
Relations and Decision Making in Britain 1963-1971. Lund: Gleerups 1975.
Jonsson, Christer, The Soviet Union and the Test Ban: A Study in Sovier
Negotiating Behavior. Lund: Studentlitteratur 1975.

Kronvall, Kai, Politisk masskommunikation i ett flerpartisystem. Sverige — en
Jallstudie. Lund: Studendlitteratur 1975.

Liljequist, Gunnar, Distribution av kommunal service. Lund: Liber 1977.
Lartey, George W., The Fourth Dimension. Lund 1977.

Weston, David, Realism, Language and Social Theories: Studies in the Relation
of the Epistemology of Science and Politics. Lund: Department of Political
Science 1978.

Hagstém, Bo, 1971 drs linsforvalmingsreform: En wutvirdering. Lund:
Studenlitteratur 1978.

Skogmar, Gunnar, Atompolitik. Sambandet mellan militire och civily uz-
nyttjande av atomenergin i amerikansk utrikespolitik 1945-1973. Malmé: Sten-
valls forlag 1979.

Sannerstedt, Anders, Fri konkurrens eller politisk styrning? 1963 drs trafikpoli-
tiska beslut — debatten om innebdll, tillimpning och effekter. Lund: Studentlit-
teratur 1979.

Lidén, Anders, Security and Recognition. A Study of Change in Israel’s Official
Doctrine, 1967-1974. Lund: Studentlitteratur 1979.

Magnusson, Hikan, Kommunerna och den regionala planeringen. En analys av
lansplaneringen och den fysiska riksplaneringen. Lund: Studentlitteratur 1980.
Stenelo, Lars-Géran, Foreign Policy Predictions. Lund: Studentlitteratur
1980.

Lundell, Bengt (under medverkan av Tomas Bergstrdm), Kommunerna och
MBL: MBL utan avtal. Helsingborg 1981.

Norrving, Bengt, Kommunerna och bostadsforsorjiningen. En analys av
bostadsbyggnadsplaneringen. Lund: Gleerups 1981.

Linderoth, Sven, Frin konkurrens till monopol. En studie av lokal politisk och
ekonomisk journalistik. Malmé: Dialogos 1981.

Forje, John, The One and Indivisible Cameroon: Political Integration and
Socio-economic Development in a Fragmented Society. Lund: Department of
Political Science 1981.

Adebo, Tarekegn, Ideological Trends in the Political Thinking of the Develop-
ing Regions: The Case of Sub Saharan Africa. Lund: Studentlitteratur 1982.



37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.
44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

Elgstrom, Ole, Aktiv utrikespolitik. En jimforelse mellan svensk och dansk
utrikesdebatt 1962-1978. Lund: Studentlitteratur 1982.

Lindkvist, Kent, Program och parti: principprogram och partiideologi inom den
kommunistiska rorelsen i Sverige 1917-1972. Lund: Arkiv f6r studier i arbetar-
rorelsens historia 1982.

Bergstrom, Tomas & Bengt Lundell, Kommunerna och MBL: Frin MBL till
MBA. Lund: Statsvetenskapliga institutionen 1982.

Horberg, Thomas, Prediktion, osikerhet och risk i internationella forhandlin-
gar. En studie av svenskr forhandlingsbeteende vid forbandlingarna med
Sovjetunionen 1940-41 om ett handelsavtal. Lund: Studentlitteratur 1983.
Geraedts, Henry, The People’s Republic of China: Foreign Economic Relations
and Technology Acquisition 1972-1981. Lund: Research Policy Institute 1983.
Jerneck, Magnus, Kritik som utrikespolitiskt medel. En studie av de amerikan-
ska reaktionerna pa den svenska Vietnamkritiken. Lund: Dialogos 1983.
Stenelo, Lars-Goran, The International Critic. Lund: Studentlitteratur 1984.
Bergstrom, Tomas & Bengt Lundell, Kommunerna och MBL: Lokalt
medbestidmmade. Lund: Statsvetenskapliga institutionen 1984.

Sjolin, Mats, Kommunalpolitiken i massmediernas spegel. En studie av
dagspressens och lokalradions bevakning av fem kommuner. Lund: Dialogos
1985.

Albinsson, Per, Skifiningar i blats. Forindringar inom Moderata Samlingspar-
tiets riksorganisation 1960-198s. Lund: Kommunfakra forlag 1986.

Jonsson, Rolf, De okinda forbandlingarna. Statens forhandlingsrid och
regeringens MBL-forhandlingar. Lund: Dialogos 1986.

Polak, Jiri, Dependence Patterns in the Sovier Bloc. The Case of Romania and
East Germany. Lund: Studentlitteratur 1986.

Lundell, Bengt, Kommunerna och MBL. Lund: Statsvetenskapliga institu-
tionen 1986.

Rothstein, Bo, Den socialdemokratiska staten. Reformer och forvalming inom
svensk arbetsmarknads- och skolpolitik. Lund: Arkiv 1986.

Pierre, Jon, Partikongresser och regeringspolitik. En studie av den socialdemokra-
tiska partikongressens beslutsfattande och inflytande 1948-1978. Lund: Kom-
munfakta forlag 1986.

Schmidt, Stephan, Pionjirer, efterfoljare och avvakiare. Innovationer och deras
spridning bland de svenska primarkommunerna. Lund: Kommunfakta forlag
1986.

Westerlund, Ulf, Superpower Roles. A Comparative Analysis of United States
and Sovier Foreign Policy. Lund: Department of Political Science 1987.
Lundquist, Lennart, Implementation Steering. An Actor-Structure Approach.
Lund/ Bickley, Bromley: Studentlitteratur/Chartwell-Bratt 1987.

—280—



55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

6l.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

Stenelo, Lars-Goran (red.), Statsvetenskapens méngfald — Festskrift till Nils
Stjernquist. Lund: Lund University Press 1987.

Nilsson, Ann-Sofie, Political Uses of International Law. Lund: Dialogos
1987.

Bergstrom, Tomas, Konkurrerande eller kompletterande  demokrati? Om
Jforetagsdemokrati i de svenska kommunerna. Lund: Statsvetenskapliga institu-
tionen 1988.

Lindell, Ulf, Modern Multilateral Negotiation: The Consensus Rule and Its
Implications in International Conferences. Lund: Department of Political Sci-
ence 1988.

Stenelo, Lars-Goran (red.), Makten éver den decentraliserade skolan. Lund:
Studentlitteratur 1988.

Lundquist, Lennart, Byrdkratisk etik. Lund: Studentlitteratur 1988.
Petersson, Harry (red.), Vem styr forindringar inom sjukvirden — Politikerna
eller de medicinska professionerna? En studie av subspecialisering inom or-
topedin. Lund: Kommunfakta forlag 1989.

Jonsson, Rolf, Fackligt inflytande och politisk demokrati. En analys av regerin-
gens MBL-forbandlingar. Lund: Kommunfakta forlag 1989.

Johannesson, Bengt, Kommunal bostadspolitik. En studie i hinder och
mdjligheter. Lund: Kommunfakta forlag 1989.

Aronsson, Torbjorn, Konservatism och demokrati. En rekonstruktion av fem
svenska higerledares styrelsedoktriner. Stockholm: Norstedts 1990.

Petersson, Bo, The Soviet Union and Peacetime Neutrality in Europe. A Study
of Soviet Political Language. Goteborg: MH Publishing 1990.

Lundquist, Lennart, Forvaltning och demokrati. Stockholm: Norstedts 1991.
Hojelid, Stefan, Sovjetbilden i nordisk press. Svenska, norska och finlindska
reaktioner pd sovjetiskt agerande. Lund: Statsvetenskapliga institutionen
1991.

Jansson, Per, Sikerhetspolitikens sprik: Myt och metafor i svensk sikerhetspoli-
tisk diskurs 1919—1939. Lund: Statsvetenskapliga institutionen 1991.
Johansson, Jorgen, Offentligt och privat i regionalpolitiken. Lund: Statsveten-
skapliga institutionen 1991.

Lundquist, Lennart, Forvaltning, star och sambille. Lund: Studentlitteratur
1992.

Hakansson, Anders, Konsten att vinna ett val. En studie av fram- och tillbak-
agingar for socialdemokraterna i kommunalvaler 1988. Lund: Statsvetenskapliga
institutionen 1992.

Ternblad, Klas, Planering i norm och handling. Studier av en epok av
landstingsplanering. Lund: Wi 1992.

Persson, Stefan, Dédligen i internationella forhandlingar. Lund: Statsveten-
skapliga institutionen 1992.

— 281 —



74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

Sannerstedt, Anders, Forbandlingar i riksdagen. Lund: Lund University Press
1992.

Lundquist, Lennart, Ambetsman eller direktor? Forvaltningschefens roll i
demokratin. Stockholm: Norstedts 1993.

Gynnerstedt, Kerstin, Etik i hemtjinst. En studie av forvalmings- och
professionsetik. Lund: Studentlitteratur 1993.

Schartau, Mai-Brith, The Public Sector Middle Manager: The Puppet who
Pulls the Strings? Lund: Wi 1993.

Sjolin, Mats, Coalition Politics and Parliamentary Power. Lund: Lund
University Press 1993.

Stenelo, Lars-Géran & Norrving, Bengt (red.), Lokal mak:. Lund: Lund
University Press 1993.

Iwanaga, Kazuki, Images, Decisions and Consequences in Japan’s Foreign
Policy. Lund: Lund University Press 1993.

Tita-Ghebdinga, Legala, African and O.A.U. Diplomacy on Dual Paradigms
of Self-Determination 1945-1985. Lund: Department of Political Science
1993.

Lundquist, Lennart, Statsvetenskaplig forvaltingsanalys. Problem, trender och
program. Lund: Studentlitteratur 1994.

Blom, Agneta P., Kommunalt chefskap — en studie om ansvar, ledarskap och
demokrati. Lund: Dialogos 1994.

Agevall, Lena, Beslutsfattandets rutinisering. Lund: Statsvetenskapliga
institutionen 1994.

Andersson, Jan A., Nordiskt samarbete: aktorer, idéer och organisering 1919—
1953. Lund: Statsvetenskapliga institutionen 1994.

Bengtsson, Hans, Forskolereformen. En studie i implementering av svensk
vélfardspolitik 1985-1991. Lund: Statsvetenskapliga institutionen 1995.
Uhlin, Anders, Democracy and Diffusion. Transnational Lesson-Drawing
among Indonesian Pro-Democracy Actors. Lund: Department of Political Sci-
ence 1995.

Kinnvall, Catarina, Cultural Diffusion and Political Learning. The Demo-
cratization of China. Lund: Department of Political Science 1995.
Westlind, Dennis, The Politics of Popular Identity. Lund: Lund University
Press 1996.

Stubbergaard, Ylva, Stat, kris och demokrati. Lapporirelsens inflytande i
Finland 1929-1932. Lund: Arkiv 1996.

Sendabo, Teferi, Foreign Aid and State Sovereignty: The Ethio-Swedish Aid
Co-aperation. Lund: Department of Political Science 1996.

Mattson, Ingvar, Forbandlingsparlamentarism. En  jimforande studie av
riksdagen och folketinget. Lund: Lund University Press 1996.

—282 —



93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

110.

Larsson, Per, Regimforhandlingar pi miljgomridet. En studie av forhandlin-
garna om LRTAP-konventionen. Lund: Statsvetenskapliga institutionen
1996.

Stenelo, Lars-Goran & Jerneck, Magnus, (red.), The Bargaining Democracy.
Lund: Lund University Press 1996.

McKnight, Utz Lars, Political Liberalism and the Politics of Race. Beyond
Perfectionism and Culture. Lund: Lund University Press 1996.

Steiner, Kristian, Swrategies for International Legitimacy. Lund: Lund
University Press 1996.

Lundquist, Lennart, Fattigvirdsfolket. Ett néitverk i den sociala fragan 1900-
1920. Lund: Lund University Press 1997.

Andersson, Ronny, Medborgarna, politikerna och sjukvirden. En studie av
attityder och demokrati. Lund: Studentlitteratur 1997.

Kronsell, Annica, Greening the EU: Power practices, resistances and agenda
serting. Lund: Lund University Press 1997.

Thunborg, Annika, Public and Non-Profit Interaction: U.S. Assistance to
Eastern European Media 1989-1995. Lund: Lund University Press 1997.
Johansson, Karl Magnus, Transnational Party Alliances: Analysing the Hard-
Won Alliance Between Conservatives and Christian Democrats in the European
Parliament. Lund: Lund University Press 1997.

Badom, Ted Gogote, Foreign Intervention in International Wars. Lund:
Department of Political Science 1997.

Séderholm, Peter, Global Governance of AIDS: Partnerships with Civil
Society. Lund: Lund University Press 1997.

Lundquist, Lennart, Demokratins viktare. Ambetsminnen och virt offentliga
etos. Lund: Studentlitteratur 1998.

Gustavsson, Jakob, The Politics of Foreign Policy Change. Explaining the
Swedish Reorientation on EC Membership. Lund: Lund University Press
1998.

Hall, Patrik, The Social Construction of Nationalism: Sweden as an Example.
Lund: Lund University Press 1998.

Sénne, Maria, Administrative Reforms and the Quest for Foreign Investment in
China — The Case of Shenzhen. Lund: Lund University Press 1999.

Aggestam, Karin, Reframing and Resolving Conflict. Israeli-Palestinian
Negotiations 1988-1998. Lund: Lund University Press 1999.

Tallberg, Jonas, Making States Comply: The European Commission, the
European Court of Justice, and the Enforcement of the Internal Market. Lund:
Department of Political Science 1999.

Hall, Martin, Constructing Historical Realism: International Relations as
Comparative History. Lund: Department of Political Science 1999.

_283_



111.

112.

113.

114.

115.

116.

117.

118.

119.

120.

121.

122.

123.

124.

125.

126.

127.

128.

Spang, Mikael, Justice and Society: Problems of Reformist Politics. Lund:
Department of Political Science 1999.

Svedberg, Erika, The “Other” Recreated: A Relational Approach to East-West
Negotiations. Lund: Department of Political Science 2000.

Ericson, Magnus, A Realist Stable Peace: Power, Threar and the Development of
a Shared Norwegian-Swedish Democratic Security Identity 1905-1940. Lund:
Department of Political Science 2000.

Bengtsson, Rikard, Trust, Threat, and Stable Peace: Swedish Great Power
Perceptions 1905-1939. Lund: Department of Political Science 2000.

Stoltz, Pauline, Abouzr Being (T)here and Making a Difference — Black Women
and the Paradox of Visibility. Lund: Department of Political Science 2000.
Bickstrand, Karin, Whar Can Nature Withstand? Science, Politics and
Discourses in Transboundary Air Pollution Diplomacy. Lund: Department of
Political Science 2001.

Lundquist, Lennart, Medborgardemokratin och eliterna. Lund: Studentlittera-
tur 2001.

Hedin, Astrid, The Politics of Social Networks: Interpersonal Trust and
Institutional Change in Post-Communist East Germany. Lund: Department
of Political Science 2001.

Sundstrém, Mikael, Connecting Social Science and Information Technology.
Democratic Privacy in the Information Age. Lund: Department of Political
Science 2001.

Jonsson, Christer & Jerneck, Magnus & Stenelo, Lars-Géran (red.), Politik i
globaliseringens tid. Lund: Studentlitteratur 2001.

Gustafsson, Rune, Syntes och design. Den intellektuelle politikern som konstniir.
Lund: Department of Political Science 2001.

Danjoux, Olivier, L’Etat, c'est pas moi. Reframing Citizenship(s) in the Baltic
Republics. Lund: Department of Political Science 2002.

Jonsson, Kristina, Translating Foreign Ideas into Domestic Practices. Pharma-
ceutical Policies in Laos and Vietnam. Lund: Department of Political Science
2002.

Bengtsson, Marie, Stat och kommun i makt(o)balans. En studie av flykting-
mottagander. Lund: Department of Political Science 2002.

Bjorkdahl, Annika, From Idea to Norm — Promoting Conflict Prevention.
Lund: Department of Political Science 2002.

Badersten, Bjorn, Medborgardygd — Den europeiska staden och det offentliga
rummets etos. Stockholm: Natur och Kultur 2002.

Boussard, Caroline, Crafting Democracy. Civil Society in Post-Transition
Honduras. Lund: Department of Political Science 2003.

Janson, Per, "Den huvudlisa idén” — Medborgarlon, vilfardspolitik och en
blockerad debatt. Lund: Arkiv 2003.

_284_



129.

130.

131.

132.

133.

134.

135.

136.

137.

138.

139.

140.

141.

142.

Santesson-Wilson, Peter, Studier i symbolpolitik. Lund: Department of
Political Science 2003.

Johnson, Bjorn, Policyspridning som éversitining. Lund: Statsvetenskapliga
institutionen och Arbetslivsinstitutet 2003.

Sundstrém, Mikael, Rosén, Malena & Hall, Martin, En guide till mellanstat-
liga organisationer. Lund: Studentlitteratur 2004.

Sjovik, Kristian, Demokrati bortom nationalstaten? Lund: Department of
Political Science 2004.

Hellstrém, Lennart, Willy Brandt och Berlinfrigan. En studie i kontinuiteten i
Brandss politiska tinkande. Lund: Statsvetenskapliga institutionen 2004.
Lindberg, Staffan L, The Power of Elections: Democratic Participation,
Competition, and Legitimacy in Africa. Lund: Department of Political Sci-
ence 2004.

Bexell, Magdalena, Exploring Responsibility. Public and Private in Human
Rights Protection. Lund: Department of Political Science 2005.

Jerre, Ulrika, Conflicting Logics? Implementing Capacity and EU Adaptation in
a Postcommunist Context. Lund: Department of Political Science 2005.
Rindefjill, Teresia, Democracy Beyond the Ballot Box. Citizen Participation
and Social Rights in Post-Transition Chile. Lund: Department of Political
Science 2005.

Ferndndez, Christian, Medborgarskap efter nationalstaten? Etr konstruktivt
forslag. Lund: Department of Political Science 2005.

Nilsson, Tom, 7ill vitken nytta? Om det lokala politiska deltagandets karaktir,
komplexitet och konsekvenser. Lund: Department of Political Science 2005.
Stripple, Johannes, Climate Change after the International:- Rethinking
Security, Territory and Authority. Lund: Department of Political Science
2005.

Etlingsson, Gissur, Varfor bildas nya partier? Om kollektivt handlande och
partientreprendrer. Lund: Department of Political Science 2005.

Strémvik, Maria, To Act as a Union. Explaining the Development of the EU’s
Collective Foreign Policy. Lund: Department of Political Science 2005.

_285_



